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Executive Summary
Topic

Recommendation

Rationale

Considerations

(I) Qualitative
measures, in
addition to
quantitative
measures of a
school's
performance in
serving high-risk
students

Add an additional performance indicator and
adjust the ratings, per the table below:

• Honor the universal
qualities of effective
schools
• Capture the
essential unique
qualities of effective
AECs
• Include additional
performance
measures that are
relevant to a
school’s unique
design and mission

• May contradict
• State Board of
the intent of
Education Rules 1
state-level
CCR 301-57 THE
accountability,
ADMINISTRATION
which specifies
OF
“objective,
ACCOUNTABILITY
measureable
FOR ALTERNATIVE
criteria” (C.R.S.
CAMPUSES and
22-11-210) for
subsequent rules
evaluating and
2207602-Rrecommending
3.05(A) and
school plan types
3.05(B).
• 40% of the
frameworks
would consist of
non-academic
measures
(decrease in
weighting of
achievement and
growth)
• Possible overlap
between
Opportunity
Measures and
Student
Engagement
Measures

Indicator
Academic
Achievement
Academic
Growth
Student
Engagement
Postsecondary
and
Workforce
Readiness
Opportunity
Measures

Current AEC
Frameworks
15%

Proposed

35%

25%

20%

20%

30%

30%

NA

20%

5%

Pilot a school quality review process program
with at least 10 Alternative Education
Campuses between April 2016 and April 2019.

Level of Change

Resources Needed
•1.0 FTE for
development of
rubrics and/or surveys,
and analysis of results
for the Opportunity
Measures indicator
•1.0 FTE for the
development, project
management, and
support of the pilot
SQR process, $75,000,
and $12,000 per school
quality review with 10
school reviews totals
345,000 for the three
year pilot.
•The costs for a full rollout beyond the pilot
school quality review
process would total 1.0
FTE for the
development, project
management, and
support of the SQR
process, $75,000, and
$12,000 per school
quality review with 30
school reviews each
year totals to $435,000
annually plus 1.0 FTE.
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Topic

Recommendation

Rationale

Considerations

(II) Development
of measurespecific cut points

• Use the proposed “AEC Cut-Points
Decision Trees” (see Appendix G) to
guide the process for determining
AEC appropriate cut-points for AEC
School Performance Framework
(SPF) measures
• Use “Guiding Principles for AEC
Accountability Measures” to guide
how all measures are developed
and applied to AECs (see Appendix
H).

• Applying these processes
•
will ensure validity and
consistency in the
determination of cut-points
utilized for the purpose of
district- and state-level
accountability.
• Collection of this level of
data on AEC SPF measures
can result in a collective
and transparent body of
knowledge on best
practices in determining
measure-specific cut-points
to improve the AEC
accountability process over
time.

CDE would need to
maintain the system
due to new measures
that may be
identified as useful
points for data for
AEC accountability

4

Level of Change

Resources Needed

• Changes can
be made
within CDE
policy

• Approximately
$50,000 for an
independent
consultant to
review
assessments,
analyze
assessment
data, and
develop
guidance
documents for
cut-points for
the current
measures.
• Once
established, cut
points will
require
additional staff
time dedicated
to training
which can be
absorbed by
CDE.
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Topic

Recommendation

Rationale

(III) Consideration
of the current "N"
weighting system
and suggesting
changes to
weights to
address the
unique socioemotional needs
of the students
served by the
alternative
education campus

• Weigh achievement and growth
results by the number of students
included in each measure (as
opposed to weighting each
measure equally).

• Performance of AEC
students is often not
accurately reflected by state
assessments.
• Most AEC students are
enrolled in untested grades
(11th and 12th grades).
• Most AEC students are
significantly behind grade
level so state level
assessment results may not
be the most informative.
• Local assessment data may
be more representative and
accurate.

(IV) Identification
of possible
methods and costs
associated with
using a
comparison group
to analyze hard
data comparing
high-risk students
across schools

• Identify a comparison group by
using easily available data for
identifying high risk conditions
based on AEC student’s
characteristics prior to enrolling in
the AEC.

• Selection of the comparison
group is conceived of each
student’s self, prior to
attending the AEC.
• Each student serves as his or
her own counterfactual for
what would have happened
in absence of the AEC
experience.
• Does not require any new
data collection from NonAEC students.

Considerations

5

Level of Change

Resources Needed

• This may increase the
weight of local
assessment results.
• Local assessment data
will need to be
reviewed carefully for
reporting, validity and
reliability for use in
any accountability
decisions.

• Changes can
be made
within CDE
policy

• The impact can
be absorbed
with existing
resources.

• Many “high-risk”
students will be
excluded with this
methodology.

• As this topic
is not specific
to the
frameworks,
no statutory,
rule or policy
change is
required.

• An
independent
contractor
could design
and analyze
the data for
approximately
$25,000.
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Topic

Recommendation

(V) Consideration
of the ninety-five
percent threshold
for designation of
an alternative
education
campus, the
student groups
included in the
ninety-five
percent threshold,
and the
documentation
and verification
requirements for
certifying that the
threshold has
been met

• Lower the high-risk threshold for
designation of an alternative
education campus from 95% highrisk to 90% high-risk

• Modify five criteria for student
groups included in the high-risk
threshold to include:
• students with excused
absences,
• foster care youth,
• students with trauma due loss
of a parent or immediate
family member,
• less severe mental health or
behavioral issues, and
• middle school students in the
definition of over-age and
under-credited students.

Rationale

6

Considerations

Level of Change

Resources Needed

• Increase the number
of high-risk students
served by AECs (the
group estimates that
AECs will move from
serving 1.8% of
Colorado’s public
school students, to
between 2.5 and 3
percent)
• Ensure that the AEC
SPF is used only by
those serving a high
percentage of highrisk students.

• More schools may be eligible
for AEC status
• This could raise the current
AEC cut-points on the school
performance framework
• Higher impact AECs could
receive lower ratings and may
be more likely to have a
priority improvement and
turnaround status.

• C.R.S. 22-7604.5(1)(B) and
subsequent
State Board of
Education
Rules within 1
CCR 301-57.

• Approximately
0.5 FTE would
be required if
lowering the
threshold results
in more schools
applying, as
expected.

• To expand upon the
number of students
included in those five
high-risk criteria
• Explicit inclusion of
other criteria that
may put a student at
“high risk”

• May increase the number of
students qualifying for AEC
designation
• May alter the original intent
behind each criterion.

• C.R.S. 22-7604.5(1.5)(b,
f, g, m, and n)
and
subsequent
State Board of
Education
Rules within 1
CCR 301-57.

The impact can be
absorbed with
existing resources.
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Recommendation
• Enhance CDE guidance documents
to include more detailed
information on documentation
requirements for identification of
high-risk criteria

Rationale
• Outline current best
practices around
collecting student risk
data in a manner that
balances student and
family privacy with
the need to ensure
that the AEC statute
is being upheld.

Considerations
• There was discussion among the
small working group about
having a state board appointed
advisory group to assist CDE in
developing guidelines for school
and districts and documenting
standardized procedures for
auditing student data. The role
of an advisory board was
clarified and determined that it
was not the function of the AEC
workgroup to make the
recommendation. CDE
encouraged the ongoing
feedback from the AECs for
assistance in clarifying
requirements, documentation,
and audits.
• Subset for consideration that
AEC frequency of verification
documentation and audit of
student high-risk status data be
changed from annually to triannually with school leader
and/or district attestation of
population consistency in
between the three year period.
Current State Board of
Education Rule 1 CCR 301-57
3.02 requires annual verification
of high-risk data by the
Department.

Level of
Change
• CDE policy

7

Resources Needed
The impact can be
absorbed with
existing resources.
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I: Qualitative measures, in addition to quantitative measures of a
school's performance in serving high-risk students
Phase One: Revisions to the Current AEC SPF
Introduction
The following recommendation and proposal addresses the requirement from HB15-1350 from the Colorado
Revised Statutes 22-11-210 add 1.5. The revised statute requires that the department shall convene
stakeholder meetings for the purpose of reviewing state statutes. The review of statutes must include
qualitative measures, in addition to quantitative measures, of a school’s performance in serving high-risk
students. This proposal addresses the addition of qualitative measures, as well as a recommendation to make
adjustments to quantitative measures.
Recommendation
The recommendation of the work group is an adjustment of the weighting of previous categories, as well as the
addition of a new category. The current AEC SPF Framework includes four categories: Academic Achievement
(15%), Academic Growth (35%), Student Engagement (20%), and Post-Secondary Workforce Readiness (30%).
The recommendation of the group is to consolidate Academic Achievement and Growth into one category, make
adjustments to the weighting, and add a new category, “Opportunity Measures,” which capture the qualitative
components of the work of AECs. Academic Achievement weighting on the Alternative Education Campus
School Performance Framework (AEC SPF) would decrease from 15% to 5% of total points and Academic Growth
would decrease from 35% to 25% of total points on the framework to make room for the Opportunity Measures
performance indicator to have a weighting of 20% points on the AEC SPF. Student Engagement would remain at
20% of total points and Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness would remain with 30% of total points.
The recommended categories for measurement and their respective weightings are:
1. Academic Progress
Achievement 5%
Growth 25%
Total for category- 30%
2. Student Engagement 20%
3. Post-Secondary Workforce Readiness 30%
4. Opportunity Measures 20%
The recommended Opportunity Measures include six sub-categories and schools will identify three subcategories to use in their AEC SPF. The proposed sub-categories are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

System of learning designed for success with AEC students,
Community-based opportunities, including post-secondary opportunities
Student support mechanisms,
Evidence of fulfillment of the school’s mission,
Evidence that the school has identified areas for institutional growth and has demonstrated growth in
designated areas of the measurement period, and
6. School climate and culture.

Each school will be required to produce evidence for the opportunity measures. The evidence will include a
narrative describing their work in each chosen category, an outline/graphic indicating the scope of the work in
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each chosen category, and evidence of the effectiveness of the school’s programs in each chosen category which
could include a survey.
A rubric for objectively evaluating opportunity measures will be developed by CDE in collaboration with AEC
stakeholders.
Rationale
The rationale is to develop a framework that is re-structured with the purpose of honoring the universal
qualities of effective schools, while capturing the essential unique qualities of effective AECs, and includes
additional performance measures that are relevant to a school’s unique design and mission. The intent of
opportunity measures is to capture the quality of the inputs that schools are using to address student needs in
addition to the outcomes that are not captured in the current SPF. Please see below for an explanation.
Ben is 17. He has attended an AEC in Colorado for less than a year. Ben has had a lifetime of
crises packed into a few short years. Four years ago Ben’s father died, succumbing to years of
drug and alcohol addiction. Ben has exhibited behaviors akin to depression and bipolar disorder
since middle school and has recently been diagnosed under these categories. Ben has used
cannabis since he was 11 years old and has used heroin for the past two years. Ben is on
probation and has three criminal charges pending at this time. Ben had been “asked to leave”
two public high schools prior to enrolling in his AEC.
Ben and his family receive a good deal of support through their AEC. Ben meets regularly with
the school’s certified addiction counselor. Ben’s family attends a support group sponsored by the
AEC. Ben’s advisor at the school coordinates services and interventions with Ben’s probation
officer and other community agencies. Ben and his advisor remain in daily contact, even when
Ben does not attend school.
Viewed from a school perspective, Ben’s attendance is inconsistent, his academic progress is
slow, and his assessment results do not reveal his potential as a learner. On the whole, Ben looks
bad in almost every category of his school’s SPF.
Yet, the school persists. Ben’s AEC commits resources, energy, and care to help Ben change the
trajectory of his life. Ben’s outcomes have not been good, and chances are they won’t become
good for quite some time. Thankfully, the ending to Ben’s story is yet to be written. It is for the
hope of a positive ending that Ben’s school remains fully committed and invested in Ben.
The inclusion of qualitative measures into the AEC SPF reflects a call by AEC leaders to capture and appreciate
the quality and scope of the efforts put forth by schools on behalf of opportunity youth in Colorado.1 The
committee, agreeing with the sentiment of the AEC practitioner community, recommends a framework that is
re-structured with the purpose of honoring the universal qualities of effective schools, while capturing the
essential unique qualities of effective AECs, and includes additional performance measures that are relevant to a
school’s unique design and mission.
1

CCAEC survey question. March, 2015. 41 respondents.
90% of respondents agree or strongly agree with the following statement:
“The state should include a measure in the alternative SPF that considers/measures the impact of each AEC’s
unique programming on student success.”
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Considerations
Several considerations were examined during the process of developing the recommendation.
The subjectivity of the proposed opportunity measures a pathway towards operationalization that would ensure
consistent implementation and reliable evaluation across campuses. This approach to design and weight may
contradict the intent of state-level accountability, which specifies the establishment of “objective, measureable
criteria” (C.R.S. 22-11-210) for evaluating and accrediting districts and recommending school plan types. The
proposed measures could be effective school-level strategies for confirming actual student performance
outcomes, but are better placed in a Unified Improvement Plan than in an accountability framework.
The decrease in academic achievement and growth overall on the framework, lending 40% of total points on the
framework to non-academic measures within Student Engagement and Opportunity Measures and possible
overlap between the proposed qualitative measures and the current student engagement measures. The group
recognized possible overlap between the proposed qualitative measures and the current student engagement
measures. The group’s recommendation is that no measure be allowed to be used in more than one
performance indicator or category.
Increasing the Academic Progress category to 35% and reduce either the Student Engagement or Opportunity
Measures categories category by 5% of the proposed weighting may be a fair compromise to raise the academic
component of the AEC SPF.
Further implications that should be considered include the impact that revising the SPF will have on District
Performance Frameworks which will cause additional work for Districts. Furthermore, we acknowledge that
rolling this out to all stakeholders will be time-consuming and will require additional training.
The group was sensitive to the potential impact of increasing the reporting burden on schools through the
inclusion of qualitative measures and suggests a creation of categorical reporting options for schools to
encourage them to report information they currently track.
A stakeholder advisory group was discussed to assist in the implementation of phases 1 and 2 of this proposal if
funding is allocated for such a group.
Level of Change
The level of change needed for these recommendations to come to fruition would concern State Board of
Education Rules 1 CCR 301-57 THE ADMINISTRATION OF ACCOUNTABILITY FOR ALTERNATIVE CAMPUSES and
subsequent rules 2207602-R-3.05(A) and 3.05(B).
Resources
The resources needed for creation of a new performance indicator measure would be costs associated with
development of a rubric and/or survey and analysis of results which would result in 0.5 FTE for both components
totaling 1.0 FTE.
Conclusion
The group recommends a re-structuring of the current AEC SPF with the purpose of capturing the unique
population served and distinct work performed by AECs. In order to fulfill this purpose, the group is
recommending combining Academic Achievement and Growth into one category, with a combined weighting of
30%, as well as the addition of a qualitative measurement category, Opportunity Measures, with a weighting of
20%.
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Appendices
Documents supporting phase one are located in Appendices A, B, C and D

