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l.  PRELIMINARY 

 
Shepherd called the March 17, 2015, meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 

Roll Call  
 
The following members were present:  
 

JulieMarie A. Shepherd, president 
Cathy Wildman, vice president  
Mary W. Lewis, secretary 
Dan Jorgensen, treasurer  
Amber Drevon, director 
Eric Nelson, director 
Barbara J. Yamrick, director 
 

Also meeting with the Board of Education were: 
 

D. Rico Munn, superintendent of schools 
William Stuart, deputy superintendent  
Brandon Eyre, district legal counsel  
Georgia Durán, chief communication officer  
David Trautenberg, chief financial officer 
Anthony Sturges, chief operating officer 
Adrienne Bradshaw, controller 
Tonia Norman, assistant to Board of Education 
 

The following staff members were present via phone: 
 

Lisa Escárcega, chief accountability and research officer 
Damon Smith, chief personnel officer 
John Youngquist, chief academic officer 
 

Pledge of Allegiance 
 
Shepherd led the Board and audience in the pledge to the flag.  She then 
welcomed visitors to the meeting.   

 
Approval of Agenda 
 

The March 17, 2015, agenda was approved as written.   
 

Approval of Minutes 
 
The minutes of the regular meeting of the Board of Education held on March 3, 
2015, were approved as written.     

 
Recognizing Excellence 
 

Munn congratulated Crawford Elementary School Principal Jenny Passchier for 
earning the 2015 National Distinguished Principal of the Year for Colorado, 
presented by the Colorado Association of School Executives (CASE).  The award 
honors her amazing leadership and commitment to students, staff and the 
community.  Thanks to her vision of focusing on a standards-based teaching 
learning cycle, writing across all content areas and maintaining a positive climate, 



   
  March 17, 2015 
 
 

 
10208 

 

Crawford achieved the highest overall proficiency increase of all elementary 
schools in Aurora as reflected in the 2014 TCAP scores.  The APS Board of 
Education and I are proud to have her on our team and wish her continued 
success. 
 
Passchier expressed appreciation for the wonderful honor.  She shared that the 
Crawford community is excited about the award and the attention it is bringing to 
the school and the great work of teachers and students.  She is excited about 
going to Washington D.C. in the fall and representing Aurora.   
 
Munn shared that spring break is March 23 to March 27.  We wish those who will 
have time off during that week a safe and restful time with family and friends. 
 
Wildman recognized Jennifer Cross, business and technology teacher at Aurora 
Central, for encouraging students to prepare tax returns for community earners.    
Cross was recently observed by a representative from the Piton Foundation and 
the coordinator for Tax Help Colorado as well as Alex Jared, associate dean at 
CCA, who expressed that student workers were engaged, professional and 
knowledgeable.   The IRS conducted a surprise audit of tax returns completed by 
students and determined that the site was 100 percent in compliance with federal 
regulations. Approximately $800,000 was refunded to community earners.   
 

Opportunity for Audience 
 

Julie North, natural and renewable resource coordinator for APS, highlighted a 
pilot project last semester in which student groups examined energy use at five 
schools, resulting in approximately $45,000 in savings for the district and 
community taxpayers.  She indicated that two schools received cash incentives 
for energy efforts, including Side Creek Elementary, $975, and Fletcher 
Community School, $5,676.   She noted that the pilot program has been 
expanded to 21 schools and hopes to double savings.  She will be highlighting 
the district’s Green Star program at Stanford in May and will showcase the 
wonderful work that students are doing around energy efficiency.    
 

II.  BOARD WORKSHOP 
 

Turnaround Options Discussion 
 
Shepherd reminded the Board and audience that tonight’s conversation related 
to turnaround options for Aurora Central High School is in response to questions 
that the Board generated from a previous meeting.   No formal decision or action 
will be taken at the meeting.    
 
Munn reviewed a slide from the Colorado Department of Education (CDE) that 
highlighted the time line for schools on year five of the state accountability clock. 
The State Review Panel will conduct a site visit to Aurora Central and the district 
in spring 2015.  The State Board of Education will provide recommended actions 
to the district in spring 2016 for implementation in fall 2016.   
 
Munn provided an overview of work that has occurred to date, including meetings 
and phone conversations with representatives from CDE and SchoolWorks, 
which has contracted with CDE to facilitate work.  The Board previously received 
an outline that SchoolWorks provided to district staff that highlighted the process 
and work of the State Review Panel.  SchoolWorks will review background 
materials from the district designated for the State Review Panel, including the 
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(1) the district’s unified improvement plan (UIP) that identifies root causes and 
major improvement strategies, (2) Aurora Central’s UIP that identifies root 
causes and major improvement strategies, (3) the RMC Research Corporation 
educational audit reports that identify progress, strengths and challenges as well 
as recommendations associated with the implementation of Aurora Central’s UIP, 
and (4) an outline of the Tier Intervention Grant (TIG).  District leaders will 
provide the School Review Panel with the APS 2020 Strategic Plan, partnership 
and assessment work regarding readiness for turnaround planning from the 
University of Virginia, and equity work with Dr. Robert Marzano.  In addition, 
district leaders have met with local and national foundations and experts to 
review feedback to determine best approaches to utilize related to state 
mandated options.  Some of the foundations and organizations include the Gates 
Family Foundation, Denver Foundation, Rose Community Foundation, National 
Association of Charter School Authorizers, League of Charter Schools, and Bill 
and Melinda Gates Foundation.   
 
The Board was provided with additional research around turnaround efforts, 
strategies, and options, including the “The Turnaround Challenge” produced by 
Mass Insight, an organization that assists districts with turnaround work and 
implementation; a 2004 research summary highlighting small school reform 
efforts at the Manual Education Complex; and a summary of findings from the 
Center of Public Education regarding turnaround efforts and strategies under the 
federal School Improvement Grant, which concluded that school closure or 
restart was ineffective, transformational efforts had mixed results and turnaround 
options and strategies had limited effect.  The Board also received a summary 
page, “Strategies that Have Failed,” produced by Mass Insight that highlights 
both successful and unsuccessful turnaround options and strategies.   
 
The Board asked for transformational and turnaround work that has been 
implemented at Aurora Central to date.     
 
Drevon asked for clarification related to revised language under root causes 
within Aurora Central’s UIP.  Munn shared that draft root cause analysis of 
district and low performing school UIPs were provided to the Board earlier in the 
year.  He noted that the Board raised concerns regarding root causes identified 
in Aurora Central’s UIP and feedback was utilized to revise language.  District 
and school UIPs were due to CDE by January 15, 2015.  Escárcega shared that 
Aurora Central’s revised UIP was provided to Board members upon request.  
Youngquist added that Aurora Central’s root causes were adapted in response to 
feedback received internally as well as from the Board and CDE.    
 
Yamrick asked for additional information related to restructuring efforts, timelines, 
and outcomes at some Denver Public Schools (DPS), including Cole, East, 
Manual and Montbello.  Munn suggested that Yamrick meet with Youngquist, 
former principal of East High School, to discuss restructuring outcomes.  
Restructuring outcomes for other DPS schools will be provided to the Board. 
 
Drevon asked if current research included options provided by the state for 
schools entering year five on the accountability clock.  Munn indicated that 
options are included in some form of the research, noting that the four categories 
listed under the SIG grant are the most recognizable in terms of state reform 
options.   
 
Yamrick requested that an extrapolated summary of information be provided to 
the Board in terms of how options vary within research summaries.  Shepherd 
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believes that research requires some form of interpretation, extrapolation, and 
creative visioning to determine how reforms might look in APS.  Munn shared 
that research provided to the Board is specific to APS.   
 
Munn reviewed the five state mandated options, including school closure, 
educational management organization (EMO), conversion to charter school, 
innovation status, and other change of equal structural impact. He briefly 
highlighted impacts for Board consideration under each option including the EMO 
option, which would allow corporate management of an educational institution 
either for or not for profit.  The district would enter into a contract with the EMO 
and operating funds would most likely be provided through PPR funds.  The 
EMO would utilize research-based instructional models and systems to meet 
requirements for the school and the community.  National research indicates that 
an EMO or charter assuming responsibility for a comprehensive high school of 
2,000 students is very low.   
 
