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Executive Summary
This report summarizes preliminary input gathered from stakeholder groups to inform the Colorado Department
of Education’s (CDE) upcoming work in designing the next version of the school and district performance
frameworks. This preliminary input will serve as a starting point to shape discussions around: which specific
aspects of the current framework are useful for informing district practices and policies; the extent to which
current design features used in the frameworks should be modified; and, the extent to which new features should
be considered in the revised version.
Data for this report was collected through a state-wide administered survey and a series of focus group sessions
held with three different groups representing a broad set of stakeholder interests and locations. The survey was
administered to all school districts in the state in May 2014 and received a 62 percent response rate. The first
focus group consisted of members from the Association of Colorado Educational Evaluators (ACEE), with most
participants representing larger school districts located in or surrounding the metro area. The second group
represented members of organizations that interact regularly with community and parent groups. The third group
consisted of Rural Council members who represent the largest contingency of districts in the state. Considering
the small number of participants who joined each focus group, the findings from these discussions are not meant
to be generalizable, but they do provide some valuable context for understanding the data points that emerged
from the survey.
Four broad topic areas were investigated in the survey: the extent to which the performance framework had a
substantial impact on specific practices and policies in the district; the utility of existing metrics and indicators in
the framework; the extent to which existing metrics and measures in the framework should be revised; and new
metrics or areas for consideration for incorporating into a revised framework. We asked focus group participants
to elaborate on these four topic areas addressed by the survey.
Although finding a clear solution that meets the needs of all stakeholder groups may prove difficult, based on the
data collected from the surveys and focus groups, several broader topics where some consensus emerged for
considering modifications to the current framework include:
• Developing a common purpose statement for the frameworks.
• Developing more flexible features for reporting the data including improving the visual interface to facilitate
communication of data reported in the frameworks to groups both internal and external groups.
• Developing new metrics that would better address the post-secondary construct.
• Developing new metrics that would better reflect improvement within measures and on the overall rating.
• Addressing how student growth should be evaluated.
• Considering other new areas to evaluate outside of academic performance.
However, based on the larger population of respondents captured through the survey results, future discussions
about considering changes to the performance framework will need to be balanced with the varying positions
held by district stakeholders. For the vast majority of options provided in the survey, mean ratings centered largely
on the “moderate” response category, with the majority of respondents providing different open-ended input and
ideas on which features of the frameworks should remain intact or changed.
As indicated by the ACEE focus group members, identifying a clear purpose for the frameworks will serve as an
important starting point for steering the framework redesign conversations. Considering that the purpose should
form the basis for defining the best set of measures and metrics to be used in the accountability system, achieving
broader consensus on the purpose and goals of the accountability system will be critical to achieve as an early
agenda item for the upcoming redesign work.
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Introduction
In 2009, the Colorado Department of Education (CDE) rolled out the new school performance frameworks (SPFs)
and district performance frameworks (DPFs) in all school districts in Colorado. As noted in 2009 and currently on
CDE’s website, the purpose of the framework is to:
1. Hold districts and schools accountable for performance on the same, single set of indicators and measures.
2. Inform a differentiated approach to state support based on performance and need, by specifically
identifying the lowest performing schools and districts.
Further, as noted by CDE (2014), “these aims are a central part of the Colorado Department of Education’s
Statewide System of Accountability and Support and the goals outlined in The Education Accountability Act of
2009 (SB 09-163). They are critical to enabling the state to better support district evaluation, planning, decisionmaking, and implementation in improving schools.” During the development phase of the frameworks in 2009,
the frameworks were explicitly designed to serve a performance management function that evaluated all schools
and districts using the same set of indicators. Although a broad set of stakeholders was consulted during the
development phase, the organizing principles for the framework were dictated by state legislation and federal
guidelines. Considering the evolving needs of stakeholders and the current assessment transition taking place during
this 2014-2015 school year, CDE is planning to enhance the current frameworks. CDE is also considering the
possibility of reviewing the purpose of these frameworks to better meet the needs of districts who are the primary
users of the accountability data, and to also address the needs of the broader community of stakeholders in the state.
This report summarizes preliminary input gathered from stakeholder groups to inform CDE’s upcoming work in
designing the next version of the school and district performance frameworks. To implement this outreach effort,
CDE asked the Center for Assessment to develop and analyze the results of a state-wide survey and to conduct
three initial focus groups. The survey was administered in May 2014 and sent to district superintendents. The
survey was completed by either a superintendent or another district personnel tasked with overseeing
accountability efforts. The focus groups with three distinct groups took place separately in the months from May
through August of this year. The first focus group consisted of members from the Association of Colorado
Education Evaluators (ACEE), with most participants representing larger school districts located around the metro
area. The second group represented members of organizations that interact regularly with community and parent
groups. The third group consisted of Rural Council members who represent the largest contingency of districts in
the state. Although the focus group with the Rural Council members was split into two separate sessions, findings
from these two sessions are reported together. Considering the small number of participants who joined each
focus group, the findings from these discussions are not meant to be generalizable, but they do provide some
richer context for understanding the data points that emerged from the survey.
In this report, we first present results and share findings from the survey, and then present findings from the focus
group discussions. We then conclude with some suggested next steps for guiding redesign conversations with
stakeholders during this upcoming school year.
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Survey Results
This section summarizes results from a two-part1 survey administered to school districts across the state in May,
2014. The Center for Assessment designed the survey in collaboration with CDE to gather suggestions for
re-designing or enhancing the frameworks for the 2016 school year. We organized the results by the following
topic areas:
• Understanding the impacts of the current frameworks on practice and policy.
• Identifying the most useful metrics and measures in the current frameworks for evaluating and district
performance.
• Identifying new metrics and measures to improve the usefulness of the frameworks.
• Gathering input on a new look and feel for the next iteration of frameworks.
Before presenting the information addressing each topic area, we provide a description of the survey respondents.

Respondent Characteristics
There were 113 respondents out of 182 potential districts and BOCES representing a 62% response rate. The selfreported positions of the 113 respondents are shown in Figure 1. Three respondents did not indicate their positions.

Figure 1. Self-Reported Positions of Respondents (n = 110 provided 170 responses)
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Respondents were permitted to indicate multiple positions. Out of 110 respondents, there were 170 responses with
three respondents choosing not to disclose their positions. The majority of the cases represented superintendents
(n = 57) followed by District Accountability Contacts (n=37) and District Assessment Coordinators (n=31).

1 The second part of the survey is dedicated to collecting information about the Unified Improvement Planning (UIP) process and was developed in conjunction with CTLT. Results
from the UIP information are being used by CDE to monitor the effectiveness of the process each year.
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Figure 2 shows the frequency of the number of positions reported. As can be seen, the majority of respondents
reported one position (i.e., 72% or 79). However, there were a number of respondents who indicated that they
held two or more positions.

Figure 2. Frequency Distribution of the Number of Positions per Respondent (n=110)
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In order to evaluate the responses to the survey with a sufficient number in each type of position, we recoded the
position of each respondent to superintendent, assessment coordinator or accountability contact, and other2.
Figure 3 captures the frequency of the type of positions identified based on recoding the positions.

Figure 3. Frequency of the Type of Positions Recoded to Major Titles (n=110)
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2 If a respondent indicated that their position was a superintendent only, the respondent was classified as a superintendent. If a respondent indicated multiple positions but
identified himself/herself as an assessment coordinator or accountability contact, the respondent was classified as an assessment coordinator/accountability contact.
Respondents selecting any other position were classified as “Other Position.”

Center for Assessment

6

In addition to the position, another characteristic we asked from respondents was the extent to which they were
involved in implementing or leading various aspects of the accountability system in their district. Figure 4 reports
the mean ratings with 95%3 confidence intervals applied for gauging accountability system participation levels. A
table describing the extent to which respondents were involved in each aspect of the accountability system is in
Appendix A (Table A-1).

Figure 4. Extent of Participation on Various Aspects of the Accountability System
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As illustrated in Figure 4, the respondents indicated extensive engagement with a variety of activities associated
with the accountability system. The top five activities involved:
1. Developed the district’s improvement plan.
2. Oversaw the development and revisions of the district’s improvement plan.
3. Recommended accreditation category of each school to the local school board.
4. Monitored implementation of the district’s improvement plan.
5. Reviewed school improvement plan(s).
Respondents also indicated involvement in other activities outside of the survey options provided, such as:
• Managed the development of the district’s accreditation process.
• Worked with CDE to get access to data through DISH. Appealed district rating based on new regulations
applied to alternative campuses.
• Provided data analysis, data narrative, and recommended 2-year performance objectives to all portfolio
schools.

3 The confidence intervals offer a means for evaluating the likelihood that the differences found in mean ratings across items are a result of chance error.
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Additionally, three respondents provided comments about their involvement with accountability activities, all of
which represented areas of concern. These comments were as follows:
• Prior to November 2013 my participation in the various aspects of the accountability system were extensive.
However, after November, 2013 [snip]4 School District hired an acting superintendent who has limited my
responsibilities and although he was made aware of the responsibilities of accountability, he has not
followed through with district accountability to parents, community, etc.
• Need clearer understanding of Academic Growth and Academic Growth Gaps.
• I’m still not done with my UIP. Really struggling with it.
Because responses to the questions in this survey are likely influenced by the degree to which a respondent was
engaged with implementing or leading the accountability system, a total score for each respondent was calculated
based on responses to the level of participation found across all activities. The distribution associated with this
total score is shown in Figure 5.

Figure 5. Distribution of the Total Participation Scores
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Figure 5 presents the distribution of participation levels in the accountability system. The scores associated with
participation levels ranged from a low score of 17 to a high score of 60. We divided the distribution of total
participation scores into thirds representing lower, moderate, and higher participation levels. We created these
three categories to examine whether responses to the survey varied depending upon a respondent’s participation
level in accountability-related activities.
Additionally, we examined whether the type of position and the level of leading or implementing accountability
activities interacted to represent differences in feedback provided on the survey. Figure 6 shows the number of
respondents based on type of position and accountability participation level.

4 The name of the district was removed to protect the confidentiality of the respondent.
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Figure 6. Number of Respondents by Type of Position and Level of Participation (n=112)
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Since the number of respondents in some of these combinations is too small (i.e., less than 15) to make
meaningful comparisons, the positions of Assessment Coordinator/Accountability Contact were combined into the
“Other” category. Consolidating most of the positions into “other” reduced the total number of positions to two
categories: superintendents and other. The number of participants representing this combination of positions and
participation level is shown in Figure 7.

Figure 7. Number and Percent of Respondents by Combined Type of Position and
Level of Participation
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As indicated by Figure 7, a larger number of respondents who indicated a position other than superintendent
participated in accountability-related activities at moderate to higher levels. More superintendents participated at
lower levels of accountability-related activities.
Having provided a summary of the relevant characteristics of the respondents, we move to the next section where
we present the results of each key topic area addressed in the survey5. In each section, we present the responses
for the entire sample of respondents, and where appropriate, evaluate and report any differences found by
participation level and type of position.

