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QUESTIONS COMMON TO ALL DEPARTMENTS

Question 1: SMART Government Act:

a. Please describe how the SMART Government Act is being integrated
into the department’s existing processes (both in terms of service
delivery and evaluating performance).

b. How is the data that is gathered for the performance management
system used?

c. Please describe the value of the act in the department.

RESPONSE:

SMART Government Act:

a.  Please describe how the SMART Government Act is being integrated into the department’s
existing processes (both in terms of service delivery and evaluating performance).

The SMART Act is embedded in CDE’s ongoing strategic planning and performance
management process. CDE’s process includes the following:

June-July: Review of strategic plan by CDE leadership team. Adjustments are
made to reflect changing priorities, new areas of need, and new policies. Updated
student performance data is added as it becomes available and analysis is
performed on whether we met our student performance targets.
August-September: Staff across the department provide feedback and input into
the updated plan. The plan is then revised to reflect this input.

October: The updated plan is shared with the State Board of Education.
December: The updated plan is shared with the Joint House/Senate Education
Committees.

January-February: Unit plans are refined to ensure alignment with CDE’s
strategic plan (all unit plans must show alignment to CDE’s goals)

Ongoing: Goal teams for each of CDE’s four strategic goals implement the goal
plans, analyze data on performance, and refine strategies as needed.

Ongoing: Each employee has a performance management plan that includes at
least one shared goal tied to CDE’s strategic plan.

Ongoing: CDE monitors the operational performance metrics that are
incorporated in the performance report (input/process/output metrics around such
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areas as school finance disbursements, licensure cycle team, error-free reporting,
etc.). These are used to refine processes as needed.

Through these ongoing processes, CDE uses the strategic plan and performance report to
target and improve service delivery and evaluate performance.

b. How is the data that is gathered for the performance management system used?

The data gathered for each of the four goals of CDE’s strategic plan is used to determine
if our strategies are making a difference on student performance. Additional data is used
to better understand root causes and help staff identify areas of need and potential
strategies. A challenge of our data is that it comes late which makes it difficult to make
midcourse corrections as needed. As a result, the department is working to identify and
use leading indicators (like results from early literacy screening assessments administered
at the beginning of the year and survey data) to better determine whether strategies are
working along the way.

Data gathered for the operational performance report, such as licensure cycle time, is
monitored on a regular basis to ensure that ongoing processes like licensure renewals are
running smoothly.

c. Please describe the value of the act in the department.

The greatest value of the Act is the strategic plan. This, more than the operational
performance report, drives our organization. The strategic plan focuses the department’s
work solidly on supporting every student, every step of the way through the four goals of:

e Start strong

e Read by third grade

e Meet or exceed standards

e Graduate ready.

Because the department’s work is geared toward service delivery more than process
management, the strategic plan has greater value than the operational performance report.
We are working to identify ways to make the operational performance report more
integrated with the strategic goals by capturing metrics related to our progress toward
meeting our strategic goals. We will be exploring this option this winter and spring.
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Question 2: Do you have infrastructure needs (roads, real property, information
technology) beyond the current infrastructure request? If so, how do these needs
fit in with the department’s overall infrastructure priorities that have been
submitted to the Capital Construction Committee or Joint Technology
Committee? If infrastructure should be a higher priority for the department,
how should the department’s list of overall priorities be adjusted to account for
it?

RESPONSE:

The Department did not submit a request to the Capital Construction Committee or the Joint
Technology Committee this year.

Page 4 of 169



Question 3: Describe the department’s experience with the implementation of the
new CORE accounting system.

a. Was the training adequate?

b. Has the transition gone smoothly?

c. How has the implementation of CORE affected staff workload during
the transition?

d. Do you anticipate that CORE will increase the staff workload on an
ongoing basis? If so, describe the nature of the workload increase and
indicate whether the department is requesting additional funding for
FY 2015-16 to address it.

RESPONSE:

a. Was the training adequate?

The training materials and instruction provided were very helpful in preparing staff to work
in the system, but there were some issues:

e While the training was a very good orientation, and covered many important areas, in
several instances, the training environment did not function the same way the
production environment did. As a result, employees did not understand how the real
production environment functioned until they were actually using the new system in
July 2014. This created some delays in processing payments and other transactions.

e Also, the training environment was somewhat unstable, so some training classes were
delayed or had to end early due to the system environment being inoperative.

e Overall, the materials provided and hands-on training provided definitely helped
prepare agency personnel to work in the system.

b. Has the transition gone smoothly?

Implementing a statewide system the size of CORE, it is expected there will be
challenges. Overall, the system is moving in the right direction, but some examples of
the challenges agencies have faced to date:

a. System availability: the system has often been down or unavailable for large parts of
the day. This makes it difficult to get caught up on the extra work that was expected
with transitioning to a new system.
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b. Another challenge has been financial reporting, both reports available in the system
and the information contained within those reports. For example, expenditure data,
such as monthly payroll postings have been unavailable or delayed, so providing
reporting with accurate expenditure data to management and program staff has been
difficult. There is improvement every day, but budget to actual and other management
reporting is behind schedule.

c. How has the implementation of CORE affected staff workload during the transition?

Over the short-term, the implementation of CORE has significantly increased the
workload for accounting and purchasing staff in particular. The additional workload
coupled with a very steep learning curve has made it difficult to catch up on the work that
needs to be done. While the department has been able to make payments and pay
employees, all aspects of using CORE are currently more time consuming than COFRS.
This also is improving every day.

d. Do you anticipate that CORE will increase the staff workload on an ongoing basis? If so,
describe the nature of the workload increase and indicate whether the department is
requesting additional funding for FY 2015-16 to address it.

Currently, it is impossible to say what, if any, the increase in ongoing workload will be.
The department is still working its way towards what a ‘normal’ monthly, quarterly and
annual accounting cycle will be. However, there are at least two factors that seem they
will result in some ongoing increase in workload:

1. CORE requires more keystrokes and input because more information is
required to process a payment.

2. Navigation through the system takes more time than in COFRS. Most
transactions require input into 6 different screens, and the wait time for each
individual screen to load over time and thousands of transactions adds up.
The department suspects this may be an ongoing issue.

Both of these challenges are expected to improve over time, as staff climbs the learning
curve, but, since these are a function of the system time necessary to input transactions, it
is possible that there will be an ongoing increase in workload and processing time. Once
‘normal” workloads can be measured and quantified, additional resources may be
necessary.

However, the department recognizes that the implementation of such a substantial new
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system will drive additional short-term workload as employees adjust to new ways of
doing business. As employees adjust to new business processes and become more
familiar with the CORE system, it is expected that this short-term workload increase will
dissipate. Any long-term staffing changes resulting from CORE -- whether increases or
decreases -- will not be known before the system reaches a steady operational state. At
this time, the Executive Branch is not submitting any requests for FY 2015-16 to address
the impact of CORE on normal departmental financial services operations.
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PuBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE AND THE STATE EDUCATION FUND

FY 2015-16 Request for School Finance

[Background Information: The Governor’s request for school finance includes a net increase of
$381.1 million total funds (including increases of $239.9 million General Fund and $145.3
million cash funds from the State Education Fund and a decrease of $4.1 million cash funds from
the State Public School fund). The request includes an increase of $380.6 million total funds for
the State Share of Districts’ Total Program line item and $513,859 cash funds from the State
Education Fund for the Hold-harmless Full-day Kindergarten Funding line item. The request
would reduce the negative factor by $200.0 million on a one-time basis from ($894.2 million in
FY 2014-15 to $694.2 million in FY 2015-16) but does not specify an intended level for the
negative factor beyond FY 2015-16. In addition, 174 school district superintendents have
submitted a statement seeking an additional $70.0 million in one-time funding for school
districts.]

Question 4: Please discuss the out-year impacts of providing the proposed
increase in FY 2015-16. Does the State Board of Education’s opinion vary from
the Governor’s request for school finance?

RESPONSE:

As stated in the Governor’s FY 2015-16 budget letter, “As we look beyond FY 2015-16, the
ability of the State General Fund to protect the negative factor from rising above the FY 2014-15
level of $894 million is uncertain. Under the current model and incorporating this proposal, the
amount of new State General Fund monies in FY 2016-17 to keep the negative factor at the FY
2014-15 level will be $560.4 million. This currently exceeds the expected total new General
Fund money available.”

This is shown in the Attachment A below:
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Attachement A:

Summary of Public School Finar

ce - Total Program

FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 Diff¢erence FY 2016-17 Difference
Inflation Assumption 2.80% 2.80% 0.00% 2.60% -0.20%
Funded Pupil Assumption 845,136 855,589 10,453 868,423 12,834
Total Program Calculation $6,827,646,456 $7,107,937,820 $280,291,364 $7,402,139,256 $294,201,436
Negative Factor Adjustment (894,202,067) (694,202,067) 200,000,000 (894,202,067) (200,000,000)
TOTAL PROGRAM Requested $5,933,444,389 $6,413,735,753 $480,291,364 $6,507,937,189 $94,201,436
FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 ; FY 2016-17 Difference
State Public School Fund §98,977,700 §94,910,156 (54,067,544) $94,910,156 $O
State Education Fund 670,481,408 815,228,356 144,746,948 290,000,000 (525,228,356)
General Fund 3,184,047,461 3,423942876 239,895,415 3,984,318,265 560,375,389
Total State Share 3,953,506,569  4,334,081,388 ’ 380,574,819  4,369,228,421 35,147,033
Total Local Share 1.979.937.820 2,079,654,365 99,716,545 2,138,708,768 59,054,403
TOTAL PROGRAM Requested $5,933,444,389 $6,413,735,753 $480,291,364 $6,507,937,189 $94,201,436
D Diffe FY 2016-17 Difference
Beginning Balance $1,048,948,892 $666,026,487 ($382,922,405) $135,785,293  ($530,241,194)
One-third of 1% of State Taxable Income $520,800,000 $558,400,000 $37,600,000 $589,100,000 $30,700,000
Money from Prior Year-end Excers Reserves 34,378,921 0 (34,378,921) 0 0
Trangfers under SB 13-234 25,321,079 25,321,079 0 25,321,079 0
Other 5,800,000 5,800,000 0 6,100,000 300,000
State Education Fund Revenues $586,300,000 $589,521,079 $3,221,079 $620,521,079 $31,000,000
Total Program (School Finance) Expenditures 670,481,408 815,228,356 144,746,948 290,000,000 (525,228,356)
Estimated Other Program Expenditures 298,740,997 304,533,917 5,792,920 312,915,300 8,381,383
State Education Fund Expenditures $969,222,405 $1,119,762,273 $150,539,868 $602,915,300 ($516,846,973)
ENDING BALANCE $666,026,487 $135,785,293  (8530,241,194) $153,391,072 ($516,846,973)

The State Board has not taken a position concerning the Governor's request for school finance.
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Question 5: Please discuss how one-time moneys would benefit school districts.
How would districts use the funds?

RESPONSE:

Due to declines in revenue, districts have been forced to spend down reserves in order to balance
their budgets or to forego educational programs for students. Fixed costs to operate buildings do
not go away — they escalate — heating, maintenance, fuel, etc. When funding is cut, fixed costs
still must be covered. One-time funds would be helpful to begin the restoration of reserves and
to provide opportunities for addressing deferred maintenance and other non-salaried costs.

CDE surveyed members of the Financial Policies and Procedures Committee for their input.

Based on the information received, the districts stated that they could potentially use the funds in
the following ways:

Capital projects - specifically technology and electrical upgrades

Facility maintenance

Temporarily assist them with their special education programs

One-time classroom educational investments, including curriculum upgrades and
textbook purchases

Replace aging buses, and other fleet vehicles

Additional buses to meet the needs of a growing Special Education population

Safety and security enhancements

Technology infrastructure improvements

Development of Science, Technology, Engineering and Math (STEM) programs and
facilities

Professional development

Finally, the consensus is that the use of additional funding should be at the discretion of local
boards of education, so that they may responsibly address critical needs specific to the district.
District staff also shared the desire for any additional funding to be on-going in lieu of one-time.
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Question 6: Please explain the advantages or disadvantages of providing funding
through the school finance formula to reduce the negative factor when the

negative factor would immediately go back up the following year.

Is there a

better way to do this than through the formula?

RESPONSE:

See the chart below for a side-by-side of advantages and disadvantages.

Include $200 Million One-Time Funds in Finance Formula

Advantages

Disadvantages

Funding is provided to districts through the
formula and therefore, the distributions include
adjustments for district characteristics: size,
cost of living, at-risk students, etc.

Since the distribution would be through the
formula, districts may not fully understand the
nature of one-time funds that may be
eliminated in the following year.

Mechanically follows the same distribution
process therefore no changes to existing
formulas or programming is needed.

Negative Factor percentage would have a large
increase in the following year.

Districts are familiar with the distribution
process through the School Finance Act.

Districts that are primarily funded with local
share would receive a reduced or no allocation.

Under current law, districts would have
discretion on the use of the funds.

Below is a chart to “brainstorm other methods of distribution”:

Page 11 of 169




Brainstorming for Other Methods of Distribution

Advantages | Disadvantages

Separate allocation and distribution to districts based on $200 million being calculated
through the formula.
Range of $22,460 - $21,304,590

Leaves the calculation in the formula and Some districts may prefer a more even
becomes a separate distribution — could be paid | distribution of funds throughout the year.
in two installments, therefore providing
opportunity for early one-time investments.

Could keep inherent nature of adjusting Districts that are primarily funded with local
funding to districts based on characteristics. share would receive a reduced or no allocation.
(Could provide flat allocation to these districts)

The one-time nature of the funds would be
apparent through a separate distribution.

Per pupil distribution- $233.76
Range of $11,687 - $20,114,494

Simple calculation — easily distributed. Does not account for district characteristics
potentially providing less benefit to the
smallest districts.

Districts that are primarily funded with local
share would receive an allocation.

Flat amount per district - $1,117,318

Simple calculation — easily distributed. Creates large inequities in the benefit to a
district based on the size.

Districts that are primarily funded with local
share would receive an allocation.

The following table includes estimates of one-time funding provided by the influx of $200
million as a buy down of the negative factor compared to the funding provided for inflation and
growth.
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County
Adams
Adams
Adams
Adams
Adams
Adams
Adams
Alamosa
Alamosa
Arapahoe
Arapahoe
Arapahoe
Arapahoe
Arapahoe
Arapahoe
Arapahoe
Archuleta
Baca
Baca
Baca
Baca
Baca
Bent
Bent
Boulder
Boulder
Chaffee
Chaffee
Cheyenne
Cheyenne
Clear Creek
Conejos
Conejos
Conejos
Costilla
Costilla
Crowley
Custer

District
Mapleton

Adams 12 Five Star

Commerce City
Brighton
Bennett
Strasburg
Westminster
Alamosa

Sangre De Cristo

Englewood
Sheridan
Cherry Creek
Littleton

Deer Trail
Aurora

Byers
Archuleta
Walsh
Pritchett
Springfield
Vilas

Campo

Las Animas
McClave

St Vrain
Boulder
Buena Vista
Salida

Kit Carson
Cheyenne
Clear Creek
North Conejos
Sanford
South Conejos
Centennial
Sierra Grande
Crowley
Westcliffe

Total Program
After Negative
Factor
2014-15

60,616,906

296,785,657
59,487,117
117,163,445
7,235,560
7,325,388
76,326,087
14,430,398
2,864,522
19,677,818
12,047,009
359,935,224
100,412,158
2,119,167
287,910,509
4,382,350
9,769,395
1,678,497
754,284
2,535,837
1,191,723
703,103
3,678,855
2,454,483
198,759,265
204,438,193
6,626,640
7,747,739
1,380,741
2,003,047
7,472,797
7,072,251
3,145,593
2,404,298
2,347,231
2,614,317
3,592,514
3,278,597

Governor's
Proposal
Total Program
After Negative
Factor
2015-16
63,708,061

325,983,172
64,691,163
129,746,600
7,558,027
7,944,793
82,016,307
15,405,444
3,062,825
21,339,419
12,740,074
388,742,890
107,238,809
2,281,896
313,067,409
4,665,819
10,155,484
1,747,622
767,490
2,704,379
1,255,602
749,069
3,843,503
2,603,995
218,343,584
220,624,978
6,982,250
8,318,351
1,478,852
2,116,161
7,604,645
7,537,706
3,371,296
2,550,714
2,497,295
2,792,473
3,782,156
3,446,560

Total
Increase
3,091,155

29,197,515
5,204,047
12,583,155
322,467
619,405
5,690,220
975,046
198,303
1,661,601
693,064
28,807,666
6,826,651
162,729
25,156,900
283,469
386,089
69,125
13,206
168,542
63,879
45,965
164,648
149,512
19,584,320
16,186,785
355,610
570,612
98,111
113,114
131,847
465,455
225,703
146,416
150,064
178,156
189,642
167,963

Inflation &
Growth
1,096,318

18,990,276
3,178,426
8,520,508

85,809
370,636
3,122,112
492,668
102,399
993,418
294,145

16,635,284

3,468,772

91,278
15,354,082
137,372
68,099
14,403
(10,825)
83,862
24,563
22,510
44,300
67,975

12,747,509

9,278,539
136,981
310,146

51,804
46,852
131,847
229,433
120,140
66,548
71,868
90,718
71,215
60,044

One-time
1,994,837

10,207,239
2,025,620
4,062,647

236,658
248,769
2,568,108
482,378
95,904
668,183
398,919

12,172,382

3,357,879

71,451
9,802,819
146,097
317,990
54,722
24,032
84,680
39,316
23,455
120,348
81,537
6,836,811
6,908,246
218,629
260,466
46,306
66,262
236,022
105,563
79,868
78,196
87,438
118,428
107,919
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County
Delta
Denver
Dolores
Douglas
Eagle
Elbert
Elbert
Elbert
Elbert
Elbert
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
Fremont
Fremont
Fremont
Garfield
Garfield
Garfield
Gilpin
Grand
Grand
Gunnison
Hinsdale
Huerfano
Huerfano
Jackson

District
Delta
Denver
Dolores
Douglas
Eagle
Elizabeth
Kiowa
Big Sandy
Elbert
Agate
Calhan
Harrison
Widefield
Fountain
Colorado Springs

Cheyenne Mountain

Manitou Springs
Academy
Ellicott
Peyton
Hanover
Lewis-Palmer
Falcon
Edison
Miami-Yoder
Canon City
Florence
Cotopaxi
Roaring Fork
Rifle
Parachute
Gilpin

West Grand
East Grand
Gunnison
Hinsdale
Huerfano

La Veta
North Park

Total Program
After Negative
Factor
2014-15

32,923,979

620,259,368
2,635,047
432,475,106
48,854,259
17,026,183
3,133,893
2,910,299
2,266,618
744,166
4,250,521
78,221,471
58,267,210
51,842,298
209,018,117
32,322,172
10,188,051
157,807,486
7,028,016
4,756,199
2,571,030
39,883,507
122,695,401
2,208,967
2,821,476
24,773,494
10,446,314
2,286,259
41,682,199
31,941,083
7,573,069
3,363,307
3,676,064
8,536,208
12,642,874
1,093,103
3,881,688
2,169,882
2,311,700

Governor's
Proposal
Total Program
After Negative
Factor
2015-16
34,548,304

680,393,341
2,811,974
473,128,516
53,121,210
18,009,144
3,315,801
3,094,753
2,389,665
794,640
4,399,656
84,332,567
62,360,593
56,666,851
222,327,216
34,649,006
11,009,427
171,892,981
7,501,293
4,960,020
2,781,371
43,325,271
132,605,209
2,364,559
3,042,344
26,425,605
10,892,244
2,435,566
45,208,353
34,868,515
7,981,962
3,582,293
3,922,295
9,141,207
13,463,584
1,128,069
4,012,978
2,283,746
2,537,087

Total
Increase
1,624,325

60,133,973
176,926
40,653,410
4,266,951
982,961
181,908
184,455
123,047
50,474
149,135
6,111,096
4,093,383
4,824,553
13,309,099
2,326,834
821,375
14,085,495
473,277
203,821
210,341
3,441,765
9,909,808
155,592
220,868
1,652,111
445,930
149,307
3,526,154
2,927,431
408,893
218,986
246,231
604,998
820,710
34,967
131,290
113,863
225,387

Inflation &
Growth
542,543

38,829,384
88,877
25,838,731
2,603,611
419,055
78,084
87,551
48,221
25,592
11,372
3,470,461
2,140,737
3,050,191
6,347,552
1,241,898
476,646
8,703,154
238,396
48,512
123,250
2,085,156
5,757,652
81,552
125,605
824,668
104,870
73,044
2,110,583
1,835,622
158,961
106,816
123,416
318,767
399,136
(355)
5,635
42,354
145,945

One-time
1,081,782

21,304,589
88,049
14,814,679
1,663,340
563,905
103,825
96,903
74,826
24,882
137,763
2,640,635
1,952,645
1,774,362
6,961,547
1,084,935
344,729
5,382,342
234,882
155,309
87,091
1,356,608
4,152,156
74,039
95,262
827,443
341,060
76,263
1,415,571
1,091,809
249,933
112,169
122,816
286,231
421,574
35,322
125,655
71,509
79,442
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County
Jefferson
Kiowa
Kiowa

Kit Carson
Kit Carson
Kit Carson
Kit Carson
Kit Carson
Lake

La Plata

La Plata

La Plata
Larimer
Larimer
Larimer
Las Animas
Las Animas
Las Animas
Las Animas
Las Animas
Las Animas
Lincoln
Lincoln
Lincoln
Logan
Logan
Logan
Logan
Mesa

Mesa

Mesa
Mineral
Moffat
Montezuma
Montezuma
Montezuma
Montrose
Montrose
Morgan

District
Jefferson
Eads
Plainview
Arriba-Flagler
Hi Plains
Stratton
Bethune
Burlington
Lake
Durango
Bayfield
Ignacio
Poudre
Thompson
Estes Park
Trinidad
Primero
Hoehne
Aguilar
Branson
Kim
Genoa-Hugo
Limon
Karval
Valley
Frenchman
Buffalo
Plateau
Debeque
Plateau Valley
Mesa Valley
Creede
Moffat
Montezuma
Dolores
Mancos
Montrose
West End
Brush

Total Program
After Negative
Factor
2014-15

553,917,393
1,877,873
968,759
1,895,591
1,414,140
1,856,712
1,613,702
5,133,620
7,850,207
33,647,134
9,431,889
5,775,395
191,659,827
102,333,441
7,947,765
8,748,119
2,113,779
3,042,755
1,224,512
3,093,816
670,165
1,948,006
3,581,551
894,377
14,780,238
2,150,635
2,841,406
2,086,283
1,690,498
3,431,681
144,669,867
1,186,594
14,210,806
18,348,561
5,371,468
3,290,628
41,098,545
2,872,358
10,766,960

Governor's
Proposal

Total Program
After Negative
Factor
2015-16
590,950,534

1,991,789
1,019,038
2,029,530
1,507,136
1,943,576
1,733,278
5,555,383
8,300,671
36,128,105
9,993,198
6,166,584
208,255,391
110,249,491
8,442,556
8,869,044
2,266,502
3,237,569
1,313,182
3,296,998
717,266
2,081,721
3,852,435
902,219
15,562,624
2,293,724
3,040,110
2,228,507
1,778,549
3,638,649
155,998,685
1,274,971
14,972,992
19,594,340
5,785,455
3,537,191
43,955,125
2,964,685
11,645,974

Total
Increase

37,033,142
113,915
50,279
133,939
92,996
86,864
119,576
421,763
450,464
2,480,971
561,309
391,189
16,595,564
7,916,050
494,791
120,925
152,723
194,814
88,671
203,182
47,101
133,715
270,385
7,843
782,386
143,090
198,704
142,225
88,051
206,968
11,328,817
88,377
762,186
1,245,779
413,987
246,563
2,856,580
92,327
879,014

Inflation &
Growth

18,529,200
51,548
18,371
70,390
45,805
26,006
65,303

247,812
190,552
1,349,722
248,400
198,100
10,074,637
4,463,900
230,436
(156,784)
81,754
93,439
47,552
99,946
24,642
68,532
150,257
(20,408)
295,086
71,268
103,511
72,445
32,361
93,034
6,444,160
48,455
293,349
632,238
232,832
135,806
1,480,250
(504)
514,353

One-time

18,503,941
62,367
31,908
63,549
47,192
60,858
54,273

173,951
259,912
1,131,249
312,909
193,089
6,520,927
3,452,150
264,355
277,709
70,969
101,375
41,119
103,236
22,459
65,183
120,628
28,250
487,299
71,821
95,192
69,779
55,690
113,934
4,884,657
39,922
468,837
613,541
181,155
110,757
1,376,330
92,831
364,661
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County
Morgan
Morgan
Morgan
Otero
Otero
Otero
Otero
Otero
Otero
Ouray
Ouray
Park

Park
Phillips
Phillips
Pitkin
Prowers
Prowers
Prowers
Prowers
Pueblo
Pueblo

Rio Blanco
Rio Blanco
Rio Grande
Rio Grande
Rio Grande
Routt
Routt
Routt
Saguache
Saguache
Saguache
San Juan
San Miguel
San Miguel
Sedgwick
Sedgwick
Summit

District

Ft. Morgan
Weldon
Wiggins
East Otero
Rocky Ford
Manzanola
Fowler
Cheraw
Swink
Ouray
Ridgway
Platte Canyon
Park
Holyoke
Haxtun
Aspen
Granada
Lamar
Holly
Wiley
Pueblo City
Pueblo Rural
Meeker
Rangely

Del Norte
Monte Vista
Sargent
Hayden

Steamboat Springs

South Routt

Mountain Valley

Moffat
Center
Silverton
Telluride
Norwood
Julesburg
Platte Valley
Summit

Total Program
After Negative
Factor
2014-15

20,956,365
2,310,092
3,929,666
9,808,656
6,221,219
1,839,125
3,306,086
2,310,679
3,008,703
2,364,935
3,176,964
7,417,628
4,355,523
4,283,634
2,592,173

14,979,294
2,252,951

10,941,529
2,506,238
2,247,851

118,570,808

59,582,141
4,880,210
3,677,873
3,875,427
7,787,165
3,405,461
3,418,692

16,683,048
3,395,979
1,583,292
2,384,971
5,120,339

998,029
7,943,947
2,781,316
6,257,469
1,550,849

22,667,404

Governor's
Proposal

Total Program
After Negative
Factor
2015-16
22,262,131

2,468,182
4,197,160
10,481,763
6,649,743
1,899,719
3,531,312
2,465,791
3,175,984
2,527,754
3,384,086
7,627,672
4,663,667
4,566,034
2,755,339
16,054,290
2,388,318
11,697,301
2,673,082
2,397,857
125,942,821
64,711,556
5,321,140
4,007,702
3,978,046
8,300,710
3,625,174
3,647,072
18,035,186
3,583,329
1,650,239
2,491,867
5,567,846
1,065,721
8,857,294
2,989,693
6,692,126
1,640,818
24,549,319

Total
Increase

1,305,766
158,090
267,494
673,107
428,524

60,594
225,226
155,112
167,280
162,820
207,123
210,044
308,144
282,400
163,166

1,074,995
135,368
755,771
166,844
150,005

7,372,013

5,129,415
440,930
329,829
102,619
513,545
219,713
228,380

1,352,137
187,349

66,947
106,895
447,507

67,692
913,348
208,378
434,658

89,969

1,881,915

Inflation &
Growth

608,690
80,806
136,072
344,901
220,306
1,109
114,653
77,903
67,833
83,670
101,160
(28,795)
162,115
139,428
76,891
572,301
60,584
389,504
83,144
74,923
3,428,471
3,103,156
440,930
204,339
(21,942)
253,632
106,201
114,183
787,416
75,147
15,275
28,869
273,166
34,322
636,007
114,764
225,113
38,592
1,113,222

One-time

697,076
77,284
131,422
328,207
208,218
59,484
110,573
77,209
99,447
79,149
105,963
238,839
146,030
142,972
86,276
502,695
74,783
366,268
83,700
75,082
3,943,543
2,026,259
125,490
124,561
259,913
113,512
114,198
564,721
112,202
51,673
78,026
174,341
33,370
277,341
93,614
209,545
51,378
768,692
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County
Teller
Teller
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Weld

Weld

Weld

Weld

Weld

Weld

Weld

Weld

Weld

Weld

Weld

Weld

Yuma
Yuma
Yuma
Yuma

Governor's

Proposal
Total Program  Total Program
After Negative After Negative
Factor Factor Total Inflation &

District 2014-15 2015-16 Increase Growth One-time

Cripple Creek 3,640,197 3,421,596 (218,602) (218,602) -
Woodland Park 16,909,608 17,856,672 947,063 387,932 559,131
Akron 3,032,883 3,211,545 178,662 78,102 100,560
Arickaree 1,444,973 1,537,613 92,640 44,494 48,146
Otis 2,181,199 2,320,065 138,866 66,220 72,646
Lone Star 1,507,033 1,598,417 91,385 41,335 50,050
Woodlin 1,166,835 1,206,792 39,958 2,171 37,787
Gilcrest 12,526,661 13,242,240 715,580 300,937 414,643
Eaton 12,535,092 13,549,783 1,014,691 590,418 424,273
Keenesburg 15,098,845 16,396,409 1,297,564 784,157 513,407
Windsor 31,207,155 34,243,293 3,036,137 1,963,906 1,072,232
Johnstown 23,046,350 25,399,658 2,353,308 1,557,990 795,318
Greeley 141,200,451 154,331,988 13,131,537 8,299,068 4,832,469
Platte Valley 9,250,638 8,686,864 (563,773) (563,773) -
Ft. Lupton 16,134,595 17,221,843 1,087,248 547,995 539,253
Ault-Highland 5,879,452 6,149,170 269,718 77,175 192,544
Briggsdale 2,162,973 2,006,066 (156,907) (219,722) 62,814
Prairie 2,438,851 2,287,318 (151,533) (223,154) 71,621
Pawnee 1,353,063 1,407,865 54,801 54,801 -
Yuma 1 6,053,804 6,422,269 368,465 167,370 201,095
Wray Rd-2 5,077,388 5,394,016 316,628 147,730 168,898
Idalia Rj-3 1,911,897 2,030,026 118,129 54,564 63,564
Liberty J-4 1,016,858 1,038,531 21,674 (10,845) 32,519
TOTALS $5,933,444,389 $6,413,735,753  $480,291,364 $280,291,364 $200,000,000
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Question 7: Under current law, the “minimum state aid” provision of the
School Finance Act will be reinstated in FY 2014-15. Based on the JBC Staff
estimates, that reinstatement would require the distribution of $363,079 to a
total of six school districts, five of which would not otherwise receive state
funding for school finance in FY 2015-16. Please explain why those five
districts would be able to fully fund total program in FY 2015-16 with local
revenues.

RESPONSE:

Under current law, the “minimum state aid” provision of the School Finance Act will be
reinstated in FY 2014-15. Based on the JBC Staff estimates, that reinstatement would
require the distribution of $363,079 to a total of six school districts, five of which would not
otherwise receive state funding for school finance in FY 2015-16. Please explain why those
five districts would be able to fully fund total program in FY 2015-16 with local revenues.

Colorado public schools receive funding from a variety of sources. However, most revenues
to Colorado's 178 school districts are provided through the Public School Finance Act of
1994 (as amended). Total Program is a term used to describe the total amount of money each
school district receives under the School Finance Act. Total program is made up of both the
state share of the formula and the local share. The local share of total program is generated
through property taxes and specific ownership taxes (vehicle ownership taxes).

The first calculation to determine the split between local and state share for total program, is
to determine how much property tax is generated through the district’s assessed value and
mill levy. This is compared to the total program amount generated through the school
finance act. If the local share is lower than the amount needed to fund total program, the
state “backfills” the amount needed to obtain total program.

Some district’s total program funding is generated by local revenue only. These districts can
assess mills against their total assessed value that generate enough funds to fully fund their
total program without the need for state aid.
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Status of the State Education Fund

[Background Information: The JBC Staff briefing document discusses the status of the State
Education Fund in FY 2015-16 and subsequent years and the impact of providing ongoing
funding for a variety of programs from the State Education Fund. The ongoing and
increasing use of State Education fund moneys to support programs outside of school finance
and categorical programs will increase pressure on the General Fund to support school
finance going forward.]

Question 8: In FY 2014-15, the General Assembly provided $3.0 million in
one-time funding to support the development of a financial transparency
system for education. Please provide an update on the status of that system.

RESPONSE:

House Bill 14-1292 set forth requirements for local education providers (LEPSs) to begin
reporting financial information tied to individual school sites. LEPs are school districts,
BOCES, charter schools and the Charter School Institute. As reported in the fiscal note,

“...the bill continuously appropriates $3 million for CDE beginning in FY 2014-15
to contract for a web view that pulls and displays financial information reported by
school districts on district websites. The web view will provide a comparable format
for examining expenditures across schools, districts, and other local education
providers (LEPs), and must be available to the public no later than July 1, 2017.
Although the $3 million is continuously appropriated to the department through
FY2017-18, the web view is expected to require some additional ongoing expenses,
estimated at $600,000 per year, starting FY2017-18, once the system is operating.”

The Financial Policies and Procedures (FPP) Advisory Committee formed a sub-committee
to develop recommendations on how best to implement the requirements of HB14-1292,
including recommendations that will be the least burdensome to LEPs. The following items
cover the work of the FPP sub-committee to date, and items approved by the FPP committee:

e Standard Website Templates — At the Oct. 31, 2014 FPP meeting, three annual
financial transparency templates were approved to be used by all LEPs: templates
effective July 1, 2015, 2016 and 2017 (and subsequent years): pursuant to Section 22-44-
304(4), C.R.S.

e Financial Transparency Icon — Beginning July 1, 2015, to easily arrive at required
financial transparency information on LEP websites, the FPP committee approved two
options:
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0 Use a standard financial transparency icon which is clearly visible somewhere on
the LEP website homepage. When the icon is clicked, a user will be taken to the
Standard Website Template which displays all required financial transparency
information. The following icon was adopted:

" o

Financial
.I'.!.;['_:-[‘.\:--;':.'-.r-

o0 Create a hyperlink labeled “Financial Transparency” which is clearly visible on
the LEP website homepage. When the hyperlink is clicked, a user will be taken to
the Standard Website Template which displays all required financial transparency
information.

Either option is acceptable, as long as the icon or hyperlink is clearly visible on the LEP’s
homepage. The size and location of the icon on the LEP’s homepage is up to the LEP.

Individual School Site Level Reporting — Pursuant to Section 22-44-105 (4)(e)(1)
C.R.S., LEPs will be required to post FY 2015-16, and subsequent years financial data
on their websites which will include expenditures tied to individual school sites. In
order to facilitate the software vendor to easily access LEP financial data, the FPP
committee approved using a standardized Excel file which will be posted by the LEP
annually, on the LEP’s website. FY 2015-16 financial data will be the first data
available and posted by LEPs and used for the website view, which will be available to
the public July 1, 2017.

Request for Information (RFI) — An RFI was issued on Dec. 11, 2014, to seek
information from vendors that will inform the development and issuance of the Request
for Proposal (RFP). The RFP will be issued spring 2015, and a vendor will be selected
late summer 2015. The selected vendor will use annual LEP financial data to create a
meaningful and clear website view, which will enable interested parties to make
comparisons between school districts, individual schools, charter schools, BOCES and
the Charter School Institute.

Next Steps — The sub-committee is beginning work on the following:

HB14-1292 district implementation guide

Review of RFI responses when received

Issuance of RFP

Continued discussion on efficiency ideas around how the selected vendor will
collect LEP financial data.

Awnh e
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Question 9: In FY 2014-15, the General Assembly increased funding provided to
boards of cooperative educational services (BOCES) to implement state
education priorities by $2.0 million cash funds from the State Education Fund.
Please provide an update on how the Department is distributing those funds and
how the BOCES are using those funds.

RESPONSE:

Please see the attached information. It includes:

e Attachment A: FY2014-15 BOCES Allocations showing the amount allocated to
each of the 20 BOCES and Allocations by BOCES and by District.

e Attachment B: The Department’s summary of the uses of funds during FY2014-15

e Attachment C: The final document is information provided by the Colorado BOCES
Association with more detailed examples of how 12 BOCES around the state are
utilizing the funds.

100%--all 178 school districts in the state are participating in this program.
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Attachment A (Part 1): FY2014-15 BOCES Allocations showing the amount allocated to each
of the 20 BOCES.

ALLOCATION - 201415

[Foia Boces I |
Member First Allocation- Second Allocation- Third Amount Allecated
BOCES Districts 45% 45% Allocation-10% 2014-15
Adams County BOCES 5 3 70487688 F 39.82354 § 33.7891.50 § 144 102.70
Centennial BOCES 20 3 7048768 % 158,284 15 3§ 47.856.73 § 277,838 54
Colorado Digital BOCES 2 3 TO48768 F 15,829.42 3§ T.OT7T4.23 § B4.381.31 *NEW
East Central BOCES 21 3 70487688 F 167268868 3 349682 3§ 241.243.15
Expeditionary BOCES 5 3 70487688 F 39.82354 § 103.538.84 § 213.850.04
Fromt Rangs BOCES 2 3 70487688 F 15,829.42 3§ 13.271.21 % 09 88829
Grand Valley BOCES i} 3 70487688 F 47,788 25 § 1431285 § 132.588.78
Mit. Evans BOCES 3 70487688 F 23.88412 § 856.71 % B5.338.49
Mountain BOCES 0 3 70487688 F TO.B4T 0B 3 10,883.79 3§ 160.828.53
Mortheast BOCES 12 3 70487688 F B5.570.48 3§ 257837 % 168.640.53
Morthwest BOCES T 3 70487688 F 55, 75285 § 288351 § 128,224 12
Pikes Peak BOCES i7 3 70487688 F 13540003 5 4341872 § 248 307 41
Rio Blanco BOCES 2 3 70487688 F 15,829.42 3§ 4T4TT § BG.B91.85
San Juan BOCES el 3 70487688 F 7188237 § 502375 § 147.183.78
San Luis Valley BOCZES 15 3 70487688 F 119, 470.81 3§ 321372 § 183.171.89
Santa Fe Trail BOCES i} 3 70487688 F 47,788 25 § 142478 § 118, 700.69
South Central BOCES 15 3 70487688 F 11247081 3§ 1431712 & 20427530
Southeasterm BOCES 12 5 7048768 F 557640 3 1.380.79 % 167 424 04
Uncompahgre BOCES 5 3 70487688 F 39.82354 § 7rB.E80 3§ 111.080.08
Lte Pass BOCES 3 3 7048768 % 23,88412 § 181282 § BiE, 184 41
Total 177 5 140875325 % 140075325 % 31327850 § 3,132.785.00

These allocations are based on the following assumptions:

"Ewery district is participating in a BOCES as a member or non-member as outlimed in the application except for
Hinsdale County. They have chosen not to participate with the Uncompahgre BOCES.