Shepherd asked about accountability between the Board and an authorized 
EMO.   Escárcega explained that the EMO would be a school by CDE’s definition 
and would fall under the same accountability as other state schools.   
 
Wildman asked if EMOs were operated by corporate businesses.  Munn 
indicated that some EMOs were operated under a corporate structure.       
 
Dion Arguelles, director of employee relations, provided an overview of 
implications to Aurora Central staff under state restructuring options.  If 
management of Aurora Central is assumed by an EMO, charter school, or results 
in school closure, all employees would be released from the school. Probationary 
classified and licensed employee contracts would be non-renewed or terminated. 
Non-probationary employees would retain employment rights within APS.  
Classified staff would be subject to overage placement and licensed staff would 
be subject to mutual consent provisions under SB 10-191, Article 18, of the 
Master Agreement and could reapply for positions at Aurora Central or elsewhere 
in the district.  All administrative/professional technical employees would be 
released from employment with the exception of administrative/professional 
technical employees who had previously gained non-probationary status as a 
licensed employee.  If the state innovation option is selected, some employees 
could be retained dependent on personnel policies developed within the 
innovation plan.   Employees who are not retained would have the same rights as 
indicated in above scenarios.   
 
Munn noted that the five state options are structural in nature and highlighted 
school design and framework options.  He indicated that innovation status is the 
best option for a comprehensive high school of 2,000 students. 
 
Jorgensen discussed the importance of ensuring cohesiveness between 
programs and structures and requested additional background and clarification 
around research to ensure all proposed options, including the pilot school 
alternative, are equally reviewed.  Munn emphasized that work is ongoing and 
shared that a variety of meetings have been scheduled with national charter and 
EMO organizations to review frameworks and designs for a high school type 
setting.  He added that meetings have also been scheduled with organizations 
that facilitate processes to better pinpoint options.    
 
Lewis asked if the Aurora Lights Health Sciences program would be considered a 
school within a school model.  Munn expressed that Aurora LIGHTS is a fine 
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program, but is currently not considered a school within a school model.    
 
Anthony Sturges, chief academic officer, and Josh Hensley, planning 
coordinator, provided an overview of five scenarios and impacts in the unlikely 
event that Aurora Central was temporarily closed, including costs associated with 
transportation, wet mobiles, split schedules, additional sections, and common 
core facility updates to accommodate enrollment of Aurora Central students at 
existing high schools.   
 
A detailed presentation of the five scenarios is appended to the March 17 
minutes. 
 
Yamrick asked for additional clarification related to facility use of the building if 
Aurora Central was temporarily closed.  Munn shared that the Board would be 
responsible for determining how the building would be utilized in the event of 
temporary closure.    
 
Durán provided an overview of preliminary engagement efforts and approaches 
to solicit stakeholder feedback from the Aurora Central community. She 
highlighted the importance of utilizing multiple engagement strategies and 
reviewed the current attendance area format to engage stakeholders in cafeteria 
style conversations.  She reviewed an example of data boards that will be 
displayed at community engagement sessions at Aurora Central and community 
meetings.  She noted that several boards in multiple languages would be 
displayed, and hopes to have one member of the Board and Leadership Team at 
each session.  She indicated that engagement work is still in the development 
stage and is expected to increase following the State Review Panel visit.  
Broader community engagement work is also starting for the district and other 
low-performing schools as well as the new APS 2020 Strategic Plan.   
 
Lewis asked about the number of Aurora Central staff and students who took part 
in yesterday’s visit with district leaders.  Munn shared that district leaders were 
available to meet with Aurora Central staff and students yesterday, but did not 
keep an official tally.  He added that district leaders had an opportunity to visit a 
student leadership class and met with Aurora Central staff who drafted the pilot 
school design proposal.   
 
Yamrick hopes Aurora Central students will have numerous opportunities to 
provide feedback and express their opinions, especially seniors who will soon be 
voting members of the community.  Duran confirmed that students would have 
opportunities to provide feedback.  She also expressed appreciation for Aurora 
Central’s strong alumni association.    
 
Escárcega and representatives from SchoolWorks are working directly with 
Aurora Central staff to schedule interviews and focus groups for the State 
Review Panel visit, March 31 through April 1.  The State Review Panel will 
interview district and school leadership teams, licensed staff, and school and 
district specialists, and plan to conduct classroom observations on the first full 
day.  The second day will be dedicated to report writing.  Munn will provide the 
Board with feedback following the visit and update the presentation as 
information becomes available.   
 
Munn emphasized that the state time line does not require any Board action until 
January or February of 2016, but does not believe it would serve the district to 
adhere to the state mandated time line.  He indicated that following the State 
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Review Panel visit, the Board and district leaders are expected to complete a 
form stating the preferred restructuring option within the state mandated options 
to implement at Aurora Central, and recommends that the Board identify a 
preferred option at its next meeting.   He noted that the State Board has invited 
district representatives to its April 9 meeting to present information related to both 
district and Aurora Central accountability concerns.  He recommended that the 
presentation include a preliminary proposal and structural design option, and 
suggested that the district enter into some type of agreement or MOU with the 
State Board for possible adoption at its June 10 meeting.  He speculated that the 
State Board would monitor the agreement or MOU over the next few months and 
take final action in March or April of 2016.  He proposed that the Board make a 
final decision on the proposal and design option at its final meeting in May.   
    
Lewis asked when the State Review Panel report would be available.  Escárcega 
replied that the report should be available in May.       
 
Lewis asked if district staff requested the date for the State Review Panel visit.  
Munn replied that district staff did request the early date.        
 
Munn highlighted the innovation structure option and action zone proposal, a 
concept driven to address student needs as well as needs within the broader 
context of the community.  He shared that innovation status would open 
structural options, including schools within a school, smaller learning 
communities, or a mix of some autonomous or charter schools.       
 
Drevon noted that the innovation proposal specifically references immigrant and 
refugee students at schools identified in action zone one, and asked if 
connections identified within the proposal that focus on this student population 
group would improve outcomes for the entire student body.  Munn replied that 
skill sets, supports, outside resources, caring adults, and professional 
development focusing on culturally responsive education will support all students.  
He also noted the importance of identifying action zones based on school 
commonalities such as location or other themes.        
 
Jorgensen asked about waivers outlined in the Innovation Act.  Munn indicated 
that state waivers might include budget, calendar, personnel and curriculum.  He 
shared that the state waiver structure provides examples and a process structure 
under SB 163, which helps develop capacity and a solid understanding of the 
framework.   
 
Lewis likes that the innovation structure option includes language that requires 
support from the majority of teachers, administrators, and the site accountability 
committee as well as a statement of support from classified staff, parents, 
students, and the community.  She stressed the importance of ensuring that the 
innovation structure looks different and asked if any DPS school had elected to 
revoke innovation status. Kathleen Shiverdecker, P-20 learning director for 
community L, noted that DPS schools that achieve innovation status at the 
district and state level go through a rigorous criteria and innovation necessary for 
the school to accomplish its purpose.  She shared that innovation for five DPS 
schools was revoked and recommended for closure/reopening under a different 
model.    She will provide the Board with names and background of DPS schools 
in which innovation was revoked.        
 
Drevon voiced concerns regarding school groupings within innovation zones and 
discussed the importance of ensuring the focus remains on low performing 
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schools.  She asked if the State Board was expecting a proposal specific to 
Aurora Central or a broader district proposal.  Munn explained that each school 
within the innovation zone must be approved for innovation status and have its 
own innovation design to ensure a school-level focus.  He noted that schools 
within innovation zones must have some type of commonality or theme.  He does 
not believe it distracts from individual schools having broader principles in terms 
of collective supports and operations within the innovation zone community.  He 
is unsure of specific expectations of the State Board, but believes time will be 
allotted for staff to highlight district celebrations and challenges.      
 
Yamrick asked about accountability, oversight and local control related to the 
innovation structure option.  Shepherd is also concerned, but believes the Board 
and district will retain the highest level of control and influence under the 
innovation structure option.   
 
Lewis asked who would be spearheading planning work in the 2015-16 school 
year. Munn is scheduled to meet with organizations and companies that 
specialize in centralized planning and consulting work.  He emphasized that staff, 
school-level design teams and the community would engage in centralized 
planning work as required by law.  Wildman is pleased that the school community 
will be part of the innovation work and process.      
 
