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August 19, 2015 
 
Dear Superintendent Munn, 
 
Aurora Central High School entered its 5th year of implementing a Priority Improvement plan on July 1, 
2015. Pursuant to the Education Accountability Act of 2009, a public school may not implement a Priority 
Improvement or Turnaround Plan for longer than five consecutive years before the State Board of 
Education requires the district to restructure or close the school. Adams-Arapahoe 28J School District 
presented to the State Board of Education on April 9th, 2015 and on June 10th, 2015 on the proposed 
Innovation pathway for Aurora Central. At the June 10th meeting, the State Board of Education directed 
CDE staff to review Aurora’s plans and develop a formal recommendation regarding an end-of-clock 
pathway for Aurora Central. 
 
The attached report constitutes CDE’s formal recommendation for Aurora Central High School. Note that 
the State Board of Education is not required to direct action to the district’s local school board for Aurora 
Central High School prior to June 2017. 
 
In the report, I recommend Innovation School Status for Aurora Central High School based upon a review 
conducted by Department staff of the school’s data, leadership, culture, academic systems, Unified 
Improvement Plans, and the history of grants and supports provided to the school. Department staff also 
considered the State Review Panel’s final recommendation and the district’s own proposal to create 
multiple Innovation Zones, or ACTION Zones. 
 
Based on our review of the information, the Department believes there remains a need for dramatic 
change at Aurora Central, which will require the following conditions, at a minimum, to be met:  

1. The recruitment of a strong school turnaround leader;  
2. The involvement of the district in regular performance management activities; and  
3. Appropriate autonomies being granted from district policies and practices to ensure school 

leadership has decision-making power over school staffing, budgeting, curriculum and calendar.   
 
Innovation School Status as part of the district’s larger Innovation Zones plan is one pathway under which 
Aurora Central and the district may be able to fulfill those necessary conditions for improvement. If an 
Innovation Plan is not approved by the Aurora Central community, if a leader capable of implementing the 
Innovation Plan is not hired, or if the Innovation Plan fails to demonstrate the district is on track to meet 
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the conditions stated above by fall 2016, CDE believes alternative viable pathways should be urgently 
pursued, including the options of converting Aurora Central to a charter school or recruiting an external 
partner to change and/or take over management structures. 
The State Review Panel (SRP) report has also been released to the State Board of Education. Department 
staff reviewed the SRP report, which was based on the panel’s 2015 document review and a site visit. The 
SRP recommended Innovation School Status for Aurora Central High School; however, there were some 
differences between CDE’s assessment of Aurora Central and the State Review Panel’s evaluation—
primarily around the effectiveness of leadership in the school and whether the school or district should 
lead the innovation status work.  
 
First, CDE staff found that, over the past several years, leadership at Aurora Central has not been 
effective in driving the school toward dramatic achievement gains and has not consistently implemented 
improvement efforts targeted at school culture and climate and the quality of instruction. In contrast, the 
State Review Panel rated the school as effective on the following metric: “the leadership is adequate to 
implement change to improve results.” The SRP highlighted the leadership teams’ prior experience in 
turnaround and their focus on stabilizing the school community as the main evidence of leadership 
capacity. While the SRP report highlights the progress the school made in creating a safe, orderly 
environment, letters from students to the State Board of Education reveal persistent challenges in student 
behavior, safety and engagement, as well as low student achievement. Both the State Review Panel and 
CDE staff do agree that the leadership team did not maintain a consistent focus on raising student 
achievement and ensuring high-quality instruction. 
 
Second, CDE recommends that Aurora Central become an Innovation School as a part of the district-wide 
Innovation Zones initiative. This differs from the State Review Panel recommendation, which did not 
recommend that the school participate in a district Innovation Zone. As a district, Aurora Public Schools 
has made strategic moves to provide targeted and differentiated supports to schools. The ACTION Zones 
proposal provides a way for the district to customize and prioritize support for struggling schools, 
including Aurora Central High School. While allowing individual schools and their communities to develop 
unique innovation plans is important, CDE urges the district to be a partner in the turnaround efforts at 
Aurora Central, particularly in articulating timelines and benchmarks for implementation and in holding 
school leadership accountable for performance efforts. 
 
As you read through the report and recommendations, please feel free to contact me if you have any 
questions or concerns. 
 
Sincerely,  

 
 
 
 
 

Elliott Asp, Ph.D. 
Interim Commissioner of Education  
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CDE recommends 

Innovation School 

Status 

Executive Summary 

Background 
State law requires that the Colorado State Board of Education and the Colorado Department of 

Education hold all districts and schools accountable for student performance (C.R.S. 22-11-101 et al.). 

The state annually evaluates student performance in districts and schools through a set of consistent, 

objective measures, and then uses this information to inform rewards, sanctions, and supports. Districts 

and schools assigned to a Priority Improvement or Turnaround plan have the lowest performing student 

outcomes of all districts and schools in Colorado, according to the state’s primary accountability tool—

the District and School Performance Framework (DPF/SPF) reports. The DPF and SPF reports are based 

on four key Performance Indicators that the state has determined to be most indicative of how prepared 

students are for college and career: achievement, growth, growth gaps, and postsecondary and 

workforce readiness. Districts and schools on Priority Improvement or Turnaround plans tend to be 

falling short of state expectations for students in each of these areas. 

Pursuant to the Education Accountability Act of 2009, Article 11 of Title 22, C.R.S., a school may not 

implement a Priority Improvement or Turnaround Plan for longer than five consecutive years before the 

district or Institute is required to restructure or close the school. Schools entering year five of the state 

accountability clock on July 1, 2015 (based on 2014 SPF ratings) will be subject to action directed by the 

State Board of Education to the local district board of education on or before June 30, 2017 (per the 

accountability hold legislated in HB15-1323), provided that the school remains in Priority Improvement 

or Turnaround status on the 2016 SPF ratings. If a local board does not act upon or to the satisfaction of 

the State Board’s recommendations, the State Board may lower the district’s accreditation rating. 

Aurora Central High School entered its 5th year of implementing a Priority Improvement plan on July 1, 

2015. Adams-Arapahoe 28J School District presented to the State Board of Education on April 9th, 2015 

and on June 10th, 2015 on the proposed pathway (Innovation) for Aurora Central. The district requested 

that a pathway be selected early to enable the school and district ample time for the design process. At 

the June 10th meeting, the State Board of Education directed CDE staff “to move forward with 

completing the process of reviewing the Aurora plans so that a formal recommendation will be ready for 

the August 2015 State Board meeting.”  This report constitutes CDE’s formal recommendation for 

Aurora Central High School. Please note that the State Board of Education is not required, by law, to 

direct action to the district’s local school board for Aurora Central High School prior to June 2017.  

CDE Recommendation 
Pursuant to the Education Accountability Act of 2009, the 

Commissioner of Education is required to provide a 

recommendation to the State Board of Education. The 

Commissioner recommends Innovation School Status for 

Aurora Central High School based upon a review conducted by Department staff of the school’s data, 

leadership, culture, academic systems, Unified Improvement Plans, and the history of grants and 
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supports provided to the school. Department staff also considered the State Review Panel’s final 

recommendation and the district’s own proposal to create multiple Innovation Zones, or “ACTION 

Zones.” The district proposal lays out preliminary plans for Aurora Central to seek Innovation School 

Status as part of ACTION Zone 1. 

Per CDE’s review, the following conditions are needed for robust change at Aurora Central High School: 

1. Recruitment of a school leader who: 

o Has experience in leading school turnaround efforts and has a demonstrated track 

record of increasing student achievement; 

o Will significantly change and promote a school culture of student academic performance 

amongst students, staff, and families; and 

o Will drive systems that foster positive academic outcomes for all students. 

2. District commitment to implement: 

o Regular and supportive supervision of the school by district staff; 

o Clear performance expectations and goals for the school leader; and 

o Routine performance management that emphasizes examination of student data and 

promotes mid-course adjustments, as needed. 

3. Autonomy from district policies and practices to ensure the school leadership has appropriate 

discretion over: 

o Recruiting, hiring, evaluating, and termination of teachers, as needed; 

o Budget and staffing decisions; 

o Curricular and assessment decisions; 

o Professional development decisions; 

o Student support strategies and services; 

o Calendar and school day decisions; 

o Partnerships and programs to meet the specific needs of special populations of 

students; and 

o Key operational decisions. 

These conditions can be met through several of the pathways that are included in state law, including 

innovation, charter and change in management. CDE recommends that the district pursue Innovation 

School Status for Aurora Central High School as Innovation represents a viable pathway for achieving the 

three conditions stated above, and it is aligned with the district’s strategic plan for ACTION Zones. 

Innovation status does require a thoughtful and deliberate plan of action for improvements at the 

school, including consideration of goals, barriers to those goals, and necessary waivers to address the 

barriers. The Innovation Schools Act requires that school districts engage the broader school community 

in the development of innovation plans, which includes staff, students, parents and the surrounding 

community. Successful innovation planning and implementation will require flexible thinking and 

ongoing collaboration between the school and the district.  

While CDE believes a thoughtful and rigorous Innovation School Plan can facilitate an environment that 

addresses the conditions described above, CDE notes that other pathways could also be appropriate 
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choices for Aurora Central High School.  Converting Aurora Central to a charter school or bringing in an 

external management partner could be two other viable pathways, particularly if the Innovation Plan is 

not approved by the school community. Charter and external management could also foster the 

conditions required for robust change. 

CDE does not recommend school closure, first and foremost, because there is not capacity at other 

district high schools to serve the 2,120 Aurora Central students. In addition, the high school serves a 

large number of immigrant and refugee students and has developed supportive resources for this 

specific community. Aurora Central has made positive strides over the past several years in developing 

and promoting community engagement and partnerships.  

Pathways that Meet Necessary Conditions for Improvement 

School Pathway 
CDE 
Recommendation 

Other Viable 
Pathways  

CDE Does Not 
Recommend 

Innovation School Status X   

Conversion to a Charter School  X  

External Partner Changes and/or 
Takes Over Management Structures 

 X  

School Closure   X 

 

Evidence and Rationale 
CDE staff relied upon the following evidence in developing its recommendation for Aurora Central High 

School: 

 As demonstrated by the school’s demographic data, Aurora Central serves a large number of at-

risk students.  

 Academic performance indicators show the school has made some limited gains over the past 

five years but continues to fall significantly short of state expectations.  

 School leadership has not acted as a change agent to drive dramatic achievement gains and has 

not consistently implemented improvement efforts targeted at school culture and climate and 

the quality of instruction. 

 While Aurora Central has complied with the Unified Improvement Plan (UIP) process, the 

school’s plan lacks detail and is not of sufficient magnitude given that the school is in Year 5 of 

Priority Improvement. 

 Aurora Central High School has failed to make expected improvements over the past five years 

despite the addition of substantial fiscal resources and supports. 

 

A summary of each evidence statement is provided below; detailed descriptions are available in the 

subsequent sections of the report. 
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As demonstrated by the school’s demographic data, Aurora Central serves a large number of at-risk 

students.  

Aurora Central High School serves a much higher concentration of at-risk students than a typical 

Colorado school, or even other district high schools. Almost 75 percent of Aurora Central students in 

grades 9-12 are eligible for free or reduced-price meal programs, compared to 42 percent of K-12 

students across the state. A significant majority of Aurora Central students (69 percent) are English 

learners compared to 50 percent of students in the district and 18 percent of students in the state.1 The 

proportion of students at Aurora Central who are new immigrants to the country within the last three 

years is 12 times higher than the statewide average. Additionally, data provided by the district indicate 

that nearly 9 percent of the immigrant students qualify as refugees. 

 

Academic performance indicators show the school has made some limited gains over the past five 

years but continues to fall significantly short of state expectations.  

Aurora Central has earned Priority Improvement ratings on the School Performance Framework (SPF) for 

the past five years. As displayed in Figure 1, the percent of points earned on the SPF has fluctuated year-

to-year but has generally trended upward from 37.5 percent of points in 2010 to 44.5 percent of points 

in 2014. The cut-score for Improvement status is 47 percent of points. While the high school is making 

progress, it is still falling short of state expectations. The high school is significantly below the state 

average on two performance indicators—academic achievement and postsecondary and workforce 

readiness (see Figure 1 on page 7).  

In all content areas, the academic achievement of the school as a whole has hovered in the single digit 

percentile rankings in comparison to schools across the state. In addition, when compared to other high 

schools serving high numbers of minority, low-income or English learner students, Aurora Central High 

School consistently shows performance in the bottom quartile. 

School leadership has not acted as a change agent to drive dramatic achievement gains and has not 

consistently implemented improvement efforts targeted at school culture and climate and the quality 

of instruction. 

CDE staff visited Aurora Central frequently over the past several years to support the implementation of 

the Tiered Intervention Grant. Staff observed that school leadership did not convey high expectations 

for student academic performance and did not hold staff accountable to performance goals. School 

leadership did not use transparent processes to identify improvement strategies or to hold the staff 

accountable for achieving results. Improving instruction was not a core focus of improvement, and 

school leadership did not unite the school community around a common vision for student success and 

turnaround. The 2015 TELL Survey results of the school staff reinforce these same observations. CDE 

                                                           
1 *Includes all Non-English Proficient (NEP), Limited English Proficient (LEP) and Fluent English Proficient 
(FEP) students. Other data sources, including SchoolView, only include NEP, LEP and students who are 
FEP-monitored Year 1 or Year 2. 
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further notes that in spring 2015, the principal was reassigned to a different position in the district. 

There will be an interim principal in place at Aurora Central for the 2015-16 school year. 

While the school has seen some improvements in culture and climate, there are community-wide 

concerns regarding school safety, facilities, and student engagement as documented in the letters sent 

to the State Board of Education by Aurora Central students and through multiple news media stories. 

Overall, improvement efforts around school culture and climate have not been consistently 

implemented by school leadership and staff. 

Figure 1: School Performance Framework (SPF) Percentage of Points Earned, 2010-2014 
 

Total Percent of Points Earned on the School 
Performance Framework, 2010 through 2014 

(Based on Official Ratings) 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
Orange bars denote the high school was assigned a Priority 
Improvement Plan. 

 

Percent of Points Earned by Performance 
Indicator on the SPF 
2010 through 2014  

(Based on Official Ratings) 
 

 
 

Bars are color coded according to the SPF color rating.  
Green:    Meets state expectations 
Yellow:   Approaching state expectations 
Red:        Does not meet state expectations  



     
8 

 
 
 

While Aurora Central has complied with the Unified Improvement Plan (UIP) process, the school’s 

plan lacks detail and is not of sufficient magnitude given that the school is in Year 5 of Priority 

Improvement. 

Since 2010-11, CDE has reviewed Aurora Central’s UIP and provided feedback to the district, as required 

by law. The feedback has emphasized the need to strengthen the data analysis and provide an action 

plan that will result in dramatic-enough change. The action plan has consistently needed more detail to 

convey an understanding of the steps necessary to enact significant change. While the plan meets many 

of the quality criteria, there has been more concern about the school’s weak action plan in recent years 

since the school is so far along on the clock.  

The State Review Panel had similar reactions to the Aurora Central UIP, noting that “the plan lacks deep 

analysis to identify root causes and as a result it is difficult to assess if the major improvement strategies 

are the most effective strategies to solve current issues.” The State Review Panel also noted that Aurora 

Central’s UIP does not convey that the school is monitoring its progress toward meeting its stated goals, 

and thus it is unclear what is working and what should be changed. This is further evidence that the 

previous school leadership was not able to drive dramatic improvement efforts at the school. 

 

Aurora Central High School has failed to make expected improvements over the past five years 

despite the addition of substantial fiscal resources and supports. 

In 2013, Aurora Central was eligible to apply for the 1003(g) Tiered Intervention Grant (TIG), which is 
designed to support districts with chronically low-performing schools in the lowest 5 percent of 
achievement and/or persistently low graduation rates (Title I Priority Schools). 
 
Aurora Central received TIG funds for two years (2013-14 and 2014-15). A summary of the school’s 
proposed TIG budgets is below. During the renewal process of the TIG grant for year 3 funds in July 
2015, the grant was suspended pending resolution and resubmission to address the following concerns: 

 The principal and an assistant principal left their positions at the end of the 2014-15 school year.  
The new school leadership has indicated they will carry out the TIG-funded activities. 

 The application did not provide evidence of how or if TIG-funded activities have resulted in a 
positive impact on student achievement. 

 A large amount of TIG funding was utilized for a Data Specialist and Early Warning Intervention 
Specialists. It was unclear in the application if these positions have had an impact on student 
achievement. 
 

