
Public Input (from online form) 

 

Laura Boggs, Parent 

Definition (The current interpretation of “primarily through the use of internet” in the statutory definition does not allow for continual 

changes in the modality of student learning; where a student’s learning takes place; time and methods of instruction that 

demonstrate attendance; or diverse educational pathways. 

The division of on-line learning should no longer be responsible for oversight of on-line learning - (its only role should be to provide 

policy suggestions and best practice suggestions -  

On-line learning should be the prevue of local boards of education - they should be able to partner as they see best for students - 

CDE should be able only to accredit a district as they do today and provide policy suggestions and accreditation - 22.30.7-103 

breaks the constitutional role of having local school boards in control of instruction - this problem goes away if you give back local 

control to school boards 

 

Authorizer Quality and Capacity: CDE focuses on certifying multi-district online schools, instead of addressing quality at the 

authorizer level. 

Local School boards should be responsible for authorizing - just as they are for charter schools - (CSI should be responsible for 

those district that do not wish to have exclusive authorizing authority) - If you get CDE out of the business of authorizing and back in 

the business of supervision (article IX section one of the constitution) there will no longer be a conflict of interest - they can focus on 

accreditation and assure the educational opportunities available meet the minimum standards 

 

Authorizer Quality and Capacity: CDE lacks well-defined, promulgated, and published standards for quality online authorizers. 

CDE has great standards - they just don't apply them equitably - the Colorado Academic Standards are well defined - if a district 

isn't meeting them they stand to loose their accreditation - on-line and blended on-line schools\programs should not be treated any 

differently than brick and mortar schools/programs - they should be authorized by districts and supervisions should come from CDE 

 

Student Data: Student academic records for all of Colorado's K-12 students, specifically transcripts and assessment scores, are not 

accessible in a timely fashion for the receiving institutional team to establish an appropriate instructional plan prior to start of school. 

If the on-line programs were authorized by the districts this would not be a problem for assessments provided through the districts - 

if this is a TCAP related problem - it changes with PARCC 

 

Student Count and Funding: Multi-district online schools are held to a different standard than brick-and-mortar schools when 

counting their students for October count day. 

Change the ADM calculation so money follows the student for each hour of their day an average of each day of the year and this is 

fixed - October 1 count days are inappropriate for todays educational world 

 

Student Count and Funding: Students lack equitable access to a comprehensive range of quality courses because the per pupil 

revenue (PPR) can only be split in half among different local education agencies, which discourages cross-district partnerships and 

limits student flexibility that could help advance student learning. 

Change the ADM calculation so money follows the student for each hour of their day an average of each day of the year and this is 

fixed - October 1 count days are inappropriate for todays educational world 

 

Drop-In Centers: There is a communication problem between school districts, online school authorizers, and online schools relating 

to the establishment of drop-in centers. 

If the district is the authorizer this lessens - In todays world of North Carolina being abele to offer on-line AP classes and the 

possibility that they could establish drop in centers anywhere in Colorado they desire - districts will have to be nimble and 

competitive 

 

Accountability: The current system is an unrealistic and incomplete indicator of student and school performance. 

There needs to be more flexibility in the accountability system so that students who are well served in an on-line environment but 

are far behind because the brick and mortar schools did not provide the education needed doesn't penalize the on-line schools for 

the status scores but does reward them for growth 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Jerry McCarthy, Distance Learning Administrator, Colorado Distance Learning Association 

Definition (The current interpretation of “primarily through the use of internet” in the statutory definition does not allow for continual 

changes in the modality of student learning; where a student’s learning takes place; time and methods of instruction that 

demonstrate attendance; or diverse educational pathways. 

Use of the Internet is important to the definition because it is a universal delivery mechanism and provides equity of access. 

Purchased proprietary services may be delivered in an unlimited number of ways from US Mail to bundling with a device. It is a 

danger to make the definition too broad. The definition should require internet as a method of delivery or access and should support 

all technologies that make use of that delivery method. There should also be some part of the definition that will favor or encourage 

sharing of non-proprietary resources (one of the original features of Internet culture). 

 

Authorizer Quality and Capacity: CDE focuses on certifying multi-district online schools, instead of addressing quality at the 

authorizer level. 

Quality should be determined by measurable outcomes (not anecdotal evidence, please). Certification should favor providers that 

deliver high-need content such as foreign language, and advanced math and science (stem). Data reporting should be integral to 

the certification requirement. 

 

Authorizer Quality and Capacity: CDE lacks well-defined, promulgated, and published standards for quality online authorizers. 