Responses to Components of the Survey
Understanding impacts of the current frameworks on practice and policy
We developed a set of questions on the survey to better understand the extent to which the frameworks currently
impact district practices across the state. Data about different uses were important for CDE to gather in order to
identify the extent to which current uses aligned with the original purposes for the frameworks. We solicited both
multiple-choice and open-ended comments from respondents. A complete summary of ratings for the set of items
reflecting the degree of impact on district practices and policies is provided in Appendix A-Table A-2. Figure A-1 in
Appendix A compares mean ratings with confidence intervals applied for all survey items in this component.
As can be seen in Figure A-1, there appears to be considerable overlap across ratings, but with some items being more
clearly classified as having higher and lower ratings. The highest mean ratings achieved relate to practices such as:
• Informing the setting of school-wide goals.
• Fostering conversations about academic performance between administrators and teachers and among
teachers.
• Expanding efforts to serve students in at-risk and disaggregated groups.
• Empowering schools to engage in systemic improvement.
• Instilling a culture of change in schools and the district with respect to using student performance data.
The areas above seem largely consistent with the state’s larger vision to have districts use the frameworks to inform
improvement planning and conversations about student academic performance. The least impact or lowest rating
found across districts was associated in the area of, “Contributing to the increased enrollment in charter and private
schools.”
Five respondents provided their own responses to other aspects that were affected by the performance frameworks.
Three of these comments indicated that the performance frameworks played a role in the following areas:
• Informing performance at the district level using each school’s information.
• Making outcome data transparent.
Two other comments involved criticisms or complaints with respect to the performance frameworks as follows:
• It’s impossible to use data from the frameworks when our n size is so small that the frameworks data is not
provided for us to use.
• We don’t consider our children as “bubbles.”
Additionally, an open-ended question was also asked of respondents to identify other uses not captured by the items
we developed and that were also impacted “a lot” or “to a great extent” by the frameworks. There were 23
respondents (20%) that provided such comments. The majority of comments were negative with three positive
comments on increasing conversations/building a culture of collaboration and on setting goals, and a neutral comment
on the information being used in educator effectiveness. The three most popular themes from the comments
reflected negative sentiments that did not correspond to uses of the frameworks, but rather were a direct criticism of

5 Additional demographic information was not captured in the survey and respondents were not identified to permit for any additional analyses.
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the frameworks themselves, or the process associated with reviewing data from the frameworks. The three themes
identified are:
1. The performance frameworks did not have an impact, because the results came in late and districts used data
that were locally derived and already available to inform decisions (22% of the respondents offering comments
along this theme).
2. There was an increased attention to data that were insufficient or not representative of the school (17% of
respondents offering comments along this theme).
3. The review of performance frameworks consumed more time from already packed schedules (13% of
respondents offering comments along this theme).
Because perceptions about impact may differ based on the level of participation in implementing or leading
accountability activities and the type of position of the respondents, we computed mean ratings and standard
deviations on each item by the type of position, level of participation, and the interaction of both. A table
displaying descriptive statistics for each group is provided in Appendix A – Table A-3. In our review, we found that
overall, the “other” group had consistently higher ratings than Superintendents across all uses of the frameworks,
which may imply that individuals located in the “other” category were directly overseeing the implementation of
the different uses for the framework. When factoring in the standard deviations associated with mean ratings by
position type, the only one notable mean difference found in responses by position (i.e., superintendents vs.
“other”) is in the area of “comparing performance of schools” with superintendent responses at a . We illustrate
this direct comparison in Figure 8.

Figure 8. The Largest Mean Difference between Superintendents and Other Positions on the
Impact of Performance Frameworks in Comparing the Performance of Schools
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As shown in Figure 8, the superintendents, on average, gave a notably lower rating than the other group when
evaluating the impact of the performance frameworks for comparing the performance of schools. This finding was
unexpected since the frameworks were explicitly designed to provide common metrics to compare performance
across the portfolio of schools in a given school district. This finding may suggest several possibilities such as: the
comparative work is being done using other data (e.g., using the district’s own accreditation expectations) deemed to
be more useful or, in the case of some rural school districts, there may be no other schools to compare (e.g., only one
school in the entire district).

6 For the majority of cells by position and accountability participation level, 1 standard deviation was the equivalent of approximately 1 point in a 4-point scale used to evaluate the
impact of the performance framework on different uses.
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Overall, when participation levels in accountability activities are examined, the high standard deviations6 associated
with the mean ratings across the majority of these areas by participation level suggested that the differences found
between groups were not sufficient to warrant attention. Thus, there were no notable differences found in the impact
ratings by participation level in accountability activities. Similarly, when we examined the interaction between the type
of position and participation levels, the high standard deviations associated with the mean impact ratings for each
interaction also suggest that there are no substantive differences found across groups.
In the next sub-section, we share results on respondent perspectives gathered about the usefulness of current metrics
and measures in the framework for evaluating the academic performance of schools and districts.
Identifying the utility of current measures/metrics in the current framework
We asked respondents to rate the degree of usefulness that current measures/metrics have in informing the
evaluation of academic performance taking place in schools in the district and overall district performance.
Respondents were also given the option to provide open-ended comments to elaborate on reasons for having selected
low usefulness ratings for specific measures/metrics, and to provide suggestions for improving them. Descriptive
statistics of the usefulness ratings are provided in the Appendix – Table A-4. In Table A-4, we ordered each area rated
from high to low based on the mean ratings. The rating scale ranges from one to five with one representing “not at
all,” two representing “a little,” three representing a “moderate” amount, four representing “a lot,” and five
representing a “great extent” of impact.
Figure 9 presents the mean ratings given by respondents for each area with corresponding 95% confidence intervals
reported. The ratings range from a low of 2.3 representing a rating of just above “a little” to 3.5 representing a rating
close to “a lot.” Additionally, the standard deviations were similar for each area at approximately 1.0, and this finding
indicates that the distributions were consistent.

Figure 9. 95% Confidence Intervals of Mean Usefulness Ratings for Various Measures and Metrics
in the Performance Frameworks
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Figure 9 shows that respondents gave the highest usefulness rating to the median student growth percentiles. Based
on the confidence intervals, five more measures/metrics appear to have similar usefulness ratings. These include
percent of student scoring proficient and advanced, median student growth percentiles for selected student
disaggregated groups, the Colorado ACT composite score, and the median adequate student growth percentiles. The
measure/metric that received the lowest usefulness rating was the participation rates in the Colorado ACT.
We found a statistically significant and moderate difference between superintendents and all other positions on the
mean usefulness rating for disaggregated graduation rates. As can be seen in Figure 9.1, superintendents tended to
rate the usefulness lower for this measure/metric than other positions. While there were other measures/metrics that
showed a statistically significant difference between superintendents and the other positions, these differences are
not practical or substantive. We did not find any other differences in ratings by position, level of participation, or the
interaction of these two variables.

95% Cl of the mean for “Disaggregated graduation rates”

Figure 9.1 95% Confidence Intervals of Mean Usefulness Ratings for Disaggregated Graduation
Rates between Superintendents and Other Positions
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Respondents provided commentary to the open-ended questions requesting their reasoning behind certain measures
and metrics that they considered “not or little useful.” Approximately 52 percent of all respondents offered reasons for
providing low usefulness ratings and 42 (37%) offered comments with suggestions for improving the low rated
measures. Table 1 presents the types of comments offered by respondents. As can be seen, respondents did not view
participation rates as useful since these rates are consistently high. A couple of comments offered recognized the need
to have participation rates reported for compliance purposes, but noted that these rates did not offer any useful
information to schools and districts.
The next most popular comment regarding why metrics or measures are not as useful to respondents centered on the
issue of small sample sizes. Respondents indicated that many of their schools do not have an adequate number of
students to make meaningful inferences about academic performance.
The next two sets of comments that were the third and fourth most frequently articulated by respondents involved
median growth percentiles (MGP) and adequate growth percentiles (AGPs). The comments indicated that the growth
metrics are not useful because people did not understand them, did not know how to use them, and did not know
what they mean instructionally. With respect to the AGPs some of the comments noted a lack of understanding, but a
couple suggested that there was a lack of fairness because the goals for adequate growth were unrealistic for some
schools. However, it is important to note here that despite these criticisms, respondents on average rated the MGPs
and AGPs higher relative to other measures in the framework.
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Table 1. Reasons for Low Rating of Usefulness
Comment

No.

