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INTRODUCTION 
 

The Colorado Legislature passed House Bill (HB) 17-1340 that created a legislative Interim 
Committee to study school finance issues over the course of the 2017 and 2018 legislative 
interims and “make legislative recommendations concerning how to most accurately meet the 
educational needs of students through the funding of education in Colorado.”  

A. Using Principles to Assess & Evaluate Colorado’s Current School 
Finance & Funding System 

To assist the Interim Committee with its work, FourPoint Education Partners (FourPoint) 
proposed use of principles-focused evaluation as an analytical framework for use by the Interim 
Committee to assess and evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of its school finance and 
funding system. Through our engagement with the Interim Committee Members and other 
Colorado educational stakeholders, FourPoint identified a preliminary set of nine principles that 
can be used to assess and evaluate the current school finance and funding system: 

1. Align School Finance and Funding to Contemporary Educational Systems, Goals, 
Objectives, and Learning Contexts 

2. Center Allocations Based on Students and Their Characteristics (not 
organizations/institutions) 

3. Provide Every Student Access to Quality Core Learning Opportunities, Including 
Quality and Effective Learning Resources 

4. Provide Every Student Equitable Opportunities to Achieve 
5. Share Investment in Providing Learning Opportunities to Children of Colorado 
6. Make the School Finance and Funding System Transparent and Understandable to 

Stakeholders 
7. Accurately Finance and Fund Learning Needs of Students 
8. Maximize Productivity and Efficiency of Learning Resources 
9. Locally Control Educational Management and Methods 

More information about the analytical framework and each of these principles is included 
in Volume I of the Year 1 Report.  

If the system satisfies these principles in both its design and outcomes, then the Interim 
Committee might reasonably conclude that the system is designed and functioning well. 
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Conversely, if the system does not satisfy these principles, then the Interim Committee 
might reasonably conclude that the system is not designed and functioning well.  

B. Presenting Initial Data, Analysis, and Research Evidence to Inform 
Assessment and Evaluation of Colorado’s Current School Finance 
and Funding System 

This report presents preliminary data, analysis, and research evidence that can be used to 
inform the assessment and evaluation of Colorado’s current school finance and funding system. 
These pieces of evidence are not meant to be fully exhaustive of all of the evidence that could 
be collected and reported against each of the principles. Also included in the evidence is 
research that can help deepen understanding of the identified principles. This research 
evidence also serves the purpose of identifying the types of research questions that could be 
pursued in Colorado to bring direct Colorado-specific evidence to assist in the assessment and 
evaluation of Colorado’s existing or future school finance and funding system. 

Summaries of the evidence are presented with each principle. Specific data, analysis, and 
research presentations and visualizations associated with these evidence summaries are 
included in this volume’s appendices for reference. With the data available, FourPoint presents 
Colorado-specific data and analyses at a statewide level and disaggregated by district setting 
and district size to explore possible patterns of learning needs that might be addressed through 
Colorado’s school finance and funding system and the performance of the state’s school 
finance and funding system. 

District Setting 
FourPoint used the District Setting categories as defined by the Colorado Department of 
Education:1 

• Metro Denver – 15 districts in the Denver-Boulder metropolitan statistical area. 
• Urban-Suburban – 15 districts which comprise the state's major population centers 

outside of the Denver metropolitan area and their immediate surrounding suburbs, plus 
the Charter School Institute and the Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind. 

• Outlying City – 13 districts in which most pupils live in population centers of seven 
thousand persons but less than thirty thousand persons. 

• Outlying Town – 49 districts in which most pupils live in population centers in excess of 
one thousand persons but less than seven thousand persons. 

• Rural/Remote – 86 districts with no population centers in excess of one thousand 
persons and characterized by sparse widespread populations. 
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Appendix A includes a list of Colorado’s school districts, their district setting designation, and 
the number of students enrolled in school year 2017-2018. The Colorado Department of 
Education uses both “Rural” and “Remote” as category labels, each with slightly different 
definitions. FourPoint checked several documents and reconciled that the same districts were 
in the Rural district setting category and the Remote district setting category. In an attempt to 
avoid confusion, the data presentations in this report represent a combined “Rural/Remote” 
category label.  

The National Center for Education Statistics at the Institute of Education Sciences in the U.S. 
Department of Education has a standardized categorization of all schools in the nation that 
could be used to improve comparability of districts within Colorado and of Colorado schools 
with others around the nation.2 

District Size 
Colorado has many small school districts (as small as four students in Agate 300) and large 
school districts (as large as 91,794 students in Denver County 1) and everything in between. 
These differences in district size, as measured by student enrollment, can cause difficulties 
interpreting data and analyses. To ease interpretation and explore possible patterns of learning 
needs and outcomes of the current school finance and funding system, FourPoint created 
categories recognizing the range of school district sizes. For purposes of presenting Colorado-
specific school district data, FourPoint used the following school district size categories: 

• 100 students or less –12 school districts accounting for 2,684 students (0.29 percent of 
state enrollment) 

• 101 to 300 students – 44 school districts, plus the Colorado School for the Deaf and 
Blind accounting for 8,584 students (0.84 percent of state enrollment) 

• 301 to 600 students – 32 school districts accounting for 12,959 students (1.42 percent 
of state enrollment) 

• 601 to 1,200 students – 26 school districts accounting for 23,416 students (2.57 percent 
of state enrollment) 

• 1,201 to 6,000 students – 35 school districts accounting for 91,688 students (10.07 
percent of state enrollment) 

• 6,001 to 25,000 students – 18 school districts, plus the Charter School Institute, 
accounting for 241,764 students (26.56 percent of state enrollment) 

• 25,001 students or more – 11 school districts accounting for 527,930 students (58.00 
percent of state enrollment).3 
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District settings do not capture different district size dynamics within each setting. For instance, 
not every district in the Denver Metro setting is a very large district like Denver County 1 or 
Jefferson County. Similarly, not every district in the Outlying Town setting or Rural/Remote 
setting is necessarily a very small district in terms of student enrollment. Appendix B shows the 
districts within each district setting by the seven different school district size categories. 

C. “Living” Body of Evidence 

This volume is the second of three volumes of the Year 1 Report and provides preliminary 
evidence in the form of data, analysis, and research to inform the assessment and 
evaluation of Colorado’s current school finance and funding system. Additional data, 
analysis, and research evidence may be pursued and presented throughout the 2018 
interim session as the Interim Committee Members continue their assessment and 
evaluation activities.  

For instance, the preliminary evidence presented in this volume is primarily statewide 
averages and averages of district categories (setting and size). This volume shows the 
variation in district setting averages and district size averages. Not shown in this volume 
that may help to deepen understanding of the contexts and the effectiveness and 
efficiency of the state’s school finance and funding system is the great deal of variation 
that exists within each of these categories with respect to how the current school finance 
and funding system is designed and performs (the outcomes of the finance and funding 
processes). Our intention is to create a living body of evidence throughout the 2018 
interim session providing additional information to the Interim Committee as they 
continue their assessment and evaluation of Colorado’s school finance and funding 
system and make recommendations that accurately meet the educational needs of 
students through the funding of education in Colorado.  
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 PRINCIPLE 1: ALIGN SCHOOL FINANCE AND FUNDING TO 
CONTEMPORARY EDUCATIONAL SYSTEMS, GOALS, OBJECTIVES, 

AND LEARNING CONTEXTS 
 

Interim Committee Members and Colorado education stakeholders indicated a desire for a 
school finance and funding system that aligns to other parts of Colorado’s contemporary 
educational system, including the goals, objectives, and learning contexts.  A finance and 
funding system that is coherent with the other parts of the public educational system would 
serve to strengthen the entire educational system. When inter-related parts of a system are 
aligned well, the functioning of the system is greater than the sum of its parts.  

 

Preliminary evidence to inform assessment and evaluation of Principle 1 includes demographic 
context data and description of Colorado’s dynamic educational policy context by presenting 
examples of policy changes since the inception of the School Finance Act of 1994. 

A. Demographic Context 

Colorado public schools enrolled 910,280 students in school year 2017-2018.4 Among that total 
were 33,048 pre-Kindergarten (PK) students, 13,730 half-day Kindergarten students, and 49,844 
full-day Kindergarten students.5 This is a 13.4 percent increase in the number of PK-12 students 
in the state over the previous 10 years (school year 2007-2008) and a 35.3 percent increase 
over the previous 20 years (Appendix 1.0a).6 Districts in the Denver Metro and Urban-Suburban 
categories experienced the largest enrollment gains over the last 10 years, 15.8 percent and 
14.5 percent, respectively (Appendix 1.0b). Districts in the Rural/Remote category experienced 
enrollment declines of 9.3 percent over the last 10 years. Appendixes 1.0a and 1.0b provide 
additional detailed data related to enrollment changes over time. 

How effectively and efficiently does Colorado’s school finance and funding system align with 
contemporary learning contexts? 

How does the system create coherence so as to realize the whole being greater than the sum 
of its parts? 
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Some additional demographic data describing Colorado’s educational context, include: 

• 2.2 percent of students were enrolled in online education programs7 
• 7.4 percent of students were identified as Gifted & Talented8 
• 10.9 percent of students were identified as special education9 
• 14.1 percent of students were identified as English learners (including in monitoring 1 

and 2)10 
• 1.6 percent of students were identified as homeless11 
• 34 percent of students were free lunch eligible; an additional 8 percent of students were 

reduced price lunch eligible.12,13 
 
Appendix 1 provides additional detailed data related to demographics of Colorado public school 
students. 

Increasing eligibility for federal free and reduced-price lunch program 
The number and percentage of Colorado’s public school students who were eligible for for the 
federal free- or reduced-price lunch program increased year over year between school year 
2008-2009 and school year 2013-2014 with a slight decrease in school year 2017-2018 
(Appendix 1.1b). The number and percentage of Colorado’s public school students eligible for 
the federal reduced-price lunch program increased year over year between school year 2010-
2011 and school year 2017-2018. Eligibility for free lunch is household income up to 130 
percent of the federal poverty guidelines; eligibility for reduced-price lunch is household 
income up to 185 percent of the federal poverty guidelines. 

Increasing identification of students as English learners 
The number of English learners has increased by 29.3 percent between school year 2008-2009 
and school year 2017-2018. Nearly 9 of 10 of Colorado’s English learners are in districts within 
the Denver Metro and Urban-Suburban setting while more than 1 of 9 of Colorado’s English 
learners (12 percent) are in rural districts (Appendix 1.1f). Considering English learner 
identification and poverty measures, together, more than 80 percent of English learners were 
eligible for the federal free or reduced-price lunch program—the vast majority of whom were 
eligible for the lower income threshold free lunch program (Appendix 1.1h). 