Quality should be determined by measurable outcomes (not anecdotal evidence, please). Certification should favor providers that 

deliver high-need content such as foreign language, and advanced math and science (stem). Data reporting should be integral to 

the certification requirement. 

 

Student Data: Student academic records for all of Colorado's K-12 students, specifically transcripts and assessment scores, are not 

accessible in a timely fashion for the receiving institutional team to establish an appropriate instructional plan prior to start of school. 

Programs should not be permitted to start without such data availability. 

 

Student Count and Funding: Multi-district online schools are held to a different standard than brick-and-mortar schools when 

counting their students for October count day. 

October count day is a 20th century concept. Online schools should lead brick and mortar schools into a 21st century concept of 

actual daycount attendance. Clawback of funds for students who drop out or fail to 'attend' an online school (or a brick and mortar 

school) should be integral to any new count process. 

 

Student Count and Funding: Students lack equitable access to a comprehensive range of quality courses because the per pupil 

revenue (PPR) can only be split in half among different local education agencies, which discourages cross-district partnerships and 

limits student flexibility that could help advance student learning. 

Parse PPE into 10 segments, 8 of which can be apportioned for course provision and two of which will be reserved for incentives for 

collaboration, DL outreach to remote students, or awards for completion of studies above a certain level of performance. (Nebraska 

had a DL and innovation incentive program based on a lottery funding set aside). 

 

Drop-In Centers: There is a communication problem between school districts, online school authorizers, and online schools relating 

to the establishment of drop-in centers. 

Drop-in centers must have some cost basis. There must be good or best practice among existing practitioners. Find it, use it to 

establish a baseline of practice, and create an incentive for such centers that can document improved performance outcomes by 

participating students. 

 

Accountability: The current system is an unrealistic and incomplete indicator of student and school performance. 

I thought we had standardized testing. Make it a requirement for accountability and funding for online/DL education. No exceptions 

for access to state funds. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Jennifer Alexander, Principal/Teacher, BOLT Academy District 27J 

Student Count and Funding: Multi-district online schools are held to a different standard than brick-and-mortar schools when 

counting their students for October count day. 

I would like to see this include all online schools and programs, not just multi-district schools. The funding issues affect us all.  

 

Funding online students less than brick-and-mortar students implies it is somehow "cheaper" to provide quality online education. I 

don't believe this is the case. Online schools still require much of the same expenses brick-and-mortar schools do, including staffing. 

Also, many online schools are moving towards a blended format, where there is a campus location, which involves another set of 

expenses. Funding should be equal for all students, regardless of the format of learning. Learning happens in all types of ways, in 

and out of school, face-to-face and online...the message should be that these are all equally valid ways for our 21st century students 

to grow and succeed. 

 

There also needs to be a much clearer set of expectations from the auditors regarding proving student enrollments. In a traditional 

high school, as long as the student is physically present sitting in a seat, they get counted. Online schools are required to prove 

students are working in their classes, making progress, proving what classes they are working in and when. The process seems 

very subjective as to the determiniation of "attendance" by logins, and how much time spent is enough.  

 

Finally the funding process needs to flexible enough to keep up with innovations and changes in the learning environments and 

scheduling of students; not catching up to what schools are already doing in the interest of learning. I feel like the current student 

count procedures are hindering innovation in Colorado schools, not helping it blossom. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Tod Lokey, Online Administrator, San Juan BOCES, Southwest Colorado eSchool 

Definition (The current interpretation of “primarily through the use of internet” in the statutory definition does not allow for continual 

changes in the modality of student learning; where a student’s learning takes place; time and methods of instruction that 

demonstrate attendance; or diverse educational pathways. 

The statement also implies that learning must be done online and does not account for work asked of students offline. Suggest 

focusing on where the main guidance, feedback, and communication come from. 

 

Authorizer Quality and Capacity: CDE focuses on certifying multi-district online schools, instead of addressing quality at the 

authorizer level. 

I am confused by the focus of this issue. As a BOCES, I don't see where this applies, as we are held to the same standard as 

districts. This could be an issue if a multi-district school does not have to address this level of standard. 

 

Student Data: Student academic records for all of Colorado's K-12 students, specifically transcripts and assessment scores, are not 

accessible in a timely fashion for the receiving institutional team to establish an appropriate instructional plan prior to start of school. 

Consider moving towards electronic records transfer. Other states have it, and the amount of time (and error) that is used by 

districts to re-enter student information is extremely ineffective use of time and money. Some delays are caused by students and 

families not finalizing issues with previous district. 

 

Student Count and Funding: Multi-district online schools are held to a different standard than brick-and-mortar schools when 

counting their students for October count day. 