"Ewery district is assigned to only one BOCES.

"Districts Funded Pupil Count from October, 2013 is the basis for the per pupil allocation. Adjustments are made to
those districts with CS1 schools.

"Per the MOU betweaen the Adams County and Front Range BOCES, Front Range will receive the full allocation for
both BOCES.

"Hinsdale County will be participating with San Luis Valley BOCES.
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Attachment A (Part 2): FY2014-15 BOCES Allocations showing the amount allocated to each
BOCES and District.

FINAL
201415 BOCES ALLOCATIONS
PER HE12-1345
ALLOCATION - 204-15
I ]
Appropriation longbill HE 141236 1,302, 785.00
Schod Finance Ad HB 14-1238 Z,000,000.00
COE Share Z3-5- 1221518 170, 000.00
Amount o Allocale 3,132,785.00
|
First Allocation - Mumber of
BOCES 450 1,400, 753.25
Secand Allocation - Membar
Disticts In BOCES 4% 1,809,753.25
Third Allocason - Per Pupll e 313,276.50
[Amount o Allocale 3,132.785.00
Diatrict FYzoi4
Funded Pupdl | C5| Fundad | Funded Pupll | Third afiecation-
Dilafrict Count | Pupll Count|  Count 1% Final Saaoclation
MAPLETOH 1 3050 B24E3 3,303.45 |Adams Courty BOCES
ADAMS 12 FIVE STAR 20604 423443 1E,561.20 |Adams County BOCES
COMMERCE CITY 14 7502 7.736.8 Z,500.56 |Adams County BOCES
ERIGHTON 27J 7456 16.526.9 £.646.05 [Adams Counly BOCES
EERFETT 23] T TOES =45 E::TEE%ES_:
ESTRASHLRIE 31 i) 9503 41534 |East Contral BOCES
WESTMINGTER 50 5112 102625 4.040.1F [Adams Coury BOCES
ALAMCER 11 00 Z,061.5 B71.36 |San Lus valey BOCES
SANGRE DECRIGI0 22 [0 306.5 129,13
ENGLEVY L0 A 1.1
CHERRY GREEK & il 511575 2142932
LITTLETON 6 0a 14,3576 E.218.52 |Expadiionary BOCES
DEER TRAIL 264 0.0 1553 56.51 |East Central BOGES
ALRORA 25 0.0 FEATET 15,579.31 |Expediionary SOCES
EYERS 22d il 5768 24276 |Easl Lenid BOCES
ARCHULETA 50U i) 14115 550,50 |San Juan BOCES
WALEH RE-1 0a 1415 5937 |Souineasiem BOCES
PRITCHETT RE-3 [il1] BEG T3E0 [Conheasem DOCES
SPRINGFIELD RE+ 0a 2672 111.54 |Soufheasiem BOCES
WILAS =S i3] 1278 53,40 |Soulheasem BoCES
GAMPO RES il 500 20,55 |Soulneasiem B0CES
LAS AMIMAS RE-1 0a 5053 210165 |Sania Fe Trall BOCES
WCCLANE FEZ L] TELT T8, 70 | Solneasiem BoCEs
ST VAN RE-1J =018 il ZE011.8 11,722 67 |Centannial BOCES
BOULDER RE-2 259502 04 259502 12,121.22 |Front Ranga BOCES
BUEMA VISTA A3l EREE] i ERFE] 352,11 |Mouniain BOCES
SALIDA F-32] 11003 0.0 11009
FIT LA T i8] T8
CHEVENME R RE-S 1659 i) 1659
CLEAR CREEK RE-1 BTET| i3] BTE.T ]
MORTH CONESCS RE-1J 10224 00 10228 E
SANFORD BJ ETEE] i 3729 E ey
SOUTH GOMEIDS RE-10 ZIET| 0.0 2367 9575 |San Lus Valey BOCES
CENTEMMIAL F-1 Z123 il 2123 58,86 |San Lus valey BOCES
GIERRA GRANDE R-20 56 04 2655 111,17 [San Lus Valey BOCES
TROWLEY FE-1] I il Exi] 5.7 |[Souh Cened BOGES
WESTCLIFFE C-1 A5 5 ] 2065 170.19 |Soulh Cenal BOCES
DELTA 504 45560 ] 4.3560 Z.075.25 |Grand valey BOGES
DEMVER 1 Bl 526 1 il B0 526.1 33,705, 15 |Expadionany SOCES
DOLORES RE-1 265 1 0.0 265.1 112.22 |San Juan BOCES
DOl RE-1d [ ek il mm
EAGLE Re-o) 61624 2750 62604 - E
[ELIZ85ETH -1 22524 [ 2400 2
FICWNA G2 339.4| [0 3384
B SANDT 100 25749 [0 25749
ELBERT 200 2004 [0 200.4 H3.E5 |Pikes Peak BOCES
AGATE 300 ] il S0 .53 |East Central BOGES
CALHAN R 2559 E45 5505 20756 |Fikes Peak BOCES
FARAIECN T T il L] I5ET7T [Pkes Peak BUCES
WIDEFIELD 3 65569 il .596.9 3,640.19 |Pikes Peak BOCES
FOUNTAIN & 7.565.1 0a 7.568.1 3,154, 14 |Pikes Peak BOCES
COLORADC SPRINGS 11 78406 24796 30,3202 11,653.01 |Fikes Peak BOCES
CHEYENME MCUNTAIN 12 48407 0.0 43407 2[5 13 |Pikes Peak BOCES
TR T C0 SPTGes 19 Taa| T 1a0 3 Ten e |JiE Paes Dot e

Page 23 of 169



District Fra014
Funded Pupdl| ©51 Funded | Funded Pupll | Thind &liocation-

Coda County Disrict Count  |PupliCount|  Count 10% Final Association
2590 CURAY [FIDGEWAY Rz [ 324.7 135.51 |Uncompahgre BOCES
2600 FARE, PLATTE CANTON 1 [T 1,034.0 432,79 | Evars BOGES
2610 FARK. FARK RE-2 [ = 221.75 |Mouriain BOCES
(2620 PHILLIES HOLYOEE RE-1J 0.0 SE12 24307 |Mormeatt BOCES

30 PHILLIPS HANTUN RE-2J 0.0 2037 12203 |Normeast BOCES
EAD PITKIM AZDEN 1 0.0 15465 E50.16 [Mourialn BOCES
2650 PROWERS CRANADA RE-1 [ 7143 59,70 |Soulheasiem BOCES
2650 PROWERS LANAR RE-2 [ 1,566.5 £55.60 |Soulheaslem BOCES
TN PROWERS ALY RE-3 T X TI5.1E [Solfeasem BOCES
ZEAD PROWERS WILEY RE-12J [T 7165 O0.EC |Zania Fe Trall BOCES
J630 PUEELD PUEELD CITY EO 1560 170603 7 074,65 |South Cenral BOCES
o0 PUEELD PUEELD RURAL 70 0.0 BA19.0 3,601.67 | Soulh Cenval BOCES
710 RIC BLANCD MEEKER. RE-1 0.0 540.0 271,65 |Fio Blahcn BOCES
o ] S i [olaii pinky Hi=s]
2730 FI0 GRANDE DEL NORTE C-7 [T 559 0,12 |an Luks Valey BOCES
£ MOMTE VIETA G [ 10543 455.03 [San Luis Valey EOCES
SARCGENT RE-33) il 3E12 103.04 |Zan Luis Valey EOCES
HAYDEN RE-1 0.0 3727 155.00 |Morswes: BOCES
Frg] STEAMBOAT SPRINGS RE-2 0.0 Z3420 0B0.E5 |Mormwes: BOCES
2780 SOUTH ROUTT RE-3J [T 374 157 .57 |MorsTwes: BOCES
2730 MTH VALLEY RE-1 [ 1233 51.66 |San Luis Valey BOCES
i) MFFATZ T 105 fERE] m—mﬂm“_ey 5]
TE1D CENTER 26 0o E24.3 TE1.52 [an Luks Valey EOCES
2620 SILVERTOM 1 00 E58 27,54 [San Juan BOCES
2530 SAN MFSUEL TELLURICE -1 [T B05.5 336,31 U BOCES
2540 SAN MIGUEL NORWOOD RE-Z) [ 2558 107.07_|Un BOCES
i EEDCWICK. T EEE0RGE RE- T EE 5106 [Nonheas
TEAE CEDCWICK, DLATTE WL RE3 [T 1213 50,77 |Morheast BOCES
3000 SUMMIT SUMMIT RE-1 [ 30400 1,275.20 |Mouriialn BOCES
3010 TELLER CRIPPLE CHEER RE-1 0.0 3E5.3 152.57 |Ule Pass BOCES
020 TELLER: WOODLAND PARK RE-2 oL Z528.0 15275 |JIE Fass BOCES
B T EFro T iy T35.rs
2050 WASHINGTON ERICHKAREE B2 [T 1066 45 E7 |Easl Ceniral BOCES
2050 WASHNGTON OTIS Fea [ 1028 80,70 |Moreast BOCES
3050 WASHINGTON LOME STAR 101 0.0 1168 4560 |Monheast GOCES
3070 WASHNGTON WOODLIN F-108 0.0 EED 37.21 |Eas Central BOCES
EE WELD GLCREST RE-1 0. 1,501.4 754.00 [Centennial BOCES
3035 WELD EATON RE-2 [T 18230 753.04 |Centennial BOCES
EE WELD WEENESEIURG RE-3J [ 21690 00324 [Centennial EOCES
300 WELD WIS OR RES T I5EET TOTE S [Cerennial BOeEs
3110 WELD JOHNET OV RE-SJ [T 33004 1,300.63 |Ceriennial BOCES
3120 WELD GREELEY & [ 19,5630 E,314.27 |Certennial BOCES

30 WELD PLATTE WLY RE7 il 10574 455,55 |Cemennial EOCES

] WELD |[FORT LUFTON RE-S il T 2056 24034 [Centennial BOCES

£ TWEL AOCT-AGHAND FES TarE Soa0s [Lentann
355 WELD ERIGGE0ALE RE-10) 0o [ 53.63 |Centennlal BOCES
EI WELD PRAIRIE RE-11J [ 1845 77.27 |Centennlal BOCES

14E WELD PAWMEE RE-12 0.0 B36 34,50 |Centennial BoCES

200 LN, LN 1 00 Ti22 323.21 |Colo@moo BOCES

210 LIMA, WRAY RO-Z 0.0 B75.5 T582.74 |Norheast BOCES

E LI, IDALLA RIS [T 1554 55.04 |Eas Central BOCES
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Attachment B
Department Summary of the Uses of BOCES Funds
Fiscal Year 2014-15

Below is a brief summary of each BOCES and how they plan to utilize the HB12-1345 funds to
support their school districts in meeting state educational reforms and initiatives.

Northeast BOCES: The NE BOCES will continue to support the work of the Northeast
Consortium for Student Achievement and Growth. This consortium work includes educator
effectiveness professional development, implementation of state standards and a literacy design
collaborative.

East Central BOCES: The East Central BOCES will support their districts in the continued
work on the implementation of the state standards, the development and implementation of
classroom formative assessments, data coaching, leadership training and the implementation of
data teams to support the classroom teachers and instruction.

Santa Fe Trail BOCES: The Santa Fe Trail BOCES will utilize their funds to continue their
implementation of the requirements of SB 191 Educator Effectiveness. Activities will include
data management systems, refining student learning outcomes and student growth pie chart
development and the training for administrators in the implementation and delivery of specific
components of the PD 360 program.

Southeast BOCES: The Southeast BOCES will utilize the funds to support collaborative work
and professional development for all educators in their region. The support includes data
analysis and management for district and classroom assessments, online curriculum development
and implementation, and the SEBOCES Fall Conference professional development activities.

South Central BOCES: The South Central BOCES will continue to utilize the funds to meet
the requirements of the implementation of SB 191 Educator Effectiveness, specifically
supporting the professional development needs of administrators and teacher leaders. In
addition, the funds will support the work in data analysis and management, curriculum
development and the gifted and talented program.

Pikes Peak BOCES: The Pikes Peak BOCES will support their districts by utilizing the funds
in the area of classroom curriculum and instruction development and implementation and
meeting the professional development needs of area educators in these two areas.

Ute Pass BOCES: The Ute Pass BOCES will focus their funds on the continued development
of benchmark assessments in all grade levels and content areas. The funds will also support the
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continued development and work of an electronic evaluation system for all educators in their
region to utilize.

Colorado Digital BOCES: The Colorado Digital BOCES will utilize their funds to support the
work in meeting the requirements of SB 191 Educator Effectiveness and the continued
development of an online advanced learner program supporting student success in postsecondary
education and the workforce.

Expeditionary BOCES: The Expeditionary BOCES continues to utilize their funds to meet the
requirements of the READ Act. This support includes literacy interventions and the necessary
professional development and resources and literacy interventionists in all grade levels
supporting students in their classroom.

Front Range BOCES: The Front Range BOCES will utilize their funds to meet the continued
requirements of the READ Act and SB 191 Educator Effectiveness. The work includes cross
district professional learning communities and instructional rounds for instructional leaders
within the schools and literacy support to improve student literacy outcomes through effective
READ plans, School Readiness Plans and IEPs. Adams County BOCES has signed an MOU
with the Front Range BOCES and will collaborate with them in the utilization of these funds.

Mt. Evans BOCES: The Mt. Evans BOCES will be utilizing the funds to continue their work
with all of their teachers in effective technology use in the classroom. In addition, these funds
will support their work in meeting the needs of the gifted and talented students and
programming.

Centennial BOCES: The Centennial BOCES will utilize these funds to continue their work in
the implementation of the READ Act and cognitive coaching for requirements of SB 191
Educator Effectiveness. In addition, the funds support the continued work and effectiveness of
two cross district literacy cohorts.

Northwest BOCES: The Northwest BOCES has determined to utilize their funds to continue
the support of the NW Regional Collaborative Day of professional development in educator
effectiveness and literacy and the follow up activities in professional development to this
collaborative effort.

Rio Blanco BOCES: The Rio Blanco BOCES will use their funds to support their continued
work in standards based learning and leadership professional development activities. In addition,
the funds will assist them in their mentor-mentee program and its continued support to the
administrators and teachers in the region.
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Mountain BOCES: The Mountain BOCES will utilize their funds in developing an effective
professional development planning process and plan in conjunction with the Colorado Teacher
and Principal Quality Standards.

San Luis Valley BOCES: The San Luis Valley BOCES will continue to utilize their funds in a
collaborative effort to meet the requirements of the READ Act, develop and implement at all
grade levels and content areas common assessments based on the state standards and support the
work of the literacy interventionists.

San Juan BOCES: The San Juan BOCES will continue to utilize their funds in the
implementation of a comprehensive professional development plan.  The professional
development plan will include data driven instructional strategies in literacy, peer coaching,
development of common formative assessments in literacy and math, professional development
management system, and classroom literacy and math curriculum development support.

Uncompaghre BOCS: The Uncompaghre BOCS will utilize their funds for their continued
work in developing and implementing high quality math curriculum and instruction for all grade
levels in their school districts.  Activities include professional development for all teachers,
coaching, effectively developing and utilizing math assessments in the classroom.

Grand Valley BOCES: The Grand Valley BOCES will continue utilizing the funds to support
their work with the implementation and requirements of SB 191 Educator Effectiveness building
leadership and instructional capacity in all of their school districts.
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Attachment C: Examples of BOCES’ Use of HB 12-1345 Funds to Support Teachers,
Administrators and Support Staff

Centennial BOCES: Twenty-two school districts participated in the Implementation of the
READ Act.
e K3 Teachers — READ plans and Implementation of the READ Act
e K1, 2 and 3 teachers — Reading Triage Workshops
e 160 teachers representing 34 different elementary school sites received the training
e 15 building and district administrators participated in the training
e 14 paraprofessionals attended the training offered for their job category

East Central BOCES: Professional Development Data Team Process Implementation

With HB-1234 allocations East Central BOCES has been able to support its 20 member districts
with professional development that is specific to each district with respect to state standards,
classroom instructional strategies, and formative assessments. The first year the HB 12-1345
allocation were used to provide districts with professional development in learning the Data
Team Process, prioritizing the language arts standards, and writing formative assessments. The
Data Team Process professional development had 100% of our members districts involved with
95 lead teachers and had 87 language arts teachers and administrators participating.

Year two of the HB 12-1345 allocation was all about implementing the Data Team process in our
member districts. East Central BOCES hired 1.5 FTE of Data Team Coaches to work in our
member districts. With our model schools we had 14 data teams, 44 teachers and 7
administrators participating in the work. In the second semester of the second year, nine more
schools were added.

In year three of the HB 12-1345 allocation East Central BOCES was able to add another 1.5 FTE
for a total of 3 FTE for Data Team Coaches and we have 46 data teams, 146 teachers, and 25
administrators in our member districts participating.

Most importantly the HB 12-1345 allocations have allowed for East Central BOCES to provide
our member districts with the following:

e Professional Development at their school site, rather than driving to Limon. Teachers are
able to spend more time in their classrooms teaching because of the on-site professional
development and coaching support in the classroom.

e The implementation of the data team process ensures state standards are being taught in
each school, as the formative assessments are assessing prioritized state standards.

e Each district or school can determine what content area their professional development
needs to address; reading, writing, or math.
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Northeast BOCES: 10 School Districts

Formed 23 Professional Learning Communities (PLC), made up of 10 school districts, 380
teachers, administrators and BOCES personnel. Each PLC addressed the standards, curriculum
and developed common assessments to be used across all districts. Provided Education
Effectiveness (SB-191) implementation training for all districts (teachers and administrators)

San Luis Valley BOCES: 14 Member School Districts

Formed the Valley Wide Professional Development Consortium for the 14 school districts.
Provided professional development to create common curriculum and common assessments
valley wide. Common assessments were developed for content areas and grade levels. Provided
professional development on implementation of the SB-191 state model system.

14 superintendents, 32 building level principals and approximately 400 teachers and 60 support
staff participated.

Mt. Evans BOCES: 3 Member School Districts

The BOCES provided professional development in the following areas:
e Gifted and Talented Education training to 75 regular education teachers
e “Classroom Technology Instruction That Works” — provided to 75 staff members across
the BOCES
e Paraprofessionals as Classroom Educators — Training for 25 paraprofessionals to support
instruction in the member districts

Expeditionary BOCES: 5 Member School Districts

Provided Early Literacy Intervention at the Rocky Mountain School of Expeditionary Learning.
Specialists who designed courses to support students who were identified as partially proficient
or not at grade level in all elementary grades in the Rocky Mountain School of Expeditionary
Learning. Approximately 20 percent (78 students) out of a total school population of 390 were
served each year. Approximately 230 students served over four years. The students that
participated continue to show growth as measured by TCAP and ACT.

South Central BOCES: 13 Member School Districts

Provided the following professional development:
e NWEA Assessment Training — principals and superintendents
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e Alpine Training — teachers, principals and superintendents

e Gifted and Talented Training — general education teachers, SPED teachers and principals

e Grade level curriculum and local assessment development — teachers, principals and
paraprofessionals in all districts

Front Range BOCES: 10 Member School Districts

Front Range BOCES Professional Learning Services to Principals, Assistant Principals,
District Leaders and Support Staff that is supported by HB 1345 Dollars: Note that the
majority of people we serve are school and district leaders, versus teachers.

Leaders for Educational Excellence: Cross-district professional learning communities and
one-on-one coaching which improve principals’, assistant principals’ and coaches’ instructional
leadership capacity, and in turn the instructional practices of teachers. Communities meet for
two to three years. Sixty-five school leaders served.

Instructional Rounds: Cross-district learning experiences in which principals, assistant
principals, district leaders and teachers practice classroom observation skills, pattern analysis
across classrooms and prediction of student learning in various schools across the region. One
hundred and thirty leaders and teachers served.

Schoolyard Scrimmage/Design Thinking: Cross-district learning experiences and consultations
designed to improve school and district leaders’ strategic problem-solving and decision making
skills using the Design Thinking process. Two hundred and twenty school and district leaders
served.

Collaborative Action to Improve Early Literacy Outcomes: New initiative currently being
launched to improve early literacy outcomes by facilitating authentic collaboration among all
stakeholders who impact student performance from age zero through age seven. Twenty district
leaders served.

Uncompaghre BOCES: 5 Member School Districts

Uncompahgre BOCES uses the funds that we have received to provide intensive instruction to
105 teachers, 19 paraprofessionals, and 13 administrators in the area of mathematics instruction,
curriculum, and assessment.

Over the course of the past school year, and continuing into this year we have had the
opportunity to hire a math coach to work with each district. This work has been beneficial to all
teachers in our districts in helping them grow their skills in Math instruction. The selection and
purchase of high quality curriculum is an outcome of the work with the coach.

Page 30 of 169



Math scores have grown in several districts, but more importantly, staff members are learning
skills and implementing what they learn in their classrooms. Student engagement, understanding,
and utilization of these math techniques is evident in all districts to improve student achievement
scores in math.

This year we have also added MTSS and Reading Instruction. We are currently training in the
PTR method for behavior management, and have had | week long session of Orton-Gillingham
reading training. More of classes in each of these areas are in the process of being planned for
the rest of this year.

San Juan BOCES: 9 Member School Districts

Implementation of SB-191

As our first outcome of this work, we aimed to improve teacher professional practice ratings on
specific components of the Teacher Quality Standards. During the 2012/13 school year, San Juan
BOCES identified four elements to target professional development. Teachers in the San Juan
BOCES increased their proficiency on these elements in the 2013/14 school year as
demonstrated in end-of-year evaluation ratings. Notably, though ratings.

Additionally, the San Juan BOCES targeted student outcomes and growth with this work, as
measured by the district performance frameworks (DPFs). Many of our member districts
showed positive differences in their DPFs from 2013 to 2014. Teachers and administrators in all
of our 9 member districts have received a variety of professional development to successfully
implement SB-191 (Educator Effectiveness) as the San Juan BOCES was a pilot BOCES
selected by CDE and the Colorado Legacy Foundation (now the Colorado Education Initiative).
This professional development was provided over the past 2-3 years.

Rio Blanco BOCES: 2 Member School Districts

Rio Blanco BOCES, over the past three years has trained all district administration as well as
teacher leaders in standards based education, supported the development of new curriculum, and
help support engaged classrooms to support positive behavior in the classroom. In the past two
years every staff member in both districts has been trained. This includes all administrators, all
teachers, and all support staff including secretaries, lunch staff and custodians in positive
classroom and personal safety. This year we trained two new district induction coordinators and
12 new mentors including BOCES Specialized Services Providers. The past three years the
districts have used the training materials to develop a standards based lesson plan template used
by both districts, as well as support with the teacher evaluation process (SB 191).
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The Rio Blanco BOCES is supporting new training for both districts in early literacy. All
preschool and primary teachers both general education and special education will participate in
the training and follow up implementation. The final training for the year will be in in support of
collaborative teaming. This training will match special education and general education teams
together to learn more about working together to support the needs of both general and special
education students. Over the course of 2.5 years, Rio Blanco BOCES has provided training for
approximately 150 teachers in our districts.

Santa Fe Trail BOCES — 6 Member School Districts

Since receiving these funds, the SFTBOCES has provided the following services and
professional development to member districts. In the first year, the SFTBOCES employed a
part-time consultant to provide coaching support and multiple professional development sessions
for Superintendents, Principals and other District building evaluative personnel in order to
develop their skills and capacity to complete high quality evaluations consistently throughout the
SFTBOCES districts to meet SB-191 expectations. The consultant met with 6 SFTBOCES
Superintendents three times to develop a plan and timelines for trainings. All superintendents
and 12 principals were trained.

In the second year of receiving these funds the SFTBOCES provided the following services and
professional development to member districts. The SFTBOCES employed a part-time Data
Management Technician. The Data Management Technician, in coordination with the two
consultants, created the SFTBOCES Educator Effectiveness Team (SB-191) and provided the
following professional development:

e What Data Should We Collect and How

0 6 Superintendents, 1 SFTBOCES Director, 12 Principals, 25 Teacher Leaders
e How to Use Collected Data

0 12 Principals, 25 Teacher Leaders
e Using Your Data System Effectively

0 6 Superintendents, 1 SFTBOCES Director, 12 Principals, 25 Teacher Leaders
e Putting Data in User-Friendly Format

0 6 Superintendents, 1 SFTBOCES Director, 12 Principals, 25 Teacher Leaders
e How to Determine & Request Data that Achieves the Expected Outcomes

0 6 Superintendents, 1 SFTBOCES Director, 12 Principals, 25 Teacher Leaders
e How to Use Data to Determine Classroom Instruction

0 12 Principals, 25 Teacher Leaders
e How to Analyze Data with Teachers to Impact Classroom Instruction — Part 1

0 12 Principals, 25 Teacher Leaders
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e How to Analyze Data with Teachers to Impact Classroom Instruction — Part 2
0 12 Principals, 25 Teacher Leaders
e How to Use the CDE GatherRubric & Other tools to Identify Professional
Development Needs
0 6 Superintendents, 1 SFTBOCES Director, 12 Principals, 25 Teacher Leaders

These trainings varied from %2 day to full day trainings. After the trainings, the Teacher Leaders
returned to their respective buildings to implement what they had learned with the teachers in
their buildings. The teacher leaders trained approximately 250 teachers in the 6 districts. The
BOCES created this structure to assure sustainability and consistency throughout the
SFTBOCES Districts.
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Question 10: The General Assembly has provided $3.0 million per year (from
the State Education Fund) for the Quality Teacher Recruitment Program.
How is that program working? What is the State getting for that money?
Please provide an update.

RESPONSE:

The response to this question has been excerpted in part from the Year 1 evaluation of the
program conducted by OMNI Institute. The full Year 1 evaluation report can be accessed at:
http://www.cde.state.co.us/educatoreffectiveness/qualityteacherrecruitmentgrantprogram
yearl. Please note that 2013-14 was the first year of this grant program. It was a planning,
recruitment, and training year. This school year (2014-15) is the first year that students
recruited into the programs were placed in schools.

Section 22-94-101, C.R.S (Senate Bill 13-260), created the Quality Teacher Recruitment
Grant Program, which authorizes the Colorado Department of Education (CDE) to fund
teacher preparation programs to recruit, prepare, and place high-quality teachers in school
districts that have had historic difficulty recruiting and retaining quality teachers.

In December 2013, through a competitive selection process, CDE awarded grant funds to the
Public Education & Business Coalition (PEBC) and Teach For America (TFA)—Colorado, to
place 65 and 95 teachers, respectively, in 17 Colorado school districts by fall 2014-15. In
addition, CDE selected OMNI Institute to conduct a formative and summative evaluation of
the program.

Below is a brief summary of the findings from Year 1 interviews with program leaders and
staff, and district and higher education partners. Summative findings will be provided at the
end of Year 2.

Program Approach

PEBC and TFA each seek to recruit, prepare, and place highly qualified teachers in high-need
districts to promote effective teaching and increase student achievement. Each program implements
a unigue model to achieve these goals.

PEBC TFA

Initiative to improve effectiveness of school Founded to reduce educational inequities by
systems by increasing teacher quality and placing high-quality candidates in high-
retention district-wide, supporting ongoing need/hard-to-serve schools and by creating
development of residents and mentor teachers, alumni to serve as advocates and leaders for
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and enhancing capacity and collaborative
leadership in partner schools and districts

change in educational policy and ideology

Colorado Only

Colorado is one of 48 TFA regions

Candidates agree to a 5-year commitment

Corps members agree to a 2-year commitment

Program admission is generally contingent on
successful placement (i.e., matched to a mentor
teacher or a principal request to fill an open
position in a rural district)

Corps members are admitted to the program,
assigned to Colorado, and then apply for open
teaching positions in partner districts

In the first year, most candidates serve as
residents in the classrooms of mentor teachers;
about 15% serve as teachers of record in rural
districts (based on current placement data)

In the first year, all corps members are placed as
teachers of record.

Institute of Higher Education Partner: Adams
State University, located in the San Luis Valley

Institute of Higher Education Partner: University
of Colorado-Denver’s ASPIRE to Teach
Program

Grant goal: place 65 teachers in 14 partner
districts

Grant goal: place 95 teachers in 3 partner
districts

Program Strengths

Although each program implements a unique approach, they share several strengths.

A collaborative and responsive approach to district partnerships. District partners had high
praise for both programs. PEBC and TFA-Colorado acknowledge the importance of being
flexible and adaptive to meet district needs. Programs and district partners indicated that
partnerships are successful when there is open, clear, and consistent communication;
program responsiveness to unique district contexts; shared agreement on program vision and
approach; and strong evidence of program effectiveness.

Implementation of a highly rigorous selection process. Each program uses multiple
measures to assess candidates, including an initial application, résumés and transcripts,
essays and written assessments, and individual and group interviews. Each also emphasizes
selection of candidates who possess core characteristics of successful educators (e.g.,
coachable, reflective, and self-aware; a culturally-sensitive mindset; inherent belief that all
children can learn and achieve; possession of relational skills needed to teach; a history of
high achievement; persistence, self-efficacy, and the ability to overcome challenges).
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Integration of theory and practice to effectively prepare teachers. The integration of theory
and practice is a foundational element of PEBC’s program, enhanced in recent years through
its partnership with Adams State University. TFA also is strengthening this element of the
program through its recent partnership with the University of Colorado — Denver’s ASPIRE
program. Both models employ summer institutes, coursework, observations of candidates in
the field, timely feedback, and ongoing professional development.

Year 1 Challenges

Both programs expressed challenges unique to implementing in high-need and rural districts.
Programs mentioned that high turnover in district and school leadership creates difficulties
because of the considerable work involved in building relationships, program support, and
district capacity. In addition, in rural areas, TFA-Colorado indicated that it must identify the
best method to provide leadership, support and resources over dispersed areas. Although
rural districts have a demonstrated need, they also have a lower number of students and open
positions, which make it challenging for TFA to place clusters of corps members, its
preferred placement approach. PEBC also indicated that expansion into rural communities is
requiring adjustments to its model, and how it provides support to candidates placed as Year
1 teachers of record, as mentor teachers are teaching in different classrooms. Both programs
are exploring opportunities to enhance program implementation in rural districts.

Increasing the diversity of program candidates and recruiting STEM candidates are ongoing
challenges for both programs as well as their district partners. PEBC noted that it is
especially difficult in rural communities, and is working to form stronger rural partnerships
and is exploring recruitment from rural communities outside of Colorado. Among other
efforts, the TFA recruitment team has expanded its partnerships to include more Colorado
colleges and universities with diverse student bodies and TFA-Colorado supports the
Regional Diversity Initiative to bolster recruitment of diverse corps members.

Fall 2014 Placement Data
Number of Targeted, Recruited and Placed Teachers by October 2014, Overall and by Program

TFA-Coloardo PEBC Total
Target Number 95 65 160
Recruited* 71 57 128
Placed by October 2014 65 55 120
Placed as Teachers of Record 65 8 73
Placed as Residents NA 47 47
Will Not Be Placed in a Target District? 6 2 8

! The number recruited refers to the number of candidates recruited and admitted into each teacher preparation
program for placement in a target district through the Quality Teacher Recruitment Grant Program.
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Next Steps

At the end of the 2014-15 academic year, after candidates have been teaching for one year,
vendors are slated to provide OMNI with educator effectiveness data. OMNI also will survey
placed teachers and conduct a second phase of key informant interviews. The final Year 2
report will include data on program success in placing highly qualified teachers, as well as
lessons learned over the two-year grant program.

2 The number who will not be placed in a target district includes candidates who were placed in a district that is
not part of the Quality Teacher Recruitment Grant Program, or who withdrew from the program.
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Question 11: In FY 2014-15, the General Assembly provided an additional
$27.5 million from the State Education Fund for programs serving English
language learners. Please discuss the ongoing need for those funds. What is
driving the need?

RESPONSE:

Although the additional $27.5 million for English language learner (ELL) students will help
tremendously, the need for additional funds in support of programs for English language
learners will continue. The need is driven by:

e The number of English language learners in the state continues to grow. [See Table
1]

e The percentage of Colorado’s student enrollment that is comprised of English
language learners continues to increase. [See Table 1.]

e English language learners are enrolling in school districts that have not previously
had English language learners. [See Table 1.]

e The majority of English language learners are enrolled in school districts that have
been accredited with an improvement plan of Priority Improvement or Turnaround.
[See Table 2.]

e Although progress has been made, significant gaps remain between student outcomes
for ELLs vs. non-ELLs [See Chart 1 and Table 3.]

e ELLs are a heterogeneous group of students with variance among instructional
strengths and needs.

e Research suggests that districts with higher fiscal allocations specifically made in
support of English language development (ELD) programs produce favorable results
for ELL students and overall district/school achievement. [See The Council of the
Great City Schools Report, ““Succeeding with English Language Learners: Lessons
Learned from the Great City Schools”
http://www.cgcs.org/cms/lib/dc00001581/centricity/domain/4/ell_report09.pdf].

e On average, the resources necessary to move ELL students to linguistic and academic
proficiency are greater than they are to move non-ELL students to academic
proficiency. Consequently, school districts are spending far more in support for
English language learners than they receive through state and federal sources. [See
Table B.]

Over the past 10 years, Colorado has experienced a steady increase in its number of English
language learners. In 2003, Colorado’s schools educated 86,129 ELL students. That number
increased to 124,701 in 2013. As a proportion of overall student enrollment in Colorado, that
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is an increase from 11.5% of the total student enrollment in 2002-03 to 14.4% of total student
enrollment in 2012-13. Currently, one in seven Colorado students is identified as an English
language learner. The number of districts with ELLs has also increased with a related
decline in the number of districts that do not have ELLs. ELLs comprise 20% or more of the
student enrollment in over 30 school districts, many of them among Colorado’s largest
school districts and also some of them among Colorado’s smallest school districts. October
1, 2013 student enrollment data present two hundred thirty-five languages, other than
English, are spoken in the homes of Colorado’s students.

Table 1. ELL Enrollment as a Percentage of Overall Enrollment Across 10 Years

Year Total Student Total Percent Number of Number of
Population Number of ELL Districts Districts with No
ELLs* with ELLs ELLs
2002-2003 751,862 86,129 11.5% NA NA
2007-2008 802,639 106,413 13.3% 153 30
2012-2013 863,561 124,701 14.4% 160 23
*State Definition of ELL; based on Student Count October

In 2012, of all the ELLs in the state, 54% were enrolled in districts that were accredited with
an improvement plan of Priority Improvement or Turnaround under Colorado’s system of
educational accountability.

Table 2: Number of ELLs in Priority Improvement and Turnaround (PI/TA) Districts

Total PITA Number | Number | Percent
Student of ELLs | of ELLs | of ELLs
Enrollment Enrolled | in State
214,041 67,697 | 124,701 54.3%

Outcomes for Colorado’s ELL Students

As noted above, Colorado has made gains in improving outcomes for ELL students relative
to other subgroups of students. The lines reflect the performance of subgroups of Colorado’s
students. The bars reflect CDE’s performance targets for achievement by year.
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Chart #1: Achievement for ELLs Compared to Other Subgroups of Students
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Table 3: ELL Proficiency in Reading, Math, and Writing Compared to Non-ELL
Proficiency

This table reflects the steady but insufficient progress Colorado has made in improving
achievement outcomes for ELL students when compared to their non-ELL peers. For
example, in 2004, there was a 39% gap between ELLs and non-ELLs in reading proficiency.
In 2013, that gap was narrowed to 29%. There has been a similar narrowing of the gaps in
math (2%) and writing (10%). However, the current rate of progress projects that it would
take 30 years to eliminate the achievement gap between ELLs and non-ELLSs entirely.

Reading Percent Proficient and Advanced

2003- 2004- 2005- 2006- 2007- 2008- 2009- 2010- | 2011- | 2012-
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Non- 71.1 71.3 72.3 73.1 73.3 73.9 73.9 73.4 74.9 74.8
ELL
ELL 32.1 32.6 32.8 345 37.8 38.9 40.9 41.6 435 45.7
Math Percent Proficient and Advanced
2003- 2004- 2005- 2006- 2007- 2008- 2009- 2010- 2011- | 2012-
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 | 2013
Non- 455 54.2 55.6 57.1 57.2 58.5 58.9 59.7 59.9 | 60.7
ELL
ELL 20.1 27.6 29.3 30.9 32.0 34.0 35.2 36.9 36.9| 38.6
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Writing Percent Proficient and Advanced
2003- 2004- 2005- 2006- 2007- 2008- 2009- 2010- | 2011- | 2012-
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 | 2013
Non- 57.0 58.7 58.0 59.2 58.6 59.9 58.1 60.5 58.8 | 59.8
ELL
ELL 22.8 245 218 24.4 25.0 27.9 27.2 30.5 321 | 332

The ELL population in Colorado is a remarkably heterogeneous group of students marking
diversity across demographic data as a defining characteristic. The linguistic and academic
needs of ELL students vary greatly across this diverse population, requiring districts to
differentiate instruction and to be prepared to meet the unique needs of ELLS while providing
equitable access to grade level content. Refugee and migrant students in particular, represent
a group of students that often require additional and intensive instruction because of
interrupted education. Students that meet the United States refugee definition continue to
increase in Colorado and often settle in areas and regions where the educational
infrastructure is not established to provide the opportunity for these students to access grade
level standards. These districts and communities struggle to find the fiscal resources to
establish and provide equitable educational opportunities for these students. The increased
ELPA funding has allowed districts to expand and develop programs that differentiate for the
unique and diverse needs of all English language learners.