Jorgensen discussed the importance of dedicating resources to review planning 
and reconfiguration options for low-performing schools next year.  Munn noted 
that significant resources have been dedicated to schools with high risk factors 
and turnaround challenges through differentiated support structures, turnaround 
leadership partnership with the University of Virginia, and SIG and TIG grants.  
He added that the innovation proposal to implement a series of innovation zones 
would address school restructuring.    
 
Yamrick voiced concerns around stewardship, commenting that we have lost the 
idea of what is best for the child.  She requested clarification regarding decision-
making around funding to implement the plan. 
 
Drevon asked if the school design committee would provide additional details 
related to innovation work during the planning year.  Munn shared that part of the 
innovation option includes the creation of a design team to determine the 
innovation structure, costs, supports and other details.     
 
Jorgensen requested that Eyre review new Board policy, Executive Limitations 
3.10, to determine if the policy is specific to current or future programs.   
 
Lewis asked if the Board would be provided with SchoolWorks’ district 
stakeholder input form for review on April 7.   Munn shared that a draft form 
would be prepared for the Board.   
 
Drevon asked if the innovation option would provide more control in terms of staff 
retention.  Munn replied yes.   
 
The Board is open to discussing, exploring and pursuing the innovation structure 
option and innovation zones.   
 
Munn requested that Board members email additional questions or concerns 
directly to him.   
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Jorgensen asked Munn if the Board could assist in dedicating resources for 
personnel or other options to assist with the planning process.   He noted the 
importance of early planning to better assist the district and low performing 
schools.  Munn is reviewing external supports, resources and grants to assist 
with planning work.     
 
Shepherd thanked staff for providing information to the Board, noting that 
feedback and engagement is critical as we get closer to the State Review Panel 
visit.  She also thanked Aurora Central community supporters who were present 
in the audience.    
 
The Aurora Central – Shaping the Future presentation is appended to the March 
17 minutes.   
 
Review of Implementation Plans – APS 2020 Strategic Plan 
 
The Board reviewed implementation plans for the APS 2020 Strategic Plan, core 
belief statements and proof points demonstrating the commitment to statements 
and metrics around strategic goals.   
 
Drevon asked if proof points under each core belief statement had been 
completed.  Munn indicated that proof points still needed to be assigned to a 
couple of core belief statements.     
 
Lewis asked if information would be included on the district website.  Munn 
replied that information would be available on the website.   
 
Munn reviewed the core belief statement, “Every student has unique abilities that 
we must recognize and engage” and highlighted proof points and implementation 
plans around ongoing equity work with national experts, Dr. Pedro Noguera and 
Dr. Adeyemi Stembridge.  He noted that the second proof point relates to 
supporting the whole child around art, music, sports and debate.  The Board will 
be provided with a draft of proof points in the next couple of weeks.   
 
Drevon asked if research or strategies in terms of best practices to engage 
students would be included as a proof point under the core belief statement.  
Munn believes that this will be included under the core belief statement, adding 
that equity work is built around the three levels of engagement and 
understanding in terms of what it means to engage students.      
 
Wildman asked if supporting the whole child around sports was exclusive to the 
school context, noting that fees might preclude some students from participation 
in sports.  Munn stated that the goal is to be as inclusive as possible in identifying 
the district’s commitment to provide opportunities for student engagement. 
Sturges added that processes are in place to assist APS students who cannot 
afford to pay athletic or other co-curricular or civic fees.      
 
Drevon asked how the three strategic goals fit into core belief statement, “A 
district with students at its center provides an adaptable and responsible 
foundation for learning.”  Munn stated that core beliefs set the foundation for 
what the community believes needs to be instilled across the district and goals 
compliment the foundation of core beliefs.  He highlighted parallels between 
every students having a plan and having a responsible and adaptable foundation, 
and creating processes and systems that can respond to a variety of student 
plans by providing adequate choices to achieve success.   
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Drevon asked about ongoing monitoring of security cameras as part of core 
belief statement, “Students and staff safety is essential to our vision and 
mission.”  Munn confirmed that all district schools have cameras and ongoing 
video surveillance.       
 
Drevon asked if students were recommended to serve on the district student 
advisory committee as part of core belief statement, “Students take an active and 
ongoing responsibility for their learning.”  Durán replied that building leaders 
currently recommend student leaders to serve on the district student advisory 
committee, but wants to get to a point where student endorsements influence 
other students to serve.      
 
Drevon noted that most identified student leaders already possess leadership 
qualities.  She would like to see leadership qualities developed in all students 
and feels this is missing in current proof points.  Durán believes that schools 
should be responsible for leadership development. Lewis highlighted the 
importance of engaging students in leadership roles throughout the community.   
 
Shepherd noted that diversity is one of the strengths in APS and emphasized the 
importance of ensuring that diversity experiences and cultural understandings 
are reflected in proof points under core beliefs. Lewis commented that diversity 
should be recognized and celebrated in the district.  Munn concurred and asked 
Board members to consider how to best reflect it within the strategic plan.             
 
Drevon asked if it was appropriate to include a proposal that focused on bilingual 
and classroom instruction to better assist ESL students.  Durán noted that the 
district currently utilizes the sheltered model.  She suggested that the Board 
consider having a broader conversation around bilingual instruction.    
 
Lewis asked if there were plans to implement a Futures Center at an additional 
location as indicated in core belief statement, “Community partnerships provide 
vital resources and opportunities to students and families.”  Munn shared that 
more planning conversations would be needed prior to establishment of an 
additional center.   Lewis requested that language be revised to better clarify 
implementation of an additional Futures Center.         
 
Lewis asked if a policy was needed to require every school accountability 
committee to identify a representative to serve on the District Advisory 
Accountability Committee (DAAC) as part of core belief statement, “Families are 
our partners in education.”   
 
Lewis would like to see the development of a “career ladder” program as 
indicated under core belief statement, “Student achievement and growth are 
driven by a highly-effective and respected staff working as a team,” expanded to 
include all district staff.  She emphasized that classified staff have expressed an 
interest in career and professional development opportunities for some time.    
 
Jorgensen asked about strategies to improve supports around school 
accountability committees.  He would also like the Board to consider having a 
broader conversation related to bilingual instruction.     
 
Drevon is the Board’s representative for DAAC and noted that community 
directors will be identifying parents to serve on DAAC.  She added that DAAC is 
focusing on professional learning opportunities for school accountability 
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committee members.  Lewis has served on a number of school accountability 
committees and noted varying levels of expertise related to school and district 
budgets. She discussed the importance of ensuring that professional 
development opportunities are unified across the district and is supportive of 
inviting school accountability committee members to a professional learning 
presentation with Dr. Pedro Noguera.    
 
Munn briefly reviewed draft metrics within the strategic plan and expressed that 
work around Goal 2, “A set of skills to implement his or her plan,” highlights 
student skills and competencies.  He indicated that current systems do not allow 
all students to access plans and goals, but is having conversations with 
representatives of companies, including Naviance, that have connective 
platforms and drives so all students can access plans and goals.   
 
Shepherd thanked staff for providing information to the Board, emphasizing that 
this reflects a significant amount of time and work.     
 
A draft of the APS 2020: Shaping the Future and APS 2020 Strategic Plan are 
appended to the March 17 minutes.  
 

III.  CONSENT AGENDA 
 

Wildman moved and Jorgensen seconded to approve the following items on the 
consent agenda as presented:   

 Regulation LBD-R, Charter Schools 

 2015-16 Construction Calendar – Edna and John W. Mosley P-8 

 Personnel 

Roll Call:  Drevon, Jorgensen, Lewis, Shepherd, Wildman, Yamrick   #8343 
 
Board Director Eric Nelson was not present for the consent agenda vote.   
 
Approved on a vote of 6-0 
 

IV.  BOARD WORK 
 

Ends Conversation 
 
Standing Committee Report 
 
Lewis shared that Edna Mosley will be inducted into the Aurora Colorado 
Women’s Hall of Fame on Saturday, 10 a.m., at Community College of Aurora.  
She, along with Carrie Clark, principal of Edna and John W. Mosley P-8, and a 
number of the staff, plan to attend.     
 
