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ALTERNATIVE CALENDAR
WORKING GROUP

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Overview

In the last decade, the number of schools with year-round calendars has increased five-fold.
Currently, over 2 million students are enrolled in the more than 2,900 year-round programs in the
United States. Interest in alternative school calendars continues to grow as more and more school
districts explore ways to manage rapidly increasing enrolilments and improve student
achievement.

In October 1998, a Working Group was convened to provide independent advice to the State
Legidature on alternatives to the traditional nine- month, September through June school year
calendar.

Composition of the Committee

Chapter 398, Article 5, Section 53 of the 1998 K-12 Omnibus Bill directed the Commissioner of
the Minnesota Department of Children, Families & Learning to convene a working group to
consider alternative school calendars. The following groups were to be represented in the 12-
member Working Group (see Appendix A for afull list of participants): Minnesota Association
of School Administrators, Minnesota Association of Secondary School Principals, Minnesota
Association for Supervison and Curriculum Development, Minnesota Association for Pupil
Transportation, Minnesota Business Partnership, Minnesota Congress of Parents, Teachers, and
Students, Minnesota Education Association, Minnesota Elementary School Principas
Association, Minnesota Federation of Teachers, Minnesota School Boards Association,
Minnesota State High School League, and Hospitality Minnesota.

Chargeto the Working Group

The task before the Working Group was to examine norttraditional school calendars and make
recommendations to the L egislature concerning those alternative calendars that best allow school
districts to meet the education needs of their students. At a minimum, the group was to review
the following types of school calendars: 45-15 schedules, four-quarter schedules, quinmester
plans, four-day week plans, extended learning year plans, and flexible al-year plans. In
addition, the legidlation outlined nine specific issues to be considered by the Working Group:

1. how buildings and other facilities can be optimally used during an entire year;
2. what the optimal learning year schedule is for elementary and secondary disabled
students and staff in schools and residential facilities;
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3. how adigtrict divides its students among facilities to accommodate an alternative school
year calendar;

4. how a district accommodates an alternative school year calendar in the context of the
Public Employment Labor Relations Act;

5. what parent involvement is required in establishing an aternative school year calendar;

6. how school staff is assigned in a district with fewer than al facilities adopting an
alternative school year calendar;

7. how teachers contracting rights are affected by an alternative school year calendar;

8. what educational standards and requirements apply to a district operating an alternative
school year calendar; and

9. what adjustments of attendance and apportionments of state aid are required and
addressed in an aternative school year calendar.

Working Group Process

The Alternative Calendar Working Group met on five occasions beginning in October 1998 and
concluding in January 1999 for a total of 20 hours. The Department of Children, Families and
Learning secured the services of the Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement
at the University of Minnesota to provide facilitation for the sessions, conduct relevant research,
and prepare the final report.

Although the charge of the Working Group was to examine issues regarding the reallocation of
the existing instructional time through changes in the school calendar, the related issue of
extending or adding time continued to surface in the broader context of how schools can best
utilize instructional time to ensure that al students are well served. While recognizing that the
issues of reorganizing and increasing instructional time are closely related and often occur
simultaneoudly, the group agreed to remain focused on programs that restructure existing time by
altering the school calendar and, of those, the one most commonly implemented: the year-round
school calendar.

In the course of its deliberations, the Working Group reviewed a substantial body of existing
written material on aternative school year calendars and solicited additional oral and written
input from academic researchers, educational practitioners and administrators, state agency staff,
students, and parents. All members of the Working Group reviewed this report and the
recommendations herein.

Key Findings

To meet the legdative directives, the Working Group reviewed and discussed different models
of alternative calendars, what is known about the effectiveness of the year-round calendar, and
issues related to the implementation of alternative calendars in Minnesota over five sessions (see
Appendix B for a glossary of key terms). This section summarizes the group’s findings as they
relate to: (1) the main charge before the group (i.e., determining which alternative school year
calendars best allow districts to meet the education needs of their students), (2) the nine issues to
be considered in the process, and (3) other key findings regarding alternative school year
calendars.
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Which alter native calendar s best allow school
districtsto meet the education needs of their students?

