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Executive Summary
The purpose of this report is to review outcomes on the four performance indicators and overall points
earned on the School Performance Framework (SPF) and District Performance Framework (DPF) relative
to three demographic subgroups of interest. These subgroups are: students eligible for the free and
reduced lunch program (FRL), English Language Learners (ELLs), and students belonging to historically
disadvantaged minority groups. Since the implementation of the SPFs and DPFs for accountability
purposes during the 2009-2010 school year, concerns have been raised by some stakeholders to the
Colorado Department of Education (CDE) that:
•

Schools and districts populated with a high percentage (i.e., percentages that exceed the state
average) of FRL, ELL and minority students are more likely to exhibit growth performance
similar to that exhibited on status (i.e., achievement and post-secondary and workforce readiness).

•

Due to the lower growth performance achieved by schools and districts with high FRL, ELL and
minority student populations, a majority of these schools and districts are more likely to receive a
“turnaround” or “priority improvement” rating on the frameworks.

Despite the two primary concerns articulated above, the findings from this report suggest that:
•

There are weak to moderate relationships in the three years reviewed between schools and
districts with higher percentages of FRL, ELL and minority students and the growth points earned
on the frameworks. This finding suggests that the performance of these schools and districts on
growth is distinct from the performance of these entities on the status based indicators in the SPFs
and DPFs.

•

Although the design of the frameworks allows for growth to help compensate for lower
performance on the status-based measures, the compensatory mechanism is stronger in the
elementary and middle schools than in high schools and the DPFs.

This report suggests that both external (e.g., parents, community groups, and state legislators) and internal
(e.g., CDE staff, district personnel) stakeholders should reflect on whether the balance between the statusbased and growth based measures in the frameworks is reasonable or should be adjusted for all schools
and districts. Additionally, CDE may want to consider adjusting the adequate growth percentile
expectations for below proficient students to ensure that realistic and attainable goals are set for those
students within the allotted timeframe. Although it would be difficult for CDE to achieve an optimal
equilibrium point that satisfies all stakeholders, a good starting point would be to discuss whether the
current balance assigned between status and growth in the performance frameworks, and the resulting
outcomes capture the values upheld by the state. In addition, stakeholders should discuss whether the
framework outcomes present an accurate picture of the performance landscape of all schools and districts
across Colorado.
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Introduction
This report is the second in a three-part series examining three issues related to outcomes from the school
and district performance frameworks. These issues include:
•

The relationship between a school and district’s size to their median growth percentiles (MGPs),
growth ratings, and overall ratings achieved on the framework each year;

•

The relationship between poverty, English language learners, minority status, and a school or
district’s ratings by performance indicator 1 and overall rating; and,

•

The stability of ratings achieved by schools and districts over time (2010-2012) on status, growth,
and overall ratings on the framework.

This report presents results from conducting a set of exploratory analysis evaluating the relationship
between each of the three specific subgroups that were identified by some stakeholders as impacting the
performance of schools and districts, and outcomes on the performance frameworks. Over the past three
years, the Colorado Department of Education (CDE) has received input from some stakeholders that
schools and districts populated with a high percentage (i.e., percentages that exceed the state average) of
students categorized in at least one of three subgroups of interest are more likely to exhibit growth
performance similar to that exhibited on status (i.e. achievement and post-secondary and workforce
readiness) and subsequently perform at lower levels on the district performance frameworks (DPF) and
the school performance frameworks (SPF). The individual subgroups of interest are those students that:
are eligible for the free and reduced lunch (FRL) program; are classified as an English Language Learner
(ELL); and, belong to a historically disadvantaged minority group.
This analysis was conducted to review the relationship of each of these three subgroups relative to
outcomes on each performance indicator as well as the overall rating on the frameworks from the 20092010 to the 2011-2012 academic years. To ensure that all SPF and DPF outcomes are comparable across
years, the rating rules in the 2011-2012 school year were applied to all previous years. Additionally, the
school and district ratings reported in this paper are based on the initial ratings assigned to schools and
districts prior to any adjustments made following the reconsideration process. The findings from the
analysis illuminate potential design considerations for CDE in three areas: 1) revisiting the equal weight
attributed to the status (i.e., achievement and post-secondary and workforce readiness indicators) and the
growth indicators in the DPFs and the high school performance framework; 2) reassessing the AGP
proficiency target expectations set for below proficient students; and, 3) adjusting the ratings for districts
serving high concentrations of at-risk or alternative education campus students.
Background
The emphasis on growth in accountability frameworks established by states under their Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) flexibility waiver proposals, emerged in large part due to the
recognition that the status-based proficiency criterion under the 2001 No Child Left Behind did not
account for the academic growth of low performing students (Domaleski and Perie, 2012). However, as
Domaleski and Perie (2012) note, the flexibility waiver proposal “asked states to show how they would
combine status and growth to determine whether or not schools were meeting their performance [and that]
states had to clarify how the targets were set” (p. 8). In the specific case of Colorado, since CDE was able
1