Lewis announced that Moorhead Recreation Center is being renovated and is 
expected to be closed for an entire year.  She noted that the City of Aurora has 
engaged in conversations with Fletcher staff related to facility use during the 
renovation.   
 
Shepherd briefly highlighted the APS Education Foundation retreat and noted 
that the foundation is making progress to secure funding to operate two Future 
Centers for the next two years.  She added that Hinkley staff is also in the 
process of interviewing for a director for the Futures Center.   
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Shepherd announced that APS Education Foundation Executive Director Paul 
Lhevine will be pursuing other employment opportunities.  She shared that the 
foundation board will be starting the process for a new executive director and 
requested that Board members email any ideas, suggestion, or qualifications 
they would like reflected in the position.   
 
Policy Perception Checklist  
 
Did the Board receive information at tonight’s meeting that requires a policy 
change? 
 
The Board did not receive information that required a policy change. 
 
Did the Board receive information at tonight’s meeting that requires additional 
information or monitoring? 
 
Additional information, data and questions will be provided to the Board.      
 
Board Self-Monitoring 
 
Wildman shared that good conversations occurred at tonight’s meeting and 
everyone participated.         
 

V.  CONCLUDING ITEMS 
 

Next meeting date 
 
The next meeting of the Board of Education will be held on April 7, 2015, at 6:00 
p.m. in the Dr. Edward and Mrs. Patricia Lord Boardroom of Educational Services 
Center 4.     
 

Adjournment 
 
The regular meeting of the Board of Education adjourned at 9:57 p.m.      
 
       _________________________ 

President  

 
 

      ATTEST _________________________ 
Secretary 

 



Aurora Central Facility Use 
Scenarios 

Division of Support Services 

Planning Department 

3/17/2015 



Existing Conditions 
Projected High School Enrollment & Capacity 

School 
2015-16 Total 

Capacity 
2015-16 

Proj 
% Tot 
Cap 

2016-17 
Proj 

% Tot 
Cap 

2017-18 
Proj 

% Tot 
Cap 

2018-19 
Proj 

% Tot 
Cap 

2019-20 
Proj 

% Tot 
Cap 

Aurora Central 2,101 2,124 101% 2,215 105% 2,299 109% 2,309 110% 2,372 113% 

Gateway 1,876 1,634 87% 1,636 87% 1,678 89% 1,684 90% 1,702 91% 

Hinkley 1,951 2,067 106% 2,085 107% 2,060 106% 2,057 105% 2,091 107% 

Rangeview 2,176 2,231 103% 2,228 102% 2,236 103% 2,235 103% 2,277 105% 

Vista PEAK Prep 1,351 1,154 85% 1,275 94% 1,396 103% 1,453 108% 1,512 112% 

William Smith 326 295 90% 298 91% 302 93% 297 91% 297 91% 

AWCPA (6-12) 1,326 1,289 97% 1,299 98% 1,295 98% 1,316 99% 1,336 101% 

Total   10,794   11,036   11,266   11,351   11,587   



Scenario 1 - Full Closure of Aurora Central in 2016-17 
Scenario 1: Aurora Central to close in 2016-17 and enrollment will be distributed proportionally to other district high school 
programs (Gateway 30%, Hinkley 25%, Rangeview 25%, Vista PEAK Prep 15%, AWCPA 2.5%, William Smith 2.5%) 

Projected High School Enrollment & Capacity 

School 

2015-16 
Total 

Capacity 
2015-16 

Proj % Tot Cap 
2016-17 

Proj 
% Tot 
Cap 2017-18 Proj % Tot Cap 2018-19 Proj % Tot Cap 

2019-20 
Proj 

% Tot 
Cap 

Aurora Central 2,101 2,124 101%                 
Gateway 1,876 1,634 87% 2,301 123% 2,368 126% 2,377 127% 2,414 129% 
Hinkley 1,951 2,067 106% 2,639 135% 2,635 135% 2,634 135% 2,684 138% 
Rangeview 2,176 2,231 103% 2,782 128% 2,811 129% 2,812 129% 2,870 132% 
Vista PEAK Prep 1,351 1,154 85% 1,607 119% 1,741 129% 1,799 133% 1,868 138% 
William Smith 326 295 90% 353 108% 359 110% 355 109% 356 109% 
AWCPA (6-12) 1,326 1,289 97% 1,354 102% 1,352 102% 1,374 104% 1,395 105% 
Total   10,794   11,036   11,266   11,351   11,587   
                        

Scenario 1 Enrollment Increase by School 
School 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

Gateway 665 690 693 712 
Hinkley 554 575 577 593 
Rangeview 554 575 577 593 
Vista PEAK Prep 332 345 346 356 
William Smith 55 57 58 59 
AWCPA (6-12) 55 57 58 59 
Total 2,215 2,299 2,309 2,372 

Scenario 1 Transportation Cost 
Estimate 

Ridership Cost 

100%  $      172,372  

65%  $      109,426  

Does not include cost of any necessary 
bus purchases ($107,000 per bus) 

Scenario 1 Option 1:                                                                                                         
Enrollment Over Capacity by School 

School 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 
Gateway 425 492 501 538 
Hinkley 688 684 683 733 
Rangeview 606 635 636 694 
Vista PEAK Prep 256 390 448 517 
William Smith 27 33 29 30 
AWCPA (6-12) 28 26 48 69 

Total 2,030 2,260 2,345 2,581 

Scenario 1 Option 1:                                                                        
Facility Impact 

School 

Highest 
Capacity 
Overage 

Mobile 
Classrooms 

Needed 
Facility Cost 

Estimate 
Gateway 538 22  $   2,970,000  
Hinkley 733 29  $   3,915,000  
Rangeview 694 28  $   3,780,000  
Vista PEAK Prep 517 21  $   2,835,000  
William Smith 33 1  $      135,000  
AWCPA (6-12) 69 3  $      405,000  
Total   104  $ 14,040,000  

Assumes one mobile classroom needed for every 25 students.  
Projected number of mobile classrooms based on highest 
expected enrollment. 



Scenario 1 - Full Closure of Aurora Central in 2016-17 
Scenario 1: Aurora Central to close in 2016-17 and enrollment will be distributed proportionally to other district high school 
programs (Gateway 30%, Hinkley 25%, Rangeview 25%, Vista PEAK Prep 15%, AWCPA 2.5%, William Smith 2.5%) 

Projected High School Enrollment & Capacity 

School 

2015-16 
Total 

Capacity 
2015-16 

Proj % Tot Cap 
2016-17 

Proj 
% Tot 
Cap 2017-18 Proj % Tot Cap 2018-19 Proj % Tot Cap 

2019-20 
Proj 

% Tot 
Cap 

Aurora Central 2,101 2,124 101%                 
Gateway 1,876 1,634 87% 2,301 123% 2,368 126% 2,377 127% 2,414 129% 
Hinkley 1,951 2,067 106% 2,639 135% 2,635 135% 2,634 135% 2,684 138% 
Rangeview 2,176 2,231 103% 2,782 128% 2,811 129% 2,812 129% 2,870 132% 
Vista PEAK Prep 1,351 1,154 85% 1,607 119% 1,741 129% 1,799 133% 1,868 138% 
William Smith 326 295 90% 353 108% 359 110% 355 109% 356 109% 
AWCPA (6-12) 1,326 1,289 97% 1,354 102% 1,352 102% 1,374 104% 1,395 105% 
Total   10,794   11,036   11,266   11,351   11,587   
                        

Scenario 1 Enrollment Increase by School 
School 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

Gateway 665 690 693 712 
Hinkley 554 575 577 593 
Rangeview 554 575 577 593 
Vista PEAK Prep 332 345 346 356 
William Smith 55 57 58 59 
AWCPA (6-12) 55 57 58 59 
Total 2,215 2,299 2,309 2,372 

Scenario 1 Transportation Cost 
Estimate 

Ridership Cost 

100%  $      172,372  

65%  $      109,426  

Does not include cost of any necessary 
bus purchases ($107,000 per bus) 

Scenario 1 Option 2 (Split Session Schedule):                                                                                
Enrollment Over Capacity by School 

School 
Split Session 

Total Capacity 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 
Gateway 2,251 50 117 126 163 
Hinkley 2,341 298 294 293 343 
Rangeview 2,611 171 200 201 259 
Vista PEAK Prep 1,621 -14 120 178 247 
William Smith 391 -38 -32 -36 -35 
AWCPA (6-12) 1,591 -237 -239 -217 -196 

Total   230 460 545 781 

Option 2 assumes split schedule at each school. Increases total capacity by 20% 

Scenario 1 Option 2 (Split Session Schedule): Facility Impact 

School 
Highest Capacity 

Overage 
Mobile Classrooms 

Needed 
Facility Cost 

Estimate 

Gateway 163 7  $    945,000  

Hinkley 343 14  $ 1,890,000  

Rangeview 259 10  $ 1,350,000  

Vista PEAK Prep 247 10  $ 1,350,000  

William Smith -32 0  $             -    

AWCPA (6-12) -196 0  $             -    

Total   41  $ 5,535,000  

Assumes one mobile classroom needed for every 25 students.  Projected 
number of mobile classrooms based on highest expected enrollment. 