Table 1. Overview of Aurora Central Proposed TIG Budget, Year 1 & 2  

TIG Year Total Budgeted 
Amount 

# of 
Budgeted FTE 

Budgeted FTE Budgeted Professional 
Development  

Year 1 $1,017.239 7.0 $501,390 $420,363 

Year 2 $1,095,773* 7.7 $656,854 $282,580 

Proposed Year 3 $748,562  3 $230,000 $65,000 

* Includes carry-over funds from Year 1.  

 
In addition, Aurora Central High School is a Colorado Graduation Pathways (CGP) school and received 
funds as part of the state’s US Department of Education High School Graduation Initiative grant award. 
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Between 2010-11 and 2014-15, Aurora Central was awarded $454,900 in competitive grants funds for 
the Colorado Graduation Pathways grant. CGP was designed to support systems change at the school 
level to increase the graduation rate, decrease the dropout rate, and reengage students who had 
dropped out. Aurora Central students were also supported through the state-funded Expelled and At-
risk Student Services (EARSS) grant, which was awarded to Aurora Public Schools (APS) in 2010-11 and 
2011-12. The total amount of EARSS grant funding received by the district during this period was 
$289,996. 
 
The Dropout Prevention and Student Re-engagement Unit at CDE assessed the results of the funding 
and support for Aurora Central. While at certain times it seemed specific interventions were effective in 
impacting outcomes such as truancy, dropout rates and graduation rates, the school was not able to 
sustain those changes. Overall, the trends in student engagement and graduation metrics were erratic 
over the course of a four year period. Average daily attendance rates, for example, continue to fall short 
of the state average despite the systems and additional staff that were put into place specifically to 
improve attendance (see Figure 2). 
 
Figure 2. Average Daily Attendance Rate (Total Student Days Attended/Total Possible Attendance Days),  
2010-11 to 2013-14 

 

Summary 

Based upon an analysis of this evidence, the Commissioner recommends that the district implement a 

rigorous plan for Innovation School Status for Aurora Central High School.  There remains a need for 

dramatic change at Aurora Central, which is unlikely to happen without the following conditions being 

met:  

1. The recruitment of a strong school turnaround leader;  

2. The involvement of the district in regular performance management activities; and  

3. Appropriate autonomies being granted from district policies and practices to ensure school 

leadership has decision-making power over school staffing, budgeting, curriculum and calendar.   

 

Innovation School Status as part of the district’s larger Innovation Zones plan is one pathway under 

which Aurora Central and the district may be able to fulfill those necessary conditions for improvement. 

If an Innovation Plan is not approved by the Aurora Central community, if a leader capable of 

implementing the Innovation Plan is not hired, or if the Innovation Plan fails to demonstrate the district 
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is on track to meet the conditions stated above by fall 2016, CDE believes alternative viable pathways 

should be urgently pursued, including the options of converting Aurora Central to a charter school or 

recruiting an external partner to change and/or take over management structures.  

CDE Recommendation Report Outline 

The next sections of this report provide supporting evidence and documentation for the statements 

made above. First, a detailed look at Aurora Central’s data is provided, followed by a review of the 

school’s systems and conditions. A summary of the Aurora Central’s Unified Improvement Planning is 

included, as is an overview of the state and federal grants provided to the high school over the past five 

years. Lastly, the report includes an evaluation by CDE staff of the State Review Panel’s report and the 

school district’s Innovation Zone proposal. 
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Data Analysis 
Aurora Central has earned Priority Improvement ratings on the school performance frameworks over 

the past five years, with the total percent of points fluctuating, but generally trending upward from 37.5 

in 2010 to 44.5 in 2014. The cut-score for Improvement status is 47 percent of points, so the school is 

making progress but is still falling short of state expectations.  

Enrollment and Demographics 
The number of students enrolling in grades 9-12 at Aurora Central High School has declined by more 

than 9 percent over the last five years, from 2,334 down to 2,120, while district’s overall K-12 

enrollment has increased by 15 percent, from 35,523 to 40,877.  

Table 2 below contains enrollment information for disaggregated student subgroups at the state level 

(all K-12 public schools), district level (all APS K-12 schools) and at the school level. These data help 

contextualize the student population being served at Aurora Central and the additional challenges the 

school may face in working with students from at-risk and higher needs backgrounds.  

Table 2. 2014-15 October Enrollment  

Disaggregated Student Group Colorado  
Adams-Arapahoe 

28J District  
Aurora Central 

High School 

American Indian or Alaska Native 0.7% 0.8% 0.8% 

Asian 3.1% 4.5% 8.1% 

Black or African American 4.7% 18.1% 16.5% 

Hispanic/Latino 33.1% 53.9% 66.8% 

White 54.5% 17.8% 5.2% 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0.2% 0.6% 0.4% 

Two or More Races 3.7% 4.4% 2.3% 

Gifted and Talented 7.7% 4.6% 4.3% 

Special Education 10.1% 10.6% 14.6% 

Free or Reduced-Price Meal Eligible 41.6% 69.4% 73.8% 

Homeless  1.8% 6.0% 8.0% 

Migrant  0.2% 0.5% 1.2% 

Immigrant (in US less than 3 years) 0.9% 4.8% 10.5% 

English Learner* 18.2% 49.5% 69.2% 

 -Non-English Proficient (NEP) 3.3% 11.2% 12.9% 

 -Limited English Proficient (LEP) 8.9% 24.0% 30.3% 

 -Fluent English Proficient (FEP)* 6.0% 14.3% 26.0% 
*Includes all FEP students. Other data sources, including SchoolView, only include students who are FEP-monitored 
Year 1 or Year 2. 

The proportion of Hispanic students enrolling at Aurora Central is significantly higher than the district, 

and more than double the state’s proportion of Hispanic students. The percentage of black students 

enrolled is slightly smaller than the district, but more than three times the state figure. White students 

make up only 5 percent of the school population, which is well below the district proportion and 

dramatically lower than the state where more than half of enrolled K-12 students are white.   
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Both the district and Aurora Central have a smaller proportion of students qualifying as Gifted and 

Talented than the state. But where the state and district have similar proportions of students identified 

for Individual Education Plans (IEPs), Aurora Central is significantly higher (almost 15 percent compared 

to 10 percent). Students on IEPs require additional services and often face additional challenges in 

attaining state performance expectations.  

At-Risk Populations 
It is clear Aurora Central High School serves a much higher concentration of at-risk students than a 

typical Colorado (or even Aurora) school would face. Almost 75 percent of Aurora Central students in 

grades 9-12 are eligible for free- or reduced-price meal programs, compared to 42 percent of K-12 

students across the state. Eight percent of students at Aurora Central are documented as homeless, 

which is more than four times higher than the state average. More than 1 percent of Aurora Central 

students qualify for migrant educational services and 10.5 percent are immigrants new to the country 

within the last three years. These proportions are double the district figures and between 6 and 10 

times higher than the state’s enrollments. Additionally, data provided by the district indicate that 8.8 

percent of their students qualify as refugees. Refugee students are not U.S citizens, but are residing in 

the U.S. due to persecution or a well-founded fear of persecution on account of race, religion, 

nationality, membership in a particular social group, or political opinion in their home country. 

English Language Learners 
The majority of Aurora Central students (69 percent) are English learners compared to 50 percent of 

students in the district and 18 percent of the state’s K-12 population. The breakdown of students by 

English proficiency status is equally telling, with 3-4 times more students needing explicit English 

language instruction (classified as NEP or LEP) than Colorado students as a whole. Aurora Central also 

has a higher proportion of Former English Learner (FEP) students who had previously required English 

language instruction.  

To further characterize the linguistic make-up of the school, district, and state, Table 3 below shows the 

count of home languages spoken and the breakdown of K-12 

enrolled students by home language (most categories collapsed 

into “other”). Less than one-third of students at Aurora Central 

are native English speakers with the majority (58 percent) 

speaking Spanish at home. These figures contrast sharply against 

the state as a whole, where more than three-quarters of students 

are native English speakers and only 16 percent are native 

Spanish speakers. Even in regards to home languages other than 

English and Spanish, Aurora Central has greater diversity than the state, with one in eight students 

speaking a language other than English or Spanish. 

  

70% of Aurora Central 

High School students 

speak a language other 

than English at home 
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Table 3. Home Languages Spoken 

 Colorado 
Adams-Arapahoe 28J 

District 
Aurora Central High 

School 

Home Languages Spoken (count) 285 135 43 

Percent of students speaking:    

 -English 80.4% 49.5% 30.3% 

 -Spanish 16.0% 41.7% 57.5% 

 -Other non-English language 3.7% 8.8% 12.2% 

Academic Performance 
Math achievement at Aurora Central has been consistently low from 2008-09 to 2013-14, hovering 

between 10 and 12 percent of students scoring Proficient or Advanced, except for the IEP sub-group 

which has hovered around 1 percent of students scoring Proficient or Advanced. Reading achievement 

showed a slight decline after 2008-09 but then gradually rebounded to almost the original level in 2013-

14 at 39 percent of students scoring Proficient or Advanced. Writing achievement was consistent from 

2008-09 to 2012-13 and then showed an improvement in 2013-14 when 21 percent of students scored 

Proficient or Advanced. In all content areas, the achievement of the school population as a whole has 

hovered in the single digit percentile rankings in comparison to students and schools across the state.  

Growth results have shown greater variability between years in all content areas. For math, the median 

growth percentile (MGP) has fluctuated from 40 to 56, generally hovering around 50. Reading MGPs fell 

between 42 and 57 and showed notable fluctuations both above and below 50 across years. Writing 

MGPs were more consistent over the years, going from 46 to 57, but generally hovering around 50. IEP 

students showed slightly lower MGPs over the years, particularly in Reading. (The state average for 

growth, in all content areas is an MGP of 50).  

Appendix A contains visual depictions of Aurora Central’s academic achievement and growth results 

over the past six years.  

Given the high number of at-risk students Aurora Central serves, CDE staff analyzed the high school’s 

academic performance as compared to other high schools that also serve high populations of minority, 

low-income or English Learner students. As displayed in Figure 3 below, Aurora Central falls in the 

bottom quartile of student achievement when compared to other high schools serving high-needs 

populations.  

   

Compared to other high schools serving high-needs 

students, Aurora Central High School consistently 

shows performance in the bottom quartile. 
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Figure 3. Aurora Central High School’s 2014 Reading Achievement Compared to Other High Schools 
Serving a High Proportion of High-Needs Students 

Each dot represents a school; Aurora Central is highlighted in red whereas other high schools are shaded in gray. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Data Notes: Only high schools with Reading achievement results included in analysis (schools that were serving both middle and high school 

students were excluded). Schools designated as AEC for 2014 were excluded. Schools classified as either high minority, high poverty, and high 

English learners represent the top quartile within each student population. High Minority N = 52, High Poverty N = 37 and High English Learners 

N = 44. Data Source: Colorado Department of Education Student October 2013, Colorado Department of Education 2014 Reading TCAP 

Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness 
 As shown in Figure 4, four-year graduation rates have fluctuated slightly between 2010 and 2014, 

increasing from 41 percent to 46 percent. The 5, 6, and 7-year graduation rates for these cohorts are 

noticeably higher than the 4-year rates, indicating that many students stay in school additional years 

before graduating. Despite this increase, the best-of graduation rate for 2011 was 62 percent, nearly 20 

points below the state average of 80 percent.  

Additionally, dropout rates for Aurora Central are very high 

(see Figure 5). Although the dropout rate has decreased from 

10.5 in 2010 to 8.8 in 2013, this is still more than three times 

the state average. Disaggregated dropout rates for ELL, IEP and minority students are also all two or 

more times higher than the corresponding state averages.  

3x 

Aurora Central’s overall 
dropout rate for 2014 is 
three times the state 
average 
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Figure 4. Aurora Central High School Graduation Rates for Class of 2010 through Class of 2014 

By 4 (On-time), 5, 6, and 7 Year Rates  

Blue bars and numerical values represent the school’s graduation rate.  
The state’s graduation rates are shown in orange as a line.   

 

 
 

 
 Figure 5. Aurora Central High School Dropout Rates by Student Group from 2009-10 to 2013-14 

Aurora Central’s dropout rates are represented by the green bars. The state’s average dropout rates are represented as lines 
color coded in orange. Numerical values are the school’s dropout rates. 
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As displayed in Figure 6, below, performance on the ACT as measured by the composite score has 

increased at Aurora Central from 14.3 in 2010 to 15.2 in 2014. The state results remain significantly 

higher and have shown a similar increase across time (19.4 in 2010 to 20.3 in 2014). Students scoring 

below 17 on the ACT will likely need remediation in core content areas before being ready for college-

level, credit-bearing coursework.  

 
Figure 6. Aurora Central High School ACT Overall and Subject Results from 2009-10 to 2013-14 

 

Results for Aurora Central are graphically displayed as bars in blue at the composite level and gray at the subject level. Overall 
results for the state are represented as lines in orange. Maximum ACT score is 35 for the both the composite and each subject. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Data Analysis Summary 
Overall, while academic performance indicators show the school has made some limited gains over the 

past five years, Aurora Central continues to fall significantly short of state expectations. The high school 

earned 44.5 percent of points on the SPF in 2014, still short of the required 47 percent of points needed 

to earn Improvement status. The high school is considerably below the state average on two 

performance indicators—academic achievement and postsecondary and workforce readiness. 

Moreover, when compared to other high schools in Colorado that serve high numbers of minority, low-

income or English learner students, Aurora Central High School consistently shows performance in the 

bottom quartile. 
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Review of School Systems and Conditions 

This section is designed to provide a summary of a qualitative review of school systems and conditions. 

The data listed below were captured primarily through CDE Performance Manager site visits to Aurora 

Central High School to help support the implementation of the school’s Tiered Intervention Grant, as 

well as through CDE databases such as SchoolView. The following information provides context as to 

how the school has been functioning on key elements such as school leadership and culture. 

School Systems & Conditions Overview 

Research on school turnaround shows that the conditions outlined below are essential in establishing a 

strong foundation for rapid school improvement.2 Schools on track to improved student achievement 

are likely to show evidence of strong leadership, school culture, and academic systems. Some of the 

indicators used to evaluate these conditions are included below:  

 School Leadership 
o History of principal tenure 
o Specialized leadership training for principal/leadership team 

 Teaching Staff 
o Teacher turnover 
o TELL survey results 

 School Culture 
o Trends in student attendance 
o Community & parent engagement 

 Academic Systems 
o Systems for interim assessments and progress monitoring of academic goals 
o Professional development 

 Specialized District Support and Flexibility 
o District differentiates resource allocation to reflect the intensity of school-level 

turnaround efforts 

Aurora Central Systems & Conditions Summary 

School Leadership 

 A principal was hired in spring 2013 to lead school in implementing the Transformation model as a 

part of the Tiered Intervention Grant program.  

 The principal was allowed to re-hire a new administrative team, including three assistant 

principals. 

 In spring 2015, the principal was reassigned to a different position in the district. There will be an 

interim principal in place for the 2015-16 school year. 

 

                                                           
2
 Research on school turnaround from University of Virginia Turnaround Leaders Program, Public Impact, and Mass 

Insight Education. 
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Teaching Staff 

 One-third of ACHS’s teaching staff was new to the building in the 2013-2014 school year. ACHS 

is staffed by 100% of NCLB Highly Qualified Teachers 

 TELL survey data reveals a significant gap in composite scores between the district and the 

school, with the school consistently posting lower results in all categories.  

o Teachers reported low satisfaction in the areas of managing student conduct, parent 

engagement, and consistency in enforcing school-wide rules and policies.  

o Teachers reported low satisfaction in the areas of relevant professional learning and a 

fair evaluation system. 

School Culture 

 Over the past three years, average daily attendance at ACHS has declined from 89% to 79%. This 

is below the state expectation of 92%. 

 The school’s truancy rate has fluctuated between 10% and 25% over the past four years.  

 As documented in letters sent to the State Board of Education by ACHS students and through 

news media stories, there are community-wide concerns regarding school safety, facilities, and 

student engagement.  

 As a part of the Aurora Central’s TIG planning, the school has partnered with over 30 community 

organizations. These organizations provide services directly to students and parents, including 

tutoring, job placement support and English as a second language classes.  

Academic Systems 

 Aurora Central HS does not have an interim assessment system in place. There is not a consistent 

system for using student achievement data to drive instructional planning and school decision-

making. 

 ACHS has implemented a comprehensive professional development sequence in partnership with 

Marzano Research Lab. The focus of this work is to support teachers with lesson planning and 

deepening instructional strategies. 

