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Aurora Central High School will enter its sixth year of implementing a Priority Improvement or 

Turnaround plan on July 1, 2017. 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.” A recommendation was delivered to the State Board in 

August 2015 and can be found in Appendix D. In May 2016, the district submitted an Innovation Zone plan 

to the State Board that included Aurora Central High School; the plan was approved unanimously under the 

Innovation Schools Act. Aurora Central High School began implementing its innovation plan at the start of 

the current school year (2016-17). The following report constitutes an updated version of the 

Commissioner’s formal recommendation for Aurora Central High School. 

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 of the school’s data, 

leadership, culture, academic systems, Unified Improvement Plan, and the history of grants and supports 

provided to the school. The Commissioner’s visit to the school in January 2017, as well as many staff visits 

and support over past several years also informed this recommendation. In addition, the Department took 

into consideration the State Review Panel’s final recommendation and the district’s own initiative to create 

an Innovation Zone, or “ACTION Zone,” which includes Aurora Central High School.  

Background 

Aurora Central High School is a large, comprehensive high school that serves a diverse community of 

families in Aurora. The school has a much higher concentration of at-risk students than a typical Colorado 

high school. Seventy percent of Aurora Central students in grades 9-12 are eligible for free or reduced-price 

lunch programs, compared to 37 percent of high school students across the state. A significant majority of 

Aurora Central students (71 percent) are English learners compared to 51 percent of high school students in 

the district and 17 percent of high school students in the state. Nearly all of the school’s students identify as 

racial/ethnic minorities (96 percent), compared with 42 percent at the average Colorado high school. 

Aurora Central High School earned a Priority Improvement rating on the School Performance 

Framework for five consecutive years from 2010 to 2014. In 2016, the school dropped to Turnaround status 

(see Table 1). Aurora Central showed some improvement in postsecondary outcomes in 2016, with 

increased graduation rates, decreased dropout rates and improved ACT scores. The school, however, also 

showed declines in Achievement and Growth in the same period, and Aurora Central continues to fall 

significantly short of state expectations on all indicators. 
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Table 1: Performance Ratings for Aurora Central High School, 2010-2016 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2016 

Aurora 
Central High 
School 

Priority 
Improvement 

Priority 
Improvement 

Priority 
Improvement 

Priority 
Improvement 

Priority 
Improvement Turnaround 

Note: Ratings are reflective of official performance frameworks. 1 year frameworks were used in 2011, 2012, 2014 and 
2016. 3 year frameworks were used in 2010 and 2013. 

 

Key Conditions for Success 

Based on conversations with district and school leaders, a thorough review of state data, school 

systems and conditions, and a review of the district’s Unified Improvement Plan (UIP), it is evident to the 

Department that the school continues to face challenges in engaging students, providing rigorous and 

differentiated instruction, and preparing students for high school graduation, college and careers. The 

district’s pathway plan for Aurora Central High School must address the following conditions to ensure that 

dramatic change will occur at the high school and that outcomes will improve for students. The Department 

notes that some of these conditions are included in Aurora Central’s Pathways Proposal already, and if 

implemented fully, can result in the necessary changes.  

1. Given the consistently low performance of the school on all student performance measures, it is 

critical that the District fully commit to implementing the following actions. 

 Provide regular and supportive supervision of the school including weekly coaching 
meetings with Zone staff; 

 Strategically align district staff to provide streamlined support to innovation schools (for 
example, all innovation zone schools could have the same contact in the district’s human 
resources office who is knowledgeable on the zone’s HR waivers); 

 Set and maintain clear performance expectations and goals for the school; 
 Routinely examine student data, as well as plan implementation data, and use that 

information to enact real-time, mid-course adjustments; and 

 Seek and implement any new waivers, flexibilities or actions deemed necessary from data 
collected during performance management processes. 

2. The Department believes the Innovation Plan, if implemented with fidelity, can result in positive 
outcomes for students. The district needs to honor the autonomies granted to the school (as 
delineated in the approved innovation plan), to ensure zone and school leadership have needed 
discretion over: 

 Recruiting, hiring, evaluating, and termination of teachers; 
 Budget and staffing decisions; 
 Curricular and assessment decisions; 
 Professional development decisions; 
 Student support strategies and services; 
 Calendar and school day decisions; 
 Partnerships and programs to meet the specific needs of special populations of students; 

and 

 Key operational decisions. 
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3. CDE has determined that adding a proven management partner to support project and performance 
management will help ensure that the district creates a responsive system for the innovation at 
ACHS. As such, the district’s pathway proposal should convey a willingness to seek support in 
performance management and external accountability from a quality provider to improve the 
implementation of key reforms and systemic changes. 