The four performance indicators are: Academic Achievement, Academic Growth, Academic Growth Gaps and
Post-Secondary and Workforce Readiness (PWR).
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to demonstrate that the growth standards set for low performing schools on the growth rubrics did not
result in lower expectations for moving these schools toward proficiency, the performance targets were
approved by the U.S. Department of Education.
Since the schools and districts that do not meet their AGPs typically represent institutions that serve
higher concentrations of students in poverty, some stakeholders in the state have articulated concern that
these institutions would not have adequate opportunities to demonstrate higher levels of academic growth
on the frameworks. Consequently, these institutions are also less likely to achieve higher overall points
on the framework. In other words, the majority of these institutions are more likely to be found in the
“turnaround” and “priority improvement” categories than in the “improvement” or “performance
categories.
Before presenting results from the exploratory analysis, some caveats about the demographic variables
need to be highlighted. One issue of consideration is that there is considerable diversity within each
subgroup analyzed in this investigation and group membership alone does not necessarily indicate that a
student falls into an “at-risk” profile. For example, the ELL group encompasses a broad range of students
that:
•

Are classified “non-English proficient”, “limited English proficient”, and “fluent English
proficient”, and demonstrate a large range of acquisition skill levels within each category;

•

Come from varying levels of native-language fluency that is known in the research literature to
largely influence learning trajectories for acquiring a second language; and,

•

Have access to varying levels of social services and represent the full range of socio-economic
backgrounds.

Along similar lines, although the FRL indicator commonly serves as a proxy for SES in most research
studies, this variable is also limited in its ability to better differentiate between students with varying
levels of access to social services and supports. As reviewed by Bryk, et al. (2010) in their study of
performance in the Chicago Public Schools, the difference in performance exhibited by schools populated
with students who lack, or have minimal access to social services relative to schools that are populated
with students that are eligible for the FRL program but have higher levels of access to supports and
services is notably vast. That is, the former set of schools not only exhibit lower levels of performance,
but also tend to struggle with demonstrating the academic progress made by high at-risk students. Since
the mission and population of students served at alternative education campus schools are known to differ
from traditional schools, the alternative education campuses that intentionally serve high concentrations
of at-risk students are evaluated separately from traditional schools. However, the extent to which large
concentrations of at-risk students are being served across all traditional schools is not well documented.
For example, percentages of FRL eligibility in traditional high schools are known to be severely
underestimated relative to the reports provided from elementary and middle schools. An implication for
utilizing these demographic variables is that the observations from the analyses conducted for this paper
are limited by these broad categorizations represented by these variables. Additionally, the underreporting of FRL in the high schools needs to be considered when reviewing the set of results presented in
this paper.
One final consideration for reviewing results in this paper relative to the demographic variables available
is that many students are likely to be found in more than one subgroup. That is, many ELL students are
also minority students and may also be eligible for the FRL program. Since data capturing the overlap
between groups were not readily available at the time of this study, the results are presented relative to
each individual subgroup. A future review of performance results on the framework relative to the
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percentage of students falling into two or more subgroups may potentially highlight larger performance
differences found across districts and schools.
School Performance Framework Outcomes on Performance Indicators and Total Rating by
Demographic Group
School Characteristics Relative to Academic Growth Points and Academic Growth Gap Points Earned
In this section, descriptive information is provided to show the results from reviewing the percentage of
growth points earned across schools relative to the percentage of students falling into each subgroup
examined. For this set of analysis on SPF outcomes, all alternative education campus (AEC) schools
were removed from the datasets since the performance of AECs is evaluated under a separate framework.
Figure 1 depicts the relationships between each subgroup and growth ratings for all schools in Colorado
on the 2012 SPFs. The x-axis represents the percentage of students in a subgroup and the y-axis
represents the percentage of overall growth points earned. The graphs in Figure 1 suggest that the
relationship between different percentages of FRL, ELL and minority students across schools relative to
growth is variable. For example, varying percentages of growth points achieved and accompanying
ratings are scattered along the entire range of the x-axis in each plot under Figure 1. Since the scatter
plots reveal that schools populated with higher concentrations of each subgroup can still achieve a rating
of meets and exceeds on growth, this finding suggests that the associations between growth outcomes and
each of the selected school characteristics are likely to be weak to moderate, but not strong.