Table 4: Postsecondary Data for ELLs in Comparison to State Averages

ELL students significantly lag behind other students in indicators related to college and
career readiness. Nearly one in two ELL students does not graduate. In 2004, ELL
graduation rates were higher than the state average. In 2012, they lagged behind non-ELL
graduation rates by over 20%. Dropout rates for ELL students are twice the state average.
Average ACT scores for ELLs are 25% below the state average.

Postsecondary Data Students 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2013
ELLs 88.6% 65.9% 52.0% 49.2% 53.3% NA
Graduation Rate
State Total (All students) 82.5% 74.1% 73.9% 72.4% 75.4% NA
ELLs 5.3% 7.7% 6.8% 6.0% 5.1% NA
Dropout Rate
State Total (All students) 3.8% 4.5% 3.8% 3.1% 2.9% NA
Non-English Proficient
(NEP)/Limited English Proficient NA NA 12.7 12.6 16.1 13.6
LEP
Colorado ACT (LEP) Students
Composite Score Students in ELL Programs NA NA 14.9 15.1 20.0 16.3
State Total (All students with valid NA NA 20.2 20.0 20.0 201
scores)
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In recent years, the U.S. Office of Civil Rights (OCR) and U.S. Department of Justice have
elevated efforts to clarify what is expected of states and school districts in providing
educational opportunities for ELLs and have increased efforts in monitoring schools districts
against those expectations. As a result, fifteen school districts have not met federal
requirements and are currently operating under OCR “monitoring status” or Department of
Justice “court order.”

In the 2013 TELL Survey, 41% of teachers said that they need more professional
development regarding how to provide effective instruction to English language learners.
CDE believes additional resources would enable school districts and BOCES to provide
significant support to Colorado’s teachers in how to provide effective instruction to English
learners.

Furthermore, a recent study conducted by the Council of Great City Schools, ““Succeeding
with English Language Learners: Lessons learned from the Great City Schools™ (2009),
found that increased funding for English language development programs, benefited overall
district reform efforts and impacted the overall achievement of ELL students in five
participating Great City school districts (p. 23). Colorado districts would benefit from a
continued increase of funding specifically targeting ELLS, to ensure efforts supported with
the initial allocation are sustained through coordinated implementation and ongoing
evaluation to ensure positive and successful outcomes for ELL students.

In his FY 2015-16 Department of Education Staff Budget Briefing to the Joint Budget
Committee, Craig Harper included the following table in Appendix C. Table B provides a
comparison of actual district expenditures for certain categorical programs to available state
and federal funding. The table reflects total FY 2012-13 district expenditures in support of
English language proficiency programs in the amount of $186,774,796. However, districts
only received $24,373,728 (13%) of that amount from state and federal sources, leaving the
local share of expenditures at $162,401,068. The 13% of total expenditures covered by state
and federal funds for English language proficiency programs is less than half of the
percentage covered under other categorical programs which range from 25.3% to 38.8%.
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Table B: Categorical Program Revenues and Expenditures: FY 2012-13

Long Bill Line Item State Funds Federal Total State & | Total District | State/Federal | Local Share of
Funds Federal Expenditures | Share of Expenditures
Funds Expenditures
District Programs Required by Statute
Special Education — $164,664,490 | $156,558,311 | $321,222,801 | $826,872,871 38.8% | $505,650,070
Children with
Disabilities
English Language 14,460,255 9,913,473 24,373,728 | 186,774,796 13.0% 162,401,068
Proficiency Program
Other Categorical Programs
Public School 54,026,096 0 54,026,096 | 213,666,283 25.3% 159,640,186
Transportation
Career and Technical 24,218,018 5,762,532 29,980,550 82,371,196 36.4% 52,390,646
Education
Special Education — 9,280,600 0 9,280,600 30,659,347 30.3% 21,378,747
Gifted and Talented
Total $901,460,717
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Availability of Local Revenues and Mill Levy Overrides

Question 12: How much transparency does the Department have into the
availability and use of local revenues by school districts? Does the
Department track how school districts use local revenues? Please explain.

RESPONSE:

School districts report annual audited financial data to the department, including all local
revenue, based on the uniform chart of accounts pursuant to Section 22-44-105(4)(a), C.R.S.

The following sources of local revenue are reported to the department:

e Taxes — this includes property tax, specific ownership, and mill levy overrides.
e Tuition — tuition cannot be charged for basic educational purposes, but may be
charged for programs such as preschool.
e Transportation — transportation fees may be collected for excess transportation costs.
e Earnings on Investments — any earnings on allowed investments are available for use
by districts, and are subject to applicable federal regulations such as arbitrage.
e Pupil Activity Fees — collected for various athletic and extracurricular student
activities and are used for the purposes for which they are collected.
e Community Services Activity Revenue — collected from community organizations or
agencies for services provided, such as adult education.
e Other Local Revenues
0 Revenue from the use of district owned facilities and equipment
o Gifts and donations from private sources
0 Revenue from the sale of capital assets

Locally generated revenue is combined with state revenue to support educational programs
within the district, as set forth in district budgets. Districts report their use of funds through
the annual submission of financial data to the department using the standard chart of
accounts.

When districts report expenditures, the local source of revenue for a particular expenditure is
not identifiable. For some state programs, such as the categorical programs (special
education, transportation, English language proficiency act, career technical education and
gifted and talented), the amount of state and local revenues to fund the expenditures are
known.
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Question 13: Please discuss the school districts’ use of mill levy overrides.
How many are using overrides and how much money are those overrides
raising? How do overrides affect districts’ per pupil operating revenues?
Please provide illustrative examples of the impact of overrides on operating
revenues for districts that do and do not have access to significant override
revenues. Please discuss potential concerns about equity between school
districts that do and do not have override funds.

RESPONSE:

Currently there are 115 districts using overrides to generate an additional $832 million in
local revenues. On average, this results in an average increase of $1,104 per pupil for
districts with overrides. Of the 63 districts that do not have an override, 48 districts have less
than 1,000 funded pupils. There are 107 districts with less than 1,000 funded pupils in the

state. The following table illustrates the impact of override revenues for each district.

Total
Progra Total Per
m Per Pupil
FY 2014- Pupil Funding
15 Funding Overrid  including
Funded (after  Total Voter e Per Voter
Pupil Negative  Approved Pupil Approved
County District Count Factor) Override  Funding  Override
Adams Mapleton 8,203.9 7,000 4,884,050 595 7,595
Adams Adams 12 Five Star 41,608.7 6,855 35,400,000 851 7,706
Adams Commerce City 8,065.8 7,220 4,890,000 606 7,826
Adams 27) 17,150.2 6,770 750,000 44 6,814
Adams Bennett 994.6 7,336 1,200,000 1,207 8,542
Adams Strasburg 979.3 7,230 300,000 306 7,536
Adams Westminster 10,528.7 7,269 8,363,712 794 8,063
Alamosa Alamosa 2,152.3 6,848 0 0 6,848
Alamosa Sangre De Cristo 321.4 9,003 0 0 9,003
Arapahoe Englewood 2,745.1 7,236 4,655,850 1,696 8,932
Arapahoe Sheridan 1,460.2 8,220 1,000,000 685 8,904
Arapahoe Cherry Creek 51,432.7 6,982 84,604,511 1,645 8,627
Arapahoe Littleton 14,799.8 6,765 28,813,581 1,947 8,712
Arapahoe Deer Trail 164.1 12,999 6,508 40 13,039
Arapahoe Aurora 39,600.0 7,349 37,339,028 943 8,292
Arapahoe Byers 2,058.1 6,580 0 0 6,580
Archuleta Archuleta 1,380.6 7,119 0 0 7,119
Baca Walsh 137.5 12,184 0 0 12,184
Baca Pritchett 50.5 14,149 100,000 1,980 16,130
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Baca
Baca
Baca
Bent
Bent
Boulder
Boulder
Chaffee
Chaffee
Cheyenne
Cheyenne
Clear Creek
Conejos
Conejos
Conejos
Costilla
Costilla
Crowley
Custer
Delta
Denver
Dolores
Douglas
Eagle
Elbert
Elbert
Elbert
Elbert
Elbert
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
Fremont
Fremont

Springfield
Vilas

Campo

Las Animas
Mcclave

St Vrain
Boulder
Buena Vista
Salida

Kit Carson
Cheyenne
Clear Creek
North Conejos
Sanford

South Conejos
Centennial
Sierra Grande
Crowley
Westcliffe
Delta

Denver
Dolores
Douglas

Eagle
Elizabeth
Kiowa

Big Sandy
Elbert

Agate

Calhan
Harrison
Widefield
Fountain
Colorado Springs
Cheyenne Mountain
Manitou Springs
Academy
Ellicott
Peyton
Hanover
Lewis-Palmer
Falcon

Edison
Miami-Yoder
Canon City
Florence

271.0
102.1
50.0
482.5
263.5
28,740.5
29,398.3
900.6
1,114.3
109.7
170.4
868.0
1,012.6
375.9
219.2
223.9
264.4
470.2
391.1
4,899.3
84,044.2
267.0
63,354.2
6,723.5
2,450.9
322.1
293.0
209.6
50.0
532.5
11,148.2
8,693.4
7,639.2
30,135.1
4,877.2
1,430.8
23,306.4
1,004.6
619.2
239.0
5,853.5
20,222.5
203.1
273.9
3,715.6
1,513.0

9,376
10,292
14,270

7,521

9,410

6,861

6,942

7,214

6,947
12,507
11,801

8,446

6,911

8,332
11,133
10,820

9,830

7,701

8,423

6,757

7,355

9,831

6,764

7,300

6,889

9,432

9,714
11,484
14,689

7,936

7,125

6,667

6,667

6,931

6,667

7,113

6,663

7,484

7,699
10,972

6,667

6,689
11,400

9,953

6,667

6,827

0

0

154,646

0

125,783
32,635,664
64,107,650
2,044,227
2,497,712
318,410
564,141
1,839,046
189,856

0

0

0

330,575

0

0

0
129,959,655
0
33,713,000
8,061,631
0

0

0

0

0

0
5,750,000
3,950,000
700,000
30,398,822
5,157,461
1,900,000
26,750,862
0

0

0
4,000,000
7,500,000
0

40,575

0
350,000

1,009
1,057
1,328
1,148
0

0

0

683
371

0

148

0

231

9,376
10,292
17,363

7,921

9,887

7,997

9,123

9,484

9,188
15,410
15,111
10,565

7,099

8,332
11,133
10,820
11,081

7,701

8,423

6,757

8,901

9,831

7,296

8,499

6,889

9,432

9,714
11,484
14,689

7,936

7,640

7,121

6,759

7,940

7,725

8,441

7,811

7,484

7,699
10,972

7,350

7,059
11,400
10,101

6,667

7,059
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Fremont
Garfield
Garfield
Garfield
Gilpin
Grand
Grand
Gunnison
Hinsdale
Huerfano
Huerfano
Jackson
Jefferson
Kiowa
Kiowa

Kit Carson
Kit Carson
Kit Carson
Kit Carson
Kit Carson
Lake

La Plata

La Plata

La Plata
Larimer
Larimer
Larimer
Las Animas
Las Animas
Las Animas
Las Animas
Las Animas
Las Animas
Lincoln
Lincoln
Lincoln
Logan
Logan
Logan
Logan
Mesa

Mesa

Mesa
Mineral
Moffat
Montezuma

Cotopaxi
Roaring Fork
Rifle
Parachute
Gilpin

West Grand
East Grand
Gunnison
Hinsdale
Huerfano

La Veta
North Park
Jefferson
Eads
Plainview
Arriba-Flagler
Hi Plains
Stratton
Bethune
Burlington
Lake
Durango
Bayfield
Ignacio
Poudre
Thompson
Estes Park
Trinidad
Primero
Hoehne
Aguilar
Branson
Kim
Genoa-Hugo
Limon
Karval
Valley
Frenchman
Buffalo
Plateau
Debeque
Plateau Valley
Mesa Valley
Creede
Moffat
Montezuma

207.1
5,832.5
4,663.0
1,027.9

393.4

433.3
1,222.5
1,817.3

87.9

510.4

204.1

181.9

81,130.3

162.5

70.0

169.1

111.7

174.4

121.0

722.6
1,035.7
4,840.9
1,299.6

768.2

28,935.0
15,122.3
1,070.7
1,212.9

183.6

358.2

115.5

427.4

50.0
157.2
476.7

50.0

2,182.9

187.7

314.9

177.7

139.0

449.4

21,677.2
81.8
2,144.5
2,728.9

11,133
7,254
6,809
7,342
8,774
8,456
7,051
6,990

14,455
7,672

10,711

11,955
6,850

11,372

13,151

11,520

12,265

11,396

12,664
7,084
7,474
6,882
7,239
7,724
6,661
6,667
7,376
7,263

11,543
8,489

13,095
6,631

13,540

13,907
7,591

14,284
6,704

11,303
9,002

11,570

12,632
7,769
6,667

14,148
6,667
6,765

0
8,800,000
4,300,000
2,167,002

980,488
550,000
2,114,126
3,800,000

0

0

0

0

113,302,585

0

64,538

0

139,360
119,200

0

270,068
667,783
8,221,262
2,051,357
1,100,000
35,012,147
14,040,000
1,921,000
0

428,695

0

29,636
205,000
199,998

0

0

0

500,000
18,623

0

481,496
5,222
350,000
8,491,114
70,000
2,177,847
0

0 11,133
1,509
922 7,731
2,108
2,492
1,269
1,729
2,091
0 14,455
0 7,672
0 10,711
0 11,955
1,397
0 11,372
922 14,073
0 11,520
1,248
683 12,080
0 12,664
374 7,457
645 8,119
1,698
1,578
1,432
1,210
928 7,995
1,794
0 7,263
2,335
0 8,489
257 13,351
480 7,111
4,000
0 13,907
0 7,991
0 14,284
229 6,933
99 11,402
0 9,002
2,710
38 12,670
779 8,548
392 7,059
856 15,004
1,016
0 6,765
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8,763
9,451
11,266
9,726

8,780
9,081

8,247

13,512

8,581
8,817
9,156
7,871
9,170

13,878

17,540

14,279

7,683



Montezuma
Montezuma
Montrose
Montrose
Morgan
Morgan
Morgan
Morgan
Otero
Otero
Otero
Otero
Otero
Otero
Ouray
Ouray
Park

Park
Phillips
Phillips
Pitkin
Prowers
Prowers
Prowers
Prowers
Pueblo
Pueblo

Rio Blanco
Rio Blanco
Rio Grande
Rio Grande
Rio Grande
Routt
Routt
Routt
Saguache
Saguache
Saguache
San Juan
San Miguel
San Miguel
Sedgwick
Sedgwick
Summit
Teller
Teller

Dolores
Mancos
Montrose
West End
Brush

Ft. Morgan
Weldon
Wiggins

East Otero
Rocky Ford
Manzanola
Fowler
Cheraw
Swink

Ouray
Ridgway
Platte Canyon
Park

Holyoke
Haxtun
Aspen
Granada
Lamar

Holly

Wiley

Pueblo City
Pueblo Rural
Meeker
Rangely

Del Norte
Monte Vista
Sargent
Hayden
Steamboat Springs
South Routt
Mountain Valley
Moffat
Center
Silverton
Telluride
Norwood
Julesburg
Revere
Summit
Cripple Creek
Woodland Park

725.2
4215
5,891.7
273.7
1,453.6
2,991.2
219.4
524.9
1,322.5
800.1
144.6
408.4
208.4
343.9
180.8
339.6
999.3
580.3
588.5
302.2
1,678.3
206.0
1,544.6
278.3
228.2
17,221.2
8,919.9
643.8
496.7
494.7
1,091.0
451.0
379.2
2,413.7
373.5
128.2
187.8
646.4
65.7
868.8
264.0
766.5
119.1
3,141.9
354.6
2,484.7

7,480
8,166
6,949
10,990
7,146
7,027
11,011
7,755
7,367
7,724
12,804
8,132
10,973
8,806
13,031
9,655
7,387
7,948
7,423
8,806
9,069
10,691
7,012
9,051
10,253
7,017
6,667
7,298
7,367
7,705
7,147
7,528
9,113
7,014
9,149
12,769
13,108
8,038
14,905
9,398
10,511
6,816
12,753
7,317
10,009
6,738

390,000
333,800
0
248,000
400,000
550,000
9,618

0

0
0
0
0

0

15,862
155,000
516,372
550,204
757,953
447,872

0
4,615,942
0

O O OO

0

404,670
671,263
832,600
195,000
75,000
905,473
2,637,161
914,457

0

164,087

0

19,818
1,848,603
397,785

0

74,229
6,162,349
584,000
1,100,000

629
1,351
1,683

179

166
2,388
1,093
2,448

0

874

0

302
2,128
1,507

0

623
1,961
1,647

443

8,018
8,958
6,949
11,896
7,421
7,211
11,055
7,755
7,367
1,724
12,804
8,132
10,973
8,852
13,889
11,175
7,938
9,254
8,184
8,806
11,819
10,691
7,012
9,051
10,253
7,017
6,667
7,926
8,719
9,388
7,326
7,695
11,500
8,107
11,597
12,769
13,982
8,038
15,207
11,526
12,017
6,816
13,377
9,279
11,656
7,181
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Washington  Akron 345.7
Washington  Arickaree 108.6
Washington  Otis 211.2
Washington  Lone Star 109.8
Washington  Woodlin 89.8
Weld Gilcrest 1,861.5
Weld Weld County Re-3J 2,250.0
Weld Eaton 1,884.9
Weld Windsor 4,847.1
Weld Johnstown 3,512.2
Weld Greeley 20,603.5
Weld Platte Valley 1,135.9
Weld Ft. Lupton 2,236.8
Weld Ault-Highland 784.0
Weld Briggsdale 164.2
Weld Prairie 182.4
Weld Pawnee 80.4
Yuma Yuma 1 773.4
Yuma Wray Rd-2 664.5
Yuma Idalia Rj-3 172.8
Yuma Liberty J-4 73.4

Total 844,973.2

8,818 0 0
13,204 257,823 2,374
10,954 0 0
13,184 0 0
13,724 231,953 2,583

7,006 3,904,000 2,097

6,823 1,246,526 554

6,761 1,200,000 637

6,667 2,595,350 535

6,667 500,000 142

6,857 0 0

8,167 1,974,045 1,738
7,219 2,675,000 1,196
7,421 900,000 1,148
12,359 497,743 3,031
13,250 75,000 411
16,124 130,000 1,617
7,782 1,194,000 1,544
7,435 400,000 602
12,105 0 0
14,453 292,380 3,983
NA 831,976,441 NA

8,818
15,578
10,954
13,184
16,307

9,103

7,377

7,398

7,202

6,809

6,857

9,905

8,415

8,569
15,390
13,661
17,741

9,326

8,037
12,105
18,436

NA

Many districts are unable to generate significant override revenues due to either the current
override cap (25% of total program funding plus Cost of Living Amount) or very low
assessed valuation. The table below shows the impact of these limitations.

Home Value of $250,000

District A District B District C
(High AV & (Small AV & (High AV &
Large Total Small Total  Small Total
Program) Program) Program)
Assessed Valuation (AV) $ 427,998,390 $3,255,194  $189,343,990
Voter Approved Override $3,000,000 $3,000,000 $3,000,000
Required Mills to Generate $3 million 7.009 921.604 15.844
Override Limit (25% of Total Program) $14,188,540 $691,792 $608,759
Required Mills to Generate Limit 33.151 212.519 3.215
Annual Tax Impact to Homeowner with $660 $4,229 $64
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Given that the majority of districts without mill levy overrides or lower per pupil amounts
generated by overrides are small districts, there is an equity issue in the ability of small
districts to obtain additional revenues locally.
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Question 14: Please discuss the impact of local mill levy reductions for total
program funding. If a mill levy that was previously approved by voters is
decreased, can it be increased again without a vote?

RESPONSE:

Pursuant to C.R.S. 22-54-106 (2) (a), school districts are not permitted to increase total
program mills. If the assessed valuation for a district were to decrease such that the district
could not fully fund total program through local share, the state would be required to
“backfill” that difference. However, not all of the required state funds would be available to
the district due to the impact of the negative factor.
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FY 2015-16 DECISION ITEMS

R3 Field Implementation and Support

[Background Information: The Department’s FY 2015-16 request includes an increase of
$1.3 million General Fund and 7.3 FTE in FY 2015-16 (annualizing to $1.8 million General
Fund and 10.5 FTE in FY 2016-17) to continue the Department’s support of field
implementation of S.B. 10-191 (Educator Effectiveness) and the Colorado Academic
Standards adopted pursuant to S.B. 08-212 (CAP4K).]

Context for R3 Field Implementation and Support
The following information is provided as context to the questions below.

With the adoption of Colorado’s Achievement Plan for Kids in 2008 (S.B. 08-212) and the
passage of the Great Teachers and Leaders Act in 2010 (S.B. 10-191), the State of Colorado
advanced changes to both what teachers teach and how they teach. The Colorado Academic
Standards demand more of students and thus more of teachers to help all students to graduate
college and career ready. The new educator evaluation system is designed to elevate teacher
practice, support quality professional feedback, and stimulate ongoing professional
development. Together, these two improvement initiatives marked significant change for
educators across the state.

To support educators in implementing these changes, the department recognized the
substantial intersection of these two initiatives and the need to combine state, federal, and
outside support to provide districts with quality resources, tools, and technical assistance.

In December 2011, the department applied for and received the federal Race to the Top
Phase |1l grant of $17.9 million to be disbursed over four years (the grant ends in December
of 2015). Half of the funds ($8.9 million) were disbursed to the 161 districts that chose to
participate in the grant and the remaining $8.9 million were used by the state to support the
development of the state’s educator evaluation system and implementation of the Colorado
Academic Standards.

In 2012, the Governor’s Office requested one-time funds of approximately $6.4 million to be
spent over three years to support the implementation of the educator evaluation system, with
specific focus on the development of the inter-rater agreement online system and the online
performance management system. Those funds expire in June 2015.

In 2012, the department collaborated with the Colorado Education Initiative to support the
integrated implementation of educator evaluation and standards and leveraged on-loan staff
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support to deepen the implementation work with districts. These on-loan staff will end June
2015.

Collectively, these one-time resources, when annualized, average approximately $4.3 million
per year, including approximately 15.5 FTE. This investment of resources and talent enabled
the department to develop the state model educator evaluation system, covering the higher
one-time costs associated with initial design and development. It also helped fund the
extensive educator outreach and engagement in the teacher-created district sample
curriculum work.

The department’s request does not maintain the level of additional funding at $4.3 million
per year and 15.5 FTE. Rather, it reduces the ongoing additional funds to $1.9 million per
year and 10.5 FTE. This is what the department estimates is needed to maintain quality
ongoing and integrated implementation of educator evaluations and standards.

Question 15: Please discuss local school districts’ use of the Department’s
technical assistance, tools, and systems for the implementation of educator
effectiveness and the Colorado Academic Standards. How many districts are
utilizing the services? If the services and systems were scaled back, how
would the Department recommend prioritizing services to continue to help
where needed (e.g., prioritizing rural districts)?

RESPONSE:

Letters of Support

Please see the end of this section for letters of support from 40 districts, BOCES and schools
that provide greater detail on the ways in which districts and BOCES are using and valuing
the technical assistance and support the department is providing for educator effectiveness
and standards implementation. The districts and BOCES that submitted letters of support
include:
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1. Adams 14 11. Denver Public Schools 20. Hinsdale 30. Plateau Valley
2. Aguilar 12. Dubuque Community 21. Holyoke 31. Platte Canyon
3. Alamosa School District 22. Hotchkiss 32. Poudre
4. Archuleta 13. Durango 23. Lake County 33. Pritchett
5. Bayfield 14. East Central BOCES 24. Lamar 34. Sangre de Cristo
6. Buffalo (represents 21 districts) 25. Moffat RE-1 35. Steamboat Springs
7. Calhan 15. Ellicott 26. Monte Vista 36. Summit
8. Canon City 16. Fountain Ft. Carson 27. Morgan County 37. Thompson
9. Centennial 17. Garfield RE-2 28. Northwest BOCES | 38. Trinidad
10. Cherry Creek 18. Garfield 16 (represents 6 39. Windsor Charter

19. Gunnison Watershed districts) Academy

29. Otis 40. Woodland Park

The Colorado Children’s Campaign, Stand for Children, and the State Council for Educator
Effectiveness have also submitted letters of support.

Below, please find specific information about the number of districts using the range of
technical assistance, support, models, and tools offered by the department.

Educator Evaluation Support

State Model Educator Evaluation System. S.B. 10-191 and State Board of Education rules
outline a series of activities the Colorado Department of Education is required to do to
support districts in the high quality implementation of the law. Central to the law and rules is
the requirement that the department create and maintain a model evaluation system that is
fair, valid, and reliable and is available for optional use by districts and BOCES. The State
Model Educator Evaluation System includes evaluation systems for principals and assistant
principals, teachers, and nine categories of specialized service professionals. The chart
below identifies the number of districts using these systems.

Number of Districts Using the State Model Educator Evaluation System
As reported in June 2014

Licensed Personnel Districts Using
Evaluations Systems the State
2013-2014 SY Model System
Principal 155
Teacher 162
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In addition to the districts using the State Model System, 14 BOCES report using the State
Model System for their licensed personnel.

Districts and BOCES Reporting Use of the State Model System for Specialized Service

Hybrid System for Teachers and Principals:
7 districts are using a hybrid system that includes the State Model for
evaluating teachers OR principals and a local system for the other

Locally-Developed Systems for Teachers and Principals:

11 districts have developed, or adopted, their own evaluation systems
for teachers and principals: Academy 20, Boulder Valley, Denver,
Douglas, Englewood, and Falcon 49*, Fowler, Harrison, Holly,
Holyoke, and Poudre.
*Note: Falcon 49 has three district zones. One uses the State Model System;
the others use their own local systems.

Professionals

Specialized Service
Professional Section 4.04

(2014/2015 SY)
School Audiologists 54
School Counselors 131
School Nurses 99
School Occupational 70
Therapists
School Orientation and 51
Mobility Specialists
School Psychologists 77
School Physical 62
Therapists
School Speech and 75
Language Pathologists
School Social Workers 62

Mapleton 1, Buena Vista R-31, Eagle County RE 50,

*State Model for Teachers.

Jefferson County R-1, Woodland Park RE-2, Silverton*, and Falcon

Districts and BOCES using the State Model System access the state’s guidance and user-
guides on all parts of the system including, but not limited to, the evaluation cycle, technical
guidance on how to use and score the rubrics, how to create measures of student learning and
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how to evaluate measures of student learning to ensure fairness and validity. Department
staff must maintain these resources, update them based on user feedback, and provide
districts with training and support in using the resources. In addition, the law requires that
the model system be “fair, valid, and reliable.” This requires ongoing research and analysis
of the state model rubrics and processes to ensure they are measuring what they purport to
measure and result in fair evaluations for educators.

Online Performance Management System (RANDA). The RANDA Colorado State
Model Performance Management System is an optional online tool that supports districts in
the implementation, data collection and effective use of the State Model Evaluation System.
The tool is designed to assist districts with managing the paperwork inherent in
implementing evaluation systems. The online system was launched in the summer of 2014.
92 local education agencies (including districts, BOCES and several charter schools) have
opted to use the system. The performance management system includes electronic interfaces
and data collection tools for the state model evaluation rubrics, measures of student
learning/outcomes, final effectiveness ratings, and aggregate reports to support principals and
district leaders to provide useful and actionable feedback and possible professional
development opportunities for educators. This system streamlines the paperwork and
administrative functions of the educator evaluation process. Early feedback from district
users is that the system is greatly valued, easy-to-use, and a significant time saver.

Elevate Colorado. To support quality implementation of the educator evaluation system, the
department has created Elevate Colorado, an online tool that allows evaluators to view videos
of teacher practice, rate the practice using the state model educator evaluation rubric, and
compare their ratings with master scorers. The tool aids in establishing greater inter-rater
agreement (the likelihood that two evaluators viewing the same practice will rate the practice
similarly). Inter-rater agreement is a key part of a sound evaluation process. The creation of
this tool has involved educators across the state as master scorers. In addition, the tool is
used by department, district, and approved training providers to improve quality of
implementation. Currently, over 75 districts and 58 approved training providers are engaged
in using Elevate with more districts using the system by the day.

Approved Trainers. The law requires the state to approve training providers who provide
training to educator evaluators. To date, the department has approved 58 training providers
(including some districts and BOCES) to provide training on the State Model Evaluation
System or on their own educator evaluation system. For those providers approved to train on
the State Model Evaluation System, the department provides ongoing training and support.
This works as a “train the trainer” network and allows the state to expand its capacity to
provide support to districts and BOCES.
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Educator Instructional Support — Standards Implementation

Integration of educator effectiveness and standards implementation. As the department
worked with districts to implement the new educator evaluation system, the department
became acutely aware of the integral connection between educator effectiveness and the
Colorado Academic Standards. First, the educator evaluation rubric is premised on teachers
knowing the Colorado Academic Standards and being able to teach them effectively.
Second, the evaluator’s ability to effectively evaluate teachers is based on the assumption
that the evaluator also understands the Colorado Academic Standards and what it looks like
when a teacher is effectively teaching the standards. As the department began working with
districts, staff learned that, given the newness of the standards and the fact that they were
being implemented the same year as the new evaluation systems, many teachers and their
evaluators did not feel comfortable with the standards or have the aligned curriculum,
resources, and tools to teach the standards.

Designed in response to district requests. In March of 2012, the department hosted a one-
day summit on the new Colorado Academic Standards (CAS) that garnered feedback from
participants regarding the “next steps” for successful standards implementation. Participants
expressed a strong desire for the state to assist districts in developing sample standards-based
curriculum resources. These comments confirmed months of feedback the department heard
from the field about the need for support with curriculum based on the new standards. At the
same time, the state received a letter from the leadership of CASSA (Colorado Association of
School Superintendents and Senior Administrators) requesting assistance in developing
sample curriculum that districts could choose to use.

These grass-roots requests supplied the initial foundation and support for CDE to begin
convening teachers across Colorado to build sample curriculum designed to help districts
successfully implement all ten content areas of the Colorado Academic Standards and
support educators’ effectiveness in teaching the new standards. The Colorado District Sample
Curriculum Project is a teacher-led project that is oriented and guided by a fundamental
principle: curriculum samples must be created by and for teachers. The project builds the
capacity of teachers to design curriculum for their districts.

District involvement in standards work. The project is described in depth in question 3 of
the Common Written Questions to all departments. It has involved multiple phases and
resulted in hundreds of teacher-created curriculum samples and resources for districts. To
date, educators from 121 Colorado school districts have been involved in the first three
phases of Colorado’s District Sample Curriculum Project. Representing the full cross-section
and diversity of the state, teachers from districts with less than one hundred students worked
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alongside teachers from Colorado’s largest metropolitan-area districts to produce the
curriculum overviews in the first phase of the Project. In the Project’s next phase, districts
assembled 6-teacher teams comprised of general education, special education, English
language learners, and gifted and talented educators/specialists to create full instructional
units based on the overviews. Again, the response was overwhelming, with rural, urban,
mountain, and suburban districts all putting together curriculum-writing teams. Districts and
their teachers across the state are actively using the samples and continue to work with the
department to build more.

Illustrative quotes of educators using the sample curriculum resources and tools are provided
below.

Being able to locate an entire unit in one place with resources, standards, and assessments
gives me more time to create lessons and less time trying to "figure out” what to teach.
Lisa Gatzke, Cortez School District (social studies)

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the building of the Instructional
Units. Our teachers are proud of their work and excited to use the units in their
classrooms. It truly helped them see how to dig deeper into the standards by tying in real
life authentic learning, planning units based on performance assessment (not what's in a
textbook), and differentiating and connecting instruction across content areas. Linda
Murray, Woodland Park School District (science)

The DSCP Theatre Units of Study were both informative and insightful for helping me to
establish a unit plan and individual lesson plans, allowing me to grow my instructional
practice and directly address the standards within my classroom. Jay Seller, PhD, Adams
12 (drama and theatre arts)

| have used the 2" grade music instructional unit, “Musical Ecosystem.” While | have
not used the unit exactly as written, it has given me a solid long-range plan to use this
year to address instrument families with my 2™ grade students. There were lots of ideas
and helpful resources that made creating my lesson plans easy, fun and different! | could
also rest assured that the content standards were being met by presenting the lessons (or
variations thereof) in this unit. “Thank you” to those who worked on this project and this
unit in particular. Your hard work has helped me a lot this year! Alyssa Johnson, Music
Specialist, Zach Elementary, School Poudre School District (music)

Working to design and implement the Kindergarten Curriculum unit has helped me refine
my teaching skills and become more familiar with our Colorado standards. My young
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students have benefited from the work we researched and designed, and | am confident
that my teaching is helping them to master our new Colorado Math standards. My
students have fun while learning as well ...they are becoming great math thinkers! Kathy
Faber, Pagosa Springs, Archuleta School District (mathematics)

If the services and systems were scaled back, how would the Department recommend
prioritizing services to continue to help where needed (e.g., prioritizing rural districts)?

As noted earlier, the department believes that it has scaled back the required resources to the
minimum needed to maintain quality implementation of the state’s educator evaluation
system and implementation of the standards. The state and federal one-time funds amounted
to approximately $4.3 million annually and about 15.5 FTE. This budget request is asking
for an additional $1.9 ongoing annually to sustain the work and 10.5 FTE (an estimated
reduction from the one-time funding rate of approximately $2.4 million and 5 FTE).

If further scale back were required on the educator evaluation implementation side, the
department would prioritize basic maintenance of the State Model System (rubrics, tools,
training and approval of training providers, data collection, and monitoring). The department
would most likely have to compromise by letting go staff who support districts with their
communications needs regarding educator evaluation and standards implementation,
devoting fewer or no resources/support to the principal rubrics and the specialized services
rubrics (i.e., just prioritize support on the teacher system), and dismissing staff who support
districts with implementation of the measures of student learning. The only functions the
state would provide would be minimal maintenance of the teacher evaluation system and
training of the approved training providers. It is likely that the costs for the RANDA Online
Performance Management System would need to be passed to districts to support ongoing
license fees; and user fees would need to be charged for the Elevate Colorado online inter-
rater agreement system.

If the two positions requested to support standards implementation were not funded, the state
would prioritize staff by content area — most likely eliminating content specialists in the non-
tested content areas. Support for continued curriculum and instructional support work would
be curtailed. Rural districts that have been relying on the leveraging and convening role the
content specialists have played would be impacted by diminished ability of a smaller staff to
support them. The Standards and Instructional Support team has functioned in a content
support role for rural districts who may have only one math teacher. By investing in this
team, the state is supporting dozens of rural districts.
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Question 16: How many new FTE has the Department added to provide
technical support over the past six years and for what programs? Are those
staff operating in “silos” and could/should they be cross trained to provide
multiple services rather than having so many technical assistance staff
working with the same districts? Please explain.

RESPONSE:

Over the past six years, the department submitted decision items and received approval for
the following additions of technical support.

Department Programs
FTE Added
Tech/Field
Fiscal Year Sup.
2008-09 5.0 | Content specialists
2009-10 2.2 | Licensure support
2010-11 0.0
2011-12 0.0
2012-13 8.0 | Educator effectiveness
2013-14 3.4 | Accountability and improvement planning
2014-15 5.9 | English learners; college & career readiness
Total: 24.5

Of note, during that same time frame, the General Assembly adopted legislation that added
53.5 FTE. Please see the spreadsheet (Attachment A) accompanying this answer for further
detail.

Are those staff operating in “silos” and could/should they be cross trained to provide
multiple services rather than having so many technical assistance staff working with the
same districts?

To the specific question of the JBC, with the exception of the licensure support positions
which focus exclusively on licensure processing, the staff identified in the above chart work
across units and programs to support districts to the extent possible. It is important to note
that each of these FTE was requested to fulfill specific job functions that account for 100% of
their time. For example, the college and career ready FTE support graduation guidelines,
implementation of individual career and academic plans (ICAPs), and related career and
college readiness programs. The English learner specialists support implementation of the
English Language Proficiency Act and provide targeted expertise to districts needing
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assistance with their English learner population. Both roles are full time. While the English
learner specialists are knowledgeable about how English learners can access and use ICAPs,
navigate through the graduation guidelines, etc., they are not best suited to help a district
when it has challenges with how to run those programs; just as the college career readiness
specialist would not be able to assist districts with meeting the needs of English learners
struggling to attain English proficiency. As another example, the content specialists are all
deeply knowledgeable of the implementation of standards — their work across all content
areas is driven by common templates, approaches, and research. However, when a district
requests specific assistance with math content, they want the department’s math expert to
respond, not someone with minimal math background trained in multiple programs and
content. In addition, many of the programs that staff are required to implement such as
educator effectiveness (S.B. 10-191), accountability, the English Language Proficiency Act,
etc., have complex program requirements and in some cases, inter-connected federal law, that
require a high degree of program-specific knowledge and expertise. Finally, strict time and
effort reporting requirements related to all funding streams contribute to the need to ensure
that staff members spend their time on the programs/work they are funded to implement and
support. What these examples illustrate is that, while these staff members share their
knowledge and expertise and collaborate across units, the amount of work to be completed in
each area, the depth of knowledge required for each role, the level of expertise needed by the
districts, and the need to ensure alignment with time and effort reporting does not lend itself
well to a pure generalist model.

That said, the department maintains three field service support FTE who serve as generalists
and the first point of contact for districts. These individuals have general knowledge of a
broad range of programs, initiatives, and work occurring at the state and district level. They
are former district administrators and have worked closely with districts across the state.
They are briefed monthly by staff from across the department through the CDE Update, a
monthly communication to districts. They travel to, attend, and present briefly at every
monthly regional superintendent council meeting across the state. They are able to respond
to many of the more general questions that districts raise. They then refer any questions that
require deeper expertise to program specialists. The field specialists also report back to
program staff any areas of general concern they are hearing from districts.This ensures that
program staff have a good understanding of the needs in the field.