It would be difficult to hold them to the same standard; "Equivalent" standards would be appreciated. If activities justifying learning 

towards standards is not held in brick-and-mortar and is not reasonable, then perhaps a broader verification of online schedules 

should be enough to support the schedules. 

 

Student Count and Funding: Students lack equitable access to a comprehensive range of quality courses because the per pupil 

revenue (PPR) can only be split in half among different local education agencies, which discourages cross-district partnerships and 

limits student flexibility that could help advance student learning. 

If a brick-and-mortar school has at least have a students' schedule in face-to-face and the student's schedule demonstrates full time 

study, then the student should qualify for fulltime funding at the district PPOR. We work with 9 districts, and the restrictions for 

supplemental online enrollment vary greatly between districts. If local control remains and allows districts to organize themselves 

around what is best for their instruction, then they should not be penalized for not being able to offer as much supplementally. 

 

Drop-In Centers: There is a communication problem between school districts, online school authorizers, and online schools relating 

to the establishment of drop-in centers. 

Again, the statement is too vague to understand its meaning. Perhaps have two classes, as drop-in center is defined in statue. A 

"Learning Center' could be one that is less defined, if required, so that fully independent students have a place for counseling, 

guidance, and testing but do not meet the requirements of any regularity. 

 

Accountability: The current system is an unrealistic and incomplete indicator of student and school performance. 

Again. Statement is too vague. Unrealistic "how"? I would recommend that online schools have some measure that accounts for the 

success of all students, including supplemental students. They often serve broad ranges and some students that state testing 

accountability does not cover. I am not suggesting that this be broadened. Rather, I suggest different measures related to student 

success in program such as W/D/F rate (withdrawal, D & F grades). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Susan Bradley, Retired Teacher 

Definition (The current interpretation of “primarily through the use of internet” in the statutory definition does not allow for continual 

changes in the modality of student learning; where a student’s learning takes place; time and methods of instruction that 

demonstrate attendance; or diverse educational pathways. 

A consistent number of hours meeting with a physical certified instructor should be required for each online course. 

 

Authorizer Quality and Capacity: CDE focuses on certifying multi-district online schools, instead of addressing quality at the 

authorizer level. 

Students need to have accountability for their attendance, and the quality, and quantity of work submitted in order to earn credit for 

their online classes. Expectations need to be consistent across the state and require supervision by a certified teacher in the specific 

field of study. Teachers should be in the same highly qualified category as classroom teachers. 

 

Authorizer Quality and Capacity: CDE lacks well-defined, promulgated, and published standards for quality online authorizers. 

Provide consistent, well-defined, published standards for quality online authorizers throughout the state. Students should be 

required to pass the same tests required of classroom students. 

 

Student Data: Student academic records for all of Colorado's K-12 students, specifically transcripts and assessment scores, are not 

accessible in a timely fashion for the receiving institutional team to establish an appropriate instructional plan prior to start of school. 

Transcripts and assessment scores should be sent electronically as soon as requested, whether a student is transferring from one 

school district to another or is enrolling in online classes 

 

Student Count and Funding: Multi-district online schools are held to a different standard than brick-and-mortar schools when 

counting their students for October count day. 

Online schools should be held to the same standard for student count as brick-and-mortar schools. Students enrolled online in 

October would be counted at that time. 

 

Student Count and Funding: Students lack equitable access to a comprehensive range of quality courses because the per pupil 

revenue (PPR) can only be split in half among different local education agencies, which discourages cross-district partnerships and 

limits student flexibility that could help advance student learning. 

Each credit hour of online instruction should have a PPR value that follows the student wherever the instruction is provided. 

 

Accountability: The current system is an unrealistic and incomplete indicator of student and school performance. 

There should be a consistent expectation of number of online hours, reading requirements, and test scores throughout the state. 

Each online course should include a finished project, research paper, experiment, or other proof of application of the coursework. 

Students should achieve a minimum grade of C to receive credit for online coursework. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Kerry Kantor, Parent and Board Member, Colorado Calvert Academy State Charter School 

Definition (The current interpretation of “primarily through the use of internet” in the statutory definition does not allow for continual 

changes in the modality of student learning; where a student’s learning takes place; time and methods of instruction that 

demonstrate attendance; or diverse educational pathways. 

As a veteran homeschooling parent of 18 years I extremely interested in school choice in the State of CO. Online education is an 

excellent choice for some students in CO. Yes this definitions if very narrow. It does not include flexibility to modify student learning 

modality as the home guide deems necessary for individual students. Parents choose online education for that one on one 

individualize learning. This definition needs to be broadened, or made intentionally vague to allow for flexibility in the individual 

educational program. Online learning, as with homeschooling but not to be confused with homeschooling, is NOT 7 hours in front of 

a computer. It is experiential, and many times child led. This definitions needs to Incorporated these elements for online home-

based learning. 