Figure 1. Percentage of Growth Points Earned and Ratings by ELL, FRL, and Minority Percentages in 2012
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The scatter plots across all other years reviewed (see plots located in Attachments 1-3) resemble the
scatter plots under Figure 1 where schools with high percentages (i.e., above 70 percent) of either
minority or FRL are still able to demonstrate higher points on growth and achieve a meets and exceeds
rating for growth on the SPF.
Table 1 presents a set of correlations to help assess the magnitude of the relationships depicted in the
scatter plots between FRL, ELL and minority percentages relative to the overall growth points earned by
schools each year.

Table 1: Correlations of FRL, ELL, and minority percentages relative to the percentage of growth points earned on
SPFs by year and level
Level

Elementary
Elementary
Elementary
Middle
Middle
Middle
High
High
High

Group

Percentage of Growth
Points Earned 2012

Percentage of Growth
Points Earned 2011

Percentage of Growth
Points Earned 2010

FRL
ELL
Minority
FRL
ELL
Minority
FRL
ELL
Minority

-.39
-.16
-.27
-.33
-.01
-.17
-.17
-.12
-.29

-.40
-.19
-.30
-.28
-.03
-.20
-.16
-.19
-.32

-.44
-.19
-.30
-.37
-.04
-.20
-.22
-.15
-.30

In Table 1, all of the negative values found for each level translate as follows: lower percentages of
growth points earned across schools are associated with incrementally higher percentages of FRL,
minority or ELL students present at a given school. Most of the correlations presented in Table 1 are very
weak. Out of 27 correlations examined, 18 are less than -.3 and only two in the table are -.4 or higher.
The strength of these associations presented implies that although there is a relationship between the
percentage of growth points earned on the framework and the percentage of students in each subgroup
across schools, schools with higher or lower percentages of these subgroups may still be found with both
higher and lower growth points and ratings in a given year.
The two subgroups (FRL and minority) that were found to have a stronger relationship with the growth
percentage of points earned were also reviewed relative to the percentage of points earned on academic
growth gaps for each year. As presented in Table 2, for all three years reviewed, the correlations are low
to weakly moderate, staying largely below .3 for both groups. Across years, the correlations fluctuate
slightly with 2012 exhibiting weaker correlations than the other two prior years reviewed.
Table 2: Correlations of FRL and Minority percentages relative to the percentage of academic growth gap points
earned on the SPFs by year and level
Level
All Schools
All Schools
Elementary
Elementary
Middle
Middle
High
High

Group
FRL
Minority
FRL
Minority
FRL
Minority
FRL
Minority

Percentage of
Academic Growth Gap
Points Earned 2012

Percentage of
Academic Growth Gap Point
Earned 2011

-.28
-.16
-.34
-.19
-.25
-.07
-.08
-.12

-.33
-.23
-.40
-.27
-.27
-.09
-.07
-.19

Percentage of
Academic Growth Gap
Points Earned 2010

-.32
-.17
-.38
-.20
-.26
-.08
-.13
-.14

Since the low to weakly moderate correlations found for academic growth gaps are similar to the
correlations found for the same groups on growth overall, this finding would indicate that higher
Page 6 of 18

percentages of FRL or minority students do not necessarily lead to deterministic or highly predictive
outcomes on both of the growth indicators. That is, these low to moderate correlations indicate that
schools with either high or low percentages of these subgroups can be found on either end of the rating
spectrum for the two growth indicators in the framework.
Some stakeholders have noted that the underlying MGPs used to determine the overall growth points and
ratings earned by schools display even weaker correlations (i.e., below .2) with poverty than those
reported in Tables 1 and 2. Additionally, some stakeholders have also noted that growth should be
assessed on the frameworks without factoring in the AGP information to determine which growth rubric
applies to a given school and district. However, the AGP feature in the framework serves to uphold a key
policy priority that informed the design of the system and also meets federal performance equity
requirements. That is, to ensure focus on the progress made by historically under-served students.
Including the AGP requirements and disaggregated growth indicators in the framework is also a
preferable solution to the approaches advocated by the U.S. Department of Education to use achievement
and disaggregated achievement results to assess student progress. However, a design feature that may be
reconsidered by CDE is the “proficient” AGP requirement set for low performing students. For example,
setting the AGP standard to “partially proficient” for “unsatisfactory” students may provide more realistic
opportunities for schools and districts to show progress made with these students relative to the timeframe
allotted.
Yet despite the more stringent growth expectations imposed on many of the high FRL schools, the
associations in Tables 1 and 2 suggest that many of these schools are still able to achieve growth points in
the meets or exceed range. This finding implies that while some schools with higher concentrations of
selected subgroups are not improving the rate of learning at desired rates, other similar schools are
effectively increasing the rate of learning for many students.
School Characteristics Relative to Achievement Points and Post-Secondary Readiness Points
In contrast to the relationships found between subgroup percentages and ratings on growth, the
associations found between subgroup percentages and performance on achievement and post-secondary
and workforce readiness (PWR) are considerably stronger. This finding is not particularly surprising
since the strong relationship between status-based measures of achievement relative to lower performing
students that typically belong to subgroups are well documented (see for example, Domaleski & Perie,
2012, Linn, 2003, 2005; Wiley et al., 2005). In all three years reviewed, the correlations found between
higher percentages of FRL, minority students, and ELLs are considerably stronger than those found for
both growth indicators. The strength of these relationships as expressed by the correlations between
outcomes on PWR and achievement indicators are summarized in Tables 3 and 4 for each level and in
each of the three years reviewed.