To the broader issue of “silos” that this question implies, the department is committed to
working in a strategic, coordinated, and collaborative manner across all units to support
districts. For the past six years, the department has been working to shift its role from one
that was viewed by many as purely compliance to one that is much more focused on service
and support. To do this has required changes in the department’s organizational and
operating structure. From an organizational standpoint, the organization has four primary
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divisions: achievement and strategy; accountability and performance support; innovation,
choice, and engagement; and school finance and operations. The division leads comprise the
department’s executive team and meet twice a week to discuss cross-division needs and
address areas of misalignment, concerns from districts, needs in the field, etc. The leads of
all the units comprise the department’s cabinet, which meets twice a month to ensure that all
units are aware of one another’s work, solving implementation problems together, leveraging
each other’s staff and expertise, and coordinating work.

Operationally, the major initiatives of the department are guided by CDE’s strategic plan and
four strategic goals. Cross-unit goal teams meet to advance the department’s work in each
goal. For example, the department’s goal to ensure that all students are proficient readers by
the end of third grade includes staff from the literacy office, early childhood office,
exceptional student services unit, English learner office, standards and instructional support
office, learning support office, and more. All of these individuals come together to ensure
they are well-versed on the READ Act and play a role in implementing the cross-agency goal
of early literacy attainment. The same is true of each of the other goals of the department.

The department has created the Unified Improvement Plan (UIP) template to pull
improvement planning requirements into a single plan. This has helped the field and the
department to create coherence across state and federal accountability requirements and
multiple program requirements. This includes state accreditation, ESEA (e.g., Title I, l1A,
I11), Student Graduation Completion Plans, READ Act, gifted education and various
competitive grants (e.g., Colorado Graduation Pathways, Tiered Improvements grants, and
Diagnostic Reviews).

To support the state’s priority improvement and turnaround districts, the department has
developed several cross-department initiatives to coordinate supports. First, the department
has established coordinated support teams for each district on the accountability clock to
align services. These teams are led by a performance support manager assigned to the
priority improvement or turnaround district and include staff from across the department
(e.g., exceptional student services, English learners, accountability, unified improvement
planning, educator effectiveness, literacy, and learning supports). These cross-unit teams
develop and implement targeted and coordinated plans to assist the state’s lowest performing
districts, leveraging staff time and resources across units and funding streams. Second, the
department works in teams to review all UIPs (described above) for schools and districts on
the accountability clock. Annually, there are approximately 200 plans that need feedback
developed within a six-week window. Led by the Improvement Planning Unit, staff from
across the department participate in review teams and co-construct feedback to the schools
and districts.

Also on an operational level, major initiatives such as educator effectiveness and the READ
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Act are guided by internal cross-unit leadership teams to ensure broad cross-agency
knowledge of the initiative and to leverage time, talent, and resources across programs/units
to accomplish the objectives of the initiative.

Finally, the department is implementing internal data and process enhancements to better aid
collaboration across the organization. For example, the department launched a district data
dashboard that allows department staff to see performance, staffing, and funding trend data in
one place for a district and supports the improvement planning process. The tool allows staff
across the department to see a more comprehensive picture of the needs, programs, and work
in a district, better enabling collaboration across the department and coordination of
resources to meet districts’ needs. In addition, the department is piloting a customer
relationship management software tool to better track touch points with districts across units.

As discussed, at an organizational, operational, and process level, the department is
committed to providing districts with targeted and coordinated service and support. The
department is working to accomplish this while balancing funding streams, time and effort
reporting, and the need for program specialists and expertise in the field.

Attachment A
Colorado Department of Education
Additions to Program/Technical Assistance FTE
FY2008-09 through FY2014-15
Department Legislative
Requested Initiative
FTE FTE
Approved Approved
FY2008-09
General Fund and Cash Funds
Department Decision Items/Supplementals:
Content Specialists DI-4 5.0
special Bills:
HB08-1388 School Finance Act 6.0
SBO8-017 Credentialing 1.0
SBO2-038 Regional Service Cooperatives 1.0
SBO8-120 Innovation Schools 1.0
SB08-212 Preschool to Post-secondary 5.0
HBO08-1204 Facility Schools Unit 3.0
HBOS8-1335 BEST 5.0
HB03-1370 Counselor Corps 1.0
HB03-1386 Leadership Academy 1.5
Long Bill Impacts:
None 0.0
Subtotal FY2008-09 5.0 24.5
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FY2005-10 Cept FTE Leg FTE
Department Decision Items/Supplementals:
Dffice of Professional Services [Licensure) - Implement HBO2-1344 2.2
Special Bills:
5B09-123 Healthy Choices Dropout Prevention 0.1
5B08-163 Accountability Alienment 2.7
HBOS9-1243 Office of Dropout Prevention 2.0
Long Bill Impacts:
Public 5chool Capital Construction, Implement HBOE-1335 - 1BC Action 4.0
Subtotal FY2009-10 2.2 8.3
FY2010-11 Cept FTE Leg FTE
Department Decision ltems/Supplementals:
None 0.0
Special Bills:
5B10-054 Educational Services for Jailed Juveniles 0.2
Long Bill Impacts:
Special Education - Gifted and Talented 0.5
Healthy Choices Dropout Prevention 0.1
Subtotal FY2010-11 0.0 0.8
Fr2011-12 Crept FTE Leg FTE
Department Decision ltems/Supplementals:
Mone 0.0
Special Bills:
HB11-1121 Safer S5chools Act 0.9
Long Bill Impacts:
None
Subtotal FY2011-12 0.0 0.9
FyY2012-13 Crept FTE Leg FTE
Department Decision Items,/Supplementals:
Educator Effectiveness Unit Administration 3.0
Educator Effectiveness Implementation 5.0
Special Bills:
HB12-1238 Early Literacy Competitive Grant Program - READ Act 2.8
Long Bill Impacts:
MNone
Subtotal FY2012-13 8.0 8.8
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FY2013-14 Dept FTE Leg FTE
Department Decision ltems/Supplementals:
Accountability and Improvement Planning 3.4
Special Bills:
ZB13-1%3 Increasing Parent Engagement [SACPIE) 1.0
HB13-1257 Local-Level Educator Evaluation System 1.0
5B13-217 K-12 Accreditation Criteria Alternate Ed Campus 0.2
Long Bill Impacts:
Ezrly Literacy Per Pupil Funding 1.0
BOCES Funding 1.0
Subtotal FY2013-14 3.4 4.2
FY2014-15 Dept FTE Leg FTE
Department Decision ltems/Supplementals:
Englizh Languaze Learner [ELL) Program 41
College and Career Readiness 138
Special Bills:
5B14-150 3chool Counselor Corps Grant Program 1.0
5B14-215 Marijuana Revenue - Health Profeszionals 1.0
HB14-1385 Adult Ed Literacy Grant Program 1.0
HB14-1102 Education of Gifted Students 1.0
HBE14-1113 Advanced Placement Incentives Pilot Program 0.3
HB14-127& CPR Grant Training Program 0.3
HB14-12938 5chool Finance Act - Colorado Preschool Program 0.7
HB14-12%93 5chool Finance Act - English Language Learners 0.5
HB14-137& Core Course Level Participation Performance Report 0.2
Long Bill Impacts:
Breakfast After the Bell 0.3
Subtotal FY2014-15 5.9 6.3
Grand Total FY 20:08-09 thru FY2014-15 24.5 54.3
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Question 17: Please address the fiscal note process for S.B. 10-191 (Educator
Effectiveness). Why should the General Assembly approve the request for
additional funding for a program that is so far in excess of the costs
anticipated in the fiscal note?

RESPONSE:

The cost estimates provided during the 2010 Legislative Session only anticipated the first
two years of the program. Based on the way the program has evolved since then, it was not
possible to anticipate the costs beyond the first two years. The primary, albeit not the only,
reason the costs have increased is an assumption provided in the 2010 fiscal note, quoted
below:

“Districts would need to ensure that their evaluation systems meet or exceed the guidelines
for measures of effectiveness established by State Board rule. This may require them to
develop or purchase new evaluation tools and spend time on data collection and analysis of
multiple measures of student performance.”

When the costs for the bill were originally provided, the department assumed all districts
would develop their own evaluation systems. However, during the first two years of
implementation, as the department worked with districts and other stakeholders to develop
the rules and framework for the evaluations, it became apparent that many districts did not
have the resources, in staff or dollars, necessary to implement systems which would comply
with the requirements of SB10-191. As a result, the biggest single driver of increasing costs
over the original fiscal note is the cost to maintain the State Model Educator Evaluation
System developed by the department and support the vast majority of districts that have
adopted the system (162 districts for the teacher system, 155 for the principal system, and a
significant portion of districts for each of the 9 specialized service professionals evaluation
systems).

In this particular case, the two-year window for fiscal notes worked well for the early
implementation of SB10-191 because it was impossible to know in 2010 exactly what the
ongoing costs would be for a project of this magnitude. The 3.0 FTE and $250,000
appropriated in the first two years, coupled with initial federal funds received from Race to
the Top (awarded in December 2011), provided the initial resources for the department to
work with districts and identify the necessary components and type of implementation to
meet the requirements of the bill. It was through a statewide effort that it became apparent
the most cost-effective and efficient implementation would be a State Model Educator
Evaluation System that districts can use, as opposed to the original assumption that the
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state’s 178 districts would design, maintain, and implement their own systems with the costs
incurred and spread across all districts.

Not only does the system adopted by the majority of districts provide savings, efficiencies
and expertise to smaller districts which might not have the resources to implement their own
evaluation system, it also provides consistency of data and evaluations across the state, which
will facilitate reporting to the General Assembly and other stakeholders. The original
reading and cost estimates for the bill did not and could not anticipate the statewide system
that is now in place because the department did not have the necessary information for what
would be required until working extensively to develop the requirements, processes, and
guidelines both internally and with districts across the state.

While the costs described in the original fiscal note did not and could not anticipate the
excess costs the department is now seeing, it was only through the funding provided during
the first two years that the department could determine the costs of the system now in
place. The department also benefited significantly from state and federal one-time funds that
supported the substantial, more one-time in nature, design costs during the first four years of
implementation. With the design of many of the core components and supporting resources
of the system completed and the knowledge of the number of districts using the State Model
System, the department is better able to anticipate the ongoing funds needed to implement
S.B. 10-191.
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Question 18: Please discuss other states’ progress with educator evaluation
systems. How are other states’ handling the issue? How does Colorado’s
system compare?

RESPONSE:

Over the last four years, states implemented remarkable changes to their educator evaluation
systems. Rather than rating all educators as either “satisfactory” or *“unsatisfactory,” with no
expected standards, tools or structures, states and school districts now use new multi-tiered
evaluation systems to support their teachers, principals and specialized service professionals
in their professional growth. Most states now require districts to incorporate measurements
of student academic growth and rubrics from higher-quality classroom observations into their
ratings of teachers and principals. And teachers and principals are starting to receive
financial incentives or face potential consequences based on these evaluation results. ¥

The National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality reports that now at least 43 states
have some form of multiple measure educator evaluation system in place at varied levels of
implementation. They list 18 states that have a similar structure to Colorado, meaning
districts can select a state-developed system to support their implementation of the law. This
type of structure puts state departments in a new role—similar to a district office—in that
they are creating and supporting evaluation rubrics, user guides, guidance documents,
trainings, and technology platforms to guide the implementation of the district-level
evaluation work.

While CDE does not know the full extent of implementation or support within each of those
states, it is fair to say that Colorado is in a similar position on implementing evaluation
systems. Colorado has completed its first year of implementation and has identified the
challenges and complexities of supporting districts with the roll-out of these robust
evaluation systems. A few states, including Tennessee and Delaware, started their state
evaluations systems a few years prior to Colorado and as a result are further ahead; while
other states started more recently and are looking to Colorado for guidance (Nevada and
Arizona). In multi-state level convenings, CDE hears similar challenges with implementing
systems within states with high quality. Common challenges are: how to provide districts
with professional development on conducting high quality observations; how to support
principals in conducting fair, consistent evaluations; and how to support evaluators in
providing actionable feedback based on high quality multiple measures of teaching practice.

After the initial phase of creation and development of the 11 state model evaluation systems
(teachers, principals and 9 groups of specialized service professionals), CDE now knows that
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162 districts are using the State Model Evaluation System for teachers, 155 districts are using
the system for principals, 14 BOCES are using the model system for their licensed personnel,
and many districts are using the model system for specialized service professionals. This
means that CDE is providing direct support to these districts to train educators, answer daily
questions, provide ongoing updates and troubleshoot with teachers, principals, district
administrators and specialized service professionals. CDE is the “help desk” if any educators
in these districts have questions, concerns, feedback on, or need help using any of the state
model systems. CDE is also a resource to districts using their own locally developed
systems.

CDE continues to learn about the depth of hands-on support that districts need from the
department to implement evaluations in a fair, consistent and supportive manner. To meet
the goals of the evaluation system as articulated in the legislation, the state must not only
have a strong model evaluation system in place, it must also support districts in
implementing that system well. A great rubric and sound system falls apart if it is
implemented poorly by evaluators. Districts have asked for support in improving the quality
of the implementation of the evaluation process, especially with the measures of student
learning (or growth component of the evaluation process). In response, the department has
provided (or is in the process of providing) the following resources, all of which need to be
constantly kept up-to-date and refined over time:

e 11 rubrics to measure the professional practices for teacher, principals and specialized
service professionals

e Rubric implementation process guides;

e Guidance documents on the measures of student learning component of the
evaluations and on-site training/technical assistance to districts to help them set up the
growth portion of their evaluations (this is hands-on, intensive, district-by-district
support);

e Online professional development and support modules on a variety of teaching
practices;

e RANDA web-based performance management system to organize the vast amounts
of evaluation information, provide a means to seamlessly link evaluation needs to
professional development resources and an organization system to help evaluators
manage observation schedules, conversations and paperwork;

e Elevate Colorado- a video library, coded by experts to show evaluators the standard
of high quality teaching in Colorado;

e Modules of how to give high quality feedback to educators;

e Resource guides on each of the professional practices being measured for each of the
11 educator groups included in the state model system; and
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e Evaluator networks and professional learning communities to support improvements
in conducting high quality, consistent evaluations and feedback to educators.

While it is comprehensive, complex and detail oriented work, a Bellwether Education
Partners report cites evidence to suggest that evaluation reform is an effort worth making—if
done right. Comprehensive evaluation systems can help teachers improve their practice, lead
to improved recruitment and retention of high-quality educators, and, ultimately, boost
student achievement—if evaluations are conducted in a high quality manner.

In looking at a few examples of comparable state systems, CDE finds that the support and
staff of the Colorado Department of Education Educator Effectiveness unit is comparable to
these states. From a cursory review of state department websites, for example, the Tennessee
Department of Education has at least 13 staff in their educator effectiveness unit to assist
districts in the implementation of their educator effectiveness system. TN also has a variety
of consultants they employ to support districts beyond the 13 staff at the department. TN has
a similar number of districts (142) to support. Massachusetts has a team of over 9 staff
members to support implementation of educator evaluations. Oregon has at least six team
members.

Since CDE is now operating more like a district central office to the districts and BOCES
that are using the State Model System, it is reasonable to compare us to a district office
creating and implementing educator evaluation systems. For example, a Colorado district
that supports its own evaluation system has a team of over 15 staff to support approximately
the same number of schools as CDE has districts in implementing evaluation systems.

® Excerpt from: Alderman and Chuong (August 2014). Teacher Evaluations in an Era of
Rapid Change: From Unsatisfactory to “needs improvement” Bellwether Education Partners.
http://bellwethereducation.org/publication/teacher-evaluations-era-rapid-change.
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Question 19: Please discuss the impact and status of school districts’
implementation of student learning objectives.

RESPONSE:

Student Learning Objectives (SLO) is one way to assess teachers’ contributions to student
growth in educator evaluation systems. At the heart of an SLO is a specific learning goal that
an educator identifies and a specific measure of student learning used to track progress
toward that goal. One example of an SLO is below:

Role: Physical Education
(Elementary) Grade Level(s): 5
Content Area: PE

Rationale: This objective supports the unified improvement plan goals.

Population: 80% of the students who attend 85% of the time will improve their upper
body strength at least 30% as measured by the fitness gram push-up test.

Interval of Time:  One school year
Assessment: Fitness Gram

Baseline: Fourth grade students have not been tested on their upper body strength. Most
students cannot perform one push up without bending. Students also do not
perform full range of motion; they do not go 90 degrees.

Expected Growth: | expect at least a 30% growth for [Teacher’s name removed]’s class
Learning Content: Students work on their upper body strength every time they attend PE.

Strategies: Practice pushups every day for warm up. Activities that use push-ups for re-entry.

There are many options for student growth measures that can be used in an SLO. 1t is
possible to use large scale standardized tests, including state standardized tests, for SLOs.
However, it is also possible to use other methods for assessing learning, such as end-of-
course exams in secondary courses, student performance demonstrations in electives like art
or music, and diagnostic pre- and post-tests in primary grades or other relevant settings.

Teachers, principals and other administrators and their supervisors can set SLOs for any
subject, grade or group of students. Groups of teachers in the same subject or grade or in the
same school or district can set them as well. With their supervisors, principals can set
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objectives focused on school-wide learning goals, and district-level administrators can
develop SLOs with district goals in mind.

SLOs show potential for use as student growth measures in the evaluation process, and they
are also an important method for improving instructional practice. Some research on the use
of SLOs found that rigorous and high-quality growth objectives were associated with higher
student achievement. Like well-constructed SLOs, good instruction includes gathering data,
setting goals based on that data, and then assessing whether the goals have been met. ™

Districts across Colorado are looking at the benefits of using SLOs in their evaluation
systems as a way to better understand student learning, improve instructional practice, and
serve as one of the multiple measures in educator evaluations. SLOs are an often-used
strategy for educators who are not teaching in a state-tested subject area, and thus need to
find other ways to measure student growth. Districts in Colorado are in varying states of
trying SLOs in their educator evaluations. It takes time to learn how to best create and use
high quality SLOs in teaching practice as well as in evaluation systems. CDE is at the
beginning of our process for assisting districts in using SLOs. CDE is working with various
partners and organizations that have expertise in creating high quality SLOs to support
districts in their use of this strategy.

Currently CDE does not have a complete inventory of which district are using SLOs, but in a
recent study supported by the Colorado Education Initiative, 40% of districts in that study
(53 district participated) report using SLOs in their educator evaluation system.

@ Excerpt from: Reform Support Network. Targeting Growth: Using Student Learning
Obijectives as a Measure of Educator Effectiveness. Downloaded from:
http://msde.state.md.us/tpe/TargetingGrowth_Using_SLO_MEE.pdf.
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Question 20: Please discuss school districts’ capacity to fully implement the
educator effectiveness system in FY 2015-16, including both the observation
and growth components of the evaluation system.

RESPONSE:

CDE has a variety of ways of understanding the ability of local education agencies to
implement educator evaluation systems. CDE collects “assurances” from all districts and
BOCES each July to determine if districts are implementing the system according to the State
Board rules. During the July 2014 assurance collection, 164 districts reported that they have
implemented all portions of the evaluations system in accordance with the State Board of
Education rules on implementing S.B. 191.

In addition, over the past 3 years, CDE has been working with 26 pilot districts in their
implementation of evaluation systems. CDE asks teachers from the pilot districts about their
perceptions on the implementation of systems in their district. Their reflections shed light on
the depth of implementation of education efforts, including evaluation, in those pilot districts.

Some of the relevant survey questions and responses are below:

2013-14 All
Relevant Teacher Survey Item Metric Teachers
(n=1497)
What is your level of knowledge % of teachers who report good or | 62.3%
regarding the requirements of the complete understanding (as
state’s new educator evaluation and opposed to no or some
support law (S.B. 10-191)? knowledge)
What is your level of knowledge % of teachers who report good or | 59.3%
regarding the Teacher Quality complete understanding
Standards (TQS) adopted by the State
Board of Education as part of the
implementation of S.B. 10-191?
What is your level of knowledge % of teachers who report good or | 75.7%
regarding the new Colorado Academic | complete understanding
Standards (CAS)?
| see alignment in my district's % of teachers who agree or See the three
policies regarding assessment, strongly agree items below
evaluation, and standards.
| see alignment in my district's % of teachers who agree or 86.0%
policies regarding assessments and the | strongly agree
standards.
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| see alignment in my district's
policies regarding standards and
evaluation.

% of teachers who agree or
strongly agree

86.2%

| see alignment in my district's % of teachers who agree or 81.0%
policies regarding assessments and strongly agree

evaluation.

I am optimistic about the ability of % of teachers who agree or 69.2%

district policies and initiatives related
to assessments, standards, and
evaluation to improve the instruction
in my classroom.

strongly agree

The department has conducted studies of the first two years of the pilot. The current study
results can be found at
http://www.cde.state.co.us/educatoreffectiveness/smesteacherpilotreport2013-14. The study
lends insight into the use of the state model educator evaluation rubric and variation in
ratings provided by districts.

In addition, the Colorado Education Initiative conducted a study of how districts are
structuring their measures of student learning for educator evaluations. 53 districts
participated in their study. The study demonstrated that districts are actively working to meet
the requirements of the growth component of S.B. 191. For an executive summary of the
study, visit:
http://www.coloradoedinitiative.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/MSL -Executive-

Summary.pdf

The above survey data and studies referenced show, however, that there is a continuum of
implementation quality across the state. CDE continues to receive requests from districts that
are at the very basic level of implementation and need the department’s support in explaining
the evaluation process, scoring the rubric and understanding the support tools for evaluations.
Some districts have told the department that they are struggling to implement the measures of
student learning component of the evaluation rating. Other districts are further along and are
now seeking the department’s support in more complex questions of implementation, such as
how to have more inter-rater agreement (consistency in ratings) among their evaluators, how
to use more complex types of measures of student learning and how to use evaluation data to
connect to deep professional supports.

The assurances, pilot studies, external studies, and anecdotal experiences all confirm that
districts are actively working to implement their educator evaluation systems. These data
sources also confirm that there continues to be a need for supports tailored to the unique
needs of districts. While some districts would like more time to practice with growth, others
are eager to move forward and express frustration with extended timelines, noting the mixed
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messages that this creates in the field. Overall, the department feels that districts are on track
with implementation.
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Question 21: The Department is requesting $246,686 General Fund and 2.0
FTE to support two content specialist positions that have been funded as
“employees on loan” from the Colorado Education Initiative. Please discuss
how this request complies with Section 24-75-1305, C.R.S., which prohibits
agencies from requesting funds to backfill private gifts, grants, and
donations.

RESPONSE:

While it is now clear that the department should have, it did not consider Section 24-75-
1305, C.R.S., when preparing the request. The department had no intent to violate Section
24-75-1305, C.R.S. It believed it was acting in good faith implementing the Colorado
Academic Standards and educator effectiveness. In addition, based on clarification with JBC
staff and a deeper review of the statute, the department believes it is complying with the
statute.

During the JBC briefing, JBC staff noted that, provided a portion of the request is funded
with state resources, the Office of Legislative Legal Services has stated that those requests do
not violate 22-75-1305, C.R.S. which focuses on programs that rely entirely on grant
funding. Based on this statement and a review of the statute, it would appear the request
complies with the section in question. The state provides funding for content specialists, the
Preschool to Postsecondary Education Alignment Act, and educator effectiveness.

It is also important to note that state statute specifically authorizes the department to seek
gifts, grants, or donations of any kind from public or private entities to carry out the
standards implementation work and similar language authorizes the department to pursue
external resources for the educator effectiveness efforts. Both initiatives include state
funding and authorize the department to seek additional funds and resources as needed. This
work crosses both areas, with specific focus on the standards implementation efforts of the
Preschool to Postsecondary Education Alignment Act (S.B. 08-212 also known as
Colorado’s Achievement Plan for Kids or CAP4K). Relevant statutes are below.

22-7-1010 (3), C.R.S. — from the Preschool to Postsecondary Education Alignment
Act

(3) The department of education and the department of higher education are
authorized to receive and expend gifts, grants, or donations of any kind from a public
or private entity to carry out the purposes of this Part 10, subject to the terms and
conditions under which given; except that the department of education or the
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department of higher education may not accept a gift, grant, or donation if the
conditions attached thereto require the use or expenditure thereof in a manner
contrary to law.

22-9-105.7 (1), C.R.S. — from S.B. 10-191

(1) The department is authorized to seek, accept, and expend gifts, grants, and
donations for the implementation of section 22-9-105.5; except that the department
may not accept a gift, grant, or donation that is subject to conditions that are
inconsistent with this or any law of the state. The department shall transmit all
moneys received to the state treasurer, who shall credit the same to the great teachers
and leaders fund, which fund is hereby created and referred to in this section as the
"fund". Moneys in the fund are continuously appropriated to the department for the
direct and indirect costs associated with implementing section 22-9-105.5.

The department appreciates any guidance from the JBC both on the appropriate interpretation
of 24-75-1305, C.R.S. with regard to this request, and how the JBC would like the
department to move forward.
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Question 22: Please provide background on the Colorado Education
Initiative (CEIl). What is the origin of CEI? How is the CEI licensed in
Colorado (non-profit, public, private, etc.)?

RESPONSE:

The Colorado Education Initiative (CEI), founded in 2007 (under the name Colorado Legacy
Foundation, or CLF), is an independent 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization that works in close
partnership with the Colorado Department of Education (CDE). CEI has its own 16-member
board of trustees that governs the organization. The Lieutenant Governor and Commissioner
of Education (the positions, regardless of the individuals in office) are both non-voting
members of CEI’s board. CEIl is nonpartisan and is not an advocacy organization.

As excerpted from CEI’s website:

CEl is an independent non-profit that collaborates with the Colorado Department of
Education (CDE), schools and districts across the state to accelerate achievement for
all Colorado students. We believe every student can reach his or her full potential
with the right set of supports. This means that every student in Colorado is prepared
and unafraid to succeed in school, work, and life, and to take on the challenges of
today, tomorrow, and beyond. Our innovative partnership with CDE and schools and
districts in communities across Colorado help us find innovative ways to reach every
learner, every day.

CELI’s primary programmatic areas include: educator effectiveness and professional learning,
innovation (especially with regard to use of time and resources), health and wellness, and
Legacy Schools (supporting access to Advanced Placement classes in high needs schools).
CEl and CDE partner on projects and grants, when appropriate, to try out innovative
approaches to implementation and to deepen support to districts as they seek ways to best
meet the needs of their students.

To learn more about CEl, please visit their website at: http://www.coloradoedinitiative.org.
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Question 23: What value are the external employees (the employees on loan)
providing to school districts? Which districts are they helping and how?

RESPONSE:

The employees on loan have been integral in adding capacity to the department to support
districts in implementing the Colorado Academic Standards and the new educator evaluation
system which is premised on a strong understanding of the standards. The two on loan
positions are the Director of Standards and Instructional Support and the K-12 Literacy
Specialist. Both work with the department’s existing content specialists in the Standards and
Instructional Support Office.

Collectively, the Standards and Instructional Support Office has been implementing the
District Sample Curriculum Project which has engaged 121 districts and thousands of
teachers in creating teacher-developed sample curriculum that districts can use. A map of the
districts that have been engaged in this work is provided on the following page. In addition
to this project, the team provides individualized technical assistance to districts in support of
district-based curriculum, instructional programming decisions, instructional needs, content-
specific questions, etc.

The letters of support at the end of this section and the educator quotes highlighted in
question 15 speak to the value these staff are providing to districts.
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Colorado’s District Sample Curriculum Project
District Participation for All Three Phases

Note: Gray area indicates district participation for all three phases.
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Question 24: Should non-state employees, funded and employed by an
external entity, have been leading the Department’s standards
implementation work and supervising state employees? If the positions were
necessary in FY 2012-13, why did the Department not request approval for
the positions from the General Assembly?

RESPONSE:

The Director of Standards and Instructional Support and Literacy Specialist were provided as
on- loan, at-will staff by the Colorado Education Initiative in January and February of 2012
to support the integrated implementation of the new educator evaluation system and
Colorado Academic Standards.

These staff function as CDE employees. Their job descriptions, supervision, day-to-day
work and evaluations fall exclusively within the department’s control.

The Director reports to the Executive Director of the Teaching and Learning Unit, a cabinet-
level position in the department. The Executive Director supervises the Director’s work,
approves the work plan for the office, and conducts the Director’s performance reviews
pursuant to CDE’s performance review procedures and protocols. The Executive Director
has the authority to terminate work and services if the Director is not meeting CDE’s
objectives and deliverables. The Executive Director of the Teaching and Learning Unit
reports to the Associate Commissioner of Achievement and Strategy, and pursuant to CDE
policy, is required to review the evaluations of her direct reports. As such, the Associate
Commissioner gives final sign off on the evaluation of the Director of Standards and
Instructional Support. In addition, through weekly meetings, the work of the Standards and
Instructional Office, including the contributions of the on-loan employees, are reviewed and
monitored to ensure work plans are being met and performance is being maintained.

The Director of Standards and Instructional Support oversees the at-will staff in the
Standards and Instructional Office. All staff performance evaluations are conducted pursuant
to CDE’s performance review procedures and protocols. In accordance with those
procedures, all performance evaluations completed by the Director are reviewed by his
supervisor, the Executive Director of the Teaching and Learning Unit, prior to performance
reviews being conducted with employees. The reviews are also submitted to CDE’s Office
of Human Resources for compliance.
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Both on-loan staff are listed as part of the Standards and Instructional Support team on the
department’s website.

Because these staff function as at-will employees and the above noted checks and balances
with regard to work plans and performance evaluation/reporting structures have been in
place, the department does not believe that the use of on-loan staff has been inappropriate. In
addition, the use of on-loan staff enabled the department to leverage resources through its
relationship with CEl. CDE and CEI have collaborated on integrating the implementation of
standards and educator evaluations, which is why the staff on loan came in this area. As the
feedback from districts has illustrated, these positions and the work they have been
performing are highly valued. As a result, the department is seeking to move them to
ongoing, state-funded positions.

We understand the concerns raised by committee members and are open to recommendations
from the JBC on the best way to address staff on loan which could include being sub-granted
the funds to hire the staff directly, listing the staff as “on loan” employees on the website,
reporting “on loan” employees to the JBC, etc. We look forward to discussing this with the
committee and moving forward on your guidance.

If the positions were necessary in FY 2012-13, why did the Department not request
approval for the positions from the General Assembly?

With regard to this question, as noted earlier, the department was able to obtain staff on loan
from CEI to support the integrated implementation of standards and educator evaluations.
The department believed it was operating within the requirements for both SB10-191 and
CAP4K (SB08-212) which authorize the department to receive and expend gifts, grants, or
donations of any kind from a public or private entity to carry out the purposes of these acts.

As noted earlier, the department is open to guidance from the JBC with regard to steps it
would like the department to follow with regard to on loan staff in the future.
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LETTERS of SUPPORT

Page 83 of 169



MWovember 15, 2414

Dear Members of the Jeint Budget Committee:

I am writing to you to express my support for the Colorado Department of Education’s budgst
request for continued funding, specifically, for positions that are targeted at supparting school
districts In the areas of educator evaluation, instructional suppoart, and communication and
outreach with districts.

The Suppart the Department provides in these core areas is essential to our waork. The waork on
educator evaluation and instructional support is of particular interest in &dams 14 and we are
mmindful of its impartance across the stabe as districts work to improve stedent oustcomes, align
instruction to new standards and assessmants, and provide the type of support our educators
meed o be succgssful in the classroom,

"Wa arg alse reliant on the Model Edecator Evaluation System, which has been created,
managed and run by the Colorado Department of Education. If we are b continue to
implement 58191 in a fair, effective and professional manner, it is essential that we continue to
recelve support from the Educator Effectiveness unit. Without this important team at CDE,
Adams 14 would have to use our limited resources on such supports, which we would prefer to
Eeep in the classroom.

[For these reasans, | hope you will wote to support the field support budget request by the
[Departrment.

j-||l|-u-|:ll|:|'r'J

Fat Sdnchez
Superintendent
Adams County School District 14
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Aguilar School District Re-6

420 North Balsam Street ~ PO Box 567 1
Aguilar, Colorado, 81020 - 0567 Ay
Telephone: (719) 941-4188 Fax: (719) 941-4279 \

W

P

ILDCATS
Movember 29, 2014

Dear loint Budget Committee:

We are writing to you to express support for the Colorado Department of Education's budget request
for continued funding for positions that are targeted at supporting school districts.

As school districts continue to struggle with balancing state demands in a climate of limited resources,
we need whatever halp we can get. The work of the content specialists in particular has been very
helpful for us in the Aguilar School District as we work to update our curriculum to reflect state
standards. We also need the help provided by the communications staff as we work to implement policy
changes in a transparent manner. The advice and materials supplied by these CDE staff help us
communicate more effectively with parents, teachers and other stakeholders --- many of whom have
questions as we implement legislatively directed change.

We are also heavily reliant on the Model Educator Evaluation System which has been created, managed
and run by CDE if we are to continue implementing $8191 in a fair, effective and professional manner. If
COE cannot sustain the Model Educator Evaluation System, we will have to create our own system from
seratch, Doing so would further strain our limited resources. CDE's department of Educator
Effectiveness has been invaluable in helping us get up and running with RANDA.

For these reasons, | hope you will vote to support the field support budget request by the Department,

Sincerely,

Dr. S5tacy Houser
Superintendent

Aguilar School District

The Aguilar School District Re-6 does not discriminate on the basis of race, religion, national origin, sex, or handicap in
admission or access to or treatment or employment in its educational programs or activities
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Alamosa Public Schools
S opmmitied fo Fxcellemee™

Driar Joinn Bisdpet Comenitles:

[ amn writing g0 you o express supiport for the Colorada Depanment of Educatbon’s bisdget request for
continued funding for positicns kat ame argeted al supporting school districts, As the Assistan
Superintendent in the Alansosa School District, | have beo exiremely impressed with the level of suppost
that CDE has given toooor noral district. 'We have taken advantege of a sumber of rescurces and
apparunitics thal CDE has provided to sappon our effors of deliverimg efedive instruction s that our
shdents are emposwered vo reach thelr fulbest potestials.

I was ghle woatiend the ESEA Lesdership Academy that was put an by CDE o provide districts ap-o-
duie imfoemetion and geldance about ESEA programs and ather state initimtives related to them. Through
this training, 1 kamed mare about the READ Act and Tiile | funds, 1 recelved clhaalfication on funding
&l algo hieand o other districts about programs and resources that they have benefived from, Trish
Baland, Direcior of Federal Progrem Administralive Unil, also took the time fo visit cur district and
provwide farther support oo aur Consolidated Grant and Federnl Proprams. | was thoroaghly impressed
with her level of eapertise and her willmeness o sapport cur district is our efforts,

Paul Jebe, Regional Suppor Consultant, came o our distrien and trainesd our 1338 weam on the wse al the
Miode] Educalor Evaluation System. We are heavily reliant an thiz system, which has been cremed,
managed and man by COE P wee sre o continue implementing SB191 in a fair, =fective and professional
manner, We have ssccessfully trained our stafT om the use of this sy=iem and are well imo the evalustion
process for the year. Teachers and adminstraiors bave developed professional grosth plans med we ane
preparing for mid-year neviews, We have all Toand U system 1o be very user friendly and are plensed
with the process, Mr, Jehe did an excelben job working with our &7, He has comtinsed 1o keep in

cantact with ws, checking in om aur progress. 'We are hoping so have him back in the near fstune 10 help
ug finalize decisions related to Measures of Spedent Leaming.

W are al=o laking sdvaniage of the Reading Foundations Academy put om by COE. Donna Bright.
Prineipal Consultam, has belped o sel up 2 session in Alamesa so that aur teachers can have the
necessary training and resources to pive our shedents explicit, systemals: resding instnaction with an
hnp_l'usi:-u'n Faundational skills hased in the standards. Pam Gijelhim and Jane Burk, Repglonal Tech,
Aegistanes, bave sk the mme o meet with me on several cccasions. 'We have anabveed our approsch i
reading imstruction at the elementary level, they hive provided me with valuable rescances, and the two af
them will be prowiding the Feading Academy training o our elementary teachers,

A schoal disrices contines to soragple wiih kalancing stane demands in a climate of limived rescurces, we

need whatever help we can get. For these reasoms, 1 hege vou willl vote o suppaon the field supgon budget
requiest B the Dhe partmenil.

Sincemely,
. -'}'nmm..-.-_

Carrie Simmerman
Assislant Saperintendent

Adminnirative CHice
209 Vicmria St
Alamosa, Colorado 81101
{7193 5871600 Telephone
[TI%) S87-071 2 Fax
e alavecsn ) 2, o s
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saptember 339, 3014

Daar loial Budget Commithan:

| am writing to youw to express suppart for the Colorado Department of Education’s budget reguest for
cancinued fursding Tof posilians that 4@ [argeted a7 Sugporting schbal distiens,

Cur district bes been fortunate to be a participant in the integration Project through the Colarado
Legacy Foundation [(now the Colorada Ediscation Initiativel. As part of This process, we worked cosely
with CDE to pilat the Colorado Model Educator Evaluation Systemn and worked extensively with COE
throughaut the process. Ther suppart proved ecremely valuahle &8 we imakemanmed res S1andands,
plloted mnew assesimeants and the teachser ard principal rubsics. Whenever s Fad a guestion, they were
thare with reEources and siappoet,

A3 school districts pontinie to struggle with balancing state demands in a dimate of limibed resources,
wg nagd whaigver "'Iilﬂ- we car get, The work of the conteni spacialists in pariular hes beep very
hedpful far us In Archuleta Schood District 50 1t a5 we work to update owr curnculum to reflect state
siandards, 'We ska need the help provided by the communicsticns sealf as we work to implement palicy
changes in a tansparent marmor, The advice and materials supplied by these CDE staff halp us
cammunicate more efectively with parents, teachers and ather stazehalders — many of whom hae
guestions as we implement legislativly dinected change.

Wig are plso hesvily ralisnt on the Model Educstor Evaluation System which has been crested, managed
and run by COE if wee are 1o continue implementing 53191 in a falr, effectie and professianal manmer, If
COE cannot sustain the Model Educator Evaluation System, we will have to create cur own system fram
scratch, Deing so would furthier strain cur Tmited resouroes.

Far these reasord, | hope you will vote 1o suppart the field supgart budget reguest by the Depart ment.