 

Authorizer Quality and Capacity: CDE focuses on certifying multi-district online schools, instead of addressing quality at the 

authorizer level. 

This questions is not clear to me. PLease clarify. 

 

Authorizer Quality and Capacity: CDE lacks well-defined, promulgated, and published standards for quality online authorizers. 

Again. Unable to address without further clarification of "Quality online authorizers" 

 

Student Data: Student academic records for all of Colorado's K-12 students, specifically transcripts and assessment scores, are not 

accessible in a timely fashion for the receiving institutional team to establish an appropriate instructional plan prior to start of school. 

I do not see this as an issue. There is a lot of information that is not translated to online teachers even when the information is 

received before the start of school. And again I must defer to my own experience as a homeschooling parent and Home Education 

Consultant. It's about the appropriate placement for individual students. Home based learning requires a specific ability and skill sets 

that not all parents and students possess. Knowledge, Skills and Abilities (KSAs) if you will. All parents love their children and want 

the best for them but if they do not have knowledge of computers, understand and can navigate unfamiliar computer programs, or 

are able to recognize when their students is not mastering the curriculum in front of them then this student will not succeed. The 

placement is inappropriate. Online is not appropriate for all students as homeschooling is not appropriate for all students. I suggest 

facilitating online schools in their ability to moving students to more appropriate educational environments. Partnering with parents, 

online teachers, and home learning guides to make the best places for individual students. Be it a different style of online, 

homeschooling, brick and mortar. 

 

Student Count and Funding: Multi-district online schools are held to a different standard than brick-and-mortar schools when 

counting their students for October count day. 

Agreed. They are. BAM schools need only have students on the school grounds to be counted. Online school need to provide proof 

that students are "engaged in the curriculum" over the entire count window. Does eating pizza, and playing kick ball represent 

"engagement in the curriculum" in a BAM school? I suggest development of a different funding algorithm for online programs. I refer 

to your first question on this form regarding the definition of online schools. It's not just sitting in front of a computer screen. It's field 

trips to museums, it's hands on science experiments, it's pen and paper writing short stories, it's 4H, karate classes, piano lessons, 

visiting and reading to grandma in the memory unit, (as my children did). 

 

Student Count and Funding: Students lack equitable access to a comprehensive range of quality courses because the per pupil 

revenue (PPR) can only be split in half among different local education agencies, which discourages cross-district partnerships and 

limits student flexibility that could help advance student learning. 

Yes this is a problem. Bar parents from further individualizing their child educational experience. No one program, be it BAM, online 

or even homeschooling, can be or should be everything to everyone. Hence the large number on homeschool enrichment programs 

in CO, whose model is purely educational. No assessments! Rules need to be promulgated that encourage partnerships between 

agencies. Why can't we all just get along and work together. 

 

Accountability: The current system is an unrealistic and incomplete indicator of student and school performance. 

We over assess our students in the State of Colorado. It's a snapshot of one day in the life of a student and ignores the bigger 

picture of what student success really means. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Kerry Kantor, Parent and Board Member, Colorado Calvert Academy State Charter School 

Task force members,  

  

As a board member of a multi-district K-8 online school I must express my concerns and make the task force aware of the logistical 

and financial difficulties that online schools in CO will face as a result of the additional online testing requirements.  As a former 

School Assessment Coordinator for a Colorado online charter school I can say from experience that, for an online school, the 

logistics required to conduct TCAP testing in accordance with state requirements is much like conducting a major military exercise. 

The addition of the new computer based assessment, whose basic processes still have not been made clear, will overburden staff, 

and will be financially unworkable.   In an environment of precariously stretched budgets schools now must find additional funds, for: 

advanced technology to comply with what are essentially brick and mortar testing requirements; locate, prepare and travel to testing 

venues at rural, highly remote locations across the state that nevertheless have the required bandwidth; additional proctor training in 

technology; and, moreover, somehow find time to accomplish all of this. During this testing all learning stops as teacher are taken 

away from their virtual classes to focus on the administration of testing.  