B. Policy Context 

Colorado’s educational policy landscape has continued to be dynamic since passage of the 
School Finance Act of 1994 touching on issues of governance, learning standards, assessment, 
monitoring and reporting, accountability, human capital, innovation, and instructional 
strategies. On some of these issues, Colorado policymakers addressed them on more than one 
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occasion. Colorado educational policy has also been impacted by federal educational policy and 
non-education state policy such as public taxation and finance policy.  

Colorado educational policy changes are often an attempt to address some aspect of the state’s 
educational system in an effort to improve system performance. 

Some significant policies interacting with Colorado’s school finance and funding system, 
include: 

• State and school district revenues impacted by statewide Constitutional Amendments -- 
Gallagher Amendment (1982) and Taxpayers Bill of Rights (TABOR, 1992). 

• Charter Schools Act of 1993; State Charter School Institute created in 2004. 
• Constitutional Amendment 23 (2000) 

o Annually increase Total Program Funding formula levels by the rate of inflation. 
o Earmark 0.33 percent of Colorado’s income tax into the State Education Fund. 

• Innovation Schools Act of 2008. 
• The Education Accountability Act of 2009 (Senate Bill 09-163). 
• Educator effectiveness through Senate Bill 10-191 in 2010. 
• Public School Financial Transparency Act of 2010 (House Bill 10-1036). 
• Common Core State Standards adopted as part of Colorado Academic Standards in 

2010. 
o Assessments to measure impact on student learning towards desired standards 

adopted shortly thereafter. 
• Colorado Reading to Ensure Academic Development (READ) Act of 2012; repealed the 

Colorado Basic Literacy Act of 1997. 
• Early Childhood At-Risk Enhancement Program (2013) expanded the Colorado Preschool 

Program (1992). 
• English Language Proficiency Program of 2014 (House Bill 14-1298). 
• Colorado Graduation Guidelines approved in 2015; Class of 2021 is the first class to 

graduate under these requirements. 

Policies such as the READ Act and English Language Proficiency Program carry with them 
funding to be distributed to Colorado’s school districts for use in ways that the laws specify for 
students who meet eligibility criteria set forth in those laws. These policies also touch on 
monitoring, reporting, human capital (e.g., professional development), instructional strategies, 
and accountability parts of the educational system.  
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Colorado’s public school student population increased substantially and changed in its 
demographic makeup and educational needs. The educational policy environment evolved to 
meet the changing educational context over the last 20-plus years. In the meantime, the 
fundamentals of Colorado’s school finance and funding system remains unchanged since its 
inception in 1994. 

 

 

PRINCIPLE 2: CENTER ALLOCATIONS BASED ON STUDENTS AND 
THEIR CHARACTERISTICS (NOT ORGANIZATIONS/INSTITUTIONS) 

 

The Interim Committee and Colorado educational stakeholders consistently desired a school 
funding system that is “student-centered.” The Superintendents working group promoted their 
funding model as being student-centered, i.e., a formula that recognizes student enrollment 
and characteristics and sets funding levels according to those students and their characteristics. 
These types of funding mechanisms can set districts’ funding levels through formula-based 
adjustments or through out-of-formula programmatic adjustments, e.g., categorical programs 

 

Preliminary evidence to inform assessment and evaluation of Principle 2 includes description of 
Colorado’s Total Program Funding formula, the district funding generation and allocation 
component of the state’s school finance and funding system—School Finance Act of 1994. 

As will be discussed in Principle 3 in more detail, Colorado’s Total Program Funding formula 
begins with a Base Per-Pupil Funding amount that is generated for every funded pupil. 
Adjustments are made to this Base Per-Pupil Funding amount to arrive at the Total Program 

How effectively and efficiently does the school finance and funding system center itself on 
students and their characteristics?  

How does the system allocate learning resources based on the number of students and their 
characteristics? 
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Funding amount for every school district. Figure 1 shows the series of adjustments to arrive at 
each district’s Total Program Funding amount: 

Figure 1. Colorado’s school funding formula. 

 

Two in-formula adjustments are made to the Base amount to generate a Preliminary Per-Pupil 
Funding amount based on economic conditions of districts and the operational scale of school 
districts:  

• Cost-of-living adjustments to ensure equitable purchasing power for personnel by 
districts across the state (non-personnel costs are not adjusted for cost of living);  

• District-level enrollment size adjustments to address economies of scale, particularly for 
small school districts. 

These district characteristic-based adjustments amounted to $580 million in school year 2017-
2018 (Appendix 2.0a). The cost-of-living adjustment increased substantially between school 
years 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 and has continued to increase to school year 2017-2018 
(Appendix 2.0b). 

Two additional in-formula adjustments are then made to the Preliminary Per-Pupil Funding 
amount to generate districts’ Total Program Funding amount. One adjustment is based on a 
proxy measure for students living in or near poverty and the concentration of students with 
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that characteristic. The other adjustment is based on the type of educational programming that 
the students are enrolled. These two additional in-formula adjustments are: 

• At-risk students adjustment – those eligible for the federal free lunch program (and 
some additional English learner students while excluding preschool students), including 
possible concentration funding; and  

• Funding for online and ASCENT program students. 

The at-risk funding adjustment has up to two components, a standard adjustment of 12 percent 
of a district’s preliminary per-pupil funding for every eligible student and a concentration factor 
for those districts with proportions of at-risk students greater than the statewide average for 
those districts with at least 459 students. The at-risk concentration factor depends on school 
district size—districts with between 459 and 50,000 students generate an at-risk concentration 
factor equal to 0.30 of a percentage point for each percentage point that a district’s at-risk 
percentage exceeds the statewide average, whereas districts with more than 50,000 students 
generate an at-risk concentration factor equal to 0.36 of a percentage point for each 
percentage point that a district’s at-risk percentage exceeds the statewide average.  

While the at-risk adjustment would seem to be a funding formula factor that is based entirely 
on student characteristics, the nuances of the formula reveal that district characteristics, 
namely district size, also impacts how much at-risk funding is generated for each district. 

The at-risk funding adjustment was the single largest in-formula adjustment at $347 million in 
school year 2017-2018 (Appendix 2.0a), but was less than the combined district characteristic-
based adjustments. In total, at-risk funding accounts for approximately 5 percent of Total 
Program Funding each year. 

Two additional adjustments are made to districts’ allocations. The first is cumulative hold 
harmless provisions of $105 million in school year 2017-2018 for changes in policies, e.g., 2,454 
full-day Kindergarten slots that were part of the Colorado Preschool Program that were 
eliminated with changes to the program in 2008-2009 (amounting to $7.9 million per year). The 
second adjustment is for “phantom students” to accommodate districts who face declining 
enrollment or have fewer than 50 studens enrolled. Hold harmless funding remains constant 
year over year while funding for phantom students has decreased slightly between school years 
2013-2014 and 2017-2018 (Appendix 2.0b). 
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PRINCIPLE 3: PROVIDE EVERY STUDENT ACCESS TO QUALITY CORE 
LEARNING OPPORTUNITIES, INCLUDING QUALITY & EFFECTIVE 

LEARNING RESOURCES 
 

Interim Committee Members and other Colorado educational stakeholders expressed a desire 
that every child have equitable access to core learning opportunities, including quality and 
effective instructional resources. Among the many factors that contribute to in-school student 
learning opportunities are the availability and access to quality core learning resources—a 
combination of instructional and non-instructional support resources. 

 

School districts aim to provide every student with access to quality core learning opportunities, 
including quality and effective learning resources reflected in a Base funding level. These 
financial resources are then translated into core learning and support resources, most notably 
human resources such as teachers who can serve a critical role in student learning.  

Preliminary evidence to inform assessment and evaluation of Principle 3 includes: Years of 
teaching experience; teachers’ education levels; teacher compensation, including average and 
beginning salaries and benefits; and pupil-teacher ratios. 

A. Years of Teaching Experience 

Research evidence suggests that teacher effectiveness as measured by impacting student 
achievement and outcomes improves at significantly greater rates through the first several 
years of teaching experience—approximately four to seven years of experience. Teacher 
effectiveness continues to improve beyond these first several years, but at a lesser rate.14  

How effectively and efficiently does the school finance and funding system provide 
opportunities to students to access quality core learning opportunities, including quality & 

effective learning resources?  

How does the overall education system provide for quality core learning opportunities, 
including quality & effective learning resources? 
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By district setting 
Colorado teachers have an average of more than 10 years of experience in Colorado schools. 
Teachers in Rural/Remote setting districts have the highest average years of teaching 
experience in the state at 14.1 years in school year 2017-2018 (Appendix 3.1b). Teachers in 
Urban-Suburban setting districts have the lowest average years of teaching experience in the 
state at 9.7 years in school year 2017-2018. Average years of teaching experience is lower by at 
least one year in school year 2017-2018 than in school year 2013-2014 in Outlying City, Outlying 
Town, Rural/Remote, and Urban-Suburban setting districts (Appendix 3.1b). 

By district size 
Teachers in very small district size categories (300 students or less) have more than five years of 
additional experience, on average, than the average teacher experience in the largest district 
size categories (more than 6,001 students) (Appendix 3.1c). Average years of experience in the 
smallest district size categories can be influenced by the entry or exit of a single teacher given 
how few teachers there are in these districts resulting in larger year-to-year fluctuations. 
Averages in larger district categories are not as susceptible to changes to a single teacher. As a 
result, those averages tend to be more stable as can be seen in the largest district size category 
(Appendix 3.1c). 

Distribution of teacher experience 
The percentage of teachers across the state with less than three years of experience increased 
to 25.6 percent of teachers in school year 2017-2018 from 17.4 percent of teachers in school 
year 2010-2011 (Appendix 3.2a). Approximately 1 in 4 teachers in the state had more than 15 
years of experience, a similar proportion for the last eight years (Appendix 3.2a). 

By district setting 
Urban-Suburban setting districts have the highest average percentage of new teachers in their 
schools (28.3 percent) while Rural/Remote districts have the lowest average percentage of new 
teachers in their schools (21.8 percent) (Appendix 3.2b).  

By district size 
When looking at average experience distribution by district size, the smallest districts have the 
smallest percentage of new teachers in their schools while the largest districts in the state have 
the greatest percentage of new teachers in their schools (26.7 percent) (Appendix 3.2c). 
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B. Teachers’ Education Levels 

Approximately half of all teachers in Colorado have at least a Master’s degree or higher degree. 
The Denver Metro and Urban-Suburban district settings have the highest proportion of 
teachers with a Master’s degree at 58 percent and 52 percent, respectively (Appendix 3.4b). 
More than 50 percent of teachers in Outlying City, Outlying Town, and Rural/Remote district 
settings have a Bachelor’s degree with the highest percentage being the Rural/Remote setting 
at 58 percent, a consistent percentage since the 2013-2014 school year. 