Phase Two: Proposed Three Year Evaluation Panel Pilot Study
Recommendation
Implement a school quality review (SQR) process pilot program that, through collaboration between CDE and
CCAEC, creates a panel of experts and practitioners specific to AECs to review no less than 10 AEC’s in Colorado
between April, 2016 and April, 2019. The panel will make their findings available to all interested parties. The
Department will re-visit the panel’s findings prior to July 1, 2019 and make recommendations intended to
enhance the AEC SPF based upon the work of the panel and for the potential expansion of SQRs to more AECs.
Pilot participants will be excused from submitting Opportunity Measures as part of their SPF, as the findings of
the SQR panel will serve the function of Opportunity Measures for the period of the SQR.
Rationale
The proposal seeks to foster the development of a more informed knowledge base to further enhance a system
for qualitative measurements for AECs. School Quality Reviews will inform the next phase of accountability for
AECs, ultimately supplanting Opportunity Measures. The AEC accountability work group believes that AECs
would be very willing to participate in the SQR process. This process would best capture the qualitative
successes of AECs and give the community a broader perspective on the school.
Considerations
● NY process--The expert review
Below is a summary from the New York City School Quality Review process. The AEC Accountability work group
believes that a similar process would work very well with Colorado AECs. The AEC SQR review would be
performed on a three year cycle. The following information is pulled directly from the NYC DOE website here:
http://schools.nyc.gov/Accountability/tools/review/SchoolResources/Overview/default.htm
Supplemental resources regarding the SQR, including rubric, surveys, etc. are placed in Appendix B-F.
The Quality Review is a one or two day school visit by an experienced educator to New York City
schools. During the review, the reviewer visits classrooms, talks with parents, students, teachers,
and school leaders, and uses a rubric to evaluate how well the school is organized to support
student achievement.
The Quality Review was developed to assist New York City Department of Education schools in
raising student achievement. The process is designed to look behind a school’s performance
statistics to ensure that the school is engaged in effective methods of accelerating student
learning.
Before a reviewer visits a school, the school’s leadership completes a self-evaluation based on
the Quality Review rubric. Reviewers draw upon this document and other school data during
conversations they have with principals, teachers, students, and parents during the school visit.
Reviewers have these conversations to develop a well-rounded perspective of the way in which
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schools use information about outcomes to guide teaching, set goals for improvement, and make
adjustments (e.g. to the curriculum or via the use of resources).
After the site visit, the school receives a Quality Review Report that is published on its DOE
website. The process will assess all indicators of the Quality Review rubric, but the Quality
Review Report will formally report on five indicators of the rubric (1.1, 1.2, 2.2, 3.4, 4.2). Reviews
will culminate in indicator ratings for these five areas and a written report, but it will not yield an
overall rating. The report provides the school community with evidence-based information about
the school's development and serves as a source of feedback for the school leadership to improve
the school's support for students.
● CDE staff review/Peer review
Other considerations the work group considered were in regards to conducting the school quality review (SQR)
by CDE staff or AEC peer schools. The CDE staff review would look similar to the expert review as above, but
instead of hiring a consultant or outside organization to conduct the review, the review would be done directly
by full-time CDE staff. The fiscal costs associated with this role would be different from using external reviewers.
Instead of increased spending to consultants or an external organization there would be increased FTE for hiring
internal CDE staff to conduct the reviews. The CDE staff review would be on a three year cycle, similar to the
expert review.
Similarly, the AEC peer review process would look quite similar to the expert review described above, however,
the main change would be replacing the expert reviewer with a team of reviewers from AEC peer schools. AEC
peer schools would be determined through a matching mechanism based on type of AEC (IEP, online, dropout
recovery, etc.), similarities in AEC population based on the AEC application, demographics, and geographic
population (i.e. urban/suburban/rural). After the peer schools are identified, AECs would take turns reviewing
their peer schools on a three year cycle, similar to the expert review and CDE staff review. The intent of the
work group is the peer review process would be required for all AECs but no funding would be provided to the
AECs that participate, including any travel costs or stipends. Requiring AECs to participate in such an intensive
SQR process without providing any travel costs or stipends may place a burden on AECs or create a barrier to
entry for schools wishing to be an AEC or remain an AEC if they feel it is not feasible for them to participate in
the SQR process.
Level of Change
Typically pilots are handled through proposed legislation, thus, this would be statutorily required unless the
state board of education requests this pilot.
Resources
The resources needed for the development of a pilot school quality review process would be extensive and
would total 1.0 FTE for the development, project management, and support of the SQR process, $75,000, and
$12,000 per school quality review with 10 school reviews each year totals to $345,000 for the three year pilot
plus 1.0 FTE.
The costs for a full roll-out beyond the pilot school quality review process are as follows. There are almost 90
AECs at present, so 30 AEC schools reviewed annually would meet the proposal of once every three years. The
resources needed for the development of a school quality review process beyond the pilot would be extensive
and would total 1.0 FTE for the development, project management, and support of the SQR process, $75,000,
and $12,000 per school quality review with 30 school reviews each year totals to $435,000 annually plus 1.0 FTE.
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Recruit and Hire School Quality Reviewers: $20,000
Train Reviewers for Document Review Process: $20,000
Train Reviewers for Site Visit and Review Process: $20,000
Travel costs per school quality review: $1,000 per school
Plan, Facilitate, and Conduct Document Review Process: $3,000 per school
Plan, Facilitate, and Conduct Site Visit and Review Process: $8,000 per school
CDE to provide on-site support and advisement to Reviewers: $15,000 (travel costs) plus 0.5 FTE
Provide on-going project management and support to CDE and School Quality Reviewers: 0.5 FTE
Conclusion
A three year evaluation study will provide an opportunity to impact the accountability system for AECs. The AEC
work group is committed to hold AECs accountable to meeting rigorous standards that are relevant to the
students to whom they serve. A School Quality Review pilot will provide the foundation to enhance meaningful
AEC accountability frameworks (AEC SPF 3.0) in Colorado, and may inform changes to accountability frameworks
for all schools.
Appendices
Documents supporting phase two are located in Appendices E and F.
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II: Development of measure-specific cut points
Introduction
HB 15-1350, Section 2 asks for written recommendations related to the development of measure-specific cutpoints for Alternative Education Campus (AEC) schools. Ideally, an AEC’s success in educating and preparing
students (as indicated by a variety of measures) should be guided, in part, by comparable data that allows for
analyses of similar students and/or schools across the state, and if appropriate, the nation. For some measures,
AEC-normed data are available; for many others, though, AEC-normed data are not yet available. Once these
data are collected, a better understanding of adequate performance can be determined and appropriate cutpoints developed. To establish a process to ensure best available data from AEC comparison groups is utilized in
the determination of appropriate cut-points, the AEC Accountability Work Group developed two decision trees
(Appendix G). One decision tree provides cut-point guidance for national, state, or vendor measures; the other
provides cut-point guidance for local measures. Note that the decision trees were not designed to incorporate
Opportunity Measures, so they do not apply to Opportunity Measures at this time.
In addition, given the lack of available comparison data from both similar students and/or schools, the AEC
Accountability Work Group sought to better understand how the Colorado Department of Education (CDE)
currently applies cut-points to AEC measures. CDE staff provided historical context and background information.
The historical context provided was largely based on a set of unwritten guiding principles at CDE. In an effort to
create more transparency and insight into the AEC accountability framework, the AEC Accountability Work
Group worked with CDE staff to draft a “Guiding Principles for AEC Accountability Measures” document
(Appendix H).
The AEC Accountability Work Group developed two recommendations regarding the creation of measurespecific cut-points:

Recommendation #1
Utilization of the proposed AEC Cut-Points Decision Trees (see attached) to guide the process for determining
AEC appropriate cut-points for AEC School Performance Framework (SPF) measures. Furthermore, these
decision trees should be regularly reviewed (at a minimum annually) to determine any necessary revisions or
adjustments.

Rationale
The current traditional SPF utilizes cut points set at the 40th/60th/90th percentile rankings for performance within
Colorado’s traditional public schools. In the absence of substantial comparison data for alternative schools, the
current AEC SPF was developed with the majority of cut-points for included measures set at 40%/60%/90%,
instead of percentile. The following mock example was developed to illustrate the necessity for a process to
collect and utilize national and state comparison data.
School A has 58% of their students meeting fall to spring growth targets on the NWEA MAP
assessment. According to the current AEC SPF cut points, this school would only be
APPROACHING state expectations for growth. However, when this performance was compared
with the percent of students meeting fall to spring growth targets within schools using NWEA
MAP assessment across the country, we realize that 58% of students reaching targets actually
places this school in the 75th percentile (mock figures used for illustrative purposes only). If cut
points were established for Colorado AECs as they are for traditional schools, at the
40th/60th/90th percentiles, School A would be meeting state expectations for growth.
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Two assessments, NWEA and STAR, currently being used by AECs to demonstrate growth or achievement, are in
the process of being analyzed to create norms specific to AEC populations. However, AECs use a variety of
national, state, vendor, or local measures for the purpose of internal and external accountability. AEC norms for
many of these measures could be available when allowed the time/resources to conduct the necessary AEC
comparison research. In the meantime and throughout the development of research and comparison group
based cut-points, a process is needed to guide AECs in determining appropriate cut-points and improve the
efficacy of AEC accountability in Colorado. This process will help to ensure validity and consistency in the
determination of cut-points utilized for the purpose of district- and state-level accountability. Additionally,
collection of this level of data on AEC SPF measures can result in a collective and transparent body of
knowledge, or repository, on best practices in determining measure-specific cut-points to improve the AEC
accountability process over time.

Considerations
Insufficient time and lack of access to AEC-specific data sufficient for creating norms prohibit the meaningful
creation of measure-specific cut-points for every measure currently utilized by Colorado AECs. Additionally, new
measures that may be identified as useful points for data for AEC accountability might be developed or
discovered. As a result, a big-picture approach was taken to design a process that the state department of
education and AECs could use for determining appropriate cut-points for any measure that may be presented to
gain a better understanding of an AEC’s performance for the purposes of accountability. This process also calls
for the creation of an AEC accountability measures repository in which AECs would make available their cutpoint decision process for assessments used and collaborate with other AECs using like assessments. The
development of this repository will lead to collective best practices in establishing appropriate cut-points for all
measures used. In addition, the utilization of the decision trees, AEC data repository, and the development of
appropriate AEC cut-points would be further supported by the creation of an “AEC Norming Population
Reference” document. This document will detail technical processes involved in developing appropriate AEC
comparison groups (e.g., grouping AEC’s into schools serving similar populations of students or those fulfilling
similar missions) and appropriate cut-points for AEC SPF measures. Similar to considerations for the 95%
recommendation, a final consideration for cut-points includes a state board appointed advisory group to assist
CDE in developing the “AEC Norming Population Reference” document.

Level of Change
Change would occur at the CDE policy level ensuring that the process outlined in the attached decision trees
would drive the establishment of AEC appropriate cut-points for each measure included in Colorado AEC SPFs.

Resources
All AEC schools would need access and training on the decision trees, and the documents will require recurring
review and revision over time. Resources would be necessary to develop and manage an online repository
accessible by all AECs, as well as a means for notifying all AECs of additions/changes to repository content.
Approximately $50,000 for an independent consultant to review assessments, analyze assessment data, and
develop guidance documents for cut-points for the current measures.

Recommendation #2
Utilization of “Guiding Principles for AEC Accountability Measures” to guide how all measures are developed and
applied to AECs (see Appendix H).
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Rationale
Marie Huchton, Principal Statistical Consultant at CDE, provided an initial draft of the guiding principles
document based on established practices CDE has used in determining AEC measures and cut-points over the
years. The AEC Accountability Work Group subsequently edited the draft guidelines and prioritized its contents.

Considerations
This guidance document should help provide more transparency and clarity around how to set cut-points for all
data points used to evaluate AECs. This guidance is particularly important when AECs develop unique local
measures and/or when no comparable data exist at a state or national level.

Level of Change
Given that this resource is a guidance document, ideally the change would occur at the CDE policy level and be
implemented across all AECs schools in the state.

Resources
In order for common understanding of this systemic approach to AEC measurement development to occur, CDE
should adopt the guidance document in policy guidance. While no specific fiscal note is needed to adopt this
guidance, the AEC Accountability Work Group strongly recommends a review of necessary resources to expand
CDE’s capacity to more deeply analyze appropriate measures for AECs in order to petition additional
funding/resources to adequately support this work.

Conclusion
In summary, the AEC Accountability Work Group believes it will improve the current Colorado AEC SPF if the
recommended decision trees are utilized for the purposes of identifying appropriate AEC cut-points for
measures utilized in each school’s AEC SPF framework. Additionally, the inclusion of a guidance document for
the purposes of guiding the process of AEC accountability in Colorado will improve transparency. Without this
guidance, the AEC cut-points work may not be grounded in a common rationale or guiding philosophy, possibly
making it appear arbitrary.
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III: Consideration of the current "N" weighting system and
suggesting changes to weights to address the unique socioemotional needs of the students served by the Alternative Education
Campus
Introduction
The request from HB15-1350 was for the group to consider the current “N” weighting system and to suggest
“changes to weights to address the unique socio-emotional needs to the students served by the alternative
education campus.” Under the current AEC performance framework, all sub-indicators are weighed equally
when determining the total indicator points earned and eligible; the number of students contributing towards
state measures versus local measures is not considered. The AEC Accountability Working Group was asked to
review an alternate approach that would assign weights to each sub-indicator in proportion to the contributing
“N” count. Under this approach, the weight assigned to a given sub-indicator would be based on the proportion
of students represented on that indicator out of the total number of students across all sub-indicators.

Recommendation
The AEC Accountability Work Group (AEC AWG) unanimously agreed to adopt the recommendation to factor the
number of students contributing to each sub-indicator measure into the aggregated point totals for the
achievement and growth indicators.

Rationale
Marie Huchton, CDE’s principal technical analyst for AEC Accountability, gave two PowerPoint presentations to
the AWG providing background on this issue. The presentations included examples of the proposed change and
discussed impact data and other considerations related to the decision. The following is a summary of the
information shared.
The state summative assessments are aligned with the Colorado Academic Standards (CAS) and are
administered in a consistent manner across all schools in the state. Because of this, the state assessment results
provide for consistent inferences about student performance (i.e. achievement and growth across the different
grades and content areas) from one school to the next. Assuming that sufficient proportions of students
participate in the assessments, the results aggregated at the school and district levels can be meaningfully
compared.
In contrast, local assessments provide for more limited inferences about student performance, and present
challenges when trying to compare results between schools or districts. Local assessments are administered to a
limited sample of students, and without the same assurances of CAS alignment or psychometric validity. For
these reasons, the results of local assessments may not be as valid and reliable as the state assessment results.
Given the potential limitations with local assessments, it is appropriate that for the majority of traditional K-12
schools the school performance frameworks (SPFs) are based solely on state assessment results and other state
outcome measures. However, CDE recognizes that the performance of AEC students is often not accurately
reflected by state assessments. In part, this is because most AEC students are enrolled in untested grades (11th
and 12th grades). Additionally, most AEC students are significantly behind grade level in terms of achievement,
meaning the benchmark expectation that a student is performing at or above grade level is rarely true. Due to
the unique characteristics of AEC students, aggregations based upon state measures are often not very
meaningful.
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To investigate the impact of moving from the current equally weighted sub-indicators to the proposed method,
CDE used data from the 2014 AEC SPF, and re-ran the calculations using the “N” weighting methodology for the
Achievement and Growth indicators. It does not make sense to apply proportional weighting to the Student
Engagement or Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness indicators due to the nature of the metrics within these
categories. The indicator and framework totals were run only at the EMH level; A-level roll-ups were not run as
they are not necessary for making a recommendation.
The comparison was made of the AECs’ overall percent of points earned and final rating on the AEC SPF between
the current system and the proposed “N” weighted system. The impact of changing methods on the total
percent of points earned shows 15.7% of schools declining in points, 56.5% earning the same points, and 27.8%
increasing in total points. Changes to the overall performance rating category are less sensitive than point
totals, with 1.7% of schools moving down one rating category, 92.2% earning the same rating, and 6.1% moving
up one category (counts included in the table below).
Rating under Proposed “N” Weighting System
AEC:
AEC:
AEC: Priority
Performance Improvement Improvement
AEC: Performance
Rating under
AEC: Improvement
Current
Weighting
AEC: Priority Improvement
System
AEC: Turnaround
Total

AEC:
Turnaround

Total

40

1

0

0

41

2

30

1

0

33

0

4

20

0

24

0

0

1

16

17

42

35

22

16

115

Given the relatively limited impact of the proposed change, much of the discussion of the AWG focused on the
importance of accurately representing the population of students enrolled in AECs and their performance on
local academic achievement and growth measures.