  

Unlike brick and mortar schools, whose student population can be tested readily with very little disruption to the flow of learning, 

online school must arrange to have parents deliver their students to our limited number of testing venues during the testing 

window.  For more then a few parents this is a tremendous burden as it involves driving long distances and rearranging personal 

schedules.  Often times parents do not show up for testing. When this happens school staff must track down these students and 

make alternate arrangements and locate additional testing sites and proctors.  It is not unusual for schools to send staff to distant 

testing venues across the entire State of Colorado that require the school to pay for multiple nights lodging and Per Diem. The cost 

per student for assessment of online students is massive when compared to the cost per student at brick and mortar schools.  This 

is not fiscally responsible in my view. I would suggest investigating additional funding to all online school for the administration of 

State required assessment, or allowing online schools to use alternate assessment tools that will better suit their student population.  

  

Additionally, multi district online programs serve students that reside in very remote areas of Colorado where bandwidth issues and 

access to facilities that meet testing criteria make it impossible to test some students.  There is the possibility there will be enough 

remotely located, inaccessible students to make participation numbers fall below the required 95% required by CDE and incur the 

punitive consequences to a school that fall below 95% student participation.  

  

  

I would like to thank the task force for their time and effort.  

  

 Respectfully, 

Kerry Kantor 

Board Member 

Colorado Calvert Academy State Charter School  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Emma Richardson, Distance Learning Coordinator, East Central BOCES 

Definition (The current interpretation of “primarily through the use of internet” in the statutory definition does not allow for continual 

changes in the modality of student learning; where a student’s learning takes place; time and methods of instruction that 

demonstrate attendance; or diverse educational pathways. 

As you discuss the definition, I am thinking that maybe is not as important as the way Districts are funded. It seems to me that if a 

student physically attends a school, that school should receive full funding regardless of where the schooling/curriculum comes 

comes from. The local school is still burdened with the building costs, supervision costs and curriculum costs so even if a student 

receives all their tuition from a remote source (regardless of whether synchronous or asynchronous) the District should still receive 

full funding. 

 

Student Data: Student academic records for all of Colorado's K-12 students, specifically transcripts and assessment scores, are not 

accessible in a timely fashion for the receiving institutional team to establish an appropriate instructional plan prior to start of school. 

I am not sure what this is addressing. Is this that the online providers are not providing this information? Or is this a more global 

problem? 

Student Count and Funding: Multi-district online schools are held to a different standard than brick-and-mortar schools when 

counting their students for October count day. 

See note in definition area. 

 

Funding needs to take into account where the student is physically and the costs of educating that student. Cost is much higher if 

student is in physical attendance of a school rather than just attending online but if a district is providing additional support, then that 

needs to be taken into account as well. 

Student Count and Funding: Students lack equitable access to a comprehensive range of quality courses because the per pupil 

revenue (PPR) can only be split in half among different local education agencies, which discourages cross-district partnerships and 

limits student flexibility that could help advance student learning. 

See response in definition area. 

Drop-In Centers: There is a communication problem between school districts, online school authorizers, and online schools relating 

to the establishment of drop-in centers. 

I have predicted for sometime that drop-in centers may well be the future of high school education. As education becomes available 

anywhere, any time, schools could save their existence by providing support on a drop in basis. Providing districts and online school 

providers with a comprehensive model for drop-in centers could help start this discussion. 

Accountability: The current system is an unrealistic and incomplete indicator of student and school performance. 

Colorado is caught in the throws of teaching to the test. By now making it part of the accountability process for teachers, teachers 

are now forced to teach to the test when the test itself is not an indicator of success. So many students do not test well and are 

being left behind because of the push to bring them into mainstream. We need to let students learn in their way and bring out their 

potential, not just train them to pass one test. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Alex Medler, VP Policy and Advocacy, NACSA 

NACSA’s national observations as well as observations from CSI. A key question as an authorizer is whether we are obligated to 

support struggling schools. Some don’t feel confident to support online schools. Authorizer should look after student and public 

interest and to hold schools accountable. We tell authorizers to exercise due diligence. If something has been mediocre in general, it 

is unlikely that it would suddenly be successful. We tell authorizers to look at data. I would like to see evidence of full-time online 

schools that are very successful. 

 

NACSA and I support charters and choice. The proportion of kids tested vs. those who make it through, the results that come 

out…Full-time online use of technology appears to be a modality with poor results. We need to look beyond full-time cyber and 

transition to that. Too many kids are being served badly. 

 

The problem statements boggled my mind. The things you think are problems aren’t as urgent as what I think are problems. I look at 

schools with 10,000 kids and bad performance. The state has come up with performance measures. Task forces look at bad 

performance and want to look at new ways to measure those schools. We want them to look acceptable on another measure. 