C. Average Teachers’ Salaries & Benefits 

Average salaries for Colorado teachers was $52,972 in school year 2017-2018, an increase of 
7.7 percent over the average salary in school year 2010-2011 (on a non-inflation adjusted basis) 
(Appendix 3.5c). There is a great deal of variation in average salaries even among districts that 
spent similar amounts per pupil and are of similar size (Appendix 3.5a1). Benefits increased as a 
percentage of teacher salaries, namely PERA (retirement) benefits. PERA benefits were 20.1 
percent of teacher salaries in school year 2017-2018, an increase from 14.8 percent of teacher 
salaries in school year 2010-2011 (Appendix 3.7a). While teacher salaries increased over the 
previous seven years to the 2017-2018 school year, benefits—specifically retirement 
contributions— increased at a faster rate. 

By district setting 
Average teacher salaries were highest in the Denver Metro setting ($57,860) and lowest in the 
Rural/Remote setting ($39,945) in school year 2017-2018 (Appendix 3.5d). Average salaries 
increased across all district settings on a non-inflation adjusted basis. 

Benefits constituted approximately 30 percent of teacher compensation across all district 
settings (Appendix 3.5d). Benefits compensation increased at a faster rate than did average 
salaries between school years 2013-2014 and 2017-2018. 

By district size 
Average salaries were highest in the state’s largest districts ($57,172) and lowest in the state’s 
smallest districts ($34,545) in school year 2017-2018 (Appendix 3.5e). Average salaries were 
higher as district sizes grew larger. 

Similar to the trends observed using district setting, benefits increased at a faster rate than did 
average salaries between school years 2013-2014 and 2017-2018. Benefits constituted a larger 
proportion of teacher compensation in the state’s smallest districts than in the largest districts. 
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D. Average Starting Teachers’ Salaries 

Starting salaries provide districts opportunities to recruit new teachers into their schools. The 
average starting salary for a teacher with no prior teaching experience in Colorado schools was 
$45,098 in school year 2017-2018 (Appendix 3.6a). This figure increased 6.3 percent since 
school year 2010-2011 on a non-inflation adjusted basis. 

By district setting 
Average starting salaries for teachers was highest in the Denver Metro setting at $48,573 and 
lowest in the Rural/Remote setting at $37,344 in school year 2017-2018 (Appendix 3.6b). The 
smallest increases in starting salary were in the Outlying City setting at 2.6 percent over the 
period of school year 2013-2014 to school year 2017-2018 compared to the 6.8 percent 
increases in the Denver Metro setting. 

By district size 
Starting salaries were highest in the state’s largest districts with an average of $48,217 
compared to the state’s smallest districts with an average of $33,190 in school year 2017-2018 
(Appendix 3.6c). As a whole, average starting salaries increased annually from school year 2013-
2014 to school year 2017-2018 across district size categories on a non-inflation adjusted basis. 

E. Pupil-Teacher Ratios 

Pupil-teacher ratios provide some information about the quantity of learning resources that 
districts purchase at the salaries described in the previous sections. When looking at only those 
teachers coded as “Teachers – Regular” in the administrative files, the pupil-teacher ratios 
varied across Colorado’s school districts. While average starting salaries and average salaries for 
teachers were lowest in the Rural/Remote setting and the smallest size category of districts, the 
average pupil-teacher ratios in these same districts were significantly smaller than those found 
in larger districts and districts in the Denver Metro and Urban-Suburban settings. 

By district setting 
Average pupil-teacher ratios in the Denver Metro setting and the Urban-Suburban setting were 
similar at 20.0 students per teacher and 19.6 students per teacher, respectively (Appendix 
3.8b). The average pupil-teacher ratios in four of five district settings were fairly consistent over 
time; the average pupil-teacher ratio increased by more than one student in the Rural/Remote 
setting between the 2010-2011 and 2017-2018 school years. With that said, the average pupil-
teacher ratio in the Rural/Remote setting was three-fourths of the average in the Denver Metro 
setting. 
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By district size 
Average pupil-teacher ratios were near 20 students per teacher in the two largest size 
categories (6,001 to 25,000 students and Over 25,000 students) and stable over the eight-year 
period (Appendix 3.8c). The average pupil-teacher ratio in the “100 or less” district size 
category were less than half of those averages in larger size categories. 

 

 

PRINCIPLE 4: PROVIDE EVERY STUDENT EQUITABLE OPPORTUNITIES 
TO ACHIEVE 

 

The principle of equity (versus equality) recognizes the differences in student learning 
experiences (formal and informal) and adjusts the learning resources to those students to 
provide them a fair opportunity to achieve expected standards and outcomes. 

 

Preliminary evidence to inform assessment and evaluation of Principle 4 includes: How 
Colorado’s Total Program Funding formula addresses vulnerable students; how the Legislature 
addresses vulnerable students through categorical program funding and other state grants and 
awards; the total per-pupil funding available from local, state, and federal sources; and how 
those financial resources are used in terms of staffing in districts, including the deployment of 
total number of staff, including learning and pupil support staff and teaching assistants. 

A. Addressing Poverty-Related Equity Through Total Program Funding 
Formula 

Research evidence suggests that students eligible for free or subsidized meals achieve below 
those students who are not from economically disadvantaged backgrounds, and those students 

How effectively and efficiently does the school finance and funding system provide equitable 
opportunities for every student to achieve?  

How does the system provide for equitable opportunities to achieve? 
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who experience “persistent” economic disadvantage—those students whose family income 
makes them eligible for the free or subsidized meals program year after year—perform even 
less well than those students who have experienced transitory economic disadvantage.15  

The Total Program Funding formula includes funding adjustments for the percentage of 
students eligible for the federal free lunch program (and some additional measures)—a proxy 
measure to identify students from economically disadvantaged backgrounds—in recognition of 
the different learning needs of students from economically disadvantaged backgrounds, on 
average, and the learning needs of school communities where there are concentrations of 
students from economically disadvantaged backgrounds. As articulated in more detail in 
Principle 2, the at-risk funding adjustment has up to two components, a standard adjustment of 
12 percent of a district’s preliminary per-pupil funding for every eligible student and a 
concentration factor for those districts with proportions of at-risk students greater than the 
statewide average for those districts with at least 459 students.  

Additionally, 28,360 Colorado Preschool Program slots were made available through the Total 
Program Funding formula allocating approximately $112.0 million in school year 2017-2018 
(before Budget Stabilization Factor). Preschool students are funded as 0.5 funded pupils in the 
formula. An additional 5,200 slots were made available through the Early Childhood At-Risk 
Enhancement (ECARE) program which is a mix of making funding slots available through the 
Total Program Funding formula and a categorical program that includes specific requirements 
for student eligibility and use of funds. 

B. Addressing Equity Through State Categorical Program Funding 

Amendment 23 defined specific programs as categorical programs as those programs for 
transportation, English language proficiency, expelled and at-risk students, children with 
disabilities and gifted children, suspended students, vocational education, small attendance 
centers, and comprehensive health education. The sum of funding for these categorical 
programs is subject to increase by the rate of inflation by the Legislature. 

English Language Proficiency 
Through the English Language Proficiency Act, $20.3 million was allocated to Colorado school 
districts in school year 2017-2018, an 8.0 percent increase over the previous year (Appendix 
4.0a); $16.7 allocated to the state’s 178 school districts (Appendix 4.0b). Funding is provided for 
eligible English learners given several levels of English proficiency, including non-English 
proficient and limited English proficient and two levels of fluent English proficiency in extended 
monitoring of up to two years (Appendix 1.1e). 
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Special Education – Students with Disabilities  
Colorado also provided additional funding through categorical program funding for children 
with disabilities totaling $171.6 million in school year 2017-2018, a 2.7 percent increase over 
the previous year (Appendix 4.0a); $101.7 million allocated to the state’s 178 school districts 
(Appendix 4.0b). Approximately 11 percent of Colorado’s student population were students 
with disabilities in school year 2017-2018 (Appendix 1.1i), an increase of approximately 10 
percent over the school year 2014-2015 students with disabilities population (Appendix 1.1i). 
Funding is made to Administrative Units that can be a school district, BOCES, or combination of 
districts. Each student with disabilities generates $1,250 regardless of which of the 14 
disabilities they possess (Appendix 1.1j). Additional distributions to Administrative Units are 
made based on the percentage of students with specific disabilities compared to the number of 
students statewide with these disabilities thereby providing for a proportional share of funding 
for each disability. 

Expelled and At-Risk Student Services Grant Program 
The Total Program Funding formula identifies at-risk students as those eligible for the federal 
free lunch program. This categorical program, however, identifies expelled and truant students 
and students at risk of expulsion or suspension as the students to be served in this categorical 
program.  

C. Addressing Equity Through Other State Grants and Awards 

In addition to those programs specifically identified as categorical programs, the Colorado 
Legislature appropriates funding to school districts to address some identified need. In all, there 
are approximately 50 state grants, competitive grants, and awards made to Colorado school 
districts. The largest of these grants is the READ Act of 2012. The five largest of these programs 
in terms of funding provided in school year 2017-2018 amounted to more than $111 million 
(Appendix 4.1). Some of these grants and awards are to provide funding beyond categorical 
funding or to provide a complementary or supplemental service to those provided through 
categorical funds.  

D. Total Funding to Colorado School Districts 

Appendix 4.2a shows the per-pupil funding of school districts across the entire state in school 
year 2017-2018. Per-pupil funding ranged from $7,364 per pupil to more than $68,000 per pupil 
in De Beque School District 49-JT. 



 

 

 18 

By district setting 
Total Program Funding made up the overwhelming majority of total revenues to Colorado 
school districts—ranging from an average of $7,104 per pupil for districts in the Urban-
Suburban setting to an average of $9,255 per pupil for districts in the Rural/Remote setting 
(Appendix 4.2b). Average per-pupil funding through state categorical programs, state grants 
and awards, and federal funding is largest for districts in the Rural/Remote setting. 

By district size 
While there was some variation in average total funding across district settings, there was far 
greater variation across district size categories (Appendix 4.2c). The state’s smallest school 
districts—those with 100 students or less—generated an average of $14,630 per pupil in Total 
Program Funding compared to the state’s largest districts that generate less than half in Total 
Program Funding per pupil, on average. The smallest districts in the state also received more in 
categorical funding per pupil and federal funding per pupil than do larger districts in the state. A 
particularly interesting observation is that districts between 101 and 300 students received an 
average amount of state grants and awards funding per pupil that is more than three times that 
of most every district size category. 

Federal funding 
Rural/Remote setting districts and the state’s smallest size category school districts received 
more funding from the federal government on an average per-pupil basis than do other district 
setting and district size categories (Appendix 4.3c and Appendix 4.3d). The most significant 
differences were in per-pupil funding for special education through IDEA-Part B funds. 

E. Pupil-Total Staff Ratios 

If funding can be used to purchase learning resources such as personnel, then there is a great 
deal of variation in the number of personnel hired by Colorado’s school districts to serve their 
students. 