Table 3: Correlations between total points earned on achievement by group and year
Level

Elementary
Elementary
Elementary
Middle
Middle
Middle
High
High
High

Group

FRL
Minority
ELL
FRL
Minority
ELL
FRL
Minority
ELL

Percentage of
Achievement Points
Earned 2012

Percentage of
Achievement Points
Earned 2011

Percentage of
Achievement Points
Earned 2010

-.75
-.74
-.66
-.70
-.64
-.50
-.58
-.63
-.54

-.75
-.74
-.68
-.69
-.66
-.57
-.56
-.65
-.52

-.75
-.74
-.66
-.70
-.64
-.54
-.55
-.63
-.50
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Table 4: Correlations between total points earned on post-secondary by group and year
Level

High Schools
High Schools
High Schools

Group

FRL
Minority
ELL

Percentage of
Post-Secondary
Points Earned
2012
-.35
-.53
-.45

Percentage of
Post-Secondary
Points Earned
2011
-.37
-.50
-.45

Percentage of
Post-Secondary
Points Earned
2010
-.42
-.60
-.44

In Table 3, the correlations between the percentages of students by subgroup across schools and
achievement appear to be stronger for the elementary schools relative to the other levels. For PWR, the
negative correlations captured in Table 4 appear notably higher for minority students in high schools
relative to other groups. Although schools with higher concentrations of subgroups are likely to exhibit
weaker performance on status-based indicators (i.e., achievement and PWR), due to the compensatory
design of the framework, the overall performance of these schools on the SPFs may still reach
“performance” if a school’s performance on both of the growth indicators is strong. This is especially
true for the elementary and middle schools since the balance between status and growth indicators is
tipped heavily toward growth. That is, despite the stronger negative associations found between high
percentages of FRL and minority at elementary and middle schools and achievement, elementary and
middle schools that perform well on growth and exhibit weaker achievement performance can still
perform well on the overall frameworks since 75 percent of the total points possible on their SPFs is
linked to outcomes on the growth indicators.
For the high schools, considering that status-based measures are weighted equally with growth measures
in the framework, a high school’s growth performance will not compensate as much for low performance
on status-based measures. Additionally, the set of correlations reviewed suggest a possible trend that high
schools with high percentages of minority students in the population are more likely to exhibit: slightly
lower growth (see Table 1), have lower PWR ratings, and have lower status scores. Based on these
results, high schools with high percentages of minority students are more likely to achieve lower total
ratings on the SPF. The next section examines the relationship between the percentages across schools for
each subgroup and total ratings on the SPFs.
Impact on Overall Ratings on SPFs
Table 5 presents the correlations found between the percentage of total points earned by all schools on the
overall SPF framework relative to the percentage of students within each indicated subgroup by level for
three consecutive years.
Table 5: Correlations between total points earned on the SPFs by group and year
Level

Elementary
Elementary
Elementary
Middle
Middle
Middle
High
High
High

Group

FRL
Minority
ELL
FRL
Minority
ELL
FRL
Minority
ELL

Percentage of Total
Points Earned
2012
-.54
-.43
-.31
-.46
-.32
-.16
-.33
-.47
-.33

Percentage of Total
Points Earned
2011
-.54
-.47
-.36
-.43
-.34
-.18
-.36
-.57
-.37

Percentage of Total
Points Earned
2010
-.57
-.46
-.34
-.49
-.35
-.19
-.43
-.56
-.35