 

I would suggest there are ways that they are set them up that make them worse, not better. We have clear evidence that 15 to 

25,000 kids are struggling and desperate for choices. The fact that you can recruit them isn’t a shock. It’s a sign that a lot of people 

need choices. In the charter setting, it becomes difficult to match what program to provide. I would suggest that individualization is 

what cyber schools need. The charter systems don’t match resources to kids to help them succeed. Operators say that they can’t 

serve all kids. We know that districts will dump their hardest to serve kids in cyber schools. That’s clearly immoral activity and not 

the cyber school’s fault, but cyber schools aren’t the solution.  

 

We should focus on the students who are successful in the schools. It’s the other 70% of the kids who are harmed in the modality 

who should not be matched to that. Districts should be the ones establishing non-charters to serve these kids.  

 

Scale is not a reason not to deal with it. It’s a reason to deal with it. We have data that shows us how much kids are growing, and 

the data is unacceptable. Our goal is the kids, not the pursuit of answers to make it less problematic. The most failing schools are 

touching many more kids than the most successful.  

 

I would suggest that there is a great deal of work in how to authorize schools. NACSA has been doing work in that—supporting 

children and rigor. Until we crack the nut on full0time cyber for K12 kids, we’re fooling ourselves if we think we can advance these 

reforms. 

 

Q: You mentioned that 70% of students are best suited by another modality. What do you see as the policy incentives we could 

create to enable that so districts can serve those students? 

A: Deal with large schools that need to be closed so that students can go somewhere else. Eliminate the magnet of bad 

performance. Second, the districts are in a place to offer supplemental programs and screen students who can/can’t benefit. 

Charters should be able to allow and facilitate screening. Full-time online schools should exit kids who are not a good fit. Enforce 

truancy, move to ADM. When people look for high performing full time online, there is a school in FL that filters and gets paid based 

on achievement. The state should  keep track of operators and see whether people who have opened failing schools should be able 

to open more. 

 

Q: What structures would you build to support online schools if not authorizers? 

A: Independent third party evaluations. CSGF invests in third parties. I’ve been challenging authorizers to look at third party 

evaluations if traditional evaluations look bad. Third party can explain more deeply why to stay open if traditional system shows porr 

results. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Randy DeHoff, GOAL Academy 

Start by responding to Alex, then to problem statements. 

 

I agree with Alex about what we need to do to solve the problem. We need to give online charters the same ability to weed out 

students to ensure a good fit. We often see comparisons between charter and district online that aren’t fair because districts can 

weed out. COVA tries to do this in enrollment process. There is a page of 15 endorsements for the parent to sign, and we know that 

a substantial number of families with no intention will still sign it.  

 

I disagree that districts are best equipped to provide online programs. Multi-district online charters can provide options that districts 

can’t. If the one full-time online option at JeffCo isn’t suitable, the students are stuck. I would point to the fact that we have to many 

that are so different as a case to be made that we need that option. If a student isn’t succeeding at a Calvert, they may succeed at a 

Provost or a Branson. Limiting options is a disservice to students. 

 

We need to be careful about restricting the arena for innovation. When we look at education world, it’s changing so fast. Caution 

about trying to be too prescriptive in legislative solutions around what we’re trying to accomplish and can’t even imagine. 

 

I like the problem statements, and I think they address some of the main issues. I’m going to harp again on student data. There is no 

reason that historic CSAP data for a student with a SASID shouldn’t be immediately available from CDE. If it takes legislation, we 

should write it. No other state I’ve seen has that problem. The 30 days raised a flag for me. Somewhere, it used to be 10 days for 

transfer students.  

 

On drop-in centers, I wouldn’t say it’s a communication problem. I think it’s a problem of old thinking about what a school is. If we try 

to get too prescriptive in legislation, someone will come up with something that doesn’t fit, and we’ll be having this conversation 

again. Other than communication between learning center and district so they both know they’re there for safety reasons (lock 

down, etc.). Beyond that, trying to define drop-in center in statute is a losing proposition. If you try to put a definition that covers our 

work in drop-in centers, some won’t fit into that definition anymore because we’re turning them into community centers. It comes to 

what is this definition of school where kids go to learn. Michael Horn/Clayton Christensen definition. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Judy Bauernschmidt, Colorado eLearning Collaborative 

I know the task force was looking for resolution more than problems. The issues laid out are big issues, and I think there are bigger 

issues to tackle as well. I want to reiterate that the definition with “primarily through use of the internet”. We are moving more 

towards blended learning, so there may be more kids online than in an actual physical classroom.  