By district setting 
Average pupil-total staff ratios were lowest in the Rural/Remote setting and highest in the 
Denver Metro and Urban-Suburban settings (Appendix 4.4b). Most all of the settings saw 
average pupil-total staff ratios drop significantly between the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 school 
years. This is likely a result of changes in personnel data reporting requirements (to be 
confirmed with the Colorado Department of Education). Beginning in school year 2013-2014, 
the average ratios remain fairly consistent year over year across district settings. 
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By district size 
Districts with 100 students or fewer had an average of 3.5 students per staff member in school 
year 2017-2018, a figure that was less than half the averages of the largest size categories 
(Appendix 4.4c). Similar to data observed in the district settings, average pupil-total staff ratios 
decreased between the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 school years, most prominently seen in the 
larger size categories. Average pupil-total staff ratios in the 1,201 to 6,000 students size 
category were similar to the average in the Over 25,000 students size category while the 
average in the 6,001 to 25,000 students size category was 1.0 students more per staff member. 

F. Pupil-Pupil Support Staff Ratios 

Beyond instructional personnel, pupil support staff can play a critical role in attending to 
supporting students with non-instructional services such as counseling, psychological or 
psychiatric services, etc. Unlike with total staffing, there is far less variation between Colorado’s 
districts in their hiring of pupil support staff (which is not to say that there is not variation). 

By district setting 
Average pupil-pupil support staff ratios were relatively consistent across district settings, 
though the average of the Rural/Remote setting stood out as higher than the other setting 
averages (Appendix 4.5b). As with the pupil-total staff ratios, pupil support ratios declined quite 
substantially between the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 school years. The effect was most 
significantly seen in the Denver Metro and Urban-Suburban settings where averages went from 
more than 250 students per pupil support staff member to averages that were half those 
reported in the previous years. The average in the Rural/Remote setting saw greater year over 
year changes than the other district settings. This is likely due to the exit or entrance of a pupil 
support staff member in a small district.  

By district size 
The average pupil-pupil support staff ratios in the smallest district size categories saw the most 
year over year changes (Appendix 4.5c). Again, this was likely due to the exit or entrance of a 
pupil support staff member, which can substantially change the averages given the small 
number of students being served. Average pupil-pupil support ratios in the three largest size 
categories were quite similar in school year 2017-2018. 

G. Pupil-Teaching Assistant Ratios 

One strategy that school districts employ to assist students with their learning is to serve those 
students with teaching assistants. This is not a universally pursued strategy. The wide variation 
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in pupil-teaching assistant ratios across the state provide evidence of this difference in 
educational strategies. 

By district setting 
The average pupil-teaching assistant ratio in the Urban-Suburban setting was far and above the 
averages in the other district settings (Appendix 4.6b). The average ratios were similar in the 
Denver Metro and Outlying City settings. The Rural/Remote average was lowest among the 
district setting averages. 

By district size 
Just as the average pupil-teaching assistant ratio was highest in the Urban-Suburban setting, 
the average ratio in the 6,001 to 25,000 students district size category was significantly higher 
than the averages in the other district size categories. This suggests that mid-size (6,001 to 
25,000 students) Urban-Suburban setting districts were not pursuing the use of teaching 
assistants in the same ways other districts were across the state. 
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PRINCIPLE 5: SHARE INVESTMENT IN PROVIDING LEARNING 
OPPORTUNITIES TO CHILDREN OF COLORADO 

 

Research evidence suggests that a more educated population is correlated with long-term 
societal benefits such as reduced need for income assistance, increased public health, 
decreased crime and incarceration, and increased economic productivity and value.16  

For these reasons, communities and their policymakers articulated a principle of sharing 
investment in the public education system. 

 

In further articulating the principle of shared investment, Interim Committee Members and 
other Colorado educational stakeholders indicate the principle that local investments in the 
public education system should be fair across the state’s school districts. That is, taxpayers 
should be treated fairly by the tax system regardless of where they live in the state.  

Preliminary evidence to inform assessment and evaluation of Principle 5 includes: local and 
state share of Total Program Funding; local effort to finance Total Program Funding; additional 
local efforts through mill levy overrides; and local and state share of total school district 
revenues. 

A. Local and State Share of Total Program Funding 

Through the late 1980s, Colorado’s school finance and funding system resembled the structures 
and outcomes found in other states: state and local share in financing with local school districts 
picking up the majority share. The effects of the Gallagher Amendment reversed these shares: 
the state’s share of financing formula funding in Colorado became the larger share of financing. 
With the passage of TABOR and adoption of the School Finance Act in 1994, state share 

How effectively and efficiently does the school finance and funding system share investment 
between local and state revenues in providing learning opportunities to the children of 

Colorado?  

How effectively and efficiently does the school finance system treat taxpayers in financing 
learning in Colorado? 
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continued to be a larger share of formula funding, becoming the majority in 1990-1991 and 
being nearly two-thirds in 2017-2018 (Appendix 5.0a) contributing more than $4.2 billion 
towards the more than $6.5 billion in Total Program Funding in school year 2017-2018 
(Appendix 5.0b).  

State share of Total Program Funding ranged from just under 1 percent to nearly 95 percent 
across Colorado’s school districts (Appendix 5.1a). 

By district setting 
Average state share of Total Program Funding was largest in the Urban-Suburban setting (74.7 
percent) and the Rural/Remote setting (68.0 percent) in school year 2017-2018 (Appendix 
5.1b). The average state share increased in every district setting with the largest percentage 
point increases being in the Outlying City (5.2 percentage points), Outlying Town (9.5 
percentage points), and the Rural/Remote (6.1 percentage points) settings between school 
years 2015-2016 and 2017-2018. 

By district size 
The average state share in the 6,001 to 25,000 students district size category was 75.4 percent, 
the highest average of the district size categories; the average state share in the 101 to 300 
students district size category was second highest average (Appendix 5.1c). As with district 
settings, the average state share increased for all district size categories between school years 
2014-2015 and 2017-2018. The smallest average percentage point increase among district size 
categories was in the Over 25,000 students district size category. 

B. Local Effort to Finance Total Program Funding 

In implementing the Public School Finance Act of 1994, the Legislature codified each district’s 
local effort towards financing Total Program Funding as the number of mills levied in the 
previous year. The number of mills levied by a school district can automatically be reduced 
given Colorado’s public finance mechanisms, and any increases in tax rates (even if to maintain 
the previous year’s level of taxation when tax rates are driven downwards) requires voter 
approval. For all districts, a maximum of 27.00 mills can be levied towards financing Total 
Program Funding. Local tax effort towards financing Total Program Funding ranged from 1.68 
mills to 27.00 mills (Appendix 5.2a); 39 districts were at the 27-mill cap. Local effort decreased 
from an average of 38.1 mills in 1993-1994 to 19.7 mills in 2017-2018.17 
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By district setting 
The average Total Program Funding mill levy in the Denver Metro and Urban-Suburban district 
settings were highest across district settings with more than 24 mills levied (Appendix 5.2b). 
The average Total Program Funding mill levy in the Outlying Town setting was lowest at 17.44 
mills levied—this coincides with the average state share in the Outlying Town setting having 
increased by 9.5 percentage points in the last three years. 

By district size 
The Over 25,000 students district size category had the highest average number of mills levied 
towards financing Total Program Funding with an average of 25.25 mills (Appendix 5.2c). The 
averages for the 100 students or less and 601 to 1,200 students size categories both had fewer 
than 18 mills levied towards financing Total Program Funding. 

C. Additional Local Efforts Through Mill Levy Overrides 

Beyond financing for Total Program Funding, voters in local school districts can assess taxes to 
provide additional revenues to their school districts. More than one-third of Colorado’s school 
districts have no voter approved mill levy overrides—66 districts in school year 2017-2018 
(Appendix 5.3a). More than $1.0 billion was raised through voter approved mill levy overrides 
in school year 2017-2018 (Appendix 5.3b). These extra revenues were more than the Budget 
Stabilization Factor administered in 2017-2018 (Appendix 5.3c). However, those extra funds 
were not evenly distributed across Colorado’s 178 school districts resulting in some districts 
having revenues in excess of Total Program Funding formula levels (at their own expense) while 
other districts remain below Total Program Funding formula levels as a result of the Budget 
Stabilization Factor and the lack of additional voter approved mill levy overrides. 

By district setting 
The average voter approved mill levy override in the Denver Metro setting (11.79) and the 
Urban-Suburban setting (10.49) were significantly greater than the averages in the other district 
settings (Appendix 5.2b) in school year 2017-2018. Voters approved an average of 2.05 mill levy 
overrides in the Outlying City setting and 2.41 mill levy overrides in the Rural/Remote setting. 

By district size 
As districts get larger, voters approved more mill levy overrides, on average (Appendix 5.2c). 
Voters in the Over 25,000 students district size category approved an average of 13.57 mill levy 
overrides in school year 2017-2018. This was more than double the average mill levy overrides 
in the 1,201 to 6,000 students district size category and more than six times the average mill 
levy overrides in the 101 to 300 students district size category.  
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D. Local and State Share of Total School District Revenues 

Revenues from all state and local sources—Total Program Funding, voter approved mill levy 
overrides, state categorical program funding, and state grants and awards—along with the use 
of the Budget Stabilization Factor of $822 million in school year 2017-2018 also changes the 
final balance of local and state share across school districts. 

By district setting 
The average state share in the Urban-Suburban and Rural/Remote settings had average state 
share in excess of 50 percent (Appendix 5.4b). The average state share when all state and local 
financing sources are considered was lowest in the Outlying Town setting. 

By district size 
With all state and local financing sources taken into account, the average state share in the 
6,001 to 25,000 students district size category and the 101 to 300 students district size category 
had state share at or exceeding 60 percent (Appendix 5.4c). Most average state share in all 
other district size categories fell below 50 percent. 

 

 

PRINCIPLE 6: MAKE THE SCHOOL FINANCE AND FUNDING SYSTEM 
TRANSPARENT AND UNDERSTANDABLE TO STAKEHOLDERS 

 

The Interim Committee and other Colorado educational stakeholders indicated a desire to have 
the school finance and funding system transparent and understandable, especially with an 
estimated $9.4 billion spent on public education in Colorado in the 2017-18 school year.  

 

How transparent and understandable is the school finance and funding system to Colorado 
stakeholders?  

How transparent and understandable is the overall education system to Colorado 
stakeholders? 
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Transparency might mean that the formulas, processes, and procedures are accessible, user-
friendly and clear, with disclosures of all assumptions. To aid in the transparency, the system is 
understandable to the average stakeholder, even if conceptually. 

Preliminary evidence to inform assessment and evaluation of Principle 6 includes: description of 
Colorado’s school finance and funding system; the interaction of the Gallagher and TABOR 
amendments and their impact on expenditure levels and revenue generation; and efforts to 
improve financial transparency. 