In Table 5, the associations between FRL and minority percentages across schools appear stronger with
overall points achieved on the framework relative to the ELL percentages. These associations are
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moderate for these two subgroups but appear stronger for FRL in the elementary level each year
compared to other levels. Additionally, the correlations appear to be stronger for the minority
percentages in the high schools compared to the other levels and compared to FRL and ELL. For the
elementary and middle schools, the correlations in Table 5 are considerably lower than the correlations
found for status in Table 3. This finding suggests that performance on the growth indicators has helped
compensate for performance on achievement. For the high schools, since the status indicators
(achievement and PWR) are equally weighted by growth, the extent to which growth performance can
compensate for status is limited. As indicated in Table 5, the correlations found for each subgroup in the
high schools are higher than the correlations found for the same groups for the growth indicators (see
Tables 1 and 2), but are still lower than those found for status based indicators.
Taken together, all of the moderate correlations found in Table 5 suggest that a range of performance for
all schools is observed for schools with varying concentrations of subgroups. That is, many schools with
higher percentages of students in subgroups earn favorable outcomes. Conversely, some schools with
lower percentages of students in subgroups earn “priority improvement” and “turnaround” classifications.
To illustrate, Figure 2 presents a set of scatter plots comparing the percentage of total points earned across
all schools paneled by demographic group across schools in the 2012 school year. In Figure 2, the scatter
plots to the left present outcomes of all schools relative to the percentage of each subgroup noted. The
scatter plots to the right present outcomes confined to schools that have academic growth gaps factored
into their total points. The line in each graph represents the state’s mean for each subgroup.
Figure 2. Percentage of total points achieved on SPFs in 2012 by percentage of students in FRL, ELL and minority
groups.
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Each of these scatter plots indicate that regardless of whether schools have academic growth gap points
factored into their rating, the majority of schools with high concentrations of each subgroup can be found
achieving at the two levels (“performance” and “improvement”) that do not require state interventions
and targeted assistance relative to the “turnaround” and “priority improvement” categories. Although the
scatter plots for the minority and FRL subgroups suggest that a greater proportion of “turnaround” and
“priority improvement” schools appear to be more highly associated with higher percentages of FRL and
minority students, a higher number of these high FRL and minority schools are located at the
“improvement” and “performance” levels”. More specifically, 244 schools out of 327 or 75 percent of
all schools with FRL percentages above 70 achieved a rating of “improvement or “performance”. In
addition, 226 schools out of 312 schools or 72 percent of all schools with minority percentages above 70
achieved a rating of “improvement” or “performance”.
This performance snapshot of schools for 2012 under Figure 3 suggests that the outcomes are mixed for
schools with high concentrations of these subgroups. That is, some schools populated with high
percentages of FRL and minority students are performing at low levels and other schools with high
percentages of the same subgroups are performing at much higher levels, as measured by the SPF. An
issue for consideration by all stakeholders is whether the mixed outcome reflected for schools with high
minority (for high schools) populations or high poverty (for elementary and middle schools) in Figure 2
appears fairly consistent with their understanding and performance expectations for these schools. In the
next section, performance outcomes from the framework indicators and total ratings on the DPFs are
presented.
DPF Outcomes on Performance Indicators and Overall Performance by Subgroup
District Characteristics on Growth Overall and Academic Growth Gaps
In contrast to the SPFs where schools are assigned ratings based on level(s) represented (e.g., a K-8
school would have an SPF rating comprised of elementary and middle school results aggregated together
while a K-6 school’s rating would represent only elementary results), the DPF ratings aggregate results
across all schools and grade spans for nearly all districts. The DPF results are also inclusive of students
who are excluded in the SPFs: AEC students enrolled in districts and students who are mobile within
district. Figure 3 shows the distribution of the percentage of growth points earned and accompanying
ratings achieved across districts on the 2012 DPFs paneled by each demographic group. In Figure 3, the
upper left hand graph represents growth points earned and accompanying ratings achieved relative to FRL
percentages, the upper right hand graph presents growth outcomes achieved relative to ELL percentages,
and the bottom graph reviews growth outcomes achieved relative to minority percentages across districts.
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The x-axis represents the percentage of students in each subgroup and the y-axis presents the percentage
of points earned by districts on the growth indicator.
Figure 3. Growth outcomes achieved on DPFs in 2012 by percentage of students in FRL, ELL and minority groups.

The overall picture presented in Figure 3 for the 2012 DPFs varies for each group in that:
•

The growth outcomes appear largely mixed for districts serving either low or higher percentages
of ELLs. However, this finding is likely somewhat confounded by limited variability at the
district level with the ELL population;

•

Although districts with high percentages of FRL and minority students appear to achieve at lower
levels than districts with lower percentages of the same subgroups, some of these high FRL and
minority populated districts can still be found performing at the meets level on growth 2; and,

2

In 2012, 41 out of 94 or 44 percent of districts with FRL percentages located above the state average achieved a
meets or above growth rating on the DPF. In the same year, 15 out of 42 or 35 percent of districts with minority
percentages located above the state average achieved a meets or above growth rating on the DPF. It is worth noting
that not one of these districts with high FRL or minority student populations achieved a growth rating of does not
meet on the DPF.
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•

With the exception of one district with an FRL percentage above 45 percent, those districts
achieving a does not meet rating on growth represent districts that have FRL, ELL, or minority
percentages located below the state average for each group 3.