%

Participation rates are useless because everyone participates

16

23%

Statistics are an issue with small sample sizes

15

21%

Growth percentiles difficult to understand and utility is questionable

12

17%

Adequate growth percentile does not work

8

11%

Difficulty understanding rules for graduation rate

5

7%

Issues with sample sizes for sub-groups involving students with disabilites

5

7%

Post-secondary indicators few, limited

3

4%

Lateness of drop-out rates makes them less useful

3

4%

Prefer using formative assessments to help inform instruction

2

3%

Represent more constructs

1

1%

High mobility rates distort rates

1

1%

Total number of comments

71

Respondents offered a number of suggestions to indicate how the metrics can be improved. The list of the suggestions
with their frequency is provided in Appendix A in Table A-5.
Two popular suggestions were to remove adequate growth and participation rates. With respect to participation rates,
a couple of comments suggested re-conceptualizing what they are and how they are reported and one respondent
suggested studying the effect of participation effects on the metrics used and include if the effect based on a certain
threshold is seen. While not a suggestion about a metric, another popular suggestion involved providing assistance to
schools with small numbers and providing assistance with communicating the meaning of growth percentiles. These
comments did not differ by position and level of participation. That is, Superintendents and other positions tended to
offer similar types of suggestions for this follow-up question.
In the next sub-section, we share results on respondent perspectives gathered about the usefulness of considering
new measures and metrics in the framework for evaluating the academic performance of schools and districts.
Considering new measures and metrics for the frameworks
We asked respondents to rate the degree to which proposed new measures or metrics may help provide a better
picture of school and district performance for their constituents. The new measures and metrics identified in the
survey reflect the more common measures and metrics proposed informally to CDE by district staff. We included these
metrics and measures to gauge which ones were more widely supported by the broader field. Respondents also
provided comments in an open-ended section to articulate other new measures or metrics that should be considered
for the performance frameworks. Descriptive statistics associated with the usefulness ratings are provided in Appendix
A- Table A-6. The areas are ordered from high to low based on the mean ratings. The rating scale ranges from one to
five with one representing “not at all,” two representing “a little,” three representing a “moderate” amount, four
representing “a lot,” and five representing a “great extent” of impact. For each measure and metric considered, we
computed the mean ratings with accompanying 95% confidence intervals. Figure A-2 in Appendix A presents the
results from this section of the survey.
Based on the mean ratings and the associated confidence intervals found, respondents gave the following eight
measures/metrics the highest and similar usefulness ratings:
1. Percentage of students scoring at or above the college and career readiness level on the ACT.
2. Percentage of students at certain performance levels on the K-3 READ Act assessments.
3. Change in percentage of students at proficient and advanced performance levels in reading, mathematics,
writing, science.
4. Percentage of students reporting they are employed, in college or in the armed services.
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5. An overall improvement metric that represents a composite of the change on the frameworks (percent of
points earned) over time.
6. Percentage of students enrolled in a post-secondary institution.
7. Percent of students scoring proficient and advanced, disaggregated by student groups.
8. Combining the groups of students currently in the growth gaps indicator into one group representing all
historically disadvantaged students.
Although the above areas shared similar and higher ratings relative to the other options provided to respondents, the
mean ratings spanned from just below and above “moderate.” That is, the mean ratings ranging from 2.8 to 3.2 did not
suggest a strong impetus from the field to add in one or more of these 8 new options into the current frameworks.
Two measures/metrics had the lowest usefulness ratings representing a mean rating of “a little.” These were degree of
parent satisfaction from parent surveys and including a post-secondary workforce readiness indicator for elementary
and middle schools.
Approximately half of all respondents provided suggestions for additional measures/metrics to be considered for the
next iteration of the performance frameworks. The list of the suggested metrics along with the frequency is provided
in Appendix A in Table A-7. These results were consistent across different types of positions, levels of participation, and
their interaction. In other words, we did not find any differences in the ratings and suggestions based on position or
level of participation.
While there were a number of specific suggestions to add new measures/metrics, the relatively large frequency of
respondents indicated a preference for not adding or removing measures/metrics suggested that there was not an
overwhelming desire to adjust the current frameworks. However, the relatively higher rating given for “the percentage
of students scoring at or above the college and career readiness level on the ACT” makes this an important measure to
include or consider. In the next sub-section, we share results on respondent perspectives about the design and impact
in communicating the data in the frameworks.
Establishing a new look and feel of the next iteration of accountability frameworks
We asked respondents to rate the degree to which specific changes to the design of the current performance
frameworks would have in communicating information about academic performance to their stakeholders. We also
provided respondents with the opportunity to comment on the design, reporting practices, and procedures used for
the frameworks. The descriptive statistics of the ratings regarding degree of usefulness are provided in Appendix A in
Table A-8. The rating scale ranges from one to five with one representing “not at all,” two representing “a little,” three
representing “a moderate amount,” four representing “a lot,” and five representing “a great extent of impact.”
The mean ratings across all the areas range from a low of 1.7 representing a rating close to “a little” to 3.4 representing
a rating of “a moderate amount.” Additionally, the standard deviations were similar for each area (approximately 1.0)
indicating the distributions were similar, except for the ratings associated with “adding comparisons to schools and
districts that are similar based on student demographics and resource,” where there was slightly more variability in
responses received with a standard deviation of almost two.
Figure A-3 presents the results from computing the mean ratings and accompanying confidence intervals for this
component of the survey. Based on the confidence intervals, five recommendations appear to share the highest and
similar usefulness ratings. These measures are as follows:
1. Weigh academic growth more than achievement for elementary and middle schools.
2. Ensure that a key indicator on the framework is not evaluated by only one measure. For example, if a school
only has dropout rate data for postsecondary and workforce readiness, this sub-indicator would not carry the
same weight as the complete indicator.
3. Provide comparisons to schools and districts that are similar based on student demographics and resources.
4. Align district performance framework targets and cut-points with those on the school performance frameworks.
5. Evaluating growth using catch-up and keep-up measures and purely normative median growth percentile
(MGP) data, rather than median adequate growth percentiles. Framework points would be assigned to both of
these different approaches for evaluating growth at the overall level and by disaggregated group.
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The change that had the lowest mean usefulness rating (representing a mean rating of “a little useful”) was weighing
academic growth gaps more than they are currently weighted. The design change that shares a similar lower rating
based on the 95% confidence interval of the mean rating was increasing the weight of the achievement indicator and
reducing the weight of growth for elementary and middle schools.
These results were similar across types of position, level of participation, and the interaction of these two. There were
no statistical differences in the mean ratings around these potential design changes across position and level of
participation.
Respondents also provided a number of comments and suggestions in the open-ended part for making changes to
improve the design, the data practices, and procedures used to communicate information about academic
performance. We classified the comments into one of three types of change (i.e., procedures, data-related, and
design). Figure 10 shows the number of respondents providing commentary to each of three types of changes with
design changes representing the most frequent type of comment offered.

Figure 10. Number of Respondents providing Additional Changes to Design, Data Practices, and
Procedures by Type of Change (Procedures, Data-Related, or Design)
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A list of the comments by type of change is provided in Appendix A (Tables A-9, A-10, and A-11). The most frequent
comment with respect to framework design changes is the request for alternative analysis or approach to be used in
schools with small sample sizes. While no specific suggestion was made, there was a frequent suggestion to use an
alternative approach with small schools or instances where the sample sizes are small.
The most frequent type of data change proposed is to change the AGP to something more meaningful or to enhance
the understanding of the meaning of this metric. In an earlier part of the survey, respondents rated the use of median
student growth percentiles as “moderately” useful (see Figure 9). Additionally, respondents who had indicated that
these changes were not useful in the current frameworks indicated that growth percentiles were difficult to
understand (see Table 1). The comments offered appeared to be consistent across position and participation level in
accountability activities. There were no discernable differences found across type of position and participation level.
Finally, the two most frequent procedural changes that respondents indicated in the open-ended section were (a)
putting the data in applications that permit the districts to manipulate the data and (b) changing the frequency of the
improvement planning process with most suggesting for three-year planning.
Taken together, although the survey results highlight aspects of the framework that appear useful to stakeholders (e.g.,
median growth percentiles) and identify specific features that may need to be re-visited (e.g., reporting participation
rates), the results also indicate that there is a contingent of districts that would prefer to not see any new measures or
any changes made to the framework. Seven areas where stronger consensus appeared to emerge across all
components of the survey are:
• Questioning the usefulness of reporting participating rates.
• Not including a post-secondary workforce readiness indicator for elementary and middle schools or reporting
degree of parent satisfaction from parent surveys.
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• Not weighing academic growth gaps more than they are currently weighted.
• Not increasing the weight of the academic achievement indicator or reducing the weight of growth.
• Not substituting the percent proficient with scale score information.
• Not re-setting the cut points used for post-secondary metrics.
• Not changing the percentage of points earned with each accreditation level.
Five out of the seven areas noted above reflect areas where respondents gravitated toward keeping the current design
related to the specific metric or measure intact. For the vast majority of items in the survey, respondents did not
cluster around the higher (i.e., 4 or 5) or lower values (i.e., 1 and 2) across almost all areas on the survey. This finding
indicates that there was no strong consensus shared about how stakeholders either valued, would prefer to modify, or
add new measures/metrics to the frameworks. Additionally, the majority of respondents provided different openended input and ideas on which features of the frameworks should remain intact or changed. In the next section of
the report, we provide the findings from the series of focus groups conducted.

Focus Groups Findings
To provide more context and depth to the data gathered from districts on the survey, we conducted focus groups with
three distinct stakeholder groups. The first group comprised of school district members of the Association of Colorado
Educational Evaluators (ACEE), the second group comprised of stakeholders serving in educational advocacy positions,
and the third group comprised of Rural Council members. Although individuals who participated in the second group
are not associated with school districts, we gathered their input about the performance frameworks since they provide
a different end-user perspective and also help communicate data in the frameworks to other external groups (e.g.,
parents and community members).
Considering the small number of participants sharing their perspectives in each session, the primary purpose of
gathering additional input through this focus group format was to conduct an initial and exploratory investigation into
whether any common viewpoints about the frameworks would emerge across users serving different constituents and
facing different contextual challenges. The data collected from these focus groups do not represent the general or
representative views of each targeted group, but rather provide some initial insights into commonalities and
differences found across stakeholder groups. It is the intention of the Colorado Department of Education (CDE) staff to
conduct a more systematic and broader gathering of stakeholder input as the department moves into exploring
possible design changes to the frameworks prior to the fall of 2016.
We recorded and transcribed each of the focus groups with the consent of every member participating in each
session. We then coded the transcribed documents to identify common viewpoints addressing the following topic
areas that largely cut-across all 3 groups:
• Purpose of frameworks.
• Current features in the framework that should be modified or reconsidered.
• Desired new features (i.e., indicators, metrics, or new constructs).
For the first two groups, we shared out a summary of key points to ensure member checks were conducted. The third
group consisting of rural council members was split into two separate focus group sessions. Since two members of the
Colorado Department of Education (CDE) observed the first session with rural council members, we conducted a
separate meeting with CDE staff to verify information and common viewpoints identified. We conducted member
checks with focus group participants in the second session.
We begin by summarizing common viewpoints that surfaced from each focus group, and also highlight some divergent
perspectives. We conclude this section by reflecting upon the summary of results collected and highlighting a few key
ideas presented by each or across groups for consideration in upcoming accountability redesign discussions.
ACEE FOCUS GROUP FINDINGS
We held the first focus group for one hour on May 16 with school district ACEE members who comprise of district
central office staff members holding positions in accountability, assessment and/or evaluation departments. Input
from this group was solicited to ensure that ideas from individuals with technical and evaluation methodology
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expertise were gathered to help inform the framework redesign efforts. There were a total of 18 ACEE members
representing 13 school districts located mainly in the metro regions of the state. With the exception of two districts,
the majority of individuals present represented mostly larger school districts with 20,000 or more students enrolled.
Although there were many common viewpoints shared across participants, one of the areas where participants agreed
needed to be better defined or explored was the consideration of any new metrics or design changes relative to the
purpose of the frameworks. As noted by one participant, “we’re trying to get people to do transformative things, but
accountability is hanging over their heads, and they can’t ignore it…” This tension of needing to define the purpose of
the frameworks emerged across several data points from the focus group as participants discussed the consideration
of making changes to existing metrics, and adding new metrics or features to the framework.
We structured the focus group using the protocol located in Appendix B and allowed for flexibility to probe or ask
follow-up and clarifying questions based on responses received from participants. Figure 11 presents a diagram of
common viewpoints that emerged relative to each of the three primary topics addressed in more-depth during the
focus group. Additional context for common points raised relative to each topic area follows.