A. Total Program Funding Resources 

The Legislative Council Staff annually publishes “School Finance in Colorado” with the purpose 
of helping readers understand how Colorado finances its public elementary and secondary 
schools through the description of the formulas and other mechanics of the Colorado school 
finance and funding system (https://bit.ly/2laMcUl). In addition, the Colorado Department of 
Education also annually publishes “Understanding Colorado School Finance and Categorical 
Program Funding” describing how the school funding formula operates, how revenues are 
generated, and state categorical programs (https://bit.ly/2LS6RYC). 

B. Finance: Interaction of the Gallagher and TABOR Amendments and 
Their Impacts on Expenditure Levels and Revenue Generation 

The revenue generation piece of Colorado’s school finance and funding system is one of the 
most complicated in the nation. While several states employ property tax revenue limits similar 
in nature to Colorado’s Taxpayer’s Bill of Rights (TABOR) passed as a constitutional amendment 
in 1992, no other state has as complicated an interaction of public finance constitutional 
amendments as TABOR has with the Gallagher Amendment (passed by Colorado voters in 
1982). Together, these two constitutional amendments have continually ratcheted down tax 
rates and residential assessment rates through automatic formulaic adjustments that are 
outside of the decisions of state or local policymakers. 

For instance, immediately prior to passage of the Gallagher Amendment, residential and non-
residential property assessment rates were set at 30 percent of property values. Since 2003, 
the residential assessment rate was at 7.96 percent while the non-residential assessment is 
constitutionally set at 29 percent; the residential assessment rate will adjust downwards to 7.20 
percent beginning in 2018. The ratcheting down of residential rates is driven by increased 
residential property values along the state’s Front Range, but whose implications are felt across 
the entire state. 
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Making the financing of Colorado’s Total Program Funding formula more complicated to 
understand is that the School Finance Act of 1994 set each district’s tax efforts to the mill levy 
at whatever levels districts were taxing themselves at or around the time of the law’s 
implementation. Therefore, the required tax efforts to each district’s Total Program Funding 
level is idiosyncratic to each district and the interacting effects of the TABOR and Gallagher 
amendments over time. The result is that similarly valued properties in different school districts 
across the state are taxed differently as part of their district’s contributions to their district’s 
Total Program Funding (Appendix 6.0). 

C. Financial Transparency 

The Colorado General Assembly enacted the “Public School Financial Transparency Act” (HB 10-
1036), HB 14-1292, and HB 15-1321 to make available school and district expenditures data. 
The Colorado Department of Education makes available through the “Colorado K12 
Transparency” website expenditures data for schools, school districts, and BOCES across the 
state. The website went live on July 1, 2017 with fiscal year 2015-16 financial data 
(https://coloradok12financialtransparency.com/#/). 

In addition to these Colorado-led efforts to pursue financial transparency, Colorado school 
districts and the Colorado Department of Education will be required to report school-level 
expenditures on local report cards no later than the 2018-2019 school year as part of the 
federal Every Student Succeeds Act. 
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PRINCIPLE 7: ACCURATELY FINANCE AND FUND LEARNING NEEDS 
OF STUDENTS 

 

The Colorado Legislature indicated a desire to have the school finance and funding system 
accurately meet the educational needs of students. This was a charge put to the Interim 
Committee in HB17-1340.  

 

Accuracy is defined as the distance between a measured value to a known standard. This 
principle might be thought of as related to other principles, such as the desire for the school 
finance and funding system to provide every student access to quality core learning 
opportunities and to provide every student equitable opportunity to achieve.  

Preliminary evidence to inform assessment and evaluation of Principle 7 includes how the 
school finance and funding system addresses: Kindergarten student funding; Amendment 23 
funding increase provisions; additional learning needs for vulnerable students; additional 
learning needs for gifted and talented students; and Total Program Funding Through the Budget 
Stabilization Factor. 

A. Kindergarten Student Funding 

Colorado’s Total Program Funding formula treats every enrolled Kindergarten student as half-
day students—0.50 full-time equivalent (FTE)—plus an additional 0.08 FTE funding weight 
regardless of whether the Kindergarten students are in half-day or full-day programs. The 
Legislature funds districts through a perpetual hold harmless provision to those districts that 
were providing full-day Kindergarten through the Colorado Preschool Program prior to 2008 in 
the amount of $7.9 million per year. 

How effective and efficient is the school finance and funding system in accurately meeting 
the learning needs of students? 

How accurate is the system in meeting the learning needs of students? 
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B. Amendment 23 Funding Increase Provisions 

Provisions in Amendment 23 (2000) requires the General Assembly to increase the statewide 
base per-pupil funding amount in the Total Program Funding formula annually by the rate of 
inflation. The rate of inflation is calculated as the consumer price index in the Denver-Boulder-
Greeley metropolitan statistical area. The inflationary increase for school year 2017-2018 was 
2.8 percent. Inflationary increases to the base funding level have taken place according to the 
Amendment 23 provisions. 

C. Addressing Additional Learning Needs for Vulnerable Students 

As discussed in Principle 2 and Principle 4, the state’s Total Program Funding formula includes 
adjustments to address additional learning needs for students from economically 
disadvantaged backgrounds and an additional adjustment for those districts with higher-than-
average percentages of students from economically disadvantaged backgrounds. 

The state also provides funding to address vulnerable students through state-funded 
categorical programs (e.g., English learners and special education in Appendix 4.0) and other 
state grants and awards (e.g., READ Act, English Language Professional Development and 
Student Support Program, Expelled and At-Risk Student Services, Additional At-Risk, etc. in 
Appendix 4.1).  

However, unlike the at-risk adjustment in the Total Program Funding formula where funding is 
increased as the numbers of eligible students increases, state categorical programs and state 
grants and awards are fixed dollar amounts set by the Legislature to address student learning or 
some other type of need in schools and districts in the state. The result is that the amount of 
categorical/grant funding distributed to districts is less on a per-pupil basis if the number of 
vulnerable students intended to be served increases. The Legislature might also change the 
eligibility criteria, place a cap on the number of eligible students, or make additional funds 
available to keep per-pupil funding for these programs at least constant year over year. 

D. Addressing Additional Learning Needs for Gifted & Talented 
Students 

The state addresses additional learning needs of gifted & talented students through categorical 
program funding ($8.3 million in school year 2017-2018, Appendix 4.0) and through state grants 
and awards such as the Gifted Education Universal Screening and Qualified Personnel Grants 
($1.8 million in school year 2017-2018, Appendix 4.1). As with state categorical and grant 



 

 

 29 

program funds for vulnerable students, these state categorical and grant program funds are 
fixed amounts set by the Legislature. Funding for these programs does not automatically 
increase if the number of eligible students increases. Instead, program funding provided to 
districts based on the number of eligible students decreases on a per-pupil basis unless 
eligibility criteria are changed, a cap on the number of eligible students is instituted, or 
additional funds are made available by the Legislature. 

E. Total Program Funding Through the Budget Stabilization Factor 

The state share of Total Program Funding is the balance of whatever is not financed by local 
contributions primarily through local property tax levies. Beginning with school year 2009-2010 
in the midst of the Great Recession, the Colorado Legislature has implemented the Budget 
Stabilization Factor (colloquially known as the Negative Factor) that reduces the amount of 
Total Program Funding and state aid provided to school districts. The first negative factor was 
$130 million. That is, Total Program Funding was reduced by $130 million from its formulaic 
value in school year 2009-2010. For school year 2017-2018, the budget stabilization factor was 
$822.4 million. 

 

PRINCIPLE 8: MAXIMIZE PRODUCTIVITY AND EFFICIENCY OF 
LEARNING RESOURCES 

 

The Interim Committee Members and other Colorado educational stakeholders identified the 
responsibility to taxpayers that funds be allocated and used well. Though shared investment in 
the public education system was valued, the responsibility to taxpayers was also significant. 
They identified a desire for the productive use of funding (read: maximizing learning outcomes) 
through the provision of quality learning opportunities for all students and making efficient use 
(doing things right) across the entire state.  

How effectively and efficiently does the school finance and funding system provide 
meaningful information about the allocation of learning resources? 

How effectively and efficiently does the overall education system provide meaningful 
information about the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of learning strategies?  
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Preliminary evidence to inform assessment and evaluation of Principle 8 includes: description of 
district expenditure patterns and measures of district effectiveness and efficiency. 

A. District Expenditure Patterns 

One way that stakeholders believe productivity and efficiency can be improved is by first 
understanding how funds are used by school districts. This line of reasoning is consistent with 
financial transparency efforts discussed in Principle 6. 

Statewide, Colorado’s school districts expended approximately 55 percent of operational 
dollars in school year 2016-2017 on learning resources identified as Instructional “program” 
(program in Colorado’s accounting manual is similar to “function” used in other state 
accounting systems). This was a decline from more than 59 percent expended in school year 
2007-2008 through school year 2010-2011 (Appendix 8.0a). The percentage of operational 
dollars expended for Instructional declined every year since school year 2009-2010.  

On a statewide basis, a slightly larger percentage of expenditures were for Support-Admin and 
Support in school year 2016-2017 than in previous years (Appendix 8.0b). Expenses coded as 
Support-Central increased by nearly 2.5 percentage points between school years 2011-2012 
and 2012-2013. Expenses for Support-Students also increased as a percentage of operational 
expenditures between schools years 2007-2008 and 2016-2017. 

By district setting 
The average percentage of Instructional expenditures was greatest in the Outlying Town setting 
(57.6 percent) and lowest in the Urban-Suburban setting (54.5 percent) in school year 2016-
2017 (Appendix 8.0c). There was variation in percentages across district settings for different 
program expenses. For instance, an average 11.0 percent of operational expenditures were for 
Operations and Maintenance in the Rural/Remote setting compared to an average of 8.3 
percent in the Denver Metro setting, while an average 5.9 percent of operational expenditures 
were for Support-Admin in the Rural/Remote setting compared to an average of 7.9 percent in 
the Denver Metro setting. 

By district size 
Whereas some variation in average spending patterns appeared across district settings, greater 
variation in average spending patterns appeared across district size categories (Appendix 8.0d). 
School districts with 100 students or less expended an average of 51.9 percent of operational 
expenditures on Instructional program activities compared to larger districts that spent a larger 
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percentage. Small districts (those with up to 300 students) also expended a larger share of 
operational dollars on Operations and Maintenance than did larger-sized district categories. As 
district size increased, the percentage expended for Operations and Maintenance decreased. 
The same pattern is true for Support-Admin and Support-Central. 

B. District Effectiveness and Efficiency 

A baseline measure is needed when exploring the effectiveness and efficiency of learning 
resources. Researchers at the Stanford Education Data Archive analyzed the third-grade test 
scores in Math and Reading from every school district across the nation to see how students 
were performing. The purpose of analyzing third-grade scores was to create a baseline 
understanding of early grade student achievement as an indicator of early childhood 
educational opportunity. Third-grade students ranged from being 2.5 or more grades behind 
grade level to being 2.5 or more grades above grade level (Appendix 8.1a).18 Third-grade 
students in those Colorado districts that had reportable data were at or above grade level with 
some districts having third-grade achievement 1.5 grades or more above grade level—small 
school districts with too few students in grade were excluded from data reporting. 