The patterns observed for the plots in Figure 3 hold for the plots located in Attachments 4-6. The plots in
Attachments 4-6 present the relationship between the percentage of growth points earned on the DPFs for
each year by each subgroup of interest across all districts. Similar to the patterns described for 2012
under Figure 3, the DPF growth points distributions in each year reviewed reveal that although districts
with high percentages of FRL and minority students appear to achieve at slightly lower levels than
districts with lower percentages of the same subgroups, some of these high FRL and minority populated
districts can still be found performing at the meets level on growth.
The associations found each year between the percentages of subgroups and growth outcomes by district
overall and by level are presented in Table 6. As indicated by the correlations in Table 6, the ELL
associations are weak and would suggest that varying percentages of ELLs across districts would result in
variable outcomes on growth.

Table 6: Correlations of FRL, Minority, and ELL percentages relative to the percentage of growth points earned on
the DPFs by year and level
Level

All Districts
All Districts
All Districts
Elementary
Elementary
Elementary
Middle
Middle
Middle
High
High
High

Group

Percentage of Growth
Points Earned 2012

Percentage of Growth
Points Earned 2011

Percentage of Growth
Points Earned 2010

FRL
Minority
ELL
FRL
Minority
ELL
FRL
Minority
ELL
FRL
Minority
ELL

-.44
-.38
-.11
-.31
-.21
-.02
-.43
-.27
-.01
-.17
-.32
-.20

-.23
-.36
-.10
-.18
-.15
.01
-.26
-.24
.04
-.04
-.29
-.19

-.41
-.34
-.08
-.34
-.21
-.06
-.31
-.17
.05
-.13
.27
-.07

The correlations provided in Table 6 suggest that when the growth results are aggregated across levels,
districts with higher percentages of FRL and minority students will likely exhibit lower growth ratings in
higher proportions than districts with lower percentages of these same groups. However, the moderate
correlations found still suggest that the relationship is neither strong nor uniform and therefore the
concentration of FRL and minority students in districts does not necessarily result in a deterministic
growth outcome.
The two groups that exhibited a stronger association with growth ratings overall, FRL and minority
percentages, were also reviewed relative to points and ratings earned for academic growth gaps. Table 7
presents the correlations between the percentage of points earned for growth gaps each year for all
districts and levels relative to the percentage of FRL and minority students across districts.

3

In 2012, the state district average by subgroup is as follows: 43 percent for FRL, 42 percent for minority, and 16
percent for ELL using the October count as the data source.
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Table 7: Correlations of FRL, Minority, percentages in districts relative to the percentage of academic growth gap
points earned on the 2012 DPFs by level
Level

All Districts
All Districts
Elementary
Elementary
Middle
Middle
High
High

Group

Percentage of
Academic Growth Gap
Points Earned 2012

Percentage of
Academic Growth Gap
Points Earned 2011

Percentage of
Academic Growth Gap
Points Earned 2010

FRL
Minority
FRL
Minority
FRL
Minority
FRL
Minority

-.22
-.29
-.16
-.15
-.29
-.27
-.02
-.26

-.15
-.27
-.05
-.19
-.11
-.18
.02
-.25

-.26
-.27
-.23
-.16
-.23
-.17
-.05
-.21

The weak associations found between the percentage of academic growth gap points earned relative to
FRL and minority percentages suggest that varying levels of FRL and minority students in the population
would result in varied outcomes for academic growth gap points and accompanying ratings earned by
districts.
Overall, although results on the growth indicators for the DPFs are similar to the results for the SPFs, the
negative correlations for FRL and minority groups relative to growth outcomes are stronger for the DPFs
at the aggregated district level. However, since the relationships are not associated at moderately high to
strong levels, these outcomes, as captured in the scatter plots in Figure 3, suggest that there is a fair
amount of growth performance variability associated with districts that have both higher and lower
percentages of students in both subgroups.
District Characteristics Relative to Achievement and Post-Secondary Readiness
Compared to the growth indicators, the associations between the three demographic groups of interest
relative to achievement in the framework are considerably stronger. The moderate to highly moderate
associations expressed by the correlations in Table 8 indicate that districts with high percentages (i.e.,
over 70 percent) of ELL, FRL, and minority students are more likely to exhibit lower points on
achievement relative to districts with lower percentages (i.e., below 20 percent) of these groups. Table 8
also suggests that this negative association appears to be stronger for the minority percentages across all
districts and for the elementary and high school students relative to the other groups.
Table 8. Correlations between total points earned on achievement by group and year
Level