Figure 11. Common viewpoints shared by ACEE participants on key topics
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Consensus was achieved across members that current post-secondary metrics appeared insufficient for adequately
evaluating schools and districts on the post-secondary framework construct. That is, although the specific indicators
used are important, participants noted that the current method used to evaluate areas such as graduation, drop-outs
and ACT data need to be reconsidered. For example, instead of reporting the composite ACT, one participant offered
the idea of reporting the number and percentage of students meeting ACT College and career readiness benchmarks
for each subject area.
Another area that participants wanted to see revised in the framework was the removal of adequate growth as a
standard for evaluating the performance of students since the expectations for growth imposed upon schools not
meeting adequate growth was deemed to be “unfair” to those schools disadvantaged by low performing students. As
noted by one member, “adequate growth is an unnecessary component [in the framework] that complicates the
interpretation of actual growth, which is what’s important.”
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New metrics for consideration
A major theme that emerged across participants is the need to introduce improvement based metrics and trend data
across each of the key indicators in the framework. For example, some participants noted that achievement data
should be reframed as improvement data where a school or district can get credit for demonstrating movement over
time across proficiency bands as opposed to simply reporting the percentage of proficiency achieved. Participants also
recommended improvement metrics for drop-out and graduation rates. For all improvement measures that may be
implemented, this group recommended that the information gets reported by sub-group.
In addition to using improvement metrics, participants identified two student groups that should be carefully tracked
and included in the frameworks: gifted and talented students and high-risk alternative education students. Regarding
the first group, the argument was made by two participants that since the improvement process requires schools and
districts to consider the performance of this group, the extent to which this group is achieving advanced levels of
performance should be monitored. In reference to at-risk students, one participant articulated a concern that schools
and districts should be incentivized to better serve at-risk students and to re-engage students who have dropped out
of the system and returned to school. A suggestion was made to consider the addition of re-engagement rates as well
as tracking graduation rates for these students and this appeared to be supported by all participants (i.e., no objections
expressed from other members).
Finally, there was broad consensus across participants regarding the need to introduce additional metrics to evaluate
post-secondary readiness including the reporting of post-secondary remediation rates for students who graduated in
high schools across the state as well as considering other metrics relevant to the post-secondary context such as
considering grade point averages or reporting performance on the ACCUPLACER assessment.
New constructs or areas for consideration
Considering the strong push made by educational researchers (e.g., Hargreaves & Braun, 2013; Darling-Hammond,
Wilhoit, & Pittenger, 2014) to ensure that accountability systems include multiple and locally derived authentic
measures to broaden stakeholder buy-in, we explored the idea of incorporating local measures or data into the
frameworks with these participants. We also wanted to explore the idea of using local data and measures in the
frameworks since very few districts indicated interest in using district measures on the survey. According to these
participants, due to the heavy lift in systematically collecting data and the need to perform quality assurance checks on
any new data points reported, new metrics based on local choice would not be recommended as a viable option for
many districts.
Participants noted that some new areas and constructs that should be considered in the frameworks would be: the
inclusion of metrics evaluating the early elementary grades, including features or metrics to increase the utility of the
frameworks to provide instructional “feedback” to teachers, and considering different approaches for evaluating
growth that provides more criterion-referenced interpretations of growth. Methods and suggestions made to tackle
growth included: developing a “rubric to represent what growth means for all students,” and to devise an indexed
based approach that assigned weight or more points to students moving from one performance level to another.
Although no consensus or specific recommendations were provided to address how best to evaluate early elementary
grades and to improve the instructional utility of the frameworks, all participants appeared to indicate that these areas
were critical to consider. An important point to highlight is that although all members agreed that including early
elementary grades in the framework is an important consideration for the redesign work, the difficulty of including
metrics for these grades is that:
• Districts select different measures to use for K-2 and there would be no simple way to compare the results
across districts.
• Many of the measures used in the early grades are subjective with no written record produced to check the
score given by a teacher and therefore not suitable for accountability purposes.
Despite the different ideas offered by ACEE participants for improving upon the framework, broad agreement was
reached that the purpose of the frameworks needed to be clarified. As one participant noted, she would like to “see a
re-examination of the purpose and use of the SPF” since that discussion would better inform future redesign efforts.
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ADVOCACY GROUP FINDINGS
The second focus group held for one hour on June 19 took place with representatives of various community and
educational organizations. Although these individuals are not affiliated with school districts, we tapped into members
of this group to hear about the utility of these frameworks from external users that interpret data from these
frameworks for their constituents, and review the data to help inform the work they do in K-12 education. A total of 6
individuals participated in this group with one participant offering a distinct perspective from others since she works
on various initiatives connected directly to the use of the frameworks and does not hold an advocacy position. A copy
of a different focus group protocol used with this group is located in Appendix C.
Figure 12 presents the common viewpoints that emerged from this group. Additional context for these viewpoints are
addressed in the following sub-sections.

Figure 12. Common viewpoints shared by advocacy participants on key topics
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Purpose of Frameworks
Since responses from ACEE members indicated that the purpose of the frameworks needed to be clarified, we asked
this group to explicitly address what they believed the purpose for the frameworks should be. Although this group
comprised a diversity of advocacy organizations, group consensus was achieved that the frameworks should:
• Provide a uniform standard for which all schools and districts across the state can be evaluated and compared
relative to performance areas (growth, achievement, post-secondary, and achievement gaps) valued by stakeholders
in the state.
• Present information that signals the quality of schools and districts across the state to parents and the broader
community.
• Serve as a performance management tool for the state and districts to oversee the academic performance of
schools.
Several participants noted that the information gathered by the frameworks for accreditation was “much better” or
“more fair” than what was gathered in the past since the same set of standards and expectations are being used for all
schools and districts. However, although the frameworks allow for uniform standards to apply, this group also noted
that the current frameworks cannot serve a dual purpose of being used for both accountability and as a tool to
improve and signal school or district quality. In contrast to the ACEE participants, none of the participants mentioned
the need to consider the framework as a tool to “use for instruction”. All participants agreed that two different
frameworks may need to be developed by CDE to meet both functions desired by stakeholders, and to ensure that
certain types of “softer indicators” (e.g., school climate or student perception) are included for the purpose of
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revealing the overall quality of the school but are not factored into the performance management aspects of the tool.
That is, the group agreed that the performance management function of the frameworks needs to be focused on
academic performance.
Current Features to Modify
Key areas of the frameworks that this group agreed requires modification pertain to the current design of the growth
metric, how growth is weighted in the frameworks relative to achievement status, the cut-points and labels used to
differentiate performance, and the evaluation of sub-groups.
In reference to the design of the growth metric, although no consensus was reached on a method for including an
alternative growth approach, all participants agreed that the current design was problematic but for different reasons.
One person indicated that growth should be evaluated without consideration for the status-laden AGP, whereas two
other members in the group questioned whether the growth metric should be factored as a measure for evaluating
school quality since status communicates a clearer signal about a school or district’s performance relative to postsecondary or workforce readiness expectations. However, all members stated that growth plays a useful performance
management function and should be considered and understood by all schools and districts. Additionally, the
individuals in the group largely agreed that the balance between growth and status (i.e., more weight given to status)
needs to be reconsidered if a primary point of interest for these frameworks is to evaluate how well schools and
districts are preparing students for post-secondary opportunities.
Related features of the frameworks that all participants noted that should be modified are the labels and cut-points
used to communicate the performance of schools and districts to parents and other community members. In
reference to the labels, one participant noted that they “obfuscate performance information and cause more
confusion” and others agreed that with the exception of “turnaround,” the meaning behind other rating labels is
unclear to the public. Additionally, the group recommended that the cut-points used to differentiate performance
should be revised to reflect meaningful performance standards since the current distributions appear to favor the
performance of schools that need to be held to a higher standard (i.e. due to systematically low levels of proficiency
achieved over time). For members of this group, the setting of a meaningful performance standard was important to
ensure that the cut-points set were not arbitrarily set or based largely on policy decisions connected to resources. As
indicated by one member of that group, “…you don’t say to parents that because you can only serve ‘x’ percentage of
schools, that percentage will be used to inform how many turnaround schools there should be across the state.”
Finally, a concern was raised regarding the way sub-groups are evaluated in the frameworks. One person noted that
since minority student performance includes Asian students, this metric “masks the performance of other minority
students who typically score lower than the Asian group.” Others in the group also acknowledged that monitoring the
achievement gap in schools and districts is important, but did not provide specific recommendations on improving
upon the current method for evaluating achievement gaps.
New Features or Areas for Consideration
Clear consensus was achieved in this group that the visual representation as well as the way in which information is
communicated through the current format is too cumbersome and not “user-friendly” for the broader public. Half of
all respondents pointed to different approaches and formats used in other regions (e.g., Illinois and California) to
communicate performance information that is immediately accessible and digestible for a broader audience. A point
brought up by one member was that there are “too many tools being developed by other organizations” to reinterpret and communicate more rigorous expectations to stakeholders since the current frameworks fail to do both.
Another member also noted that since “training around growth has lapsed over time,” this has challenged districts and
schools to effectively understand and communicate the growth results to stakeholders.
To address the concerns raised by all participants regarding the current ratings labels used, the group agreed that
referencing numeric ratings with a color-coding system would be preferable. Under this suggestion, the group
recommended that additional categories may need to be added to distinguish lower from higher performing schools
and districts located in the wider improvement and performance categories.
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RURAL COUNCIL FINDINGS
Members of the Rural Council represent educational leaders who advise CDE on matters pertaining to educational
policy impacting rural districts in Colorado. We collected input from this group since they offer a unique lens from the
standpoint of how more sparsely populated areas in the state use and value the data coming from the frameworks
relative to the larger metro districts. Since over half of all school districts in the state have fewer than 1,000 students,
the perspectives from smaller school districts and schools are important to factor into framework redesign discussions.
We split the focus group work with this group into two separate sessions: we met with four members before a rural
council meeting scheduled in late July and met with two additional members of this group in late August. Considering
that CDE staff informed us that rural perspectives vary considerably by region, we highlight the fact that the
perspectives gathered came largely from three rural areas of the state and may not be shared by other rural regions. A
copy of the focus group protocol for the rural council group is located in Appendix D.
Figure 13 highlights the common viewpoints that emerged across rural council members who participated in one of
two sessions. In contrast to the other groups, Figure 13 suggests that fewer common viewpoints emerged from this
focus group.

Figure 13. Common viewpoints shared by rural council members on key topics
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The greatest areas of divergence between members were found in two areas: purpose of the frameworks and
usefulness of the growth metric. Regarding framework purpose, although all members clearly understood the purpose
of the framework from the viewpoint of the state, each member articulated a different vision for what the purpose
should be. For example:
• Two individuals noted the importance of having a framework that serves as a “feedback mechanism that
provides useful instructional information to schools and districts.”
• One individual noted that the state frameworks serve a state accountability function but are not useful for
meeting his individual school district needs.
• One individual noted the importance of being held accountable for the schools he oversees and believes that
the current design meets the purpose of functioning as a performance management tool for his schools.
• Two members noted the importance of being held accountable for student performance, but both members
noted that the needs of individual districts should be factored into any re-design efforts to ensure that districts
have more ownership in the accountability system.
Despite the differences expressed in the purpose of the frameworks, four out of six members agreed that the current
frameworks were a considerable improvement on the former School Accountability Report system.
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In reference to growth, the members were highly divided on the use of MGPs in the framework. More specifically:
• One member believed that growth has “evened out the playing field” and allows schools and districts populated
with a higher percentages of at-risk or students eligible for free and reduced lunch to demonstrate academic
progress and achieve higher levels of performance.
• One member noted that she works in a district where the growth results exhibit volatile patterns at the
aggregate level and therefore the growth results do not provide useful signals for the schools.
• One member noted that the aggregate growth results present a “diluted picture” of growth at the school, and
the individual growth results are even less useful since these results tend to change dramatically from year-to
year.
• One noted that “growth makes all the difference” in evaluating his schools and that factoring in growth is “much
better than the old [accountability] system that was purely status based.”
• Two members valued the concept of including growth, but indicated that the MGPs and the assessments used
to evaluate growth are not helpful to their teachers and other constituent groups.
Current Features to Modify
Half of all group members indicated that the labels used to currently communicate ratings should be modified.
Although these labels are understood by internal groups in the district, these labels are often misinterpreted by
external groups and require clarification each year.
The one feature where consensus was reached across all participating members was to re-consider using information
by separate sub-groups and to consider reporting a super-sub group to avoid reporting on the performance of the
same students several times.
New Metrics to Consider
An area that this group noted would be particularly helpful for improving upon the information reported in the
frameworks is to factor in trend data for all performance indicators. Similar to the input received from ACEE members,
4 out of 6 members identified improvement data and trends as valuable features to consider reporting in the
framework in order to better capture changes being made with students over time. Trend data was also made as a
recommendation for evaluating how composite ACT scores change over time.
New metric ideas proposed by this group focused on the post-secondary piece. More specifically, participants
suggested: tracking the percentage of students completing Individual Career and Academic Plans (ICAP); developing
new metrics tracking the success of vocational education students; and, considering concurrent enrollment rates as a
new metric. In reference to the ICAP piece, all four members participating in the first session agreed that ICAP would
provide useful information to their districts. As noted by one member, “the ICAP process matters…and the earlier that
students can start thinking about post-secondary options, the better off they’ll be in moving toward that direction.”
Both members in the second session also highlighted the importance of tracking the success of students moving
through vocational education courses and participating in concurrent enrollment courses with higher education since
both of these outcomes are directly linked to post-secondary and workforce readiness goals.
New Areas or Constructs to Consider
Overall and with the exception of the recommended modifications, the group did not strongly favor having the state
add more measures or metrics to the framework unless there was some latitude provided to districts to select their
own metrics that could be factored into the overall accountability rating. However, 5 out of 6 participants also noted
the considerable burden of adding local data to the frameworks and were also reserved against moving forward with
using local indicators unless there was a way to manage the ease of collecting and reporting the data to the state.
Another area that five out of 6 individuals noted would be preferable over the current state assessments used to drive
the frameworks is to lower the number of assessments required by the state and allow for local measures to be
reported. This would enable their districts to report performance as evaluated by measures that have more meaning
for teachers and would also reduce the testing burden demanded by the test. The one member who abstained from
supporting this recommendation noted that he would consider this only if there was a way to ensure that growth
could still be computed and reported on the frameworks.
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Summary of Across-Group Results
Table 2 reflects areas of convergence across groups based on the initial data collected on changing existing features
and considering new aspects for the framework redesign. We highlight these areas of convergence between at least 2
groups since these results point to areas where very distinct groups of users have indicated potential value for
improving upon the information gleaned from the frameworks.