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

innovation and change in management, which the school is already in early implementation. CDE 

recommends that the district maintain Innovation School Status for Aurora Central High School. The 

innovation plan approved in 2016 represents a viable pathway for achieving the conditions stated above and 

is aligned to the district’s strategic plan for creating differentiated zones to support low-performing schools 

(e.g. ACTION Zones). The district and school have taken steps to ensure thoughtful and deliberate 

implementation of their innovation plan. There is broad community support for the innovation plan and the 

plan has the likelihood of resulting in significant structural changes both at the school and district level if 

implemented well. The district and school have encountered some early successes with implementation of 

their innovation plan and identified where there are continued challenges and barriers. While CDE 

recognizes that some indicators declined in the testing data last year—the district is only at the very 

beginning of the implementation of the innovation plan. CDE has seen some improvement in leading 

indicators including a decrease in the 2016 dropout rate and increase in the 2016 graduation rate. This, 

along with the high quality of implementation of the plan during the 2016-17 school year, gives the 

Department encouragement that the school should continued implementation of the innovation plan. We 

know these large-scale changes take more than one or two years to take hold. CDE believes that the district 

has identified key next steps to deepen implementation of the innovation plan at Aurora Central and within 

the broader zone structure.  

 

Additional pathway option 

CDE believes a rigorous Innovation School Plan that implements significant and rapid change can facilitate 

an environment that addresses the first two conditions described above. Given the significant challenges the 

school faces in student engagement, performance, graduation and college readiness, CDE recommends that 

the district consider an additional pathway to address the third condition around performance management 

and accountability. Leveraging an external management partner, an action that Aurora Public Schools is 

actively pursuing, is an additional viable pathway particularly if paired in conjunction with the current 

innovation plan. Adding a targeted external management partner could foster the conditions required for 

robust change, especially in creating systems for the district to ensure the flexibilities and autonomies 

included in the innovation zone are upheld through district policies and practice. A management partner 

may also help support the Zone in creating systems of performance management to ensure the Innovation 

Zone is implemented well and brings about lasting, sustainable change for the district while also adding in 

necessary and ongoing mechanisms for accountability of outcomes.  

CDE does not recommend conversion of Aurora Central High School to a charter at this time. Given 

the size of Aurora Central and the community support behind the current reforms being enacted, the 
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Department recommends full implementation of the innovation zone for at least two years before 

considering conversion to a charter school. Aurora Public Schools is pursuing partnerships with charter 

schools as a part of their district-wide turnaround strategy. CDE strongly recommends continued pursuit of 

charter options as part of that broader turnaround strategy to address other pockets of low performance 

within the district and provide multiple choices for families in the district.  

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

district high schools to serve the 2,172 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.  

 

Summary of Pathways that Meet Necessary Conditions for Improvement 

District/School Pathway 
CDE 

Recommendation 

Additional 

Options 

CDE Does Not 

Recommend 

Innovation School Status X   

Conversion to a Charter School   X 

External Management Partner  X  

School Closure   X 

 

CDE Recommendation Report Outline 

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

made above. First, a summary of state data trends is provided, followed by a review of the district and 

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

included, as is an overview of the state and federal grants provided to the school over the past several years. 

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

district’s plan for innovation at Aurora Central High School. 
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Aurora Central High School has earned Priority Improvement or Turnaround ratings on the school 

performance frameworks over the past six years. The high school showed some improvement in 

postsecondary outcomes in 2016 with increased graduation rates, decreased dropout rates and improved 

ACT scores. The school, however, also showed declines in the Achievement and Growth indicators in the 

same period, and Aurora Central continues to fall significantly short of state expectations on all indicators. 

The sections below contain descriptions of key measures of performance as captured through the state 

accountability system. Additional data can be found in Appendix E. 

Enrollment and Demographics 

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

than 6 percent over the last five years, from 2,334 down to 2,172, while the district’s overall K-12 enrollment 

has increased by 19 percent, from 35,523 to 42,550. Figure 1 below contains enrollment information for 

disaggregated student groups at the state level (all 9-12 public schools only), district level (all APS 9-12 

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. 

 

Figure 1. Enrollment at Aurora Central High School, by Student Group 

 
 

Aurora Public Schools, as a district, enrolls more at-risk students in high school grades (across all 

categories) than do schools state-wide. Within Aurora Public Schools, Aurora Central High School serves a 

particularly at-risk student population. This school’s students have high poverty rates, have a higher rate of 

disabilities than in typical, and are more likely to be English learners than students at other high schools in 

Aurora. Additionally, Aurora Central High School enrolls a larger proportion of English Learners (ELs) at all 

levels – Non-English Proficient (NEP), Limited English Proficient (LEP) and Fluent English Proficient (FEP) – 

than Aurora as a district at the high school level or high schools in Colorado statewide. Aurora Central High 
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School also enrolls a larger proportion of students who are new to the United States than either high schools 

in Aurora or high schools statewide (see Figure 2).  