 Aurora Central has established multiple systems to support students most at-risk of dropping out, 

including mentors, additional counseling and tutoring support. 

Specialized District Support and Flexibility 

 Aurora Central has received additional supports from Aurora Public Schools through the 

differentiated support pilot. These supports include additional instructional supports and an 

additional assistant principal. 

 The district provided Aurora Central with additional technical assistance and support in 

implementing the TIG grant through a project manager who tracked and documented TIG-related 

activities.  

 Aurora leadership team was given the flexibility to restructure the school day, recruit and hire TIG-

funded positions, and establish rewards and incentives for teachers as a part of the TIG program. 
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Unified Improvement Plan Overview  
 
Adams-Arapahoe 28J School District submitted Aurora Central High School’s UIP in January 2015 on 
time. CDE staff members reviewed the plan and released feedback in early March.  
 

Current School UIP Summary 
The following items were pulled directly from the school’s Unified Improvement Plan submitted to CDE 
in January 2015.  
 

Where are students continuing to struggle most? 

Priority Performance Challenges: Specific statements about the district’s performance challenges (not 
budgeting, staffing curriculum, instruction, etc.), with at least one priority identified for each 
performance indicator(Achievement , Growth, Growth Gaps, PWR) where the district did not meet 
federal, state and/or local expectations. 

1. Reading: Over the past 3 years Academic Achievement has increased slightly to 36.22% of students 
being proficient on TCAP/CSAP in Reading, 33 percentage points below state average proficiency 
levels, and 10 percentage points below district average proficiency levels. The priority 
Improvement Challenge is to increase Reading Academic Achievement narrow the Achievement 
gaps between the APS District and State of Colorado averages. 

2. Writing: Over the past 3 years Academic Achievement has increased slightly to 17.76% of students 
being proficient on TCAP/CSAP in Writing, 36 percentage points below state average proficiency 
levels, and 16 percentage points below district average proficiency levels. The priority 
Improvement Challenge is to increase Writing Academic Achievement narrow the Achievement 
gaps between the APS District and State of Colorado averages. 

3. Math: Over the past 3 years Academic Achievement has increased slightly to 12.8% of students 
being proficient on TCAP/CSAP in Math, 44 percentage points below state average proficiency 
levels, and 23 percentage points below district average proficiency levels. The priority 
Improvement Challenge is to increase Math Academic Achievement narrow the Achievement gaps 
between the APS District and State of Colorado averages. 

4. Graduation Rate: Over the past 3 years the Graduation Rate has increased slightly to 57.4% using 
the 7 year graduation formula. This is 23 percentage points below the state expectation of an 80% 
graduation rate. The current 4 year graduation rate has risen slightly to 40.7%. The priority 
Improvement Challenge is to increase the Graduation Rate and narrow the Achievement gaps 
between the APS District and State of Colorado averages. 

Why is the school continuing to have this problem(s)? 

Root Causes: Statements describing the deepest underlying cause, or causes, of performance 
challenges, that, if dissolved, would result in elimination, or substantial reduction of the performance 
challenge(s). 

1. We need to increase and refine teacher skills and implementation of reading and writing, and 
vocabulary development, and student discourse in all content areas. 

2. We need to align post-secondary workforce readiness systems to include all grade levels. 
Implement a plan to systematically support all students with our RTI system. 

3. We need to create support systems in math, such as tutoring or intentional inclusion models to 
continue to reduce academic growth gaps. 
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4. We need to develop differentiated language and instructional support based on the need of 
English Language learners. We need to increase culturally responsive professional development 
and focusing on the Affective, Behavioral and Cognitive student needs. 

 

What action is the school taking? 

Major Improvement Strategies: An overall approach that describes a series of related actions intended 
to result in improvements in performance. 

1. Curriculum Instruction: We provide differentiated professional learning that leads to rigorous, 
engaging first instruction which emphasizes literacy, language and critical thinking across all 
content. Instructional practice is assessed continual learning walks that will gather data and be 
analyzed to adjust and target the professional development needs of teaching staff. 

2. Equity and Engagement: We foster a school culture in which all stakeholders have a shared 
responsibility to increase student achievement, attendance and create opportunities for students, 
parents and community to participate in preparing students with workforce readiness skills. 

3. Communication and Accountability: We increase achievement and graduation rates while 
decreasing growth gaps, and drop-out rates by continual monitoring of attendance, and targeted 
interventions. 

4. Campus and Community: We increase, parental and community involvement that creates an 
environment that is inviting and consistently streamlines home and school communications. 

 

History of Feedback on UIP from CDE 
As the school has been assigned a Priority Improvement plan, CDE is required to review the UIP 

annually.  

Overall Summary of CDE Feedback 

Since 2010-11, CDE has reviewed Aurora Central High’s UIP and provided feedback to the district. Over 

time, the feedback has shifted emphasis from strengthening the data analysis to providing an action 

plan that will result in dramatic enough change. The action plan has also needed more detail to convey 

understanding of the steps necessary to pull off this change. While the plan meets many of the quality 

criteria, there has been more concern about the school’s weak action plan in recent years since the 

school is so far along on the clock.   

School 
Year 

Required 
Changes 

Summary of Required Changes 

2014-15 Yes, with 
great 
concern 

Overall the plan lacks a coherent plan for dramatic improvement. It does not 
describe a depth of analysis or understanding of the scale of student 
performance need or systems level understanding of improvements or urgency 
needed to bring about positive impacts for student outcomes. 

2013-14 Yes, with 
some 
changes 

Overall, the plan met much of the quality criteria in the data narrative. The plan 
does not describe the process used to identify and verify root causes. The action 
planning section could be improved by adding more detail to the timelines, 
implementation benchmarks, and resources. The action steps should be more 
specific and intentional to impact the desired change. The school could benefit 
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from revisiting the RMC audit and revise their action plan to ensure that they 
are quickly addressing the instructional gaps identified in the root causes. 

2012-13 Yes, with 
some 
changes 

Priority performance challenges are not clearly identified and are inconsistent in 
different areas of the plan. Because performance challenges are not clearly 
identified, the connection between the root causes and the challenge is not 
clear. Consider analyzing data in greater detail so that those students who are 
not meeting expectations can be clearly identified and appropriate root causes 
and targeted improvement strategies can be developed for them.  

2011-12 Yes, with 
some 
changes 

The plan did not convey a sense of dramatic change. Furthermore, it was 
unclear whether the listed actions were new practices or a continuation of 
existing school practices.  

2010-11 Yes, with 
some 
changes 

The plan did not demonstrate a strong data analysis and the action plan did not 
align with the data analysis. The action plan is not detailed enough to lead to 
significant changes in school practice. 

 

History of Supports Available from the State on UIP Development 
 
The school has had access to universal and targeted supports from CDE on its UIP development. 
Universal supports include regional trainings held each spring and fall and access to many resources 
(e.g., quality criteria, UIP Handbook, online tutorials, sample plans) on CDE’s website. CDE has also 
worked directly with the district and with schools (including Aurora Central staff) on their plan 
development. CDE staff were invited to work with district and school staff through three events over the 
2013-14 school year. A leadership team from Aurora Central attended the school specific session. 
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Tiered Intervention Grant 

ESEA Support 

Aurora Public Schools does not serve Aurora Central High School with Title I funds. However, ACHS was 

eligible to apply for the 1003(g) Tiered Intervention Grant since the school is Title I eligible and 

chronically low performing. 

The Tiered Intervention Grant is designed to support districts with chronically low-performing schools in 

the lowest 5 percent of achievement (Title I Priority Schools) as indicated by state assessments. The 

intent of the grant is to provide funding for Title I Priority Schools to:  

 Partner with CDE in the implementation of one of the 
four intervention models (Turnaround, Restart, 
Transformation, Closure) provided in the draft guidance 
(link below) for the use of federal Title I 1003(g) funds; 

 Increase the academic achievement of all students 
attending chronically low performing schools as 
measured by the state’s assessment system; and  

 Utilize the support and services from state-approved 
turnaround providers in their efforts to accomplish the above.  

 

In May 2013, Aurora Central submitted an application CDE to implement the Transformation model. See 

page 14 of the USDE guidance for the requirements of the Transformation model. USDE Guidance: 

http://www.cde.state.co.us/fedprograms/guidance-on-school-improvement-grants. 

Tiered Intervention Grant (TIG) 

In July of 2013 the Aurora Central High School grant application was approved for $1,070,778 for Year 1 

(July 1, 2013 – June 30, 2014) to implement the Transformation model.  

The district was eligible for $779,200 in year 2 (July 1, 2014 – June 30, 2015) and maybe eligible for 

$750,000 in year 3 (July 1, 2015 – June 30, 2016) based on: 

 Progress toward targets set in the school’s Unified Improvement Plan,  

 Progress toward targets set related to the leading indicators,  

 An upward trend in percent of points earned on the School Performance Frameworks, and 

 Fidelity to the implementation of the reforms set forth in the grant application.  

The school submitted revised budgets for year 2 and 3 that included unspent funds carried over from 

the first year of the grant (approximately $350,000 in carry over funds). The district was advised that the 

budgets include funding for a substantial number of FTEs designed to support student intervention. 

While student intervention is essential, the district, Central HS, and CDE should work collaboratively to 

ensure these FTEs support systems-building designed to sustain improvement efforts beyond the grant 

The Tiered Intervention 
Grant provides support to 
districts with chronically 
low-performing schools 

http://www.cde.state.co.us/fedprograms/guidance-on-school-improvement-grants


     
23 

 
 
 

years.  A summary of the TIG budgets is provided in Table 4 below. Appendix B contains a more detailed 

breakdown of the Year 1 and Year 2 budgets. 

Table 4. Overview of Aurora Central Proposed TIG Budget, Year 1 & 2  

TIG Year Total Budgeted 
Amount 

# of Budgeted 
FTE 

Cost of Budgeted 
FTE 

Cost of Budgeted 
Professional Development  

Year 1 $1,017,239 7.0 $501,390 $420,363 

Year 2 $1,095,773* 7.7 $656,854 $282,580 

Proposed 
Year 3 

$748,562  
 

3 $230,000 $65,000 

* Includes carry-over funds from Year 1 

 

Year 3 TIG Funds   

In the renewal process of the TIG grant, the grant was suspended in July 2015 pending resolution and 
resubmission to address the following concerns: 

 The principal and an assistant principal left their positions at the end of the 2014 – 2015. 
The new school leadership has indicated they will carry out the TIG-funded activities. 

 The application did not provide evidence how or if TIG-funded activities result in a positive 
impact on student achievement. 

 The data provided did not clarify the current status of the school and the application did not 
summarize how the data included supports the impact of improvement strategies for 
student achievement. 

 A large amount of TIG funding was utilized for a Data Specialist and Early Warning Indicator 
Specialists. It was unclear in the application if these positions have an impact on student 
achievement. 

Progress Monitoring of TIG Implementation 
Through regularly scheduled, on-site visits the Performance Manager and the district check for and 

support implementation of the identified improvement strategies supported with the TIG grant funds. 

For all TIG schools, CDE:  

•   Periodically reviews school and district UIPs and provides feedback;  

•   Meets regularly with LEA and school leadership to review performance data and 

implementation of improvement efforts, as defined in the UIP Action Plan; 

•   Provides support for quarterly budget revisions;  

•   Provides ongoing technical assistance; and  

•   Tracks a set of leading indicators and overall performance targets that the identified school(s) 

and external providers, if applicable, will be required to demonstrate during the course of 

the reform effort; additionally may review interim measures and implementation 

benchmarks that the LEA may use to hold school(s) and provider(s) accountable.  

Aurora Central HS received regularly scheduled visits from their Performance Manager throughout both 

the 2013-14 school year and the 2014-15 school year. Highlights from CDE’s interactions with Aurora 

Central as they implemented TIG-funded activities are listed below. 
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Aurora Central TIG Progress Monitoring Highlights 

 The district used TIG funds to hire a project manager to support the documentation and 

tracking of TIG implementation.  The project manager organized the progress monitoring 

meetings between the school, the district, and CDE.  

 The school used a Unified Improvement Plan project management tool to track 

implementation of action steps. The school leadership team provided evidence that TIG-

funded activities were conducted, but did not create systems to monitor the impact or 

effectiveness of these strategies.  

 The school collected and tracked data around student attendance and behavior; it was 

unclear during these visits how the leadership team used these data to modify or adjust 

strategies. 

 The school leadership did not have a system to regularly collect and analyze student 

achievement and instructional data to understand the impact and effectiveness of teacher 

professional development on improving student achievement for students. 

Table 5, below, describes the TIG-specific support offered by CDE to Aurora Central High School over the 

last five years. Additionally, other CDE units have provided support to Aurora Central HS based on other 

grants and statutory requirements.  

Table 5. Summary of TIG Support Offered by CDE to Aurora Central 

Support Type Timeline Description 
Professional 

Development 

 

Beginning spring 

2013 

 Professional Learning Community meetings for 

TIG schools on topics such as recruiting and 

retaining turnaround-specific teachers, 

implementing change, and sustaining change 

after TIG 

Consulting and technical 

assistance for 

improvement planning 

and Tiered Intervention 

Grant 

Beginning winter 

2013, monthly 

 Diagnostic visit to support development of TIG 

grant and on-going technical assistance in 

developing the TIG grant. 

 Specialized UIP support after TIG award to 

incorporate TIG strategies into UIP 

 On-going budget consulting and support 

On-site support and 

performance 

management 

Beginning Fall 

2013, monthly 

 Quarterly progress monitoring meetings to 

discuss student data, evaluate implementation, 

and develop next steps 

 Feedback to district and school on 

implementation progress 

 

  



     
25 

 
 
 

Dropout Prevention and Student Engagement Efforts  

Grant Awards to Aurora Central between 2010-11 to 2014-15 
Aurora Central High School is a Colorado Graduation Pathways (CGP) school, and it received funds as 
part of the state’s U.S. Department of Education High School Graduation Initiative grant award. Between 
2010-11 and 2014-15, Aurora Central was allocated $454,900 in funds for this grant. CGP was designed 
to support systems change at the school level to increase the graduation rate, decrease the dropout 
rate, and reengage students who had dropped out. 
 
Table 6. Summary of Aurora Central Colorado Graduation Pathways (CGP) Funding 

Aurora Central CGP Funding by Year 

Year Funding Amount 

2010-11 $100,000 

2011-12 $100,000 

2012-13 $100,000 

2013-14 $81,000 

2014-15 $73,900 

Total $454,900 

 
In addition, Aurora Public Schools (APS) received state funds through the Expelled and At-risk Student 
Services (EARSS) grant for four years from 2008-09 to 2011-12. The total amount of EARSS funds 
received by the district during the last two years of the grant (when Aurora Central was in Priority 
Improvement status on the accountability clock) period was $289,996. 
 
The EARSS grant is funded through Amendment 23 and is a four-year competitive grant. The goals of the 
grant are to support students who have been expelled and develop strategies to help students who are 
at-risk of suspension or expulsion. There is also a provision to address habitual truancy.  
 
Early Intervention Program Description 
Two district-level staff in the Early Intervention Program (EIP) provided intensive case management 
services to 50 truant and/or expelled students, grades 1-10, attending Aurora Central High School and 
West Middle School and their parents in order to improve student engagement and academic 
achievement, reduce suspensions, and increase parent engagement/leadership by accessing community 
and district resources. 
 

Number of Aurora Central Students Served 2010-11 to 2013-14 
It estimated that funding through the Dropout Prevention and Student Re-engagement unit annually 
supported an average of 750 Aurora Central students through both the EARSS and CGP grants. It is 
unclear if these numbers are unduplicated.  
 
During the years 2010-11 to 2011-12, there were 56 Aurora Central students served through the EARSS 
grant program. There were 32 students served in 2010-11 and 24 students served in 2011-12.  
Table 7, below, includes a sample of the numbers of students served by CGP programs. 
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Table 7: Sample of the Number of Students Served through Colorado Graduation Pathways  
Programs* 

Year 2 (2011-12) Year 4 (2013-14) 

Services 
# of 

students 
served 

Services 
# of 

students 
served 

Intensive Case Management of 
Most At-Risk Students 

66 
Early Warning System and 
Resulting Intervention(s) 

300 

After-School Academic, Leadership 
and Enrichment Activities 

137 Attendance Interventionists 100 

After-School Academic Instruction, 
Tutoring, and Credit Recovery 
Programming 

42 Credit Recovery 75 

Dropout Recovery Efforts 
(including door-to-door) 

105 - re-
enrolled 
dropout 
students 

9
th

 Grade Transition 
Programs 

300 

Creation of a Social and Health 
Services Referral System 

102 
Dropout Prevention 
Recovery and Re-enrollment 

100 

  
Transition Supports for 
Mobile Students 

128 

*Note: Exact numbers of students served for Year 1 and 3 were not available. The data for Year 5 of the 
Colorado Graduation Pathways grant is still being collected. 