Table 2. Common areas to address as indicated by two or more groups
Topics
Existing metrics or
features to modify
New design features
or metrics to consider

Proposed purpose
of frameworks

Defined Areas

Groups

Growth data reported

1, 2 & 3

Replacing ratings labels

2&3

Sub-group reporting

1, 2, & 3

Inclusion of improvement and trend data across key indicators in the framework

1&3

Avoid incorporating locally defined and reported metrics

1&2

Better visualization and presentation of data

2 &3

Performance Management

2 & 3 (half of
the group)

Inform instruction

1 & 3 (half of
the group)

Although convergence across groups is noted in each of these areas, it is important to note that for the most part, no
single methodology or approach proposed by individuals appears to be consistently supported across-groups. This
finding suggests that it will be difficult to reach consensus on shaping and redefining the frameworks with various
stakeholder groups, especially if other groups and individuals appear to hold the same set of diverse perspectives
about the purpose and function of these frameworks as the small samples represented in the focus groups. In the
following sections, we reflect on the areas captured in Table 2 and conclude this report with a few suggestions for
consideration as CDE moves forward with the design work. We start the next section with the topic of defining the
purpose since establishing clarity in this area would inform the planning and redesign work for the next version of the
frameworks.
Defining Purpose of Frameworks
As indicated by the set of findings across-groups, members in each group and across-groups shared distinct
perspectives about the purpose of the frameworks. Based on the data gathered from the ACEE group, there appeared
to be broad consensus within that group that the frameworks should “inform instruction” and as recognized by all
participants in that group, this purpose has implications for the set of metrics that need to be selected. This sentiment
was also shared by half of the Rural Council focus group participants.
In contrast, most advocacy group members and half of the Rural Council participants noted that the frameworks serve
a clear performance management role and has its value to serve performance management needs, which includes
accountability. As indicated by one rural council member, “…it is our job in the districts to take the information from the
frameworks and see how the data can inform our conversations about student performance…I don’t see this as a tool
that’s supposed to inform instruction.”
One possibility for CDE to consider as a compromise for meeting the needs of diverse users of the frameworks is a
recommendation that emerged from the advocacy group and from the rural council group. Both of these groups noted
that separate tools or frameworks may need to be developed to better address performance management needs and
quality (and potentially instructional utility) needs, or to meet the needs of “internal” versus a broader “external”
group of stakeholders. Although the development of different frameworks to serve different purposes was not
suggested by ACEE participants, those participants also noted that the current design of the frameworks do not
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adequately meet the needs of doing either function (accountability or informing instruction) well. The idea of
developing different frameworks or displays to serve different functions could be tested out during redesign
discussions with a broader group of stakeholders.
Existing Features to Modify
Although most participants across all groups wanted growth to be re-visited, how growth should be used and reported
will likely be a contentious area to address among different stakeholder groups during the redesign phase. Across and
within-groups, different participants held divergent viewpoints on what aspects of the current growth metric should
be modified and how the information should be reported. In the rural council group, perspectives about growth were
divided: two members thought the growth information should not be incorporated in the frameworks, and the other
two members highly valued the information gleaned from growth and would prefer to have more weight in the
frameworks tipped toward growth. For the ACEE group, participants agreed that the criterion-referenced AGP piece
should be removed from growth, but had different perspectives about how growth should be used and evaluated. In
the advocacy group, although all members valued the growth data, with the exception of one member, all other
members thought that the growth data belonged to a performance management tool, and should not be used in a
tool communicated to external groups. That is, the external-facing tool should be focused on reporting academic
achievement rather than growth.
The second area that will not be easily addressed during the redesign phase is improving upon sub-group reporting.
That is, each group had different ideas for how subgroups should be addressed. The ACEE group noted the importance
of including the performance of a new sub-group of students (gifted and talented), the advocacy group noted the
importance of monitoring gaps and re-considering how minority students should be evaluated, and the rural council
group noted the importance of avoiding duplicated counts of the same students across sub-groups for accountability
reporting purposes.
The last issue where two groups (groups 2 and 3) advocated revising the current frameworks is the labels used to
classify schools and districts. According to both groups, the labels are not understood by the public and cause
unnecessary confusion. For example, one advocacy group participant noted that it is confusing for the public to
understand that schools classified as “improvement” do not require oversight. Two rural council members noted that
classifying schools as “performance” also sends the incorrect signal to members of the business community who
assume that those schools have performance issues that need to be addressed. The idea articulated by advocacy
group members regarding using a numeric scale may be an idea to test out with different groups.
New Design Features and Metrics
One area where two groups articulated the same concept and the need to incorporate new metrics related to this
concept is the inclusion of trends and improvement data. Both of the district-based groups (groups 1 and 3) noted that
improvement and trends are missing from the way in which all of the existing metrics are evaluated and this would be
an important feature to include so that improvements made over time are also rewarded. The different ideas and
suggestions made by each group will serve as helpful starting points for considering new features to include to the
framework.
In addition to including improvement or trend data, two groups (groups 2 and 3) noted the importance of developing
new visualization features and better ways to drill down and navigate around the data. One rural council member
noted that the drill down and navigation features of SchoolView serves as a good example for considering flexible ways
to present meaningful data to districts and the broader public. Members of the advocacy group also criticized the
current onerous flat-file format of processing information about schools and suggested that more dynamic features
should be used. Since CDE is already exploring the potential of more dynamic reporting tools (i.e., Tableau), these tools
could improve upon the data reported, and may also allow for more flexibility in allowing certain features to be
accessed by certain users, in the event that the option is pursued to develop different reporting tools for different
audiences and purposes.
The final area where consensus was reached across two groups pertains to the idea of not allowing districts to build in
a section for their own local measures or constructs. For the advocacy and ACEE groups, developing a common
standard for evaluating all schools and districts is an important feature to preserve in the current frameworks.
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Additionally, the ACEE participants noted that ensuring data quality and collecting the information would pose an
undue burden on districts. Although most of the rural council members participating in the focus group would agree
with the data burden issues noted by the ACEE participants, the council group noted that allowing districts to carve
out an area in the frameworks that would be more localized to their contexts and needs would be a welcome addition
and preferable to only using state imposed measures and metrics.

Conclusion
Although finding a clear solution that meets the needs of all stakeholder groups may prove difficult, based on the data
collected from the surveys and focus groups, several broader topics where some consensus emerged for considering
modifications to the current framework include:
• Developing a common purpose statement for the frameworks.
• Developing more flexible features for reporting the data including improving the visual interface to facilitate
communication of data reported in the frameworks to groups both internal and external groups.
• Developing new metrics that would better address the post-secondary construct.
• Developing new metrics that would better reflect improvement within measures and on the overall rating.
• Addressing how student growth should be evaluated.
• Considering other new areas to evaluate outside of academic performance.
However, based on the larger population of respondents captured through the survey results, future discussions about
considering changes to the performance framework will need to be balanced with the varying positions held by district
stakeholders. For the vast majority of options provided in the survey, mean ratings centered largely on the “moderate”
response category, with the majority of respondents providing different open-ended input and ideas on which features
of the frameworks should remain intact or changed.
As indicated by the ACEE focus group members, identifying a clear purpose for the frameworks will serve as an
important starting point for steering the framework redesign conversations. Considering that the purpose should form
the basis for defining the best set of measures and metrics to be used in the accountability system, achieving broader
consensus on the purpose and goals of the accountability system will be critical to achieve as an early agenda item for
the upcoming redesign work.
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Appendix A – Descriptive Statistics
Table A-1. Descriptive Statistics Indicating the Extent of Participation in Various Aspects of the
Accountability System
N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std.
Deviation

a. Oversaw the academic programs offered by
schools in the district.

108

1

5

3.95

1.11

b. Developed the district’s improvement plan.

109

2

5

4.49

.77

c. Provided the data used in the district’s
improvement plan.

109

1

5

4.23

1.02

d. Oversaw the development and revisions of the
district’s improvement plan.

109

1

5

4.37

.87

e. Reviewed school improvement plan(s).

105

1

5

4.18

1.00

f. Recommended accreditation category of each
school to local school board.

105

1

5

4.36

1.05

g. Provided information sessions to district and
school staff members on the accountability
system.

105

2

5

4.06

1.12

h. Provided information sessions to parents and/
or community members on the accountability
system.

103

1

5

3.74

1.09

i. Provided technical assistance in the
development of school improvement plan(s)

105

1

5

3.89

1.18

k. Provided technical assistance in the
interpretation of the accountability results to
schools.

107

1

5

4.14

1.02

l. Monitored implementation of the district’s
improvement plan.

105

2

5

4.26

.90
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Figure A-1. Mean Rating of Impact from School and District Performance Frameworks

d. Informing the setting of school-wide goals.
a. Fostering conversations about academic performance between
administrators and teachers and among teachers.
b. Expanding efforts to serve students in at-risk and disaggregated groups.
c. Empowering schools to engage in systemic improvement.
f. Instilling a culture of change in schools and the district
with respect to using student performance data.
x. Helping district leaders’ efforts to inform strategic direction
and improvement planning.
n. Identifying both the strengths and challenges in the district and
schools in regard to student academic performance.
g. Narrowing the district/school’s instructional focus to the tested content areas
(reading, writing, math, science, English language acquisition and ACT).
w. Increasing attention to types of data collected by schools and the district.
e. Informing the allocation of resources and funding to schools.
o. Comparing performance of schools.
r. Informing program evaluation efforts.
t. Increasing awareness of parents and the public about
the district and school performance.
l. Accurately identifying schools showing lower student
academic performance.
h. Focusing instruction on “bubble” kids, those right at
the partially proficient to proficient cutpoint.
j. Re-prioritizing funding for certain programs over others.
p. Evaluating administrators.
q. Evaluating teachers.
m. Identifying both the strengths and challenges in the district and
schools in regard to postsecondary and workforce readiness.
s. Increasing lines of communication between district
and state department.
u. Contributing to increased understanding of content
standards assessed by the state tests.
v. Contributing to information used by the District Board of Education in
making decisions and policies (e.g., identifying schools for closure).
i. Creating a feeling of helplessness, that accountability results are
“pre-determined” based on student demographics.
k. Contributing to the increased enrollment in charter and private schools.