 

Figure 2. English Learner (EL) and Newcomer Enrollment at Aurora Central High School 

 
Note: New to US refers to students arriving to the United States within 12 months of first enrollment at a US school. 
District and state percentages reflect averages for high schools only. 

School Performance Frameworks 

Aurora Central High School earned a Priority Improvement rating on the School Performance Framework 

from 2010 to 2014. In 2016, the school dropped to a Turnaround rating, earning 31.8% of possible points 

(see Table 2). 

 

Table 2. School Rating over Time for Aurora Central High School 

School 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2016 

Rating1 Priority 

Improvement 

Priority 

Improvement 

Priority 

Improvement 

Priority 

Improvement 

Priority 

Improvement 

Turnaround 

% Points Earned 37.6% 45.4% 41.6% 41.1% 44.5% * 

1Accountability rating derived from official accountability frameworks, which were 1 year frameworks for all years 
except for 2010 and 2013, which used 3 year frameworks.  
*Points earned on 2016 SPF are not comparable to points earned on 2010-2014 frameworks and are not displayed. 

School Academic Performance Trends 

Math and Reading/English Language Arts achievement at Aurora Central have both been 

consistently low from 2010 to 2016, earning Does Not Meet ratings on the School Performance Framework. 

Growth results have shown greater variability between years in both content areas. Math and 

Reading/English Language Arts Growth ratings have typically fallen in the Approaching range, though both 
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content areas have achieved a Meets rating at one point. It is notable that in 2016, both content areas’ 

performance fell one rating level (see Table 3). 

 

Table 3. School Trends on Academic Achievement and Growth, for English Language Arts and Math 

Indicator 

Content 

Area 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2016 

2016 

Participation 

Rates 

Achievement 

Reading/ 

ELA DNM DNM DNM DNM DNM DNM 95.2% 

Math DNM DNM DNM DNM DNM DNM 96.1% 

Growth 

Reading/ 

ELA A A M A A DNM 

  Math A A A A M A 

DNM=Does Not Meet A=Approaching M=Meets   

Note: Data from 1 year frameworks are presented for year-to-year comparability. 

 

 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 (EL) students. As displayed in Figure 

3, Aurora Central falls in the bottom quartile (25 percent) of student achievement when compared to other 

high schools serving high-needs populations. In other words, there are high schools in Colorado that serve a 

high proportion of EL students, low-income students and minority students that perform better on the 

English Language Arts state assessments.  
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Figure 3. Aurora Central High School’s 2016 English Language Arts Achievement Compared to Other High 
Schools Serving a High Proportion of High-Needs Students 

Data showing the performance of other schools in the highest quartile of minority students, students in poverty and 

English learners (those with the highest percentages of students compared to other schools in the state) is displayed in 

each of the columns below. Each dot represents a school; Aurora Central is highlighted in orange whereas other high 

schools are shaded in gray. The band in the middle of each plot represents high schools scoring in the 25th – 75th 

percentile on the English language arts assessment in 2016. 

 
 

Note: Only schools with a valid mean scale score were included and with students enrolled at the high school level. 

Schools were excluded if they had fewer than 16 students or the assessment participation rate was below 90%. Schools 

classified as either high minority, high poverty, or high English learners represent the top quartile within each student 

population. The following data sources were used to create this chart: Student October 2015-16 and CMAS PARCC 

English Language Arts results for the 2015-16 school year. 

 

Figure 4 shows the school’s Achievement percentile ranks on English Language Arts and Math in 

disaggregated by student group. No within-school gaps among groups are apparent, as all groups performed 

at the first percentile. It should be noted that a percentile of 1 is the lowest possible percentile rank a school 
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can earn, and it indicates that 99 percent of other high schools in the state had a higher mean scale score 

than this school in the specified content area.  

 

Figure 4. Achievement Percentiles Rank at Aurora Central High School in 2016, by Subgroup 

 

 

Figure 5 shows the school’s median growth percentiles in English Language Arts and Math by student 

group. Aurora Central High School generally shows growth data that is below state expectations. There is 

variance in the growth performance across the disaggregated groups—for example, the English Learners at 

Aurora Central High School are outperforming the All Students group—but no disaggregated group is 

meeting state expectations for academic growth. 