The Working Group determined that no one alternative calendar currently stands out as
being better than the othersin allowing districts to best meet the education needs of their
students. The effectiveness of alternative school calendars appears to be context-specific,
depending on the population of students being served, the type of calendar selected, the presence
of other educational reforms, and characteristics and needs of the local community.

The continued increase in the number of school districts adopting or exploring the option of
aternative calendars suggests that educational and/or fiscal benefits are accruing or are expected
to accrue from the move to such calendars.

Resear ch on student achievement indicates that students attending year -round schools will
perform aswell as, and in some instances, better than students attending schools on a
traditional calendar. In areview of 75 studies of student achievement, 36% indicated that
students attending year-round schools perform better than students on traditional calendars, 8%
found that students on traditional calendars performed better, and 56% showed no differencein
student performance by calendar.

In addition, there is evidence to suggest that the more frequent breaks found on year-round
schedules improve the overall school climate (e.g., improved attitudes of students and staff,
fewer discipline problems) and student and teacher attendance, which may contribute to positive
effects on learning.

For districts facing rapid enrollment growth, the adoption of a multi-track, year-round
calendar can reduce the number of new buildingsthat need to be constructed and
equipped. Depending on which multi-track calendar is selected, a building’ s capacity can be
increased from between 25% to 50%. The most common multi- track calendars (45/15 and
60/20) increase capacity by up to 25% and 33% respectively. Districts that select a multi- track
calendar to relieve overcrowding without increasing bonded indebtedness do incur one-time
transition costs. These transition costs, however, are more than offset by avoided expense for
new facilities.

In addition to allowing districts to avoid capital expenditures when coping with enrollment
growth, a multi-track configuration might also be used to reduce class size --which is believed to
improve student achievement -- and do so within existing facilities.

More research is needed to determine which calendars are best for which students and
under what local conditions. Few studies have been conducted in such away as to differentiate
among the overall effectiveness and impact of the various different models of year-round
education. And, while some configurations are more common than others (e.g., 45/15, 45/10,
60/15, 60/20), an increasing number of schools are creating new schedules, some of which are
extremely flexible and individualized to the student. Future research also needs to explore the
impact of avariety of alternative calendars on different student populations (e.g., English
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Language L earners, studerts with disabilities, students in migrant families, gifted and talented,
educationally at-risk).

The Nine Legidative | ssues

In examining alternative school calendars, the Working Group was also asked to consider nine
specific issues. Issues 1 and 2 address the potential for educational and fiscal outcomes while
issues 3-9 relate to the implementation of alternative calendars. For each issue, a brief summary
of the conclusions emerging from the group’ sdeliberations is presented below. The reader is dso
referred to the page(s) in the full report that discuss the issue more comprehensively.

Issuel: How can buildings and other facilities be optimally used during
an entireyear? (p. 27)

Multi-track year-round calendars and single-track calendars with intersession programming
would make better use of existing school buildings and facilities. The addition of intersession
programming or extended day and week programs would raise operational costs, however.

| ssue 2: What isthe optimal learning year schedulefor elementary and
secondary studentswith disabilities and staff in schoolsand
residential facilities? (p. 22)

For students with disabilities, school calendars with more frequent and shorter breaks (3-4
weeks) would provide more continuous learning ard contact with others. Such a calendar could
be expected to: (1) reduce skill regression and the time needed for recoupment in the fall of a
traditional calendar, (2) increase opportunities for socialization, and (3) provide more continuous
structure throughout the year. Each of these items is of significant benefit to most students who
have a disability. Currently, only a small percentage of these students receive services to
maintain their current level of basic life skills over the summer break. During the 1997-98 fiscal
year, 26,423 specia education students (duplicated count by service provided) received
Extended School Year services at a cost to the state of more than $10 million. Parents of
students who do not receive such services often find it difficult to find accessible summer
programming, leaving these children with fewer opportunities for socialization when school is
not in session.