All Districts
All Districts
All Districts
Elementary
Elementary
Elementary
Middle
Middle
Middle
High
High
High

Group

FRL
Minority
ELL
FRL
Minority
ELL
FRL
Minority
ELL
FRL
Minority
ELL

Percentage of
Achievement Points
Earned 2012

Percentage of
Achievement Points
Earned 2011

Percentage of
Achievement Points
Earned 2010

-.57
-.63
-.45
-.50
-.60
-.46
-.63
-.56
-.44
-.48
-.57
-.35

-.53
-.65
-.49
-.43
-.57
-.48
-.56
-.55
-.44
-.43
-.62
-.40

-.60
-.69
-.49
-.51
-.61
-.53
-.68
-.57
-.42
-.51
-.64
-.42

Similar to the results in Table 8, the correlations displayed in Table 9 for the percentage of post secondary
points earned are considerably higher for the minority group relative to the other groups. However, the
associations reported for FRL in Table 9 are slightly lower than the outcomes reported for the same group
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in Table 8. This finding implies that since post-secondary results comprise approximately a third of all
points on the overall framework, the associations between minority percentages with overall framework
outcomes are likely to be considerably stronger than the impact of either ELLs or FRL percentages across
all districts.

Table 9: Correlations between total points earned on post-secondary by group and year
Level

High Schools
High Schools
High Schools

Group

FRL
Minority
ELL

Percentage of PostSecondary Points
Earned 2012

Percentage of PostSecondary Points
Earned 2011

Percentage of PostSecondary Points
Earned 2010

-.22
-.52
-.37

-.20
-.58
-.40

-.21
-.55
-.42

Impact on Overall Ratings on DPFs
The correlations presented in Table 10 for the overall framework points earned across districts in each
year and the accompanying percentages by group appear consistent with findings presented earlier. That
is, since minority percentages appear to have a stronger negative association with points earned by
districts on achievement and PWR relative to other groups, the negative associations with the total
framework points are also found to be higher for minority percentages relative to other groups. Although
higher growth points achieved by districts with higher percentages of minorities may slightly compensate
for lower points achieved on status based indicators, this compensatory mechanism would not tip largely
in favor of results achieved on growth since both status (achievement and PWR) and growth indicators
are weighted equally in the district framework.

Table 10. Correlations between total points earned on the DPFs by year and by level
Level