Considerations
The primary impact of this recommendation falls on the performance framework calculations and
interpretations; CDE staff stressed the importance of a consistent methodology applied to all AECs across
Colorado, rather than a piece-meal approach allowing districts to choose between the equal or proportional
weighting methodologies. The AWG agreed that maintaining comparability across AEC ratings was a primary
consideration. Additionally, given the increased weight of local assessment results on performance ratings
under the N size weighting option, the AWG agreed that local assessment data will need to be reviewed
carefully for reporting, validity and reliability for use in any accountability decisions.

Level of Change
This recommendation requires changes to CDE policy and revision of the AEC SPF calculation methodology.
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Resources
The level of effort required to implement this change is minimal. Existing CDE staff can make changes to AEC
performance framework guidance documents and calculation methodologies as part of the annual update
process. A small amount of resources will likely be required to create and disseminate additional training
materials to communicate this revision to the field.

Conclusion
Since the majority of students in AECs are enrolled in grades not required to take the state assessments and
instead utilize local academic performance measures, the AEC AWG recommends weighting the sub-indicators
within the Achievement and Growth indicators based upon the proportion of students represented by each
metric.
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IV: Identification of possible methods and costs associated with
using a comparison group to analyze hard data comparing highrisk students across schools
Introduction
In House Bill 15-1350, there is a request to identify “possible methods and costs associated with using a
comparison group to analyze hard data comparing high-risk students across schools.” There are a number of
ways that a comparison group could be constructed and analyses conducted, and this memo describes the
options recommended by the AEC accountability working group (AEC AWG), along with the associated as the
pros, cons, and considerations.
Using a comparison group enables us to measure—using “hard data” such as end-of-year achievement test
scores—the average observed impact attending an AEC has on student outcomes (for example, achievement,
probability of graduation, or socio-emotional skills.) We know that AECs tend to serve high-risk populations who
likely are experiencing downward trends in their outcomes over time even prior to AEC attendance. However, it
would be a mistake to immediately conclude that AECs are responsible for the negative change in test scores
observed among these hypothetical students. It is possible, that even though AEC students’ test scores
continued to decrease while attending an AEC, their scores would have been even lower in the absence of
enrollment at an AEC. It’s only by creating a comparison group to try and estimate what would have happened
to a given student if he or she had continued enrollment in a traditional school that we can estimate the impact
of the AEC.
However, before we discuss the approaches to comparison group construction, we need to discuss a few firstorder challenges surrounding data quality and measurement issues that will need to be addressed.

(1)

First-Order Challenges: Measurement Issues

Two distinct, but related, measurement challenges exist in the current context, which would need to be
addressed before a comparison group of non-AEC students could be identified. The first is how one could use
existing quantitative date to identify “high risk students” outside of AECs. The second challenge is to address the
fact that there is a great deal of variability in what AECs look like across Colorado—both in terms of their
missions and the kinds of students they seek to serve. This section lays out those two measurement concerns in
greater detail and proposes potential solutions to these challenges.
How to Identify “High-Risk” Students Outside of AECs.
Enrollment in a school classified as an AEC is a straightforward variable to measure. On the other hand, there are
undoubtedly students in Colorado who would be eligible to attend an AEC but for some unobserved reason do
not attend an AEC. In order to construct an ideal comparison group, we would need to be able to identify
students both inside and outside of AECs who would be eligible to attend.
In order for a school to qualify as an AEC, the school must be composed of 95% or more high-risk students.
Therefore most of the students who attend an AEC do so because they are deemed “high risk.” To meet the
definition of “high-risk”, a student must meet at least one of 15 conditions. Currently, the 15 possible qualifying
conditions for being “high-risk” include: (1) juvenile delinquent, (2) dropped out of school, (3) expelled from
school, (4) history of personal drug or alcohol use, (5) history of personal street gang involvement, (6) history of
child abuse or neglect, (7) has a parent or guardian in prison, (8) has an IEP, (9) family history of domestic
violence, (10) repeated school suspensions, (11) parent or pregnant woman, (12) migrant child, (13) homeless
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child. (14) history of a serious psychiatric or behavioral disorder, and (15) is over traditional school age for his or
her grade level and lacks adequate credit hours for his or her grade level.
Only some of these conditions are measured regularly outside of AEC settings. For example, all schools keep
records of which students have an IEP, however few schools keep updated records of whether a student has a
history of street gang involvement. Table 1 separates the 15 “high-risk” conditions into two groups: Those that
are (versus are not) measured annually across all Colorado public schools (typically due to state- or federal-level
reporting requirements).
Table 1 makes it clear that most of the conditions that lead to a student attending an AEC are not variables
collected at the district or state level. AECs do keep records of this information, but the construction of a nonAEC comparison group would require being able to measure these same variables in non-AEC settings. While
some non-AECs may keep records of high-risk factors, this is likely not a consistent practice in most schools. If
records of high-risk factors that determine eligibility to attend AECs are not kept both inside and outside of
AECs, it may prove difficult to identify non-AEC students who would have been eligible to attend an AEC.
Variability Across Colorado in Kinds of AEC Students and AECs.
As illustrated by the 15 conditions that potentially designate a student as “high-risk” and thus eligible to attend
an AEC, there is a wide range in the kinds of students who attend AECs. Different risk-factors imply students who
face very different impediments to success. For instance, a student who is pregnant may be facing a quite
different set of constraints and challenges than a student who struggles with an intellectual disability. It may be
difficult to generalize the effects of AECs across quite disparate populations of students.
Likewise, the intended missions of AECs varies widely across Colorado, and thus attract quite dissimilar
populations of students. It may be overly-simple to think that one can make one universal comparison of “AEC”
to “non-AEC” school groups.
Recommendation of Proposed Solution to Measurement Issues.
Several options were considered for creating an appropriate AEC comparison group, and the recommendation
was made by the AEC AWG to limit analysis to a particular, observable AEC student- or school-type. This method
would identify a specific sub-group of interest to study in the context of AECs. The advantages of this method
include no new data collection requirements, while the resulting analysis would be clearly linked to specific
populations. One could estimate the effect of AEC attendance for certain kinds of students, as opposed to a
“generalized AEC effect” provided by one of the other options considered. On the other hand, the clear
disadvantage in using this method is that many of the “high-risk” students will be excluded from the analysis
because their form of eligibility is not uniformly tracked across schools. Another possible option, rejected by the
AEC AWG, would have required a new state data system to track most (if not all) high-risk factors that determine
student eligibility for AECs. Establishing such a data collection would be very expensive and labor intensive and
likely conflict with efforts around ensuring student data privacy.

(2)

Recommendation for Constructing a Valid Comparison Group

There are a number of quasi-experimental methods that could be used to try to produce an unbiased estimate
of the impact of AEC attendance on high risk students, each of which relies on the construction of a valid
comparison, or counterfactual. The four distinct approaches considered by the AEC accountability work group
were propensity score matching, student fixed effects, comparative interrupted time Series, and regression
discontinuity design. Each method comes with advantages, disadvantages, assumptions that need to be made to
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support the claim of causality (i.e., that we can attribute the effects to AECs), and data requirements. The work
group discussed each method in these terms; the first two methods may be more feasible but perhaps have less
strong causal warrants. The latter two approaches may have a stronger claim to establish causality; however
data limitations may undermine the feasibility of these approaches. After due consideration, the work group
recommendation was to use a student fixed effects model.
Recommendation: Student Fixed Effects.
Overview. For outcomes that are measured repeatedly over time (such as end-of-year assessment results and
attendance), a student fixed effects approach may be feasible. In a student fixed effects approach, the
comparison group is conceived of each student’s self, prior to attending the AEC. In other words, each student
serves as his or her own counterfactual for what would have happened in the absence of the AEC experience.
The student’s trends in outcomes prior to attending an AEC are compared to the trends in outcomes once AEC
attendance begins. If outcomes increase, on average, then one concludes that the AEC experience had a positive
effect on the student. Therefore, the comparison group is constructed using the very same students who later
attend an AEC.
Assumptions Required to Estimate a Causal Effect. In order to interpret the estimated effect causally using the
student fixed effects approach, one must assume there was nothing systematic about the moment in time in
which the student opts into the AEC system. To be more concrete, imagine that we observe a student’s end-ofyear math standardized test scores for six years in a row. After the third year, the student moves into an AEC.
We therefore compare that student’s average test scores before and after the AEC attendance and attribute the
difference to the AEC. We must assume that no other factors in the student’s life changed at the same point in
time as the decision to attend an AEC.
Advantages. One main advantage of the student fixed effects approach is that we do not need to rely on
comparing two different students to one another. Two students are likely different in many (often
unobservable) ways, and cross-student comparison is difficult. The student fixed effects approach, on the other
hand, only relies on the comparison of a student to him/herself at a previous point in time. Though many things
change over time in a student’s life over time, many factors simply do not.
Disadvantages. The main disadvantage of using the student fixed effects approach is that the main assumption
required (described above) may be untenable. That is, it is likely that some other (often unknown) event triggers
a student to decide to attend an AEC. Again, in some cases, the decision point may arise randomly. For instance,
a student or his/her guardians may randomly learn about an AEC option and decide to attend. However, there
are many scenarios for AEC attendance that may not be accurately described as a “random event”. This
threatens the validity of the fixed effects approach, and results will need to be carefully analyzed and
interpreted with caution. Another disadvantage is that the method can only be used to estimate impacts on
outcomes that are measured repeatedly over time. Finally, because a student fixed effects model examines
student changes in outcomes before- to after- AEC attendance, this method does not allow us to make any
statements about the effects of AECs for the many students in Colorado who never attend an AEC.
Data Requirements. The student fixed effects approach requires repeated observations of student outcomes
(e.g., test scores) over time, both before and after AEC attendance. One must therefore be able to observe in
the data the first and last year of AEC attendance, as well as outcomes before and after that time point.
Therefore, one needs the ability to track students over time. This is sometimes made difficult when students are
quite mobile, perhaps moving into and out of different districts. Allowances in running the model and
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interpreting results will need to be made depending upon the outcome chosen and observed mobility of
participants.

Table 1. Conditions to Meet Definition of “High Risk” Student
Measured
Across All CO Schools
Dropped out of school
Expelled from school
Has an IEP
Juvenile delinquent
Migrant child
Homeless child

Not Measured
Across All CO Schools
History of personal drug or alcohol use
History of personal street gang involvement
History of child abuse or neglect
Has a parent or guardian in prison
Parent or pregnant woman
Family history of domestic violence
Repeated school suspensions
History of a serious psychiatric or behavioral disorder
Over traditional school age for his or her grade level and lacks
adequate credit hours for his or her grade level

Level of Change: As this topic is not specific to the frameworks, no statutory, rule or policy change is required.
Resources: An independent contractor could design and analyze the data for approximately $25,000.
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V: Consideration of the ninety-five percent threshold for
designation of an alternative education campus, the student groups
included in the ninety-five percent threshold, and the
documentation and verification requirements for certifying that the
threshold has been met
Introduction
The 95% small work group was tasked with making recommendations on task V of 22-11-210 (1.5)(a)(I-V):
Consideration of the ninety-five percent threshold for designation of an alternative education campus, the
student groups included in the ninety-five percent threshold, and the documentation and verification
requirements for certifying that the threshold has been met.

Recommendations
22-11-210 (1.5)(a)(I-V) Statutory and Policy Recommendations V.1, V.2, and V.3.

V.1. Recommendations for the ninety-five percent threshold for designation of an
alternative education campus
Amend statute 22-7-604.5(1)(B) to read as follows:
Serving a student population in which more than ninety percent of the students have an individualized
education program pursuant to section 22-20-108 or meet the definition of a high-risk student contained in
subsection (1.5) of this section, or any combination of these two criteria that equals at least ninety percent of
the student population.
Amend CDE policy in instances where schools would miss reaching the ninety percent threshold by two or fewer
students.

V.2 Recommendations for the student groups included in the ninety-five percent
threshold
Amend statute 22-7-604.5(1.5)(b) to read as follows:
As used in this section, unless the context otherwise requires, a "high-risk student" means a student enrolled in
a public school who
(b) Has dropped out of school or has missed more than 4 school days in a single month (excused or unexcused)
or more than 10 days in a school year (excused or unexcused) in pursuant with CRS § 22-33-107.
(f) Has a documented history of child abuse or neglect, has been a ward of the court, or has been involved in the
foster care system.
(g) Has a parent or guardian in prison or on parole or probation or has experienced the loss of an immediate
family member.
(m) Has a documented history of a mental and/or behavioral health issues or has experienced significant
trauma.
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(n) Is a 10th-12th grade student that is one or more years behind in credits required for graduation, based on
anticipated year of graduation (this could be in overall credits or in core content credits, as determined by the
school district or the Charter School Institute), or is a 6th-9th grade student that has received D’s or F’s (or the
equivalent of) in 60% or more of their core subject areas in the 12 months prior to enrolling in his or her current
public alternative education campus.

V.3. Recommendations for the documentation and verification requirements for
certifying that the threshold has been met
AEC Work Group recommends that CDE produce guidance/policy documents addressing the following items:
i. Defining school, district, and CDE responsibilities and authority for gathering and reporting student
background information related to enrollment, attendance, grades, etc. from previous districts;
ii. Permissible practices for collecting and storing high-risk data at the school, district, and state levels;
iii Guiding principles for the transfer of data back and forth between schools and districts, and districts and CDE;
iv. Common triggers for the audit of student level risk data and common protocols for audits based on the
severity of the trigger;

Rationale: For V1:
Colorado’s 95% threshold was set in place when AEC were exempted from any kind of rating. With the current
SPF in place, the 95% rule is outdated and does not align with what other states are doing--especially given that
Colorado’s Alt SPF is more rigorous than any of the other states alt systems (see table below)*
State
Arizona
California
New
Mexico
Nevada
Ohio
South
Carolina
Texas

Threshold for Alternative School
Status
70 percent
70 percent
20 Percent
75 percent
“a majority of students”
85 percent
75 percent

*Provided by Momentum Strategy & Research

For V2
Research of attendance, current foster care procedures, trauma-informed care, and significance of identifying
students in grades lower than 10 are embedded in the language of the recommended category definitions.
Category definitions of high risk identification in statute provide districts with continuity of language and
descriptions that cross district boundaries. The recommended changes would replace current language in CDE
guidance and alleviate misinterpretations and minimize the documentation of student risk by current and
applying AEC’s. In depth rationale for each identified category are provided in Appendix I.
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For V3
According to an informal survey that was administered to all AEC leaders, in 53 of 86 returned responses, the
average AEC is spending 59 hours annually to gather data on each individual student’s risk status (Momentum
Strategy & Research). In addition, CDE’s accountability data and analysis team reported spending nearly 1,800
hours annually on desk reviews of each application, follow-up questions regarding student-risk status, and the
audit of up to 7 districts per year (Momentum Strategy & Research).
Guidance documents from CDE could outline current best practices around collecting student high-risk data in a
manner that balances student and family privacy with the need to ensure that the AEC statute is being upheld
while minimize the amount of time districts, schools, and CDE spends on verifying student high-risk factors.

Considerations
Though the group did reach consensus, the following outlines the breadth and depth of the conversations that
occurred in coming to consensus on these recommendations.

For V1
There was much discussion and debate about lowering the threshold of high-risk students required to be an AEC
even further. Figures ranged from 75% to 87% and 90% to 95%.
Lower Threshold Focus:
•
•
•

Would increase the incentive for more AECs to be opened in Colorado and serve more of the high need
population of students;
Might lower the risk of a school, district, or state from being sued for the appearance of being
“selective” or exclusionary, even if based on high-need kids; and
Help rural district serve students simply looking for other options beside the district school.