Issue3: How do districts divide students among facilities to accommodate
an alter native school year calendar? (p. 38)

The decision to adopt an alternative calendar may be mandatory (e.g., an entire district goes
year-round to address rapidly increasing enrollments) or voluntary (e.g., opening a new school as
one choice within a district). In either case, the criteria for student placement generaly follows
district guidelines, with some districts adding sibling preference to assist families in which at
least one child aready attends year-round schools. For districts considering aternative calendars
with multiple tracks, the Flexible Learning Year law (MN Statute 124D.123) requires that
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students from the same family be on the same track unless the student receives special education
services or the parent requests that their children be on different schedules.

Issue4: How does adistrict accommodate an alter native school year
calendar in the context of the Public Employment Labor
Relations Act (PELRA)? (p. 31)

The existing Flexible Learning Year law requires that districts implementing an alternative
calendar negotiate with their staff to the extent required by PELRA. It also assures teachers
continuing contract rights for positions held just prior to adoption of an alternative calendar and
credit for probationary teaching experience earned during the same period of time.

The Working Group determined that PELRA itself poses no particular challenges for districts
implementing an aternative calendar. However, a range of issues would need to be brought to
the negotiating table—particularly if district-wide implementation of an aternative calendar was
being considered. Some of these issues include: terms of payment for working additional time
(e.g., intersessions), choice of track in a multi-track system, calculation of seniority for staff that
begin their career at a school with an earlier start date, and timing of notifications about lay-offs
or non-renewal of contracts.

Issue5: What parent involvement isrequired in establishing an
alternative school year calendar? (p. 37-39, 40-41)

Didtricts that have considered and/or adopted alternative calendars all cite early and continued
involvement of parents as an essential, but not the only essential, ingredient in ensuring the
success of the endeavor—particularly when a school wants to convert from a traditional to a
year-round calendar. Year-round calendars will raise issues in terms of family traditions,
economics, and lifestyles, and parents need opportunities to voice their concerns about having
children on different school schedules, arranging child care during school breaks, and scheduling
family vacations

| ssue6: How is school staff assigned in adistrict with fewer than all
facilitiesadopting an alter native school year calendar? (p. 31)

When the move to an aternative calendar is not district-wide, Minnesota statute requires school
boards to make every reasonable effort to assign qualified teachers who prefer to remain on a
traditional schedule to such facilities at the same grade level. Districts also need written consent
from full- time teachers before assigning them to a significantly different calendar. In Minnesota,
most of the year-round programs were not conversions from traditional calendars but new
schools. Thus, teachers voluntarily accepted the calendar with the position.
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Issue7: How areteachers contracting rights affected by an alternative
school year calendar? (p. 31)

While contracts for teachers at schools with alternative calendars may raise some unigue iSsues,
the Minnesota schools that have been successful in adopting year-round calendars (all of which
are voluntary) worked closely with their unions or charters (see Issue #4 above).

Issue8: What educational standardsand requirements apply to adistrict
operating an alter native school year calendar? (p. 29-31)

Unless instituted under a charter, schools operating on alternative calendars must adhere to the
same educational standards and requirements as those on traditional schedules. Two Minnesota
requirements, however, were identified as particularly relevant to schools with alternative
caendars. state approval for start dates before September 1 and statewide assessments that are
administered on dates set by the state.

Issue9: What adjustments of attendance and apportionments of stateaid
arerequired and addressed in an alter native school year
calendar? (p. 30, 34)

The simple reallocation of existing instructional days over the entire year does not affect the aid
Minnesota schools receive from the state because such apportionments are based on Average
Daily Membership rather than Average Daily Attendance. At this time, no special alocations of
aid exist for schools with aternative school year calendars unless they also add instructional time
under the Learning Year program and thus generate additional ADMs. Likewise, funding for
transportation costs associated with changes in the school calendar can only be obtained when
other conditions are met (e.g., interdistrict, desegregation funds).