All Districts
All Districts
All Districts

Group

FRL
Minority
ELL

Percentage of Total
Points Earned 2012

Percentage of Total
Points Earned 2011

Percentage of Total
Points Earned 2010

-.36
-.58
-.34

-.31
-.62
-.37

-.41
-.61
-.34

Overall, all of the moderate correlations found in the table for each year suggest that more than half of the
variability found in the framework outcomes are related to other factors unrelated to demographic
characteristics. The level of correlations found in Table 10 suggests that there is still some variability in
the performance of districts with high concentrations of ELL and FRL students. To illustrate, the scatter
plots in Figure 4 reflect outcomes on the 2012 DPFs by each subgroup across districts. The vertical line in
each scatter plot under Figure 4 represents the state mean for each demographic group. Two sets of
graphs are presented for comparative purposes. The graphs located on the left hand side present the total
percentage of points earned on the DPFs by all districts in the state. The graphs located on the right hand
side represent the total percentage of points earned on the DPFs by only those districts that had academic
growth gap points factored into the total points earned on the DPFs.
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Figure 4. 2012 DPF outcomes relative to percentage of students in FRL, Minority and ELL groups
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As illustrated by the 2012 DPF results reflected in Figure 4, when reviewing overall framework outcomes
by demographic group, ratings of “improvement” and “performance” or where no interventions are
required from the state, are still achieved by districts located above the state mean in each graph.
However, the scatter plots also suggest that the performance outcomes are much less variable for districts
with high concentrations of minority students. More specifically, in 2012, 10 out of 15 or 67 percent of
all districts with FRL percentages above 70 achieved a rating of “improvement” and above. In contrast to
FRL, only 5 out of 15 districts or 33% of districts with minority percentages above 70 achieved a rating
of “improvement” and above.
To return to a point raised earlier: 1) the analyses conducted for this paper and subsequent observations
may be limited by the broad categorizations represented by the FRL and ELL variables; and, 2)
accounting for the overlap of students falling into two or three categories may highlight more pronounced
differences between the performance of schools and districts with higher percentages of subgroups
relative to those with smaller percentages of these subgroups. Additionally, since the AEC students and
students who are mobile between schools within a district are included in the DPFs, the performance
outcomes reviewed in this paper for the DPFs may also be influenced by the performance of these groups
that are excluded from the SPFs.
Considerations and Conclusion
The analysis presented in this paper suggests that the growth outcomes for schools and districts with a
high percentage of a given subgroup in the population appear to be more variable than the achievement
and PWR outcomes found on the SPFs and the DPFs when considered state-wide. Further, since the
negative correlations found for subgroup percentages at the overall framework level appear lower than the
negative correlations found for the status-based indicators in the framework in each year reviewed, the
growth performance achieved by schools and districts with high concentrations of students belonging to
one of the three subgroups have likely compensated to some degree for the performance of these same
entities on status-based measures in the framework. For elementary and middle schools, growth
performance can heavily compensate for lower achievement performance due to the greater weight
attributed to the growth indicators relative to achievement.
For the SPF frameworks, the weak to moderate negative associations found across the two growth
indicators and overall performance relative to higher concentrations of subgroups across schools suggest
that the outcomes for schools with higher concentrations of subgroups is quite variable. As presented in
this paper, more than two-thirds of all schools with FRL or minority percentages located above 70 percent
achieved a rating of “improvement” and “performance.” However, in contrast to the elementary and
middle schools, the performance for high schools on the SPFs appears notably different for schools with
high percentages (i.e., above 70 percent) of minority students in the population due to the lower
performance of this subgroup on status-based (achievement and PWR) measures. Since the status based
measures are weighted equally with the growth measures on the framework, high schools with high
percentages of minority students are less likely to appear in higher proportions at the “improvement” and
above ratings on the framework relative to schools serving lower percentages of minority students in the
population.
Similar to the high school SPF outcomes, the overall performance outcomes for districts populated with
high concentrations of minority students are notably lower due to the low performance achieved by these
students on PWR and achievement measures. This finding may potentially suggest that minority students
in districts with high percentages of minority students are falling behind their peers in meeting the state’s
post-secondary readiness and proficiency expectations. This paper would encourage CDE to evaluate
whether the negative impacts appear to persist for minority groups in general or whether these impacts are
associated with students who are excluded from the SPFs (i.e., AEC students and students who are mobile
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within district). If the analysis reveals that the majority of these students belong to alternative education
campus schools, then CDE may want to consider re-evaluating districts with higher concentrations of
students belonging to AECs since these students are being evaluated under a completely different
framework at the school level. For example, CDE may want to consider applying a decision rule that
adjusts the ratings of districts who serve large concentrations of high risk students and who also
demonstrate strong performance with AEC students on the AEC frameworks.
Additionally, CDE may want to reconsider the equal weighting of status-based indicators relative to the
growth-based indicators in the DPFs, and reassess the AGP target expectations set for below proficient
students on growth. In terms of the AGP target expectations, lowering the target bar from proficient to
partially proficient for unsatisfactory students for example, would likely result in allowing more schools
to show progress toward meeting achievement goals with low performing students. Shifting the AGP
target expectations would also likely increase the number of schools and districts with high FRL, ELL
and minority populations achieving a rating of a meets and exeeds on growth. In reference to the balance
of indicators in the framework, due to the equal weighting of both status (i.e., achievement and PWR) and
growth indicators in the frameworks, low performance achieved on status-based measures are not likely
to be as highly compensated by growth performance as seen in the elementary and middle school SPF
outcomes. The weighting of the indicators in the framework and the AGP expectations reflect a set of
values that capture state policy goals and are shared by both external and internal stakeholders. If the
current balance achieved across indicators and the expectations set for growth appear inconsistent with
state goals then these specific elements in the framework may need to be revisited.
In summary, it is suggested that stakeholders reflect on a number of considerations, including: whether
the overall performance signal provided by these frameworks aligns with their understanding of their own
schools and district; are reflective of state policy goals; and, whether the balance between the status and
growth indicators in the framework and the AGP expectations set for low performing students require
adjustment. Although it would be difficult for CDE to achieve an optimal equilibrium point for all
stakeholders knowing that in some districts and schools, performance on status exceeds performance on
growth, and for other districts and schools, performance on growth exceeds performance on status, a good
starting point would be to discuss whether the current balance of information, indicators, and resulting
outcomes capture the values upheld by the state and stakeholders, and present an accurate picture of the
performance landscape of all schools and districts across Colorado.
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