Higher Threshold Focus:
•

•
•
•
•
•

Lowering the AEC high-risk threshold from 95 to 90% high-risk will allow many more schools to apply to
be AECs, which, due to re-norming, would raise the current AEC cut-points on the school performance
framework, and thus, have a negative impact on higher risk AECs and perhaps propel those AECs into
priority improvement or turnaround status.
Students left more inclusive environments because they did not work for them, and selected AECs
because of the high threshold and exclusive nature of the school.
Evidence was not provided to demonstrate the need for additional AECs that would warrant lowering
the threshold merely to incentivize an increase.
An aim to use AECs as a way to simply increase school choice options in rural districts would be better
done through charter or innovation models, as opposed to alternative schools.
Including schools with lower proportions would create a performance challenge for those that
continued to serve 95 or 100 percent high-risk students
The nature of the AEC SPF would need to change if the proportion of high-risk was lowered.
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For V2
Expansion of the definitions for the students’ high-risk categories b, f, g, m, and n were discussed. Some in the
group vacillated between the proposed changes to the existing criteria and the impact of increasing the number
of students qualifying for AEC designation and possibly alter the original intent behind each criterion. Further
discussion was had around the original intent of the AEC legislation. For example, some felt the proposed
changes to section (n) of the high risk student definition (students earning a D or F in at least two core subjects
in the 12 months prior to enrolling) do not align to the statutory intent of an alternative education campus,
which statute specifies have a focus on specialized school missions and methods of instructional delivery aimed
at meeting the needs of students fitting existing criteria. Those in favor also depicted that the original design of
AECs were to serve students who were unable to succeed academically or were at risk of not succeeding in the
traditional setting and needed more intensive services, supports, and often times school designs. In considering
statutory changes, discussions concerning the “why” a student is not succeeding were taken into consideration.
Lastly, some expressed concern on whether broadening the definition of high-risk categories b, f, g, m, and n
would alter the legislative intent of alternative education campuses serving “high-risk” students to include those
students who may be lower-risk and would affect the missions of current alternative education campuses.
Those that expressed concern with the addition of the academic criterion of defining students as at high-risk of
academic failure and dropping out of school were not certain that the 12-month qualifier on this criterion aligns
to other criteria in its permanence of designation (once designated, a student always remains designated), or
whether it was discussed how variations in grading systems between schools, districts, and models would be
handled. Further discussion also stipulated that the inclusion of all of the high-risk categories in statute would
not allow CDE to have discretion over the evolution the language used in the categories. Considerations for not
including the addition of statute were presented and consent was reached to include high-risk categories in
statute.
See Appendix I for further considerations.

For V3
There was discussion among the small working group about having a state board appointed advisory group to
assist CDE in developing guidelines for school and districts and documenting standardized procedures for
auditing student data. The role of an advisory board was clarified and determined that it was not the function of
the AEC workgroup to make the recommendation. CDE encouraged the ongoing feedback from the AECs for
assistance in clarifying requirements, documentation, and audits.
Subset for consideration that AEC frequency of verification documentation and audit of student high-risk status
data be changed from annually to tri-annually with school leader and/or district attestation of population
consistency in between the three year period. As reported by the informal survey, conducted by Manhattan
Research & Strategy, there is a combined 5,000 hours annually being spent by school leaders and staff on
completing documentation and identification necessary for applying for AEC status (note these figures only
reflect the 53 of 86 responses received and may not reflect the whole AEC community at-large). Current State
Board of Education Rule 1 CCR 301-57 3.02 requires annual verification of high-risk data by the Department.
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Level of Change
V.1 Statutory: Amend statute 22-7-604.5(1)(B)
V.2 Statutory: Amend statute 22-7-604.5(1.5)(b)
V.3 CDE Policy Guidance

Resources
By decreasing the student high-risk threshold, it is likely that more schools would apply to be AECs. Therefore,
the amount of time CDE staff allocates per AEC (desk audits, etc.) is likely to increase, unless more efficient
practices can be established. Approximately 0.5 FTE would be required if lowering the threshold results in more
schools applying, as expected.

Conclusion
The 95% small working group was able to reach consensus on reducing the high-risk threshold from 95% to 90%
while also clarifying a number of the high-risk student categories. By clarifying the risk category definitions the
group believes that there will be fewer ambiguities, thus making it easier to document students’ risk status and
reach the 90% threshold. The small group also feels that having clear guidance for the data collection and
documentation of student risk status will further reduce these ambiguities and ease the burden that is currently
being born by schools, districts, authorizers, and CDE staff.

Appendices
Continued Rationale and Considerations: See Appendix I

Report Conclusion
Thus concludes the recommendations set forth by the stakeholders of the Alternative Education Campus
Accountability Work Group to the Commissioner of the Colorado Department of Education, the Education
Committees of the House of Representatives and the Senate, and the Colorado State Board of Education in
accordance with HB15-1350: CONCERNING PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR ACCREDITING AN ALTERNATIVE
EDUCATION CAMPUS.
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Appendix A: Mission Specific Measures in Alternative Schools
Appendix B: NYC School Survey: 2015 Parent Survey
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Appendix D: 2015 NYC School Survey Report Guide
Appendix E: 2015-2016 Quality Review Rubric
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Mission-Specific Measures
The table below provides an overview of some mission-specific measures used today in alternative
schools across the country. This list is far from exhaustive but it shows how schools, authorizers, and
states have been innovative in their approach to internal and external accountability for alternative
schools.

Mission-Specific Area
Climate, Culture, and Engagement
Measures/Metrics (ideal for all
types of alternative schools, as one
common mission among them is to
re-engage students)

Measures of Psycho-Social
Wellbeing and Growth (also good
for most alternative student
populations, as most high-risk
students come from challenging life
circumstances or have histories of
psychological or emotional
disturbances)

1

Measure/Survey/Metric
(Example Survey Tool)
Attendance rates

Known Users for
Alternative Accountability
Colorado, DC Public Charter
School Board

Change in attendance over time

Denver Public Schools

Increases in credit/course accumulation

Colorado, DC Public Charter
School Board

Decreases in truancy rates

Colorado, Denver Public
Schools, DC Public Charter
School Board

Increases in student satisfaction with the school

Denver Public Schools,
Novation Educational
Opportunities

Increases in student motivation (Elementary or High
School Motivation Scale1)

None known of

Increase in students’ perception of school-level
support (Developmental Assets Profile2--School
Assets Subscale)

Novation Educational
Opportunities, Audubon
Center of the North Woods

Positive socio-emotional or psychological adjustment
rates

DC Public Charter School
Board

Increases in overall hopefulness for one’s future
(Hope Study Survey3)

Novation Educational
Opportunities

Decreases in depression/anxiety (Beck Depression
Inventory4)
Increase in positive coping strategies (The COPE
Scale5)
Increases in students’ self-esteem/self-efficacy
surveys (Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale6)

School-level only, thus far*
School-level only, thus far*
School-level only, thus far*

Academic Motivation Scale: High School Version: R. J. Vallerand, L. G. Pelletier, M. R. Blais, Nathalie M. Brière, C.
B. Senécal, É. F. Vallières, (1992-1993). Educational and Psychological Measurement, vols. 52 and 53.
2
Information on the Developmental Assets Profile can be found at http://www.search-institute.org/surveys/DAP.
3
Hope Survey information can be found at http://www.hopesurvey.org/.
4
This and other depression and anxiety scales are available through the Beck Institute of Cognitive Behavioral
Therapy: http://www.beckinstitute.org/beck-inventory-and-scales/.
5
Carver, C. S., Scheier, M. F., & Weintraub, J. K. (1989). Assessing coping strategies: A theoretically based
approach. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 56 (2), 267-283.
6
Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
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Mission-Specific Area

Measure/Survey/Metric
(Example Survey Tool)

Known Users for
Alternative Accountability

Behavioral Measures (ideal for
alternative schools that focus on
expelled, chronically suspended,
or adjudicated youth, as well as
for referral-based schools)

Decrease in individual student suspension rates

DC Public Charter School
Board

Decrease in truancy rates

Colorado, DC Public
Charter School Board,
Denver Public Schools
School-level only, thus
far*

Decrease in the number of individual student
behavior incidents

Measures of Successful
Transitioning or Placement
(multiple transition/placement
types across alternative schools)

Decrease in the number of individual student
behavioral referrals out to other alternative
school, facilities
Reduction in individual student reports of risky
behaviors (multiple tools found on Center for
Disease Control website7)
Increase in positive coping strategies (The COPE
Scale)
Successfully enrolled in mainstream (or other)
high school program

Recidivism rates

Remains off drugs/alcohol

Percent of successful service referrals (success
defined as students that accessed the service
that they were referred to)
Percent of graduates employed, enlisted, or
enrolled one year after graduation

Community Engagement/Civic
Mindedness (ideal for alternative
schools that focus on social
responsibility)

Percent of students participating in volunteer
activities, community service projects,
(positive) community activism
Percent of students that register to vote after
18th birthday

School-level only, thus
far*
School-level only, thus
far*
School-level only, thus
far*
Used by 7th-10th grade
alt. school in Denver,
with the mission to get
kids out of gangs and
back into their home high
school
Used by many alt.
schools and programs
found within juvenile
detention centers
Used by alt school that
connects students with
rehabilitation programs
Could be used by any
school that offers wrap
around services
Many alternative schools
report that they keep up
with alumni and would
benefit from this type of
measure.
Novation Educational
Opportunities
School-level only, thus
far*

*As indicated in a 2013-2014 survey conducted by Momentum Strategy & Research
7

CDC website: http://www.cdc.gov/healthyyouth/data/yrbs/index.htm.
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The NYC School Survey Report helps school leaders understand what key members of the school community say about the
learning environment at each school. The information captured by the survey and shared in this report is designed to
support a dialogue among all members of the school community about how to make the school a better place to learn.
Every year, all parents, all teachers, and students in grades 6 – 12 take the NYC School Survey. The survey ranks among
the largest of any kind ever conducted nationally. In 2015, 951,424 surveys out of a possible 1,526,553 were submitted,
representing 62% of the NYC public-school community.
Survey results are shared in the NYC School Survey Report for school and public audiences and provide insight into a
school’s learning environment. This year, survey questions are organized and reported as they relate to the six elements of
the Framework for Great Schools: Rigorous Instruction, Collaborative Teachers, Supportive Environment, Effective School
Leadership, Strong Family-Community Ties, and Trust. Survey results also inform the family-facing School Quality Snapshot
and school-facing School Quality Guide by providing information from the school community alongside other data points.
A detailed breakdown of survey responses is reported in each school’s NYC School Survey Report. The survey report
presents response rates, survey results, and a question-by-question look at constituent responses. Section 1 of this guide
explains calculations related to the survey results, which are reported as the percentage of positive responses. Section 2
addresses frequently asked questions.

Section 1: SURVEY RESULTS (PERCENTAGE OF POSITIVE RESPONSES)
For each school, the report presents the percentage of positive responses for the six categories of the survey: Rigorous
Instruction, Collaborative Teachers, Supportive Environment, Effective School Leadership, Strong Family-Community Ties,
and Trust. Calculating these percentages at the school level begins with the responses of parents, teachers, and students at
a school.

Question – Percentage of Positive Responses
For each question, the percentage of positive responses is the percentage of respondents who answered in the favorable
half of the possible response options. For example, for questions with response options of “Strongly disagree,” “Disagree,”
“Agree,” and “Strongly Agree,” responses of “Agree” and Strongly Agree” were considered positive responses. As another
example, for questions about the frequency of positive behaviors with response options of “Never,” “Once,” “Once a month,”
“Weekly,” “A few times a week,” and “Almost every day,” responses of “Weekly,” “A few times a week,” and “Almost every
day” were considered positive responses. 1

1

For three frequency-based questions that parents were asked about parent involvement in the schools, a different rule was
applied to define positive responses. For the questions “How often have you had an in-person parent-teacher meeting?” and “How
often have you volunteered time to support this school?”, a response of “Once” or more was treated as positive. For the question
“How often have you communicated with your child’s teacher about your child’s performance?”, a response of “Once a month” or
more frequent was treated as positive.
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Category – Percentage of Positive Responses
For each category, the percentage of positive responses is calculated through a multi-step process, which reflects the
structure of the survey. The survey questions in each category fall within subtopics called measures. For example, the
survey questions in the Rigorous Instruction category fall within the following measures: Common Core shifts in literacy,
Common Core shifts in math, course clarity, and quality of student discussion. 2 For each measure, the percentage of
positive responses is calculated by averaging the percentage of positive responses for the questions within the measure.
This is done first for each respondent group (parents, teachers, or students) that was asked about the measure; those
percentages of positive responses are then averaged to form a percentage of positive responses for the measure. The
percentage of positive responses for each category is the average of the percentage of positive responses for all measures
within that category.

Low Response Rates or Numbers
Survey results not reported. If fewer than four survey responses were received from a respondent group, then that
group’s results are not reported due to reliability and confidentiality concerns. Additionally, if fewer than five survey
responses were received from a respondent group and that number of responses constitutes less than 50% of the eligible
respondents, then that group’s results are also not reported due to reliability and confidentiality concerns.

Response Options: “Does Not Apply” and “Don’t Know”
For questions that include the options “Does Not Apply” or “Don’t Know,” these response options do not factor into the
calculation of the percentage of positive responses.
For example, suppose that a school has 10 responses to a question with response option “Does Not Apply.” Two
respondents selected each response as shown below:
Response option
Number of respondents

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

2

2

2

2

Does Not Apply
2

In this example, four respondents responded positively (Strongly Agree or Agree). This number is divided by eight (the
number of respondents who did not answer “Does Not Apply”) to produce a percentage of positive responses of 4 ÷ 8 =
50%.

2

The Appendix to this Guide shows the measures within each element and the respondent group(s) that were asked about each
measure.
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Section 2: FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS
Are there any changes to the content of this year’s surveys?
Yes. We revised the survey this year to ask questions designed to gather information about the six elements of the
Framework for Great Schools: Rigorous Instruction, Collaborative Teachers, Supportive Environment, Effective School
Leadership, Strong Family-Community Ties, and Trust.

Are schools penalized for low response rates?
While high participation rates are important in gathering broad and representative information about a school, response
rates are reported for informational purposes and schools are not penalized for low response rates. (In sections of the
School Quality Snapshot and School Quality Guide with ratings based on a combination of survey data and other data, the
way that different data sources are weighted may be adjusted if the survey response rate or number of responses is very
low. In particular, weight may be shifted from the survey data to the non-survey data in those instances.) Further, survey
results will be suppressed if certain minimum numbers of responses are not received for a particular respondent group, as
outlined in Section 1.

How are response rates calculated?
The response rate is the number of surveys submitted divided by the number of people in the survey population. The
student survey population represents all students in the school who are enrolled in grades 6 through 12. The parent survey
population represents all parents of students in the school. Parents with more than one child in the same school are counted
only once in the parent survey population. Parents with children in more than one school are counted once in each of those
schools, and are invited to fill out a survey for each school. The teacher survey population represents all full-time teachers
and guidance counselors in the school.

Some survey questions do not fall within the list of elements and measures in the Appendix. Are these questions
counted?
Survey questions that do not fall within the list of elements and measures in the Appendix do not contribute to the
percentage of positive responses for each element. These questions collect important information about a variety of topics
that help schools leaders and other stakeholders better understand schools’ strengths and target areas for improvement.
These questions are marked “Informational” on the Survey Report.

The sum of response percentages for one survey question does not equal 100%. Why?
For purposes of display, percentages are rounded to the second decimal place. As a result, the sum of the displayed
response percentages may not appear to add up to 100% for all questions. For example, if the percentages used for
calculation for a question are 49.5% Strongly Agree and 50.5% Agree, they are displayed in rounded form as 50% and 51%.
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1

Likewise, if the true percentages are 33 % Strongly Agree, 33 % Agree, and 33 % and Disagree, they are displayed as
3

33%, 33%, and 33%.

3

3

How are schools categorized?
Schools are categorized by school type as outlined below.
School type

Grade range

Early Childhood School

K, K-1, K-2, K-3

Elementary School

K-4, K-5, K-6, 2-5, 3-5, 4-5, 5

Elementary / Middle School

K-7, K-8, 3-8, 4-8

Elementary / Middle / High School

K-9, K-10, K-11, K-12

Middle School

5-7, 5-8, 6, 6-7, 6-8, 8

Middle / High School

5-9, 5-11, 5-12, 6-9, 6-10, 6-11, 6-12, 7-12, 8-12

High School

9, 9-10, 9-11, 9-12, 10-12, 11-12, 12

Transfer School

Transfer Schools serving grades from 9-12

District 75 School

District 75 Schools

How are blank responses handled?
Survey participation is voluntary. Question satisfaction rates are calculated by dividing the number of respondents selecting
each choice by the total number of respondents who answered that particular question. Respondents who left the question
blank are not included in the percentages reported per survey question and do not have an impact on the question’s
percentage of positive responses.