The Stanford Education Data Archive researchers then looked at Math and Reading test scores 
for students in eighth grade to estimate the amount of growth over the intervening schooling 
years. For those Colorado districts with reportable data, more were achieving 1.0 grades per 
grade or less between third grade and eighth grade (Appendix 8.1a). Compare that to states like 
Tennessee that had a majority of districts with achievement growth of 1.0 grades per grade or 
more between third grade and eighth grade even as the majority of their districts had third-
grade students achieving below grade level. 
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PRINCIPLE 9: LOCALLY CONTROL EDUCATIONAL MANAGEMENT AND 
METHODS 

 

Colorado has a strong tradition of local control over education. Colorado law allowed for 
parents of 10 school-age children in a community to petition the county superintendent to 
create a new school district between 1876 and 1945. This minimum threshold was increased to 
15 children in 1945.  

 

Preliminary evidence to inform assessment and evaluation of Principle 9 includes description of 
the 5Ms of state-local education governance and the management of Colorado’s education 
system through small school districts. 

A. 5 Ms of State-Local Education Governance 

James Guthrie, a prominent education policy scholar, described the “5 Ms” of educational 
system responsibilities as being balanced between the state government and local school 
districts. The 5 Ms of educational system responsibilities and the level of government with 
primary responsibility include:  

• Models of learning (e.g., standards) – State primary responsibility 
• Measures of learning (e.g., assessments, standardized reporting definitions) – State 

primary responsibility 
• Money (e.g., setting the level of funding levels and financing mechanisms for 

schools/districts) – State primary responsibility 
• Management (e.g., supervision of schools) – Local districts primary responsibility 
• Methods (e.g., educational strategies) – Local districts primary responsibility 

How effectively and efficiently does the school finance and funding system provide control of 
management and methods to local stakeholders?  

How does the overall education system enable or constrain local control of management and 
methods? 
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Models 
The Colorado Academic Standards (CAS) include 10 content areas for preschool through 12th 
grade (comprehensive health; dance; drama and theater arts; mathematics; music; physical 
education; reading, writing and communicating; science; social studies; visual arts; and world 
languages) and incorporate the Common Core State Standards for reading, writing and 
communicating and mathematics.19 Colorado adopted the Common Core State Standards as 
part of the Colorado Academic Standards in 2010. The Colorado State Board of Education 
adopted new science standards with the Colorado Academic Standards in 2018.20 

Measures 
Standardized assessments of learning are required by federal and state requirements. 
Assessments are available for:21 

• Colorado Measures of Academic Success 
o English Language Arts in grades 3-9 
o Math in grades 3-9 
o Science once in elementary school grades, once in middle school grades, and 

once in high school (but not in 12th grade) 
o Social studies once in elementary school grades, once in middle school grades, 

and once in high school (but not in 12th grade) 
• Curriculum-based college entrance exam in 11th grade 
• CoAlt as an alternative assessment for students with significant cognitive disabilities 
• Spanish reading and writing for those students have not yet mastered English language 

proficiency 
• ACCESS for English language learners 
• School readiness in Kindergarten 
• Early literacy for grades Kindergarten-3 (required under the READ Act)  

These standardized assessments are intended to inform students, parents, and educators of 
student learning and progress. Assessments such as ACCESS for English language learners and 
Early literacy for K-3 required under the READ Act are intended to help identify students for 
additional learning services. School districts can use additional assessments to help measure 
student learning and progress as they determine appropriate. 

Beyond measures of academic learning and progress, the Colorado Department of Education 
has worked with the state’s school districts to report student, personnel, and financial data in 
standardized ways to improve data quality—timeliness, consistency, validity, and 
interpretability. Given the strong tradition of local control, FourPoint was informed that some 
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efforts to standardize data collection, management, or reporting—even through the issuance of 
guidance—have been met with skepticism from local school districts. Poor data quality presents 
significant challenges to those stakeholders seeking a transparent and understandable 
educational system, including its school finance and funding system (Principle 6), the 
Legislature seeking to improve the accuracy of meeting student needs through the school 
finance and funding system (Principle 7), and those stakeholders seeking to understand and 
improve the productivity (effectiveness and cost-effectiveness) and efficiency of the school 
finance and funding system and the larger education system. 

Management 
In considering the management of education in local communities, school districts have been 
the primary management structure of Colorado public education since statehood. There were 
as many as 2,105 school districts in Colorado in 1935. District reorganization took place in 
earnest beginning in the late 1940s and continued through the 1960s resulting in 181 school 
districts in 1965, the same year that the Boards of Cooperative Services Act was enacted into 
law. 

The Colorado Legislature passed the School District Reorganization Act of 1992 that allowed 
districts to “de-consolidate.” In 2000, West Yuma School District RJ-1 was dissolved with two 
new districts formed—Yuma School District 1 and Liberty School District J-4. Also in 2000, East 
Yuma School District was dissolved with two new districts formed—Wray School District RD-2 
and Idalia School District RJ-3. 

There were 178 school districts that manage education in communities across the state in 
school year 2017-2018. School districts manage the acquisition and deploy of learning 
resources to provide learning opportunities to students within their jurisdictions. This 
management and deployment of learning resources includes human resources—determine 
how many teachers and other staff to hire, their salaries and benefits, and their deployment in 
schools and classrooms in their districts. 

Given the preeminent position of school districts (and BOCES) in managing public education in 
the state, the Colorado Legislature has made available alternative governance and management 
structures to local education communities. As identified in the evidence for Principle 1, the 
Legislature passed the Charter Schools Act in 1993 and created the State Charter School 
Institute in 2004. In addition, the Legislature passed the Innovation Schools Act in 2008 that 
provides flexibility to local public schools apart from their school district. These governance and 
management mechanisms have had an impact on how public education has been managed 
across the state. 
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Methods 
Instructional strategies and educational methods are primarily left to local school communities 
though not completely. The state and federal governments have influence over some aspects of 
educational management and methods through the use of categorical programs and grants and 
awards. State and federal categorical programs, grants, and awards often have requirements on 
what students are to be served with the provided funding and, in many cases, requirements on 
how funds can be used to serve those students. Whereas Total Program Funding is considered 
general funding for school districts to use as they determine to meet student learning needs, 
state and federal categorical programs, grants, and awards to school districts can include 
limitations on use and requirements for reporting on the use of funding. 

B. Colorado’s Small School Districts 

Of the state’s 178 school districts, 88 districts had fewer than 500 students, 109 met the 
definition of “small rural” (fewer than 1,000 students), and another 39 districts met the 
definition of rural (Appendix 9.0b). These 148 districts (83 percent of the state’s school districts) 
educated approximately 16 percent of the state’s public school students in school year 2017-
2018. 

There were 13 districts in the state with 100 students or fewer that educated 745 students in 
school year 2017-2018 (Appendix 9.0b). Another 49 districts educated between 101 and 300 
students for a total of 9,379 students. These very small districts constituted 34.8 percent of the 
state’s school districts and served 1.1 percent of the state’s public school students. Nearly one-
third (30.3 percent) of Colorado school districts had one or two schools operating in school year 
2017-2018 (Appendix 9.0b). 
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NEXT STEPS IN 2018: USING PRINCIPLES TO INFORM DESIGN AN 
IMPROVED SCHOOL FINANCE & FUNDING SYSTEM 

 

The identification and use of principles can be a powerful way to assess and evaluate a current 
system. In addition, these principles can be used to think about how and in what ways the 
school finance and funding system can better reflect these principles.  

Looking forward, the Interim Committee is left to address the prioritization of these 
principles as some of them can seemingly conflict. More fundamentally, the Interim 
Committee and Legislature are left to decide whether the existing school finance and 
funding system can be made more effective and efficient through incremental 
improvements to the system (first-order change), or must that only happen through more 
transformational change (second-order change), e.g., finance and funding mechanisms, 
governance, and monitoring, evaluation, and accountability? 

As the Interim Committee reviews the preliminary evidence presented in this volume, we 
encourage them to continue to ask questions that either seek to understand the existing 
evidence more deeply or that seek additional and new information to guide their 
continuing work to make recommendations to improve the state’s school finance and 
funding system. For instance, there is a significant amount of variation within each of the 
district setting and district size categories with respect to how the current school finance 
and funding system is designed and performs (the outcomes of the finance and funding 
processes). The averages presented in this volume can be a starting point to investigating 
the full extent of variation that exists within the state’s school finance and funding 
system. The evidence presented in this volume is intended to be part of a “living 
document” with additional data, analyses, and research evidence collected and presented 
for use. 
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APPENDIX A: COLORADO SCHOOL DISTRICTS’ DISTRICT SETTING 
DESIGNATION AND 2017-2018 ENROLLMENT 

 

2017-2018 PUPIL MEMBERSHIP BY DISTRICT SETTING Revised 
1/2/2018 

District Setting 
County 
Code County Name District Name PK-12 Total 

Denver Metro 01 ADAMS MAPLETON 1 8,938 
Denver Metro 01 ADAMS ADAMS 12 FIVE STAR SCHOOLS 38,870 
Denver Metro 01 ADAMS ADAMS COUNTY 14 7,400 
Denver Metro 01 ADAMS SCHOOL DISTRICT 27J 17,883 
Denver Metro 01 ADAMS WESTMINSTER PUBLIC SCHOOLS 9,441 
Denver Metro 03 ARAPAHOE ENGLEWOOD 1 2,759 
Denver Metro 03 ARAPAHOE SHERIDAN 2 1,402 
Denver Metro 03 ARAPAHOE CHERRY CREEK 5 55,657 
Denver Metro 03 ARAPAHOE LITTLETON 6 15,643 
Denver Metro 03 ARAPAHOE ADAMS-ARAPAHOE 28J 40,920 
Denver Metro 07 BOULDER ST VRAIN VALLEY RE 1J 32,421 
Denver Metro 07 BOULDER BOULDER VALLEY RE 2 31,282 
Denver Metro 16 DENVER DENVER COUNTY 1 91,794 
Denver Metro 18 DOUGLAS DOUGLAS COUNTY RE 1 67,597 
Denver Metro 30 JEFFERSON JEFFERSON COUNTY R-1 86,112 
Denver Metro TOTAL     508,119 
Urban-Suburban 21 EL PASO HARRISON 2 11,771 
Urban-Suburban 21 EL PASO WIDEFIELD 3 9,695 
Urban-Suburban 21 EL PASO FOUNTAIN 8 8,338 
Urban-Suburban 21 EL PASO COLORADO SPRINGS 11 27,427 
Urban-Suburban 21 EL PASO CHEYENNE MOUNTAIN 12 5,220 
Urban-Suburban 21 EL PASO MANITOU SPRINGS 14 1,400 
Urban-Suburban 21 EL PASO ACADEMY 20 25,831 
Urban-Suburban 21 EL PASO LEWIS-PALMER 38 6,703 
Urban-Suburban 21 EL PASO FALCON 49 21,448 
Urban-Suburban 35 LARIMER POUDRE R-1 30,019 
Urban-Suburban 35 LARIMER THOMPSON R2-J 16,278 
Urban-Suburban 39 MESA MESA COUNTY VALLEY 51 22,084 
Urban-Suburban 51 PUEBLO PUEBLO CITY 60 16,910 
Urban-Suburban 51 PUEBLO PUEBLO COUNTY 70 9,861 
Urban-Suburban 62 WELD GREELEY 6 22,325 
Urban-Suburban 98 NONE CHARTER SCHOOL INSTITUTE 17,555 