Scenario 2 - Close Aurora Central and Reopen in 2016-17 
Beginning with 9th Grade Only 

Scenario 2: Aurora Central to close 2016-17 and the building will reopen with a 9th grade class in 2016-17. The 10th - 12th grade 
enrollment will be distributed proportionally to other district high school programs. The Aurora Central building will serve an 
additional grade each year until serving the full 9th - 12th grade high school level in 2019-20. 

Projected High School Enrollment & Capacity 

School 
2015-16 Total 

Capacity 
2015-16 

Proj % Tot Cap 
2016-17 

Proj 
% Tot 
Cap 2017-18 Proj % Tot Cap 2018-19 Proj % Tot Cap 

2019-20 
Proj 

% Tot 
Cap 

Aurora Central 2,101 2,124 101% 619 29% 1,198 57% 1,756 84% 2,372 113% 
Gateway 1,876 1,634 87% 2,115 113% 2,008 107% 1,850 99% 1,702 91% 
Hinkley 1,951 2,067 106% 2,484 127% 2,335 120% 2,195 113% 2,091 107% 
Rangeview 2,176 2,231 103% 2,627 121% 2,511 115% 2,373 109% 2,277 105% 
Vista PEAK Prep 1,351 1,154 85% 1,514 112% 1,561 116% 1,536 114% 1,512 112% 
William Smith 326 295 90% 338 104% 330 101% 311 95% 297 91% 
AWCPA (6-12) 1,326 1,289 97% 1,339 101% 1,323 100% 1,330 100% 1,336 101% 
Total   10,794   11,036   11,266   11,351   11,587   
                        

Scenario 2 Enrollment Increase by School 
School 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

Gateway 479 330 166 0 
Hinkley 399 275 138 0 
Rangeview 399 275 138 0 
Vista PEAK Prep 239 165 83 0 
William Smith 40 28 14 0 
AWCPA (6-12) 40 28 14 0 
Total 1,596 1,101 553 0 

Scenario 2 Option 1: Enrollment Over Capacity by School 
School 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

Gateway 239 132 -26 -174 
Hinkley 533 384 244 140 
Rangeview 451 335 197 101 
Vista PEAK Prep 163 210 185 161 
William Smith 12 4 -15 -29 
AWCPA (6-12) 13 -3 4 10 
Total 1,411 1,062 589 209 

Scenario 2 Option 1: Facility Impact 

School 

Highest 
Capacity 
Overage 

Mobile 
Classrooms 

Needed 
Facility Cost 

Estimate 
Gateway 239 10  $   1,350,000  
Hinkley 533 21  $   2,835,000  
Rangeview 451 18  $   2,430,000  
Vista PEAK Prep 210 8  $   1,080,000  
William Smith 12 0  $                -    
AWCPA (6-12) 13 1  $      135,000  
Total   58  $   7,830,000  

Assume one mobile classroom needed for every 25 students.  Projected number of 
mobile classrooms based on highest expected enrollment. 

Scenario 2 Transportation Cost 
Estimate 

Ridership Cost 

100%  $      120,994  

65%  $        59,113  

Does not include cost of any necessary 
bus purchases ($107,000 per bus) 



Scenario 2 Option 2 (Split Session Schedule): Facility Impact 

School 
Highest Capacity 

Overage 
Mobile Classrooms 

Needed 
Facility Cost 

Estimate 

Gateway -136 0  $             -    

Hinkley 143 6  $    810,000  

Rangeview 16 1  $    135,000  

Vista PEAK Prep -60 0  $             -    

William Smith -53 0  $             -    

AWCPA (6-12) -252 0  $             -    

Total   7  $    945,000  
Assume one mobile classroom needed for every 25 students.  Projected number of mobile 
classrooms based on highest expected enrollment. 

Scenario 2 - Close Aurora Central and Reopen in 2016-17 
Beginning with 9th Grade Only 

Scenario 2: Aurora Central to close 2016-17 and the building will reopen with a 9th grade class in 2016-17. The 10th - 12th grade 
enrollment will be distributed proportionally to other district high school programs. The Aurora Central building will serve an 
additional grade each year until serving the full 9th - 12th grade high school level in 2019-20. 

Projected High School Enrollment & Capacity 

School 
2015-16 Total 

Capacity 
2015-16 

Proj % Tot Cap 
2016-17 

Proj 
% Tot 
Cap 2017-18 Proj % Tot Cap 2018-19 Proj % Tot Cap 

2019-20 
Proj 

% Tot 
Cap 

Aurora Central 2,101 2,124 101% 619 29% 1,198 57% 1,756 84% 2,372 113% 
Gateway 1,876 1,634 87% 2,115 113% 2,008 107% 1,850 99% 1,702 91% 
Hinkley 1,951 2,067 106% 2,484 127% 2,335 120% 2,195 113% 2,091 107% 
Rangeview 2,176 2,231 103% 2,627 121% 2,511 115% 2,373 109% 2,277 105% 
Vista PEAK Prep 1,351 1,154 85% 1,514 112% 1,561 116% 1,536 114% 1,512 112% 
William Smith 326 295 90% 338 104% 330 101% 311 95% 297 91% 
AWCPA (6-12) 1,326 1,289 97% 1,339 101% 1,323 100% 1,330 100% 1,336 101% 
Total   10,794   11,036   11,266   11,351   11,587   
                        

Scenario 2 Enrollment Increase by School 
School 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

Gateway 479 330 166 0 
Hinkley 399 275 138 0 
Rangeview 399 275 138 0 
Vista PEAK Prep 239 165 83 0 
William Smith 40 28 14 0 
AWCPA (6-12) 40 28 14 0 
Total 1,596 1,101 553 0 

Scenario 2 Transportation Cost 
Estimate 

Ridership Cost 

100%  $      120,994  

65%  $        59,113  

Does not include cost of any necessary 
bus purchases ($107,000 per bus) 

Scenario 2 Option 2 (Split Session Schedule): Enrollment Over Capacity by School 

School 
Split Session 

Total Capacity 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

Gateway 2,251 -136 -243 -401 -549 

Hinkley 2,341 143 -6 -146 -250 

Rangeview 2,611 16 -100 -238 -334 

Vista PEAK Prep 1,621 -107 -60 -85 -109 

William Smith 391 -53 -61 -80 -94 

AWCPA (6-12) 1,591 -252 -268 -261 -255 

Total   -389 -738 -1,211 -1,591 
Option 2 assumes split schedule at each school. Increases total capacity by 20% 

  



Scenario 3 - Reduce Aurora Central Enrollment by 25% Beginning in 2016-17 

Scenario 3: Reduce enrollment at Aurora Central by 25% and distribute enrollment to existing high school programs proportionally 

Projected High School Enrollment & Capacity 

School 
2015-16 Total 

Capacity 
2015-16 

Proj % Tot Cap 2016-17 Proj 
% Tot 
Cap 2017-18 Proj % Tot Cap 2018-19 Proj % Tot Cap 