How are multiple responses treated on the NYC School Survey Report?
Answer choices of respondents who selected multiple answer choices to questions that did not indicate “check all that
apply” are not reported and are not included in percentage of positive responses.
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Appendix (Measures Within Each Element Category)
Element
Measure
Rigorous Instruction
Common Core shifts in literacy
Common Core shifts in math
Course clarity
Quality of student discussion
Collaborative Teachers
Cultural awareness
Inclusive classroom instruction
Quality of professional development
School commitment
Innovation
Reflective dialogue
Peer Collaboration
Focus on student learning
Collective responsibility
Supportive Environment
Safety
Classroom behavior
Social-emotional measure
Peer interactions
Next-level guidance
Press toward academic achievement
Personal attention and support
Peer support for academic work

Respondent group(s) asked about the measure
Non-elementary schools
Elementary schools
Students
Teachers
Parents
Teachers
Parents














































Strong Family-Community Ties
Teacher outreach to parents
Parent involvement in the school














Effective School Leadership
Inclusive principal leadership
Teacher influence
Program coherence
Principal instructional leadership

Trust
Parent-teacher trust
Parent-principal trust
Student-teacher trust
Teacher-principal trust
Teacher-teacher trust

































AEC Accountability Workgroup Report

The 2015-2016 Quality Review (QR) rubric is organized around school practices
in three categories and ten indicators as follows:

School Quality Indicators
Instructional Core** across Classrooms
 Curriculum (1.1)*
 Pedagogy (1.2)*
 Assessment (2.2)*
School Culture
 Positive learning environment (1.4)
 High expectations (3.4)*
Structures for Improvement
 Leveraging resources (1.3)
 Teacher support and supervision (4.1)
 Goals and action plans (3.1)
 Teacher teams and leadership development (4.2)*
 Monitoring and revising systems (5.1)
*The 2015-2016 Quality Review will formally assess indicators 1.1, 1.2, 2.2, 3.4, and 4.2. Evidence for all
10 indicators will be gathered during principal practice observations.
**The indicators of quality for curriculum, pedagogy and assessment are grounded in the theory of action
that student learning improves when the relationship between student, teacher and content – the
instructional core – is improved.
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As schools strengthen practices outlined in the Quality
Review rubric to support student achievement, the impact
of this work will be reflected within the elements of the
Framework for Great Schools.
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Indicators
1.1 Ensure engaging, rigorous, and
coherent curricula in all subjects,
accessible for a variety of learners and
aligned to Common Core Learning
Standards and/or content standards

Underdeveloped

Developing

43

Proficient

Well Developed

a) School leaders and faculty have
not aligned curricula to CCLS and/or
content standards and have not
integrated the instructional shifts1

a) School leaders and faculty are in
the process of aligning curricula to
CCLS and/or content standards and
integrating the instructional shifts

a) School leaders and faculty ensure
that curricula are aligned to CCLS
and/or content standards, integrate
the instructional shifts, and make
purposeful decisions to build
coherence and promote college and
career readiness for all students

a) School leaders and faculty ensure
that curricula are aligned to CCLS
and/or content standards and
strategically integrate the
instructional shifts, resulting in
coherence across grades and subject
areas that promotes college and
career readiness for all students

b) Curricula and academic tasks do
not typically emphasize rigorous
habits or higher-order skills2

b) Curricula and academic tasks
emphasize rigorous habits and higherorder skills inconsistently across
grades, subjects, and/or for English
Language Learners (ELLs) and
students with disabilities (SWDs)

b) Curricula and academic tasks
consistently emphasize rigorous
habits and higher-order skills across
grades and subjects and for ELLs and
SWDs

b) Rigorous habits and higher-order
skills are emphasized in curricula and
academic tasks and are embedded in
a coherent way across grades and
subjects so that all learners, including
ELLs and SWDs, must demonstrate
their thinking

c) Curricula and academic tasks do
not reflect planning to provide
students access3 to the curricula and
tasks and cognitively engage a
diversity of learners

c) Curricula and academic tasks reflect
planning to provide students access to
the curricula and tasks and cognitively
engage a diversity of learners

c ) Curricula and academic tasks are
planned and refined using student
work and data so that a diversity of
learners, including ELLs and SWDs,
have access to the curricula and tasks
and are cognitively engaged

c) Curricula and academic tasks are
planned and refined using student
work and data so that individual and
groups of students, including the
lowest- and highest-achieving
students, ELLs, and SWDs, have access
to the curricula and tasks and are
cognitively engaged

Instructional shifts refer to those embedded
in the CCLS
1

2

Rigorous habits or higher-order skills:
Webb’s Depth of Knowledge (DOK) tool and
Hess’s Cognitive Rigor Matrix inform the
terms “rigorous habits” and “higher-order
skills” in this rubric
3Access:

Universal Design for Learning (UDL)
informs the curricular planning and revisions
for access in this rubric
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Indicators
1.2 Develop teacher pedagogy from a
coherent set of beliefs about how
students learn best that is informed
by the instructional shifts and
Danielson Framework for Teaching4,
aligned to the curricula, engaging, and
meets the needs of all learners so that
all students produce meaningful work
products

4Aligned

with the implementation of the new
teacher evaluation law in September 2013,
Danielson Framework for Teaching, 2003”
replaces the term “common teaching
framework”

Underdeveloped
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Developing

Proficient

Well Developed

a) Across classrooms, teaching
practices are not typically aligned to
the curricula and/or do not reflect a
set of beliefs about how students
learn best

a) Across classrooms, teaching
practices are becoming aligned to the
curricula and beginning to reflect a set
of beliefs about how students learn
best that is informed by the Danielson
Framework for Teaching and the
instructional shifts

a) Across classrooms, teaching
practices are aligned to the curricula
and reflect an articulated set of
beliefs about how students learn best
that is informed by the Danielson
Framework for Teaching and the
instructional shifts

a) Across the vast majority of
classrooms, teaching practices are
aligned to the curricula and reflect a
coherent set of beliefs about how
students learn best that is informed
by the Danielson Framework for
Teaching and the instructional shifts,
as well as by discussions at the team
and school levels

b) Across classrooms, teaching
strategies (including questioning,
scaffolds in English and/or native
language where appropriate, and
routines) typically do not provide
multiple entry points into the
curricula and do not support
appropriately challenging tasks or the
demonstration of higher-order
thinking skills for students, including
ELLs and SWDs

b) Across classrooms, teaching
strategies (including questioning,
scaffolds in English and/or native
language where appropriate, and
routines) inconsistently provide
multiple entry points into the
curricula leading to uneven
engagement in appropriately
challenging tasks and uneven
demonstration of higher-order
thinking skills in student work
products, including the work of ELLs
and SWDs

b) Across classrooms, teaching
strategies (including questioning,
scaffolds in English and/or native
language where appropriate, and
routines) consistently provide
multiple entry points into the
curricula so that all learners, including
ELLs and SWDs, are engaged in
appropriately challenging tasks and
demonstrate higher-order thinking
skills in student work products

b) Across the vast majority of
classrooms, teaching strategies
(including questioning, scaffolds in
English and/ or native language
where appropriate, and routines)
strategically provide multiple entry
points and high-quality supports and
extensions into the curricula so that
all learners, including ELLs and SWDs,
are engaged in appropriately
challenging tasks and demonstrate
higher-order thinking skills in student
work products

c) Across classrooms, student work
products and discussions reflect a
general lack of student thinking and
participation

c) Across classrooms, student work
products and discussions reflect
uneven levels of student thinking and
participation

c) Across classrooms, student work
products and discussions reflect high
levels of student thinking and
participation

c) Across the vast majority of
classrooms, student work products
and discussions reflect high levels of
student thinking, participation, and
ownership
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Indicators
1.3 Make strategic organizational
decisions to support the school’s
instructional goals and meet student
learning needs, as evidenced by
meaningful student work products

Underdeveloped

Developing
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Proficient

Well Developed

a) The use of resources (e.g., budget,
space, technology, coaches,
partnerships) is not aligned to the
school’s instructional goals, as evident
in student work products

a) Alignment is developing between
the use of resources (e.g., budget,
space, technology, coaches,
partnerships) and the school’s
instructional goals, as evident in
meaningful student work products

a) The use of resources (e.g., budget,
space, technology, coaches,
partnerships) and other
organizational decisions are aligned to
and support the school’s instructional
goals, as evident in meaningful
student work products

a) The use of resources (e.g., budget,
space, technology, coaches,
partnerships) and other organizational
decisions are well-aligned to and
support the school’s instructional goals
and long-range action plans, as evident
in meaningful student work products

b) The use of staff time is structured
such that teams meet so infrequently
(e.g., monthly) that it is difficult for
them to improve instruction and
engage students in challenging
academic tasks

b) The use of staff time is structured
such that teams meet infrequently
(e.g., twice per month) or do not
utilize the time effectively; teachers’
professional responsibilities are
inconsistently aligned with the
school’s instructional goals, thus
hindering efforts to focus teacher
time on instructional work and their
potential to improve instruction and
engage students in challenging
academic tasks

b) The use of staff time is structured
such that teams meet regularly (e.g.,
weekly) and effectively; teachers’
professional responsibilities are
aligned with the school’s instructional
goals with a conscious effort to focus
teacher time on instructional work,
thus improving instruction and
engaging students in challenging
academic tasks

b) The use of staff time is structured
such that teams have substantial and
regular meetings that are deliberately
structured so that teachers’
professional responsibilities align with
the school’s instructional goals,
focusing teacher time on instructional
work and resulting in improved
instruction that engages all students in
challenging academic tasks

c) Hiring practices, teacher
assignments (e.g., total student load,
effective teachers placed to close the
achievement gap), and student
program groupings and interventions
are not aligned to support access to
learning opportunities that lead to
college and career readiness5

c) Alignment among hiring practices,
teacher assignments (e.g., total
student load, effective teachers
placed to close the achievement gap),
and student program groupings and
interventions, including those for ELLs
and SWDs, is developing to support
access to learning opportunities that
lead to college and career readiness

c) Hiring practices, teacher
assignments (e.g., total student load,
effective teachers placed to close the
achievement gap), and student
program groupings and interventions,
including those for ELLs and SWDs,
effectively support access to learning
opportunities that lead to college and
career readiness

c) Hiring practices, teacher
assignments (e.g., total student load,
effective teachers placed to close the
achievement gap), and student
program groupings and interventions,
including those for ELLs and SWDs, are
strategic, promoting access to college
and career readiness as well as
accountable collaborations among
faculty so that groups of teachers hold
themselves accountable for their
students’ progress

5College

and Career readiness also includes
other post-secondary outcomes such as
independent living, mobility, and structured
employment options
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Indicators
1.4 Maintain a culture of mutual trust
and positive attitudes that supports
the academic and personal growth of
students and adults

Underdeveloped

Proficient

Well Developed

a) The school does not have a
coherent approach to culturebuilding, discipline, and socialemotional support; the tone of the
school is not respectful or orderly

a) The school is developing an
approach to culture-building,
discipline, and social-emotional
support such that the tone of the
school is generally respectful; the
school is working to address areas of
need or inconsistencies in order to
build an inclusive culture in which
student voice is welcome and valued

a) The school’s approach to culturebuilding, discipline, and socialemotional support results in a safe
environment and inclusive culture
that is conducive to student and adult
learning; students and adults treat
each other respectfully and student
voice is welcome and valued

a) The school’s approach to culturebuilding, discipline, and socialemotional support is informed by a
theory of action and results in a safe
environment and inclusive culture
that support progress toward the
school’s goals; the school
meaningfully involves student voice in
decision-making to initiate, guide, and
lead school improvement efforts

b) The school has limited structures
to provide attendance, socialemotional learning, child/youth
development, and
guidance/advisement supports to
students, and/or not all students are
known well by at least one adult

b) The school is developing structures
to ensure targeted attendance, socialemotional learning, child/youth
development, and guidance/
advisement supports to students, but
supports do not consistently align
with student learning needs and/or
not all students are known well by at
least one adult

b) Structures are in place to ensure
that each student is known well by at
least one adult who helps to
coordinate attendance, socialemotional learning, child/youth
development, and
guidance/advisement supports that
align with student learning needs

b) Structures are in place so that each
student is known well by at least one
adult who helps to personalize
attendance supports and coordinate
social-emotional learning, child/youth
development, and
guidance/advisement supports that
impact students’ academic and
personal behaviors

c) The school community has not
aligned professional development,
family outreach, and student learning
experiences and supports to promote
the adoption of effective academic
and personal behaviors6

c) The school community is
developing alignment among
professional development, family
outreach, and student learning
experiences and supports to promote
the adoption of effective academic
and personal behaviors

c) The school community aligns
professional development, family
outreach, and student learning
experiences and supports to promote
the adoption of effective academic
and personal behaviors

c) The school community strategically
aligns professional development,
family outreach, and student learning
experiences and supports, resulting in
the adoption of effective academic
and personal behaviors

6Academic

and personal behaviors
encompass a range of indicators that
support resilience as well as college
enrollment and persistence. These behaviors
are disaggregated into five overlapping
categories: motivation, engagement, work
habits/ organizational skills,
communication/ collaboration skills, and
self-regulation. For more information, see
(link).

Developing
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Indicators

Underdeveloped

Developing

Proficient

2.2 Align assessments to curricula, use
on-going assessment and grading
practices, and analyze information on
student learning outcomes to adjust
instructional decisions at the team
and classroom levels

a) Across classrooms, teachers use or
create assessments, rubrics, and
grading policies that are not aligned
with the school’s curricula, or the
analysis of those assessments has no
impact on classroom-level curricular
and instructional practices

a) Across classrooms, teachers use or
create assessments, rubrics, and
grading policies that are loosely
aligned with the school’s curricula,
thus providing limited feedback to
students and teachers regarding
student achievement

a) Across classrooms, teachers use or
create assessments, rubrics, and
grading policies that are aligned with
the school’s curricula, thus providing
actionable feedback to students and
teachers regarding student
achievement

a) Across the vast majority of
classrooms, teachers use or create
assessments, rubrics, and grading
policies that are aligned with the
school’s curricula and offer a clear
portrait of student mastery, thus
providing actionable and meaningful
feedback to students and teachers
regarding student achievement

b) The school does not use common
assessments7, or the assessments are
not able to measure student progress
toward goals across grades and
subject areas

b) The school is developing in their
use of common assessments to
measure student progress toward
goals across grades and subject areas,
or there are common assessments in
place but results are inconsistently
used to adjust curricula and
instruction

b) The school uses common
assessments to determine student
progress toward goals across grades
and subject areas and the results are
used to adjust curricula and
instruction

b) The school uses common
assessments to create a clear picture
of student progress toward goals
across grades and subjects, track
progress, and adjust curricular and
instructional decisions so that all
students, including ELLs and SWDs,
demonstrate increased mastery

c) Across classrooms, teachers’
assessment practices do not reflect
the use of ongoing checks for
understanding and student selfassessment, and do not allow for
effective adjustments to lessons
based on student confusion

c) Across classrooms, teachers’
assessment practices inconsistently
reflect the use of ongoing checks for
understanding and student selfassessment so that teachers
inconsistently make effective
adjustments to meet students’
learning needs

c) Across classrooms, teachers’
assessment practices consistently
reflect the use of ongoing checks for
understanding and student selfassessment so that teachers make
effective adjustments to meet all
students’ learning needs

c) Across the vast majority of
classrooms, teachers’ assessment
practices consistently reflect the
varied use of ongoing checks for
understanding and student selfassessment so that teachers make
effective adjustments to meet all
students’ learning needs and students
are aware of their next learning steps

7Common

assessment: Teachers use one
shared assessment or use different
assessments that measure common skills to
evaluate student progress across classes and
over time.