Urban-Suburban 98 NONE 
COLORADO SCHOOL FOR THE DEAF & 
BLIND 196 

Urban-Suburban TOTAL     253,061 
Outlying City 02 ALAMOSA ALAMOSA RE-11J 2,336 
Outlying City 22 FREMONT CANON CITY RE-1 3,555 
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2017-2018 PUPIL MEMBERSHIP BY DISTRICT SETTING Revised 
1/2/2018 

District Setting 
County 
Code County Name District Name PK-12 Total 

Outlying City 23 GARFIELD ROARING FORK RE-1 5,637 
Outlying City 34 LA PLATA DURANGO 9-R 5,251 
Outlying City 36 LAS ANIMAS TRINIDAD 1 982 
Outlying City 38 LOGAN VALLEY RE-1 2,291 
Outlying City 41 MOFFAT MOFFAT COUNTY RE:NO 1 2,248 
Outlying City 42 MONTEZUMA MONTEZUMA-CORTEZ RE-1 2,784 
Outlying City 43 MONTROSE MONTROSE COUNTY RE-1J 6,260 
Outlying City 44 MORGAN FORT MORGAN RE-3 3,284 
Outlying City 45 OTERO EAST OTERO R-1 1,423 
Outlying City 50 PROWERS LAMAR RE-2 1,566 
Outlying City 54 ROUTT STEAMBOAT SPRINGS RE-2 2,659 
Outlying City TOTAL     40,276 
Outlying Town 01 ADAMS BENNETT 29J 1,126 
Outlying Town 04 ARCHULETA ARCHULETA COUNTY 50 JT 1,660 
Outlying Town 05 BACA SPRINGFIELD RE-4 341 
Outlying Town 06 BENT LAS ANIMAS RE-1 1,719 
Outlying Town 08 CHAFFEE BUENA VISTA R-31 1,059 
Outlying Town 08 CHAFFEE SALIDA R-32 1,255 
Outlying Town 09 CHEYENNE CHEYENNE COUNTY RE-5 179 
Outlying Town 10 CLEAR CREEK CLEAR CREEK RE-1 808 
Outlying Town 13 CROWLEY CROWLEY COUNTY RE-1-J 440 
Outlying Town 15 DELTA DELTA COUNTY 50(J) 5,058 
Outlying Town 19 EAGLE EAGLE COUNTY RE 50 6,931 
Outlying Town 22 FREMONT FREMONT RE-2 1,346 
Outlying Town 23 GARFIELD GARFIELD RE-2 4,813 
Outlying Town 25 GRAND WEST GRAND 1-JT 406 
Outlying Town 25 GRAND EAST GRAND 2 1,301 
Outlying Town 26 GUNNISON GUNNISON WATERSHED RE1J 2,073 
Outlying Town 28 HUERFANO HUERFANO RE-1 553 
Outlying Town 32 KIT CARSON BURLINGTON RE-6J 781 
Outlying Town 33 LAKE LAKE COUNTY R-1 1,036 
Outlying Town 34 LA PLATA BAYFIELD 10 JT-R 1,377 
Outlying Town 35 LARIMER ESTES PARK R-3 1,141 
Outlying Town 37 LINCOLN LIMON RE-4J 476 
Outlying Town 44 MORGAN BRUSH RE-2(J) 1,506 
Outlying Town 45 OTERO ROCKY FORD R-2 796 
Outlying Town 45 OTERO FOWLER R-4J 383 
Outlying Town 48 PHILLIPS HOLYOKE RE-1J 583 
Outlying Town 49 PITKIN ASPEN 1 1,678 
Outlying Town 52 RIO BLANCO MEEKER RE1 742 
Outlying Town 52 RIO BLANCO RANGELY RE-4 512 
Outlying Town 53 RIO GRANDE DEL NORTE C-7 411 
Outlying Town 53 RIO GRANDE MONTE VISTA C-8 1,153 



 

 

 39 

2017-2018 PUPIL MEMBERSHIP BY DISTRICT SETTING Revised 
1/2/2018 

District Setting 
County 
Code County Name District Name PK-12 Total 

Outlying Town 54 ROUTT HAYDEN RE-1 443 
Outlying Town 55 SAGUACHE CENTER 26 JT 626 
Outlying Town 57 SAN MIGUEL TELLURIDE R-1 902 
Outlying Town 58 SEDGWICK JULESBURG RE-1 520 
Outlying Town 59 SUMMIT SUMMIT RE-1 3,592 
Outlying Town 60 TELLER WOODLAND PARK RE-2 2,502 
Outlying Town 61 WASHINGTON AKRON R-1 372 
Outlying Town 62 WELD WELD COUNTY RE-1 1,938 
Outlying Town 62 WELD EATON RE-2 1,913 
Outlying Town 62 WELD WINDSOR RE-4 6,300 
Outlying Town 62 WELD JOHNSTOWN-MILLIKEN RE-5J 3,891 
Outlying Town 62 WELD PLATTE VALLEY RE-7 1,095 
Outlying Town 62 WELD WELD COUNTY S/D RE-8 2,428 
Outlying Town 62 WELD AULT-HIGHLAND RE-9 912 
Outlying Town 63 YUMA YUMA 1 831 
Outlying Town 63 YUMA WRAY RD-2 722 
Outlying Town 63 YUMA IDALIA RJ-3 216 
Outlying Town 63 YUMA LIBERTY J-4 72 
Outlying Town TOTAL     72,918 
Rural/Remote 01 ADAMS STRASBURG 31J 1,018 
Rural/Remote 02 ALAMOSA SANGRE DE CRISTO RE-22J 310 
Rural/Remote 03 ARAPAHOE DEER TRAIL 26J 205 
Rural/Remote 03 ARAPAHOE BYERS 32J 2,872 
Rural/Remote 05 BACA WALSH RE-1 168 
Rural/Remote 05 BACA PRITCHETT RE-3 42 
Rural/Remote 05 BACA VILAS RE-5 45 
Rural/Remote 05 BACA CAMPO RE-6 41 
Rural/Remote 06 BENT MC CLAVE RE-2 256 
Rural/Remote 09 CHEYENNE KIT CARSON R-1 109 
Rural/Remote 11 CONEJOS NORTH CONEJOS RE-1J 1,028 
Rural/Remote 11 CONEJOS SANFORD 6J 369 
Rural/Remote 11 CONEJOS SOUTH CONEJOS RE-10 181 
Rural/Remote 12 COSTILLA CENTENNIAL R-1 210 
Rural/Remote 12 COSTILLA SIERRA GRANDE R-30 288 
Rural/Remote 14 CUSTER CUSTER COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT C-1 397 
Rural/Remote 17 DOLORES DOLORES COUNTY RE NO.2 250 
Rural/Remote 20 ELBERT ELIZABETH C-1 2,476 
Rural/Remote 20 ELBERT KIOWA C-2 263 
Rural/Remote 20 ELBERT BIG SANDY 100J 323 
Rural/Remote 20 ELBERT ELBERT 200 226 
Rural/Remote 20 ELBERT AGATE 300 4 
Rural/Remote 21 EL PASO CALHAN RJ-1 458 
Rural/Remote 21 EL PASO ELLICOTT 22 1,055 
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2017-2018 PUPIL MEMBERSHIP BY DISTRICT SETTING Revised 
1/2/2018 

District Setting 
County 
Code County Name District Name PK-12 Total 

Rural/Remote 21 EL PASO PEYTON 23 JT 624 
Rural/Remote 21 EL PASO HANOVER 28 275 
Rural/Remote 21 EL PASO EDISON 54 JT 228 
Rural/Remote 21 EL PASO MIAMI/YODER 60 JT 303 
Rural/Remote 22 FREMONT COTOPAXI RE-3 212 
Rural/Remote 23 GARFIELD GARFIELD 16 1,180 
Rural/Remote 24 GILPIN GILPIN COUNTY RE-1 488 
Rural/Remote 27 HINSDALE HINSDALE COUNTY RE 1 96 
Rural/Remote 28 HUERFANO LA VETA RE-2 227 
Rural/Remote 29 JACKSON NORTH PARK R-1  186 
Rural/Remote 31 KIOWA EADS RE-1 184 
Rural/Remote 31 KIOWA PLAINVIEW RE-2 49 
Rural/Remote 32 KIT CARSON ARRIBA-FLAGLER C-20 178 
Rural/Remote 32 KIT CARSON HI-PLAINS R-23 107 
Rural/Remote 32 KIT CARSON STRATTON R-4 228 
Rural/Remote 32 KIT CARSON BETHUNE R-5 112 
Rural/Remote 34 LA PLATA IGNACIO 11 JT 786 
Rural/Remote 36 LAS ANIMAS PRIMERO REORGANIZED 2 192 
Rural/Remote 36 LAS ANIMAS HOEHNE REORGANIZED 3 359 
Rural/Remote 36 LAS ANIMAS AGUILAR REORGANIZED 6 123 
Rural/Remote 36 LAS ANIMAS BRANSON REORGANIZED 82 462 
Rural/Remote 36 LAS ANIMAS KIM REORGANIZED 88 57 
Rural/Remote 37 LINCOLN GENOA-HUGO C113 190 
Rural/Remote 37 LINCOLN KARVAL RE-23 42 
Rural/Remote 38 LOGAN FRENCHMAN RE-3 192 
Rural/Remote 38 LOGAN BUFFALO RE-4J 301 
Rural/Remote 38 LOGAN PLATEAU RE-5 170 
Rural/Remote 39 MESA DE BEQUE 49JT 165 
Rural/Remote 39 MESA PLATEAU VALLEY 50 451 
Rural/Remote 40 MINERAL CREEDE SCHOOL DISTRICT 80 
Rural/Remote 42 MONTEZUMA DOLORES RE-4A 749 
Rural/Remote 42 MONTEZUMA MANCOS RE-6 500 
Rural/Remote 43 MONTROSE WEST END RE-2 317 
Rural/Remote 44 MORGAN WELDON VALLEY RE-20(J) 234 
Rural/Remote 44 MORGAN WIGGINS RE-50(J) 606 
Rural/Remote 45 OTERO MANZANOLA 3J 140 
Rural/Remote 45 OTERO CHERAW 31 207 
Rural/Remote 45 OTERO SWINK 33 372 
Rural/Remote 46 OURAY OURAY R-1 171 
Rural/Remote 46 OURAY RIDGWAY R-2 355 
Rural/Remote 47 PARK PLATTE CANYON 1 928 
Rural/Remote 47 PARK PARK COUNTY RE-2 730 
Rural/Remote 48 PHILLIPS HAXTUN RE-2J 350 
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2017-2018 PUPIL MEMBERSHIP BY DISTRICT SETTING Revised 
1/2/2018 