 

The other piece on authorizer quality and capacity, I was one of few on leadership team who knew what online school was and how 

it operated. This was something I saw at authorizer level is that there is a lack of experienced staff who knows about online school 

performance, what should be included, what type of staff. I’m not saying there is a solution because the lack is in Colorado and 

nationwide. There should be a separate set of guidelines from state application. At CSI, we started working on addendum to 

application, but when I served on an application review team, there are still gaps. There are things obvious to practitioners that 

aren’t in guidelines. I suggest a third party group to help with application process and to help with reviewing online schools in 

general.  

 

Student data. This was an issue when I was at an online charter school. We didn’t get data from district schools, but I didn’t 

experience this at a district online school. It seems to be more of an issue at an online charter school.  

 

I ask that you consider that student performance data for part-time online students that currently remains at the brick-and-mortar. 

There is no reference to the teachers of online courses. Brick and mortar gets credit of excellent scores of online schools. Online 

schools aren’t getting credit for those students. I know one of those solutions is what we’re calling the backpack funding. It’s hard for 

me to think about how that could change. There are schools who work voluntarily with online schools, but that’s with a handshake, 

not procedure. 

 

Count procedures for online schools are unfairly structured. Online schools go above and beyond. Administrators may drive to 

students homes to make sure students login. If a student is blended (flex program), they still have to log in to every class. If a 

student is in a live session, it doesn’t count. Field trips don’t count. Consider all the other venues that a quality online school offers, It 

isn’t just about being logged into a classroom. This would be one of the easiest things to resolve. 

 

Q: Omissions on a multi-district online application. What were some of those omissions that you saw: 

A: When an online school talks about targeted audience/population, they can talk about philosophy, but when you talk about multi-

district online, you’ll get every student under the sun. If you’re offering free laptops, etc. you can’t get the wrong fit. The importance 

of live sessions for students to interact with teachers. The importance of teachers is higher than quality of curriculum. The absence 

of understanding how to capture and engage students. You have to understand teacher’s role because it is different from brick and 

mortar. Another thing is how to get engagement specialists. They aren’t in traditional brick and mortar. Usually they are the first point 

of contact, person who student or parent goes to no matter what. Traditional educators don’t know how to catch it. 

 

Q: What needs to be done for teachers to be effective online instructors? 

A: Regardless of experience, teachers and administrators are like first year educators at online schools. Combination of experienced 

online and teacher within organization but not online. If you’re a good classroom teacher, you are likely a good online teacher (and 

vice versa). A good online teacher knows how to engage and reach out to students. They know how to perform at a live session. 

Teachers know how to supplement and add what students already see in lessons. They can bring activities and how to assess 

where students are. They are constantly curating (?) online courses as they are teaching, which brick and mortar teachers don’t 

have to do. They are improving courses all the time. These are skills not taught in teacher prep. There is some PD, but we still have 

a lack. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Jim Griffin, Data Analytics Policy 

The most important thing, we’ve looked into status of online and online charter schools in the country, and we came across 

important findings. In looking at high performing non-traditional schools across the country, we found one state with a meaningful 

number of schools performing well: CA. In looking at the schools we learning two important things in their laws: 

(1) Very clear allowance for independent study—not required to consistently enroll students who aren’t advancing and 

making progress. The idea of restricting on the front end feels inappropriate to me, but schools have the ability and 

expectation to not continue to enroll students who aren’t performing. 

(2) There is a real-time process tracking attendance in non-classroom based programs. Based on progress rather than 

seat time. They tie in funding. Incentive for schools/districts to keep the kids. 

There are places where these significant concerns have been addressed.  

 

Q: Any data on what happens to the students who are performing and don’t continue in schools? 

A: These schools generally offer a range of modalities. Part-time online instruction is an intervention for kids. If the school’s tracking 

system shows that students aren’t logging on/performing adequately, the systems notice and as contract dictates, students are 

required to come in rather than work from home. There are interventions inform of non full-time online. There is a point where a kid 

may say no or not respond to intervention, but there isn’t that divide between full-time at home or full-time at school. As far as what 

ultimately happens, they do let some students go, but it wasn’t an overwhelming number of kids. 

 

Q: In CA’s models, how many schools were multi-district? That’s essential in talking about interventions. 

A: They are multi-district, but there is limit on serving only adjacent counties. They aren’t statewide, but the counties are big. San 

Diego, Riverside, Orange Counties 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Regan Benson, Parent 

Been in public education system for 19 years. I love online learning at the option of blended learning with the human element. We 

took our son out of JeffCo so that he could be successful. He is in a rural county to be more successful in sports, but the teacher 

quality does not change in rural Colorado. The district doesn’t recognize and can’t provide online learning.   