 

Figure 5. Median Growth Percentiles at Aurora Central High School in 2016, By Subgroup 
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School Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness Trends 

Table 4, below, shows that the four-year graduation rates have fluctuated between 2012 and 2016, 

overall increasing from 36.4 percent of students graduation in four years to 48.1 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 2016 was 66.7 percent. Additionally, for all years and cohorts, graduation rates at Aurora Central High 

School were lower than those of the district overall. Additionally, the dropout rate for Aurora Central has 

decreased from 9.0 in 2012 to 5.8 in 2016, but it is still high (see Figure 6). 

 

Table 4. Graduation Rates over Time 

  Cohort 

School/District 

Anticipated 

Year of 

Graduation 

4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 

Aurora Central High 

School 

2012 36.4 51.4 57.0 59.0 

2013 42.2 58.2 62.9 66.7 

2014 46.2 58.3 65.3   

2015 44.3 62.5     

2016 48.1       

District 

2012 48.0 59.4 63.0 65.2 

2013 52.6 66.2 70.4 74.1 

2014 55.9 68.8 74.2   

2015 59.0 75.2     

2016 65.0       
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Figure 6. Dropout Rates over Time

 
 

As displayed in Figure 7, below, performance on the ACT as measured by the composite score has 

increased at Aurora Central from 14.9 in 2012 to 15.9 in 2016. District-wide averages for ACT scores are 

slightly higher—typically at or around 17. 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 7. Composite ACT Scores over Time 
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This section is designed to provide a summary of a qualitative review of district and school systems 

and conditions. Research on school turnaround shows that certain conditions are essential in establishing a 

strong foundation for rapid school improvement.1 Schools on track to improve student achievement are 

likely to show strong evidence of highly-functioning leadership, culture, academic systems, district support 

structures and board and community relationships. 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. 

 

School Leadership & Staff 

 A principal and new administrative team was hired in spring 2013 to lead the school in 

implementing the Transformation model as a part of the federally-funded Tiered Intervention 

Grant (TIG) program.  

 In spring 2015, the principal was reassigned to a different position in the district. A principal from 

within the district, Gerardo de la Garza, was assigned to lead the school as an interim principal for 

the 2015-16 school year. Mr. de la Garza was then named permanent principal prior to the 2016-

17 school year. 

 Mr. de la Garza attended the Relay National Principal’s Academy Fellowship (NPAF) during the 

2015-16 school year. 

 At the start of the 2016-17 school year, approximately one half of Aurora Central’s teaching staff 

was new to the building, and most of the leadership team are new to their roles. This allowed the 

school to hire staff who are committed to the innovation plan and the extra work entailed in 

implementation.  

 

School Culture 

 Average daily attendance at Aurora Central has declined from 89.3 percent in 2011-12 to 76.5 

percent in 2015-16, which is significantly below the state average of 93.2 percent. 

 The school’s truancy rate has fluctuated between 10 percent and 20 percent over the past six 

years. During the last full academic year (2015-16), the high school had a truancy rate of 20.1 

percent, which is 8 times higher than the state average of 2.4 percent.  

 In 2016-17, the school has started to use restorative justice in dealing with student behavior 

concerns. 

                                                           
1 Public Impact. (2008). School Turnaround Leaders: Competencies for Success; Mass Insight Education & Research 
Institute. (2007). The Turnaround Challenge: Why America’s best opportunity to dramatically improve student 
achievement lies in our worst-performing schools; Player, D. Hitt, D.H. and W. Robinson, W. (2014). District Readiness to 
Support School Turnaround. University of Virginia Partnership for Leaders in Education.  
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 As a part of 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.  

 In 2016, the school implemented a “House” model in ninth grade. The model entails dividing the 

class into four “houses” of core teachers to allow for greater cross-subject planning as well as 

building better relationships with students. ACHS plans to build the house concept into later grade 

levels in subsequent years. The “House” model has been noted by multiple staff members as a 

positive change for both staff and students. 

 In multiple site visits during the 2016-17 school year, CDE staff has noted a dramatically improved 

culture including a more welcoming environment and high level of student engagement in classes. 

Academic Systems 

 Aurora Central currently utilizes MAP data to track student growth and proficiency, as well as for 

targeting students for intervention and acceleration during enrichment class.  

 The Action Zone is currently reviewing different assessment providers to determine the best fit for 

interim assessments for 2017-18. 

 In 2015, ACHS implemented a comprehensive professional development sequence in partnership 

with Marzano Research Lab. The focus of this work was 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. 

 ACHS utilizes Edgenuity software for credit recovery for students who have fallen off track for 

graduation. 2017 data is on pace for twice as many courses recovered as in 2016. Another 

program, called IGNITE, utilizes project-based learning opportunities to reengage students and 

recover credits. Both programs are cited in supporting the jump in graduation rate in 2016 and are 

poised to support an additional jump in 2017. 