?;ﬂﬂﬁﬁz;&_;

LUlﬂIR-&Eﬂ..SUMﬁL’IN.IILIErII:
Archuleta Schoal District 50 Jr.
309 Lewis Street, Pagosa Springs, €0 81147 - [970) 264-2226 - FAX [970)264-4631 Page 1
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| WAYFIELD

SCHODOL RISTRICT

Ociober 14, 20014

Diear boint Busdge Commitbes;

I am writing to wou to &xpress suppert Ter the Calorada Department of Ediscaticn’s hUdﬂ.it
FedguEst far comtinuesd fumding for positions that are targeted a1 supporting school districts,

& school districts cordinue o struggls with belancing state demands in a cimats of imiad
redalfted, we need whabseer help we can get Tha Bayfiald School District has been deeply
irvolved in the mplementation of the Colorado Academic Standards and the work of the cantent
spedalists in partioalar has been an invaluable resource in these eMans A5 we have wgriogd
through the sigrificant pace of change, that has been mandated upon Districts, the CDE
communications staff has prosided ws with oritical resources. The advics and matesials sugglsd
by COE staff help us comemunicate mone effectively with paremts, teschars and pihar stakehaldars
—- Fafty o wiam have questions as we implamsent Ingislatively directed change.

The Bayfield Schoal District has implemented & comprefensive eeslistion system that B hegwily
reliant on the Mods] Educator Evaluatian System whick Bas been created, manaped and run by
CDE. I we @rg b continug b plamsnting SB191 In a fair, effective and professional manmer that
continued support is paramount. iF ODE cennot sustain the Mode Educatar Evalualion System, we
will Fawwe ba creglE Sur owr Spstem Trom seratch, Doing wo wiould furthar strain owr limited
FRECRITCES,

For these rezsons, | hope you sl vote bo supgart the feld siegport Budgel reguest By the
Depastmanl

0. Eabel, 2uperintendent Bayfield Schoals

Troy . Zabel
Kuperimuradesr

i Baypfleld Scheel Districe 10 J7-8 J
24 Clover Divive = BagfTeld, OO §PLE2 « (370 B84-249 = FAX (370 8844254
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Pracident;
Mike Hettingar
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Secrelary;
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Mark Marteng
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Samyve Hubchizan
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Superintendent:
Aaob Sanders

High Schood
Frimcpad:
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Elpmeniany
Principal;

fnn Archuleks

Buffalo School District RE-4)
315 Lee Street

Merino, Colorado 80741
970-522-7424

Octaber 13, 2004

Oear Joint Budget Committes

I am writirg ba you to express suppart far the Calaraca Depsnment of Education’s
badget requesst far cantinuad funding faf the Colorado Sample Curricu lum work, The
departmant is curferaly Beaded up by Brian Sevier and s supported by several content
speieplists

Bairgg a supssrintendest in o rural district we wear mary hats, | for one, also seres my
district s the transpoctation diractor ag well as part time athletic superdsor. We are
nizt largs ancugh to justify separate pasitions. Which brings me fo the poist of the
Colorada Sample Curriculum Project. The state of Colorado is comprised of
approvimately 130 districts that ane considered rural. | do not beliewe that many of
them have 3 written curficulum. Sudh was the case when | aavived a1 Mering, We
decided thel the best way to implement the new sandards was with the adoption of the
State Sample Curriculum, We went frem not heving any curriculum 1o a proaperly scoped
and saguences curriculum almast overnight. Wie have contributed as & dE1rict with the
developrent of one of the units as well as sent teachers ba the indtisl curriculum work.
We alsa jalned a consortiem of districts in the northesst that hawve agreed on a comman
calensfar pnd Faye 80 sdopted the Colorado Samphs Curriculum as part of & pr-:l]ﬂ:t thak
wa e pmibarked upan.

| a0 ke (hat 1% wiork & mat yet complete It s for Ths reasen | Bape you will vote ta
support the budget request by tha Department. The guidance and direction we receke
from Brian Seviar and his depariment i invaluable and we truly resd this project to
Lot

&M

Rob Sanders
Superrterdent

3uffalo Schoal Dirics

“Building Tomorrow's Leaders Today™
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CALHAN SCHOOL DISTRICT
‘Pl Miph Segetir e Soca’ Fessasiliy

Movember 17, 2004

Dear Joint Budget Sommittes:

Mease acoept this correspondence from Calian School District a5 a leter of suppeet for the Coforado
Departrmant of Education’s budget reguest for continued funding for pasitions that are tarpesd at
supporting schoal districts.

Liki #rwiey obher school district in Colorade, Calban continues fo strugshe with balincing state dermends
in aclimate of im@ed ressunce, 'We Bpprecate snd welcome whatever assstancs is made aailatke 1o
us. The work af the content spedalisss in partioular Pas Bess wery Bikah for us in Calhan Schood District
a5 we work 10 update our oarrculum to reflect state standands. Addionally we apprecite the support
provided by the commanicatians s1aP a3 we work to implement policy changes in a dear and
trarepanent manner. On many occasions, the materiak prosided by thess COE staff hawe helped us
commidnicate mose eMectively with parents, teachers ard ather stakeholders.

At the beginning of the: 201415 school year, Callan Schac) District adopbed the RaMDe System 1o
inplament The Model Eductor Evaluztion System. We rely on the stalf a1 COE o provide us with the
Suppont we nead to continue the implkementation af SB1SY ina fair, effecthe and professionsl manner
It is critical that ODE sustadn the Mode| Educator Bvaluation System b support the schoaol districts
arcund tThe state. Without the resources provided by COE, Calhan Schoal District would have to develop
aur own syshem or imeeEst in an expansie oo s i#ly produced systern. This would further strain oo
limited ressunms.

Flease continue fo papport the field support budget reguest by the Deparbmant,

Bespeckfully,

Hinda Mg

Superintenderi
Calhan Sckaal Distre

wwa il Ferac ool org
T80 Bth Streei, Telhas OO0 RORTES:
Flrm: T19-38T-294L Fac 715MMT-3HAd Eral T R ar s s eslay
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CANON CITY SCHOOLS = “mpnmna ™

SCHOOL DISTRICT FREMONT RE-1 B et

101 North 14th Streer e ey
1 a | or Cafian Gy, Colorado 81212 L
I |II'I ri L.,“I‘_:.* Fhana (715 2785700 SRETEH YR
v Fax |70 3765730 _:"” Epwral Sarsions

GRS
Vot o Ry, Eyvicen

Movember 21, Hild

Drear Taiot Budget Commitios:

I sy wridlsg bo j0u be express suppart for the Colomdo Department of Education’s

b get request for continued finding for positions that are targeted &1 suppodting school
districiz.

As schoal districts comtinge io strapgle with balameing state demands in o climate of
limited resources, we need whatever belp we can get. The work of the content specialiats
n particular has been very helpfol for us in Cafian City Schools as we wark 1o update our
curriculum to reflect atate standards. We also need the help provided by the
communications stafl as we work to implement policy changes in & iransparent manmer,
The advice and materials supplied by these CDE staff help us communicate mare
effectively with parents, teachers and other stakeholders — many of whom have
questions a5 we implement legislatively direcisd change.

Wiz are also heavily reliant on the Model Educstor Evaluation System which has been
created, mangped and nm by COE if we 2ne o continee implementing SB191 bn a fair,
effective and professlonal marmner, IF CDE cannnd sustain the Model Edueatar Evaluation
System, we will bave w create our own system from scraich. Doing so would Further
stralt aur limited resaumces.

For these reasons, 1 hope you will vabe to support the Geld suppent bodged request by the
Departmer.

Sincerely, £

Diosnmmie: Carochi
Cafion City Schools, Darsctor of Student Servios
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Centennial School District R-1

TP e I5F, San Dk, OF SIFST

TR ) P T-390F
S Peasilier, Suprasimdmt
el #f Lxlncitian FE-12 Frincipat
ngueding Exquilied., Poroident M Pl Gusice
inilps Do feoe, Tice-Feeaidlen]
Laaf Expinaga, Sametong
icfelfe Laguadied, Treasonen

Mavembes 11, 2004

Diezr Jnist Fsdget Commises:

| am writing B o in seproms mupport for the Colemdn Départment of Bducaiion's Budjpen ragusit G comlinged ferdig For peditions
thexs arg sarpied 8l supporting scheol disricls

A5 srhonl districis conimm in sinuggle with balancing sisin demands in & climeic of Emied noosnes, we nosd whtersr bep we Gm
et The waork of the coniert specislists in particaler has been very helpfil Tor us in Coniennial School Distrist B o we work we
updyn ow sarmiseium io reflect e demands asd rigor of the new s=te glandards. Several of oo eachers hove had e oppononity 15
wpek direcily with cordeal specialists in the devalopreen) aof Sample Curriculs arad e=gage indesp peofeiiosel lesming thal has been
shered across our diswiel. Contisuing this work is ceniml o our Districr’s goale and will nemain en on-going seal.

We tlso netd the help provided by the commurioathars salf s e work 83 implemend pelicy changes i= o bareparen! masner, The
advios ard materials soppdied by thess COE salf help us commuricats mone effeciiveby wish parenis, seachom and olher wtakehelders
sem rifiy Of Wil Divee Gleaions i we Imglemest legsleivety dirested chaspe. As we cartine 1o despen sur knowiclpe amwnd
ey polioy chempes, 1he wols md resooeces thel bave been developed by CDE have prinen in e irvealesble in our commusicationy
Wi our sukeholders.

A pae ol Coloead's smaller e dEries, we ae ales healy reélgni on the Model Loucaior Bvalustion Sysiem which has begn
coedied, massged end ran by COE il e are 1o costinee (mpleseniing 28191 in a fak, offective and professizral mazner, The
guidlaree, dam ard Teedbeck we hive peseived s o remll of oer work with the Model Educaior Evaluation Sysiem bee: erahied our
distric! b presy and adjust beyomd what we wiuld hive been shle o scoompiish without this kind of targeied sepport. This has heen
epeeially e with regind s sty Sarriery efTor o ewablish IRrer-ruier religbdlity s we gropar for the oming challenge of
portability of edwiator ralings acrios Sstricts. M CDE carnol sesisin the Mede] Educaior Evalugtion Sysem, wa will bave to areale
oo gwn syslem from serich. Doisg o woeuld feber sirain sur lisied reaooeees.

With the reality of contirusd chisge ax we wirck 1o implemeel 1he READ Act el graduitkn proficlency reqeinements, we ook
farvard In the poiensial irights and supperts the Departmest will creale (Mg position are cosdrmeed. ThiS sUppar 15 neceswry [or
oer digfrict o approprimiely aed succensfiilly meet e needs of @i dudenis

Por thess reamoea, | hope yoe will voie to sapport the ficld suppert budgel reqoed by the Departsient.

C_J_JA:_?AEQ: i (r"lh -r'f1 e E’-ua;fflgr_'__,_;,i{-,._l‘/

oy heor uriis Garcia Kimhi Raed
Seperimierden Principal TeacherLigson

At Cirntennial Tokoal [vwinled awe Simle i fo proswile the beit sdveathon (o T madess anlling o sy o reeerol-basal carrion’a
and chural Feiake e} ol cuvamia ATl AR POFEHI, (oMLY a0 mall and colakoneon u s 3 rgle ey
paviramment Ural pronkier spparia nites i e nudends foe sucees in g plalad ssciefy,
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Harry ., Bull, Jr.; Ed.D.

Suparmisndest I'E'Elk
300 o Yosarmin Shemt -} Sy

A0 Eouth Yosamile Sl g

Cesarrveod WVillags, 00 AN Cwirsnd W S adaidkid e
TROELLLIHZ

MNovember 3, 2014

Dear Jomnt Budget Committes:

I am writing to you to express support for the Colorade Department of Education's
budget request for continued funding for positions that are tacgeted at supporting
sehool distreicts,

As school districts continwe to struggle with balancing state demands in a climate of
limited resources, we peed whatever help we can get, The work of the content
specialists in particular has been very helpful for us in Cherry Creek Scheal District
aa we work to update our curviculum to reflect state standards. We also need the
help provided by the communications staff as we work o implement policy changes
i1 a transparent manner, The advice and matersals supplicd by these CDE stafl
help us communicate more effectively with parents, teachers and other
stakeholders, many of whom have questions as we implement legislatively directed
change.

We are alsa heavily reliant on the Model Educator Evaluation Svetem which has
been created, managed and run by CDE i we are ta continue implementing SE191
in & faw, effective and professional manner. If CDE cannot sustain the Model
Educator Evaluation System, we will have to create our own system from scratch
Doing so would further strain our limited resources.

For these reazons, 1 hope you will vote to suppart the field support budget e uest
by the Departiment.

Bincerely,

Harry C. Bull, Jr
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Denver Public Schools

CFFICE OF THE SUPERIMTENDENT
TEL 720-423-3%00

Fii Ta0433.3318

TTY T20-423-3741

WED wew dpsk12.0ng

Mdavembsr 15, 2004

Denr Joimt Budget Commitiee:

| DENVER

iPLl BLIC
SCHOOLS

Doty @ boeld of Dpper-tuniy™

L am writing ta you to express suppon for the Colorade Department of Edueation’s budget request for continued

Funding for positions that are targeicd #1 supporting school districts,

We are going through a time of great change that brings with it both woaderful opportunities and significant
change for kids, schools, and school districts. CDE plays a erithcal roe in the swocess of these chanpes. We
hive greatly appreciated the resources, support, and thought partnership of CDE and believe they have & very
imsportant robe 1o play going forward for us and school districts throughout the state,

For these reasons, [ hope you will vote o suppont the Held implementation suppor budget reguest by the

Department,

;?;ﬁ_,gn-w{tc

Tom Bozskerg
Superintendem
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Deflaqua Schood District 49-JT

T3 plintar Asdnue. PO Rax TO Redney Graham - Presidant

Defngu, COATEID Tiravis Graham = Wice Preagidant
Schoal| Office (970} 3R3-5580 Adrian Walck - Secratary-Tressarar
Highi Gichessl Fax (5704 2835598 Rigarn Roda = Directar

Cisbrick Diffice {9721 783-5418 Aasron Largent - Directar

Diubeich Oiffics Fax [970] F92-3211

 dhachaate vy Alan Dillon - Suparintandant

The Dragons
Dcdeation fo; exceience, comwaunlly sendce, collabonation, perseverance, and kwsowation

Dear oint Budget Cammithes:

lam writing to you to express support for the Colorado Deparirment of Educstion's busdget request for continuesd
fending far positions that are targeted at supparting schoal districts,

A schaool districts contings to struggle with bafarcing state d=mands in a climate of Smibed resowoes, wa nesd
whabever belp we tan get. The work of the content spadalists in partiodar bag Been very hepdd For us In De Baque
Echoal District 90T as we work to update aur carrculum Lo reflect stabe standards. We also need the halp provided
byt cormmunications stall as we wark to implement policy dranges in a tarsparent maesser, The advice and
materials supplied by these CDE staff halp us commumicate mone effeciively with panents, teachers and ather
stakehalderns — mary of whom have questions as we implement |egislatisaly directad change,

We ane also heardly reliant on the Moded Educator Evaluation Systerm which ki been created, managed and run by
CDE if w are 12 continue implemeanting 58191 in a fair, effectve and professional manner, If COE canmol sustain the
Madel Educator Evaluatian Systam, we will hsve 1o creste our own system Fram scratch. Doing so wauld further
straim our limited resources,

For these reasons, | heps you will voie T suppert the feld support budget request by the Department.

Sireerely, f

Fd
Alan Dillen
Suparintencant of Schooks
Debague 45T
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Oan Ga
Euparinesdind ol Sekonis

Oelober 3, 2014

Dear kaint Budget Committes;

Iam writeig (0 you Lo express support for the Colorado Department of Education’s budget
raquest for continued funding for gosithans that are targeted at supparting school diskricts,

fi ichoal districts continue to struggle with balancing state demands in a climate of limited
resowries, we need whatever help we an get. The work of the content speciakisis in particular
hias bean wary helpful for us in the Durango Schaol District as we work to update our currculum
ta reflect state standards. We also need the help prosvided by the communications staff as we
wark ta implement policy changas in 3 transparent manner. The advio: and materials supplind
by these CDE stall belp us commaunicate more effectively with parents, teachers and other
stakeholders — many of whom have questians as we imalemant legistatively directed chanEe.
We'we adopted an aggressive refarm agenda that will be successful with the right level of
suppart available in the Department.

We'e are alsg heavily reliant on the Moded Educator Evaluation System which has bean created,
managed and rn by COE if we are @ continue implementing 28191 in a fair, effective and
professianal manner. This moded has proven highly ellective in Durango and has dons 5o
becaiuse of strarg support and collaboration with CDE staff, i COE canmot sustain the Model
Educator Evaluation System, we will have ta create gur pen system from scratch, Drairig 1o
would further strain our limdted resources.

For these reasans, | hape you will vets to erdorse the field support budget reguest by the
Department. Shauld | be able to pravide more informatiaon or testimony, please do not besitate
to raach out to me,

Sincerely,

(e Alge

Dan Srowherger
Luperintendant

Office o B Superintiendert
Durang School District 3R + 201 E 12 Sreel + Ourango, £0 81301 - {570 2475411 » Fax (3711 247-8581
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Drear Joint Budgel Cammihes:

| am writing to you to express suppeet for the Colorado Depariment of Education's budpet
request for continued funding for positions that are tangeted at supparting school districts.

&x gohoal districts continue 1o struggle with balancing state demands in a climate of Emited
resounces, we need whatever help we can get. The work of the content speclallsis In partioular
has bean very kelpful for us in East Cerrall BOCES a8 we wark with our member districts o
ensure their curriculum reflects state standards. We abso need the help provided by tee
commumnications staff as we wark to implement policy changes in a transparent mannes. The
advios and materials supplied by these COE staff help East Cantral BOCES member districks
communicate more effectively with parents, teachers and other stakehokdars -- marny of whom
have guastions as we implement legislatively directed thange.

We ane abio heavily reliant on the Model Educator Evaluation System which has been created,
managed and nun by COE i we are 1o contines implemanting 58191 in a fair, effective and
professional manner. IFCOE cannet sustain e Model Educator Evaluation Systam, we will have
ta creabe our awn system from soratch. A small rural districts we do net heve The Capadity 1o
creabe this system and attempting ta do so would further strain our limited resouroes.

As a Model Educatar Evalustion Provider for our member districts, | rely greathy on the C0E
Educatar Effectiveness Team's expertise 35 | prepare to train East Certral BOCES mamber
district staff in the system.  The materisls they have created bo support Model Evaluation
Providers is outstanding. They also are just a phone call away when | need mare clarification
arcurd certadn aspects of the evaluation rubric, Studert Leaming Outcames, ar RAKDA, The
evaluation 1ol provided by COE, We are also working dasely with our Begional Implementatian
Suppart Consultant inthe Edutator Efectivenass Unit, to prowide reglonal training to our
principals, using the Elevate System to support the eachear evaluation process In their schoals.
Once agaln, owr member districts could not do this work as efficienthy withaut the suppaort of
COE.

For these reasons, | hope vou will wate in tavor of the field suppost budget requast by the
Depanmant.

Sincerely,
Don Anderson, Executive Directar
East Central BOCES
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Ellicott Middle School

150,85 Effceet Huy, Chmis Swieh
Elffeate, Calradi BDA0E Primcipal’

Pene (TISGERIM00 et 2 THans Gardhns

T (TR AT-3400 Assistunt Principal

D loint Busge Cammilla:

| pm wTEing 10 you o Bxpress supgort for the Colorssio Department of Edecation’s Budgat requast, Tor fundinsg far
poskins that ane targeied at supporting school dlsirkss. The curmicubem work [pesd Bhe ssmple curriculem projecs)
it hich bt Taecil Matadd B CIOE iz bisti an aimaming opoortunity for cor teach ers and oo district

| hese workad in the Blicott School District for 16 % years and during tds me ow disice has eepersnced
chalerges that many small wchool disirics have facedl Although we hese adopted Ehe new Colorsdo Academic
Staedards, aligring the approgriate instructional weits and resowoes has besn guie challenging. Frioe to the
ennomic domniurn, sur district Tollevesd cypcles for corriculumyprogram adopiion and we were able 0o update our
imfdrectioral rewcyraes. Wish the Insnisas n mandetes and the dethima o lunding, oir distiice bt nedded 1o
fresze sl adoptione for materiply srgd pogreess, A this time, mont of our texdtbooks ard ten yaars old (o marns)
arsd our rezources for insiruction are not 2ligned with the nes steesfands. This hes mase the implemesEstion of the
Colorads &cademic Standards quite chalknging Teachers wom with and Enoe the standards, bub strong
implamersaticn hes siyded yy, W find our teachen: relying om the outdated Tartbeoks 0o goide thair irsbuction.

In the Tall of 20132, | hod the privikege of working with CDE and the Englsh Langupe &ris content specialist, to
crpals the unit cusrdeas Tor E Erade Esglish Lesguags Arts In 3003 owr secondary Socdal Studies teschars
participated in the build cut of one Geagraphy uret for High School Social Studies, This year, wa Tesl sery foriunite
to corairese thls work with unk creation in Math, Sodal Stuedes, and Science, byt § i bme conseming work that iz
st @Mectior and eMicient when tacibrabed by @xpirs The oonbent specialiis at ODE have been emamiial bo our
dintrict micraing Tarward with theds unies. Our dbgrict has bagun and will coetinue this work, but is ovenwhelmed by
the immense rember of conter areas and wnite Bat ame et o be craabed. Tha 6 ackerd Wi hre partcipatod in
shiz work hewe stoted that this is the best profesioml deselopment Bal they have ewer Bad. This rpe of
enthushsm il vndoubtedly noresse teacher and student ergegement

IF thi Joist Budget Cemmilkia could provide fursing o comglete This projing aed contiiiue, Jnd parhegs axpend,
hic contis® ipeculist pailticns, sl school datricts scroe the fate would hive & way 0 commmuosicate and share
the cumizulem work thei & being done, We would have sddtmnpl Pabructional support sed confeni sres
apErtEe, winen we are sirugging o find Righly qualified or highly experienced teaching stafl.

The veoah thiat his bees done b invalsable and syt be continued, Without funding, ichial detricti will canEniue
ta work in isslation and spand much werted tme receating similer work.

Yo eHors to assist the school districns acrods the sate afe ghaatly appraciated,
Do nvie G rdusas
| Y L
_!n'.ILﬂLuLL_ el T B T

M35 Agsistant Principal & Dierict Avsvsment Coordinabor
Elizanr Sebasd Dintrict
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Fouarain « fadl Caraen

SCHOOL DISTRICT EIGHT
Movember 6, 2004

Dhesar Joing Budpet Commities:

I am writing to you b express support for the Colorsds Department of Education's
mn:ﬂfhcnmﬁnmdfmdiq;fmpmiﬂmﬂmwnimmmmm

As sebool districts continue to strugple with balancing state demands in a climase of limised
resources, we need whatever help we can get. The wark of the content specialists in particulas
has been very helpful for our school district as we work to update our curricaham io reflect sisis
standnrds, We aleo geed the help provided by the cormuricstions staff s we work 5o §

policy changes in a transpanent mammer, The advice snd materials supplied by thess CDE stoff
help ua communicate more effectively with parents, teachers and other stakeholders, many of
whiom have questions ns we implemsent legislatively directed change.

Woe are also heavily refiamt on the Model Educator Evaluation Syatem which has heen crested,
managed, and nan by CDE If we are to continue implementing SB191 in a fair, effective and
professional masner. [f CDE cannot sustain the Model Edecstor Evaluntion System, we will
harve to start over 1o cosale our own system, Doing so would firther strain our Hmited resources
and hinder any progress we hove mads with teachers related to evaluation and continuous
pecowth,

For these reasans, we bope you will vote to support the fisld suppart budget request by the
Department.

Sincerely,

C}WS&MM&

Cheryl Semana
Superimerdent of Schoala

Agsitart Superintendent for Cussicubum and Instroction

" Preporing Feday's Fowh for Tomorrow s Responyibilities
10665 Yimeny Camp Road, Fourtain, CO 80817 = M9-302-1300 « fax T19-1&3.7318 - weer. IFCE . ong
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j \""~ Garfield School District No. Re-2

T, Sudan '.'Eli'rﬁﬁ-r_q. Sl.,_r,wn'rrrrnd'ﬂﬂ' !Bm.-r:d'ElF':l'?r.-'u.-:m*j.
Txeve Lindenbery), Mssistant Superintendent  Ofris Pearsan, Board President
Anne Guether, Vice Precidne

Patrick Brorwell, Secretary

Seott Detterty, Treasarer
Shirfey Parks, Board Member

Cetober 2, 2004

Diear Jeant Budget Commities;

I am writing to you fo express suppot for the Colorsdo Department of Edecation's bsdger request for
coflinied finding far postons that are targeted 2t supperting echood districts, Today mare then ever we
ok to CIVE as o partmer, [n the midst of all of the educaticnsl refosm and budgetl cus our district is stll
sening improvement, [ belisve the support we receive from CDE i2 an inportant reasea for some of that
FUCLERE,

Af sclyoo] Jistrics coalines 10 struggle with balancing state demamds in a climase of Hmited resourees,
wi Bt whalever help we can get. The work of the content specialists in paribcular has beem very
helpful for us in CGarfield Re-2 School District as we work i opdais oer curricalsm o reflact state
standards. As o district we have worked closely with CDE in the develogment of our custiculusm, With
their expertise &nd in parmership with CDE we have been able o support our steff and students with
strong implemeniation of car new standards. The condent specizlists ot CTE have been Inatnemesial in
I ALCEE .

We alza meed the help provided by the commundcstions stail as we work (o implement palicy changes in
a transparent manner, The advice snd maceriala sspplied by thess COE staff belp us commuanicats weare
effectively with parents, eachers and other stakeholders - many of whom have qesstions as we
imiplemnens hegislatvely directed change.

W are also heavily reliant on the Maodel Edocator Evalustion System which hes been creatsd, managed
and rum by COE if we are to continue implementiog SB191 in a faic, effective and professional manper,
If CDE cannod susiain the Model Educator Evaluation System, we will have to create our owi aysiem
from scratch. Doing so would further strain oar limited resources snd be virbaslly impossible.

Far these reasans, [ Bope you will vobe to suppost the field ssppont budgst nequest by the Department
Hincerely,

i sdecsa ‘Ga;cﬁma_

Dr. Susan Bindsey
Superintendent

Eag Wiiktertver Rverue, R, OO S2650-3500 (a70) 665-poe Fax (aro) 665-7623
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Garfield County School District No. 16
(M Stowe Quavry Hood
Faraghate, 00 81615
Or. Ken Hoptonstoll, Swperintendent
Sean Taylor, Director of Academic Achievernent
Riose H, Belden, Director of Business Services
[97a) 285-570] FAX: (570) 285-5711

Chetpder 2. 2004
Deear Jpine Budget Commities:

I arn writing b0 vow fo express suppor foe the Colorade Deparment of Education's
budgst request for comtbnwed funding for pasitbons that are targeted 2t suppesting schacl
disiricts.

Az school districts continue se straggle with balancing state demands i a elimate of
limited resources, we need whasever help we can get. The work of the conter specialists
in particular ks been very helpful for us i Garfield 16 a8 we wark (e update our
curricubum to reflect state stapdarda. We alsa need the help provided by the
cofnmmumications stafl as we work Lo mmplemend palicy changes in & transparent maneer,
The advice and materials suppled by these CIE siaff help us communicate more
cifeetively with parents, teachers and cther stnkeholders — many of whom have
guesticns &5 we implement legislatively directed change, We feel that the “team™
approach that COE has braught o our work is enabling oue school system e focus on the

emsentinl aumteome of having each and every child prepanad for post secondary options, or
the wark force.

We gre also heavily rellant on the Moedel Educator Evaluatian System which has been
cresied, managed and run by COE il we are o continue: implemerting SBI%1 in f Fair,
effective and professional manner, [TCDE cannot sastzin the Model Edvestor Evaluation
System, we will have to create our cwn system from serteh. Doing so would further

glrain duer limited resources.

For these reasons, | hope vou will vode o support thee Geld sapport budget request by the
Crepanneent,

Sincenely,

Sincen:dy,

(A A Aret?

Oir. Ken Haptanstall, Phx.

Trard of Dinecvora: Wegan riftetars. Th. Revim Poleman, Pheralas
Wedina, Lyun Shore, and Jovd Fimdile
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Dear laint Budgel Commities:

| am writing 1o you te express support far the Calorado Department of Education’s budget request for
continued funding for positions that are targeted at supporting schoal districts.

Az schodl districis continue [0 struggle with balancing state demands in a climate aof Emited resausces,
wi el whalever Belp we can get The work of the content specialists im particular has been very
hielphul far us in Gunnison Walershed School District as we wark ta update our cummculum o rellact
state standards. ‘We alw need the help provided by the communications staff a5 we waork 1o implersant
poficy changes in a transparent manner. The advice ard matesials suppliad by these COE staff b=lg ux
communicate mone efiectvely with parents, teachers and ather stakelaldens — many of whom have
questions as we implement kegislatively dinectod change,

‘W are also hearly rellant on the Madel Educator Evaluation Sysbem which has besn created, managed
and nun by COE IF wee ane to continue implementing 56191 in a fair, effective and prafessional mannar. i
COE cannof sutstain the kodel Bducator Evaluation Syitem, we will haee to oreate our pwn systam from
Soratche Daning 50 wapuakd further strain aur limited resouross.

Far these reaions, | hope you will vote to suppaort the feld support budget reqisest by the Degartmenl
Sinceraly.

Doug Tredway
Superintendent of Schoals
Gunnison Watershed Schood Districk
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FOURTEENERS

CEHHUHIT

HIMBRELL COUNTT RIHOOL SISTRICT BE-

Mowamber 17, 2014

Crear Joint Budget Commites

I arm writing to you to exprass support for the Colorado Depariment of Education's
budget request for continued funding for positions that are targeted at supporting scheool
districts. Such support from CDE & no less than a requirsment for our district o
implement legislative mandates.

Hinadale County Schoal District RE-1 has fewer than 100 students but for the past 4
years has besn ranked the #1 school district in Colorado based an the state's
accountability systermn. Our success depends on the excellent suppor we receive from
CDE. imglementing the requiremants of SB191 is overwhelming for a small district like
ours. We absolutely depend on the Model Educater Evaluation Systemn. The training
that the outstanding staff at the Educator Effectiveness unit at CDE provides is the
reason that the system work for us. The legisiature cannal expect o pass incredibly
onarous laws like 3B191 (| suppor its intent! Its implementation is just plain lois of
wiark)) without providing support.

Additionally, the content specialists at CDE and the communications ataff there are
essential pans of sur district's team for implementation of the new Standards and
Aggessrnenls that Colorado s underfaking.

Small districts like ours are providing an excellent education for our students, We do
nat, though, Rave the capacity af atf to make our own teachers evaluations or disirict
leval standardized assessments o talking points for new initiatives. CDE's help in thegs
arss3 s eszential

For these reasons, | hope you will vote ta suppo the field support budget request by
the Departrmant.

Sinceraly,

{ﬁ%’ﬂﬁ Ir'k-ll"-d-"u.!"l:

Leslle Michals, Ed.D
Suparintendent
Hensdale County School District RE-1

P, Bare 9 | 684 Morth S3haer Street | La av Clty, Cokomado 81235 | 990-044-231% {office) | 570-9404- 2662 {iax)
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Sdminivtragian Boand of Edecation

Bret Wiks Kris Camblin
Supsrmberdint EIm KIbin

. Lisada Jeldis
e Thamesan Holyoke School District Re-1) Michalie Van Chrerbeke

rostar ol finiees 435 5, Morian Ave,, Holyoke, CO 80734 Bennks Herman
Brenda Erueger Phone: 570-A54-3434  Fax: 970-A54-4045 lon King
Board Secratary http:fhalyoke.schoalfusionous Pat ‘Wicbars

Dear Joant Budpgel Commiibtee,

Thiz lener has been wrilten o shaw strong support from the fizld for the Colomdo Deparment of
Education®s budpget request for continued fundimg far pasatbans Langeted (e support school districts.

The Sample Currsculam project and content specialisis are the best example of suppoert from CDE
that [ have experienced in 13 years of administrmtion. This work has been extremely helpful for the
Halyuske School Dastrict ns we have relied on the work by the Departmert 1o implemient curricalem
changes after the sdopticn of the Colorade Academic Standards. Small school districts do not have
the perscnre] with specific experiise i rewrite cumiculum, Our disirict has been working with
cight ather distriels o implement the new cumiculum and siandards, s this work is positively
impaciing many siodemts (o nonbssten Colorsde.

In addition to the quality currlewlum resources andd the expertise from content specialists, the
Halyoke School District is panticulardy excited so use the kdest work from this iz, wools for
communicating with parents aboud siandards.  We helszve these will he valuable resources oo
teschers and pares and we are delighted the depariment bas the siall and expertize to develop
these respurces. Qur district seould never have the personnel and time to pat togeter thls wadc

This CIX¥E budget request is for the most valuable woek the Department s dobng that diseetly
impacts student achigvement. 1 bope the JBC can see that this minor budget request will comtinue to
fand the most important work out of CDE,

Thaik sou far sour consideratian,

Bret Ml
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Hotchkiss K-8 School
“Caring, Challenging, and Alwagys Leaening ™
Flay? Be Theve! Chooss Forr Anitude ! Moke Their D!

OTLA72-3325
255 Lorah Lane Holchkis, CO 31419 Fax: OT0-71-2808
Carrie YVambeer, Prngipal Casey Carlguisl, AssL Principal

Dear Foint Budget Commities:

I am writlng to you to express suppor for the Colorado Department of
Education’s budgel request for continuad fimding for positions that are targeted
supporing schaol districts.

Bohood districes ane sinopgling daily dise to the high demands and Bmited fimding.
However, the work from the Standards and Imalementalzon leam has beaen an exceptiomal
resoimce far many schools and scheal disiricts.  The implementation of the Colorsdo
Academic Standards, 5B 191 and other foctors has been a strain on educators, nod
bacause they can't comply with the requirements, bt the straln is due to oot having
resaurces and understanding. The work that the content specialisis have provided from
their writtes wark on the cumealam prajects, as well as their professional learming has
b imvaluable. These resources bave been a welcome suppor for many schoals ond
sthoal disincls. 11 is essential 10 have these positions for the waork (o congimue, The
pastnerzhip with the Colorado Depanment of Education and teschers has improved due o
the wark of this essential group.

1 alncerely bope v will vabe 1o suppard this budget request as this team end their
work 15 a vital companend o continuing awr Caolorado educational success.

'ﬁncﬂrh',

Came Yanizer
Hpdchkis KB School Principal
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County Scioof District R-1

Cetober 16, 2014

Dear Joint Budget Committes:

| &m weriting to you to express support for the Colorado Departrient of Education’s
budget request for contimeed funding for positions that are targeted at supporting
schaol districts,

As @ school district striving to offer every student a rigarous education in a climate of
limited resources, we are incredibly appreciative of the suppart we receive from CDE
The wark of the content specialists in particular has been very helpful for us in Lake

County School District as we work to update our curriculum to reflect state standards.

'We also benefit greatly from the help provided by the communications stafl as we wark
to implement palicy changes in a transparent manner. The advice and materials
supplied by these CDE staff help us communicate more effectively with parents,
teachers and other stakeholders.

We are also grateful for the Model Educator Evaluation Systemn, which has been created,
managed and run by CDE. The system has enabled our implementation of SB191 to be
[alr, eftective and professional, The Model Educator Evaluation System supparts us in
ensuring that every student has access to a quality teacher.

For these reasons, | hope you will vote to suppart the field support budget request by
the Department.

S'Slvl}'r
Drr. ild_-,- yman
S per ;

107 Spruce St. + Leadville, CO 80461 + Phone (719) 486-6800 + Fox (719 4%6-204H
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Dear kaint Budget Commities:

I wiiting to you to express suppon fef the Colorsdo Department of Education’s hudget pequest far
continued funding far pasitions that are targeted at supporting school districts

s sthoal districts continue to struggle with balandng state demands in & cimate of limited resources,
we need whetever help we can get. The widk of the content spedalists in partiodar has been very
FurIpful for us in Lames School District as we wark to update our carriculum ko reflect state standarnds.
"We'e #dso need the halp provided by the communications staff as we work to implemesnt policy changes in
8 transparent manrer. The advice ard materals supplisd by these CDE staff help us communicate mare
affectiely with parents, teachers and other stakeholders — many of whom have questions as we
implement legislativelys directed change.

We are also hemvly rellant on the Model Educator Evaluation System which has beem erested, managed
and rum by CINE if we are to continws implemasting SB191 in o fair, effecthe and professional ma nmer, IF
CDE carnat sustain the kodel Educator Evaluation System, we will have 1o creste our cwn system from
agrabih. Doing =0 would further strain aur lmibed resources.

For thage reasons, | hope you will vote to support the fisld suppont budget request by the Departmant,
Sinoeredy, R

E ! ..F"'f -
Dawve Tecklenburg Lamar S{EI District Superireradent
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MOFFAT COUNTY

SCHOOL DISTRICT RE-1

Bd=mininiraiies Ccne
Ctobar T, 2014

Dz hodnt Susgat Cormmiiae:

I gy wrking: bo wou fo express support for the Colorado Depammient of Bducation s Bt request for
condinuesd funding for poskions that are targeted a1 suppoming schoel dunris,

A pehogl distzicts continue o struggle with balancing state demands in & climate of Feited fesoursed,
w nend whalever hefp we can gek The work of the contant spaciaksts in partizular Fag been wery
helpful for w= in Mofiak County School District RE-1 a5 we work (o update our curdiculem ko refiect stape
standards. ‘We also need the Relp prowvdad by tha costetwnications staf a3 we work bo implement policy
changes in @ tansparent manner. The advics wid matgdsls suppbed by teeie C0E staff belp us
Comemanicate more effectiviely wilh panints, teachers and other stakeholdess — many of whom haee
guestions as we impleman legislately direched change.

W are also keavily reliat an the Model Educator Evaluation Spstem which has been crested, managed
and run by COE I wae ane o oontinus imphsnsaging SE15 in g Teie, effeckiee and prodessional maneer, &
CDE cannol swslain thie Model Educeter Evaluation Spstem, we wil® heve 1o create our own system Trom
scraich. Doisg 5o wauld furthier strain oor feited resounces.