2019-20 
Proj 

% Tot 
Cap 

Aurora Central 2,101 2,124 101% 1,661 79% 1,724 82% 1,732 82% 1,779 85% 

Gateway 1,876 1,634 87% 1,802 96% 1,850 99% 1,857 99% 1,880 100% 

Hinkley 1,951 2,067 106% 2,223 114% 2,204 113% 2,201 113% 2,239 115% 

Rangeview 2,176 2,231 103% 2,366 109% 2,380 109% 2,379 109% 2,425 111% 

Vista PEAK Prep 1,351 1,154 85% 1,358 101% 1,482 110% 1,540 114% 1,601 119% 

William Smith 326 295 90% 312 96% 316 97% 311 95% 312 96% 

AWCPA (6-12) 1,326 1,289 97% 1,313 99% 1,309 99% 1,330 100% 1,351 102% 

Total   10,794   11,035   11,265   11,350   11,587   

Scenario 3 Enrollment Increase by School 
School 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

Gateway 166 172 173 178 

Hinkley 138 144 144 148 

Rangeview 138 144 144 148 

Vista PEAK Prep 83 86 87 89 

William Smith 14 14 14 15 

AWCPA (6-12) 14 14 14 15 

Total 553 574 576 593 

Scenario 3 Transportation Cost 
Estimate 

Ridership Cost 

100%  $        55,008  

65%  $        35,247  

Does not include cost of any necessary 
bus purchases ($107,000 per bus) 

Scenario 3 Option 1:                                                                              
Enrollment Over Capacity by School 

School 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 
Gateway -74 -26 -19 4 
Hinkley 272 253 250 288 
Rangeview 190 204 203 249 
Vista PEAK Prep 7 131 189 250 
William Smith -14 -10 -15 -14 
AWCPA (6-12) -13 -17 4 25 
Total 368 535 612 802 

Scenario 3 Option 1: Facility Impact 

School 
Highest Capacity 

Overage 

Mobile 
Classrooms 

Needed 
Facility Cost 

Estimate 
Gateway 4 0  $                -    
Hinkley 288 12  $   1,620,000  
Rangeview 249 10  $   1,350,000  
Vista PEAK Prep 250 10  $   1,350,000  
William Smith -10 0  $                -    
AWCPA (6-12) 25 1  $      135,000  
Total   33  $   4,455,000  
Assume one mobile classroom needed for every 25 students.  Projected number 
of mobile classrooms based on highest expected enrollment. 



Scenario 3 - Reduce Aurora Central Enrollment by 25% Beginning in 2016-17 

Scenario 3: Reduce enrollment at Aurora Central by 25% and distribute enrollment to existing high school programs proportionally 

Projected High School Enrollment & Capacity 

School 
2015-16 Total 

Capacity 
2015-16 

Proj % Tot Cap 2016-17 Proj 
% Tot 
Cap 2017-18 Proj % Tot Cap 2018-19 Proj % Tot Cap 

2019-20 
Proj 

% Tot 
Cap 

Aurora Central 2,101 2,124 101% 1,661 79% 1,724 82% 1,732 82% 1,779 85% 

Gateway 1,876 1,634 87% 1,802 96% 1,850 99% 1,857 99% 1,880 100% 

Hinkley 1,951 2,067 106% 2,223 114% 2,204 113% 2,201 113% 2,239 115% 

Rangeview 2,176 2,231 103% 2,366 109% 2,380 109% 2,379 109% 2,425 111% 

Vista PEAK Prep 1,351 1,154 85% 1,358 101% 1,482 110% 1,540 114% 1,601 119% 

William Smith 326 295 90% 312 96% 316 97% 311 95% 312 96% 

AWCPA (6-12) 1,326 1,289 97% 1,313 99% 1,309 99% 1,330 100% 1,351 102% 

Total   10,794   11,035   11,265   11,350   11,587   

Scenario 3 Enrollment Increase by School 
School 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

Gateway 166 172 173 178 

Hinkley 138 144 144 148 

Rangeview 138 144 144 148 

Vista PEAK Prep 83 86 87 89 

William Smith 14 14 14 15 

AWCPA (6-12) 14 14 14 15 

Total 553 574 576 593 

Scenario 3 Transportation Cost 
Estimate 

Ridership Cost 

100%  $        55,008  

65%  $        35,247  

Does not include cost of any necessary 
bus purchases ($107,000 per bus) 

Scenario 3 Option 2 (Split Session Schedule):                                                            
Enrollment Over Capacity by School 

School 
Split Session 

Total Capacity 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

Gateway 2,251 -449 -401 -394 -371 

Hinkley 2,341 -118 -137 -140 -102 

Rangeview 2,611 -245 -231 -232 -186 

Vista PEAK Prep 1,621 -263 -139 -81 -20 

William Smith 391 -79 -75 -80 -79 

AWCPA (6-12) 1,591 -278 -282 -261 -240 

Total   -1,432 -1,265 -1,188 -998 
Option 2 assumes split schedule at each school. Increases total capacity by 20% 

  Scenario 3 Option 2 (Split Session Schedule): Facility Impact 

School 
Highest Capacity 

Overage 

Mobile 
Classrooms 

Needed 
Facility Cost 

Estimate 

Gateway -371 0  $             -    

Hinkley -102 0  $             -    

Rangeview -186 0  $             -    

Vista PEAK Prep -20 0  $             -    

William Smith -75 0  $             -    

AWCPA (6-12) -240 0  $             -    

Total   0  $             -    
Assume one mobile classroom needed for every 25 students.  Projected number of 
mobile classrooms based on highest expected enrollment. 



Scenario 4 - Open New Alternative High School in Northwest Quadrant                                                             
to Serve 25% of Enrollment from Aurora Central 

Projected High School Enrollment & Capacity 

School 
2015-16 Total 

Capacity 
2015-16 

Proj % Tot Cap 
2016-17 

Proj % Tot Cap 
2017-18 

Proj % Tot Cap 
2018-19 

Proj % Tot Cap 
2019-20 

Proj % Tot Cap 

Aurora Central 2,101 2,124 101% 1,661 79% 1,724 82% 1,732 82% 1,779 85% 

Gateway 1,876 1,634 87% 1,636 87% 1,678 89% 1,684 90% 1,702 91% 

Hinkley 1,951 2,067 106% 2,085 107% 2,060 106% 2,057 105% 2,091 107% 

Rangeview 2,176 2,231 103% 2,228 102% 2,236 103% 2,235 103% 2,277 105% 

Vista PEAK Prep 1,351 1,154 85% 1,275 94% 1,396 103% 1,453 108% 1,512 112% 

William Smith 326 295 90% 298 91% 302 93% 297 91% 297 91% 

AWCPA (6-12) 1,326 1,289 97% 1,299 98% 1,295 98% 1,316 99% 1,336 101% 

New Alternative HS       554   575   577   593   

Total   10,794   11,036   11,266   11,351   11,587   

Scenario 4 Facility Impact 

School 
Estimated 
Capacity 

Building 
Size 

Facility Cost 
Estimate 

New Alternative HS 600 
78,000 SF  $  23,000,000  

90,000 SF  $  26,000,000  

Assumes building will be constructed on existing district property 

78,000 SF typical of P-8 at 700 student capacity. High school programming may require larger facility 



Scenario 5 - Develop New School within Aurora Central                                                                           
to Serve 25% of Enrollment from Aurora Central 

Projected High School Enrollment & Capacity 

School 
2015-16 Total 

Capacity 
2015-16 

Proj % Tot Cap 
2016-17 

Proj % Tot Cap 
2017-18 

Proj % Tot Cap 
2018-19 

Proj % Tot Cap 
2019-20 

Proj % Tot Cap 

Aurora Central 2,101 2,124 101% 1,661 79% 1,724 82% 1,732 82% 1,779 85% 

Gateway 1,876 1,634 87% 1,636 87% 1,678 89% 1,684 90% 1,702 91% 

Hinkley 1,951 2,067 106% 2,085 107% 2,060 106% 2,057 105% 2,091 107% 

Rangeview 2,176 2,231 103% 2,228 102% 2,236 103% 2,235 103% 2,277 105% 

Vista PEAK Prep 1,351 1,154 85% 1,275 94% 1,396 103% 1,453 108% 1,512 112% 

William Smith 326 295 90% 298 91% 302 93% 297 91% 297 91% 

AWCPA (6-12) 1,326 1,289 97% 1,299 98% 1,295 98% 1,316 99% 1,336 101% 

New School within 
A. Central 

      554   575   577   593   

Total   10,794   11,036   11,266   11,351   11,587   

Example: Interior Remodel w/External Additions 

● 14 classrooms. Up to 3 of which will be science labs 

● Separate external entrance 

● Shared common facilities such as auditorium, gymnasium, cafeteria, art and music rooms with Aurora Central 

● Estimated cost $500,000 to $1,000,000 

● Timeframe: 16 months for design and construction 
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Root Cause Analysis – District Root Causes   

Aurora Public Schools 

Unified Improvement Plan Summary (2014-16) 

 

Root Cause #1: Proficiency & Academic Growth- 

The Aurora Public Schools lacks consistent implementation of effective standards-driven instructional 

practices in reading, writing, math, science and social studies.   The school district needs to ensure 

alignment between standards, curricular resources and assessments and fully engage systems that 

provide differentiated professional learning for teachers and school leaders.  