Other Key Findings

Finding#1: The most popular alternative to the traditional school year
calendar is the year-round calendar. Over 2 million students
areenrolled in morethan 2,900 year-round schoolsin 39 states,
afive-fold increase in the last decade.

Although other options exist (e.g., four-day weeks and extended year programs), year-round
calendars are the most common alternative to the traditional, nine-month, September through
June school year. In Minnesota, the typical year-round program is adopted for academic reasons,
is voluntary, and operates on a single-track schedule of 45 days on and 15 days off. Such
programs are found at both the elementary and secondary school level and while most are single
schools, at least two operate as a school-within-a-school.
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The Minnesota experience differs somewhat from the national picture in which, as of 1998:

77% of al year-round programs operate at the elementary school level.
59% of year-round calendars are single-track, 41% multi-track.

Finding#2: Theimpact of year-round education on the finances of a school
or district depends on many aspects of the local context,
including calendar selection, class size, transportation needs,
inter session programming, staff contract provisions, and the
need for air conditioning.

In reviewing information regarding the costs associated with alternative calendars, the Working
Group concluded that such costs are dependent on a number of factors, including the nature and
circumstances of the implementation. The evidence suggests that some costs may increase under
a gingle track, year-round caledar (e.g., transportation, air conditioning) even when no
instructional time is added through intersession programming which necessarily raises both the
total and per pupil operating costs. In the case of multi-track calendars, however, it is not clear
whether per pupil operating expenses would be the same or lower than those with a traditional

calendar. It was also suggested that expenses associated with teacher absenteeism, student

absenteeism, and vandalism might be reduced in year-round programs. In related discussions, the
Working Group reached no conclusions about the relative cost-effectiveness of year-round
calendars as a means of improving student achievement as compared to adding instructional

time, reducing class size, or adopting other curricular or structural reforms.

Finding#3.  Attitudes of parents, transportation, and transitional costs have
been the major challengesfor Minnesota schools adopting
year-round school calendars.

Didtricts considering implementation of a year-round calendar will need to consider a range of
implementation issues including state requirements, staffing, facilities and operations, and the
impact on students, families, businesses, and community organizations. In Minnesota, the most
significant challenges thus far have related to the concerns of families, transportation costs, and
transition costs.

The most often-cited barrier to adoption of a year-round calendar in Minnesota was the attitudes
of parents. Even when districts involved parents in the process from the beginning, the
adherence to cultural traditions such as family summer vacations and concerns about having
children on two different calendars and developing alternative childcare arrangements were often
too strong to overcome.

For Minnesota schools that had the support of parents and staff, the increased transportation cost,
which arises when operating on a calendar, which does not conform to the district’s calendar,
and in bringing students to intersession programming was viewed as the next greatest challenge.
Finally, transition costs, most notably the capital expense for installation of air conditioning in
existing buildings, was aso a challenge for some Minnesota schools.
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Finding #4: A significant increase in the number of schoolsand districts
operating on a year-round calendar or the consider ation of
multi-track schedulesareanticipated to raise other
implementation challenges.

To date in Minnesota, the year-round calendar has been adopted by a small number of schools,
on a voluntary basis, and in the single-track format, which has minimized implementation
challenges. The following issues would become more important should this pattern change.

Staffing. Teachers who generate income through non-school employment in the summer are
likely to be concerned about a change from the traditional calendar. In addition, teachers who
have traditionally used the summer to take professional development courses to acquire
additional licenses or gain salary increments would need to take advantage of other options.
Finally, principals on multi-track calendars or single-track schedules, which include intersession
programming, will have an increased workload; avoiding administrator burnout may become a
more significant issue in the future.