For these reasons, | hope you will vols 12 support the firld wpport hudget request by the Department.

i:'_mr

Limice, SHpRTin [
boiet County School Disirict AE-L

775 Yampa Averwe - Craig, OO BIS62S « (9700 B24-3268 Fax (9700 824-8655 « moffatsd.arg
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MONTE VISTA SCHOOL DISTRICT

laispnng te Pursail ol Excellenee, ©oe Siadere ar s Tise!

Navember 25, X014
Dmar Joan Bud et Commitiee:

Tam writing 0 youw to express suppon for the Colorsde Departmen of Education’s budget
request for continued funding for positions that are targeted a1 supporting school districts.

The Last tao years have soen a much stranger level of suppornt from CDE siaff in alipning their
support persormel with what is needed to meet the anercas demands place upon schools by

begislative actions. I is this type of focused support that will help, especially smaller distriets,
weather the storm of demands on cur time,

As schoal districts contines to straggle with balancing state demands in a climate of limited
resaurces, we nesd whatever belp we can gel. The work of the conter specialists in particulas
has been very helpfial for us in the Moente Yista School Disirict as we work o update our
curiculum to reflect stape standands. Wi also need the help provided by the communications
staff as wi wark W implement policy changes in 2 tmnsparent manner, The sdvice snd maserials
supplied by these CDE staff help us communicate mare effectively with parents, teschers ard
other stakeholders,

Without the Model Edueaior Evalwation Syatern which has been created, managed and nun by
CIE, Momie Vista scheols would never bave been able (o shoulder the burders of SB-19]), We
believe the law has great imemtions and will ulimately lead to improved instruction and leaming,
bevond what can be measured by any sit-down test. I we are to continee implementing SB1%1
in a fair, effeciive and professicnal manmer we cannot do withoat the sustained efforts and
excellent suppeet of CDE siaff. 'We simply do ot have the finascial or human resources 1o
complete this sk, [TCDE canniot sustain the Model Educator Evaluation Svstem. we will be
“rum over by the track" and not able 1o get up and Nnish this important ward

For thess ressons, | hope vou will vole wo support the field suppont hudget request by the

Dreparmient,
Regards,

Bober A, Wabb
Roben & Wb 345 Fam Progpet PHONE 719 ARG
Supeiincudent Muie Vila CELL PR L A EY
Uedormdo B LES =ML e bl e k12 e s
LA WEH XITE Bitp:marammie kL2 roae
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LT

s Mnrgm CUUII‘L‘}' School District Re-3
Jﬁw District Support Center

I 715 West Platte Avenoe

Fort Morgan, Colorado 80701

=]

Cctober &, 2014

Dear Joint Bodge: Committes:

1 aen writing to wou to express suppont for the Colorado Departraent of Bducatbon's badget request for santinged
fundang fior posithons thet ane targeted &1 supporting school distrets

Aus school districts continus io struggle with balansing snie demands in a climate of lImited resouroes, we nesd
whatever help we can get. The work of the conient specialists in particular has been vary helpfid for us in
Jdcrgmn County School District Fe-3 a5 we wark 1o updaie our curriculem io reflect state sandands, We also
mesd the help provided by the communications staff as we wark to implement policy changes in a frameparent
marmer. The advics md maerinks supplisd by these CIVE staff help ns communicsts mare effectively with
parents, teachers mnd other sinkebalders - many of whom beve questiors as we implement legislati vely
directed changes.

W'e are aleo heavily relisnt on the Model Edocator Evelustion System which has besn created, managed snd nm
by CDOE If we are to comtinee implementing SB191 in a fabr, affective snd professionsl manser. IF CDE canmnt
magtain the Modsl Educatar Evalisation System, we will have 1o crasie par own system from scratch, Doing so
woald further strain our himited resources.

Twould alza like fo assare you that the support we have resceived from the Educator Effectivensss Unit at CDE
has heen exemplary. Mannging the implementation of SR19] at the district level has besn a dsunting task
resquiring many hoars of work and planning. We are pleased 1o have the support of the Edocsior Effectivensss
it staff and the meey trainieg and nplementation resources that they deveboped for oar beoefit. As & resuli
of thelr fing beaderabip, we have bocn sble to roll out the sducaior evaluation procesa in o way that we believe
supparts ihe effectivensas of var instrogtbonal sysiemn. .

For these reasoms, [ hope you will vode to support the field support budget request by the Depariment. Plesse
fe=l fres o contact me for additional information should you wish to do so,

Bincerely,

(. By

Tary Perry

Assistant Superiniendent, Currienlum and Assessment
hioegan County Schoo] Districs Re-3

GM-370-5113

jperryimargan k12 coous

(M) B57-5633 * Fax (9700 8670282 weorw ;momgen.k] . oo.us
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Hasden Bihigals

P Ba 11

Haylia, COEMIR
§T0-174-30i4

Korih Park Sabaaks

P Bx ¥a

Wien, (11 B0A0

Tl TI3-33N]

Scuis Bous Schosie

PO Bex 153

Tk T, OO BOAET
ONTH-2113
Stearhast Speings Sohagaks
PO Box 77430
Emaried Epinp
FI-E8-1 530
Weat Grand Bchois
FD.Boa 514

Kamining, (TFA0HH
13217

el 1 lg]

P2 B TTIE0

123 T Zest
Jaring fros i e ssacaborgl Seambox Spangs, (0BT
appoi ey I Borfwed Colerady APITEIIE1 = FAX EPD-RTE-DAAZ
Cciober 17, 2014
Dear Jont Budget Commitize:

| am wnbing o wou 0 axpraas REpat fer the Coloraco Department of Education's
budgel request for centinuad funding Tor posions that ame fargeted af supporting

school disincls o meef the cuman] mandale of 8l corparesis within the Educator
Etisctiva Initialiva

A this state's mosty small roral school disticts continua 1o siruggls with Baksndng
alale derands in adimale of limEed resources, wa nesd whalever Pelp we can gat.
The work of the comlen! spedalists have baan wery helphl Tor ssal in Moffet, Hayden,
Sleamboat Springs, Scuth Rout. Wast Grand, Essi Grared and Morh Park School districes
of ther Mortwest BOCES, aswa work o updabe gl curriculum fo reflect state
standards. We alsa naad tha halp provided By e coen® unications sfaff, as we work 1o
implemens policy changas in a inanapanen| meacrsr. The advics and malenals supolied
by these COE conlent specialists Rl 18 communicate mone effsclively with parents,
teachers, and offer stakaholdars-— mary of whom hayve guestions, as we iImplamant
legslaivaly diractad changs

Wia &' Slag extremely rediant an e Maodel Educateor Evaluation Syatem which hes been
cregled, managed, and run by the Colorade Daepertmant of Educalion. H Schoal Districts
ars to continue implementing SE191In & feir, alfective, and professional manmer, we
nesd io have the suppart and sustainasdity of the Modsl Educalor Evalualion Eystem fo
be kept up and runnineg wel. VWie ahsclutaly oo red heee dhe means o create our cen
sysiem from soralch, Doing &0 would Turthar sirgim our limiled resources.

Farthase resacns, | haps you will vole b suppart the fisld support bucost reguiesl by
ihe Dapanmeant.

Sncerety,

Ayl Bailinger
Morthwes] BOCES Exaiigve Dirstar
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Ois Public Schools

Mickelle Paitersan Hoph Sohael A0 Fork Bt Plewsvamy, ST Dusgon 51 EEHNDRA ANDERSON
Froveial Frek-i] ik Cedieundo 55747 Soprrincanalen of Sohools
Flvmwiwery 4 Raakbasping i Schaal
TETHN )T G CRTER DG SR 208 3UNE o (T TR FTET
A FTI JAAT0 FAN T 290487
Drgar Jodrt Badget Commiltee:

We are wriling Lo you 1o express suppart for the Colorado Department of Education”s budget
request for corinued funding fos posithons that ase largeted st supporting school disiricts,

A3 school districts continuwe 1o siragele with balancing staie demands in o climate of limiced
resources, we need whatever help we can ged, The work of the comtent specialists in particuwlar
has been very helpfial for us in Otis R-3 School District as we work 10 update our curriculum to
reflect state standards, We nlso need the help provided by the consmunbeations stall as we wark
o implement policy clanges in a transparent manner, The advice and materials supplied by these
CDE sttt help ws communicate more effectively with pareots, teachers and ather stakebolders --
- many of whom have questions as we implement legislatively directed change.

W are also beavily reliant an the Model Educator Evaluation System which has been created,
minnaged ard run by CDE if we are 1o continee implementing SB191 in o fuir, effective md
professional manner. If CDE cannot sustein the Model Educator Evaluation System, we will
have e create sar own system from seratch. This is mext to impossible for the Chis School
Dhstrict as aur resaurces are VERY L1 MITED.

Far these reasons, [ hope vou will voie to supgon e Geld support budget reguest by the
Drepartasen,

Lincerely,

Kemdra Anderson
Superintendem
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Today’s Educational Opportunity for Tomorrow's World

Diear Joint Budget Commithes:

| i writing 10 cxpress support bor the Colorslo Departiment of Bducabion's budgit reduiusl
fowr coneimabed Funding for positions thai ari Lergeteo st sispposiing schood disirios,
ucheratand Hmes have been lough in Coluradn and throughout the omentry bar the pas|
svoral years. [ hope everyone working for Coloradoans understand the impariance of

preat educational sysyem

Al the local levels schools and districts foe! the struggles of balanwing cwr budpels while
mecTing state demands, most of which can have a positive effect o shudens beapnirg. Muis
bwing, said, werking o a sanall districn with fewer resonrees we moly mare hieavily on CDE
e hedp momany ances. W maet with thasm for help on bullding improvemend plans (o
ewece] ilo the 21 century amd have been lucky erough 10 have seme conbent spicialists
work divectly with ouwr eachers 1o lmprove feaching and leaming, Mary Fitnan, a CDE
math specialist, spent six days with our teachers at the Flatesu Valley Schoo! District last
yoar and helped us realize how W betfer feach math. She was a great loacher instrgchar and
was VERY kuowledgeable in her area. Without peaple like Mary, small distracts will
stuggle moare lo find the resources necessary to improve teaching aind karming,

L has also offerod halp and given me resaurces in commnascating oul o parenks and the
corummity of large aboul policy and li.i_H.' indtatives on which we e working. The staff
CIM Jas been helphul inshowing meowhore resources are sl gan share them wilh my

CoarInUnALy, -
| alwo rely on the staff ot CBE with Idpin i beiendeng et .1|-|i|in|:||.--.-r,ll-l-:r-.'-'.ﬁi"i|. than
Mudul Estucator Evaluntion Syssom. This is 2 huege urchortaking and withoud help from

LUK it would be impasible for small districls o imapbement. Thalr acdvice and cupertise is
Imnvailieatale aes : p

For these roasons, | hope you will vte t stippprt he fleld supportbudget request by the
Cropartment.

" Suporistendent of Schooks
PMlateau Valley School District 50
S6600 Highway 330 - Collbram, CO B 624-9776
(970) 487-3547 (Y70) 4673876 Fax
W el S lnrg
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PLATTE CANYON SCHOOL DISTRICT
Educationnl Excellence in Safe Schools
P.Q. Box 1069, Bailey, Colorado 80421
I0A.A3H. ThAH
O, James Walpole, Superintendent

September 29, 2014

Deear |oint Budget Committes:

I am writing to express support for the Colarado Department of Education's budget reguest for
comtineed funding of pesitdens that are tarpeted 3t supportng schoeol districts. Smaller school
districts do not have sufficlent résources to support implementation af the multiple stabe initiatives.
The educatianal support staff at CDE provide services vital 1o our wark, particularly those that are
providing guidance and assistance with Impementing the Educator Evaluation System. We do not
have the capacity fresources to create our own sophisticated Educator Evaluation System if CDE
can't sustain the Model Bducator Evaluation system. W alea rely of CDE stall wha prowide
support with carrioulum dewelopment aligned with Codorado’s sxamdards,

Please continue to provide the funding necessary for thess important services provided by the
Colorado Department of Education.

sincerely,

i3

James W. Walpuole, E4AD.
Superintendent
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Roint Budget Commities

Legislative Services Building, 3™ Floor
200 East 14" Avenue

Denver, Colorado BOZ203

Ocipber 21, 2014

Dear Joint Budget Commifiee:

| am writing 1o you ko express my suppart for the Colorado Depariment of Education’s badget
request bor contineed funding for positions that are targeted a1 supporting schoal districts,

As schon] districts contimue to sivugple with balancing state demands in a climate of lenbted
resources, we depend on the assistance and reinforcemenit gained from these suppart pesitions.
As 8 Suare Council for Educator Effectivensss (SCEE) member. | have been aware of the tools
&nd support trainings that CDE has developed 1o help districts that are using the Stase Model
System. Please give the Department the resources they need to provide a State Model System to
thase districts wivo noed or choose to use it. These resources are invaluable and require technical
expertise 1o develop, It is crucial that pur Department of Edueation heve these resources for
districts il our system and the implementation of SB 191 are o be professional and appropriate.
Through their work in curriculum developenent, implementing standards-based instructional
materials, and aligning assessments 1o the current standards, the curriculum content specialias m
Poudre School District bave been successful in aligning instruction 1o the Colarado Academic
Standards. The CDE communications staff supporis our efforts 1o implement policy changes by
glving us information we can use 10 communicate with our stakebolders in a transparent and
effeclive manmer,

For these reasong, | bape you will support the bodget request by the Department.

Sincenzly,

Sandra Emyser, Fh.[,
Superintendem
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Puitchett School Distuict RE-3
P Box T Prischen, OO B1064

Fhome: (7197 323-4045 oc (719 5234793
Fax: {719) 5Z3-6991

533 Irving Street
Pritchatt, C0 51064

IvE2014

Joint Budgel Commatise

Colorado Department of Education
301 East Collax Ave.

Denver, OO BO20A

Ta Whom It May Concernt

The purpose of this letter is to express my support for continwed funding for positions that are tar
geted st supporting sclool districts such as Me. Paul Jebe, Regional Implementation and Support
Consultant. [ can speak first hand to the support, encouragement, and mereased understanding
the people in such positions have provided to districts such as Pritchett. As a dual role superin-
tendent/principal, | wear many hats, which means [ am stretched very thin, At times, | have falt
ovarwhelmed, confused, and frustrated yet the support such ag My, Paul Jebe provided put me at
epen and increased my level of understanding and thus my ability to implement state initiatives
such as the Educator Effectivensss Evaluation Madel.

1 hive alse been 2o impressed with the guality of the personnel providing the treinings, Having
eerved for several yeavs as the Director of Professional Development at the college level and a pre-
senter at several national education conferences: I would like to think that I know something
about providing effective support and professional development. My, Jobe is o model of sutstand-
ing and highly effective field support needed by individuals such 85 myself, Without hesitation,
he 15 ane of the most highly skilled and knowledgeable individuals T kave ereountered during my
career in education.

In closing, without such support. as that provided by quality individuals such as Paul, my imple-
meentation of the state evaluation model would be hat and miss and without any level of fidelity. It
is my hope that such support pogition receive continued funding because of their critical support
to mysell and the countless others they support.

Respectfully suhmitted,
Phalip Trejo
SuperintendentPrncipal
Pritchett School District
CHEETY EREW MARE CILANE CAREY EVERETT IR, WILEOM ERRY CASIICLT
P B 13 2384 Ok R 11 10724 ) BLE 31 ATRTOO0 RO 20 B0 B 18
FRITCHETT, £ K1 FRITCHETT, C0 &10% PRITCHETT. €0 BI04 LAS ANIMAS O 816 FRITCHETT, O §1884
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Dhaar Josai Budger Commities:

| am writing ba you 1o express support for the Coloredo Department of Education’s budget reguaest for
cartinued funding for positiors that are targeted at supporting schand districts

&5 school districts continue to struggle with balancing state demands in a cBmate of limited respurces,
we reed whatever help we can get, The work of the content specialists n particular has besn very
hadpful for us in Sangre de Cristo School District as we wark 1o update sur curriculum (state sample
curripulum) fo reflect state standards. 'We also need the heldp provided by the communications staff as
Wi Wk o implemsent policy changes in a transpanent manrer. The advice and matenals supplied by
these CDF stalf help us commuricate more effactively with parents, t=achers and ather stakebalders -
miany of whaom have questions as we implesment legislstively drected change.

Wie are alio heavily reliant an the Model Educator Evaluation System which has been created, marnsgsd

and ruri by COE if we are to continue implemerting SB191 In a fair, effective and prodessionsd marmer, IF
CDE carmot sustain the Model Educator Evaluation System, | don't know how we would conlinms

pushing mter-rater reliability, which s a huge pesitve (o bringing about positive change. Doing @ wauld
further strain our limitsd resouwrces.

Far these reasans, | hope you will vote to support the field support budget request by the Department.

Linceraly,

Jahr Stephans
Principal

Sangre de Cristo District
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STEAMBOAT SPRINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT RE-2

pheas; 04713040 [ Bead Mock JE T St
fie T70-E09- 150 i trantiont pings. 1) SRV

Cetaber 6, 2014
Drear Joinl Budgel Committes:

We are writing 1o you to express suppor for the Colorado ]:!:p-ﬁ.l.'[l'rl.l:.ulﬂ-“:idl.ﬂi.un'ﬁ budgel request for
cantinued funding for positions that are tangeted &1 supporiing school districs

A school districts contimue to strugple with balancing state demands in o climate of limited reacunces,
we need whatewer help we can get, The work of the contend specialisis in pariicular has been very
helpful for us in the Steamboai Springs School District as we work o updaie our systems and supporis
i reflect state standards and meet the requirements of various stele mandabes, 'We have also found the
aasistance provided by the communications staff as we wark 10 implement palicy changes ina
transparent manmer 1o be o buge assel. As a small rural district we bave limited capacity 1o pﬂ'ﬁ;.rm
these functions on our awn. The sdvice and materinls supplied by these CDE siaff I:'::Ip 8 COMELUICEE
more effectively with parents, leachers and oiber stakeholders — many of whom have qoestions as we
implemend legislatively directed change,

We ane aleo beavily reliant on the Model Educator Evaluation System which has been created, managed
and run by CIDE i we are o continue implementing SB191 in a fair, effective and professional manmer.
Wi hove Tound the Educator Effectivensss unit ta be extremely responsive o our pesds, The supiparts
and malerials that have been created by this unit have allowed us to move forward st a much greater
pace thar would have been posible without their existence and expertise. [F CDE cannot susiain the
Muodel Educaior Evaluatson System, we will have io creats our own system. Doing so would furiber
strain our limited resources and in all lkelihood be impossible withow negative impacts on the direct
services we could provide within our classrooms i our studenis,

For thess reasons, we hope you will vode to support the field support budget reguest by the Department.

Iartin .. Lamansky [or, Brad Mecks
Director of Teaching and Leaming Superintendenm
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Movember &, 2014

Ciear Joinl Budget Committes:

Please accept this letier as strong suppart for the Colorade Department of Education’s budget request for
cortinaed funding for positions that are targeted al supporiing school districts,

s our district continoes to strugele with balancing stale demamds for recent education reforms in e climate
af limited resources, we are The work of the contend specialisis in particalar has been very helplul for us in
Surnmit School Dasinet as we work 1o update our curmiculum 19 reflect sinbe siandands,

We also value the belp provided by the CDE communications team as we work to implement policy
changes in an effective and cfficient manncr. The guidance and matenals supplied by these CDE staff help
us commumicale more effectively with parents, teachers and other stakeholders - many of whom have
questions as we implement kegislatively disscted change. Maore importantly, these tools have helped us
actively engage vur parents and community members in b critieal work of our public education progrom
here in Summit,

We are also heavily reliant on the Model Educator Evaluation System which has been created, managed and
mun by CTE if we are o confinue implementing SB191 ina fair, effective and profesiona) manner, 1§ C0E
cannot sustain the Model Edvcator Evaluation System, we will have to create our own system from scratch.
Diing soowould further strain our limited resouress.

Far these reasons, | hops vou will wote to support the feld support budget request by the Depariment.

Hincerely,

AR

Heidi Pace, Ph.L1.
Superincendeni
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Ao South Taflk Avenus » Loviland, 00 Bosgs Stan Scheer, Bd. I
Offlee (370 613-5003 & Fax (o7o) G13-5088 Sugeristendant of Schools

December 1, 2014

Colorado Department af Education
ona East Colfax Avenue, Room 405
Deover, 00 80204

Diear Joint Budget Commities:

I am writhng 1o you o express suppart fiar the Colorado Department of Education”s budgel request for
contined funding for positions thal are targeted at sapparting school districts,

Aus schinnd districes cantimee to stroggle with balancing state demands in a climate of lmited nesournces,
we need whatewer help we can get. The work of the conbest specialisis in particilar bas been very
helpful for us in Thompsen School Disiricd as we work i update our curriculum te reflect stk
stamdards. W also need the help provided by the communications staff as we work to implemesit policy
chimnges in a transparent manner. The advice and materials supplied by these CDE staff help us
comatiumicate more effectively with parents, ieachers and other stkeholders — many of whom Fave
guestions ns we implement legislatively directed change

We are aleo beavily reliant on the Model Educaior Evalusiion System which has bean created, managsd
aid pun by CDE if wee are to continoe implemending 58191 in a fair, effective and professional manner,
If CDE carmit sustain the Model Educator Evaluntion System, we will have to cresie our own sysiem
from scraich, Daing so wouwld further strain oar limised resouances,

For these rensons, 1 hope yow will vote to support the field sopport bud get request by the Department.

Respecsfilly, f’/‘l .
/-‘-"':TF ¥ A‘{’ff‘ 1
[Ir, S4an Scheer

Superinsendent of Schools
Sinn Scheer@ithompeonachoolsarg

Empaer go lmm - Chaflimpr fo aching - Ingpire o soce|

wnw. Romigsansc hiook ong
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Learning Servives

Scety Barath Tarft Averun o Loveelamd, OO Bosgory Jeri Crispe
O (0] G13-6175 » Fax 4] Bia-so8a Irector of Secordiry Education

December 1, 2014

Calorads Department of Edwcation
201 East Colfax Avemse, Room 405
Demver, OO Boang

Dear Moint Budpet Comemiiiee:

[ aim writing o you io express suppart for the Colorade Deparment of Education’s budget request for
comdinued fumding for positions that are inrgeted at supporting school disirists,

As school districts comtines o struggle with balancing stabe demands in 2 climage of limited resources,
we need whatever help we can get. The wark of the content specialists in particular has boen very
helpful for us in Thompson School District as we work 10 update our corrleulem (o reflect stabe
stamdards, We also need the help provided by the communications staff as we wark 1o implement palicy
climges in @ transparent manner. The advice and materials supplied by thess CDE stafT bhelp us
communicate more effectively with parents, teachers and other siakeholders == mamy of whom have
guestions as we imiplement legialatively disscied changs.

We are also beavily reliant on the Model Educator Evaluation System which has been created, menaged
and run by CDE if we are to continue implementing SB191 in a fals, effective and professional manner,
[f CDE cannod sustnin the Mode] Educator Evaluation System, we will have to creste our own system
Erom scraich, Daing so would further stealn our lmiied sesources.

For these reasons, | bope you will vole to support the field support budges request by ihe Depariment,
Reapectfully,

= —_—

Jeri Crispe
Tiirector of Secondary Education
Jerl. Crispefmithompsonschools arg

Ermpower to begrm — Chollenge foe aodieee = Insping bo eroel
wwrm, thampsassciool s, oG
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THOMPSON

Learning Services

Boao Sooth Teft Avenue & Loveland, OO0 Bogsr & Offfoe foro) du-soon & Fax [s7o0) G13-508

Wovember 25, 2014

Dresar Joint Budget Committee:

T am writing b you bo express support [or the Colorads Department of Edwertion’s budget request for
continwed funding for positions that are targeted at supporting school districts,

A8 sehool districts continue to strugele with balancing state demands in a climate of lHmited resourees, we need
whatever help we can get. The work of the content specialists in particular has been very helpfal for us in
Thompsen Selool Distriet, as we worll to update cor cordealum to reflect state standards. Last year CDE came
i Thompson Schood District to work with our Art, Music, Health and Science teachers, They helped us aocess
and use the CDE Sample Curricalum. W alss need the help provided by the communications staff ns we work
o implement policy changes in a transparent manner, The advice and materials supplied by these CDE staff
help us communicate more effectively with parents, teschers and other stokeholders === many of whom have
questions a5 we implement legislatively directed change. We have been incredibly fortunsate in Thompson
Sehaal District to ke working with CDE staff from the beginning fo hring the essential components of the
stardards and curriculum to froition. The greatest asset hos been the networking and collaborative
appartunities that have been made available through our partnership with CDE,

We are also heavily reliant on the Madel Edecator Evaluation Svstem which has boen created, managed and
run by CDE if we are to continue implementing 38191 in a fair, =Hective and prodessicnal manner, 1 COE
cannot sustain the Model Educator Evaluation Svstem, we will have to create our own system from scratch.
Dakng s would further strin our limited resourees. The continoeus improvement, evaluation and systems
alignment would not have been poasible without the tireless effort of the CDE teams. 1 have been wilness b this
wark as a beader in a pilet district. For these reasons, and many more, Thope you will vote to support the field
and support the bodget request by the Department,

Bincerely,

Carmen Williams

Direcior of Assessment and PO
Thampaan Schaal Dhstrct

AT 26785

Emposer b fonrs — Cheleege do ochiioor = Pespdee do exoa!

wamamid T P e Saian B .2
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Learning Serviees

o South Taft Avenoe & Loweland, 00 So597 Wﬁ'ﬂpﬁm
CrMew [gm0] S13-5055 « Pax (o) §19-5080 Aradembe Qe

Dipeember 1, 2004

Colorado Diepartment of Education
201 Enst Colfax Avenoe, Room 4035
Demver, 00 o203

[Dagar Jalst Budgel Commlies:

I dsn wnting 1o you to express suppoent for the Colomdo Depariment of BEdusstbon's budged request for
contirued funding for positions that are targeted at supporiing school dEstricts.

As achoo] districts conlinge to stnaggle with balancing state demands in a climate of imited resources,
we need whalever help we can get. The work of the contens specialists in particubar has been very
belpful for us in Thompsan Schoal District as we work to update our cusriculum to reflect staie
slandards. We also need the help provided by the commumications saff &3 we work to implement policy
changes in a transparent manner, The advice and materlals supplied by these CDE staff help us
communicate more sffectively with parents, deschers and other stakehalders --- many of wham hove
questions os we implement legislatively directed change.

W are also beavily reliant on the Model Educator Evaluntion System which kas beea cresied, massged
and ruem by CDE if we are to continue implementing SB191 in a fair, effoctive and professicnal marmer.
If CDE cannot sustain the Model Educator Evalustion Sveiem, we will have fo cneate our awn system
from. scraich, Daoing so would fisrther strain our limdbed resources.

For thess reasons, [ bope you will vole to support the field support budget request by the Depariment.
Reapoctfully,

Chief Academic Officer
Margaret. Crespoiihompsonschools.ong

Empower fo faern — Challenge fo acliieve = Inspiee fo sxed
werm. thampsanschncls.om
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THOMPSON
SCHOOH B Learming Services

Boa South Taft Avenue ¢ Linedand, ©0 Boayr e Office (ama] Ger-soon & Pax (gmo) bra-sobn

October 22, 2014
Deear Jolnt Budgel Commitiee:

T am writing to you teexpress support for the Colorads Department of Education’s budgst request for
contimed funding for positions that are targeted at supporting school distriets.

As sehwaol districts contimae to struggle with halancing state demands in a climate of limited rescurces, we need
whatever help we can get. The wark of the content specialists in particular has been very helpful for s in
Thompsan School District, as we work to update our coerleubam to rellect state standards, We alse need the
help provided by the communications staff as we work to implement policy changes in a transparent manner.
The advice and materials supplied by these COE stafl help us communicabe more effectively with parents,
teachers and other stakeholders — many of whom have questions as we implement legislatively directed
chiange. We have been incredibly fartunate ik Thompeon Schood District to be worldng with CDE staff from the
beginning tno bring the essential eomponents of the standards and curdeulium to fruition. The grentest asset his
been the networking and eollabarative oppartunities that have been made available through our partnecship
with CIVE.

We are also heavily reliant on the Model Educator Evaluation System which has been created, managed and
run by CDE if we are to continue implementing SBio1 in a fair, effective and professional manner. If CDE
cannnt sustain the Model Educator Evaluation Sysbem, we will have to create our own system from serateh.
Daing g0 woulhd further strafn our limited resources, A8 a member of the State Counedl for Edueator
Effectiveness from its inception, 1 kave seet the incredible work framed by CDE. The continuous improvemsat,
evaluation and systems alignment would not have been possible withoul the tirsless effort of the CDE team, 1
have been witness to this work, not enly as o 3CEE member, but as a leader in a pilet district. For these
reasons, and many more, T hope you will vate to support the fleld and support the budget request by the
Department.

Sincerely,

g

Chiet’ Academic Officer
Tleompeain Sclsonl Dastnec
ATi-613- 50349

weree i predrises o b o

Page 124 of 169



WILLEAS, R DOEEHOVA
DRI SR

Octabar 20, 2014

Dear Joint Budget Commitbee:

This correspondence serves as my expression of suppart for the Colorada Department of Education’s
budget request for continued funding for positions that are targeted ot supporting school districts.
Trinidiad Schoal District has had the good fortune to heve tapped into & wide range of COE personnel
wihsh have serviced the District through persorafned in-services and needed consultation. These services
hawe been very professioral and extremey halpful.

O Cokarado School Districts continue 1o struggle witk balancing stabe demands in a climate of limited
resowoes and we need the exceptional pralessional services provided by staff &1 the State level,
Trinidad Schaol District #1 especially looks to the expertise provided us by the content spacialists who
gRisk us 85 we work 1o update our oamiculum fo reflect siate standards, We also need the help
prowided by the communications staff 85 we work b0 implament polioy changess in @ (ranspanent manner.
The advice and materials supplied by thess COE staff help us communicate mone effectively with
parents, teachers and ather stakehalders -~ many of wham have questions as we implement
Iegislatively directed change.

Einally, we ri=ed the CDE stafls whd have managed the implemeration of 56 191 il we are 1o coniinue
fo irplermsent this Bill propecly and make it a Statute that helps teachers and principals improee
prafessianally. 58 191 can make o difference in student achisamant bult ondy if it is put in glate wiath
fidelity. 1§ COE cannot sustain the kadel Educatar Bvaluation System, we will bave 1o craate aur awn
wgdbeen Trown soratch and doing so would further strain our lmited fesouroes.

For all of the above reasons, | epcourage vou 10 vobe 1o suppart the field support budgst request by the

Ce=partrmenl

sincary, P
E-:::H. Mndarj{_,.f"é/fj'ffﬁ?/-‘?{ "///g{ ’
cenit H. Mader

Interim Superintendent,

Trinidad Schoal Desrict #1

Tl Sodeescd (hipprior 87 Foavmuounly Satumy The Bor
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: t{'b &80 Academy Ct.
Mﬂ%ﬁ OF S | winasor, CO 80550
CRCPRMG LIFE-LONEG LEARNERS @70.674 5020

Dwzar Joint Budget Commities;

I'am writing 19 express suppart for the Colorada Department of Education’s budget request far
comtinged funding for positions that ere tangeted at supporting school districts,

Ais sthoch and districts continue to struggle with balancing state demands ina climate af limitsd
TESOUNCRS, Wi need whatever Belp we can get. The lack of resources in many ways I5 aven more
prancinced af Charer sthools

We are hesvily reliant on the Madel Educator Evaluation System which has been created, managed and
risn by COE il we are 1o contines implementing SB191 in a fair, effactive and professional manmer, The
addition of RANDA has been extremely helph in maneging the evaluation process as well as providing
educatars specific, acficnable and timely feedback, which in many cases has prompted tham ta improve
thear instructional practices. ITCDE cannod sistain the Model Educatar Evaluation System, we will have
Lir create our awn spstem from scrabch. Doing 50 wiould Further sirain o limited resources.

Far thase reasans, | hope you will wole 1o swpport the field support budget request by the Deparmem.

Ba=st Hegards,
Pevomg Sedvoves

Agsistant Principal
Windsar Charter Academy
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tloadland Park Schoo! District
" Fevate Yoetr Edetocdion

Serviag Woodlma Part, Dde amd Elarisram Linda Murrery
Asststanl Superintendern!

Dacemiosr 1, 2014

Caaar Joint Budgat Caommiihaa:

Lo wailing To you 10 expnass sineng supean Tor fe Coonado Department of Educolion’s budget request foe
conlined lunding lor positicns thal ore langetad af “.l.ll'.'ll'.'lltl'lil"ﬁ iehgal dstich. As a smaller gisiict, we do not
hovea fha shatl onclior degartrmeants i soppodt and leod skong conbent and cumculvm development alonia
anc hove appreciatad 1ha msourcas rmcda Gwaildbie 1o ul duing ks lime of relorm and change inamost
EvaTy asmeGh ol Glr wark,

A5 sChaol CESINCTH confirue o streggle with Baloncing shale dermands ina dimote of limited resources, we need
wholever bl we con gel. The work of the cenlanl spedalsls in parficular bos Been very neipful forusin
Wondang Pork RChood Dot a8 we waik b updale gur curicubam ta reflect shale slondords and preporne
shudents tor thie ney assessments. We paficipated n sevanal prajecls aver the post two years and favnd the
wirk theough 1he content soecialsls io be for more valuatde Ihan army ooaly purchased cumiculum cosling
theasarck of dollers. The lime spenl o creale sireng slandards-based units waos inealuacle in helping aur
taachar undarstand hiow 10 address all of the shondands, desgn interdieciplinany units with porlizulor attenticn
o diapin of knosdediga. crilical Finking. relevanl and auvlbenfic learning ond performonce tosks thal truty
demonsincte student lecrming.

We also raad e halo provadad by the corrrmunicalions slaff as we worc o implemend policy changes ina
tromsparand mareer, The advice ard rmaleicls suppied by these CDE sialf help us communicate miore
etfactively wilh porent leachar, and olber slakeholden - many of whom hove quashions as we implemant
Bgklatively directed chonge. Again, os o smal disirict. we oppreciale the work fom COE a5 we do nol hove
thee 0l in Sar dislicd Te adaress fhese cormmunication supports

Wi ore oS0 haaily rafionl an ke Madel Educalar Evoluabion Syshem which hos been crested, managed and
by CODE I we gré b Canlinue implermenting 258191 in o for, effective and professiznal mormar, 1 COE
Sorred sushain The Model BEducals Evalustian Syshem, we wil hove to craobe awr owen systam o scratch and
lurthed SIncim Qi Brrled redources,

For 1hase reatoni, | hope you wil vole to support the field suppard budget reques! By the Dapartment
Sincanaky

L_,ﬁﬁﬁm’ﬂ

Lindd Furray

A A5E0NT Iupernlendenlt, WPED Red
T1R-dE-200 2
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COLORADO
CHILDREN'S
CAMPAIGN

December 5, 2014

Dear Members of the Joint Budget Committes:

As an organization that strongly supports the successful implementation of key refarm
measures such &s the Great Teachers and Leaders Act, we also support the Colorado
Department of Education’s budget request to ensure continued funding for positions
that directly support school districts in this Important work,

In conversations across the state, we have heard about the high value teachers and
school leaders place on the support provided by CDE's Educator Efectiveness Unit.
The vast majority of school districts in Colorade employ the State Model Educatar
Evaluation System, and rely heavily on CDE ensuring the ongoing validity of the
evaluation rubrics and tools, maintaining the online performance systerm, ansd
providing training and technlcal asaistanee. Without contnued funding, the
Department will be less able to maintain a fair and reliable evaluation system, or
provide the same level of support for Implementation, which could lead to districts
having to expend local funding and resources to develop thelr own lower-quality
gystems and, ultimately, & duplicstion of efforts.

Additianally, we believe it is Important for the Department to continue offering
services to school districts as they pertain to successful implementation of the
Colorade Academic Standards and aligned asssssments, The next two years, as new
systems are put in place and as parents, students, and educators raise questions and
concerns around standards and testing requirements, it is critical that the Departenent
is able to help districts explain the many changes being implemented in an easily
understandable manner. This will allow districts to prioritize making sure teachers fesl
supported in their classrooms and students are receiving an excellent education.

For these reasons, we respectfully ask for your support regarding the field support
budget item requested by CDE.

Thank you for your consideration,

i év@_,

Chris Watney Colwell
President & CEOD Vice Preaident, K-12 Education |nktiatives
VGBS Lincoln Stieed  Seing 400 Dgowsr, OO0 80201 300.BI905E3 TEL 960 E19 715 Foi inleizolaradakids crg
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e,

STAND.. .oiee

| COLORADO

g Joint Budgat Commiries:

i0n behalf of Stand for Children Colaradao, which represents parents, educators, and cammunity
enembes fooused o improving edutation for all Colorado students, | am writing ta strangly support the
Colorade Departmant of Education's (COE) budge request to ansune continued Turding for positions
that suppart schood di=tricts as they implement oy reformn measures adopted by the kegislature.

Whike wa recogeice concems rased during e Depariment’s Jint Budget CommAtea brieling, we
beleye that the work of COE's Educator Effecthveness Unit bs oritical to successful implementation of
impartant refarms, specifically Serate Bill 191 &nd new Colorado Academnic Standards. Meardy every
achood districh In the state has chasan b usa the Modal Educsios Evakistion Syatam cragled by the COE.
The: Educaior Effectiveness Unit has provided suppoet to these disticts In the wosk of adopting and
implementing educetor evaluation processes and systems. In addition, the Educatar Effectheness Uni
Hag pronided valuable trainirgs, rescurces, snd guid ance s dstricks on varous aspects of the new
refanms. Many of these districts have limited capacity ta create systams required by Statae on their own
and tharefore rely an the suppart of the Educatar Effectiveness Unit.

The wark of CDE's commumicatices stall is also very important, We heve seen a signifficant increase in
guestions and concemns fram parenis, students, and teachers arnwnd starelands, evaluations, and tesiing
requirements. COE needs to be able to help districts explain the components of these (ssues in a clear,
understarddable manmer, Communications support Trom the state allows districts vo betbér communicale
with thedr staketalders and priaritize the imporant wark of implementation to erdure an exalisnt
education for all Colorado students.