 

Root Cause #2:  Academic Growth Gaps- 

The Aurora Public Schools lacks formative assessment systems and response mechanisms that are 

important to ensure the acceleration of learning for every student.   APS needs to develop and 

implement formative assessment practices and multi-tiered systems of support in a manner that gains 

advantage from student assets and is responsive to the needs demonstrated by each student.   

 

Root Cause #3: Dropout/Graduation Rates- 

The Aurora Public Schools lacks the systems and strategies necessary to engage a plan for graduation 

and post-secondary success for every student.   The school district needs to significantly improve the 

alignment of our Post-Secondary Workforce Readiness systems to create an aligned, refined and 

predictable process for PWR planning with every Aurora Public Schools student.  



Root Cause Analysis – District Root Causes   
Major Improvement Strategy #1:   

Create a strong culture of performance by engaging a system of supervision and support for schools that ensures equitable distribution of 

resources, provides for effective planning mechanisms, effectively monitors and supports implementation of priority actions, ensures a high 

level of just-in-time support for teachers, principals and school communities and provides for clear avenues of communication and support 

between central offices and school sites.  Root Causes Addressed: 1, 2 & 3 

  

Major Improvement Strategy #2:   

Ensure strong alignment between the Colorado Academic Standards, curricular resources/pacing guides, and formative and accountability-level 

assessments so that teachers and school leaders will confidently and effectively engage these resources to inform and support data-sourced 

planning and teaching and learning to mastery.   Root Causes Addressed: 1 & 2 

  

Major Improvement Strategy #3:   

Provide high quality, job embedded, differentiated professional learning to teachers and school leaders that is grounded in the Colorado 

Academic Standards and data-driven teaching and learning cycles and evaluated by the learning outcomes of our students.    

Root Causes Addressed: 1 & 2  

  

Major Improvement Strategy #4:  

Through the implementation of Multi-tiered Systems of Support at each school site, ensure the engagement of effective universal, targeted 

and intensive learning experiences for students currently performing below grade-level expectation and, specifically, for Students with 

Disabilities, students with Significant Reading Deficiencies, and students at risk for dropping out or not advancing successfully into post-

graduate learning and/or work force experiences.    Root Causes Addressed: 1 & 3 

  

Major Improvement Strategy #5:   

Engage parents/guardians and community members in ongoing partnership and collaboration with school and district leaders to ensure that 

there is effective communication between school and home, that parents are able to understand and participate in the learning process, and 

that there are opportunities for community involvement in order to accelerate the learning of all students.    Root Causes Addressed: 2 & 3 

 

 



Root Cause Analysis – Aurora Central  Root Causes   

Root Cause #1:  

We need to increase and refine teacher skills and implementation of reading and writing, vocabulary 

development,  and student discourse in all content areas.   

 

Root Cause #2:  

We need to align post-secondary workforce readiness systems to include all grade levels.  Implement a 

plan to systematically support all students with our RTI system. 

 

Root Cause #3:  

We need to create support systems in math, such as tutoring or intentional inclusion models to continue 

to reduce academic growth gaps. 

 

Root Cause #4:  

We need to develop differentiated language and instructional support based on the need of English 

Language learners.  We need to increase culturally responsive professional development by focusing on 

the affective, behavioral and cognitive student needs. 

 



Root Cause Analysis – Aurora Central Root Causes   

Major Improvement Strategy #1:  

Curriculum Instruction- We provide differentiated professional learning that leads to rigorous, engaging 

first instruction which emphasizes literacy, language and critical thinking across all content areas. 

Instructional practice is assessed through learning walks that will gather data and be analyzed to adjust 

and target the professional development needs of teaching staff.  

 

Major Improvement Strategy #2:   

Equity and Engagement- We foster a school culture in which all stakeholders have a shared responsibility 

to increase student achievement, attendance as well as create opportunities for students, parents and the 

community to participate in preparing students with workforce readiness skills. 

 

Major Improvement Strategy #3:   

Communication and Accountability- We increase achievement and graduation rates while decreasing 

growth gaps, and drop-out rates by continual monitoring of attendance, and targeted interventions. 

 

Major Improvement Strategy #4:   

Campus and Community- We increase parental and community involvement that creates an 

environment that is inviting and consistently streamlines home and school communications. 

 

 



In April of 2014, RMC found: 

To address these root causes, ACHS adopted a transformation model for school change, replacing the principal and many staff, and developed a 

Unified Improvement Plan (UIP) to detail the strategies and activities that would be implemented to change teacher practices to become more 

effective, address school climate, and accelerate improvement and student achievement. 

*  *  * 

Fidelity to the [2013] UIP was very high.  ACHS has implemented nearly all of the activities that were outlined in the school’s [2013-2014] UIP. A few 

were deferred or dropped; other activities were added. Impacts, however, were mixed. The four areas in which activities were categorized and their 

impacts are:   

 

Curriculum and Instruction. Focused professional development was provided and had positive results that included: 

Increased teacher knowledge and implementation of effective instructional strategies for writing across the content areas; 

Increased teacher understanding and communication of lesson plan objectives; 

Increased teacher knowledge and implementation of strategies related to the Madeline Hunter approach to lesson delivery; 

Increased coaching resulting in more engaging instruction and rigor for some teachers; 

Increased collaboration of teachers in the same department; and 

Establishment of academic goals for every classroom. 

  

Equity and Engagement. Multiple activities were held in this area, with mixed results.  Activities included: 

Improving the physical appearance of the school, creating a new mission and motto, making daily announcements, holding a pep rally, and 

sponsoring more student clubs and programs that led to improved appearance and better student attachment and pride in the school;  

  

Continued… 



Communication and Accountability. Many activities were implemented in this domain, again with mixed and sometimes clearly unintentional results.   

Activities included: 

Six early warning interventionists (EWIs) were hired to work with failing and at-risk ninth- and tenth-grade students.  

Counseling was devoted to grade levels; administrators met with at-risk students, after-school and Saturday tutoring was provided, all 

of which were well-received and helped students with credit accrual and increasing their motivation to learn; 

Round up of displaced students and super seniors led to 55 students being graduated midyear with either a high school diploma or a 

general equivalency diploma (GED). 

The tardy sweeps/accountability walks changed the perceived locus of control in the school, from a sense of chaos and student 

control, to a sense of orderliness and adult control.  Communication with parents/guardians about student achievement was 

increased through school newsletters, an improved website, teacher postcards, and robot-calls to parents of failing students. 

  

Campus and Community. Many activities were implemented to connect parents and community partners to the school, which resulted in low but 

better participation by parents than had been the case in the past.   Activities included: 

Parenting matters programs that sponsored educational events; parent coffees and other gatherings; parent classes; parent learning 

walks where parents observed classrooms and provided feedback; and classes for parents on cooking and English as a second 

language. 

The website was improved to make it more attractive and accessible and community breakfasts were held to engage community 

partners. 

  



1.  Address the student absenteeism issue. Root causes of student absenteeism often focus on a lack of 
perceived value of education, a lack of academically engaging instruction, a lack of differentiated 
instruction such that the pacing is too fast or too slow; ineffective learning supports and interventions;  
a poor interpersonal relationship with teachers, administrators, or staff; and too little autonomy and 
ability to express oneself in unique ways. 