  

Services and Supports  
The EARSS program funded the following activities to support Aurora Central students: 

 Credit Recovery 

 GED Prep 

 Mental Health Services 

 Other supports, such as tutoring, Response to Intervention (RtI), PBIS, case management and 
character education 
 

APS contracted with The National Center for School Engagement to provide a Policy and Practice Review 
to participating EARSS Early Intervention Program (EIP) schools (West Middle School and Aurora 
Central). Administrators and teachers completed the survey which outlines best practices for school 
policies and practices. 
 
The Early Intervention Program partnered with Aurora Mental Health Centers to provide parent support 
groups. In addition, APS is partnered with the America's Promise Initiative to promote parent 
workshops, and intensive case management services were provided for the entire family. As part the 
EARSS grants, APS had opportunities to participate in the annual networking meetings and had access to 
training and technical assistance on attendance issues. 
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In addition, the Colorado Graduation Pathways has provided technical assistance and training to Aurora 
Central for five years. Table 8 depicts the variety of activities supported based on the dropout 
prevention framework. For more information on the framework, visit: 
www.cde.state.co.us/dropoutprevention/cgp_framework. Some examples of training and technical 
assistance include: 

 Development of Logic Model for Systems Change 

 Site visits to review programming tied to dropout prevention framework 

 Analysis of postsecondary readiness indicators 

 Training on Early Warning Systems 

 Training on Online Learning and Credit Recovery 

 Two conferences on alternative education 

 Misc. webinars on progress reporting, improvement planning, dropout prevention and best 
practices 
 

Table 8: Services Funded by the Colorado Graduation Pathways Grant Over the Past 5 Years to Aurora 
Central High School 

Dropout Prevention Framework: 
Methods and Tactics 

Year 1 
2010-11 

Year 2 
2011-12 

Year 3 
2012-13 

Year 4 
2013-14 

Year 5 
2014-15 

a) Data Analysis x x x x x 

b) Early Warning Systems x x  x  

c) Tracking Out-of School Youth      

d) Assess and Enhance School 
Climate 

  x x x 

e) Policy and Practice Review   x x  

f) Family Engagement  x x x  

g) Community Involvement     x 

h) Transition Programs   x x  

i) Multiple Pathways to 
Graduation  

  x  x 

j) Re-engagement of Out-of-
School Youth 

  x   

k) Enhanced Counseling and 
Mentoring 

x x  x  

l) Credit Recovery x x x x  

 
 

Results 

EARSS Program results reported by APS 
In 2010-11, the Early Intervention Program (EIP) students showed improvements in academic course 
completion and decreased the number of failing grades in core subjects compared to the baseline. In 
2011-12, fewer APS students were filed in truancy court than in previous years. This reflects a positive 
correlation that parents were willing to resolve their child's truancy without the need for court 
mandated case management. 
 

http://www.cde.state.co.us/dropoutprevention/cgp_framework
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Success Story 
An Aurora Central student was flagged for services because his father expressed concerns about his 
son's at-risk behavior and chronic absenteeism. The Dean of Students referred him to the Early 
Intervention Program (EIP) Advocate. The advocate and parents met and during the initial home visit set 
up a goal plan and completed a behavior and attendance assessment. Prior to the EIP, the student had 
missed a total of 120 class periods or 20 days of school. He was also failing most of his classes in the 1st 
quarter; he was placed in credit recovery classes and after-school tutoring. Since participating in the 
program, the student’s attendance dramatically improved. He did not fail any classes during the 2nd 
quarter and his grades were all Cs or better. He attained a 3.0 GPA and 2.75 credits the 2011-12 school 
year. 
 
Analysis of Colorado Graduation Pathways (CGP) Results  
The following analysis is based on annual CGP progress reporting by Aurora Central High School. 
Attendance metrics are useful in examining whether students are on track to graduate. According to the 
benchmarks set forth in the Evaluation Framework at the beginning of the grant, CGP schools should 
achieve an average daily attendance rate equal to the state average after five years. Another goal is to 
achieve a stable upward trend in these results. As illustrated in the chart below, Aurora Central fell short 
of these goals. While 2011-12 attendance rates were relatively high, they fell in the next year and did 
not recover to those levels by 2014-14.   
 
Figure 7. Average Daily Attendance Rate (Total Student Days Attended/Total Possible Attendance Days),  
2010-11 to 2013-14 

 
 
What Worked 
According to the Colorado Graduation Pathways Years 1- 4 Progress Reports, Aurora Central High School 
achieved the most positive results in the following categories:  

 Truancy rates were low in Year 2 (2011-12) at 9 percent. This could be explained by intensive 
case management offered to 66 at-risk students as well as academic, enrichment, and 
leadership programming offered to 137 students. (Note: that in Year 1 and 2, they also were 
receiving support through the EARSS grant to support attendance.) 

 2011-12 also saw high reenrollment/reengagement rates, which could be attributed to dropout 
recovery (including door-to-door) that reached 105 students. 

 ACHS saw a 0.8 percent increase in graduation rates over four years and a 3 percent decrease in 
dropout rates for economically disadvantaged students (see Figure 8).  
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 ACHS saw a 5 percent increase in graduation rates over four years and a 2 percent decrease in 
dropout rates for English Learners (see Figure 9). (Note: The event dropout rate differs from the 
annual dropout rate calculation.) 

 

 
 

 In Year 4 (2013-14), dropout rates decreased from 11 percent to 8 percent, and four-year 
graduation rates increased from 48 percent to 55 percent in the black student population. 

 Graduation rates among Hispanic students saw a 2.4 percent average increase over four years, 
with the Year 4 graduation rate at 47 percent.  

Moving Forward: Where to Focus 

According to feedback from the Year 3 progress report, overall improvement was not made because 
schools systems were ineffective in supporting the vast range of language learners and the large number 
of significantly over-age and under-credited students Aurora Central serves. Ineffective leadership and 
an unsuccessful credit recovery program were also cited as reasons consistent improvements were not 
seen at the high school, with the student achievement data confirming this feedback. While gains (even 
some significant ones) were made during some years in certain metrics, the high school did not see a 
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steady rise across four years in any metric. Trends were erratic, and any gains made were typically lost in 
the following year (e.g. see Figure 10 on truancy rates).  
 

 
 
Furthermore, even in years that saw significant increases in one area, they saw drops in other areas. For 
example, from 2010-11 to 2011-12 the overall attendance rate increased significantly, from 83 percent 
to 89 percent, yet that same year overall four-year graduation rates dropped significantly, from 43 
percent to 36 percent. Thus, there was a lack of consistency both year-to-year and within each year.  
 
Finally, the data shows that the areas that could use the most improvement moving forward are the 
following:  

 Dropout reengagement rate, or the percentage of retrieved dropouts who graduated, 
completed, or were still enrolled fell precipitously from 61 percent in 2012-13 (where it held 
steady since the previous year) to 6 percent in 2013-14. According to the Year 3 (2012-13) 
Progress Report, 100 students received dropout recovery intervention. School leaders should 
examine if they targeted the right students and if service delivery was high-quality.  

 In 2011-12, the Hispanic graduation rate dropped to 35 percent (Hispanics comprised 67 percent 
of the student population that year). While this rate was recovered in Years 3 and 4 to 42 
percent and 47 percent respectively, this indicates there may have been cultural factors in place 
that made Hispanic student engagement difficult in the past, and this trend should continue to 
be monitored.  

 The Average Daily Attendance trend was erratic, but generally downward. In 2011-12, rates 
were at their highest at 89 percent but by Year 4 they had fallen to 79 percent. 

Summary 

While at certain times, it seems specific interventions were effective in impacting outcomes such as 
truancy, dropout rates and graduation rates for students at Aurora Central High School, the school was 
not able to sustain those changes. Gains (even some significant ones) would be made during some years 
in certain metrics, only to be lost the following year. The high school did not see a steady rise across four 
years in any metric.  Overall, the trends in student engagement and graduation metrics were erratic over 
the course of a four year period. 
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Figure 10. Aurora Central High School 
Truancy Rate  

Aurora Central was unable to sustain steady 
improvements on any dropout prevention or student 
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considerable amount of federal funding.  
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State Review Panel Report Discussion 
Department staff reviewed the State Review Panel’s report, which was based on the panel’s 2015 
document review and one-day site visit. The State Review Panel recommended Innovation School Status 
for Aurora Central High School because, as the panelists wrote, “the school has been rated as effective 
in the following areas: the leadership is adequate to implement change to improve results, there is 
readiness and apparent capacity to engage productively with and benefit from the assistance provided 
by an external partner, and there is likelihood of positive returns on state investments of assistance and 
support to improve the performance within the current management structure and staffing.” The State 
Review Panel commented on the relationship between the school and the district, concluding that they 
do not recommend Innovation Zone status “because stakeholders report that a lack of coordination with 
the district is creating barriers to school improvements and success.” 
 

The following section explains the two major areas of discrepancy between CDE’s assessment of Aurora 

Central High School and the State Review Panel’s evaluation.  

1. CDE staff find that, over the past several years, leadership at Aurora Central has not been 

effective in driving the school toward dramatic achievement gains and has not consistently 

implemented improvement efforts targeted at school culture and climate and the quality of 

instruction. In contrast, the State Review Panel rated the school as effective on the following 

metric: “the leadership is adequate to implement change to improve results.” 

The State Review Panel (SRP) highlights the leadership teams’ prior experience in turnaround 

and their focus on stabilizing the school community as the main evidence of leadership capacity. 

However, it is noted in the SRP report that the leadership team did not maintain a consistent 

focus on raising student achievement and ensuring high-quality instruction. The leadership team 

did not establish systems to set ambitious improvement goals and consistently track and 

monitor progress towards those goals. While the SRP report highlights the progress the school 

made in creating a safe, orderly environment, letters from students to the State Board of 

Education reveal persistent challenges in student behavior, safety, and engagement.  

Site visits by CDE staff over the past two years revealed a lack of instructional leadership among 

ACHS’s leadership team. Site visits revealed inconsistencies in data tracking, classroom 

observations, and clear performance goals on the part of the school leadership. The State 

Review Panel report indicated that high-quality instruction was not in place in the majority of 

classrooms and CDE site visits revealed a lack of systems to use instructional data to drive 

professional development across the school. Data from the school’s partnership with a 

professional development provider revealed significant discrepancy between the providers’ 

assessment of instruction and self-assessments by ACHS staff, with ACHS staff consistently 

rating the quality of instruction higher than the providers. District staff and CDE staff both report 

that the school lacked formative assessment systems and teachers consistently reported that 

they were not expected to use formative assessment data to drive instruction and understand 

students’ needs. 
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Despite the leadership team’s focus on stabilizing the culture, the SRP report highlights that 

teachers and students report persistent student attendance, tardiness, and behavior problems. 

This reveals the limited capacity of the leadership team to lead and successfully execute a major 

turnaround initiative. Lastly, CDE staff note that the principal was reassigned to another position 

at the end of the 2014-2015 school year because of concerns that he did not have the unique 

and necessary skills to lead the next phase of turnaround.  

2. CDE recommends that Aurora Central become an Innovation School as a part of a district-wide 

Innovation Zone initiative. This differs from the State Review Panel recommendation, which 

did not recommend that the school participate in the district’s Innovation Zone.  

The barriers described by the previous Aurora Central administration in the State Review Panel 

report largely focused on district mandates or lack of resources. The school, however, was 

provided with some autonomy as a part of the Tiered Intervention Grant, and even with these 

additional resources the leadership team struggled to foster an open, outcomes-focused 

relationship with district staff. The lack of progress monitoring systems established by the school 

leadership team made it difficult to make data-driven decisions or requests in collaboration with 

the district. It is likely that a new school leader with the flexibility and structure of an innovation 

zone will be able to maximize district services to better meet the needs of students at Aurora 

Central.  

As a district, Aurora has made strategic moves to provide targeted and differentiated supports 

to schools. The zone provides a way for the district to customize and prioritize support for 

struggling schools, including Aurora Central. CDE staff believe it is essential for the district to be 

a partner in the turnaround efforts at Aurora Central High School, particularly in holding school 

leadership accountable for performance efforts.  

CDE Evaluation of District’s Innovation Zone Plan 
CDE staff reviewed Aurora Public School’s proposal titled “APS 2020: Shaping the Future—

Implementation Plan ACTION Zones.” The proposal sets forth a plan to create up to three Innovation 

Zones within the school district that will be called “Aurora Community-Based Transformation, 

Innovation and Opportunity Network Zones,” or, “A.C.T.I.O.N. Zones.”  These zones will be “targeted to 

specific community strengths, priorities, and needs” and will be organized around schools with similar 

geographic characteristics, student demographics and/or educational approaches. APS proposes that 

ACTION Zone 1 be focused on supporting their growing refugee and immigrant communities. The 

following schools are under consideration for being included in ACTION Zone 1 based on their high 

numbers of refugee and immigrant students: Aurora Central High School, Aurora West College 

Preparatory Academy, Boston K-9 School, Crawford Elementary School and Sable Elementary School. 

Three of those schools (Aurora Central, Boston and Sable) are currently in Priority Improvement status.  

The district’s Innovation plan as it stands now does not clearly articulate the persistent root causes of 

underperformance, other than noting that the district experiences “stable instability.” Accordingly, 
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there is not an explanation of what strategies will be pursued to improve student performance. The 

stated rationale for choosing Innovation as a pathway for the district’s low-performing schools is that 

Innovation Schools can respond to community-specific needs. While CDE staff agree with that rationale, 

the district does not provide a compelling reason for why other pathways such as converting to a charter 

school or changing management structures would not also be able to reflect unique community needs. 

The plan provides general examples of waivers and areas of autonomy that schools in the ACTION Zones 

can pursue under Colorado’s Innovation Schools Act of 2008  (e.g. curriculum, staffing, and professional 

learning). At this point, however, there are not specific details as to which local or state waivers the 

Zone 1 schools will seek. The description of ACTION Zone 1 highlights that one of the goals is to leverage 

partnerships with private, philanthropic and community organizations to support “professional 

development, cross-disciplinary training for socio-emotional needs, cooperation and engagement with 

families, and targeted work related to culturally responsive teaching methods.” The district believes that 

strengthening these skills in school staff will increase student academic achievement in the entire zone. 

At this point, the district’s proposal does not set forth clear student achievement targets for the schools 

that will be in ACTION Zone 1. The district does, however, provide a general implementation timeline, 

with the 2015-16 school year being the planning year for Zone 1. APS will present a fully-developed 

Innovation Zone proposal to the local board of education and to the State Board of Education during the 

2015-16 school year. It is expected that specific student outcome targets will be detailed in the proposal, 

along with a more thorough plan of which local and state waivers will be sought.  

In addition, per the state’s Innovation Schools Act, Aurora Public Schools must engage all school 

constituencies in the development of the innovation zone plan, which includes students, parents and 

the surrounding community. After soliciting community input, the district must demonstrate that a 

majority of administrators and teachers at each school in the Innovation Zone supports the plan. This 

will require engaging the staff and parent communities over the next several months.   