ARhough educator affectivenass work was ariginally Tunded on 8 ore-Urne Becs, the amaunt of work
that still needs to be dore o ensure successful refarm iImplernentation and the ongoing nesd for
resiurces bnd technicsl support among districts demonstrate the importance of prowiding continued
funding ta the educatar effecthaness Wik,

Far thexe reasons, we ask for your suppart of the field implementation and support of pduscator
effectiseness and the Colorads Acadermnic -"'.“’:F"'“” requested hy the CDE
F .

e, g/ L
Midees. L

=

Matens Alvares
Inberim Eaecutive Director <_
Stand far Children Colorado Tm—

1200 E. Colfe Ave., Suite 301, Derreer, C0 80018 | 303-831-6408 | coinfo@stand.cng |
vy standd nrpfioiorada

Page 129 of 169



Staic Council for Edoeator Effectiveness

Mirvemiber, 14 1014

Joint Budiget Commities
Colomdn Legislahre
Denvwer, £ 30203

Dear Mini Budpet Commiltes:

W mre wriling to you o express suppor for the Colorsdo Department of Edweation”s budget requesi for
continued funding for positions ikat are targeted suppont school districts in the quality implementiatios of
the Colorade Academic Standards, new ssssssment sysiems and educator evalustion systemns,

The State Couscil for Educator Effectiveness (the Council} is a 15-member Govemor-appoimied body,
inchudisg represeniaiion from teackers, principals, specialized senvice professionals, school board
members, distriel admisdsiraton, paremisipuandiang, snadenis, Fgher edusation, the chaer schaal
copmmunaty, anel the businesy communily,

In 20EQ, 1 guade the smplememation of 88, 191, e Cownci] was charged with defining teacher and

i effecliveness; esiablishing levels of effectiveness and performance stsndards; developing
puidelipes for & fair, fiporows, sed cransparent syslem o evaluabe veachers, principals, and specialize
service professsonals, snd reccenmending Suae Bosrd rules 1w prepare, evaluste, and suppor leschers and
principals. To that end, we know e difTicull and complicated il csm be 1o implement a bigh quality
evalualion system Hhat bas the appropribe tools and supports associabed with it.

Most districis {160) hawe opted o impiement and are reliant on the Colorsda Siaie Model BEdooator
Evalbsation Sysiem, which was based on the recommendations that the Council provided o the Szans
Board and kas been ereaied, mansged, and run by COE. There are sevesnl concrele examples al bow
CDIE has supported distriets with implementation of this state model gystem. One example is found in the
RANDA perlformascs masagemenl sysiem. This teshmalogy systom was orested by CDE and is in
alignment with system requirements for the Colomdo State bModel Educator Evaluation System. Withour
iCOE's support for this sysiem, every school district across Colorado would be designing and developing
technology sysiems w0 suppor dee evaloarion process. Another conoreds examgle of CTHE & suppodt 5o
digiricts if the beginning of an inber-pater apreemen system, called Elevate Colorado, This svstem ixin
support of norming commen expesiations for high quality instructional praciices i classooms acnoss the
siate. 1T districts are o continee implementing 51, 10-19] in a fair, effectve, and professiomal manaer,
they peed CDE sysiems, resources, and staff ip support them There bas been increasing demand for these
sapponts over the las few years. As school disiricts conlinwe 1o stnsggle with Balancing siate dermands in
o climale of limited resoerces, they nosd all ke suppor tey can et

Fage 1
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Coniirvging 1o fund resources st CDE will allow CDE to sestin the Colomda Saie Model Educaios
Evaluation Systemn and prowvids dESiriay supporia chal are essenbal oo suscesilyl impdementalion of 5.8,
120,

For ihese reizons, we bope vow will vole 1o seppon the buodpes requesi by (he Depariment. I vois need
mare information or bave questions, plese contac me,

Members of the Staie Cogreez| for Fducaear Effecivveness
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R4 State Review Panel Online Portal

[Background Information: The Department’s request includes an increase of $77,375
General Fund to enhance and maintain an online system to streamline the State Review
Panel’s reviews of schools and school districts for the statewide accountability system.]

Question: 25: What is the role of the Governor’s Office of Information
Technology in formulating this request? Is the Internet Portal Authority
involved in the request? Please explain.

RESPONSE:

This is a revision and expansion of the department’s existing system. The department is
using an OIT-approved vendor and the Internet Portal Authority has been involved in the
planning and will continue to be involved through implementation.
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R7 Building Excellent Schools Today Statewide Priority Assessment

[Background Information: The Department’s request includes an increase of $3.5 million
cash funds from the Public School Capital Construction Assistance Fund and 6.0 FTE to
reconfigure the Building Excellent Schools Today (BEST) priority assessment database and
provide additional assistance to schools and school districts applying for funding from the
BEST program. The request includes $2.7 million in one-time funding to reconfigure the
database and $792,914 and 6.0 FTE to support a team of assessors to provide additional
assistance to school districts and maintain the priority assessment database going forward.]

Question 26: Please put the $2.7 million requested to reconfigure the
database in context with the Building Excellent Schools Today (BEST)
overall budget. How does the cost to reconfigure the database compare to the
assistance the program will provide? How much value will the database
provide If the State is reaching the cap on certificate of participation (COP)
payments for BEST?

RESPONSE:

e For fiscal year FY 2013-14 BEST received approximately $95.3 million in revenue.
The one-time cost to reconfigure and reclassify the assessment represents
approximately 3 percent of the Division’s overall budget. Additionally, Division
personnel and operation costs will increase budgetary obligations from 0.84 percent
to 1.47 percent annually for the purpose of updating and maintaining the database.

e The Office of State Auditor’s audit recommendation 1c, from the 2013 performance
audit, recommends that the Division perform targeted outreach to prospective
applicants based on data outlined in audit recommendation 1a (reclassifying existing
data points to identify health, safety, security, overcrowding and technology). In order
to implement the audit recommendation and provide targeted outreach effectively,
statewide data needs to be updated and structured so high-need facilities can be
identified and prioritized. In addition, current data is essential for assisting with
funding decisions in accordance with 22-43.7-109(5) C.R.S. which states “The Board,
taking into consideration the financial assistance priority assessment conducted
pursuant to 22-43.7-108 C.R.S, shall prioritize applications that describe public
school facility capital construction projects deemed eligible for financial assistance.”

e Even with the program reaching its statutory cap for issuing COP’s, the Capital
Construction Assistance Board will continue to award numerous grants each year
through its cash fund. Presently, the BEST grant program anticipates total annual
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awards ranging from $30 million to $50 million. A key feature of the updated
database will be the option to run reports on facility systems that have high health and
safety needs, a function that cannot currently be performed. Furthermore, the facility
database will continue to be utilized to validate scopes, provide direction to
prospective applicants, and assist the Capital Construction Assistance Board with
grant evaluation and prioritization of funding.

The database also provides valuable forecast models for determining statewide
facility needs and annual required funding. The facility assessment database will
continue to serve as a statewide resource for school districts and charter schools that
do not presently have facility data maintained or stored at the local level.
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Question 27: Please explain the level of detail of the information stored in
the program’s database. For example, will the database provide information
to first responders in an emergency (e.g., does it include building blue
prints)? Is the information in the database subject to Colorado Open Records
Act (CORA) requests, and does the information in the database create a
vulnerability? Will the updated database just contain information on the
capital maintenance status of all of the schools?

RESPONSE:

The facility condition assessment, as performed, evaluated the physical condition of
each facility. It included a visual, non-destructive, assessment of roughly 51 systems
that could be analyzed using a life-cycle cost model. The database includes
approximately 300 data points related to the condition, suitability and energy
efficiency of each facility. Each data point is given a rating score, which is used to
calculate an overall score.
o Blueprints, when available, were used during the assessment to evaluate code
and suitability of a facility; however, they were not retained nor are they
maintained in the database.

Pursuant to 22-43.7-108(2)(c) C.R.S. “The board or the division shall make the data
collected available to the public in a form that is easily accessible and complies with
any federal or state laws or regulations concerning privacy.” Presently, the Division
provides State-level data on the Division’s website with access to individual school-
level reports within CDE’s SchoolView data center. The data collected in this
assessment poses minimal security vulnerabilities. The information in the database is
subject to the Colorado Open Records Act.

The updated assessment will continue to evaluate and collect the facility condition
and program suitability data as outlined above.
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Question 28: Has the Office of Information Technology reviewed the request
to reconfigure the database? Who would do the reconfiguration? What is the
origin of the $2.7 million estimate? Please explain.

RESPONSE:

e The Office of Information Technology (OIT) has not reviewed this request; however,
it is anticipated that OIT will participate in the request for proposals process to
reconfigure the database.

e The Division will issue a request for proposals, through State procurement, to hire a
contractor to perform the scope of work. The request for proposals will be based on
the results of the work by the Division and Capital Construction Assistance Board to
define an wupdated structure for the database to include consolidation and
reclassification of existing data points related to criteria for health, safety, security,
overcrowding, technology and other.

e Per audit recommendation 1a, The Capital Construction Assistance Board, with the
support of the Division, worked with the current contractor, Parsons, to arrive at a
scope of work and the estimated cost of $2.7 million dollars to reconfigure,
consolidate and modify the existing facility database.
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STANDARDIZED ASSESSMENTS

[Background Information: The JBC Staff briefing document includes a menu of potential
options to modify the existing statewide system of standardized assessments.]

Question 29: Please discuss the impact of scaling assessments back to the
federal (minimum) requirements on: (1) the calculation of student growth,
particularly in high school; and (2) the statewide accountability system.

RESPONSE:

Background:

Scaling back the state assessments to the federal minimums has the potential to impact the
student growth calculations and statewide accountability system in a variety of ways,
depending upon which of several courses of action the department takes in response to the
elimination of some state assessments (as described below).

Reducing the state assessment requirements to the federal minimum requirements would
cause the following changes to our currently legislated assessment system:
e Eliminate the social studies assessments in elementary, middle and high school
e Eliminate the 9" grade English language arts and mathematics assessment
e Require either the 10™ or 11" grade English language arts and math assessment
0 A college entrance exam could potentially be used to meet the federal
requirements for high school assessment if a federal peer review of the
college entrance exam finds that it measures the depth and breadth of the
Colorado Academic Standards in reading, writing and communication;
mathematics; and science. Historically, states have had to augment the
ACT (by adding additional items or content) to meet technical
requirements to cover their standards. It is important to note that currently
Colorado does not give a writing production college entrance exam. If a
stand-alone or augmented college entrance exam will cover the standards,
then the potential to use it as part of CMAS to meet requirements at the
high school level, may exist.
e ACT is not a federal requirement and could be eliminated if we moved to the
federal minimum assessment requirements, if it is not used as the high school
content assessment.

For the purpose of answering this question, we are going to assume that we need 10" or 11"
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grade CMAS PARCC English language arts and math assessments and a high school CMAS
science assessment, and that ACT would not be approved to be the single high school content
assessment. Additionally, for sub-part (2) we kept ACT in the simulation as there has been
widespread support for the assessment in Colorado.

(1) While Colorado has historically only measured growth in content areas with consecutive
grades (reading, writing and math), our growth model will allow calculations of growth in
non-consecutive grades. If the state were to move to the federal minimum assessment
requirements, we would not have assessments in grade 9, and possibly grade 10, thus
impacting growth measures at the high school level. It is possible for growth to be calculated
from 8" grade to 10" or 11™ grade. Some other states (Hawaii, Massachusetts, Nevada and
Oregon, for example) use the same growth model as Colorado to measure growth at the high
school level when assessments are not given in consecutive years. Delaware, Nebraska,
North Dakota and Pennsylvania use other growth models to measure growth between non-
consecutive assessments.

While it is possible to calculate growth between non-consecutive assessments, the validity of
growth scores across two or more years is questionable, depending on how the results may be
used. A number of variables can impact a growth percentile calculated from an 8" grade
score to a 10™ or 11™ grade score, thus raising a number of questions, including:
e What do these growth scores really represent?
e Can growth scores across two or more years be attributed to some action by a school
or a specific teacher?
o Are the results appropriate to use for school and district accountability?
e Are the results appropriate to use as a measure of student learning for educator
evaluations?

Of the referenced states measuring growth between non-consecutive assessments, the growth
component of their accountability frameworks is weighted much less than Colorado’s current
weighting (other states weigh growth between 10-40% of the high school framework
compared to Colorado at 50%). Adjusting weights in the accountability frameworks is one
way to take into consideration the validity of the growth metric.

In order to make a more informed recommendation regarding the use of growth from non-
consecutive assessments in school and district accountability, CDE will run data simulations
that will help us understand the impact. As Colorado has assessed reading, writing and math
in grades 3-10, consecutively, we can compare the student growth percentiles and the median
growth percentiles (aggregated numbers) from our current assessment system, to one where
we simulated not assessing students in 9" grade. If the simulated 8" grade to 10™ grade
individual student growth percentiles and the median growth percentiles for schools and
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districts are highly correlated with the existing 9" and 10™ grade student growth percentiles
and median growth percentiles, that would indicate that it may be appropriate to use non-
consecutive assessment growth percentiles for school and district accountability. However, if
the results are low to moderately correlated, that would indicate that using non-consecutive
assessment growth percentiles for accountability purposes may not be valid, as the scores
may not actually describe meaningful growth. That could cause us to rethink how much we
weight growth in our accountability frameworks or if we include it at all at the high school
level.

CDE is planning to run these simulations at the beginning of the new year. Results will be
shared with the Technical Advisory Panel for Longitudinal Growth (legislated technical
advisory group) and the panel will collaborate with department personnel in developing a
recommendation regarding the potential use and limitations of non-consecutive assessment
growth percentiles.

(2) As growth indicators are an integral part of Colorado’s school and district accountability
frameworks, a change in growth metrics could affect school and district accountability. There
are many policy and calculation decisions that would need to be made if the state reduced the
high school assessments that would determine the actual impact on accountability.
Specifically, decisions would need to be made around using non-consecutive assessment
growth results, the weighting of the indicators (achievement, growth, growth gaps and post-
secondary workforce readiness), the use and weight of English language proficiency growth,
etc. Depending upon these decisions, the outcomes could vary greatly.

CDE has simulated one such scenario using the following decision rules (right column) for
calculations. Comparisons to the current 2013/2014 School Performance Frameworks
(SPF)/District Performance Framework (DPF) are on the left. As shown below, the decision
for this simulation was to not use non-consecutive assessment growth at the high school
level, and thus not have a growth or growth gap indicator (although English language
proficiency growth could be included).
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2013 SPF Simulated Federal Min. SPF
Elementary and | Achievement (25%) Achievement (25%)
Middle Schools » TCAP- reading, writing, * TCAP- reading, writing, math
math and science and science
Growth (50%) Growth (50%)
» Reading, writing, math and * Reading, writing; math and
English language proficiency English language proficiency
Growth Gaps (25%) Growth Gaps (25%)
» Reading, writing, math * Reading, witirg; math
High Schools Achievement (15%) Achievement (30%)

« TCAP- 9" and 10" grade «  TCAP- 9%and 10" grade
reading, writing, math and reading, witing; math and
science science

Growth (35%) Growth (0%)
» Reading, writing, math and = Readingwriting;-math-and
English language proficiency English language proficiency
Growth Gaps (15%) Growth-Gaps{0%)
* Reading, writing, math « Reading, writing, math
Postsecondary Workforce Readiness | Postsecondary Workforce Readiness
(35%) (70%)
= 11" Grade CO ACT = 11" Grade CO ACT
= Graduation and dropout = Graduation and dropout
Districts Aggregated Elementary, Middle and | Aggregated Elementary, Middle and
High School results High School results

CDE compared the results of the 2013 SPFs and DPFs to the results on the simulated, federal
minimum frameworks based on the 2013 assessment and growth results. Again, actual results
could vary greatly based on decision rules, as well as the new CMAS assessment results,
including English language arts instead of reading, social studies inclusion, potential
enhancements and revisions to post-secondary workforce readiness measures, and changes to
cut-points.

Based on the assumptions in the table above, the following changes to the 2013 school
frameworks would be observed:

For schools with a high school level (378 schools), 29 would receive a higher rating, 39
would receive a lower rating and 309 would receive the same rating.
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2013 Rating with Federal Minimum Metrics Only

For schools with elementary and muddle school levels (1284 schools). 70 would receive a higher rating, 58 would

receive a lower rating and 1,156 would receive the same rating.

2013 SPF Rating
Insuff Data | Turnaround Priority Imp Improvement | Performance
% 0% 3% 7% 17% T2%
INSUTT Uata 0% 0 0
Turnaround 3% 0 1
Priority Imp 6% 0 13
Improvement 18% 1 0 36 21
Performance 73% 0 0 251

2013 Rating with Federal Minimum Metrics Only
2013 SPF Rating
Insuff Data | Turnaround Priority Imp Improvement | Performance

% 0% 2% 8% 19% 71%
Insuff Data 0% 0 0 0 0
Turnaround 2% 0 21 9 0
Priority Imp 8% 0 83 19 1
Improvement | 12% 0 185 41
Performance 70% 0 0 0 867

For districts (182). 11 would receve a higher rating, 28 would receive a lower rating and 143 would receive the
same rating.

2013 Rating with Federal Minimum Metrics Only
2013 DPF Rating
Insuff Data | Turnaround | Priority Imp | Improvement | Performance | Distinction
% 0% 1% 14% 30% 4T% Bx

Insuff Data 0% 0 0 2 0 0 a
Turnaround 2% 0 2 1 0 0 a
Priority Imp 9% 4] 0 13 2 0 Q
Improvement | 289 0 0 o
Performance | 51% 0

Distinction 9% 0 0

Thus, those systems with high school levels would be more likely to experience a lower
rating under the federal minimum system than elementary and middle schools, which are not
impacted by the lack of growth at the high school level.

The department also looked at the impact based on poverty rates, enrollment size and
performance level. There does not appear to be a systematic impact based on poverty rates or
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enrollment size. Schools and districts with Improvement or Performance ratings tend to see
more change in percent of points earned on the frameworks (both positive and negative) than
schools identified as Turnaround or Priority Improvement.

This is just one way of applying a federal minimum assessment system to the state school
and district accountability system. Based on this application, districts and high schools would
see a slightly negative impact, but not one that is systemic based on poverty rates or system
size. However, other applications and decisions could have different impacts.
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Question 30: Some Colorado schools offer dual enrollment where high school
students are taking college courses on a full-time basis and yet those students
are still required to take the statewide standardized assessments. Why is the
State continuing to assess those students, when they have already completed
their high school requirements and been admitted to college courses? Could
eliminating those assessments generate savings? Please explain.

RESPONSE:

The following statute requires all Colorado public school students to take the assessments for
their grade-level.

C.R.S. (22-7-409) 1.2a 1.d.l “...every student enrolled in a public school shall be
required to take the assessments administered pursuant to subsection (1) of this
section at the grade level in which the student is enrolled...”

Students taking concurrent enrollment courses while in high school are completing their
district’s graduation requirements by taking courses that count for both high school and
college credit at the same time. These students are considered high school students since they
are enrolled in a 9™, 10™, 11™, or 12™ grade year of school and their district receives per pupil
funding from the state to fund their education. These students are held to the same
requirements as all other students in their grade. Once students have completed their 12
grade year and district graduation requirements, they are no longer eligible to continue their
education into a 13" year, with the expectation of the ASCENT program (outlined below).

e Approximately 26,900 students participated in dual enrollment programs of any type
(18,000 in concurrent enrollment) in the 2012-2013 academic year. This represents about
22 percent of all 11th and 12th graders in public high schools in Colorado. “Dual
enrollment” is used to refer to the broad array of programs available to high school
students that allow them to take college-level courses for credit. “Concurrent enrollment”
refers only to the statewide programs created by House Bill 09-1319 and detailed in the
Concurrent Enrollment Programs Act (C.R.S. §22-35-101 et seq.).

e Overall, participation in all dual enrollment programs increased by 12 percent between
2011-2012 and 2012-2013. In 2012-13 there was a 30% increase in participation in
concurrent enrollment.

e Denver Public Schools had the greatest number students participating in Concurrent
Enrollment out of all Colorado school districts. Crowley County School District, a small
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rural district, had the highest percentage of high school students in Concurrent
Enrollment (88%).

2012-13 Concurrent Enrollment and ASCENT Credentials Earned

Credential Type Number of Students

Certificate (less than 1 year) 562
Certificate (least 1 year, less than 2) 85
Associates Applied Science 9
Associates of General Studies 21
Associate Degree (AA or AS) 98

Total 775

Nearly 800 students in concurrent enrollment or ASCENT programs earned some type of
postsecondary credential in 2012-13. This is a 60 percent increase over last year’s total
credential completion number (483).

Accelerating Students Through Concurrent Enrollment (ASCENT)

ASCENT is a 5™ year of high school that only 424 students in 38 school districts are
participating in during the 2014-15 academic year. These students are eligible to take either a
part-time or full-time schedule of college courses with ongoing supports from their high
school. CDE has provided clear guidance to districts that 5™ year seniors, including ASCENT
students, should not take their senior assessments for a second time as these requirements
were met during their first 12" grade year. As such, savings are not generated.
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2014-15 ASCENT Participating Districts

Colorado School District Map

The purpose of the ASCENT program is to:

¢ Increase the percentage of students participating in postsecondary education,
especially low-income and traditionally underserved populations, in addition
to:

e Decrease the number of students who do not complete high school.

e Decrease the time required for a student to complete a postsecondary
credential.

¢ Increase the number of educational pathways available to students.
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Question 31: Does the Department track the time and money spent on local
(school district mandated) assessments? How much instructional time and
money are spent on such assessments, relative to the statewide system?

RESPONSE:

The department does not have a mechanism for tracking the time and money spent on local
school district assessments. However, House Bill 14-1202 which created the Standards and
Assessments Task Force included a study of the time and costs associated with state and
local assessments. The study was completed by Augenblick, Palaich, & Associates (APA).
The full study can be accessed at:
http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdedepcom/finalassessmentstudyreportwithappendices. Page 14 begins
the section on time. Page 27 begins the section on cost. Excerpts of the relevant sections on
time and cost from the executive summary of the report are provided below.

Time

The APA study examined time spent by teachers on state and local assessments. They
provided a range of analyses. The analyses most pertinent to the question from the JBC are
provided below. Interested committee members are encouraged to refer to the full study for
more detail.

The APA survey asked respondents to estimate the amount of time teachers spent preparing
for and administering assessments. No respondent group reported consistently higher or
lower time estimates than other groups. Time estimates for teachers of untested subjects were
lower than those for teachers of tested subjects. Estimates for specialist teachers were similar
to those for teachers of tested subjects. The following tables report teacher time. For
elementary school teachers, where a teacher is likely to be the teacher of a tested subject for
all assessments, the tables report the time estimate for the teacher of a tested subject. For
secondary school teachers, the tables report a range, with the lower number the time required
of a teacher of an untested subject and the higher time for the teacher of a tested subject.
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Kmdergaen

1st 63.4

2nd 63.4

3rd 63.4 40.9

4th 40.9 33.6
5th 40.9 33.6
6th 23.6-40.9

7th 23.6-40.9 14.0-33.6
8th 23.6-40.9 14.0-33.6
Sth 23.6-40.9

10th 23.6-40.9

11th 23.6-40.9 13.4-246
12th 28.0-67.1

Kindergarten

60.8 7.7
1st 100.9 70.9 8.7
2nd 98.9 72.4 89
3rd 94.8 68.9 89
4th 88.6 67.0 8.9
Sth 88.6 65.8 3.9
6th 28.8-67.9 6.6-89
7th 29.9-70.4 6.7-8.2
8th 30.4-716 6-82
9th 251-592| 1.1-7.8 6-8
10th 243-572| 12-84 6-8
11th 226-532| 1.4-100 6-8
12th 21-51| 1.1-81 6-8
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Costs

Through interviews with district, school, and parent representatives from five districts, APA
gathered information about three kinds of costs: 1) capacity costs to reach needed capacity;
2) opportunity costs from diverting resources to assessments; and 3) direct costs of
purchasing assessment materials, paying for substitutes or stipends, printing costs for reports,
and providing snacks and incentives. Capacity costs varied widely, as districts start from very
different places in the base level of technology. The following table illustrates the total direct
assessment costs incurred by schools, districts, and the state, with approximately $36.7
million of cost contributed by CDE. Only accounting for direct costs, and not the additional
opportunity costs incurred by redirected staff time or capacity costs to ensure needed
technology is in place if not already present, in total $70-$90 per student is spent on
assessments.

State Assessments $53,249,941 $44,944,910
Local Assessments $25,128,725 $16,184,812
Jotat $78,378,666 $61,129,722
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Question 32: Is the assessment system a significant driver the Governor’s
request for one-time funding (or one-time reduction in the negative factor)?

RESPONSE:

No. As stated in the Governor’s FY 2015-16 budget letter, the request includes an additional
$200 million from the State Education Fund intended as a one-time increase for school
districts to allocate as their elected boards decide. The requested increase was not related to
the assessment system per se but rather about recent discussion around the negative factor
and financial needs of school districts overall.
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OTHER QUESTIONS

Question 33: Under current law, the continuous appropriation for the Office
of Professional Services to support educator licensure efforts will expire at
the end of FY 2014-15 and the office will be subject to legislative
appropriation again beginning in FY 2015-16. What is the Department’s
position regarding the expiration (or potential extension) of that continuous
appropriation?

RESPONSE:

The department would like to see legislation to extend the continuous appropriation. If the
JBC would like to pursue this as a committee bill, the department will be pleased to work
with the committee. Below, please find background information on the Office of
Professional Services and Educator Licensing and how continuous spending authority has
made a significant positive impact on the management of the office, in addition to the
continued need for the flexibility afforded by continuous spending authority.

Background

CDE’s Office of Professional Services and Educator Licensure is responsible for evaluating
applications and issuing educator authorizations, credentials and licenses to qualifying
individuals. This process includes performing background checks on all applicants for
educator licensure. The office oversees the licensing of approximately 38,000 applications a
year with approximately 10% of those cases entering into enforcement for investigation
associated with possible revocation, denial, or suspension of a license. The office also
oversees educator preparation across the state which includes 24 designated agencies that
offer alternative educator preparation programs and, in conjunction with the Colorado
Department of Higher Education (CDHE), approximately 28 institutes of higher education
educator preparation programs.

Because of the complexity of the licensing process and high volume of applications in 2011
and prior, the evaluation process commonly required 16 weeks or longer to complete. To
alleviate an educator application evaluation timeline that was much too long, in 2011 the
legislature passed H.B. 11-1201 concerning measures to facilitate the issuance of educator
licenses. One of the provisions of this bill was to permit CDE continuous spending authority
for the educator licensure cash fund during the 2011-12, 2012-13 and 2013-14 fiscal years.
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Use & Impact of Continuous Spending Authority

Continuous spending authority was to be used to offset the direct and indirect costs incurred
in issuing educator licenses and, specifically, to assist CDE in reducing the processing time
for issuing or renewing an educator license to six weeks or less. The use of continuous
spending authority worked.

During the past three years, CDE’s Professional Services and Educator Licensure Office has
used its continuous spending authority to quickly hire staff during periods that it has received
a particularly high volume of applications and to promptly respond to problems in the online
e-licensing system that has played a significant role in reducing cycle times.

To date, the Office has effectively reduced processing times to fewer than six weeks and
applications now commonly require just two weeks. Customer service has also improved
considerably, with call center wait times averaging two minutes, rather than the 17-21
minutes that they previously averaged. The e-licensing system created a more streamlined
application process for the applicant and for the team members evaluating those applications.

Continuous spending authority has allowed flexibility in hiring staff to accommodate
workload and priorities. For example, staff has been added and reduced with significant
consideration to workload, priorities and stakeholder needs. The chart below indicates that
beginning in fiscal year 2011-12 of HB 11-1201, staff was able to be increased to 25 full time
equivalents (FTE). This increase in team members resulted in a significant decrease in
processing time for licenses. As the system improved and the timelines shortened, staff was
able to be trimmed and/or moved to support other services such as the evaluation of license
and call center support.

Total Staff
based on Hours
FY2007-08 17.9
FY2008-09 19.9
FY2009-10 22.2
FY2010-11 20.7
FY2011-12 25.0
FY2012-13 24.6
FY2013-14 23.3

Continued Need for Continuous Spending Authority

While significant progress has been made in processing licenses and the call center support is
better meeting stakeholder needs, there are three areas of continuous need in the office:
online e-licensing system alignment, investigation requirements, and educator preparation.
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The online e-licensing system is now operating efficiently, but can be made more user-
friendly and refined to better align with other data systems at CDE. The public facing e-
licensing database that schools use to inquire about background-check warnings is not fully
aligned with the department’s legacy database systems. This means that the department’s
stakeholders must refer to two different databases in order to ensure that they are checking
the background information of each applicant they hire. This is a statutory requirement of the
office and of public and charter schools, and while the intent of the statute is being met
through the public access of two databases, it is cumbersome, time consuming, and
potentially confusing for districts and schools to reference two very different databases in
order to ensure their educators do not have any background-check warnings.

The second area in which continuous spending authority would support the office is in the
investigative work that is conducted by the enforcement unit. Currently there are over 300
outstanding investigations being conducted. Of those cases, over 100 of them are over 6
months old. The investigation process can be time consuming, detailed and difficult. When
difficult cases arise, continuous spending authority is used to hire and/or move resources
directly to the point of need. The ability to apply additional resources to this area when
needed would reduce processing times and could significantly reduce a backlog that has
existed, although been decreasing, for years. Additionally, the number of enforcement cases
has not and will not decrease. The cases that require attorney general support are becoming
increasingly complex. More complex cases require more time and effort on the part of the
investigators as well as more time and support from the attorney general’s office.

The third area of support is educator preparation. The educator preparation team consists of
two people — an infield team member and an administrative support team member. This team
oversees over 50 different educator preparation entities. The need to provide additional
support and resources to these entities becomes increasingly important to ensuring that all
students have highly talented and prepared educators from the very first day that new
teachers and leaders enter a classroom.

Considering each of these areas is important to the continued support that CDE has been able
to provide to educators across the state. The needs for targeted and flexible support in
educator licensing is still high. As in the past, continuous spending authority will allow CDE
to fully respond to educator needs capably and without unnecessary delay thereby ensuring
that Colorado has talented, safe and morally ethical educators in our classrooms with
children.
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Question 34: How does Colorado rank nationally in terms of the distribution
of federal funds for education? Is there any way to increase the receipt of

federal education funds in Colorado?

RESPONSE:

Colorado ranks 28" in the nation for revenue from federal sources for public elementary and
secondary education.

The majority of the federal funds for education are formula driven, such as Title | for
academically at risk students and IDEA for students receiving special education services.
CDE does frequently apply for and receive competitive based federal grants. CDE will
continue to look into and optimize all federal funding opportunities that are appropriate.

Revenue from Revenue from
Federal Federal
Sources for Sources for
Public Public
Elementary - Elementary -
Secondary Secondary
School School
Ranking State Systems 2012 Ranking State Systems 2012
United States 59,532,214 26 Oklahoma 773,014
1 California 8,793,325 27 Minnesota 740,098
2 Texas 6,140,296 28 Colorado 705,634
3 New York 3,769,627 29 Arkansas 666,267
4 Florida 3,068,321 30 Oregon 550,894
5 lllinois 2,430,413 31 lowa 512,246
6 Pennsylvania 2,145,208 32 Connecticut 509,564
7 Ohio 2,007,733 33 New Mexico 491,732
8 Michigan 1,866,406 34 West Virginia 432,223
9 Georgia 1,862,297 35 Utah 426,702
10 North Carolina 1,831,015 36 Kansas 410,051
11 Louisiana 1,527,734 37 Nevada 403,548
12 New Jersey 1,371,038 38 Nebraska 366,016
13 Virginia 1,365,551 39 Alaska 352,005
14 Tennessee 1,257,953 40 Hawaii 318,728
15 Indiana 1,096,902 41 Idaho 266,087
16 Washington 1,057,045 42 Maine 239,982
17 Arizona 1,050,228 43 Montana 214,164
18 Missouri 994,192 44 South Dakota 212,615
19 Kentucky 983,232 45 Rhode Island 204,682
20 Massachusetts 979,175 46 New Hampshire 187,243
21 Wisconsin 907,311 47 Delaware 183,793
22 Maryland 859,635 48 North Dakota 160,050
23 South Carolina 848,254 49 Wyoming 144,728
District of
24 Mississippi 795,110 50 Columbia 137,742
25 Alabama 789,954 51 Vermont 124,451
* in thousands

(Public Education Finances: 2012 U.S. Census Bureau published May 2014)
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Question 35: The JBC Staff is recommending that the JBC run legislation to
eliminate most of the “dual line item appropriations” in the Department’s
budget. Please discuss the Department’s position regarding that
recommendation.

RESPONSE:

The department supports this recommendation. As the JBC Analyst noted during the
briefing, the dual appropriations can create confusion about the department’s budget by
creating the impression that the department’s budget is larger than it actually is, and the
management of staff in individual cash funds does present challenges that would be
alleviated, if the dual appropriations were eliminated.
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Question 36: The Department’s use of private leased space has increased in
recent years, and the JBC Staff is recommending consolidating all of the
Department’s private leased space funding into a single Leased Space line
item. Please address the Department’s participation in the capitol complex
master plan process. Has the Department participated? Please explain.

RESPONSE:

The department supports the JBC Staff recommendation to consolidate all of the
department’s private leased space funding into a single Leased Space line item. As JBC Staff
indicated, the department’s use of private sector space has increased due to legislative
initiatives and a lack of space in the main facility located within the capitol complex. The
department uses the services of the Department of Personnel & Administration’s (DPA) Real
Estate Programs for all of our private sector space to ensure the most cost effective leases.
Further, the department actively participated with DPA’s Office of the State Architect in the
capitol complex master plan process.

Page 155 of 169



Question 37: During a JBC Staff briefing regarding the Department of
Human Services, staff recommended moving Part C Child Find evaluation
responsibilities from the Department of Education to the Department of
Human Services. What is the Department of Education’s position on the staff
recommendation?

RESPONSE:

The Department of Human Services is the lead agency for the implementation and
compliance of Part C responsibilities of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA) in the State of Colorado. The Exceptional Student Services Unit of the Colorado
Department of Education supports moving the birth through two Child Find responsibilities
for screening and evaluation to the Colorado Department of Human Services.

Currently, significant differences exist between IDEA Part C and Part B
responsibilities. Differences in timelines, procedures and services are often confusing for
parents. Moving the Part C screening and evaluation activities to CDHS should result in a
more efficient and streamlined process if families do not have to work with two separate
agencies during the initial identification and evaluation process.

To accomplish this change, the current Colorado Revised Statute, C.R.S. 22-20-118, would
need to be revised.
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ADDENDUM: OTHER QUESTIONS FOR WHICH SOLELY WRITTEN
RESPONSES ARE REQUESTED

Questions Common to All Departments

Question 1: Provide a list of any legislation that the Department has: (a) not
implemented or (b) partially implemented. Explain why the Department has
not implemented or has partially implemented the legislation on this list.

RESPONSE:

The department has identified several education statutes that were intended to be
implemented with gifts, grants or donations or other resources that have not ultimately been
made available. While CDE has attempted to meet the intent of such statutes, were possible,
there are some that have not been fully implemented. Please find a description of these areas
below.

Section 22-2-109(7) requires CDE to administer a survey to superintendents who employ
principals who (1) have a principal authorization, (2) have an initial principal license, or (3)
have obtained a professional principal license without first holding an initial principal license
and who are in their first three years of employment as a principal. The law also requires the
State Board of Education to submit to the House and Senate Education Committees an annual
written summary report of the survey. The legislation is intended to provide an opportunity
to assess the quality and effectiveness of principal preparation programs or alternative forms
of principal preparation and to solicit feedback from superintendents concerning the principal
licensure standards. To CDE staff’s knowledge, the survey of superintendents has never
been funded or administered. The intent of the legislation is partially met, however, through
the department’s process for reviewing traditional and alternative educator preparation
programs for reauthorization, which process includes gathering feedback from various
stakeholders, including, when available, educators who work for and the superintendents who
supervise graduates of principal preparation programs. Reports concerning the effectiveness
of approved educator preparation programs are presented biennially to the House and Senate
Education Committees. Additionally, in implementing the Educator Effectiveness legislation
(SB 10-191), CDE will be collecting, monitoring, and publicly reporting information about
the performance of all principals on the State Principal Quality Standards.

Section 22-2-108(4) requires the state board to submit an annual report detailing the total
amount of federal funds received by the State Board of Education in the prior fiscal year,
accounting how the funds were used, specifying the federal law or regulation that governs the
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use of the federal funds, if any, and providing information regarding any flexibility the board
has in using the federal funds. To CDE staff’s knowledge, this report has never been funded
or completed. The department’s annual budget submission to the JBC does include a
schedule that lists out most, if not all, federal funds received and/or distributed by CDE and
the purpose of those funds. This report does not provide information about the flexibility the
board has in using various federal funding; the gathering and reporting of that information
would impose a significant burden.

Section 22-36-106(2)(b) requires that CDE make information available to the public about
the enrollment options which are available throughout the public school system in
Colorado. CDE is then required to study and evaluate the available enrollment options and,
based upon that study, to make a report to the House and Senate Education Committees each
January. The department’s public portal, SchoolView, provides detailed information about
the performance of all public schools in Colorado, and also provides information about the
courses and programs offered by each school. A study of enrollment options, however, has
never been funded or reported to the House and Senate Education Committees.

Section 22-7-707 (3) requires CDE to annually report on the Teacher Development Grant
Program, including the list of grant recipients, summary of the progress made by grant
recipients, and information about the effectiveness of the program. CDE has not received
funding to administer this grant program and so has no available data to report.

Section 22-27.5-106 (2) requires CDE to provide an annual report on the number and
amounts of Dropout Prevention Activity Program grants awarded, a description of the
programs that received grants, the number of students participating in each program, and the
student dropout rates of the schools at which the programs were operated. CDE has not
received funding to administer this grant program for the past 3 years and so has no available
data to report.

Section 22-29-104 requires CDE to annually provide a summary of any reports submitted by
districts concerning any character education program they have developed. It is optional for
districts to submit a report on these programs. CDE has never received a report from any
district and so has never had any available information to summarize.