                                                                * * * 

2.  Implement an improved strategy for reducing truancy and addressing discipline.   The accountability 
walks have met with partial success and signals have been sent about the need to get to class on time. 
However,  the policy had unintentional outcomes.  Consider instead piloting or using a restorative 
justice technique. 

                                                                 * * *  

3.  Focus professional learning on instruction and accelerate progress.   The foci from 2013-2014 had a 
good yield and all of the practices that were promoted should be retained and monitored for 
implementation.   This year, put a focus on implementing highly engaging content instruction completely 
aligned to the Colorado State Standards.  

                                                                    * * * 

 

 



4. Help teachers learn how to use data for instructional improvement.  Every teacher should be using 
formative assessment on a frequent and routine basis so they can check for understanding and 
mastery and re-teach as needed. 

                                                                    * * * 

5. Provide better after-school interventions for students.   Consider adding more effective computer-
assisted instruction to the suite of interventions available for students.   Add more access to highly-
effective programming for English Language Learning to students who are not fluent in English.   
Add skills-based programming in other content areas. 

         * * * 

6. Encourage all adults in the building to know and greet the students by name.   Every adult in the 
building should make an effort to call students by name, greet them when they see them, and 
establish a positive relationship.   Consider asking every adult in the building to identify several 
students that he/she mentors.   It is important to get to know the students and their concerns. 
Every adult should take an hour a week to meet with mentees and establish mutually beneficial 
relationships. 

                                                                      

 

 



7.  Have more events targeted to school pride and attachment.  Constitute a student leadership group to help and 
hold more routine pep rallies, school spirit events, and recognition of students who succeed in academics, 
athletics, the arts, and other areas. 

                * * * 

8.  Establish more career pathways.  Consider as a long-term initiative administering Work Keys or another 
assessment to all ninth-grade students and help them formulate a personal learning plan that takes them at least 
through 2 years beyond high school.  To the extent possible, provide more career pathways for students. 

                                                                              * * * 

9.  Continue efforts to engage parents/guardians.   Conduct a needs assessment to understand the topics of most 
concern to parents and then make plans to meet their needs.  Provide them with information that shows the 
value of education, the jobs their students can acquire, and career pathways. 

                 * * *             

10. Attend to some of the “little” things.   A number of small issues were identified in this report that served to 
undermine the positive change going on.  Take care of some of the little issues to send the message that 
everyone is listening and cares. 

 



(See Handouts) 



1. Closure 

2. Educational Management Organization (EMO) 

3. Conversion to Charter 

4. Innovation Status 

5. “Other” change of equal impact 



1. Closure 

2. Educational Management Organization (EMO) 

3. Conversion to Charter 

4. Innovation Status 

5. “Other” change of equal impact 



School Closure 

 

 Would need to determine where students would attend school 

 Would need to determine what happens to staff 



Run by an Educational Management Organization 

 

 Not subject to district collective bargaining agreement 

 May use any research-based instructional model that meets the school and community 

needs  

 May use own staff professional development model  

 May have unique school day and school year calendar 

 May have own teacher evaluation system, pay scale, hiring, transfer and termination policy 

 Would be eligible for a large percent of pupil funds from the state 

 Could maintain neighborhood boundaries 

 Would require school to complete Education Management application process that currently 

does not exist 

 May be difficult to find an  Education Management Organization provider that would be 

willing to take over a high school of 2,000 students  

 Likely to result in multiple schools of 500 students each within the existing building 

 Would require staff to reapply for any available positions 



Conversion to a Charter School 

 

 Anyone can apply to open the charter school, including parents, teachers, community 

groups or a charter management organization 

 May use any research-based instructional model that meets student and community needs 

 May use own staff professional learning model 

 Would include automatic waivers of many district and state regulations 

 May have own teacher evaluation system, pay scale, hiring, transfer and termination policy 

 May have unique school day and school-year calendar 

 Would receive 97% of pupil funds from the state 

 Must go through charter school application process 

 May be difficult to find charter providers willing to take over a school of 2,000 students  

 Likely to result in multiple schools of 500 students each within the existing building 

 Would require all staff to reapply for any available positions 

 If the school is at capacity, neighborhood students may have to enter into a lottery for 
enrollment  



School Receives Innovation Status 
 

 May use any research-based instructional model that meets the needs of the student 
community 

 May use own staff professional development model 

 May have unique school day and school year calendar 

 Schools that share similar interests can become an Innovation Zone 

 School community would develop its own proposal 

 APS Board of Education has greater flexibility with the proposal than other options 

 Could maintain existing neighborhood boundaries 

 May request waivers from many district and state regulations  

 Must complete innovation school application process through the APS Board of Education 
and State Board of Education  

 Must receive State Board approval for some waivers 

 Must demonstrate student, parent, staff and community member support 



See Handout: 

1. Closure 

2. Educational Management Organization (EMO) 

3. Conversion to Charter 

4. Innovation Status 

5. “Other” change of equal impact 



 

NO SCHOOL 

 

 

 Immediate 

 Phased 

 New Purpose  

 

 

2000+ 

COMPREHENSIVE 

HIGH SCHOOL  

 

 Innovation  

 

MULTI-SCHOOL 

SHARED SPACE  

 

 Innovation 

Status 

 EMO  

 Charter School 

 Other (e.g. Pilot) 

SMALL 

LEARNING 

COMMUNITIES 

 

 Innovation 

Status 

 EMO  

 Charter School 

 Other e.g. Pilot  

 

 

SCHOOL WITHIN 

A SCHOOL  

 

 Innovation 

Status 

 EMO  

 Charter School 

 Other e.g. Pilot 

 



See Handout: 

• Aurora Central Facility Use Scenarios  
 



Stakeholders include 

• APS Board of Education 

• State Board of Education 

• State Review Panel 

• Parents and Guardians 

• Students 

• Staff 

• Community Partners 

• Community members overall 

 

 

Tactics include 

• Emails 

• Letters 

• Conversations 

• Surveys 

• Presentations 

• Phone messages 

• Web stories 

• Social media 

• Media partners 

 





2016 Week 1 6 11 16 21 26 31 36 41 46 51 56 

Turnaround Options Documents Sent to the APS Board  

3/12/2015 

APS Board Meeting  
3/17/2015 
-Framing of work 

CDE Site Review Panel Visit to Aurora Central  

3/31/2015 

APS Board Meeting  
4/7/2015 
-Identify preferred option to SRP 

State Board Meeting  
4/9/2015 
-discuss turnaround work 
-propose plan of action 

APS Board Meeting  

5/5/2015 

APS Board Meeting  
5/19/2015 
-recommendation made for SBE  

State Board Meeting  
6/10/2015 
-seek approval of framework from SBE 

Check in with CDE (Colorado Department of Education)  

1/13/2016 

Application Deadline - APS Board of Education  

2/2/2016 

Application 
Deadline State 
Board of 
Education  

4/13/2016 

State Board of 
Education 
Decision  

4/20/2016 



Milestone(s) and Task(s)  

Date Description 

03/17/2015 APS Board Meeting – Workshop Discussion on Turnaround Options and Introduction of ACTION Zones  

03/31 – 4/1/2015 CDE Site Review Panel Visit to Aurora Central  

04/07/2015 APS Board Meeting  - Identify preferred option for State Review Panel  

04/09/2015 State Board Meeting – Speak to ACHS and District – Process Plan  

05/05/2015 APS Board Meeting  - Update to the Board  

05/19/2015 APS Board Meeting  - Vote - Select Option Preferred  

6/2015 Memorandum of Understanding  - Sign Off on the Restructuring Plan  

06/10/2015 State Board Meeting  -  

7/2015-2/2016 Planning and building of the Restructure Model 

01/13/2016 Check in with CDE (Colorado Department of Education)  

02/02/2016 (If Pursued) Application Deadline– Submit ACTION Zone Plan to APS Board of Education  

04/13/2016 (If Pursued) Application Deadline – Submit ACTION Zone Plan to State Board of Education  

05/13/2016  (If Pursued) State Board of Education Decision on Approval of ACTION Plan 

Timeline: 3/17/2015 - 4/20/2016 


