1

2

3

4

5

95% Confidence Interval of the Mean
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Table A-3. Descriptive Statistics of Ratings on the Impact of School and District Performance
Frameworks by Position and Level of Participation in Accountability Activities
Area

Position

Superintendent

a. Fostering conversations about
academic performance between
administrators and teachers and
among teachers.

Other

Total

Superintendent

b. Expanding efforts to serve
students in at-risk and
disaggregated groups.

Other

Total

Superintendent

c. Empowering schools to engage in
Other
systemic improvement.

Total

Center for Assessment

Level of
Participation

Mean

Std.
Deviation

N

Lower Participation

3.19

0.91

16

Moderate Participation

3.38

0.92

8

Higher Participation

3.71

0.91

14

Total

3.42

0.92

38

Lower Participation

3.33

1.07

12

Moderate Participation

3.88

0.86

17

Higher Participation

3.94

0.83

17

Total

3.76

0.92

46

Lower Participation

3.25

0.97

28

Moderate Participation

3.72

0.89

25

Higher Participation

3.84

0.86

31

Total

3.61

0.93

84

Lower Participation

2.63

1.02

16

Moderate Participation

3.50

0.76

8

Higher Participation

3.29

0.91

14

Total

3.05

0.98

38

Lower Participation

3.33

0.98

12

Moderate Participation

3.88

0.86

17

Higher Participation

3.82

0.73

17

Total

3.72

0.86

46

Lower Participation

2.93

1.05

28

Moderate Participation

3.76

0.83

25

Higher Participation

3.58

0.85

31

Total

3.42

0.97

84

Lower Participation

2.75

1.00

16

Moderate Participation

3.50

0.76

8

Higher Participation

3.43

1.02

14

Total

3.16

1.00

38

Lower Participation

3.17

1.11

12

Moderate Participation

3.65

1.00

17

Higher Participation

3.71

0.77

17

Total

3.54

0.96

46

Lower Participation

2.93

1.05

28

Moderate Participation

3.60

0.91

25

Higher Participation

3.58

0.89

31

Total

3.37

0.99

84
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Area

Position

Superintendent

d. Informing the setting of
school-wide goals.

Other

Total

Superintendent

e. Informing the allocation of
resources and funding to schools.

Other

Total

Superintendent

f. Instilling a culture of change in
schools and the district with
respect to using student
performance data.

Other

Total
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Level of
Participation

Mean

Std.
Deviation

N

Lower Participation

3.00

1.15

16

Moderate Participation

3.63

0.74

8

Higher Participation

3.86

0.66

14

Total

3.45

0.98

38

Lower Participation

3.50

1.17

12

Moderate Participation

4.06

0.90

17

Higher Participation

3.94

0.83

17

Total

3.87

0.96

46

Lower Participation

3.21

1.17

28

Moderate Participation

3.92

0.86

25

Higher Participation

3.90

0.75

31

Total

3.68

0.98

84

Lower Participation

2.19

1.22

16

Moderate Participation

2.63

0.92

8

Higher Participation

3.14

1.17

14

Total

2.63

1.20

38

Lower Participation

2.75

1.14

12

Moderate Participation

3.53

1.12

17

Higher Participation

3.24

1.09

17

Total

3.22

1.13

46

Lower Participation

2.43

1.20

28

Moderate Participation

3.24

1.13

25

Higher Participation

3.19

1.11

31

Total

2.95

1.19

84

Lower Participation

2.88

1.20

16

Moderate Participation

3.13

0.83

8

Higher Participation

3.64

1.01

14

Total

3.21

1.09

38

Lower Participation

2.92

1.08

12

Moderate Participation

3.76

1.03

17

Higher Participation

3.59

1.12

17

Total

3.48

1.11

46

Lower Participation

2.89

1.13

28

Moderate Participation

3.56

1.00

25

Higher Participation

3.61

1.05

31

Total

3.36

1.10

84

30

Area

Position

Superintendent

g. Narrowing the district/school’s
instructional focus to the tested
content areas (reading, writing,
math, science, English language
acquisition and ACT).

Other

Total

Superintendent

h. Focusing instruction on “bubble”
kids, those right at the partially
Other
proficient to proficient cut-point.

Total

Superintendent

i. Creating a feeling of helplessness,
that accountability results are
Other
“pre-determined” based on
student demographics.

Total
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Level of
Participation

Mean

Std.
Deviation

N

Lower Participation

2.63

1.20

16

Moderate Participation

3.00

0.76

8

Higher Participation

3.21

1.05

14

Total

2.92

1.08

38

Lower Participation

3.00

1.35

12

Moderate Participation

3.47

0.94

17

Higher Participation

3.12

1.05

17

Total

3.22

1.09

46

Lower Participation

2.79

1.26

28

Moderate Participation

3.32

0.90

25

Higher Participation

3.16

1.04

31

Total

3.08

1.09

84

Lower Participation

2.13

0.96

16

Moderate Participation

3.13

0.64

8

Higher Participation

2.93

1.00

14

Total

2.63

1.00

38

Lower Participation

2.50

1.00

12

Moderate Participation

2.82

1.01

17

Higher Participation

2.59

1.06

17

Total

2.65

1.02

46

Lower Participation

2.29

0.98

28

Moderate Participation

2.92

0.91

25

Higher Participation

2.74

1.03

31

Total

2.64

1.00

84

Lower Participation

2.50

1.41

16

Moderate Participation

1.88

1.13

8

Higher Participation

2.43

1.34

14

Total

2.34

1.32

38

Lower Participation

1.92

0.90

12

Moderate Participation

2.65

1.32

17

Higher Participation

1.94

1.14

17

Total

2.20

1.19

46

Lower Participation

2.25

1.24

28

Moderate Participation

2.40

1.29

25

Higher Participation

2.16

1.24

31

Total

2.26

1.24

84

31

Area

Position

Superintendent

j. Re-prioritizing funding for certain
programs over others.

Other

Total

Superintendent

k. Contributing to the increased
enrollment in charter and private
schools.

Other

Total

Superintendent

l. Accurately identifying schools
showing lower student academic
performance.

Other

Total
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Level of
Participation

Mean

Std.
Deviation

N

Lower Participation

2.06

1.00

16

Moderate Participation

2.00

1.20

8

Higher Participation

2.93

1.21

14

Total

2.37

1.17

38

Lower Participation

2.42

0.90

12

Moderate Participation

3.29

0.92

17

Higher Participation

2.76

1.09

17

Total

2.87

1.02

46

Lower Participation

2.21

0.96

28

Moderate Participation

2.88

1.17

25

Higher Participation

2.84

1.13

31

Total

2.64

1.12

84

Lower Participation

1.31

0.79

16

Moderate Participation

1.88

1.25

8

Higher Participation

1.43

0.76

14

Total

1.47

0.89

38

Lower Participation

1.58

1.24

12

Moderate Participation

2.00

1.50

17

Higher Participation

1.53

1.01

17

Total

1.72

1.26

46

Lower Participation

1.43

1.00

28

Moderate Participation

1.96

1.40

25

Higher Participation

1.48

0.89

31

Total

1.61

1.11

84

Lower Participation

1.75

1.00

16

Moderate Participation

2.00

0.93

8

Higher Participation

2.79

1.37

14

Total

2.18

1.20

38

Lower Participation

2.83

1.03

12

Moderate Participation

3.24

1.25

17

Higher Participation

3.06

1.34

17

Total

3.07

1.22

46

Lower Participation

2.21

1.13

28

Moderate Participation

2.84

1.28

25

Higher Participation

2.94

1.34

31

Total

2.67

1.28

84

32

Area

Position

Superintendent

m. Identifying both the strengths
and challenges in the district and
Other
schools in regard to post-secondary
and workforce readiness.

Total

Superintendent

n. Identifying both the strengths
and challenges in the district and
schools in regard to student
academic performance.

Other

Total

Superintendent

o. Comparing performance of
schools.

Other

Total
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Level of
Participation

Mean

Std.
Deviation

N

Lower Participation

2.06

1.06

16

Moderate Participation

2.38

1.30

8

Higher Participation

2.50

0.94

14

Total

2.29

1.06

38

Lower Participation

2.58

1.00

12

Moderate Participation

2.88

0.78

17

Higher Participation

2.88

1.17

17

Total

2.80

0.98

46

Lower Participation

2.29

1.05

28

Moderate Participation

2.72

0.98

25

Higher Participation

2.71

1.07

31

Total

2.57

1.04

84

Lower Participation

2.69

1.14

16

Moderate Participation

3.25

0.71

8

Higher Participation

3.14

0.95

14

Total

2.97

1.00

38

Lower Participation

3.25

0.97

12

Moderate Participation

3.41

0.94

17

Higher Participation

3.53

0.94

17

Total

3.41

0.93

46

Lower Participation

2.93

1.09

28

Moderate Participation

3.36

0.86

25

Higher Participation

3.35

0.95

31

Total

3.21

0.98

84

Lower Participation

2.38

1.26

16

Moderate Participation

2.50

0.76

8

Higher Participation

1.86

0.86

14

Total

2.21

1.04

38

Lower Participation

3.17

1.19

12

Moderate Participation

3.65

1.06

17

Higher Participation

3.35

0.86

17

Total

3.41

1.02

46

Lower Participation

2.71

1.27

28

Moderate Participation

3.28

1.10

25

Higher Participation

2.68

1.14

31

Total

2.87

1.19

84
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Area

Position

Superintendent

p. Evaluating administrators.

Other

Total

Superintendent

q. Evaluating teachers.

Other

Total

Superintendent

r. Informing program evaluation
efforts.

Other

Total
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Level of
Participation

Mean

Std.
Deviation

N

Lower Participation

2.31

1.08

16

Moderate Participation

3.25

1.28

8

Higher Participation

2.14

1.10

14

Total

2.45

1.18

38

Lower Participation

2.00

0.95

12

Moderate Participation

3.12

0.93

17

Higher Participation

2.82

0.81

17

Total

2.72

0.98

46

Lower Participation

2.18

1.02

28

Moderate Participation

3.16

1.03

25

Higher Participation

2.52

1.00

31

Total

2.60

1.08

84

Lower Participation

2.31

0.95

16

Moderate Participation

3.13

1.25

8

Higher Participation

2.43

0.94

14

Total

2.53

1.03

38

Lower Participation

2.08

0.90

12

Moderate Participation

2.76

0.97

17

Higher Participation

2.82

1.01

17

Total

2.61

1.00

46

Lower Participation

2.21

0.92

28

Moderate Participation

2.88

1.05

25

Higher Participation

2.65

0.98

31

Total

2.57

1.01

84

Lower Participation

2.31

1.14

16

Moderate Participation

2.88

1.13

8

Higher Participation

2.57

0.94

14

Total

2.53

1.06

38

Lower Participation

2.25

1.06

12

Moderate Participation

2.88

0.60

17

Higher Participation

3.29

0.85

17

Total

2.87

0.91

46

Lower Participation

2.29

1.08

28

Moderate Participation

2.88

0.78

25

Higher Participation

2.97

0.95

31

Total

2.71

0.99

84

34

Area

Position

Superintendent

s. Increasing lines of
communication between district
and state department.