Lastly, the district has taken steps to select new leadership to lead the planning efforts at Aurora Central 

High School during the upcoming school year. The district has stated it will support Aurora Central and 

the other schools in the proposed Zone 1 to identify specific, persistent barriers to achievement and 

develop individualized innovation plans that respond to these challenges. While allowing the schools 

and their communities to develop innovation plans that reflect the unique needs of each school, it is 

CDE’s recommendation that the district articulate parameters, goals, expectations, and “non-

negotiables” for what each school-level innovation plan must include. Further, the district should 

articulate timelines and benchmarks for implementation and performance goals that each innovation 

school plan must meet over the next 1-2 years. The Department believes that the district and school 

community can engage in a rigorous, thoughtful planning period to accomplish this. If, however, Aurora 

Central fails to meet implementation benchmarks, CDE recommends that the State Board consider a 

different pathway as a means to improve student achievement outcomes at the high school.  
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Appendix A: Aurora Central Academic Achievement and Growth  

Aurora Central High School Percentage of Student Proficient or Advanced on CSAP/TCAP 
By Subject and Student Subgroup from 2008-09 through 2013-14 

 

Each bar represents the percentage of students Proficient or Advanced on the state CSAP/TCAP. The chart is ordered by student subgroup (noted at the top of the chart) and by 
academic year (noted at the bottom of the chart). The bars are color coded to differentiate the student groups.  
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Aurora Central High School Median Growth Percentile and Median Adequate Growth Percentile Results 
By Subject and Student Subgroup from 2008-09 through 2013-14 

 

The yellow bars and the numerical values represent median growth percentile, the growth of all students within the specific category. The blue bars represent the median 
adequate growth percentile, the growth necessary for students to be on track to reach or maintain proficiency. The height of yellow bars should exceed the blue bars. The 

state’s median growth percentile is 50 for all subjects.  
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Appendix B: Budget Summary for TIG Funds 

Aurora Central TIG Year 1 Detailed Budget Summary (2013-2014) 

FTE Amount Description 

4   204,400  TOSA (187 days): Year 1: Research effective early warning systems; provide 
immediate academic and social-emotional support to identified students; 
develop and begin to implement a system of support for students behind for 
on-track graduation (Early Warning System) 

    75,600  Early Warning Interventionist x 4 at $18,900 @ 27% 

1    55,257  TOSA (205 days): Year 1: Provide job-embedded professional development to 
staff during regularly scheduled common planning time and professional 
learning communities; assist teachers/teams with data analysis for planning; 
Assist with site data collection and analysis; provide training and (Data Analyst) 

    20,438  TOSA Data Benefits @ 27% 

1    55,257  TOSA (205 days): Year 1: Research effective Newcomer Programs; develop and 
implement a specific program/unique schedules to support recent immigrant 
and refugee population with academics, social & emotional skills. (Newcomer) 

    20,438  TOSA Newcomer @ 27% 

1    51,100  TOSA (187 days): Year 1: Conduct audit of current community partnerships, 
recommend restructure as necessary, and actively solicit new avenues. Develop 
partnerships with parents and connect them to school and community 
resources. Develop and implement outreach events to engage parents and 
community. (Parent Engagement) 

    18,900  TOSA Community Liaison @ 27% 

    40,500  Year 1: Design and implement extended learning opportunities and provide 
Extra duty compensation for teachers to provide extended learning 
opportunities 

     9,500  Extended Day Tutors @ 19% 

    93,312  All non-licensed staff (30) attend school climate professional learning session 
before contract time 8 hours @ per diem rate (average $20) and All licensed 
staff (128) attend 3 day school climate/reform professional learning sessions 
before contract time 3 days @ $25/ hour x 8 hours 

    21,888  All Staff P.D. @ 19% 

    12,636  Extra-duty compensation for ILT/Teacher leaders (20) to attend initial 
professional learning/training on leading to support establishing system of 
distributed leadership 1 day @25/hour x 8 hours 

     2,964  Instr. Leadership P.D. @ 19% 

    12,636   Substitute costs to extend the release of teachers by team to implement data-
analysis protocol 4-5 1/2 day every 2 months (50) @ $130/day 

     2,850  Sub Release @ 19% 

    30,000  New Frontier 21 Consulting Group (Muhammad): 3-day School Reform 
Training; Day 1 for all staff; Days 2 and 3 for Licensed staff before school starts; 
3 follow-up consulting days with Administration, ILT/Teacher leaders 
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    34,992  Year 1: Identify and establish an agreement for a Consultant to provide one-day 
workshop on teaching students of poverty to support building positive climate 
and student centered school culture 

     8,208  End of Year P.D & 19% 

   155,520  Supplies for facilitation of PD, ILT training, Data Analysis/Planning meetings 

    36,480  Beginning of Yr. 2 All Staff @ 19% 

    24,363  Supplies for facilitation of PD, ILT training, Data Analysis/Planning meetings 

    30,000  Year 1: Consultant to provide professional learning and onsite monitoring of 
implementation of best practices to support English leanrers; assist 
administrative team in observation 

Total $1,017.239  

 

Aurora Central TIG Year 2 Budget Summary (2014-2015) 

FTE Amount Description 

1    82,250  Data Specialist (TOSA 205 days): Assist with site data collection and analysis; 
provide training and assist teachers/teams with data analysis for planning  

4   259,104  Early Warning Specialists (TOSA 187 days): monitor and support students 
9th and 10th grade students at risk of not staying, or are not on-track for 
graduation  

1    66,300  Parent Engagement Specialist (TOSA 187 days): Implement and manage 
parent and community engagement strategies; manage parent initiatives, 
volunteers and serve as a family resource 

1    63,652  Attendance Specialist (TOSA 187 days): monitor and support Tier III students 
in an effort to keep student on track for graduation 

   131,966  Employee benefits (28%) for TOSAs (Data Analysis, Attendance Specialist, 4 
Early Warning System, Parent Engagement) 

0.5    30,250  .5 FTE Mathematics Coach 

     8,175  Employee Benefits (28%) for .5 FTE Mathematics Coach 

    14,000  MAP Testing grades 9/10 (approximately 1,000 students) to monitor student 
progress 

    32,000  Contract for RMC Research to provide an instructional audit of ACHS to 
monitor UIP and TIG implementation fidelity  

0.2    11,935  Project Manager .20 monitor and assist ACSH leadership team with TIG 
implementation.  

     3,222  Employee benefits (28%) for Project Manager  

    32,000  One day of professional learning prior to official report start of 14-15 school 
year (per diem rate for teachers) to jump start the school year.  

     6,080  Employee benefits (19%) 1 day prior prof. development. 
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    39,000  professional development for all licensed personnel, every other month, for 
two hours (per diem rate for teachers). This time complements and is in 
conjunction with already existing professional learning time in the calendar.  

     7,410  Employee benefits (19%) for teachers professional development. 

    12,000  Substitutes for teacher release for professional development. 

     2,280  Employee benefits (19%) substitutes for prof. development. 

    15,600  Staffing for extended learning opportunities for summer (separate from 
district funded 5th block.) ($40/hr) 

     2,964  Employee Benefits (19%) for summer extended learning  

    25,000  Extra duty compensation for teachers to teach and tutor ($40 per hour) in 
extended learning opportunities. Two days/week for two hours for 9 
months. 

     4,750  Employee benefits (19%) for extended learning 

   176,500  Professional development contract with Marzano Research Laboratory  

     7,310  Supplies to support professional learning opportunities for teacher; supplies 
for student extend learning opportunities 

Total $1,095,773  

 

 



 
 

© 2015 SchoolWorks, LLC. All rights reserved.  Recommendation Form - 1 

2015 State Review Panel Recommendation Form 
School & District: Aurora Central High School/1458,   Adams- Arapahoe/0180 
State Review Panelists: Jennie Klein & Johan van Nieuwenhuizen 
Recommendation Meeting Date: May 7, 2015 

Panel’s Recommendation: 

The State Review Panel recommends Innovation School Status for Aurora Central High School (ACHS), based on an 
analysis of compiled data and documentation, as well as a site visit conducted on March 31, 2015. 

Evidence and Rationale: 

The SRP recommends Innovation School Status for ACHS because the school has been rated as effective in the 
following areas: the leadership is adequate to implement change to improve results, there is readiness and apparent 
capacity to engage productively with and benefit from the assistance provided by an external partner, and there is 
likelihood of positive returns on state investments of assistance and support to improve the performance within the 
current management structure and staffing. 
 
Aurora Central High School currently has a strong leadership team in place, along with a pipeline of leadership, 
including grade level deans, coaches, and department chairs. The new leadership team has a record of success in 
other turnaround settings, as well as a record of achievement in the team’s first two years at ACHS. 
 
The school serves a unique community that has a demonstrated need for the school and its services.  In addition to a 
large newcomer population, the school serves a significant number of student from poverty.  The community has rallied 
around the school and it has become a community center for students and families.  The school has developed a 
trusting relationship with the community and its students.  Due to this trusting relationship, families seek out other 
needed services at the school and families are participating in academic learning of their own while also supporting 
their student’s learning. As the school recognizes community needs, they have sought out community and corporate 
partners to help fill the gaps and create wraparound services for supports.   The school sees the community center role 
as a benefit to the success of the students and the families they serve.   
 
While the school does not yet deliver high quality instruction, the leadership team is building a foundation upon which to 
provide effective instructional leadership. The school has established a strong, embedded partnership with Marzano 
Research to provide professional development and coaching to teachers; these partners have noted substantial 
positive development in the school. The school staff has also reported that Marzano‘s team is providing quality 
professional learning, which the teachers are implementing.   
 
Leadership is cognizant of the barriers that are standing in the way of their continued forward movement; during the site 
visit, they cited a number of challenges and indicated that Innovation status may help the school to address and 
prioritize these. For example, leaders articulated a belief that their service of a substantial population of high-need 
English Language Learners had not been consistently supported by the district, citing the removal of some ELD 
resources from the school, and stated their perspective that Innovation status could provide them the autonomies they 
need to address such concerns. Additionally, while the district is beginning to lead intentional, strategic efforts to ensure 
the effectiveness of the academic program, these are not yet effectively communicated or coordinated at the school 
level to ensure the sustainability of the organization.  All school-level stakeholders reported a significant disconnect 
between the school and the district. Thus, the State Review Panel does not recommend Innovation Zone status 
because stakeholders report that a lack of coordination with the district is creating barriers to school improvements and 
success.  The school leadership team has the demonstrated capacity to utilize external partners with proven success in 
instruction and teacher development, something that the district could not provide the school at this time.  The district is 
currently developing professional learning opportunities, but the school is ahead of the district in this area.   
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The State Review Panel does not recommend management by a private or public entity other than the district 
because there is no evidence that school leadership is lacking in effectiveness. In fact, evidence indicates that current 
leadership has led significant improvements in the culture of the school, creating avenues for ongoing feedback and 
adopting an open door policy that allows staff and community members to share their ideas and concerns. The current 
leadership team has a strong track record of success in other turnaround environments, and is only in their second year 
as a team in their current role at ACHS.  
  
Management is intended to be targeted toward schools that demonstrate a lack of effectiveness in leadership, but this 
is not the case for ACHS. Additionally, other infrastructure is in place at the school that could support ongoing 
improvements; for example, the school has developed positive relationships with external partnerships. Both the school 
and the partners have data to support the ongoing improvements.  In addition, the leadership uses ongoing operational 
data to identify turnaround strategies and implements programs/initiatives.  This process is designed to improve student 
performance, as they monitor and adjust implementation of the school-wide action plan.  The leadership has been 
systematic and strategic in their review of data. Additionally, the school leaders have built instructional leadership 
capacity amongst the staff.  
 
The State Review Panel does not recommend conversion to charter status due to the strong leadership that is in 
place; they are currently on a path with an upward trajectory and have demonstrated positive early indicators of 
change. Specifically, the school has begun to show improvement of academic outcomes for students with the current 
leadership.  During the 2013-2014 school year ACHS’s reading MGP was 54 and their math MGP was 55 indicating 
that ACHS students are slightly outpacing their peers in growth. In addition, minority students, and students needing to 
Catch Up all posted MGPs of 55 or higher. All academic growth gaps in reading were rated as MEETS on the SPF.   
 
In addition to the academic data showing early positive indicators of change, the site visit revealed that school 
successfully integrates some district services and district partnerships. These services provide ongoing community 
supports and it would be valuable to continue to utilize these services as they serve the needs of the students currently 
enrolled in the school. ACHS can gain access to the necessary autonomies through Innovation status without going 
through the lengthy process and transitions of opening a charter, and can maintain a connection to the district to 
continue to capitalize of their community services and supports. 
  
 
Finally, the State Review Panel does not recommend closure as an option for ACHS because the school serves a 
unique population of students whose needs could not be better met elsewhere. The school has a high population of 
refugees and has successfully implemented services to target the specific needs of this group.  ACHS continues to 
assess the needs of the students and the surrounding community.  As needs arise or shift, the school is dedicated to 
ensuring services are targeted and refined. Additional services continue to be added; for example, a Health Service 
Center is being built. 
  
The school serves as a community hub for both students and members of the community. The school provides access 
and avenues to connect families with various services.  These services include job interviewing skills, accessing 
banking systems and medical supports.  All of these services support the student body and the larger community. 
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Purpose:  The State Review Panel (SRP, or the Panel) was created by the Accountability Act of 2009 to provide a critical evaluation of the state’s lowest-performing schools and districts’ plans for dramatic action and provide recommendations to the Commissioner and the State Board of Education. The Panel’s work is informed by a review of documents (e.g., Unified Improvement Plan) and, in some cases, by a site visit. The site visit component was added in 2013 to strengthen panelists’ understanding of the conditions in the schools and districts that are further along on the accountability clock. The expectation is that the site visit will inform their recommendations to the Commissioner and the State Board of Education about potential actions at the end of the accountability clock.  Prior to arriving on site, panelists conducted a document review aligned to the six key areas in the Accountability Act. The results of this review were shared with all members of the site visit team and helped inform the team’s work during the visit. On site at the school/district, the site visit team used evidence collected through classroom observations, focus groups, interviews, and document review to come to consensus on capacity levels in relation to the six key areas. This report presents the school/district’s capacity levels in relation to the six key areas and a summary of evidence for each.  
 
Reviewer Name(s): Jennifer Klein and Johan van Nieuwenhuizen     Date: 4/1/15                                                 Form:    [  ] Individual    [X] Consensus   
 
District Name/Code: Adams-Arapahoe/0180 School Name/Code: Aurora Central High School/1458  

SRP Site Visit Summary (complete using ratings from the following pages) Capacity Level: 

1. The leadership is adequate to implement change to improve results. Effective 

2. The infrastructure is adequate to support school improvement. Developing 

3. There is readiness and apparent capacity of personnel to plan effectively and lead the implementation of appropriate action to 
improve student academic performance. Developing 

4. There is readiness and apparent capacity to engage productively with and benefit from the assistance provided by an external partner.  Effective 

5. There is likelihood of positive returns on state investments of assistance and support to improve the performance within the current 
management structure and staffing. Effective 

6. There is necessity that the school/district remain in operation to serve students. Yes 
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Capacity Level Rubric  
The site visit team will use the following guidance to select a capacity level for each key question. Note that the quality standard for each capacity level is based 
on the extent to which the site visit team finds multiple types and multiple sources of evidence related to the adoption and/or implementation of a practice or 
system AND the extent to which the site visit team finds evidence of high levels of adoption and/or implementation of a practice or system. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Capacity Level Quality Standard  
Not Effective Evidence indicates that the key question is not a practice or system that has been adopted and/or implemented at the school/district, or that the level of 

adoption/implementation does not improve the school/district’s effectiveness. 

Developing  Evidence indicates that the key question is a practice or system that is developing at the school/district, but that it has not yet been implemented at a level that has 
begun to improve the school/district’s effectiveness, OR that the impact of the key action on the effectiveness of the school/district cannot yet be determined. 

Effective Evidence indicates that the key question is a practice or system that has been adopted at the school, and is implemented at a level that has begun to improve the 
school/district’s effectiveness. 

Highly Effective Evidence indicates that the key question is a practice or system that has been fully adopted at the school, and is implemented at a level that has had a demonstrably 
positive impact on the school/district’s effectiveness. 
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SRP Evaluation Based on site visit 

State Review Panel Criteria  Claims & Evidence 

1. The leadership is adequate to implement change to improve results. Capacity Level:   [   ] Highly Effective  [  x]  Effective  [   ] Developing  [   ] Not Effective  

Considerations: 

1.1: Leadership 
acts as a change 
agent to drive 
dramatic 
achievement gains. 

• Leadership communicates a relentless commitment to the 
school/district turnaround. 

• Leadership makes data-driven changes to the academic program and 
organization to promote dramatic achievement gains. 

• Leadership conveys clear expectations for performance for all 
stakeholders, including leadership, teachers, students, and partners. 

Leadership acts as a change agent to drive achievement gains 
• School leadership reported that they bring turnaround experience from previous 

roles. This leadership team was hired to create the systems, structures and an 
environment that ensure effective turnaround, according to both leaders and 
district staff. An RMC Research Corporation report completed in May 2013, prior 
to the arrival of new leadership, stated that the school has much potential, staff 
could be successfully motivated under new leadership, and that a new leader 
could motivate staff and set a sense of direction for the future.  Some staff report 
that the current leadership is among the best they have worked with. 

• Leadership and teachers reported that systems, structures and consistency were 
lacking during the prior administration. The staff reported the current leadership 
team inherited a “chaotic” school that was lacking strong effective leadership 

• In focus group interviews, school leadership communicated a relentless 
commitment to the school improvement process and to the community of 
students they serve. 