 

Because there isn’t enough local control about teacher quality, I have to make choices about what will work for my child, but there 

isn’t flexibility for funding. The district wouldn’t recognize a BYU course, but I had to pay for it and work with the superintendent to 

get it recognized. I think that funding following the student is the most important. 

 

Q: How would you pay for that as a taxpayer? They are funding inequities anywhere. The tax burden in one district is different from 

another. Do you think that tax burden should also follow proportional funding? If we open up to free market course choice, that’s an 

inequity and unsustainable proposition because you may have to incur a higher tax burden. (60 mill education for 30 mill cost) 

A: Without fully understanding how districts cooperate, I can’t answer that. The funding model should change so that it’s equitable.  

 

It also has to do with teacher quality and the human element. Give kids what they need to succeed, rather than set them up for 

failure. 

 

 

Judy Bauernschmidt 

As a parent, if this could come up in a future agenda. I knew a parent would wanted to access online courses not available in 

JeffCo. Referred to Colorado Online Learning, but the school wouldn’t accept the credit. Schools don’t know about the available 

online options. They may only accept BYU, but they are low quality courses. Schools refer families to low quality online course 

options.  

 

 

Justin Schmidt, Head of School, Great Plains Academy 

Two speaker touched on key issues to online learning development. Regarding blended learning in districts where it’s not an option: 

there are other states providing blue prints for opportunity. There could be a funding inequity problem. In Utah, students can take 

online courses from providers that are not solely based on their district. They fund to course level: 70% to provider and 30% to 

district. It can also help to compensate district if they want to open learning center. Course level funding so that all students, not just 

from big districts, can access online. 

 

Sometimes students are looking for choice not towards engagement but running from accountability. Screening on the front end is 

difficult, but to screen them on the back end is crucial, but it’s only going to be effective with an ADM model, otherwise it will 

exacerbate problem of keeping students then getting rid of them. Move from mentality that we aren’t kicking kids out or withdrawing 

choice, but we’re supporting them if they wouldn’t be successful in online environment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Questions from Task Force 

Q: What were you thinking when we put this on paper? We want to make sure we’re in the ballpark. 

 Will you continue after the final date to work on those bigger questions (accountability, etc.). Can you add teacher online 

certification? 

 

Q: Can you talk more about what certification should look like? 

 There should be extra training beyond teacher prep programs. It should include their experiences that they’ve accessed or 

received between licensing periods.  

 Teachers should have a choice to add specific online work to their skill set. (Special Ed, ELD, etc.) Familiarity with specific 

tools to accommodate students so that their challenges aren’t barriers to their success. 

 

Q: Who should do that? State endorsement? Required? Optional? Is it required by school, authorizer, state? 

 Right now, the state has a certain level of expectation for ELD endorsement. That allows the district to know minimum 

standards that teacher meets. I would like it at state level. If they hold endorsement, I know they meet minimum level. 

 Given how ineffective current certification process is, I would discourage putting it on teacher colleges. There are 

standards for quality online teaching (iNACOL). The state can adopt the standards if they want, but then get out and leave 

to third part to provide. Also, sooner or later, we will have backpack funding for the course level, and that is going to 

challenge two of the fundamental beliefs in Colorado: local control, geographic funding. I don’t know where it will end up, 

but we’ll have to deal with it. 

 Authorizers need to protect autonomy of charters. We should not replace problematic system of measuring output with 

system of measuring inputs. On the funding piece, Illinois commission put out recommendations. They recommend 

switching to state approved system for multi-district charters on a market based system, competing for providing service 

and seeing the cost. It’s in taxpayers’ interest to know actual cost to provide quality courses. 

 When we talk about endorsement and getting teachers ready to teach online: teachers who like kids and know instruction. 

Don’t handcuff us. I can help a teacher become a great teacher online. 

 In our current model, multi-districts get a static amount per pupil, but that amount of money can have an adverse effect on 

the authorizer, especially in a small district. The authorizer loses several hundred per student, but there is no benefit for 

authorizer. They should be two separate buckets. 

 You may have online schools that don’t always report full enrollment because a district does benefit from brick and mortar 

even if majority of classes are online. 

 Two of our biggest schools are AECs, or would like to be treated as such. NACSA has been looking at how to measure 

quality of AECs. A disproportional number of students using technology are at risk. I would suggest the additional stuff we 

do on top of accountability for AECs should not be to keep it open, should be to see if they are actually succeeding. 

o Q: What metrics would you want to see for AEC? 

 Life outcome data becomes more important. What evidence is there that students are learning and 

prepared? How low does growth have to be before it’s unacceptable?  

 