 The “House” model noted above allows for more personalized learning opportunities in small 

communities within the school. 

Specialized District Support and Flexibility 

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

differentiated support structures. This includes additional funding to support school improvement 

efforts. 

 As part of the new “Action Zone,” Aurora Central is overseen by the Office of Autonomous Schools 

(OAS). This model provides added flexibility and accountability along with streamlined reporting to 

the superintendent. The OAS has taken a very hands-on approach to supporting the school 

including weekly visits focused on supporting plan implementation, driving systemic improvement, 

and increasing accountability. 

 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.  
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 The Aurora Central leadership team used 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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Aurora Central High School submitted their UIP in January 2017 on time. A summary of CDE 
feedback over time can be found in Appendix B. Feedback on their current plan acknowledges their 
thorough data analysis, but points out a lack of detail on their action plan and progress monitoring. This may 
be because of competing priorities with different plans (e.g., innovation plan, local progress monitoring 
tool). The school has participated in improvement planning supports facilitated by CDE at the school district. 
 
Current School UIP Summary 
The following items were pulled directly from the school’s Unified Improvement Plan submitted to CDE in 
January 2017. (The text in the boxes below is the work of the school/district, not CDE). 
 

Where are students continuing to struggle most? 

Priority Performance Challenges: Specific statements about the district’s performance challenges (not 
budgeting, staffing curriculum, instruction, etc.). 

1. Academic Achievement: The 9th and 10th grade achievement scores, for all disaggregated 

groups, are persistently below state expectations in reading, math, and writing Percentage of 

students reaching proficiency is consistently below state and district averages, resulting in a 

total SPF rating of “Does Not Meet.” 

2. Name: Academic Growth: Academic growth for all disaggregated groups in language arts and 

Math is not making adequate growth in order to close the achievement gap. The total growth 

in the areas of language arts and math are below state average. In particular, 2016 SPF 

indicates a MGP of 28 percentile. Significantly below the 50 needed to receive a rating of 

Meets. In addition, the language arts and math MGP of IEP students lagged significantly behind 

all other subgroups. 

3. Academic Growth Gaps: All subgroups have not demonstrated Median adequate growth for 

the past three years. Overall language arts and math growth data for all subgroups is below the 

state average. In particular, IEP students rank behind other subgroups. 

4. Postsecondary & Workforce Readiness: ACHS students are not being successful in the 

comprehensive setting, due to the number of transitions, gaps in their education, 

suspension/expulsion history, and truancy issues. The school’s attendance rate has remained 

constant and flat. The school has not met state expectation in the graduation rate, dropout 

rate, COACT score, and matriculation rate. The graduation rate is 38% points below state 

expectations. The school is below state expectations in ACT Composite. 
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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. Unresponsive and Ineffective Student Support System: Multi-tiered Systems of Support (MTSS) 

- We do not adequately respond to Low performing students that miss an inordinate amount 

of school due to several factors, including but not limited to: lack of engaging instruction, low 

academic resiliency and increasing responsibilities out of school. This results in a lack aligned 

post-secondary workforce readiness systems to progress monitor 9-12 grade students off-track 

in order to decrease the dropout rate and increase the graduation rate. 

2. Unresponsive and Ineffective Systems and Structures for Collaboration: We lack instruction 

that has been aligned to Common Core Standards and informed by data results, student 

academic needs, and cohesive planning and pacing in core content area as Professional 

Learning Communities have not been specifically identified and do implement recognized best-

practices. 

3. Unresponsive and Ineffective Teaching and Learning Practices: We lack appropriate methods 

to assess what each student has learned, including formal and informal assessments, and use 

results to plan further instruction which supports fidelity to the instructional model that 

continues to reduce academic growth gaps. 

4. Unresponsive and Ineffective Data Driven Instruction: We lack adequate professional 

development and training for our staff to teach literacy and numeracy across all content areas, 

and professional development around differentiation through the lens of culturally responsive 

teaching and beliefs that all students can learn. This results in ineffective communication of 

high expectations for all students and predictable learning environments characterized by 

acceptable student behavior, efficient use of time, and appropriate intervention strategies.  

 

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. Major Improvement Strategy #1 - Culture and Climate: Engage in school redesign resulting in 

ACTION Zone Innovation Plan that will create a culture of performance  

2. Major Improvement Strategy #2 - Student-Centered Data-Driven Instruction: Ensure strong 

alignment between Colorado Academic Standards, curricular resources, instructional pacing, 

and formative and accountability-level assessments so teachers and school administration can 

confidently and effectively use the resources to inform and support DDI planning and teaching 

and learning to proficiency. 