• School leaders reported the school had increased the academic growth by 7.4% 
reduced the achievement by 13.7% gap and missed PWR by 2.1% after their first 
year at the school. The staff confirmed a positive change in academic performance 
of students. Staff reported during the first year of new leadership the number of 
students truant decreased and attendance increased due to leadership efforts. 
The school leadership reported growth for ELL students; the school redesignated 
86 students last school year.  

 

Leadership has begun to raise expectations for student learning and 
behavior. 

• Observers noted the physical environment is clean, safe and has a visible adult 
presence. It was noted that the school staff responds to the needs of students on 
a real time basis by identifying the need to close off specific areas in the building 

1.2: Leadership 
analyzes data to 
identify and 
address high 
priority challenges. 

• Leadership communicates data trends and issues, ensures timely 
access to data, and models and facilitates data use.  

• Leadership first concentrates on a limited number of priorities to 
achieve early, visible wins. 

• Leadership openly shares results and holds staff accountable for 
results and effective use of data.  

• Leadership involves teachers in making and implementing meaningful 
decisions and policies that guide continuous school improvement. 

• Leadership targets resources (e.g., funding, materials, time, staff) 
toward the school's instructional framework and goals, treats 
resources flexibly, and implements focused improvement efforts with 
a focus on early wins. 

•  

1.3: Leadership 
establishes high 
expectations for 
student learning 
and behavior. 

• The school/district holds high expectations for academic learning. 
• Educators set high expectations for learning and clearly convey these 

to students. 
• Educators convey that students are responsible for raising their 

achievement and encourage their participation in learning. 
• The school provides a safe environment to support students’ learning 

and, in the case of a virtual school, ensures that student’ interactions 
between and among themselves and school staff are respectful and 
supportive. 

• Leadership ensures that school’s physical environment is clean, 
orderly, and safe.  
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and direct students to classes.  Behavioral expectations were clear and 
understood by students in 3 of 8 classrooms observed. 

• Teachers reported that student behaviors were a major concern prior to the new 
leadership being hired.  They reported during year one of the new leadership the 
student behavior improved due to the implementation of “tardy sweeps,” 
however, they stated that these have been stopped due to district mandate. 
Teachers also reported that district pressure has led the school to not utilize 
referrals and suspension as a form of managing behavior. Leaders, however, did 
report a decrease in referrals, suspensions and expulsions. The school deans 
reported that they host classroom discipline trainings for teachers who need more 
support with classroom management. 

• School leadership reported that they utilized data about student attendance and 
suspensions and put systems, structures and training in place to address the 
needs of students.  

• Data from the a student survey conducted by Marzano Research (Marzano), a 
professional development partner, concludes students believe they are being 
treated fairly and graded fairly by their respective teachers.  The lowest-rated 
items dealt with participation and engagement in class. Students rated items that 
asked about the work in class and their excitement to learn relatively lower than 
other items. 

• Instruction requiring all students to use and develop higher order thinking skills 
was not observed during classroom observations. Additionally, Marzano staff 
reported that about half of the teachers for whom data was available seem to be 
trying to apply the strategies in their classes and making progress toward using 
those strategies at the highest level. 

• The school leadership’s philosophy is to get students caught up and leave the 
school with life skills, educational knowledge and social skills to interact in the 
outside world. Teachers reported they struggle to fill gaps for all students due to 
the fact that students often arrive at Aurora Central High School (ACHS) lacking 
educational experience and skills. They noted that not all students will be able to 
catch up but teachers need to support the students in their development of life 
skills and academic achievement. 
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SRP Evaluation Based on Unified Improvement Plan and Other Available Documents 

State Review Panel Criteria  Claims & Evidence 

2. The infrastructure is adequate to support school improvement. Capacity Level:   [   ] Highly Effective  [   ]  Effective  [  x] Developing  [   ] Not Effective 

Considerations: 

2.1: The district leads 
intentional, strategic 
efforts to ensure the 
effectiveness of the 
academic program 
and the sustainability 
of the organization. 

• The district/superintendent ensures ongoing leadership 
development for emerging and current school leaders with a 
focus on building leadership capacity to lead turnaround 
efforts and sustain improvement. 

• The district/superintendent provides adequate oversight in 
schools’ work to deliver the curriculum, monitors instruction 
on a regular basis, and provides adequate support and 
feedback to principals to improve instruction. 

The district is beginning to lead intentional, strategic efforts to ensure the 
effectiveness of the academic program; however, this is not yet effectively 
communicated or coordinated effectively at the school level to ensure the 
sustainability of the organization. 

• District staff reported creating a differentiated school support structure targeted to 
risk factors through the use of a learning community model. They noted that the 
structure of the learning community and regular meetings serve as vehicle for 
oversight of the school. However, the school did not reference the new central level 
differentiated supports structure. In fact, the school leadership and teachers identified 
that the new central level systems and structures hinder their ability to do their jobs 
effectively. Specifically, school leaders and teachers reported that district is a hurdle, 
not a help, and that they view the district as something to be worked around. The RMC 
Instructional Audit report completed in May of 2013 indicates that the school had 
negative feelings directed towards the district at that time.  The new school leadership 
reports they have given up partnering with the district and have found ways to work 
around the district. All school level stakeholders report the district has become a 
barrier and has actually set back the school improvement process.  

• District staff reported a move towards “service orientation” with a 24-hour turnaround 
for questions and concerns. However, school leadership reports the district decision-
making process hinders the school’s ability to continue to move forward at the pace 
needed to sustain school improvement. The school leaders reported that decisions 
and issues elevated to central level often take 6-8 weeks to received decisions and 
resolutions. 

• District staff also stated they provide flexibility to schools, tiered supports based on 
school needs, and have executed a reorganization of instructional supports at the 
district level to partner/teams by creating centralized supports for learning 

2.2: School/district 
leadership has a 
strong focus on 
recruiting and 
retaining talent; 
creates and 
implements systems 
to select, develop, 
and retain effective 
teachers and staff 
who can drive 
dramatic student 
gains; evaluates all 
staff; and dismisses 
those who do not 
meet professional 
standards and 
expectations.  

• Leadership has created and/or implemented an organizational 
and staffing structure that will drive dramatic student gains.  

• Leadership recruits and hires teachers with commitment to, 
and competence in, the school’s philosophy, design, and 
instructional framework (e.g., trained and experienced with 
curriculum, certified/licensed to teach, qualified to teach 
subject area). 

• Leadership ensures the evaluation of all staff, and dismisses 
those who do not meet professional standards and 
expectations. 

• Leadership provides teachers with active, intense, and 
sustained professional development (PD), including guidance 
on data analysis and instructional practice, aligned to school 
improvement efforts. 

• PD is informed by ongoing analysis of student performance, 
instructional data, and educators’ learning needs. 

• PD requires teachers to demonstrate their learned 
competency in a tangible and assessable way. 

• PD engages teachers in active learning and provides follow-up 
sessions and ongoing support for teachers’ continued learning. 

• The quality of professional development delivery is regularly 
monitored, evaluated, and improved.  
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2.3: School/district 
leadership ensures 
that the school/ 
district has sound 
financial and 
operational systems 
and processes 

• School/district leadership ensures that the organizational 
structure supports essential school functions, and those roles 
and responsibilities of all individuals at the school are clear. 

• School/district leadership has established effective means of 
communicating with school staff. 

• School/district leadership ensures that the school meets all 
compliance requirements and deadlines set by the state, 
including the submission of school improvement plans, 
financial statements, school audit, calendar, and student 
attendance. 

• School/district leadership effectively manages the school 
budget and cash flow, and there is a plan for long-term 
financial sustainability. 

• The school/district leadership effectively manages operations 
(e.g., food services, transportation, school facilities).  

communities. However, the school reported that their Learning Community Director is 
new this year, and that lacking a high school background, she has not been as effective 
in her role as a support. 

• The district engages in oversight of the school. Specifically, as described above, the 
structure of learning communities and the role of the learning community director 
serves as both an oversight mechanism and as a support. District leaders reported 
they have capacity to monitor data on a daily, weekly, monthly basis that then can 
drive learning community director’s work with school and she can investigate those 
areas that data shows are of concern. Additionally, teachers and leaders all reported 
the mandated curricula is enforced by the district 

• District leaders reported that they have formal on-site support visits for schools 
identified as the intensive side of DSS. However, teachers and leaders reported district 
staff is rarely present at the school, noting that when they are it is for presentation 
purposes or professional learning, not for instructional observation or support. 

School leadership is building the foundation for effective instructional 
leadership. 

• Teachers report they have substantial professional development, including a weekly 
late start each Wednesday, a weekly afternoon block, and Professional Learning 
Communities (PLC) time during the day. 

• Professional development is delivered through a number of partners, most notably 
Marzano, whose group delivers professional development about once every 3 weeks 
with full staff. Marzano staff also offers office hours and works with PLCs during PLC 
time, and coach teachers directly in the classroom on strategies taught in professional 
development. All stakeholders confirmed this. 

•  Teachers report professional development engages them in active learning and allows 
them opportunities to try new strategies, get feedback, and take risks without 
consequences. Leaders confirmed this. According to leaders and partners, Metro State 
also delivered professional development to staff in five areas of equity. 

• School leadership has developed a non-negotiable checklist to hold teachers 
accountable for implementing professional development. Some teachers reported 
there is a need for more consistency and accountability around professional 
development implementation. Teachers reported there is no consequence in place for 

2.4: School/district 
leadership provides 
effective instructional 
leadership. 

• School leaders ensure that the school implements a coherent, 
comprehensive, and aligned curriculum.  

• School leaders ensure that curriculum, instruction, and 
assessments are aligned with state standards, aligned with 
each other, and coordinated both within and across grade 
levels. 

• School leaders ensure that instructional materials are 
selected and/or developed in accordance with a school-wide 
instructional framework and aligned with established 
curriculum standards. 

• School leaders ensure the curriculum is periodically reviewed 
and revisions are made accordingly. 

• School leaders provide meaningful feedback on teachers’ 
instructional planning and practice. 

• Leaders regularly provide meaningful feedback on 
instructional planning. 

• Leaders regularly observe instruction and provide meaningful, 
timely feedback that helps teacher improve their practice. 

• School leaders provide conditions that support a school-wide 
data culture.  

• Teachers have easy access to varied, current, and accurate 
student and instructional data. 

• Teachers are provided time to collect, enter, query, analyze, 
and represent student data and use tools that help them act 
on results. 
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• School leaders ensure that all teachers receive professional 
development in data use (e.g., how to access, read, and 
interpret a range of data reports; frame questions for inquiry; 
analyze data, assessment literacy, use data tools and 
resources). 

ineffective teachers, and leaders reported 100% of teachers are on track to meet 
expectations in instructional practice. 

• Teachers report feedback and instructional support varies depending on who the 
instructional leader is; teachers cited several specific individuals as being particularly 
helpful and supportive and providing good feedback.  

• The school has a structure to distribute instructional leadership. Each school leader is 
assigned to support departments; each department has a chair who is charged with 
sharing information. 

• The school’s Instructional coach is working with about 20 teachers to catch them up on 
last year’s professional development. Marzano’s team also created a handbook, the 
Common Language of Planning and Instruction, aligned to professional development 
strategies and designed to be a living document which the school adds to and adjusts 
in future years. 

• Teachers and leaders reported that PLCs meet on a weekly basis to conduct some 
common planning and to develop common assessments or instructional materials. 

• Teachers reported using common planning templates; leaders reported using the 
Madeline Hunter streamlined lesson plan structure. Leaders and teachers all reported 
plans need to be submitted, though consistency of this varies across the school. 
Leaders and teachers reported some feedback is provided on those plans, but teachers 
noted that leaders have so much on their plates that this feedback is not always 
comprehensive. 

• Teachers reported they do get feedback on classroom instruction; the group 
interviewed reported an average of 2 times in last 6 weeks. Feedback is delivered in a 
written form with “pluses and deltas”.  

 

The school does not provide high quality instruction. 
• Observations of instruction did not reflect high levels of rigor or questioning. 

Specifically, learning environments were highly structured and learning time was 
maximized through effective planning and guidance in only 4 of 8 classrooms 
observed. Additionally, teachers provided students with clear learning goals and 
focused, explicit instruction in 3 of 8 classrooms observed. Observers noted students 
were disengaged or off task (for example, on phones) in 3 of 8 observations. In one 
example, a teacher did not interact with students during the whole observation period 

2.5: The school 
provides high quality 
instruction. 

• Classroom interactions and organization ensure a supportive, 
highly structured learning climate. 

• Classroom instruction intentional, engaging, and challenging 
for all students. 

• The school has created a performance-driven classroom 
culture in which teachers effectively use data to make 
decisions about daily instruction and the organization of 
students. 
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and spent 20 minutes eating her lunch and reading while students played on their 
phones and chatted.   

• Marzano, the school’s key community partner in professional development efforts, 
reported that the school self-ratings on measures of implementation for the strategies 
covered in professional development were much higher than the Marzano staff’s 
ratings, indicating a disconnect between the school’s perception of their own 
instruction and that of external experts. Additionally, Marzano reported that results 
from the student survey his team conducted demonstrated that students believe there 
needs to be more rigorous instruction and do not feel challenged in class. 

• Teachers reported that there has been a negative change in student behavior this 
year, after having seen improvements last year. Teachers reported this was negatively 
impacting classroom culture, and described it as chaotic. Students in all classrooms 
observed were late to class, and teachers in focus groups reported being unable to 
utilize the class time due to tardiness. Observers noted significant numbers of students 
being tardy to class or in hallways during instructional time. 

• The district reported in their board presentation that ACHS lacks formative assessment 
systems and response mechanisms that are important to ensure the acceleration of 
learning for every student. Teachers did not report using data to drive instruction on a 
regular basis, thought they did report using data at start of the year such as placement 
assessments, benchmarking, and creating common assessments that support a 
students’ need for a specific class. 

• The district reported in their board presentation that ACHS lacks consistent 
implementation of effective standards-driven instructional practices in reading, 
writing, math, science and social studies.     
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SRP Evaluation Based on Unified Improvement Plan and Other Available Documents 

State Review Panel Criteria  Claims & Evidence 

3. There is readiness and apparent capacity of personnel to plan effectively and lead the implementation of appropriate action to improve student 
academic performance.  Capacity Level:   [   ] Highly Effective  [   ]  Effective  [ X  ] Developing  [   ] Not Effective 

Considerations: 

3.1: Leadership 
establishes clear, 
targeted and 
measurable goals 
designed to promote 
student performance. 

• Leadership communicates clear and focused goals that are 
understood by all staff. 

• Data on progress toward goals drives organizational and 
instructional decision-making. 

• Educators understand their responsibilities for achieving goals. 
• Leadership maintains school-wide focus on achieving established 

goals. 
• Leadership allocates resources in alignment with goals and critical 

needs. 
• Progress toward school goals is shared regularly across the school. 

Leadership establishes targets and measurable goals designed to 
promote student performance; however, these goals are not yet fully 
implemented as part of a school-wide effort. 

• Leadership reported that they use data on student progress to define goals and 
drives organizational and instructional decision-making. They reported that they 
use classroom unit assessments to inform individual student needs for 
interventions and referrals to tutoring. 

• There is mixed understanding among the staff about what expectation and non-
negotiables are to be implemented in order to achieve school wide goals. Some 
teachers reported they are required to turn in lesson plans and receive feedback 
on how to improve the instruction in their classrooms.  Others reported they 
never receive feedback.  In addition, some teachers reported they are required to 
implement specific professional learning in their classrooms and incorporate 
observation feedback to enhance their instructional practice.  Others reported 
the feedback they receive is in the form of suggestions and never followed up on 
by administration. Teachers reported that there is a lack of consistency and 
alignment across the leadership team, noting that the leadership does not 
articulate common expectations across staff. 

• Leadership developed a shared calendar to be used by school staff and 
leadership.  Leadership described this as an important tool of the school, 
coordinating events, communications and timelines for completion of school-
wide expectations. Leaders reported this has helped to streamline and coordinate 
school goals.   However, teachers did not mention this tool. 

• Leadership stated that they monitor progress towards goals each semester. 
However, sharing progress towards school-wide goals is not yet common practice 
across the school. Teachers reported that there is no common protocol for 
reporting on student progress and that PLCs not longer have required outcomes 

3.2: Leadership 
adjusts 
implementation of 
the action plan in 
response to 
systematic review of 
data. 

• Leadership has established systems to measure and report interim 
results toward goals. 

• There is regular progress monitoring of performance and 
implementation data and, as appropriate, results lead to 
elimination of tactics that do not work. 

• Benchmarks are used to assess progress toward goals; goals are 
adjusted as progress is made. 

3.3: The 
school/district 
engages the 
community and 
families in support of 
students’ learning 
school improvement 
efforts. 