Students. Concerns about summer employment and participation in sports and extracurricular
activities become more significant when ayear-round calendar is implemented at the high school
level, particularly in a multi-track format.

Businesses. Nationally, members of the business community--particularly those in the tourism
and amusement park industries--have raised concern about the impacts on their sales volume and
their employee base. While supporting quality education for students, business leaders have
expressed doubts about whether altering the calendar or adding instructional days is the best way
to improve student achievement. Minnesota business and tourism groups currently have no
forma position on alternative school calendars, but some have opposed the pre-Labor Day
school start that would be likely even with asingle-track calendar. While resorts that are already
open year-round might benefit from having families spread their vacations throughout the year,
those only open during the summer months might see a significant decrease in their business
should alarge number of schools or districts adopt a year-round calendar.

Finding #5: Successful planning and implementation of an alternative
calendar requires a well-designed process.

The literature review and experiences of schools in Minnesota—both those that have
implemented year-round calendars and those that have considered and rejected an aternative
calendar—suggest the following general guidelines for implementation:

Involve key players. Involve a variety of stakeholders early on in both the information
gathering and decision-making processes and have them speak with parents, teachers, and
administrators who are currently working in year-round schools.
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Start anew or convert? Consider the advantages of instituting an aternate calendar as a
brand new school or program. If converting from a traditional to a year-round calendar,
be sure to get staff on board before proposing a plan to the community.

Offer plenty of chances for discussion. Provide opportunities for small group meetings
in which people can raise concerns and get answers to their questions.

Have a clear understanding of the context. Be clear about the reasons you want to
adopt an alternative calendar, the advantages and disadvantages of the calendar, and how
this effort fits into the larger improvement agenda of the district.

Understand the curricular impact. Consider the curricular revisons and staff
development necessary to take full advantage of the opportunities of a year-round
calendar.

Be prepared for opposition. Know that research can and will be marshaled to support
the positions of those on all sides of the year-round debate; a small, but vocal, minority of
opponents can prevent implementation

Seek out funding. Identify funding sources for transitional costs and operational costs
such as intersession programming.

Also be advised that the level of community and staff opposition is likely to be much higher
when the proposed model has any of the following characteristics:

the plan is mandatory rather than voluntary,

the plan is voluntary, but families and staff have few other options within the district,
a multi-track calendar is being considered, and

high school(s) are included.

Finding #6: More needsto be known about the planning, implementation,
and impact of alternative calendarsin Minnesota and the ways
in which theseissues change for different models and under
different conditions.

Despite the continued growth of alternative school year programs in Minnesota, Working Group
menmbers were concerned that little is known about their impact on achievement or the planning
and implementation processes involved. Moreover, because the Minnesota programs are
voluntary, single-track programs adopted for the primary purpose of improving student
achievement, little is known about the likelihood of success or failure for other models of
alternative calendars and under other circumstances. For example, how does the implementation
process differ when programs on atraditional calendar are converted to aternative calendars as
opposed to starting a brand new program? How are students, families, area businesses and local
communities affected when an entire district adopts a nontraditional calendar? What is the
impact of programs that include multi-track, extended year, or four-day week components?
Finally, what are the long-term educational and fiscal effects of alternative school calendars?
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Recommendations

On the basis of these key findings, the Alternative Calendar Working Group makes the following
recommendations:

Recommendation #1;

The adoption of alter native school year calendarsin Minnesota should
be a voluntary, locally controlled choice adapted to fit the local context.

Educational research and the experiences of Minnesota schools currently operating on year-
round schedules strongly suggest that educational benefits may indeed accrue from the adoption
of an aternative school calendar. This Working Group thus recommends that the adoption of
aternative school calendars be supported as a choice at the local level to acknowledge the fact
that circumstances of school districts throughout the state can vary greatly. Within a given
context, both the reasons for adopting an alternative calendar and the potential barriers to be
faced will differ. For example, variation may occur because of the location (e.g., urban vs. rural);
economics (e.g., importance of tourism or agriculture to the local economy); nature and scope of
implementation (e.g., voluntary or mandatory; whole district, single- or multiple-building,
school- within-a-schoal), or enrollment patterns (e.g., increasing, steady, or decreasing).