Section 22-58-104 (4) requires the Alternative School Funding Models Pilot Program
Advisory Council to annually report on any data collected by participating school districts
and charter schools. Since the passage of this law in 2010, no school district or charter
school has yet volunteered to participate in the program.

Section 22-69-106 (1) requires CDE to provide a report on the Alternative Teacher
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Compensation Grant Program, “so long as grant moneys were awarded to at least one school
district pursuant to the grant program during the preceding calendar year.” CDE has not
received funding to administer this grant program for the past 2 years and so has no available
data to report.

Section 22-93-103 (4) requires CDE to annually report on administration of the School
Bullying Prevention and Education Grant Program, including the number of grant recipients,
amounts awarded, the number of students receiving services under the grant program and any
gifts or donations received to administer the program. CDE has not received funding to
administer this grant program and so has no available data to report.

Additionally, there are other grant programs that were created by the legislature in the past
but have not been funded recently. These programs do not require CDE to report information
to the legislature, but are also not currently being implemented. These include:

e Closing the Achievement Gap Program (sections 22-7-611 to 22-7-613, C.R.S.);

e Summer School Grant Program (sections 22-7-801 to 22-8-807, C.R.S.);

e Principal Development Scholarship Program (sections 22-9.5-101 to 22-9.5-104, C.R.S.);

e Early Childhood Educator Development Scholarship Program (sections 22-9.7-101 to 22-
9.7-104);

e Student Re-engagement Grant Program (section 22-14-109);

e Second Chance Program for Problem Students (sections 22-52-101 to 22-52-107,
C.R.S.);

e Colorado Information Technology Education Grant Program (sections 22-81.5-101 to 22-
81.5-107, C.R.S.); and

e Healthy Choices Dropout Prevention Pilot Program (sections 22-82.3-101 to 22-82.3-
110, C.R.S)).
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Question 2: What is the turnover rate for staff in the department? Please
provide a breakdown by office and/or division, and program.

RESPONSE:

The turnover rate for the Colorado Department of Education for fiscal year 2013-14 was 11
percent.

Total

Division Regular Terms Percentage
Communications 5.0 0.0 0.0%
School Finance 48.0 6.0 12.5%
Commissioner 3.0 0.0 0.0%
Achievement & Strategy 188.0 19.0 10.1%
Innovation, Choice & Engagement 89.0 10.0 11.2%
State Board 2.0 0.0 0.0%
Accountability, Performance &

Support 136.0 17.0 12.5%
Total: 471.0 52.0 11.0%

Question 3: Please identify the following:
a. The department’s most effective program;
b. The department’s least effective program (in the context of management
and budget);
c. Please provide recommendations on what will make this program (2.b.)
more effective based on the department’s performance measures.

RESPONSE
3 a. Most effective program

Colorado's District Sample Curriculum Project

The department has many programs that are yielding powerful results (Counselor Corps, the
Colorado Preschool Program, the Early Literacy Assessment Tool Project, and more). We
have identified the District Sample Curriculum Project as the most effective project to share
with the Joint Budget Committee based on the significant involvement of educators across
the state in the project and the strong support for the work from districts of all sizes.

In March of 2012, the department hosted a one-day summit on the new Colorado Academic
Standards (CAS) that garnered feedback from participants regarding the “next steps” for
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successful standards implementation. Participants expressed a strong desire for the state to
assist districts in developing sample standards-based curriculum resources. At the same time,
the state received a letter from the leadership of CASSA (Colorado Association of School
Superintendents and Senior Administrators) requesting the state’s assistance in developing
sample curriculum that districts could choose to use.

These grass-roots requests supplied the initial foundation and support for CDE to begin
working with educators across Colorado to build curriculum designed to help districts
successfully implement all ten content areas of the Colorado Academic Standards (CAS).
The Colorado District Sample Curriculum Project is an evolving project that is oriented and
guided by a fundamental principle; curriculum samples must be created by and for educators.

Phases
The project has several phases. Each phase builds on the work before as the Standards and
Instructional Support team responds to input from educators.

Phase I - Curriculum Overview Samples (Fall 2012)
During the 1st phase of the Project, Colorado educators worked together in grade level and
content area teams to engage in process of translating Colorado Academic Standards (CAS)
into curriculum overview samples. Highlights of the 1st phase:
500+ educators participated in curriculum-creation workshops
o 47 of 64 Colorado counties represented

o 70+ of 178 Colorado school districts represented

o 700+ curriculum overviews produced in all content areas (k-12)
Process Guide for translating CAS into curriculum overviews released to help districts
replicate workshop processes

o

Phase Il - (Area) Refining Workshops (Spring 2013)
During the 2nd phase of the Project, the Standards and Instructional Support team conducted
area workshops across the state to get feedback on the Project, the curriculum overview
samples, and the curriculum support tools still needed in the state. Highlights of the 2nd
phase:
o Hundreds of educators (in 5 BOCES across the state) participated in two-day
workshops to help refine and provide feedback on the 700+ unit overview samples
o Area-workshop participants engaged in process of modifying existing samples and
creating new unit overviews for district/school use
o Standards and Instructional Support content specialists finalized and posted website
support tools to help educators better understand and use curriculum overview
samples
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Phase 111 - Instructional Unit Samples (Fall 2013-Winter 2014)

During the 3rd phase of the Project, the Standards and Instructional Support (SIS) team
traveled across Colorado to work with educators to build units based on select curriculum
overview samples. In three-day workshops, district-teams of general education, special
education, ELL, and gifted and talented educators/specialists worked together to plan for the
instruction of all students. Highlights of the 3rd phase:

o 100 + units produced-one unit in each grade k-12 for mathematics, reading,
writing, and communicating, science, social studies, comprehensive health,
visual arts, drama/theatre, dance, and music

o Each unit includes learning experiences, resource suggestions, differentiation
options, and assessment ideas

o 68 districts represented

To date, educators from 121 Colorado school districts have been involved in all three phases
of Colorado’s District Sample Curriculum Project; authoring and/or refining the curriculum
overviews and instructional unit samples. Across the state, thousands of Colorado educators
have voluntarily given their time and offered their expertise in service to a project designed
to support all teachers in the transition to the new Colorado Academic Standards.
Representing the full cross-section and diversity of the state, teachers from districts with less
than one hundred students worked alongside teachers from Colorado’s largest metropolitan-
area districts to produce the curriculum overviews in the first phase of the Project. Then, in
the Project’s third phase, districts assembled 6-teacher teams comprised of general education,
special education, ELL, and gifted and talented educators/specialists to create full
instructional units based on the overviews. Again, the response was overwhelming, with
rural, urban, mountain, and suburban districts all putting together curriculum-writing teams.

Phase IV — Continued Build out of the Unit Samples & Integration of Performance
Assessments and Student Learning Objectives (Spring 2014 — December 2016)

To meet demand, continued work will occur with districts to build out more sample units.
This fall and next spring, for example, the standards team is working with teachers across the
state to build personal financial literacy and physical education units in grade K-12. In
addition, educators have asked for support with integrating high-quality assessments aligned
to the units. They have also asked for ways to develop student learning objectives based on
the sample units that could be used for the growth portion of their educator evaluation. The
team will be working with districts to accomplish this work and provide samples that other
districts can use.

Page 162 of 169



Participant Feedback
As we progress through the phases of the Project, we are also collecting feedback from the
curriculum authors and educators across the state. Here’s a sample of what people are

saying...

About the Project and the Colorado Academic Standards...

(0]

My perceptions of the standards are completely different after the curriculum
project.

Through my participation in the workshops for Colorado's District Sample
Curriculum Project | gained a much deeper level of familiarity with both my
grade level standards and the larger conceptual themes that run through the
standards.

The standards promote good teaching. I'm excited to have more in depth in my
curriculum.

About the Project and standards implementation...

This work helped me to see how the standards could be interwoven to strengthen
the developed units so that the units become tighter and more cohesive instead of
just a batch of standards thrown together with some similarities. Making these
connections for teachers and students is very important. This work reinforced the
idea that standards are not just a list of concepts or skills to be checked off as
they are taught.

| think many of my colleagues see the new standards in groups that work
independent of each other rather than overlapping and interconnected standards.
This was helpful to show others how the standards can be linked together in an
instructional unit.

About the Project and working with fellow Colorado educators...

| got to work with wonderful colleagues, people who love teaching like I do. Being
a teacher is lonely sometimes, especially at a small school, and | was put with
these two ladies who are, like, curriculum geniuses. It was one of the most
intellectually challenging and engaging experiences | have had since the
beginning of my career.

I am so thankful for this opportunity. It was so nice to connect with other teachers
to create meaningful work and to feel that teachers’ voices do matter.

3 b. Least effective program (in the context of management and budget)

From a student outcomes perspective, the state continues to be challenged by large and
persistent achievement gaps and low performance of students with disabilities. While this
question refers to management and budget, the department felt it was important to highlight
these two areas as significant priorities for statewide focus and effort. CDE’s four strategic
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goals are aimed at addressing these disparities over time for students at all levels of the preK-
12 system.

In the context of management and budget, the department has selected the investigation
function of educator licensure. While the department has made significant progress in
reducing the cycle time for the processing of initial licenses and renewals (less than 21 days),
there remains a substantial backlog of cases requiring investigation. Of the 39,000
applications received annually, approximately 10% of them require investigation for an event
that may disqualify the applicant from a license. These investigations range in levels of
severity, intensity, and complexity. A case that may seem straightforward (e.g., conviction
for a DUI) may be far more complex (e.qg., if that conviction involved harm to a minor).

The department has three individuals who are responsible for conducting the investigations.
Currently there are over 300 outstanding investigations being conducted. Of those cases,
over 100 of them are over 6 months old. An applicant is referred to investigations if he/she
self-discloses a potentially disqualifying event on his/her application, if he/she does not clear
the background check, and/or for other flags in the system (e.g., reporting by an employer).
Much of the wait time is for legal proceedings to move to completion, documentation to be
provided by the applicant (a good deal of time can be lost in waiting for paperwork to be sent
and/or responses from the applicant), and information to be sent from other states or
agencies. The department’s investigators work closely with the Attorney General’s Office,
seeking advice and turning cases over that require litigation.

3 c. Please provide recommendations on what will make this program (2.b.) more
effective based on the department’s performance measures.

Now that the cycle time for initial applicants and renewals of licenses has been reduced and
processes have been improved through the use of Lean principles, the department is focusing
on ways to streamline the investigation process. The executive director of the licensure
office has conducted a process flow analysis of the investigation process, looking for areas of
potential waste and/or backlogs. The main challenges identified through this process were
the number of staff to address the volume of cases and the time lost waiting for information.
With regard to the volume/staff challenge, the department has found that the availability of
continuous spending authority has been critical in enabling the department to add temporary
staff when needed to meet the changing volume of the regular licensure process. The
department is examining ways of using temporary staff (which would be contingent on the
department maintaining continuous spending authority) and/or cross-training current staff to
assist with the less complex components of the investigation process (e.g., tracking down
paperwork, making follow up calls to applicants, etc.). The department is also working with
the Attorney General’s Office to review the backlog and identify cases that the Attorney
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General’s Office can take given their likelihood of requiring litigation. In addition, the
department is exploring instituting processes where an applicant’s case would be closed if,
upon a specified number of documented attempts to reach the applicant, the applicant fails to
respond and/or fails provide requested information in his/her possession.

Question 4: How much capital outlay was expended using either operating
funds or capital funds in FY 2013-14? Please break it down between the amount
expended from operation and the amount expended from capital.

RESPONSE

The department expended a total of $529,356 for capital outlay. It was all from operating funds,
as the department has no lines in its Long Bill for capital expenditures. In general, the
expenditures fell into the following three categories:

Description Amount
Information Technology Equipment $208,758
Software Purchases $225,240
Misc. Library Purchases—primarily books $95,358
Total: $529,356
Question 5: Does Department have any outstanding high priority

recommendations as identified in the “Annual Report of Audit
Recommendations Not Fully Implemented” that was published by the State
Auditor’s Office on June 30, 2014? What is the department doing to resolve the
outstanding high priority recommendations?

RESPONSE

No, the department does not have any outstanding high priority recommendations in the “Annual
Report of Audit Recommendations not Fully Implemented.”
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APPENDIX I

COLORADO STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
2015 LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES
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Colorado State Board of

Education

Z0L5 Legisla g rities

2015 Legislative Priorities
1. Schaol Finance

Support development of a comprehensive, equitable, and predictable appreachs to financing Codarado’s
public schools.

a. Create a systern of funding that allocates resounces to schools in a manner that more acoarately
reflects whene students are enmolled over the course of the school year, instead of the carrent system
at & smnle cound date,

b, Prioritize school Anamce resowroes o:

1. Ensure that all studenis have sooess o resounoes b meet Colorade Academic Ssandarnds.

2. Suppait schaols and districls in theis efforts fo improve cuteames for students with
|h'|’-|'\-|||'|'|l|:| |y HEFRCTance,
Suppart bath in-seheal classream leaming and blanded, distamos, and online leaming
options.

4. Promaote administrative efficiencies among all districts.

Feward teachers and schools whose students out-perform in growth and redwoe achievement gaps,
d. Oppose state policies which oreate unfunded mandates on scheals, districts, and the Department of

Education.

#, Recopnizing that the Permanent Fund was established with a goal of providing for Colorado
shudents, pow and in the futine, work o enhance and improve the fund and to opposs any

legishaibon that will further deplebs i

L

[l

2. Gireat Teachers and Leaders
Sapipont policies which ensure all Colersda shadents have great teachers and leaders.
a. Support policies which help schoals and districks identify, atract and recruit promising individuals
b the e dscation |!l|::‘l-|_'-\.'\-|i|_|'|
. Eupp-c.rl: P-C|||.'h'.! which kdenitify, |'H."1.'|'\-_|_:I'||.-'|'. ardd revard |||5|'||:| elbective exlucakars
c. Create an aligned system of educator loensure, induction, professional develapment, and
evalualion.
d. Suppaort policies to hold educator preparation programes accountable for the effectiversess of theit
praduates
2. Leverage quality educatian beyand the dassroom through anline opticeas and partnerships,

A Slatewidé Syshem of Accountability and Suppori
& Provide targeted support and and suthority to enable a range of pathways to um around the
shale’s lowesl |_h_='||'|'|||r'|'||;.: achonets ad disdiiets,
b. Tdentify and reward scheals and districs that are sucoesabully decreasing achisvement gaps and
provide targeted interventions to thase strugeling with persistent and barge gapa.
o Promeate and support palicles that posidvely impact the clesing of student achievemnent gaps in
Calorado.

CIILCIRALID STATE BOWRD OF EQLICATION
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4, Slandards amd Assessmends

b

Suppart policks which focws on student mastery of the Colerada Academde Standards through
mieltiple pathways that move beyond seat time and Carnegle umits,

Fully fund the development and implementation of a comprehensive system of statewlde
msesmments including funding for technology needed to administer tests.

Suppart assessment policies that reduce the scope of satewide nssessmems; pravide relevant and
temely data bo educators and a meaninghul expernence for students: value student performnnce
grovwily over ke and use valid measanes; have a lmiied impact on instructional time; and consider
samipling where nssessment purpases pertain fo siate ineresis,

Bupport assessment policies that include local choéces from an approved menu of opticns with
focus on performainces 1asks snd allow for ross-disirict collaboration on scoring, validity,
comparakility. Any lncal cheices should align closely wiith Colorsdie's graduation guidelines and
provide lrnspanzncy,

5, Imcreased Flexibility

Prowvide regulatory relief bo districts and schoals by maintaining existing fexibility while
supparting legislation which eliminates redundant or obsolete requirements and provides more
flexibility ba schocls and schoal districts and the Cedorado Deparbment of Education to deliver high
quality education services.

. Pravide flexibility in the way small school districts of fevwer than 1,(HH) shadenis meed reporting

regjuiremnents and implementation requirements in order to minimize the burden on small district
sohoo] stadf,

6, Innovation and Chedce
Support polices which:

s

Aagure that every stwdent has educational choices o best meet hisfher individual leaming meeds,
Iniresse ppporhanities for Colorado students o experience effective blended 'I-l:irn.lna midils and
expanded leaming opporhunities.

Allow for the restructuring of the schood day andfor school vear to close achievement gaps and
pranciimize bearming tirne for all studeni,

7. Early Childheod Edwcation
Support state policies that increase cpportunities for children to particigate in programs which will increase
their ahility to be ready to bearn in Kbindergarien.

& Crata Collection and Access

T

Continwe and increass support for the refinement and enhancement of SchoolView o enable
praretital aocess bo school and district performance data,

Emhance safe schools through an amendment i Safe School Reporting requirements under 32-32-
112k, T RS e inelude peporting of instarses of maripuana use resulting in conduct and
discipline code violalkons,

[ncrease suppart for enhanoed measunes of daka privacy and security for both school districts and
the department of education so that system-wide dala security and privacy practices are
strengthened. Support p-c.li.ci.:—.: which enhance edocator and atudent daka security and privacy
while ensuring transparency.
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4. State Board Authority

Support the Colorade State Board of Education’s constitutional responsibility for the general supervision of the
public schools through collaboration with the legislative and executive branches and with ron-profit
arganizations and the private sector, In ortherance of its constitational responsibility, support the suthority
af the stabe board through recognition of ik malemaking suthority rather than through prescriptive siatute.

Page 169 of 169



DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
FY 2015-16 JOINT BUDGET COMMITTEE HEARING AGENDA

Thursday, December 18, 2014
1:30 pm —5:00 pm

1:30-1:50 INTRODUCTIONS AND OPENING COMMENTS

1:50-2:10  QUESTIONSCOMMON TO ALL DEPARTMENTS

1. Do you have infrastructure needs (roads, real property, information technology) beyond the

current infrastructure request? If so, how do these needs fit in with the Department’s overall
infrastructure priorities that have been submitted to the Capita Development Committee or
Joint Technology Committee? If infrastructure should be a higher priority for the
Department, how should the Department’s list of overall priorities be adjusted to account for
it?
CSDB addresses infrastructure needs through controlled maintenance and capital
construction requests. We have submitted a five-year plan to the State Architects
Office for controlled maintenance and have a current request with the Capital
Development Committee.

4:30-5:00 COLORADO SCHOOL FOR THE DEAF AND THE BLIND

[Background Information: With R5, the Department is requesting an increase of $1.1 million
General Fund and 11.5 FTE in FY 2015-16 (annualizing to $1.2 million and 12.6 FTE in
subsequent years) to enhance school services in accordance with the Colorado School for the Deaf
and the Blind's (CSDB) strategic plan. The request includes three major components: (1)
$304,489 and 5.9 FTE (annualizing to $439,438 and 6.0 FTE) to extend the CSDB school year by
10 days (this component does not include new staff but reflects increased work time for the
existing staff); (2) $501,846 and 5.6 FTE (annualizing to $521,269 and 6.2 FTE) to add additional
CSDB staff; and (3) $275,844 (annualizing to $245,124) to support increased operating expenses,
including technology updates and general operating expenses increases.]

2. Please describe the anticipated impact of extending the CSDB school year by 10 student
contact days. What results can the State expect? Please explain.

Many students who attend CSDB are performing academically significantly below
many of their peers who are hearing and sighted. Historically, the average
attendance rate for students, during the regular school year, is 95%. Data has
consistently shown that students regress over long extended breaks. Beginning in
the 2011-2012 school year, CSDB modified the school calendar to reduce the
summer break to approximately 8 weeks. Since implementing this, we have seen
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a decline in summer learning loss Iin approximately 10% of our student
population. With the addition of 10 student contact days, CSDB could reduce the
extended break even more, which we believe will decrease the impact of summer

learning loss.

The student population at CSDB is very diverse. All of our students have been
identified with at least one disability. In addition, 27% of the students we serve
have an identified additional disability and 12% come from homes where a primary
language other than English is used. These factors, on top of the student’s
hearing or vision disability, contribute to students having academic,
communication, and social delays. Increasing the number of contact days would
provide additional time for these students in an environment that is accessible to
them. Students who are Deaf/hard of hearing would have more time in an
American Sign Language environment to promote continued language
development, and students who are blind/low vision would have additional time to
further develop their academic and literacy skills, as well as their skills in the
Expanded Core Curriculum skills.

3. Please explain how the proposed 10 day extension will occur. Will you extend the school
year farther into June? Will the hourly equivalent of 10 days be distributed throughout the
summer?

CSDB will extend the school year by adding 10 additional days in June.

4. The request seeks additional funding for the “outreach program.” Why is this called an

“outreach program” when it appears to provide services throughout the State rather than
marketing?
Outreach is a term that has been used for more than twenty years to refer to
services that are provided to students, who are being educated in settings other
than on the CSDB campus, and their parents and staff. The term denotes
“reaching out” beyond the boundaries of the physical campus to support students
and other stakeholders throughout the state.
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5. The JBC Staff recommended using the school’s existing outreach service fee structure (in
which school districts pay fees to the CSDB for the provision of services) to offset some of
the General Fund impact of the request for additional outreach services staff. Please discuss
the viability of using fee revenue to reduce the General Fund impact and whether the
CSDB/Department would support staff’ s suggestion.

Only two of the FTE requested, the teacher of the deaf and the teacher of the
visually impaired, provide revenue-generating services that cover some of the
hours needed in the job roles. The roles of these two positions include many
duties such as developing and coordinating summer programs for families and for
students, as well as developing and providing professional development trainings
that do not generate significant revenue. The general nature of the contract
services provided to districts and BOCES is temporary in nature (maternity leave,
interim periods when a school district or BOCES staff member leaves employment
and another staff member is hired, etc.). These services must be provided in order
that the educational and related services identified within the students’ Individual
Education Program (IEP) may be met.

The costs for these services are estimated, based upon the projected needs of the
district or BOCES. If the costs rise significantly above the projected costs, a
contract revision is developed with the school district or BOCES. Staff must also
be paid to attend mandated and recommended professional development training,
in order to maintain a “high quality” of skill. These hours of staff time are not
revenue-generating. All revenue generated is used to cover the costs of requested
services and meet the goals established in the CSDB Strategic Plan.

(Thefollowing question requiresonly awritten response.)

6. The Colorado School for the Deaf and the Blind is requesting an increase of $225,778 General
Fund in FY 2015-16 to support increased information technology costs and implement an
information technology “lifecycle.” Please explain how instructional goals are enhanced by
the use of this type of computer equipment and tie those goals to the specific changes in
funding in the request where possible.

Technology has the ability to level the playing field and improve the access to
information for students who are Deaf/hard of hearing and/or blind/low vision. The
overall goal of the Academic portion of the CSDB Strategic Plan is that “Students
will demonstrate the core content knowledge and 21st century skills required to
be college and/or career ready.” CSDB is currently in the process of transitioning
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from traditional text book curriculum to electronic curriculum. As we transition,
our goal is to move to a 1-1 device environment for students using electronic
curriculum and books. In the grade levels in which we have moved to electronic
curriculum, there has been a positive impact for students. Digital curriculum
provides a lot of visual support that is very beneficial to students who are
Deaf/hard of hearing. The curriculum is visual and interactive and helps support
language development for students. The curriculum also includes a lot of auditory
support which is highly beneficial for students who are blind/low vision. In
addition, assistive technology devices, such as a Braille Port, can be paired with
electronic curriculum for students who are blind/low vision.

In addition to transitioning to electronic curriculum, the new Colorado summative
assessments are computer-based assessments. In order to ensure that our
students can be successful in taking a computer-based assessment, they need to
develop the skills to utilize technology effectively.

To achieve our goals of implementing electronic curriculum, providing appropriate
assistive technology, and preparing our students for computer-based
assessments, we need funding to support not only the purchase of the initial
equipment but also funding to continue to support infrastructure needs and
replace equipment as it reaches the end of the usable life cycle. All of the funding,
in some way, is directly tied to our goals of improved outcomes for students to
include getting devices into the hands of students, staff equipment to be used in
the classroom, and the network support required to tie this all together (to include
wireless network, servers, and internet filters required to keep students safe and
secure in an online environment). All of the items in the request work in
conjunction with each other and have diminished or limited impact in isolation.

ADDENDUM: OTHER QUESTIONS FOR WHICH SOLELY WRITTEN RESPONSES ARE REQUESTED

1. How much capital outlay was expended using either operating funds or capital funds in FY
2013-14? Please break it down between the amount expended from operating and the amount
expended from capital.
$5,460 - Operating
$185,914 - Controlled Maintenance
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
FY 2015-16 JOINT BUDGET COMMITTEE HEARING AGENDA

Thursday, December 18, 2014
1:30 pm —5:00 pm

1:30-1:50 INTRODUCTIONS AND OPENING COMMENTS

1:50-2:10  QUESTIONSCOMMON TO ALL DEPARTMENTS

(Thefollowing questionsrequire both a written and verbal response.)

1. SMART Government Act:

a

b.

C.

Please describe how the SMART Government Act is being integrated into the
Department’s existing processes (both in terms of service delivery and evaluating
performance).

How is the data that is gathered for the performance management system used?

Please describe the value of the act in the Department.

2. Do you have infrastructure needs (roads, real property, information technology) beyond the
current infrastructure request? If so, how do these needs fit in with the Department’s overall
infrastructure priorities that have been submitted to the Capita Development Committee or
Joint Technology Committee? If infrastructure should be a higher priority for the
Department, how should the Department’s list of overall priorities be adjusted to account for

it?

3. Describe the Department's experience with the implementation of the new CORE accounting
System.

a

b
C.
d

Was the training adequate?

. Hasthe transition gone smoothly?

How has the implementation of CORE affected staff workload during the transition?

. Do you anticipate that CORE will increase the staff workload on an ongoing basis? If so,

describe the nature of the workload increase and indicate whether the Department is
requesting additional funding for FY 2015-16 to addressit.

2:10-3:00 PuBLICc ScHOOL FINANCE AND THE STATE EDUCATION FUND

FY 2015-16 Request for School Finance

[Background Information: The Governor’s request for school finance includes a net increase of

$381.1 million total funds (including increases of $239.9 million General Fund and $145.3
million cash funds from the State Education Fund and a decrease of $4.1 million cash funds from
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the State Public School fund). The request includes an increase of $380.6 million total funds for
the State Share of Districts Total Program line item and $513,859 cash funds from the State
Education Fund for the Hold-harmless Full-day Kindergarten Funding line item. The request
would reduce the negative factor by $200.0 million on a one-time basis from ($894.2 million in
FY 2014-15 to $694.2 million in FY 2015-16) but does not specify an intended level for the
negative factor beyond FY 2015-16. In addition, 174 school district superintendents have
submitted a statement seeking an additional $70.0 million in one-time funding for school
districts]

4. Please discuss the out-year impacts of providing the proposed increase in FY 2015-16. Does
the State Board of Education’s opinion vary from the Governor’s request for school finance?

5. Please discuss how one-time moneys would benefit school districts. How would districts use
the funds?

6. Please explain the advantages or disadvantages of providing funding through the school
finance formula to reduce the negative factor when the negative factor would immediately go
back up the following year. Isthere a better way to do this than through the formula?

7. Under current law, the “minimum state aid” provision of the School Finance Act will be
reinstated in FY 2014-15. Based on the JBC Staff estimates, that reinstatement would require
the distribution of $363,079 to a total of six school districts, five of which would not
otherwise receive state funding for school finance in FY 2015-16. Please explain why those
five districts would be able to fully fund total program in FY 2015-16 with local revenues.

Status of the State Education Fund

[Background Information: The JBC Staff briefing document discusses the status of the State
Education Fund in FY 2015-16 and subsequent years and the impact of providing ongoing
funding for avariety of programs from the State Education Fund. The ongoing and increasing use
of State Education fund moneys to support programs outside of school finance and categorical
programs will increase pressure on the General Fund to support school finance going forward.]

8. In FY 2014-15, the General Assembly provided $3.0 million in one-time funding to support
the development of a financial transparency system for education. Please provide an update
on the status of that system.

9. In FY 2014-15, the General Assembly increased funding provided to boards of cooperative
educational services (BOCES) to implement state education priorities by $2.0 million cash
funds from the State Education Fund. Please provide an update on how the Department is
distributing those funds and how the BOCES are using those funds.

10. The General Assembly has provided $3.0 million per year (from the State Education Fund) for
the Quality Teacher Recruitment Program. How is that program working? What is the State
getting for that money? Please provide an update.
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11. In FY 2014-15, the General Assembly provided an additional $27.5 million from the State
Education Fund for programs serving English language learners. Please discuss the ongoing
need for those funds. What is driving the need?

Availability of Local Revenues and Mill Levy Overrides

12. How much transparency does the Department have into the availability and use of local
revenues by school districts? Does the Department track how school districts use local
revenues? Please explain.

13. Please discuss the school districts’ use of mill levy overrides. How many are using overrides
and how much money are those overrides raising? How do overrides affect districts per pupil
operating revenues? Please provide illustrative examples of the impact of overrides on
operating revenues for districts that do and do not have access to significant override
revenues. Please discuss potential concerns about equity between school districts that do and
do not have override funds.

14. Please discuss the impact of local mill levy reductions for total program funding. If a mill
levy that was previously approved by voters is decreased, can it be increased again without a
vote?

3:00-3:15 BREAK
3:15-4:00 FY 2015-16 DECISION ITEMS

R3 Field Implementation and Support

[Background Information: The Department’s FY 2015-16 request includes an increase of $1.3
million General Fund and 7.3 FTE in FY 2015-16 (annualizing to $1.8 million General Fund and
10.5 FTE in FY 2016-17) to continue the Department’s support of field implementation of S.B.
10-191 (Educator Effectiveness) and the Colorado Academic Standards adopted pursuant to S.B.
08-212 (CAP4K).]

15. Please discuss local school districts' use of the Department’s technical assistance, tools, and
systems for the implementation of educator effectiveness and the Colorado Academic
Standards. How many districts are utilizing the services? If the services and systems were
scaled back, how would the Department recommend prioritizing services to continue to help
where needed (e.g., prioritizing rural districts)?

16. How many new FTE has the Department added to provide technical support over the past six
years and for what programs? Are those staff operating in “silos’ and could/should they be
cross trained to provide multiple services rather than having so many technical assistance staff
working with the same districts? Please explain.
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17. Please address the fiscal note process for S.B. 10-191 (Educator Effectiveness). Why should
the General Assembly approve the request for additional funding for a program that is so far
in excess of the costs anticipated in the fiscal note?

18. Please discuss other states' progress with educator evaluation systems. How are other states
handling the issue? How does Colorado’ s system compare?

19. Please discuss the impact and status of school districts implementation of student learning
objectives.

20. Please discuss school districts’ capacity to fully implement the educator effectiveness system
in FY 2015-16, including both the observation and growth components of the evauation
system.

21. The Department is regquesting $246,686 General Fund and 2.0 FTE to support two content
speciaist positions that have been funded as “employees on loan” from the Colorado
Education Initiative. Please discuss how this request complies with Section 24-75-1305,
C.R.S., which prohibits agencies from requesting funds to backfill private gifts, grants, and
donations.

22. Please provide background on the Colorado Education Initiative (CEI). What is the origin of
CEI? How isthe CEl licensed in Colorado (non-profit, public, private, etc.)?

23. What value are the external employees (the employees on loan) providing to school districts?
Which districts are they helping and how?

24. Should non-state employees, funded and employed by an external entity, have been leading
the Department’s standards implementation work and supervising state employees? If the
positions were necessary in FY 2012-13, why did the Department not request approval for the
positions from the General Assembly?

R4 State Review Panel Online Portal

[Background Information: The Department’s request includes an increase of $77,375 General
Fund to enhance and maintain an online system to streamline the State Review Panel’ s reviews of
schools and school districts for the statewide accountability system.]

25. What is the role of the Governor’'s Office of Information Technology in formulating this
request? Isthe Internet Portal Authority involved in the request? Please explain.

R7 Building Excellent Schools Today Statewide Priority Assessment

[Background Information: The Department’s request includes an increase of $3.5 million cash
funds from the Public School Capital Construction Assistance Fund and 6.0 FTE to reconfigure
the Building Excellent Schools Today (BEST) priority assessment database and provide
additional assistance to schools and school districts applying for funding from the BEST program.
The request includes $2.7 million in one-time funding to reconfigure the database and $792,914
and 6.0 FTE to support a team of assessors to provide additional assistance to school districts and
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maintain the priority assessment database going forward.]

26. Please put the $2.7 million requested to reconfigure the database in context with the Building
Excellent Schools Today (BEST) overal budget. How does the cost to reconfigure the
database compare to the assistance the program will provide? How much vaue will the
database provide if the State is reaching the cap on certificate of participation (COP) payments
for BEST?

27. Please explain the level of detail of the information stored in the program’s database. For
example, will the database provide information to first responders in an emergency (e.g., does
it include building blue prints)? Is the information in the database subject to Colorado Open
Records Act (CORA) requests, and does the information in the database create a
vulnerability? Will the updated database just contain information on the capital maintenance
status of al of the schools?

28. Has the Office of Information Technology reviewed the request to reconfigure the database?
Who would do the reconfiguration? What is the origin of the $2.7 million estimate? Please
explain.

4:00-4:20 STANDARDIZED ASSESSMENTS
[Background Information: The JBC Staff briefing document includes a menu of potential options
to modify the existing statewide system of standardized assessments.]

29. Please discuss the impact of scaling assessments back to the federal (minimum) requirements
on: (1) the calculation of student growth, particularly in high school; and (2) the statewide
accountability system.

30. Some Colorado schools offer dual enroliment where high school students are taking college
courses on a full-time basis and yet those students are still required to take the statewide
standardized assessments. Why is the State continuing to assess those students, when they
have already completed their high school requirements and been admitted to college courses?
Could eliminating those assessments generate savings? Please explain.

31. Does the Department track the time and money spent on local (school district mandated)
assessments? How much instructional time and money are spent on such assessments,
relative to the statewide system?

32. Is the assessment system a significant driver of the Governor’s request for one-time funding
(or one-time reduction in the negative factor)?

4.20-4:30 OTHER QUESTIONS
33. Under current law, the continuous appropriation for the Office of Professional Services to

support educator licensure efforts will expire at the end of FY 2014-15 and the office will be
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subject to legidative appropriation again beginning in FY 2015-16. What is the Department’s
position regarding the expiration (or potential extension) of that continuous appropriation?

34. How does Colorado rank nationally in terms of the distribution of federal funds for education?
Isthere any way to increase the receipt of federal education fundsin Colorado?

35. The JBC Staff is recommending that the JBC run legislation to eliminate most of the “dual
line item appropriations’ in the Department’s budget. Please discuss the Department’s
position regarding that recommendation.

36. The Department’ s use of private leased space has increased in recent years, and the JBC Staff
is recommending consolidating all of the Department’s private leased space funding into a
single Leased Space line item. Please address the Department’s participation in the capitol
complex master plan process. Has the Department participated? Please explain.

37. During a JBC Staff briefing regarding the Department of Human Services, staff recommended
moving Part C Child Find evaluation responsibilities from the Department of Education to the
Department of Human Services. What is the Department of Education’s position on the staff
recommendation?

4:30-5:00 COLORADO SCHOOL FOR THE DEAF AND THE BLIND

[Background Information: With R5, the Department is requesting an increase of $1.1 million
Genera Fund and 11.5 FTE in FY 2015-16 (annualizing to $1.2 million and 12.6 FTE in
subsequent years) to enhance school services in accordance with the Colorado School for the Deaf
and the Blind's (CSDB) strategic plan. The request includes three major components: (1)
$304,489 and 5.9 FTE (annualizing to $439,438 and 6.0 FTE) to extend the CSDB school year by
10 days (this component does not include new staff but reflects increased work time for the
existing staff); (2) $501,846 and 5.6 FTE (annualizing to $521,269 and 6.2 FTE) to add additional
CSDB staff; and (3) $275,844 (annualizing to $245,124) to support increased operating expenses,
including technology updates and general operating expenses increases.]

38. Please describe the anticipated impact of extending the CSDB school year by 10 student
contact days. What results can the State expect? Please explain.

39. Please explain how the proposed 10 day extension will occur. Will you extend the school
year farther into June? Will the hourly equivalent of 10 days be distributed throughout the
summer?

40. The request seeks additional funding for the “outreach program.” Why is this called an

“outreach program” when it appears to provide services throughout the State rather than
marketing?
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41. The JBC Staff recommended using the school’s existing outreach service fee structure (in
which school districts pay fees to the CSDB for the provision of services) to offset some of
the General Fund impact of the request for additional outreach services staff. Please discuss
the viability of using fee revenue to reduce the General Fund impact and whether the
CSDB/Department would support staff’ s suggestion.

(Thefollowing question requiresonly awritten response.)

42. The Colorado School for the Deaf and the Blind is requesting an increase of $225,778 General
Fund in FY 2015-16 to support increased information technology costs and implement an
information technology “lifecycle.” Please explain how instructional goals are enhanced by
the use of this type of computer equipment and tie those goals to the specific changes in
funding in the request where possible.

ADDENDUM: OTHER QUESTIONS FOR WHICH SOLELY WRITTEN RESPONSES ARE REQUESTED

1. Provide alist of any legidlation that the Department has: (a) not implemented or (b) partialy
implemented. Explain why the Department has not implement or has partially implemented
the legidation on thislist.

2. What is the turnover rate for staff in the department? Please provide a breakdown by office
and/or division, and program.

3. Pleaseidentify the following:
a. The department’s most effective program;
b. The department’ s least effective program (in the context of management and budget);
c. Please provide recommendations on what will make this program (2.b.) more effective
based on the department’ s performance measures.

4. How much capital outlay was expended using either operating funds or capital funds in FY
2013-14? Please break it down between the amount expended from operating and the amount
expended from capital.

5. Does the Department have any outstanding high priority recommendations as identified in the
"Annual Report of Audit Recommendations Not Fully Implemented” that was published by
the State Auditor's Office on June 30, 2014? What is the department doing to resolve the
outstanding high priority recommendations?
http://www.leg.state.co.us/OSA/coauditorl.nsf/All/IFE335CE3162803F87257D 7E00550568/
$FILE/14225%20-

%20ANNUA L %20REPORT%200F%20AUDIT%20RECOMMENDATIONS%20NOT %20
FULLY %201MPL EMENTED%20A S%6200F%20JUNE%2030,%202014.pdf
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