• School/district includes parents/guardians in cultivating a culture 
of high expectations for students’ learning and their consistent 
support of students’ efforts.  

• School/district invites family participation in school activities  
(e.g., volunteering in classrooms or on committees; attendance  
at performances, sports events, organizational meetings) and 
regularly solicits their input. 

• School/district offers workshops and other opportunities for 
parents/guardians to learn about home practices that support 
student learning. 

• Educators communicate with parents/guardians about 
instructional programs and students’ progress. 
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that are submitted to leadership.  Teachers reported this was part of the 2013-
2014 expectations, however this is no longer common practice because there is 
no longer one person in charge of setting expectations. 

 

Leadership adjusts implementation of the school-wide action plan in 
response to systematic review of data, though this is not yet part of 
ongoing classroom practice. 

• Leadership reported the school leadership team uses data from classroom 
assessments, grades, NWEA MAP and TCAP to define student needs for 
remediation, credit recovery and extra support through interventions. Leadership 
reported they also monitor student grades to determine which students are 
receiving D’s and F’s in which classes.  They stated that this data is used to 
support ongoing coaching discussions with teachers 

• The leadership and district reported that there is not currently an effective 
system in place to house and manage ongoing benchmark data. Teachers 
reported using data for placement purposes, for example: assigning native 
speakers to a different Spanish level, rather than mixing with non-native 
speakers. No evidence of other data use was presented; when asked, teachers did 
not report using data for instructional purposes. The school’s data coordinator 
reported that he has spent all of his time on coordinating assessments and has 
not been able to support with data analysis or use. Staff reported there are needs 
for extra data support, but the school has not yet offered this. Teachers reported 
that with all of the assessments they give, they are not using data in a meaningful 
way. 

• Leadership and teachers reported data is used to define the school’s need for 
classes, tutoring and community partners. They stated the school uses 
community and student surveys to define which community partners they need 
to partner with for support.  The Wellness Center that is being implemented next 
year is an example of this data use. Classroom data and student grades are used 
to refer students to tutoring and teachers report students who are referred 
regularly attend tutoring. Attendance data for tutoring continues to increase. 

• Teachers reported attendance is taken and monitored throughout the school, and 
leaders reported they have been able to adjust programming and target 
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resources as a result of that data; for example, through the deployment of the 
Advisory program. The Advisory structure was developed to support identified at-
risk students.  This structure is in place and fully implemented – four teachers are 
devoted full time to this practice 

 
 
 

The school makes efforts to engage the community and families in 
support of students’ learning school improvement efforts. 

• The school leadership reported that they engaged parents in classroom walk-
throughs to develop their understanding of classroom expectations. Leaders, 
teachers, and partners also reported the school provides parenting education and 
training workshops to develop knowledge of the academic program and language 
skills. The school refers to the parent classes as Aurora Central Parent University.  
In addition, teachers reported the school’s community/ parent partnership work 
has made strides in educating parents and helping them understand how the 
school works. The teachers stated that the school learning walks are helping with 
this effort as well.  The school partners with the University of Colorado program 
Family Education: Parenting Matters to provide parent education classes and 
workshops. The school hosts parent coffees every month.  Each month the coffee 
talks focus on one aspect of parenting towards student success. 

• Teachers reported the school has made strides in involving the students and 
community in sporting events and developing a level of school pride. They stated 
alumni are more active in school events and gave an example of selling towels at 
football games. 

• The school collaborated with the Cherry Creek Art Festival to host a school art 
show and expose students and community artworks and local artists. 
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SRP Evaluation Based on Unified Improvement Plan and Other Available Documents 

State Review Panel Criteria  Claims & Evidence 

4. There is readiness and apparent capacity to engage productively with and benefit from the assistance provided by an external partner.  
 Capacity Level:   [   ] Highly Effective  [   x]  Effective  [   ] Developing  [   ] Not Effective 

Considerations: 

4.1: The school/district 
collaborates effectively 
with existing external 
partners. 

• The school/district seeks expertise from external partners, 
as appropriate (i.e., for professional development, direct 
support for students). 

• The school/district ensures that roles and responsibilities of 
existing partners are clear. 

• There are designated school/district personnel to coordinate 
and manage partnerships.  

The school collaborates strategically with existing external partners. 
• Both the school and the district leaders reported the school has developed over 40 

partnerships arranged around the 4 cores areas of effective schools and the school 
community’s needs. The school leadership stated that their community partnerships 
supported wraparound services for the students and community members. 

• Professional Learning partners include: Marzano Research, University of Colorado, and 
Metro State. In addition, the school partners with community organizations who 
provide parent support, student support and resources to the school community. 
Some of the community partners include: African Community Center, Arts from Ashes, 
Children’s Hospital, Goodwill, Colorado Youth Matter and Padres y Jovenes Unidos. 

• Leadership and partners work together to define whom they will serve and for what 
purpose. Leaders reported they have grouped partners into three categories: some 
work with staff, some work with students, and some with parents and students 

• School leaders reported each partnership was established or redefined by the new 
leadership team, and that all partnerships are aligned to the strategic plan. Teachers 
and leaders reported that the school leadership polled the school faculty to define 
areas within the school that needed strengthening for example culturally responsive 
teaching and then the leadership identified a partner to provide development in that 
area. 

• The school assures the roles and responsibilities of school partners are clear. The 
school uses TIG funding to employ a community and parent liaison who helps to 
coordinate services. Leaders also stated they can identify clear, specific roles each 
partner plays or gaps the partners fill in services to students and families. Additionally, 
the partners interviewed by the site visit team identified clear outcomes and roles for 
their own organizations and the services they provide, and many were monitoring 
their own effectiveness through collection and analysis of data (such as parent 
attendance at meetings, staff survey results, etc.). 

4.2: The school/district 
leverages existing 
partnerships to 
support of student 
learning. 

• The school/district maximizes existing partners’ efforts in 
support of improvement efforts. 

• All externally provided professional development is aligned 
to improvement efforts. 
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• Leaders and teachers report students have additional needs beyond academic needs 
and identify which community partners are targeting those needs.  An example of this 
is Jewish family services and Lutheran Family Services, who are on site three times a 
week to provide support with job applications, interview skills and banking services 
support. The school is also in the process of developing a health center provider to 
support students, which will open next year. 

 
 

 
The school leverages existing partnerships in support of student learning. 

• Leaders report they instituted a monthly community partner meetings to ensure 
alignment of services to meet school-wide goals. 

• Marzano and his team engage in onsite support and professional learning.  Marzano 
staff provides training once every three weeks to the entire ACHS staff, and then 
engage in follow-up support through classroom observations and feedback cycles. 

• The leadership aligns the external professional development partners to the UIP 
improvement strategies.  The school identified three major improvement strategies in 
their UIP and created an action plan that references professional learning and 
alignment to these improvement strategies.   The document defines goals and action 
steps within each improvement area.  Many of the action steps include hiring of 
support partners including Marzano, Ellen Levy, Metro State and Lori McMullan.  This 
document also tracks the schools timeline of implementation and completion of action 
steps. 

• The leadership aligns the external partners to the unique student and community 
needs. 
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SRP Evaluation Based on Unified Improvement Plan and Other Available Documents 

State Review Panel Criteria  Claims & Evidence 

5. There is likelihood of positive returns on state investments of assistance and support to improve the performance within the current management 
structure and staffing.  Capacity Level:   [   ] Highly Effective  [  x]  Effective  [   ] Developing  [   ] Not Effective 

Considerations: 

5.1: Leadership monitors 
the return on investment 
of specific improvement 
initiatives, and uses that 
data to inform decision-
making. 

• Leadership identifies turnaround strategies and 
implements programs/initiatives designed to improve 
student performance. 

• Leadership assesses the cost and impact (effect on 
student achievement and number of students served) of 
each program/initiative to determine its academic return 
on investment. 

• Leadership makes decisions regarding continuation or 
discontinuation of programs/initiatives based on this 
analysis. 

• Leadership establishes systems and structures to support 
regular and ongoing monitoring. 

Leadership uses ongoing operational data to identify turnaround strategies 
and implements programs/initiatives designed to improve student 
performance. 

• The school and district report holding monthly spotlight budget meetings to assess 
progress and budget-to-actuals performance. Additionally, district and school leaders 
report that they monitor implementation of the TIG grant and meet monthly to define 
progress towards grant goals. 

• The school leadership used baseline data from the RMC report to develop a strategic 
plan and implement the UIP. Leaders articulated the importance of developing 
systems and structures, stating that when this team arrived, there was very little in 
this area, and they created most of these systems and structures and aligned these to 
intended outcomes. During administrative team meetings, leaders report always 
checking in on strategic plan. 

• The school continues to utilize formative operational data to inform and revise 
systems, structures, and to inform next steps for the school. The leadership shared 
that they meet with teachers on a regular basis and discuss what is working and not 
working.  The leadership then uses what they have learned  and applies it to the 
visioning and implementation at the school.  An example of this is parent teacher 
conferences: teachers have struggled to get parents to attend conferences and the 
leadership now works with community partners to communicate the importance of 
conferences.   

• The school has begun to utilize informal and formal formative data to inform 
academics, revise systems and structures, and inform next steps for the school. 
Leadership stated this was a next step at the school in professional learning  but some 
content teams have already begun to create common assessments and assignments.  
One group of teachers shared they were attempting to create common assignments 
and assessments to inform instructional planning.  They shared that they struggle with 

5.2: Leadership is 
responsive to feedback 
and uses resources 
effectively. 

• Leadership seeks feedback on improvement plans. 
• Leadership integrates feedback into future improvement 

efforts. 
• Leadership seeks resources aligned to its improvement 

efforts and programs/initiatives with high academic 
return on investment. 

• Any additional resources received (i.e., specialized grant 
funding) are aligned, strategic, and showing evidence of 
results. 
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this because the students they teach are on very different levels and they have not 
come to consensus as to how to address this.   

• Staff and leadership were not able to identify how the school measures effectiveness 
of programming. When pushed, the school leaders identified participation in 
community events and programs as an effectiveness measure. The community and 
parent involvement liaison reported keeping records and submitting reports of who 
attends events. 

 

 

Leadership is responsive to feedback and aligns resources strategically. 
• The school has worked to align efforts and resources strategically. For example, the 

TIG grant components align to needs identified by staff for parental involvement, 
community outreach, and the Marzano professional development. Additionally, as 
noted earlier, the RMC report provided an initial baseline to which new leadership 
team aligned efforts, designing their UIP and strategic plan to address gaps identified 
in the report. RMC returned to the school to conduct a check-up at district’s behest, 
and the school reported that they got strong, positive feedback from this check-up 
report, indicating that their efforts were on the right track. 

• Teachers reported the school leadership has an open door policy and leaders are 
willing to discuss issues that are arising with all stakeholders. Leaders reported that 
department chair meetings are open to all staff members, and are a place when 
teachers can come to have a voice. Teachers stated there is a new culture in the 
school, and the leader reported working hard to develop a staff culture where ideas 
are welcomed. 

• Leadership utilizes feedback from staff and community to determine which 
organizations they will partner with in the community.  The leadership then aligns 
these partnerships to the UIP  improvement strategies and monitors goals and action 
steps.  For example, the teachers were given a survey so the leadership could 
determine if the teachers believe the Marzano Research team was providing effective 
training that is enhancing their teaching practice.   

• The ACHS leadership responded to feedback from the SPED teachers, who highlighted 
that the Marzano trainings do not meet their needs and these teachers are now 
allowed to opt out and engage in more effective training. 
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SRP Evaluation Based on Unified Improvement Plan and Other Available Documents 

State Review Panel Criteria  Claims & Evidence 

6. There is necessity that the school/district remain in operation to serve students.  [ x  ] Yes  [   ]  No   

Considerations: 

6.1: The school/district is 
mission-driven and its 
mission and vision meet 
a unique need. 

• All stakeholders share an understanding of, and 
commitment to, the mission and vision. 

• School/district programs reflect the mission and vision. 
• The mission and vision guide decisions about teaching  

and learning. 
• The mission and vision meet the needs of an identified 

student population 

The school meets the needs of this unique and diverse community 
• Leaders, district, and teachers all reported serving a unique population of refugees and 

immigrants, many of whom are English Language Learners. This was confirmed in a 
review of the school’s demographic data, showing the school serves students from 45 
different countries, speaking 42 different languages. District leadership reported 
working to integrate services by co-locating with Welcome center for new immigrants 
and refugees. 

• Teachers reported this is the most unique place they have ever worked, and that the 
school serves an incredibly needy segment of population. Teachers stated they believe 
there would be a significantly negative impact on the community if the school closed. 
Media reports based on community and student input identify the need to continue to 
support and develop the school and connected services to ensure the community has 
the supports and resources for success. Leaders reported the school ties the 
community together through services, culture of welcoming newcomers and multiple 
groups. Cultural norms for this population, as well as newcomers who had no 
education previously, pose unique challenges that the school is actively working to 
address and is uniquely positioned to address through the resources they have 
mustered. School leaders see this school as an opportunity to provide wrap around 
services through partnership with a health services center being built next year. The 
school engages community partners to enhance community leadership, and seeks out 
groups that specialize in serving the unique needs of refugees for medical care, jobs 
and home support. The Parent University provides ELD classes, GED parent workshops 
and Zumba classes, allowing parents to both develop skills and connect with the school 
community.  

6.2: There are no other 
viable options for 
enrolled students that 
will likely lead to better 
outcomes. 

• There are limited other school options available  
(e.g., online, charter, district). 

• The school/district serves an isolated and/or remote 
community. 

• Closure would have a significant negative impact on the 
community.  

• Comparison schools do not promote better student 
outcomes. 
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• Additionally, because of the unique student population, the school has prioritized 
literacy across the curriculum; teachers and leaders report they embrace the idea that 
every teacher is a literacy teacher. Visitors observed this in action, with ELD sentence 
stems posted in most classes. 

• The district reported a desire to create an Innovation zone, with this school as one of 
several included.  
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Purpose:  To critically evaluate the school or district plan (i.e., Unified Improvement Plan). This report will be used as one element of a body of evidence to inform 
actions that may be undertaken by the Commissioner of Education and the State Board of Education. 
 
Reviewer Names: Johan van Nieuwenhuizen and Jennifer Klein Date: March 16, 2015  
 
District Name/Code: Adam-Arapahoe 28J/ 0180 School Name/Code: Aurora Central High School/1458 

Performance Trends Trend   Trend 
(based on % of pts. on DPF/SPF) Up Flat Down Varies None   Up Flat Down Varies None 

Overall     X  
 Growth Gaps OR Student 

Engagement X     

Achievement   X     PWR (District/High School Only)  X    

Growth X     
 

      

 
SRP Summary (complete using ratings from the following worksheets) Capacity Level: 
1. The leadership is adequate to implement change to improve results. Developing 

2. The infrastructure is adequate to support school improvement. Developing 

3. There is readiness and apparent capacity of personnel to plan effectively and lead the implementation of appropriate action to improve student 
academic performance. Developing 

4. There is readiness and apparent capacity to engage productively with, and benefit from, the assistance provided by an external partner.  Developing 

5. There is likelihood of positive returns on state investments of assistance and support to improve the performance within the current management 
structure and staffing. Developing 

6. There is necessity that the school/district remain in operation to serve students. Yes 

Based on your professional judgment, will the plan result in dramatic enough change to pull the school/district off the accountability clock if it is implemented 
as written?   
 [   ] Yes   [   ] No   [ X  ] Not sure, more information is needed. Specify the additional information required. 

Based on your professional judgment, what is your overall level of concern regarding this school/district’s ability to significantly improve results? 
 Level of Concern: [   ] High  [ X ]  Moderate  [   ] Low  [   ] Cannot determine. Specify the additional information required. 
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Overall Comments: 
 
It is noted that the school replaced the principal.  The new leader has been in place for almost two years. The school also hired three new assistant principals, 4-
6 early warning interventionists, a communication TOAS, a Data TOAS and an Attendance TOSA. They are in year 2 of implementing this new leadership model. 
 
External partnerships include: Professional learning with Dr. Marzano and Metro State.  Both providers support internal professional development, and the 
school hired a firm from Denver (RMC) to conduct an instructional audit. RMC found that the school implemented nearly all of the activities that were outlined 
in the UIP. 
 
Performance Challenges are not consistent throughout the plan 
- While the school outlined four major improvement strategies in their UIP, it is difficult to understand what specific strategies they will implement as the 

strategies were written as goals. In addition it was difficult to assess progress based on the status of the implementation benchmarks and status of the 
action steps.  For example: how did the lesson plan template and observation tool with the PLC schedule contribute to high functioning PLC’s, or were the 
professional learning sessions effective and what were the outcomes of it?  Did everyone participate in the PD meetings?  How did the administrative team 
monitor the successful implementation of any of the PD?  