In discussing the need to support choice for alternative calendars at the loca level, the Working
Group aso questioned the necessity of the curent requirement that schools adopting such
calendars apply for state board approval under the Flexible Learning Y ear program.

Recommendation #2:

Tofacilitate informed choices about alter native school year calendars,
the Department of Children, Families & Learning should make existing
resear ch and other information to guide planning and implementation
readily available to local school districts.

Didtricts contemplating the adoption of an aternative calendar typically convene specia task
forces or working groups to collect and evauate relevant information. These groups would
benefit greatly from centralized access to a clearinghouse that provides. the latest research on the
impact of different school calendars, planning and implementation guides, descriptions of and
contact information for schools operating on alternative calendars, summaries of “best practices’
models, and links to other resources and assistance available from the state.
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Recommendation #3:

Minnesota should expand its current Extended Day and Y ear-Round
Pilot Programsinto demonstration projectsthat generate, test, and
disseminate models of “best practices.” Moreresearch isneeded to
deter mine which models of alternative calendarswork best for different
populations of students.

When asked what the state could do to facilitate their efforts, administrators at the Minnesota
year-round schools we interviewed offered the following ideas:

pilot programs across the state “so people can see it works,”

offer incentives for schools to try an alternative calendar, and

make funding available to cover some of the additiona costs associated with
implementation and intersessions.

Before the Working Group could recommend financial incentives to encourage districts to
pursue year-round education options (e.g., funds for transitional costs) the members felt that
further evidence on the effectiveness and impact of alternative calendars was needed.

The Working Group thus proposes that the current Extended Learning and Y ear- Round Pilot
Program be expanded and extended to allow more districts to become demonstration sites and to
incorporate more careful documentation and thoughtful analysis of key processes (e.g., barriers
to planning and implementation), outcomes (e.g., student achievement, behavior, and attitudes),
and program effectiveness (e.g., cost-benefit analyses, identification of key program features). In
particular, we propose evaluations of programs that reallocate and/or increase the time available
for instruction.
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SECTION 1:
INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND

In the last decade, the number of schools with year-round caendars increased five-fold.
Currently, over 2 million students are enrolled in the more than 2,900 year-round programs in the
United States. Interest in alternative school calendars continues to grow as more and more school
districts explore ways to manage rapidly increasing enrollments and improve student
achievement.

In response to increasing interest and activity nationwide, a Working Group was convened in
October 1998 to provide independent advice to the State Legidature on aternatives to the
traditiona nine- month, September through June school year calendar.

1.2 CoMPOSITION OF THE WORKING GROUP

Chapter 398, Article 5, Section 53 of the 1998 K-12 Omnibus Bill directed the Commissioner of
the Minnesota Department of Children, Families & Learning to convene a working group to
consider alternative school calendars. The following groups were to be represented in the
Working Group (see the Appendix A for afull list of participants):

Minnesota Association of School Administrators
Minnesota Association of Secondary School Principals
Minnesota Association for Supervision and Curriculum Devel opment
Minnesota Association for Pupil Transportation
Minnesota Business Partnership

Minnesota Congress of Parents, Teachers, and Students
Minnesota Education Association

Minnesota Elementary School Principals’ Association
Minnesota Federation of Teachers

Minnesota School Boards' Association

Minnesota State High School League

Hospitality Minnesota

The Working Group consisted of 12 members and was assisted in its efforts by an outside
facilitator, a small research staff, the Department of Children, Families & Learning, and several
outside consultants.
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1.3 CHARGE TO THE WORKING GROUP