Well Developed
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Indicators

Underdeveloped

Developing

Proficient

Well Developed

3.1 Establish a coherent vision of
school improvement that is reflected
in a short list of focused, data-based
goals that are tracked for progress
and are understood and supported by
the entire school community

a) School-level goals and action plans
are not clear and focused or are not
tracked for progress

a) There is a short list of school-level
goals that are tracked for progress but
do not drive efforts to accelerate
student learning

a) There is a short list of clear,
focused school-level goals and action
plans (long-term, annual, and interim)
apparent in the CEP and other
planning documents; those goals are
tracked for progress and adjusted to
drive efforts to accelerate student
learning and foster social-emotional
growth

a) There is a “theory of action,” which
includes a rationale for the short list
of clear, focused school-level goals
and action plans (long-range, annual,
and interim) apparent in the CEP and
other planning documents; those
goals are tracked for progress and
thoughtfully adjusted to leverage
changes that explicitly link to
accelerated student learning and
social-emotional growth

b) Goal-setting and action planning,
including professional development
planning, occur at the school level but
are not informed by a data-driven
needs assessment or ongoing data
gathering and analysis

b) Goal-setting and action planning,
including professional development
planning, occur at the school level
with only a surface connection to the
school’s data gathering and analysis,
such that impact on teacher practice
is unclear or inconsistent

b) Goal-setting and effective action
planning at the school level, including
professional development planning,
are informed by a comprehensive,
data-driven needs assessment and
ongoing data gathering and analysis
that improve teacher practice across
classrooms

b) Goal-setting and effective action
planning at the school level, including
professional development planning,
are informed by a comprehensive,
data-driven needs assessment and
ongoing data gathering and analysis
that improve teacher practice across
classrooms and close the achievement
gap

c) School leaders do not effectively
involve and/or communicate with the
school community, including
teachers, families, and ageappropriate students, regarding
school improvement plans and
decision-making processes

c) School leaders involve and
communicate with the school
community, including teachers,
families, and age-appropriate
students, in a limited way regarding
school improvement plans and
decision-making processes

c) School leaders involve and
communicate with the school
community, including teachers,
families, and age-appropriate
students, regarding school
improvement plans and decisionmaking processes

c) School leaders effectively involve
and communicate with the school
community, including teachers,
families, and age-appropriate
students, regarding school
improvement plans and decisionmaking processes
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Indicators
3.4 Establish a culture for learning
that communicates high expectations
to staff, students, and families, and
provide supports to achieve those
expectations

Underdeveloped

49

Developing

Proficient

Well Developed

a) School leaders inconsistently
communicate high expectations
(professionalism, instruction,
communication, and other elements
of the Danielson Framework for
Teaching) to the entire staff

a) School leaders consistently
communicate high expectations
(professionalism, instruction,
communication, and other elements
of the Danielson Framework for
Teaching) to the entire staff and are
developing training and a system of
accountability for those expectations

a) School leaders consistently
communicate high expectations
(professionalism, instruction,
communication, and other elements
of the Danielson Framework for
Teaching) to the entire staff and
provide training and have a system of
accountability for those expectations

a) School leaders consistently
communicate high expectations
(professionalism, instruction,
communication, and other elements
of the Danielson Framework for
Teaching) to the entire staff, and
provide training, resulting in a culture
of mutual accountability for those
expectations

b) School leaders and staff do not
have expectations that are clearly
connected to a path to college and
career readiness

b) School leaders and staff are
developing expectations that are
connected to a path to college and
career readiness and/or the school is
developing systems to provide
feedback to families regarding
student progress toward meeting
those expectations

b) School leaders and staff
consistently communicate
expectations that are connected to a
path to college and career readiness
and offer ongoing feedback to help
families understand student progress
toward those expectations

b) School leaders and staff effectively
communicate expectations connected
to a path to college and career
readiness and successfully partner
with families to support student
progress toward those expectations

c) Teacher teams and staff do not
establish a culture for learning that
communicates high expectations for
all students and/or are not developing
feedback systems and
guidance/advisement supports to
help prepare students for the next
level

c) Teacher teams and staff establish a
culture for learning that
communicates high expectations for
all students; feedback and
guidance/advisement supports are
developing the level of detail and
clarity needed to help prepare
students for the next level

c) Teacher teams and staff establish a
culture for learning that consistently
communicates high expectations for
all students and offer ongoing and
detailed feedback and
guidance/advisement supports that
prepare students for the next level

c) Teacher teams and staff establish a
culture for learning that
systematically communicates a
unified set of high expectations for all
students and provide clear, focused,
and effective feedback and
guidance/advisement supports to
ensure that students, including highneed subgroups, own their
educational experience and are
prepared for the next level
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Indicators
4.1 Observe teachers using the
Danielson Framework for Teaching
along with the analysis of learning
outcomes to elevate school-wide
instructional practices and implement
strategies that promote professional
growth and reflection

8Effective

feedback is specific, actionable,
time-bound, and prioritized. It is also aligned
to the Danielson Framework for Teaching
(2013 version) and to the CCLS, where
appropriate.

Underdeveloped

Developing
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Proficient

Well Developed

a) There is little evidence that
teachers receive feedback and next
steps from classroom observations
and analysis of student work/data

a) School leaders support the
development of teachers, including
those new to the profession, with
feedback and next steps from
infrequent cycles of classroom
observation and analysis of student
work/data, or the feedback is not
consistently effective8

a) School leaders support the
development of teachers, including
those new to the profession, with
effective feedback and next steps
from frequent cycles of classroom
observation and analysis of student
work/data

a) School leaders and teacher peers
support the development of teachers,
including those new to the profession,
with effective feedback and next
steps from the strategic use of
frequent cycles of classroom
observation and analysis of student
work/data

b) Feedback to teachers does not
aptly capture strengths, challenges,
and next steps, and/or is not aligned
to the Danielson Framework for
Teaching

b) Feedback to teachers captures
strengths, challenges, and next steps,
but is not yet fully connected to the
Danielson Framework for Teaching,
and/or feedback is beginning to
support teacher development

b) Feedback to teachers accurately
captures strengths, challenges, and
next steps using the Danielson
Framework for Teaching; feedback
articulates clear expectations for
teacher practice and supports teacher
development

b) Feedback to teachers accurately
captures strengths, challenges, and
next steps using the Danielson
Framework for Teaching; feedback
articulates clear expectations for
teacher practice, supports teacher
development, and aligns with
professional goals for teachers

c) School leaders do not have a
system for using teacher observation
data to design professional
development, to make informed
decisions (assignment, tenure,
retention), and to develop succession
plans connected to teachers, APs, and
other staff members

c) School leaders are developing a
system to use teacher observation
data to effectively design and
facilitate professional development
and are beginning to make informed
decisions (assignment, tenure,
retention) and develop succession
plans connected to teachers, APs, and
other staff members

c) School leaders have an effective
system that uses teacher observation
data to effectively design and
facilitate professional development
and are making informed decisions
(assignment, tenure, retention) and
developing succession plans
connected to teachers, APs, and other
staff members

c) School leaders have a strategic,
transparent system for managing
professional development, make
informed decisions, and develop
succession plans (assignment, tenure,
retention) about teachers, APs, and
other staff members; this system is
leading to improved quality of student
work products
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Indicators

Underdeveloped

Developing

Proficient

Well Developed

4.2 Engage in structured professional
collaborations on teams using an
inquiry approach9 that promotes
shared leadership and focuses on
improved student learning

a) A minority of teachers are engaged
in structured professional
collaborations on teams using an
inquiry approach; other team work
may focus on problem-solving for
individual students or noninstructional supports

a) The majority of teachers are
engaged in structured professional
collaborations on teams that may be
loosely (or ineffectively) connected to
school goals and the implementation
of CCLS (including the instructional
shifts), or the use of an inquiry
approach is developing across the
teams

a) The majority of teachers are
engaged in structured, inquiry-based
professional collaborations that
promote the achievement of school
goals and the implementation of CCLS
(including the instructional shifts),
strengthening the instructional
capacity of teachers

a) The vast majority of teachers are
engaged in inquiry-based, structured
professional collaborations that have
strengthened teacher instructional
capacity and promoted the
implementation of CCLS (including the
instructional shifts), resulting in
school-wide instructional coherence
and increased student achievement
for all learners

b) Teacher teams do not typically
analyze assessment data and student
work for students they share or on
whom they are focused

b) Teacher teams analyze assessment
data and student work for students
they share or on whom they are
focused, but this work does not
typically result in improved teacher
practice or progress toward goals for
groups of students

b) Teacher teams consistently analyze
assessment data and student work for
students they share or on whom they
are focused, typically resulting in
improved teacher practice and
progress toward goals for groups of
students

b) Teacher teams systematically
analyze key elements of teacher work
including classroom practice,
assessment data, and student work
for students they share or on whom
they are focused, resulting in shared
improvements in teacher practice and
mastery of goals for groups of
students

c) There are limited opportunities for
faculty to develop leadership capacity
or to influence key decisions that
affect student learning across the
school

c) Distributed leadership structures
are developing to support leadership
capacity-building and to include
teachers in key decisions that affect
student learning across the school

c) Distributed leadership structures
are in place so that teachers have
built leadership capacity and have a
voice in key decisions that affect
student learning across the school

c) Distributed leadership structures
are embedded so that there is
effective teacher leadership and
teachers play an integral role in key
decisions that affect student learning
across the school

9The

term inquiry approach is defined by the
expectations of teacher teams in 4.2b and
across this rubric
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Indicators
5.1 Evaluate the quality of schoollevel decisions, making adjustments
as needed to increase the coherence
of policies and practices across the
school, with particular attention to
the CCLS

Underdeveloped

Developing

52

Proficient

Well Developed

a) School leaders and faculty do not
have a process to evaluate and adjust
curricular and instructional practices
in response to student learning needs
and the expectations of the CCLS
(evaluation of practices of 1.1, 1.2,
2.2)

a) School leaders and faculty are
developing a process to regularly
evaluate and adjust curricular and
instructional practices in response to
student learning needs and the
expectations of the CCLS (evaluation
of practices of 1.1, 1.2, 2.2)

a) School leaders and faculty have a
process in place to regularly evaluate
and adjust curricular and instructional
practices in response to student
learning needs and the expectations
of the CCLS (evaluation of practices of
1.1,1.2, 2.2)

a) School leaders and faculty have an
effective and transparent process in
place to purposefully evaluate and
adjust curricular and instructional
practices in response to student
learning needs and the expectations
of the CCLS, with a focus on building
alignment and coherence between
what is taught and how it is taught
(evaluation of practices of 1.1, 1.2,
2.2)

b) School leaders and faculty do not
have a process to evaluate the quality
of school culture and the ways
expectations are developed and
shared among school constituents, or
they do not focus on making
adjustments to support the
expectations of the CCLS (evaluation
of practices of 1.4, 3.4)

b) School leaders and faculty are
developing a process to regularly
evaluate the quality of school culture
and the ways expectations are
developed and shared among school
constituents, with a developing focus
on making adjustments to support the
expectations of the CCLS (evaluation
of practices of 1.4, 3.4)

b) School leaders and faculty have a
process in place to regularly evaluate
the quality of school culture and the
ways expectations are developed and
shared among school constituents,
with a focus on making adjustments
to support the expectations of the
CCLS (evaluation of practices of 1.4,
3.4)

b) School leaders and faculty have a
process in place to purposefully
evaluate the quality of school culture
and the ways expectations are
developed and shared among school
constituents, with a focus on making
adjustments to support the
expectations of the CCLS (evaluation
of practices of 1.4, 3.4)

c) School leaders and faculty do not
have a process to evaluate and adjust
the use of organizational resources,
the quality of teacher team work, and
professional development practices,
or they do not pay particular
attention to the implications of the
CCLS (evaluation of practices of 1.3,
4.1, 4.2)

c) School leaders and faculty are
developing a process to regularly
evaluate and adjust the use of
organizational resources, the quality
of teacher team work, and
professional development practices,
with particular attention to what
teachers need to learn to support
student mastery of the CCLS
(evaluation of practices of 1.3, 4.1,
4.2)

c) School leaders and faculty have a
process in place to regularly evaluate
and adjust the use of organizational
resources, and the quality of teacher
team work, and professional
development practices, with
particular attention to what teachers
need to learn to support student
mastery of the CCLS (evaluation of
practices of 1.3, 4.1, 4.2)

c) School leaders and faculty have a
process in place to purposefully
evaluate and adjust the use of
organizational resources and the
quality of teacher team work and
professional development practices,
with particular attention to what
teachers need to learn to support
student mastery of the CCLS
(evaluation of practices of 1.3, 4.1,
4.2)
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DBN:

07X379
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SCHOOL TYPE: High School Transfer
RANKS AND GRADES FOR PREVIOUS YEARS
2010
2011
RANK:
16
26
GRADE:

B

2012
34
C

C

KEY DEMOGRAPHIC INDICATORS
%BLACK OR
%ELL
%IEP
HISPANIC
95.8%
6.3%
16.1%

PROGRESS REPORT
OVERALL SCORE out OVERALL
RANK
of
100

58.9

26

QUALITY REVIEW
This school's
overall score was
higher than 18
out of 44
Transfer High
Schools.

For transfer schools, grades are based on cut scores determined prior
to the release of the Progress Report. Schools in their first year,
without a graduating class or in phase out receive a report with no
grade or score.

ENROLLMENT: 192

Overview
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Progress Report 2012-13*

07X379

% OVERAGE
73.0%

Progress Report Grades - High School Transfer
GRADE
A
B
C
D
F

SCORE RANGE
68.0 or higher
56.0 - 67.9
46.0 - 55.9
38.0 - 45.9
37.9 or lower

% OF SCHOOLS
34% of schools
27% of schools
27% of schools
9% of schools
2% of schools

P
Proficient (2009-10)
The rating is based on three major
categories of school performance:
instruction that prepares students for
college and careers, school organization
and management, and quality of the
learning environment.
A school that receives a Proficient rating
typically demonstrates solid teaching and
learning practices, effective school
management, and a quality learning
environment. For more information, see:

http://schools.nyc.gov/Accountability/tools/review

Each school's Progress Report (1) measures the student year-to-year progress, (2) compares the school to peer schools, and (3) rewards success in moving
all children forward, especially children with the greatest needs.

CATEGORY

SCORE

School
Progress

28.5

School
Performance

6.1

School
Environment

13.0

College and
Career Readiness

3.1

Closing the
Achievement Gap

8.2

Overall Score

out of 55

out of 20

out of 15

out of 10

GRADE

C

Student Progress measures the annual progress students make
toward meeting the state's graduation requirements by earning
course credits and passing Regents exams, and annual changes in
student attendance.
Student Performance measures how many students graduated
within 6 years of starting high school, and the types of diplomas they
earned.

A

School Environment measures a survey of the school community
rating academic expectations, safety and respect, communication,
and engagement.

B

C

out of 16

58.9
out of 100

DESCRIPTION

B

College and Career Readiness measures how well students are
prepared for life after high school on the basis of passing advanced
courses, meeting English and math standards, and enrolling in a postsecondary institution.
Schools receive additional credit for exceptional graduation and
college/career readiness outcomes of students with disabilities,
English Language Learners, and students who enter high school at a
low performance level.
The overall grade is based on the total of all scores above. Category
scores may not add up to total score because of rounding.

*During the 2012-13 school year, New York City public schools were affected by Hurricane Sandy. Adjustments have been made to attendance rates for all schools.