District Setting 
County 
Code County Name District Name PK-12 Total 

Rural/Remote 50 PROWERS GRANADA RE-1 204 
Rural/Remote 50 PROWERS HOLLY RE-3 308 
Rural/Remote 50 PROWERS WILEY RE-13 JT 249 
Rural/Remote 53 RIO GRANDE SARGENT RE-33J 370 
Rural/Remote 54 ROUTT SOUTH ROUTT RE 3 359 
Rural/Remote 55 SAGUACHE MOUNTAIN VALLEY RE 1 125 
Rural/Remote 55 SAGUACHE MOFFAT 2 232 
Rural/Remote 56 SAN JUAN SILVERTON 1 68 
Rural/Remote 57 SAN MIGUEL NORWOOD R-2J 239 
Rural/Remote 58 SEDGWICK REVERE SCHOOL DISTRICT 117 
Rural/Remote 60 TELLER CRIPPLE CREEK-VICTOR RE-1 367 
Rural/Remote 61 WASHINGTON ARICKAREE R-2 101 
Rural/Remote 61 WASHINGTON OTIS R-3 243 
Rural/Remote 61 WASHINGTON LONE STAR 101 119 
Rural/Remote 61 WASHINGTON WOODLIN R-104 106 
Rural/Remote 62 WELD WELD COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT RE-3J 2,475 
Rural/Remote 62 WELD BRIGGSDALE RE-10 176 
Rural/Remote 62 WELD PRAIRIE RE-11 205 
Rural/Remote 62 WELD PAWNEE RE-12 88 
Rural/Remote TOTAL     32,651 

Colorado BOCES 90 
COLORADO 
BOCS CENTENNIAL BOCES 170 

Colorado BOCES 90 
COLORADO 
BOCS SAN JUAN BOCES 61 

Colorado BOCES 90 
COLORADO 
BOCS EXPEDITIONARY BOCES 389 

Colorado BOCES 90 
COLORADO 
BOCS COLORADO DIGITAL BOCES 2,246 

Colorado BOCES 90 
COLORADO 
BOCS COLORADO RIVER BOCES 153 

Colorado BOCES TOTAL     3,019 
Detention Centers 999 No county COLORADO DETENTION CENTERS 236 
Detention Centers TOTAL     236 
          
STATE   STATE TOTAL   910,280 

 

Source: Colorado Department of Education (2018). “2017-2018 Pupil Membership by District Setting” (Revised 
January 2, 2018). Retrieved from: https://www.cde.state.co.us/cdereval/2017-18-pm-district-setting  
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APPENDIX B: COLORADO SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY DISTRICT SETTING 
DESIGNATION AND BY DISTRICT SIZE (2017-2018 ENROLLMENT) 

 

Denver Metro 

DENVER METRO - DISTRICT SIZE CATEGORY DISTRICT NAME 
100 or less  
101-300  
301-600  
601-1,200  
1,201- 6,000 SHERIDAN 2 

ENGLEWOOD 1 
6,001-25,000 ADAMS COUNTY 14 

MAPLETON 1 
WESTMINSTER PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
LITTLETON 6 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 27J 

25,000 or more BOULDER VALLEY RE 2 
ST VRAIN VALLEY RE 1J 
ADAMS 12 FIVE STAR SCHOOLS 
ADAMS-ARAPAHOE 28J 
CHERRY CREEK 5 
DOUGLAS COUNTY RE 1 
JEFFERSON COUNTY R-1 
DENVER COUNTY 1 
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Outlying City 

OUTLYING CITY - DISTRICT SIZE CATEGORY DISTRICT NAME 
100 or less  
101-300  
301-600  
601-1,200 TRINIDAD 1 
1,201- 6,000 EAST OTERO R-1 

LAMAR RE-2 
MOFFAT COUNTY RE:NO 1 
VALLEY RE-1 
ALAMOSA RE-11J 
STEAMBOAT SPRINGS RE-2 
MONTEZUMA-CORTEZ RE-1 
FORT MORGAN RE-3 
CANON CITY RE-1 
DURANGO 9-R 
ROARING FORK RE-1 

6,001-25,000 MONTROSE COUNTY RE-1J 
 

25,000 or more  
 
 
  



 

 

 44 

Outlying Town 

OUTLYING TOWN - DISTRICT SIZE CATEGORY DISTRICT NAME 
100 or less LIBERTY J-4 
101-300 CHEYENNE COUNTY RE-5 

IDALIA RJ-3 
301-600 SPRINGFIELD RE-4 

AKRON R-1 
FOWLER R-4J 
WEST GRAND 1-JT 
DEL NORTE C-7 
CROWLEY COUNTY RE-1-J 
HAYDEN RE-1 
LIMON RE-4J 
RANGELY RE-4 
JULESBURG RE-1 
HUERFANO RE-1 
HOLYOKE RE-1J 

601-1,200 CENTER 26 JT 
WRAY RD-2 
MEEKER RE1 
BURLINGTON RE-6J 
ROCKY FORD R-2 
CLEAR CREEK RE-1 
YUMA 1 
TELLURIDE R-1 
AULT-HIGHLAND RE-9 
LAKE COUNTY R-1 
BUENA VISTA R-31 
PLATTE VALLEY RE-7 
BENNETT 29J 
ESTES PARK R-3 
MONTE VISTA C-8 

1,201-6,000 SALIDA R-32 
EAST GRAND 2 
FREMONT RE-2 
BAYFIELD 10 JT-R 
BRUSH RE-2(J) 
ARCHULETA COUNTY 50 JT 
ASPEN 1 
LAS ANIMAS RE-1 
EATON RE-2 
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OUTLYING TOWN - DISTRICT SIZE CATEGORY DISTRICT NAME 
WELD COUNTY RE-1 
GUNNISON WATERSHED RE1J 
WELD COUNTY S/D RE-8 
WOODLAND PARK RE-2 
SUMMIT RE-1 
JOHNSTOWN-MILLIKEN RE-5J 
GARFIELD RE-2 
DELTA COUNTY 50(J) 

6,001-25,000 WINDSOR RE-4 
EAGLE COUNTY RE 50 

25,000 or more  
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Rural/Remote 

RURAL/REMOTE - 
DISTRICT SIZE CATEGORY 

DISTRICT NAME 

100 or less AGATE 300 
CAMPO RE-6 
PRITCHETT RE-3 
KARVAL RE-23 
VILAS RE-5 
PLAINVIEW RE-2 
KIM REORGANIZED 88 
SILVERTON 1 
CREEDE SCHOOL DISTRICT 
PAWNEE RE-12 
HINSDALE COUNTY RE 1 

101-300 ARICKAREE R-2 
WOODLIN R-104 
HI-PLAINS R-23 
KIT CARSON R-1 
BETHUNE R-5 
REVERE SCHOOL DISTRICT 
LONE STAR 101 
AGUILAR REORGANIZED 6 
MOUNTAIN VALLEY RE 1 
MANZANOLA 3J 
DE BEQUE 49JT 
WALSH RE-1 
PLATEAU RE-5 
OURAY R-1 
BRIGGSDALE RE-10 
ARRIBA-FLAGLER C-20 
SOUTH CONEJOS RE-10 
EADS RE-1 
NORTH PARK R-1  
GENOA-HUGO C113 
PRIMERO REORGANIZED 2 
FRENCHMAN RE-3 
GRANADA RE-1 
DEER TRAIL 26J 
PRAIRIE RE-11 
CHERAW 31 
CENTENNIAL R-1 
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RURAL/REMOTE - 
DISTRICT SIZE CATEGORY 

DISTRICT NAME 

COTOPAXI RE-3 
ELBERT 200 
LA VETA RE-2 
EDISON 54 JT 
STRATTON R-4 
MOFFAT 2 
WELDON VALLEY RE-20(J) 
NORWOOD R-2J 
OTIS R-3 
WILEY RE-13 JT 
DOLORES COUNTY RE NO.2 
MC CLAVE RE-2 
KIOWA C-2 
HANOVER 28 
SIERRA GRANDE R-30 

301-600 BUFFALO RE-4J 
MIAMI/YODER 60 JT 
HOLLY RE-3 
SANGRE DE CRISTO RE-22J 
WEST END RE-2 
BIG SANDY 100J 
HAXTUN RE-2J 
RIDGWAY R-2 
HOEHNE REORGANIZED 3 
SOUTH ROUTT RE 3 
CRIPPLE CREEK-VICTOR RE-1 
SANFORD 6J 
SARGENT RE-33J 
SWINK 33 
CUSTER COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT C-1 
PLATEAU VALLEY 50 
CALHAN RJ-1 
BRANSON REORGANIZED 82 
GILPIN COUNTY RE-1 
MANCOS RE-6 
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RURAL/REMOTE - 
DISTRICT SIZE CATEGORY 

DISTRICT NAME 

601-1,200 WIGGINS RE-50(J) 
PEYTON 23 JT 
PARK COUNTY RE-2 
DOLORES RE-4A 
IGNACIO 11 JT 
PLATTE CANYON 1 
STRASBURG 31J 
NORTH CONEJOS RE-1J 
ELLICOTT 22 
GARFIELD 16 

1,201- 6,000 WELD COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT RE-3J 
ELIZABETH C-1 
BYERS 32J 

6,001-25,000  
25,000 or more  
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Urban-Suburban 

URBAN-SUBURBAN - DISTRICT SIZE 
CATEGORY 

DISTRICT NAME 

100 or less  
101-300 COLORADO SCHOOL FOR THE DEAF AND 

BLIND 
301-600  
601-1,200  
1,201- 6,000 MANITOU SPRINGS 14 

CHEYENNE MOUNTAIN 12 
6,001-25,000 LEWIS-PALMER 38 

FOUNTAIN 8 
WIDEFIELD 3 
PUEBLO COUNTY 70 
HARRISON 2 
THOMPSON R2-J 
PUEBLO CITY 60 
CHARTER SCHOOL INSTITUTE 
FALCON 49 
MESA COUNTY VALLEY 51 
GREELEY 6 

25,000 or more ACADEMY 20 
COLORADO SPRINGS 11 
POUDRE R-1 
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