 
- Root analysis. Analysis is lacking process and details as to how the team arrived at specific root causes.  There is no clear explanation or common definition 

of root causes and verifications process is not defined.  Root causes are broad i.e. Teacher skills have to be refined and implementation of reading and 
writing. It is not clear what needs to be implemented, and what will be reduced or eliminated as a result. There is no explanation as to why the results are 
flat in terms of academic achievement or varied in academic growth, or academic growth gaps, and post-workforce- readiness. The link between root cause 
and student achievement lacks clarity. 

 
The plan makes limited reference to culture and climate, processes and strategies that are systemic and sustainable, or alignment with broader district mission.  
There is no visible evidence of modification of policies that will be necessary to implement the actions identified.   Overall, there does not seem to be an 
alignment across areas of focus that would ensure improvement across areas.   
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Areas that should be explored more deeply through an on-site visit: 
What role do data analysis practices play in the school and what is the link to revising and refining instruction? 
What data is collected and how is the data assessed and monitored throughout the year? 
Instructional practices with a focus on writing strategies across the content areas, student engagement, lesson plan objectives and critical thinking 
Is the curriculum aligned with standards?   
Use of PLCs 
What gaps are being filled by the professional learning providers? 
How the professional learning done by Dr. Marzano has changed the instructional practices of the teachers 
Use of external resources i.e. Metro State professional development (What role do they play?) 
Culture and expectations of students 
The impact of the transformational model and the new leadership 
How the school is building a culture of achievement among the staff and students 
How are they building the individual capacity of teachers to meet the school goals 
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Capacity Level Rubric  
The site visit team will use the following guidance to select a capacity level for each key question. Note that the quality standard for each capacity level is based 
on the extent to which the site visit team finds multiple types and multiple sources of evidence related to the adoption and/or implementation of a practice or 
system AND the extent to which the site visit team finds evidence of high levels of adoption and/or implementation of a practice or system. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Capacity Level Quality Standard  
Not Effective Evidence indicates that the key question is not a practice or system that has been adopted and/or implemented at the school/district, or that the level of 

adoption/implementation does not improve the school/district’s effectiveness. 

Developing  Evidence indicates that the key question is a practice or system that is developing at the school/district, but that it has not yet been implemented at a level that has 
begun to improve the school/district’s effectiveness, OR that the impact of the key action on the effectiveness of the school/district cannot yet be determined. 

Effective Evidence indicates that the key question is a practice or system that has been adopted at the school, and is implemented at a level that has begun to improve the 
school/district’s effectiveness. 

Highly Effective Evidence indicates that the key question is a practice or system that has been fully adopted at the school, and is implemented at a level that has had a demonstrably 
positive impact on the school/district’s effectiveness. 

  

Evidence Relating to Strength of 
Adoption/Implementation 

Key: 

Not Effective:     

Developing:    

Effective:    

Highly Effective   
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Extent to which SPR Team Finds Evidence of High 
Levels of Adoption and/or Implementation  
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SRP Evaluation Based on Unified Improvement Plan and Other Available Documents 

 State Review Panel Criteria Source(s) of 
Evidence 

Notes 

1. The leadership is adequate to implement change to improve results. Capacity Level:   [   ] Highly Effective  [   ]  Effective  [ X ] Developing  [   ] Not Effective 
Considerations: 

1.1 Leadership 
acts as a change 
agent to drive 
dramatic 
achievement 
gains. 

• Leadership makes changes that deviate from 
organization norms or rules – not just for the sake  
of change, but to intentionally achieve positive 
outcomes.  

Major improvement strategies 
and action plan 

The Principal and three assistant principals have been at the 
school for a two years; however, it is unclear if their leadership is 
embraced by the staff; there seems to be an underlying current of 
discontent as “leadership has been problematic this year” 
according to a statement in the UIP. No data or specifics define 
what is causing the problems or how they are being addressed. 
 
There is no reflection on the prevailing culture that exists in the 
school. The school analyzed the performance data from the state 
and they also included survey data. However, there is no detailed 
description on how they arrived at the root causes identified. 
 
The plan lacks deep analysis to identify root causes and as a result 
it is difficult to assess if the major improvement strategies are the 
most effective strategies to solve current issues. For example, the 
root cause the school wants to eliminate or reduce is the lack of 
teacher skills in the implementation of reading and writing, and 
vocabulary development, but there is no detail on how the team 
arrived at this root cause. 
 
Leadership did not clearly convey how major improvement 
strategies will be effectively implemented in the classroom or if 
they were fully aligned with standards.   
 
 

• The degree to which leadership has been continuous 
over time. Any change(s) in leadership is utilized to 
activate and sustain dramatic change. 

Human Resources data  

1.2 Leadership 
analyzes data to 
identify and 
address high 
priority 
challenges. 

• Leadership analyzes data about the organization’s 
performance to identify high-priority problems. 

Data analysis and data 
narrative 

• Leadership focuses on a limited number of changes 
that will achieve visible wins for the organization.  

Priority performance 
challenge(s), root cause(s), 
major improvement strategies 
and action plan 

• Leadership openly shares results and holds staff 
accountable for results. (Assessment data --both 
interim and summative-- and implementation 
benchmark data are described in the plan(s), including 
how data will be used to drive described work.) 

Target setting form, Action 
Plan 
 

1.3 Leadership 
establishes high 
expectations for 
student learning 
and behavior. 

• Elements of climate and culture are identified and 
addressed in the plan(s). 

Data Narrative, Root Cause 
Analysis, Action Planning 
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2. The infrastructure is adequate to support school improvement. Capacity Level:   [   ] Highly Effective  [   ]  Effective  [ X ] Developing  [   ] Not Effective 

Considerations: 
2.1: The district leads 
intentional, strategic 
efforts to ensure the 
effectiveness of the 
academic program and 
the sustainability of the 
organization. 

• Others inside and outside the organization are 
contributing their effort and see a clear picture 
of success and its benefits. (Evidence of 
internal and external stakeholder involvement 
in development and implementation of UIP – 
for example PLC’s, building leadership teams)  

Data Narrative, Action Plan 

The district’s role is not clearly defined.   There is a lack of detail 
defining what supports they will provided to ensure effective 
implementation of the major improvement strategies and there is no 
clear plan for leadership sustainability within the school.  Very few 
references are made as to how the district is involved in the process.   
 
The school utilizes Dr. Marzano and Metro State to enhance 
professional learning for staff members, but there is no clear indication 
of how these professional learning sessions will or have impacted 
classroom teaching practice. 
The UIP does not define expectations for implementation of 
professional learning or how leadership is linking observation and 
feedback cycles to on-going professional growth. 
 
The administrative team, school instructional leadership team and 
parent focus group participated in the development of the UIP and 
they thoroughly analyzed the assessment data, Including TCAP, ACT, 
ACCESS, MAP scores, graduation – and dropout rates, daily 
attendance, the RMC audit, and school climate survey. It is unclear 
what level of ownership teachers and coaches are embracing and/ or 
what level of commitment they feel to successful implementation of 
the improvement strategies and action steps.   
 
No data or details are provided to support expectations and outcomes 
from various stakeholder groups in the UIP implementation process 
and improvement process. 
 
Implementation benchmarks outline the creation of artifacts such as 
unit plan templates, and proficiency scales, review templates, etc., but 
it is unclear who will collect, monitor or analyze the data and how it 
will inform next steps in the school improvement process.  

2.2: School/district 
leadership has a strong 
focus on recruiting and 
retaining talent; creates 
and implements systems 
to select, develop, and 
retain effective teachers 
and staff who can drive 
dramatic student gains; 
evaluates all staff; and 
dismisses those who do 
not meet professional 
standards and 
expectations.  

• Indication of strategic staff changes, 
particularly at the supervisory level, to support 
dramatic improvement efforts. 

Data Narrative, Action plan 

2.3: School/district 
leadership ensures that 
the school/district has 
sound financial and 
operational systems and 
processes 

• Assessments (both interim and summative) 
and their results are identified and 
appropriately described in the plan(s). 

Data Narrative, Target 
Setting, Action Plan 

2.4: School/district 
leadership provides 
effective instructional 
leadership. 

• Instructional needs and associated 
assessments are identified as a mechanism to 
address performance needs.  

• Organizational routines are established that 
include ongoing data analysis to improve 
student learning. (Evidence of interim 
measures and how they will be used to 
monitor results.) 

Target Setting (interim 
measures) and Action Plan 
(implementation 
benchmarks) 
 
Data Narrative, Action Plan 

2.5: The school provides 
high quality instruction. 

n/a n/a 
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3. There is readiness and apparent capacity of personnel to plan effectively and lead the implementation of appropriate action to improve student 
academic performance.  Capacity Level:   [   ] Highly Effective  [   ]  Effective  [ X ] Developing  [   ] Not Effective 

Considerations: 

3.1: Leadership 
establishes clear, 
targeted and measurable 
goals designed to 
promote student 
performance. 

• The organization focused on high goals rather 
than on partial success. When a goal is met, the 
bar is likely to be raised.  

Previous Targets Form, Target 
Setting Form and Action Plan, 
Previous UIPs (if applicable) 

There is a lack of alignment among data trends, priority 
improvement challenges, root causes and how the school is 
supporting teachers to improve student performance.  
Identified steps are a continuation of previous UIP and many 
components of the implementation process are still in progress. 
It is unclear what is working and what will be changed as a 
result of the evaluation of successful implementation. The 
action plan does not provide what specifically will be 
implemented to improve what is happening in the classroom, 
academically, behaviorally or areas to build a common culture. 
Example: Action step 1 is a list of the PD that will be provided by 
Dr. Marzano without more detail on what will be implemented, 
monitored and adjusted. 
 
Action plan/steps are not clearly defined and detailed enough to 
ensure everyone involved will understand their individual role 
or to tease out what they need to do differently. There is little 
evidence of a logical progression for classroom planning, There 
is no mention of how data will be used to analyze the academic 
progress of students.  
 
There are no systems set up to measure and report interim 
results often to enable the rapid discard of failed tactics and 
increase successful tactics essential for fast results, i.e. evidence 
of progress monitoring activities, review of performance and 
implementation data.  
No details are provided as to how professional learning from 
outside supports will enhance the data systems and structures 
at the school. 

• The action plan is clear that change is 
mandatory, not optional. A sense of urgency is 
evident in the plan and does not include 
blaming or excuse making. There is a clear sense 
of ownership for performance and actions. 

Action plan (to some extent 
the data narrative to get a 
sense of ownership in the 
root cause analysis) 

• Action plan is so clear that everyone involved 
knows specifically what s/he needs to do 
differently. Evidence that there is alignment 
throughout the plan and a logical progression of 
planning built on data. 

Entire UIP with particular 
emphasis on the Action Plan 

3.2: Leadership adjusts 
implementation of the 
action plan in response 
to systematic review of 
data. 

• Tactics that do not work are strategically 
eliminated and the plan focuses on tactics that 
work. The plan focuses limited time and money 
where they will have the most impact on critical 
results. Evidence that the plan presents a clear 
strategy and alignment of resources and a clear 
change in direction in response to performance. 

Action Plan 

• Systems are set up to measure and report 
interim results often to enable the rapid discard 
of failed tactics and increase successful tactics 
essential for fast results. (Evidence of progress 
monitoring activities, review of performance 
and implementation data. The targets/interim 
measures and activities/implementation 
benchmarks are framed in a way that can be 
measured and used to adjust systems as 
needed.) 

Target Setting Form and 
Action Plan 

3.3: The school/district 
engages the community 
and families in support of 
students’ learning school 
improvement efforts. 

• Strategies for community and family 
involvement are incorporated throughout the 
plan 

• Parent Involvement Plan is present (for Title I 
Schools only) and details strategies for involving 
families to advance student learning. 

Action Plan 
Parent Involvement 
Agreement/Compact (Title I 
Schools only) 
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The school has established ways to improve parent 
communication and participation in support of the 
transformation efforts. The school mentioned that “Structures 
are in place to encourage family participation in understanding 
credits, attendance, classroom instruction, and next steps for 
higher education” but did not elaborate on what these 
structures are. There is no mention of how the school will 
measure the effectiveness of these efforts. 
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4. There is readiness and apparent capacity to engage productively with and benefit from the assistance provided by an external partner.  
 Capacity Level:   [   ] Highly Effective  [   ]  Effective  [ X ] Developing  [   ] Not Effective 

Considerations: 

4.1: The school/district 
collaborates effectively 
with existing external 
partners. 

• Articulation of roles/responsibilities with 
external entities (e.g., district level staff, BOCES 
staff, vendors, CDE) is evident. (District 
involvement with and support of school is 
evident.) 

Action Plan 

The school has partnered with Dr. Marzano and Metro State but 
does not indicate if external partners are part of the process to 
develop major improvement strategies.   
The UIP does not mention what level of capacity they are hoping 
to build internally with these outside experts.   
 
Activities of external entities align with major improvement 
strategies and performance needs of the school but their 
involvement includes a list of services they provides and lacks 
detail of how these integrate with the school at a larger systems 
level. 

4.2: The school/district 
leverages existing 
partnerships to support of 
student learning. 

• Activities of external entities align with major 
improvement strategies and performance needs 
of the school/district (not just a list of services 
the entity provides). 

Action Plan 
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5. There is likelihood of positive returns on state investments of assistance and support to improve the performance within the current management structure 
and staffing.  Capacity Level:   [   ] Highly Effective  [   ]  Effective  [  x] Developing  [   ] Not Effective 

Considerations: 

5.1: Leadership monitors 
the return on investment 
of specific improvement 
initiatives, and uses that 
data to inform decision-
making. 

• Additional resources provided through 
specialized grant funding are aligned, strategic 
and show evidence of positive results. 
(Districts/schools that have received additional 
funds.) 

Data Narrative, Action Plan 

Major improvement strategies outline a variety of 
implementation benchmarks, such as bi-weekly admin walk-
throughs, quarterly surveys to evaluate professional learning, 
etc., the plan does not include how initiatives will inform 
decision-making (i.e., offer feedback, improve teacher quality, 
model effective instructional coaching, etc.). 
In the UIP appendices the school elaborated on the how the TIG 
grant was used to assist in restructuring the school day and 
increasing available human resources. 
 
UIP does not consistently outline what will be measured in terms 
of the strategies identified in action plan nor does it highlight 
when, why or how data will be measured (or who analyzes the 
data) 
 
It is unclear whether the school has integrated CDE feedback to 
refine targets and measure progress towards identified goals. 
 

5.2: Leadership is 
responsive to feedback 
and uses resources 
effectively. 
 

• Identification of resources is aligned and 
strategic. Action Plan 

• (For Districts and Schools previously reviewed by 
CDE) There is evidence that feedback provided 
on previous UIPs has been integrated into the 
current plan.  

Previous UIPs and associated 
feedback 
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6. There is necessity that the school/district remain in operation to serve students.  [ X ] Yes  [   ]  No 

Considerations: 

6.1: The school/district is mission-
driven and its mission and vision meet 
a unique need. 

• Population of students served is clearly 
identified. Data Narrative 

This school has selected a transformational model for Priority School 
Improvement and is in its second year of receiving a Tiered 
Intervention Grant. 
The information that is available on effectiveness as measured by the 
state, shows that the school’s overall total score on the SPF flat lined 
and there is no significant change in the academic outcomes for 
students. 
It is unclear how the school mission and vision are driving the current 
work.  The school’s plan lacks alignment and consistency.   This 
hinders communication of shared outcomes aligned to the school 
mission and vision. 
 
The school outlines the student population it serves: 97% FRL, 95% 
minority population, 17% students with disability, and 69% ELL.  
Mobility has decreased in the five years from 40% to 25%.  
Enrollment has decreased in the same time frame. 
Priority improvement strategies are not targeted towards specific 
gaps, groups or populations of students.   
Overall SPF points are flat from year 1- year 3 in academic 
achievement The school earned 25% of SPF points 
 
Growth is slightly down 53.6 in year three from 60.7 in year one 
Growth:  50.00 down from 56.7 in year  1 
 
Test participation rates are high in all three subjects in both years one 
and three.  
 
The school needs to remain open to serve the needs of this diverse 
student population however they are currently struggling to serve the 
various needs of their students effectively.  

6.2 There are no other viable options 
for enrolled students that will likely 
lead to better outcomes. 

n/a n/a 
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