The task before the Working Group was to examine nonttraditional school calendars and make
recommendations to the L egislature concerning those alternative calendars that best allow school
districts to meet the education needs of their students. At a minimum, the group was to review
the following types of school calendars: 45-15 schedules, four-quarter schedules, quinmester
plans, four-day week plans, extended learning year plans, and flexible al-year plans. In
addition, the legislation outlined nine specific issues to be considered by the Working Group:

1. how buildings and other facilities can be optimally used during an entire year;

2. what the optimal learning year schedule is for elementary and secondary disabled students
and staff in schools and residentia facilities;

3. how a district divides its students among facilities to accommodate an alternative school
year calendar;

4. how a district accommodates an alternative school year calendar in the context of the
Public Employment Labor Relations Act;

5. what parent involvement is required in establishing an alternative school year calendar;

6. how school staff is assigned in a district with fewer than all facilities adopting an
aternative school year calendar;

7. how teachers contracting rights are affected by an aternative school year calendar;

8. what educational standards and requirements apply to a district operating an alternative
school year calendar; and

9. what adjustments of attendance and apportionments of state aid are required and addressed
in an alternative school year calendar.

1.4 WORKING GROUP PROCESS

The Alternative Calendar Working Group met on five occasions beginning in October 1998 and
concluding in January 1999 for a total of 20 hours. The Department of Children, Families and
Learning secured the services of the Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement
at the University of Minnesota to provide facilitation for the sessions, conduct relevant research,
and prepare the final report.

Although the charge of the Working Group was to examine issues regarding the reallocation of
the exigting ingtructional time through changes in the school calendar, the related issue of
extending or adding time continued to surface in the broader context of how schools can best
utilize instructional time to ensure that all students are well served. While recognizing that the
issues of reorganizing and increasing instructional time are closely related and often occur
simultaneoudly, the group agreed to remain focused on programs that restructure existing time by
altering the school calendar and, of those, the one most commonly implemented: a year-round
school calendar.

In the course of its deliberations, the Working Group reviewed a substantial body of existing
written material on aternative school year calendars and solicited additional oral and written
input from academic researchers, educational practitioners and administrators, state agency staff,
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students, and parents. All members of the Working Group reviewed this report and the
recommendations herein.

1.5 FocusAND ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

This report begins by clarifying the difference between alternative calendars and initiatives that
add time to the school day, week, and year and reviewing recent Minnesota legislation related to
these issues. Section 2 also provides an overview of the types of aternative calendars in
existence across the United States and describes the experiences of 11 Minnesota schools that
have chosen to follow a year-round schedule. Interviews with administrators at these schools
included questions regarding: (1) the reasons for and process of switching to an alternative
calendar; (2) barriers encountered in the implementation and ongoing operation of a year-round
schedule; (3) the impact of this change on student achievement and other related outcomes; and
(4) whether the school aso elected to increase instructional time through extended day, week, or
year programming.

The choice of school calendar and its educational and fiscal impacts are further addressed in
Section 3 in an examination of the impact of year-round education (YRE). This review
organizes the potential impact into educational and fiscal outcomes and presents evidence, both
research-based and anecdotal, to support or refute such claims.

Turning to the practica side, Section 4 explores issues related to the planning and
implementation of year-round educational programs. Topics include: (1) the impact of existing
Minnesota standards and requirements; (2) considerations related to staffing; (3) considerations
related to facilities and operations; and (4) the impact on students, families, businesses and
communities. Finally, the Working Group’s key findings and recommendations are summarized
in Section 5.
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SECTION 2:
ALTERNATIVE SCHOOL
CALENDARS

In the past ten years, increasing numbers of schools in the United States have adopted calendars
that differ from the traditional nine-month, September through June schedule. Whether to
improve student achievement or manage increasing enrollments within existing facilities, such
decisions are generally based on input from students, teachers, and parents and information
provided by clearinghouses such as the National Association for Year-Round Education
(NAYRE) and the Minnesota Association for Y ear-Rou