Other

Total

Superintendent

t. Increasing awareness of parents
and the public about the district
and school performance.

Other

Total

Superintendent

u. Contributing to increased
understanding of content standards Other
assessed by the state tests.

Total
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Level of
Participation

Mean

Std.
Deviation

N

Lower Participation

2.06

1.06

16

Moderate Participation

2.75

1.04

8

Higher Participation

2.57

1.16

14

Total

2.39

1.10

38

Lower Participation

2.42

0.90

12

Moderate Participation

3.12

1.22

17

Higher Participation

2.35

1.06

17

Total

2.65

1.12

46

Lower Participation

2.21

0.99

28

Moderate Participation

3.00

1.15

25

Higher Participation

2.45

1.09

31

Total

2.54

1.11

84

Lower Participation

2.44

1.09

16

Moderate Participation

2.25

1.16

8

Higher Participation

2.79

0.70

14

Total

2.53

0.98

38

Lower Participation

2.33

0.98

12

Moderate Participation

2.94

1.03

17

Higher Participation

3.00

0.87

17

Total

2.80

0.98

46

Lower Participation

2.39

1.03

28

Moderate Participation

2.72

1.10

25

Higher Participation

2.90

0.79

31

Total

2.68

0.98

84

Lower Participation

2.25

1.29

16

Moderate Participation

2.50

1.07

8

Higher Participation

2.50

1.22

14

Total

2.39

1.20

38

Lower Participation

2.50

1.24

12

Moderate Participation

2.41

1.06

17

Higher Participation

2.65

1.11

17

Total

2.52

1.11

46

Lower Participation

2.36

1.25

28

Moderate Participation

2.44

1.04

25

Higher Participation

2.58

1.15

31

Total

2.46

1.15

84

35

Area

Position

Superintendent

v. Contributing to information used
by the District Board of Education
in making decisions and policies
(e.g., identifying schools for
closure).

Other

Total

Superintendent

w. Increasing attention to types of
data collected by schools and the
district.

Other

Total

Superintendent

x. Helping district leaders’ efforts to
Other
inform strategic direction and
improvement planning.

Total
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Level of
Participation

Mean

Std.
Deviation

N

Lower Participation

2.00

1.26

16

Moderate Participation

2.00

1.41

8

Higher Participation

2.14

0.77

14

Total

2.05

1.11

38

Lower Participation

2.17

1.27

12

Moderate Participation

2.94

1.09

17

Higher Participation

2.41

1.33

17

Total

2.54

1.24

46

Lower Participation

2.07

1.25

28

Moderate Participation

2.64

1.25

25

Higher Participation

2.29

1.10

31

Total

2.32

1.20

84

Lower Participation

2.38

1.09

16

Moderate Participation

2.88

0.83

8

Higher Participation

2.93

0.92

14

Total

2.68

0.99

38

Lower Participation

2.50

1.09

12

Moderate Participation

3.29

0.59

17

Higher Participation

3.59

0.94

17

Total

3.20

0.96

46

Lower Participation

2.43

1.07

28

Moderate Participation

3.16

0.69

25

Higher Participation

3.29

0.97

31

Total

2.96

1.00

84

Lower Participation

2.81

1.22

16

Moderate Participation

3.50

0.76

8

Higher Participation

3.29

0.91

14

Total

3.13

1.04

38

Lower Participation

2.92

0.90

12

Moderate Participation

3.47

0.87

17

Higher Participation

3.59

1.00

17

Total

3.37

0.95

46

Lower Participation

2.86

1.08

28

Moderate Participation

3.48

0.82

25

Higher Participation

3.45

0.96

31

Total

3.26

1.00

84
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Table A-4. Descriptive Statistics of Ratings on the Usefulness of Various Measures/Metrics in the
Performance Frameworks Ranked from High to Low on Mean Rating
N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std.
Deviation

b. Median student growth percentiles in reading,
math, writing and English language proficiency.

95

1

5

3.5

1.1

a. Percent of students scoring proficient and
advanced in reading, mathematics, writing,
science.

95

1

5

3.4

1.1

d. Median student growth percentiles for selected student disaggregated groups in reading,
math, and writing.

95

1

5

3.4

1.2

i. Colorado ACT composite score.

95

1

5

3.2

1.1

c. Median adequate student growth percentiles in
reading, math, and writing.

95

1

5

3.1

1.2

e. Median adequate student growth percentiles
for selected disaggregated groups in reading,
math, and writing.

93

1

5

2.9

1.3

f. “Best” graduation rate and graduation rate
trend tables.

95

1

5

2.9

1.2

h. Dropout rate.

94

1

5

2.8

1.3

g. Disaggregated graduation rates.

95

1

5

2.7

1.3

j. Participation rates in reading, math, writing,
science and Colorado ACT.

94

1

5

2.3

1.2
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Table A-5. Suggestions for Improving the Metrics
Suggestion

No.

Remove adequate growth

6

Remove participation rates

6

Provide assistance to schools with small n

5

Provide assistance with meaning of growth percentiles

3

Add post-secondary measures (e.g., actual readiness, post-sec completion)

2

Reconceptualize growth to provide information on growth to standards

2

Reconceptualize participation rates

2

For students who opt-out, need to hold accountable

2

Provide better tools to produce figures or to select and compare groups of students
Separate AGP and MGP
Need/keep participation rate
Give us our data at 3-year level
Combine 3 PSWR measures
Calculate effect of participation rates, and count if effect is sufficient
Use ACT highest score if student takes multiple times
Include locally collected data
Make data publically available
Information too complex for parents
Provide comparative information to similar schools
Use one graduation rate
Discontinue drop-out rate
Include results of state visits using rubric
Don’t count or disentangle students who were in school for a year vs. newly arrived students
Increase timeliness of results (especially for graduation and drop-out rates and assessment results)
For small schools, use numbers rather than percentages
Add local assessments (e.g., NWEA)
Note: Suggestion without a value for number represents one person made the suggestion.
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Table A-6. Descriptive Statistics of Ratings on the Usefulness of Additional Measures/Metrics in
the Next Iteration of the Performance Frameworks Ranked from High to Low on Mean Rating
N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std.
Deviation

c. Percentage of students scoring at or above the
college and career readiness level on the ACT.

93

1

5

3.2

1.2

e. Percentage of students at certain performance
levels on the K-3 READ Act assessments.

93

1

5

3.0

1.2

g. Change in percentage of students at proficient
and advanced performance levels in reading,
mathematics, writing, science.

94

1

5

3.0

1.2

b. Percentage of students reporting they are
employed, in college or in the armed services.

94

1

5

3.0

1.3

j. An overall improvement metric that represents
a composite of the change on the frameworks
(percent of points earned) over time.

91

1

5

3.0

1.2

a. Percentage of students enrolled in a postsecondary institution.

94

1

5

3.0

1.3

f. Percent of students scoring proficient and
advanced, disaggregated by student groups.

94

1

5

2.9

1.2

i. Combining the groups of students currently in
the growth gaps indicator into one group
representing all historically disadvantaged
students.

93

1

5

2.8

1.3

d. Percentage of students enrolled in dual
enrollment, AP and/or in IB courses

93

1

5

2.6

1.3

h. Including other groups of students in growth
gaps indicator (e.g., gifted/talented, gender, and/
or gender by minority).

93

1

5

2.5

1.3

l. Student performance on standardized tests
involving other disciplines.

93

1

5

2.5

1.2

k. Degree of parent satisfaction from parent
surveys.

92

1

5

2.2

1.1

m. Including a post-secondary workforce
readiness indicator for elementary and middle
schools.

93

1

5

2.1

1.3

Center for Assessment

39

Figure A-2. 95% Confidence Intervals of Mean Usefulness Ratings for Various New Measures and
Metrics for Use in the Next Performance Frameworks Ranked from High to Low by Mean Rating
c. Percentage of students scoring at or above the
college and career readiness level on the ACT.
e. Percentage of students at certain performance levels
on the K-3 READ Act assessments.
g. Change in percentage of students at proficient and advanced
performance levels in reading, mathematics, writing, science.
b. Percentage of students reporting they are employed, in
college or in the armed services.
j. An overall improvement metric that represents a composite of the
change on the frameworks (percent of points earned) over time.
f. Percent of students scoring proficient and advanced,
disaggregated by student groups.
a. Percentage of students enrolled in a post-secondary institution.
i. Combining the groups of students currently in the growth gaps
indicator into one group representing all historically
disadvantaged students.
h. Including other groups of students in growth gaps indicator
(e.g., gifted/talented, gender, and/or gender by minority).
d. Percentage of students enrolled in dual enrollment,
AP and/or in IB courses
l. Student performance on standardized tests involving
other disciplines.
k. Degree of parent satisfaction from parent surveys.
m. Including a post-secondary workforce readiness
indicator for elementary and middle schools.

1

Led the
Effort

Moderate

None
2

3

4

5

95% CI of Mean Rating of Usefulness
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Table A-7. List of Suggested Metrics with Frequency Counts (n=56 respondents with comments)
Measure/Metric

Frequency

Remove metrics or do not add

17

READ Act, Kindergarten Readiness, or K-3 assessments

4

Growth measures for gifted and talented

4

NWEA or STAR Assessments

3

College Remediation rates

2

Participation in Extra-Curricular Activities

2

Student Mobility

2

Combine sub-groups

2

AP/IB participation

2

Focus on achievement and less on growth

2

Focus on growth

2

Disaggregate by achievement levels

2

Geographic comparison

1

Similar school comparisons

1

School Visit Scores

1

Post-Secondary Enrollment

1

Socio-Emotional Health

1

Community involvement

1

Attendance rate

1

Poverty rates

1

Special Education costs

1

Teacher turn-over rate

1

Social studies performance

1

Enrollment stability

1

Parent engagement

1

Alumni surveys

1

Process measures – aligned curriculum, assessment plans, professional development opportunities,
evidence of quality practices

1
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Table A-8. Descriptive Statistics of Ratings on the Usefulness of Potential Changes to the Design
of the Current Performance Frameworks Ranked from High to Low based on the Mean
N

Minimum Maximum

Mean

Std.
Deviation

k. Continue to weigh academic growth more than
achievement for elementary and middle schools.

89

1

5

3.3708

1.41728

d.Ensure that a key indicator on the framework is not
evaluated by only one
measure.

88

1

5

3.1

1.3

i. Provide comparisons to schools and districts that are
similar based on student demographics and resources.

89

1

5

3.1

1.5

o. Align district performance framework targets and cutpoints with those on the school performance frameworks.

85

1

5

3.0

1.3

a. Evaluating growth using catch-up and keep-up measures
and purely normative median growth percentile (MGP) data,
rather than median adequate growth percentiles.

88

1

5

2.9

1.2

j. Adjust the points associated with academic achievement,
academic growth, and academic growth gaps for high
schools and the district frameworks to match the
elementary and middle school percentages to the total of
these three performance indicators.

85

1

5

2.7

1.3

f. Determine if the one- or three-year data is used based on
the number of sub-indicators instead of overall indicators.

84

1

5

2.7

1.2

n. Give extra points for those schools who show growth for
all sub-groups.

85

1

5

2.6

1.3

e. Increase the minimum numbers used to report individual
metrics to 25 (or possibly higher) for both achievement and
growth.

88

1

5

2.5

1.3

h. Change the percentage of points earned associated with
each accreditation levels.

84

1

5

2.4

1.1

g. Re-set the cut points used for post-secondary metrics.