3. Major Improvement Strategy #3 - Professional Development: Provide high quality, job 

embedded, differentiated professional learning for staff that is grounded in best practice and 
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data-driven teaching and learning cycles and evaluated by the learning outcomes of our 

students. 

4. Major Improvement strategy #4 - Multi-Tiered System of Support: Implement MTSS to ensure 

the engagement of effective wrap-around, targeted, and precise learning experiences for all 

students under-performing and specifically, for IEP students, ELL's, and students at-risk of 

dropping out or not on-track to graduate. 

5. Major Improvement Strategy #5 - Parent/guardian and community Engagement: ACHS school 

administration and faculty will work collaboratively with parents to increase 

parent/community participation in our overall goal to increase student academic achievement 

and attendance. 

6. Major Improvement Strategy #6 - Develop Professional Learning Communities (PLC's): 

Implement Data cycles once a week during common PLC planning time to align vertically and 

address high priority frameworks. Teachers will receive proficiency scales professional 

development to look at units, lesson plans, create assessments, and look at data to modify 

instruction. 

 
 
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 members were invited to work with district and school staff through events over the past two years. 
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Aurora Central High School has applied for, and received, the Expelled and At-Risk Student Services (EARSS) 

grant, Tiered Intervention Grant, and the Colorado Graduation Pathways grant. Summaries of the grant 

activities and outcomes are below. Appendix C includes details on the amounts of the awards. 

Expelled & At-Risk Student Services (EARSS) 

Aurora Central High School received an Expelled & At-Risk Student Services (EARSS) grant beginning 

in 2008-09. The grant program ran for four years—through the end of the 2011-12 school year. 

Grant purpose. The EARSS grant is a state-funded grant program intended to assist with providing 

educational and supportive services to expelled students, students at-risk for expulsion, and students of 

compulsory school age who are truant and at risk of being declared habitually truant as defined by 

unexcused absences. 

Funded activities. Aurora Central used the EARSS grant to fund the Early Intervention Program. 

Through the program, two district-level staff provided intensive case management services to 50 truant 

and/or expelled students 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. 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 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 also partnered with Aurora Mental Health Centers to provide 

parent support groups, and the district partnered with the America's Promise Initiative to promote parent 

workshops, and intensive case management services for families. As part of the EARSS grant, Aurora Public 

Schools had opportunities to participate in the annual networking meetings and had access to training and 

technical assistance on attendance issues. 

Grant outcomes. In 2010-11, the Early Intervention Program 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. 

One specific example of the impact of the EARSS grant is when an Aurora Central student was 

flagged for services because his father had expressed concerns about his at-risk behavior and chronic 

absenteeism. The Dean of Students referred him to the Early Intervention Program Advocate. The advocate 
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and parents met and during the initial home visit set up a goal plan and completed a behavior and 

attendance assessment. Prior to the Early Intervention Program, 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 during the 2011-12 school year.  

Tiered Intervention Grant 

Aurora Central High School was awarded a federally-funded Tiered Intervention Grant (TIG) for the 

2013-14 school year. The grant continued during the 2014-15 and 2015-16 school years. Additionally, CDE 

offered sustainability grants for TIG awardees for the 2016-2017 and 2017-2018 school years. ACHS applied 

for the sustainability grants and was awarded those funds. 

Grant purpose. TIG is intended to increase the academic achievement of all students attending 

chronically low performing schools as measured by the state’s assessment system. Schools partner with the 

Colorado Department of Education in the implementation of one of the school intervention models 

provided in the guidance for the use of Federal Title I 1003(g) School Improvement Grant Funds. 

Funded activities. Aurora Central was awarded grant funds to implement the transformation 

model. In the first several years of the grant, TIG funds paid for support personnel to develop and 

implement early warning systems to bolster student attendance, improve behavior and increase graduation 

rates. The school did not demonstrate improvement on those indicators, and CDE expressed concern to the 

district that the budgets included funding for a substantial number of FTEs. In the renewal process of the TIG 

grant, the grant was suspended in July 2015 pending resolution and resubmission to address concerns about 

the lack of evidence of progress and the large numbers of FTE. As a result, the school submitted a revised 

budget for two additional sustaining years of the grant (2016-2017 and 2017-2018). In 2016-17, ACHS 

shifted the focus of their TIG grant to revolve around implementing the school’s innovation plan by paying 

for teacher time for further training and development, providing necessary incentives, as well as much 

needed personnel support for classroom instruction. The sustaining funds are also being used to pay for: 

 Beginning of the year professional development for all staff to support implementation of the 

Innovation plan.  

 Staff and materials for a summer academy program to support at-risk students and English 

Language Learners.  