Progress Report Implications

State Accountability

Strong Progress Report results are the basis for recognition and potential
rewards for school leaders, and poor results are an important factor in
determining whether schools require intensive support or intervention. For more
information, see:

The school's current status: In Good Standing

http://schools.nyc.gov/community/planning/Support+and+Intervention.htm
http://schools.nyc.gov/ProgressReport

This designation is determined by the New York State Department of Education
under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Flexibility Waiver.
More information on New York State accountability can be found here:
http://schools.nyc.gov/Accountability/tools/accountability/default.htm
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GRADE

B

SCORE

28.5

GRADE
A
B
C
D
F

(out of 55)
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School Progress
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Student Progress represents 55% of the total score. The measures evaluate the annual
33.4 or higher progress students make toward meeting the state's graduation requirements by earning
course credits, passing state Regents exams, and changes in the student attendance rate
27.0 - 33.3
between 2010-11 and 2012-13
17.2 - 26.9
SCORE RANGE

15.7 - 17.1
15.6 or lower
THIS SCHOOL'S
RESULTS

COMPARISON TO PEER SCHOOLS
(WEIGHTED 75%)

PERCENT OF
PEER RANGE

COMPARISON TO CITY SCHOOLS
(WEIGHTED 25%)

PERCENT OF
CITY RANGE

POINTS
POSSIBLE

POINTS
EARNED

64.5%

4.17

2.91

70.3%

7.52

5.57

62.4%

5.79

3.64

60.1%

1.52

0.96

41.6%

12.00

4.34

42.4%

4.00

1.59

60.5%

4.00

2.55

27.9%

4.00

1.10

37.7%

4.00

1.38

50.0%

4.00

2.12

54.6%

4.00

2.30

55.00

28.46

Credit Accumulation
8.24

Credit Acc. Per Year, Students Beginning
with 0.00 - 11.00 Credits (n=41)

8.24

Credit Acc. Per Year, Students Beginning
with 11.01 - 22.00 Credits (n=74)

9.70

Credit Acc. Per Year, Students Beginning
with 22.01 - 33.00 Credits (n=57)

10.67

Credit Acc. Per Year, Students Beginning
with 33.01 - 38.00 Credits (n=15)

10.44

Average Change in Student Attendance
(n=172)

-6.6%

Average Completion Rate for Remaining
Regents (n=213)

18.9%

2.27

6.45

8.24
10.63

71.4%

2.31

6.91

11.51

9.70
3.92

7.76

9.70
11.60

75.3%

3.92

8.03

10.67
6.01

9.71

13.41

63.0%

5.95

9.73
10.44

13.51

5.84

9.67

13.50

10.44
5.84

9.44

13.04

63.9%

-6.6%
-12.1%

-6.6%
-4.1%

3.9%

34.4%

-14.5%

-5.0%

18.9%
7.7%

12.14
10.67

4.5%

18.9%

22.1%

36.5%

38.9%

0.4%

22.2%

44.0%

Weighted Regents Pass Rate
0.83

English (n=48)

0.83

0.35

0.83

0.72

1.09

64.9%

0.31

0.74

1.17

0.82

1.52

0.34

0.99
0.77

1.64

0.24

0.77
0.78

1.30

0.19

0.73

1.27

0.51

Mathematics (n=52)

0.51

0.51

0.18

0.78

1.38

27.5%

0.12

0.83

Science (n=53)

0.83

Global History (n=56)

0.77

History (n=59)

0.78

0.83

0.41

1.04
0.77

1.67

0.24

0.73
0.78

1.22

0.36

0.72

1.08

33.3%
54.1%
58.3%

TOTAL POINTS

How To Interpret These Charts
To determine the number of points earned, this school's 2012-13 results on each metric are compared to the results of peer schools and all transfer schools
citywide. The comparison to peer schools is worth 75% of the points for each metric and the comparison to all transfer schools citywide is worth 25% of the
points. The bars represent the range of results for the peer and city comparison schools from historical results that are within two standard deviations of the
average. The percent of the range that is shaded is the school's share of possible points. The share is multiplied by the weight (75% or 25%) and the possible
points for the metric to determine the points earned.
COMPARISON TO PEER SCHOOLS
(WEIGHTED)

This
school's
result

0% of range

PERCENT OF
RANGE

80

60%
50

75

Average value among
comparison schools

100

Share of
comparison
range
covered by
the school's
result

100% of range

Score Calculation Example

FORMULA (

PERCENT
OF PEER
RANGE

X 0.75

+

PERCENT
OF CITY
RANGE

X 0.25 ) X

POINTS
POSSIBLE

=

POINTS
EARNED

EXAMPLE (

60%

X 0.75

+

80%

X 0.25 ) X

3.75

=

2.44
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GRADE
SCORE

C

GRADE

6.1
(out of 20)
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School Performance

Student Performance represents 20% of the total score. The Student Performance grade is
based on how many students graduated within 6 years of starting high school as well as on
the number of credits these students had at admission, and the types of diplomas these
students earned.

SCORE RANGE
or higher

A

11.4

B

7.0

- 11.3

C
D
F

2.2
1.9
1.8

- 6.9
- 2.1
or lower
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THIS SCHOOL'S
RESULTS

COMPARISON TO PEER SCHOOLS
(WEIGHTED 75%)

PERCENT OF
PEER RANGE

COMPARISON TO CITY SCHOOLS
(WEIGHTED 25%)

PERCENT OF
CITY RANGE

POINTS
POSSIBLE

POINTS
EARNED

24.3%

4.00

0.82

35.9%

4.00

1.34

32.5%

6.36

1.88

29.6%

3.60

1.08

48.1%

2.04

0.99

20.00

6.11

Transfer School Graduation Rate
39.0%

Graduation Rate (n=100)

39.0%

Weighted Diploma Rate (n=100)

128.5%

Graduation Rate, Most at Risk
Overage/Under-credited Students (n=53)

26.4%

Graduation Rate, Other Overage/Undercredited Students (n=30)

43.3%

Graduation Rate, Non-Overage/Undercredited Students (n=17)

70.6%

39.0%

30.8%

52.2%

73.6%

19.2%

25.6%

53.2%

80.8%

171.5%

323.7%

37.7%

69.9%

28.9%

53.2%
70.6%

77.5%

48.1%

71.5%

94.9%

128.5%

128.5%

57.1%

165.9%

274.7%

32.8%

19.3%

26.4%

26.4%

12.6%

36.8%

61.0%

28.5%

5.5%

43.3%

43.3%

28.8%

52.8%
70.6%

76.8%

49.4%

71.3%

93.2%

30.2%
48.4%

TOTAL POINTS

How To Interpret These Charts
To determine the number of points earned, this school's 2012-13 results on each metric are compared to the results of peer schools and all transfer schools
citywide. The comparison to peer schools is worth 75% of the points for each metric and the comparison to all transfer schools citywide is worth 25% of the
points. The bars represent the range of results for the peer and city comparison schools from historical results that are within two standard deviations of the
average. The percent of the range that is shaded is the school's share of possible points. The share is multiplied by the weight (75% or 25%) and the possible
points for the metric to determine the points earned.
COMPARISON TO PEER SCHOOLS
(WEIGHTED)

This
school's
result

0% of range

PERCENT OF
RANGE

80

60%
50

75

Average value among
comparison schools

100

Share of
comparison
range
covered by
the school's
result

100% of range

Score Calculation Example

FORMULA (

PERCENT
OF PEER
RANGE

X 0.75

+

PERCENT
OF CITY
RANGE

X 0.25 ) X

POINTS
POSSIBLE

=

POINTS
EARNED

EXAMPLE (

60%

X 0.75

+

80%

X 0.25 ) X

3.75

=

2.44

School Environment

A

GRADE

GRADE

13.0

SCORE

(out of 15)
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School Environment represents 15% of the total score. The School Environment grade is
based on results of the NYC School Survey, on which parents, teachers, and students rate
academic expectations, safety and respect, communication, and engagement.

SCORE RANGE
or higher

A

12.6

B

11.2 - 12.5

C
D
F

9.0
5.5
5.4

-

Page 4

11.1
8.9
or lower

THIS SCHOOL'S
RESULTS

COMPARISON TO PEER SCHOOLS
(WEIGHTED 75%)

PERCENT OF
PEER RANGE

COMPARISON TO CITY SCHOOLS
(WEIGHTED 25%)

PERCENT OF
CITY RANGE

POINTS
POSSIBLE

POINTS
EARNED

81.8%

3.75

3.16

100.0%

3.75

3.75

91.7%

3.75

3.44

68.2%

3.75

2.63

15.00

12.98

School Survey Results
8.9

Academic Expectations

8.9

Communication

8.9

Engagement

8.6

Safety and Respect

8.5

8.9

7.2

8.2

9.2
8.9

6.0

7.3

8.6

85.0%
100.0%

7.1

8.2

9.3
8.9

6.0

7.3

8.6

8.6
6.4

7.6

8.6
8.8

91.7%

6.4

7.6

8.5
6.8

8.0

8.8
8.5

9.2

70.8%

7.0

8.1

9.2

TOTAL POINTS

How To Interpret These Charts
To determine the number of points earned, this school's 2012-13 results on each metric are compared to the results of peer schools and all transfer schools
citywide. The comparison to peer schools is worth 75% of the points for each metric and the comparison to all transfer schools citywide is worth 25% of the
points. The bars represent the range of results for the peer and city comparison schools from historical results that are within two standard deviations of the
average. The percent of the range that is shaded is the school's share of possible points. The share is multiplied by the weight (75% or 25%) and the possible
points for the metric to determine the points earned.
COMPARISON TO PEER SCHOOLS
(WEIGHTED)

This
school's
result

0% of range

PERCENT OF
RANGE

80

60%
50

75

Average value among
comparison schools

100

Share of
comparison
range
covered by
the school's
result

100% of range

Score Calculation Example

FORMULA (

PERCENT
OF PEER
RANGE

X 0.75

+

PERCENT
OF CITY
RANGE

X 0.25 ) X

POINTS
POSSIBLE

=

POINTS
EARNED

EXAMPLE (

60%

X 0.75

+

80%

X 0.25 ) X

3.75

=

2.44
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GRADE
SCORE

C

GRADE

3.1
(out of 10)

or higher

6.4

B

3.7

-

6.3

C
D
F

2.3
1.4
1.3

-

3.6
2.2
or lower
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College and Career Readiness represents 10% of the total score. The College and Career
Readiness section measures how well students are prepared for life after high school on the
basis of passing advanced courses, meeting English and math standards, and enrolling in a
post-secondary institution. Please see the Additional Information page for further details on
these measures.

SCORE RANGE

A
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College and Career Readiness

College Readiness
These metrics measure the percentage of students in the graduating cohort who graduated and met the Regents exam, SAT, and/or course standards for passing out of
remedial coursework at the City University of New York (CUNY), by August 2013, or graduated early and enrolled in college by June 2013.
THIS SCHOOL'S
RESULTS
Comprehensive Readiness Rate (including
enrollment) (n = 100)

COMPARISON TO PEER SCHOOLS PERCENT OF
PEER RANGE
(WEIGHTED 75%)
14.0%

14.0%
3.3%

COMPARISON TO CITY SCHOOLS
(WEIGHTED 25%)
14.0%

35.7%
18.3%

33.3%

PERCENT OF
CITY RANGE

0.0%

POINTS
POSSIBLE

POINTS
EARNED

3.33

1.16

31.7%
22.1%

44.2%

Postsecondary Enrollment Rate
These metrics measure the percentage of students in the graduating cohort who graduated and enrolled in public service, a vocational program, or a degree program at a
two- or four-year college by December 31, 2013.
THIS SCHOOL'S
RESULTS
Postsecondary Enrollment Rate - 6 Months (n =
60)

COMPARISON TO PEER SCHOOLS PERCENT OF
PEER RANGE
(WEIGHTED 75%)
33.3%

33.3%
12.1%

29.6%

COMPARISON TO CITY SCHOOLS
(WEIGHTED 25%)
33.3%

60.6%
47.1%

PERCENT OF
CITY RANGE

3.1%

POINTS
POSSIBLE

POINTS
EARNED

3.33

1.94

51.2%

32.6%

62.1%

College and Career Prepatory Course Index
This metric measures the percentage of students in the graduating cohort who have successfully completed approved rigorous courses and assessments (please see the
Additional Information page for more information on this index).
THIS SCHOOL'S
RESULTS
College and Career Preparatory Course Index (n
= 100)

COMPARISON TO PEER SCHOOLS PERCENT OF
PEER RANGE
(WEIGHTED 75%)

COMPARISON TO CITY SCHOOLS
(WEIGHTED 25%)

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

PERCENT OF
CITY RANGE

POINTS
POSSIBLE

POINTS
EARNED

0.0%

3.33

0.00

TOTAL POINTS

10.00

3.10

0.0%
0.0%

9.4%

18.8%

0.0%

9.9%

19.8%

How To Interpret These Charts
To determine the number of points earned, this school's 2012-13 results on each metric are compared to the results of peer schools and all transfer schools
citywide. The comparison to peer schools is worth 75% of the points for each metric and the comparison to all transfer schools citywide is worth 25% of the
points. The bars represent the range of results for the peer and city comparison schools from historical results that are within two standard deviations of the
average. The percent of the range that is shaded is the school's share of possible points. The share is multiplied by the weight (75% or 25%) and the possible
points for the metric to determine the points earned.
COMPARISON TO PEER SCHOOLS
(WEIGHTED)

This
school's
result

0% of range

PERCENT OF
RANGE

80

60%
50

75

Average value among
comparison schools

100

Share of
comparison
range
covered by
the school's
result

100% of range

Score Calculation Example

FORMULA (

PERCENT
OF PEER
RANGE

X 0.75

+

PERCENT
OF PEER
RANGE

X 0.25 ) X

POINTS
POSSIBLE

=

POINTS
EARNED

EXAMPLE (

60%

X 0.75

+

80%

X 0.25 ) X

3.75

=

2.44

Closing the Achievement Gap
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Schools receive additional credit for exceptional gains by students with disabilities, English Language Learners and overage/under-credited status. Additional credit will be
awarded based on both the percentage of high-need students achieving an exemplary outcome and the percentage of students at the school in that high-need group.
Additional Credit can only improve a school's Progress Report score. It cannot lower a school's score. Transfer High Schools are eligible for points on eight additional credit
metrics. In the table below, "." in "This School's Results" indicates that a school has fewer than five eligible students for the category in question.
THIS
SCHOOL'S
RESULTS

POPULATION
PERCENTAGE

FIXED POINT
VALUE

POINTS
POSSIBLE

POINTS
EARNED

English Language Learners (n=8)

175.0%

8.0%

0.020

2.00

0.28

Self-Contained/ICT/SETSS (n=7)

171.4%

7.0%

0.061

2.00

0.73

Overage/Under-Credited Students (n=83)

130.7%

83.0%

0.009

2.00

0.98

Overage/Under-Credited Black/Hispanic Males (n=43)

162.8%

43.0%

0.024

2.00

1.68

College Readiness Index (n=83)

12.0%

83.0%

0.570

2.00

2.00

Postsecondary Enrollment Rate (n=47)

25.5%

78.3%

0.086

2.00

1.72

College and Career Preparatory Course Index (n=83)

0.0%

83.0%

0.198

2.00

0.00

Movement of students with disabilities to less restrictive environments (n=21)

0.38

10.9%

0.185

2.00

0.77

CATEGORY

Transfer High School Weighted Diploma Rate

Overage/Under-Credited Students

THIS SCHOOL'S COMPARISON TO PEER SCHOOLS
RESULTS
(WEIGHTED 75%)

PERCENT OF
PEER RANGE

COMPARISON TO CITY SCHOOLS
(WEIGHTED 25%)

PERCENT OF
CITY RANGE

TOTAL POINTS

8.16

Peer Group Schools
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Each school's performance is compared to the performance of schools in its peer group. Peer schools are those New York City public schools with a student population most
like this school's population. Each high school has up to 30 peer schools.
PEER GROUP CALCULATION
Peer groupings are created using a “nearest neighbor” matching methodology. This methodology examines the mathematical difference between a school and all potential
peers on a given set of characteristics. Schools with the smallest difference across all the characteristics are peered together.
PEER GROUP FOR: Jill Chaifetz Transfer High School
AVERAGE ENGLISH AVERAGE MATH %STUDENTS WITH
%SELFPROFICIENCY
PROFICIENCY
DISABILITIES
CONTAINED