85

1

5

2.4

1.1

b. Rather than representing achievement using proficiency
level percentages, use scale scores.

89

1

5

2.4

1.2

l. Increase the weight of achievement indicator and reduce
the weight of growth for elementary and middle schools.

88

1

5

2.0

1.3

m. Weigh academic growth gaps more than they are
currently weighted.

88

1

5

1.7

.9
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Figure A-3. 95% Confidence Intervals of Mean Usefulness Ratings for Various Potential Changes
to the Current Performance Frameworks Ranked by Mean Rating

k. Continue to weigh academic growth more than
achievement for elementary and middle schools.

d. Ensure that a key indicator on the framework is not
evaluated by only one measure.

i. Provide comparisons to schools and districts that are similar based
on student demographics and resources.

o. Align district performance framework targets and cut-points
with those on the school performance frameworks.
a. Evaluating growth using catch-up and keep-up measures and purely
normative median growth percentile (MGP) data, rather than median
adequate growth percentiles.
j. Adjust the points associated with academic achievement, academic
growth, and academic growth gaps for high schools and the district
frameworks to match the elementary and middle school percentages
to the total of these three performance indicators.
f. Determine if the one- or three-year data is used based on the
number of sub-indicators instead of overall indicators.

e. Increase the minimum numbers used to report individual metrics to
25 (or possibly higher) for both achievement and growth.

n. Give extra points for those schools who show growth for all sub-groups.

h. Change the percentage of points earned associated with each
accreditation levels.

b. Rather than representing achievement using proficiency level
percentages, use scale scores.

g. Re-set the cut points used for post-secondary metrics.

l. Increase the weight of achievement indicator and reduce the weight
of growth for elementary and middle schools.

m. Weigh academic growth gaps more than they are
currently weighted.

None
1

Led the
Effort

Moderate
2

3

4

5

95% CI of the Mean Usefulness
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Table A-9. Types of Changes Suggested for Design
Types of Design Changes

No.

Use alternate analyses for schools with small numbers; evaluate impact

6

Growth is important; but weigh academic achievement more than growth

3

Include districts in conversations; vet any changes; communicate

3

Redesign everything

3

There is so much year-to-year variations that it is hard to communicate

2

Don't change now

2

Hard to explain to parents the differences between 1- and 3-year reports

2

Do not compare to other districts that are dissimilar; add appropriate comparisons

2

Simplify

2

Different cut-points for sub-groups involving students with disabilities

1

Make more understandable

1

Concern in counting students in multiple sub-groups

1

Do not combine teacher evaluations into performance frameworks

1

Show changes over time

1

Permit evaluation school wide rather than by grade level for small schools

1

Disaggregate achievement by sub-group

1

Remove ratings

1

Visual cover with history of ratings

1
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Table A-10. Types of Changes Suggested for Data
Types of Data Changes

No.

Do not rely on AGP; growth percentiles are confusing; clarify or use scale scores

3

Do not add more data

2

Consider AEC metrics for districs

1

Provide actionable data

1

Remove adequate growth percentiles from accountability; OK to keep in planning

1

Put total per pupil funding on every report

1

Add points for items other than testing

1

Provide growth indicator by sub-group

1

Don’t have graduation data somehow

1

Use local data

1

More indicators about 21st Century Skills

1

Add enrollment of students in the school and total grade levels served

1

Table A-11. Types of Changes Suggested for Procedures
Types of Procedural Changes

No.

Put SPF & DPF online with ability to manipulate data; give access to data regardless of sample size

3

Make improvement planning less frequent and deeper; try 3-year planning

3

Stop or slow down changes

2

Provide data earlier

2

If using super groups, provide disaggregated data

1

Do not include charter schools in district

1

Continue to reduce data burden on districts

1

Produce flexible input/output system

1

Increase attention and transparency to request to reconsider process

1
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Appendix B – Focus Group Protocol for ACEE Members
FOCUS GROUP PROTOCOL
FUTURE ACCOUNTABILITY & IMPACT OF CURRENT
Goals
• Get detailed input for next version of accountability frameworks in Colorado.
Logistics
• Seating/room – 15 people
• Lunch – Eat first, participate afterwards
• Recorder
• Ground rules
I. Introduction 10 mins.
Introduce myself – Center for Assessment
• Thank them for their time and agreeing to be part of the focus group. We appreciate your willingness to
participate.
• We have been asked by the Colorado Department of Education to conduct the focus groups. The reason we
are having these focus groups is to get input on the next version of the evaluation frameworks and the
impact of the current evaluation system.
• We recognize that there are concerns that they may have, but the goal is get their input regarding the next
wave of accountability and reporting. If you have an issue, by all means state it, but also offer a suggestion
to improve.
• There is a survey that is being administered. This focus group is an opportunity to get more detailed input
on aspects of the near future.
• We hope that we get a lot of input, the department may not be able to incorporate everything. But, they
will listen and take each suggestion seriously.
• We want you to do the talking
		 - We would like you to participate.
		 - I may call on you if I haven’t heard from you.
• There are no right and wrong answers.
		 - Every person’s experiences and opinions are important.
		 - Speak up whether you agree or disagree.
		 - We want to hear a wide range of opinions.
• We will be tape recording the group.
		 - What to capture everything you have to say
		 - We don’t identify anyone by name in our report. You will remain anonymous.
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II. Additional Information and Flexibility – 25 mins
Pointing to current model and report, ask for input about the types of information that should be added into the
accountability model.
Follow-up questions
• What would the source of the data be?
• Would you be able to provide it efficiently?
• Do you think you’ll have enough time and resources for the provision?
• What weight do you propose this to have?
• For those who only express concern, follow-up with what improvement could address it.
• Survey as example.
• Other scenarios for using composites → offer scenarios.
Flexibility for some targets
• Local assessments (e.g., early childhood)
• Daily absenteeism
• Nutrition
• Bullying
III. Impact 20 mins
How is this used?
What impact does it have?
What is one thing in your school/district that has occurred as a result of the report [or accountability results]?
Try to differentiate impact due to clock vs. the information/data
Follow-up questions:
• Who actually used the results?
• What instructional impact?
• What programmatic impact?
• What changed?
IV. Additional Comments - 5 mins
Other comments
V. Thank them for their time.
Give them card if they have additional comments/questions
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Appendix C – Focus Group Protocol for
Advocacy Group Members
Opening remarks by Alyssa. Alyssa to introduce us to participants (we’ll skip individual introductions since we
don’t have a whole lot of time) and provide overview on the purpose and objectives of the focus group sponsored
by CDE:
• Gather input from the field to improve upon the design of the accountability frameworks for 2016.
• Seek input from advocacy groups to identify the extent to which the framework data are useful to inform
their understanding of school/district performance across the state.
Elena & Thanos to pass out contact info to the group and follow up with the following points and ground rules:
• Focus group results to be folded into larger report reflecting input received from various stakeholder groups:
ACEE, advocacy groups, and rural council. Currently taking a temp. check on perspectives from different
groups, knowing that this isn’t representative of the views from the entire pop.
• Department may not be able to use or incorporate all recommendations provided in different focus groups,
but will consider all recommendations carefully.
• Anticipate ending the focus group session within an hour and would encourage folks to contact us and
provide additional input via email if needed.
Ground rules:
• We want you to do the talking
		 - We would like you to participate.
		 - We may call on you if we haven’t heard from you.
• There are no right and wrong answers.
		 - Every person’s experiences and opinions are important.
		 - Speak up whether you agree or disagree.
		 - We want to hear a wide range of opinions.
• We will be tape recording the group.
		 - What to capture everything you have to say
		 - Focus group results are confidential, individual names and organizations will not be disclosed in the final report.
Focus Group Questions:
Note: These questions form the core of the discussion, but due to the organic nature of focus groups, additional
questions will likely arise in response to input from the participants.
1. What do you think should be the larger purpose of these performance frameworks?
2. In what ways have you used the performance frameworks to support your organization’s interest/work to
monitor the performance of schools and districts in Colorado? Get specific examples of how they use the
performance frameworks.
3. To what extent do you think the frameworks should continue to focus exclusively on academic performance vs.
evaluating other factors such as school climate or other non-academic skill areas? If you believe that other
factors should be considered, how would a framework that focuses on other areas outside of academic
performance better serve you/your organization?
4. In general, do you find the outcomes reported from the frameworks to be inconsistent or consistent with what
you understand about the academic performance of schools and districts in CO? If inconsistent, what’s missing
from the performance picture provided by the frameworks or to what extent are the ratings inconsistent with
your understanding of these schools/districts?
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Follow-up probes:
• Are the performance standards set in the system at the right levels? For example, does the distribution of
schools/districts falling under each performance category look right to you? Provide figures if needed.
• What other metrics should be considered? Offer ideas if needed: early literacy, K-2 metrics, gifted/talented,
college remediation rates, etc.
• Are there other accountability framework designs/models in other places that you think provide more
useful metrics for schools and districts – which ones and why?
5. To what extent do you think that a fair balance between achievement, growth and post-secondary readiness is
achieved by the school and district frameworks?
If more time is available, move into the following questions:
6. Based on your interactions with schools and districts, to what extent do you think the frameworks are providing
data that can help schools and districts meet intended goals for the framework such as:
• Informing improvement planning efforts
• Monitoring the performance of schools
• Inspiring conversations about improving performance
• Setting performance expectations that are consistent with post-secondary readiness goals.
7. If you had the opportunity to change one specific aspect of the framework, what would you change and why?

Thank participants and wrap-up focus group session. Remind participants that they can follow-up with additional
thoughts and input after the session by contacting us by email.
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Appendix D – Focus Group Protocol for
Rural Council Members
I. INTRODUCTION 10 MINS.
• Thank them for their time and agreeing to be part of the focus group.
• We have been asked by the Colorado Department of Education to conduct the focus groups. The reason we
are having these focus groups is to get input on the next version of the evaluation frameworks and the
impact of the current evaluation system.
• There are no right and wrong answers.
		 - Every person’s experiences and opinions are important.
		 - Speak up whether you agree or disagree.
		 - We want to hear a wide range of opinions.
• We will be tape recording the group.
		 - What to capture everything you have to say
		 - We don’t identify anyone by name in our report. You will remain anonymous.
II. PURPOSE OF FRAMEWORKS
What do you think should be the larger purpose of these performance frameworks?
• Inquire what they perceive the purpose of the frameworks should be…portfolio management of schools?
Evaluation tool? Quality?
III. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND FLEXIBILITY
Pointing to current model and report, ask for input about the types of information that should be added into the
accountability model.
Follow-up questions:
• What would the source of the data be?
• Would you be able to provide it efficiently?
• Do you think you’ll have enough time and resources for the provision?
• What weight do you propose this to have?
• What do they do to evaluate their own schools and determine what “good enough is” for growth and
achievement?
• For those who only express concern, follow-up with what improvement could address it.
• To what extent do you think that a fair balance between achievement, growth and post-secondary readiness
is achieved by the school and district frameworks?
Flexibility for some targets
		 - Local assessments
IV. IMPACT
How is this used?
What impact does it have?
What is one thing in your school/district that has occurred as a result of the report [or accountability results]?
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Follow-up questions:
• Who actually used the results?
• What programmatic impact?
• What changed?
IV. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
Other comments
V. THANK THEM FOR THEIR TIME

Center for Assessment

51