Grant outcomes. Aurora Central HS has received regular visits from their CDE Performance Manager 

throughout the duration of the TIG grant. Highlights from CDE’s most recent interactions with Aurora 

Central as they implemented TIG-funded activities are listed below. 

Aurora Central TIG Progress Monitoring Highlights - Winter 2017 

 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 
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conducted. This tool is used on a consistent basis in meetings with district leadership and 
supports diving substantive change and accountability within the school. 

 The school collected and tracked data around student attendance and behavior to use these 
data to modify or adjust strategies. 

 The school leadership is continuing to refine their 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. This work in 
conjunction with targeted support and accountability from the Office of Autonomous Schools 
creates a system that should allow for the focus and responsiveness required to dramatically 
improve outcomes for all students at ACHS. 

Colorado Graduation Pathways 

Aurora Central High School was 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 that ran 

from 2010-11 to 2014-15.  

Grant purpose. 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. 

Funded activities. The Colorado Graduation Pathways has provided technical assistance and training 

to Aurora Central for five years based on the dropout prevention framework.2 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 

Grant outcomes. According to the benchmarks set at the beginning of the grant, CGP schools should 

achieve an average daily attendance rate equal to the state average after five years and see a stable upward 

trend in attendance. Aurora Central fell short of these goals. While 2011-12 attendance rates (89.3%) were 

up from the prior school year (83%) and closer to meeting the state average, the attendance rates fell in the 

following school years. At the end of the five-year grant, Aurora Central’s average daily attendance rate was 

76.8 percent, significantly below the state average of 93.2 percent in 2014-15 (see Figure 7). The attendance 

rate remained flat at 76.5 percent in the most recent year data is available for, 2015-16. 

According to the Colorado Graduation Pathways progress reports, Aurora Central High School did 

see some positive results for disaggregated groups of students, including English language learners, minority 

students and low-income students in terms of increased graduation rates and decreased dropout rates. 

According to one of the school’s progress reports, overall improvement was not made because the school’s 

systems were ineffective in supporting the vast range of language learners and the large number of 

                                                           
2 For more information on the framework, visit: www.cde.state.co.us/dropoutprevention/cgp_framework. 

http://www.cde.state.co.us/dropoutprevention/cgp_framework
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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 steady rise 

across years in any metric. Trends were erratic, and any gains made were typically lost in the following year. 

 
Figure 7. Average Daily Attendance Rate (Total Student Days Attended/Total Possible Attendance Days),  

2010-11 to 2014-15 
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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’s recommendations and the department’s 

reflection on those are noted below. The State Review Panel recommended Innovation School Status for 

Aurora Central High School stating, “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 school was rated as “Developing” on the 

remaining two criteria (see Table 5). 

While the State Review Panel recommended Innovation for the school, the Panel did not 

recommend that school participate in an Innovation Zone “because stakeholders report that a lack of 

coordination with the district is creating barriers to school improvements and success.” 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 flexibilities the leadership team struggled to 

foster an open, outcomes-driven relationship with district staff. The school leadership team in place at that 

time struggled to establish progress monitoring systems, which made it difficult to make data-driven 

decisions in collaboration with the district. The Department believes that the current leadership working 

within 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 Innovation Zone, or ACTION Zone, provides a way for 

the district to customize and prioritize support for struggling schools, including Aurora Central. CDE staff find 

that it is essential for the district to continue to be a partner in the turnaround efforts at Aurora Central High 

School, particularly in providing support and accountability to the school’s leadership.  

 

Table 5: State Review Panel Site Visit Summary for Aurora Central High School- 2015 

2015 SRP Site Visit Summary 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 

*Capacity levels include: Not Effective, Developing, Effective and Highly Effective 
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The Panel did not recommend a management partnership because, at the time of their review, 

they found evidence that the school leadership was effectively leading school improvement efforts and an 

external management organization was not needed. Given that a new leadership team was put into place at 

Aurora Central at the start of the 2016-17 school year, and given the heavy lift of implementing an 

ambitious innovation plan, the Department sees the management pathway as a viable option for the high 

school—particularly to help support and monitor the innovation plan.  

The Panel did not recommend charter status because they found the school to be on an “upward 

trajectory” and concluded that the high school “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 on their community services and supports.”  

Lastly, the Panel did not recommend school closure because “the school serves a unique population 

of students whose needs could not be better met elsewhere.” Aurora Central serves a large number of 

immigrant and refugee students and has developed supportive resources for this specific community. The 

district and the high school have made positive strides over the past several years in developing and 

promoting community engagement and partnerships.  
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The Department used the following rubric to evaluate the innovation plan for Aurora Central High School. The rubric was developed to assess 

whether the plan, if implemented, will have significant, rapid and positive impact on student learning. Aurora Central’s Innovation Plan was 

approved by the State Board in May 2016 under the Innovation Schools Act. 