DBN

SCHOOL

07X379

Jill Chaifetz Transfer High School

2.49

2.37

16.1%

5.2%

73.0%

01M458

Forsyth Satellite Academy

2.57

2.31

19.1%

6.2%

76.3%

02M544

Independence High School

2.53

2.38

18.0%

4.6%

59.2%

02M570

Satellite Academy High School

2.57

2.38

17.8%

5.7%

76.8%

02M575

Manhattan Comprehensive Night and Day High School

2.40

2.29

5.6%

2.0%

71.1%

03M404

Innovation Diploma Plus

2.57

2.42

11.5%

3.1%

57.9%

03M505

Edward A. Reynolds West Side High School

2.48

2.34

20.9%

7.4%

61.3%

05M285

Harlem Renaissance High School

2.51

2.37

17.9%

9.8%

70.0%

07X381

Bronx Haven High School

2.48

2.36

21.9%

7.3%

68.4%

08X377

Bronx Community High School

2.59

2.41

8.5%

3.0%

71.1%

08X537

Bronx Arena High School

2.51

2.36

10.3%

3.9%

77.1%

10X319

Providing Urban Learners Success In Education High School

2.42

2.28

17.1%

5.4%

77.2%

12X446

Arturo A. Schomburg Satellite Academy Bronx

2.45

2.32

11.9%

4.8%

69.9%

12X480

Bronx Regional High School

2.45

2.38

15.7%

5.6%

59.2%

13K553

Brooklyn Academy High School

2.47

2.42

18.7%

5.2%

71.5%

13K616

Brooklyn High School for Leadership and Community Service

2.46

2.32

15.8%

4.5%

82.4%

15K529

West Brooklyn Community High School

2.62

2.39

16.2%

5.2%

73.4%

15K698

South Brooklyn Community High School

2.54

2.32

20.4%

11.2%

65.8%

17K489

W.E.B. Dubois Academic High School

2.54

2.31

15.7%

5.2%

70.5%

17K568

Brownsville Academy High School

2.51

2.32

10.6%

3.4%

65.5%

18K578

Brooklyn Bridge Academy

2.48

2.21

17.2%

7.1%

71.9%

18K635

Olympus Academy

2.51

2.35

13.8%

3.1%

92.6%

18K673

East Brooklyn Community High School

2.58

2.29

15.6%

4.0%

87.5%

21K728

Liberation Diploma Plus

2.65

2.41

9.1%

2.3%

77.6%

23K643

Brooklyn Democracy Academy

2.47

2.31

19.2%

8.9%

77.0%

23K646

Aspirations Diploma Plus High School

2.50

2.31

15.3%

5.1%

70.8%

23K647

Metropolitan Diploma Plus High School

2.52

2.36

10.0%

2.4%

63.6%

24Q744

VOYAGES Preparatory

2.60

2.41

7.3%

1.2%

82.4%

25Q540

Queens Academy High School

2.64

2.46

12.8%

2.9%

54.8%

28Q338

Queens Satellite High School for Opportunity

2.64

2.42

7.9%

1.9%

75.6%

31R470

Concord High School

2.53

2.32

23.2%

7.2%

66.3%

2.52

2.35

14.9%

5.0%

71.5%

PEER GROUP AVERAGES

%OVERAGE

Additional Information
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This Additional Information page provides context to view how a school's metrics were calculated on the previous pages of this report.
Certain Progress Report metrics require that students reach one of many thresholds, or reach multiple thresholds in tandem to earn
credit for their school. While all information on this page is not scored, the Additional Information page meaningfully illuminates or adds
context to how a school received its metric values in the 2012-13 school year.

Regents Exams
Mathematics:
ELA:
Social Studies:
Science:
Languages:

College Exams

Includes all students in the high school who took the respective exams in January, June or August 2013.
Average Score

% passing

59
.
.
68
64
62
.
.
.
63
.

32%
.
.
69%
54%
47%
.
.
.
50%
.

Integrated Algebra (n = 56)
Geometry (n = 0)
Algebra 2 / Trigonometry (n = 0)
Comprehensive English (n = 51)
U.S. History (n = 59)
Global History (n = 57)
Chemistry (n = 0)
Physics (n = 0)
Earth Science (n = 5)
Living Environment (n = 52)
Languages Other Than English (n = 0)

Calculated as highest result for the 2013 four-year graduation cohort anytime during their high school career.
% of 6-year
Cohort Taking
2.0%
2.0%
2.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
7.0%
7.0%
6.0%
6.0%

Average Score

SAT:
ACT:

CUNY:

Mathematics (n = 2)
Critical Reading (n = 2)
Writing (n = 2)
Mathematics (n = 0)
English (n = 0)
Reading (n = 0)
Science (n = 0)
Math 1 (n = 7)
Math 2 (n = 7)
Reading (n = 6)
Writing (n = 6)

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

College and Career Readiness Metrics Disaggregated
6 Months After Graduating
Postsecondary Enrollment Rate
2-Year or 4-Year College
CUNY
NYS Public
NYS Private
Out-of-State
Public Service
Vocational Program

33.3%
33.3%
25.0%
6.7%
0.0%
3.3%
0.0%
0.0%
% of 6-year Cohort

College Readiness Index (counting positively requires ALL thresholds)
% attaining Regents Diploma
% attaining Math College Readiness Standard
% attaining English College Readiness Standard

14.0%
15.0%
1.0%
19.0%
% of 6-year Cohort

College and Career Readiness Preparatory Course Index
% scoring 65+ on the Algebra II, Math B, Chemistry or Physics Regents Exam
% scoring 3+ on any Advanced Placement (AP) Exam
% scoring 4+ on any International Baccalaureate (IB) Exam
% earning a diploma with a Career and Technical Education (CTE) Endorsement
% passing an industry-recognized technical assessment
% earning a diploma with an Arts endorsement
% earning a grade of "C" or higher in a course for college credit
% passing another course certified by the DOE as college- and career-ready

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
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Guiding Principles for AEC Accountability
AECs are not usefully represented by the traditional frameworks, therefore the purpose of the
AEC framework is:
● To differentiate among more and less effective AECs (since most AECs receive
Turnaround ratings on the traditional SPF).
● To represent the performance of 11th and 12th grade AEC students that do not have data
on most traditional state measures.
● To provide an AEC-appropriate frame of reference for what constitutes success or good
performance for a student on a given measure (an AEC-student performance benchmark).
● To provide an AEC-appropriate frame of reference for what constitutes success for all
students in an AEC on a given measure (an AEC sub-indicator rating).
● To produce inferences about school effectiveness that are meaningful and comparable
across all Colorado AECs (overall AEC SPF ratings).
Characteristics of an optional measure for inclusion in a school’s AEC SPF framework:
● Be representative of the entire AEC population (required for Achievement and Growth
and encouraged for Student Engagement and PWR). This can include all enrolled
students, or all students at a particular grade level. An optional measure should not
represent a sub-set of students, i.e. students that share a particular trait (like regular
attendance) or are taking a specific course, teacher, etc.
● Be aligned with the mission of the AEC, and indicate whether the AEC is successfully
serving its target population and fulfilling its mission-statement goals.
● Provide valid and reliable test forms and student scores:
o For vendor-created assessments or surveys
▪ Adequate documentation is available showing the assessment aligns with
the Colorado Academic Standards.
▪ The measure meets technical (scoring, scaling, and growth) requirements
for validity and reliability.
o For locally created surveys
▪ Documentation regarding test design/item writing processes showing
alignment with Colorado Content Collaborative guidance or other
research-based test development method.
▪ Information on scoring rubrics, student score distributions, performance
descriptors and cut-scores and trends over time are also necessary.
● Represent an accurate and meaningful definition of student performance or outcomes that
can be confidently mapped to a common AEC-appropriate expectation of student success.
● Provide consistent student and school-level performance inferences across districts.
AECs using the same measure must use the same expectations of student and/or school
performance as all other Colorado AECs.
● Be instructionally or programmatically relevant, especially in the case of measures
requiring additional assessment time or teacher resources.
● Available guidance and/or documentation to help districts choose among optional
measures and ensure consistent and accurate calculations and submissions of data.
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Appendix I. Continued Rationale and Considerations
V1. Rationale cont.
While schools serving 80% high-risk students are no doubt challenged with respect to performance
outcomes as well, an analysis of Texas’s school performance based on the percent of high-risk students
shows that schools serving 80% high-risk do tend to perform better, on average, than those serving 90
or 95 percent (see table below).
Performance Measure

Percent High-Risk
80%

85%

90%

95%

Proficient or above in reading 48%

56%

46%

42%

Proficient or above in math

54%

53%

52%

48%

Attendance rates

86%

85%

85%

85%

4-year cohort grad rates

60%

59%

57%

56%

5-year cohort grad rates

69%

67%

66%

64%

6-year cohort grad rates

71%

70%

70%

68%

Though the performance spread is not wide, when using a rank percentile distribution the absolute
difference between schools’ performance does not matter, it is the position in the rank. Therefore, the
likely effect of including schools with 80% high-risk is that schools with higher percentages of high-risk
students will be on the bottom of the distribution.
Lower levels were considered and discussed but ultimately the group would like to keep the group of
AEC small to 1) ensure that AECs are serving the state’s most at risk-students, given these schools have a
mission to do so (at 90% we estimate that AEC will move from serving 1.8% of Colorado’s public school
students, to between 2.5 and 3 percent (based on analogous TX percentages)) and 2) ensure that the
AEC SPF is used only by those serving a high percentage of risk students.
V2. Rationale cont.
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●
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V2(b) More research is coming out the concludes that missing school, regardless of the reason,
impacts student learning gains; which in turn leave students to fall further and further behind;
which in turn is related to increased likelihood of dropping out of school. Though this pattern
can be traced back as far as kindergarten, it becomes particularly salient in middle school and
high school. (Jordan & Chang (2015). Mapping the early attendance gap: Charting a course for
student success. Attendance Works: http://www.attendanceworks.org.; Ginsberg, Jordan, &
Chang (2014). Absences add up: How school attendance influences school success. Attendances
Works; http://www.attendanceworks.org.) District policies for excused and unexcused absences
vary across the state and are inconsistent in categories for absences. Therefore, under the
current framing, students that miss school for the same reason may be excused in one district,
but unexcused in others. This is particularly problematic for rural AECs and others that take
students from multiple school districts.

●

V2(f) Students in foster care may experience higher number of absences due to court
appearances and/or therapy. Receiving schools may offer elective credits for course that do not
match or meet their curriculum for students in foster care (CDE Foster Care FAQ, 2015). The
small group discussed the expansion the definition for (f) to include is/has been a ward of the
court or is/has been involved in the foster care system at any point in their life due to the fact
that in cases of repeated and/or serious child abuse or neglect, children are placed in the foster
care system, and/or become wards of the courts. Being involved in the social services systems is
a one of several risk factors identified in the Risk and Protective Factor Theory, and can be
attributed to risk for school failure. In fact, any disruption of the family or community structure
is considered a risk factor in an assessment of risk and protective factors.

●

V2(g)The small group discussed that equivalent to having a parent or guardian absent due to
imprisonment, that trauma due loss of a parent or immediate family member has significant
impacts on school performance, socialization, etc. Supporting the group’s rationale is a research
study from the University of Nebraska titled Loss of a Parent by Death: Determining Student
Impact which asserts, “The disruption of the parent-child bond during childhood has been
widely considered an important risk factor in future development (Kendler, Sheth, Gardner, &
Prescott, 2002). Student academic achievement could be one area largely impacted by such risk
factors. The death of a parent may have a profound negative impact on student’s academic
achievement, as a parent plays a large role in most children’s academic development. Braden
and Miller (2007) reported that parental involvement in a child’s education has been related to
multiple positive effects in children’s school achievement.
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V2(m)The small group’s rationale for the change to the language of criteria (m) was to more
accurately reflect the breadth of mental and/or behavioral health issues that plague our AEC
students, including, but not limited to issues related to trauma, PTSD, gender identification,
depression, etc. The group discussed the delineation between serious psychiatric and behavior
disorder and a mental or behavioral issue that is documented. Whereas a serious psychiatric
disorder may only be diagnosed by a clinical psychiatrist, many mental and behavioral
issues/disorders are identified by an array of mental and behavioral health practitioners,
including school psychologists, social workers, and counselors. From a practice standpoint, this
more accurately reflects how students are identified with behavioral and mental health issues.

●

V2(n) Incorporate CDE guidance regarding the definition of overage and under-credited
students for older students and add into this statute a parallel definition that applies to the
younger student. Identification of high-risk students by academic characteristics appear in at
least 20 other states’ definitions of students that are eligible or targeted to attend alternative
schools. By adding a means to classify younger students as high-risk we create a means to have
those students needs met earlier in an AEC, if that is their choice. The current guidance for the
overage and under-credited category does not capture a student as being behind until around
the 10th grade, which the group believes can be too late in some cases. By allowing students the
option to attend an AEC at a younger age, via this definition of high-risk, students can get
services earlier and be more likely to graduate on time.

V1. Considerations cont.
Some argued that to lower the threshold at all will “open the flood gate” and many more schools would
now apply to be AECs. However, research on Texas schools (where the threshold is 75%) does not bear
that out. In Texas, only half of the schools that do qualify to be an AEC actually register to be one
(Momentum Strategy & Research), despite the fact that data is tracked for all schools and eligible
schools need only to register as an AEC.
It is important to point out that all of the evidence regarding the impact of lowering the 95% criterion
was based in Texas data. The Texas definition of AEC status emphasizes academic outcomes
(http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/peims/standards/1314/index.html?e0919), with hundreds of schools
eligible for alternative status. While members of the group discussed the possibility of examining how
many additional schools would be eligible in Colorado even through an analysis of students identified by
the state as needing to catch up (comparable to one academic criterion in Texas), only Texas data were
used to drive recommendations. Some members of the group believe this affects what should be an
evidence and needs-based decision specific to Colorado. Despite discussion, no data around schools
that lost designation as a result of failure to surpass the 95% or data around Priority Improvement/

AEC Accountability Workgroup Report

67

Turnaround schools that would benefit from the alternative accountability system but had yet failed to
acquire 95% were considered in formulating this recommendation. This report asserts that the Colorado
AEC population is estimated to grow by 1.8%-3%. It is important to point out that this is based on Texas
data not Colorado data (because Colorado does not currently have data systems in place that would
allow for this kind of tracking), and does not consider the difference in criteria, process for verification,
or the proposed expanded criteria. From a policy perspective, this creates limited predictability in the
actual impact of the threshold lowering. However, in the absence of any other data to suggest the
potential impact, this is the closest approximation available.
V2. Considerations cont.
Additional concerns were raised about the additions bringing subjectivity to the criteria and feelings that
the additions were supported by any Colorado-based evidence. Discussions specifically on (m) to not
include definitive terms such as suicidal behaviors, eating disorders, or deliberate, self-inflicted injury or
the addition of bullying led the to the use of general term of mental and/or behavioral health to
alleviate the necessity of “serious” or what is perceived as “serious” psychiatric disorders. Regarding
section (m), some feel that the proposed changes will significantly broaden the category and will
increase the subjectivity and inconsistency in coding students within this category. While some
believed that the revisions, in the proposed form, the will lead to greater subjectivity in interpretation
across schools/districts, as well as increased burden in documentation and verification processes; others
felt that the proposed changes serve to tighten the definitions and offer less subjectivity, thus easing the
burden to schools, districts and the state. Some members believe that including this criterion does not
address the intent or need, and instead, potentially creates a problem wherein schools producing low
academic outcomes will seek designation in pursuit of lower standards, rather than in an attempt to
design its program for a particular group of students. However, those in favor of this addition stipulated
that the qualifier is only to be applied to students entering a (AEC) school and that schools whose
students fell behind while attending said school would not have a legitimate claim to being designated
as an AEC.