 

Innovation Plan Overview X Meets expectations   □ Needs revisions  □ Does not meet expectations 

Plan Component Rating of Evidence Notes 
Need for 
Innovation 

Meets Expectations Comments 

Innovation Plan 
provides a clear 
and compelling 
rationale for 
innovation. 

 Explicitly explains how innovation status will 
ensure a greater level of success for student 
learning. 

 Provides clear rationale for why the district is 
selecting innovation school/zone as the 
accountability clock pathway for the selected 
Priority Improvement/ Turnaround school(s) 

 Effectively identifies and justifies need for 
waivers. 

 Gives in-depth description of the barriers or 
roadblocks to successful implementation of 
the current school improvement plan that 
would require innovation status to address. 

 Use of TIG to implement changes with large inflow of 
resources alone proved unable to correct systemic challenges 
on its own 

 The inclusion of a chart delineating needs, rationale and design 
clarifies the need for innovation. 

 The inclusion of stakeholders from various groups including 
the community within the School Design Team strengthens the 
validity of the needs analysis within the plan. 

 The plan includes elements directly in response to CDE 
feedback from TIG reviews. 

Mission & Vision Meets Expectations Comments 
Innovation Plan 
articulates a vision 
and mission that 
reflects high 
expectations for 
student learning.  

 The vision and mission provides a clear and 
concise picture of what the school aims to 
achieve, what the unique focus of the school 
is, and the student population and 
community to be served. 

 Demonstrates support for innovation in 
student learning. 

 The innovation plan itself discusses the process by which a new 
mission and vision will be collectively developed in response to 
the new theme of international studies. 

 Since the implementation of the plan, a new mission and vision 
has been developed: 

 Mission: ACHS’s mission is to develop global leaders who have 
the knowledge, skills and habits of mind necessary to shape a 
successful future. 
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 Clearly articulates how the mission and vision 
is different from what it was previously, if it is 
being changed. 

 Vision: ACHS strives to graduate leaders who are self-aware, 
locally active, and globally engaged. 

 The new mission and vision is different from the previous 
mission and vision and draws on the themes spelled out in the 
innovation plan. 

Student Learning 
Outcomes  

Meets Expectations Comments 

Innovation Plan 
thoroughly 
describes the 
goals and specific 
gains in academic 
achievement the 
school will commit 
to. 

 Identifies actionable goals for student 
academic achievement. 

 Gives in-depth explanation for how the plan 
will improve student learning and move the 
school off the Accountability Clock. 

 Explains how student learning and 
performance will be comprehensively 
measured by multiple sources of evidence 
and data. 

 

 Plan includes ambitious targets for percent of points earned on 
the School Performance Framework for the first five years of 
plan implementation. The stated targets would have the 
school entering Improvement after the 16-17 school year and 
entering Performance after the 18-19 school year. 

 Other student data metrics for school climate were not 
completed in the innovation plan as they would be based off of 
the final data from the 15-16 school year. Those targets have 
since been crafted. 

 No other student performance targets for student 
achievement, including any local data were included in the 
plan. The plan does, however, include a description of how 
local student data will be used in decision making and in noting 
if proper progress is made (p. 99). 

Implementation 
Timeline  

Meets Expectations Comments 

Includes timeline 
for implementing 
components of the 
Innovation Plan.  

 Timeline thoroughly outlines a plan for 
implementation. 

 Provides evidence of a strong sense of 
urgency at the school district, school and 
within the community for the Innovation 
Plan. 

 A detailed chart is included in the plan which details out the 
specifics of plan implementation with a high level of detail. 

 Timeline for implementation shows a sense of urgency while 
also accounting for time to properly phase in complexities 
thoughtfully. 
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Academic Systems        X Meets expectations  □ Needs revisions  □ Does not meet expectations 

Plan Component Rating of Evidence  

School Calendar & 
Schedule  

Meets Expectations Comments 

Plan articulates 
any proposed 
changes to the 
school calendar 
and schedule, 
which may include 
changes to:  

 Length of 
school 
day/year 

 School 
calendar 

 Hours of 
instruction 

 Number of 
work days 

 Innovation Plan clearly describes what 
changes to the school schedule or calendar 
will occur and articulates how the changes 
will address current barriers and lead to 
increased student achievement.  

 Explains how the daily schedule maximizes 
instructional time with an emphasis on core 
subject areas for all students.  

 Provides copies of the school calendar and 
daily schedules as an attachment to the 
Innovation Plan.  

 Identifies the total number of days and hours 
of instruction students will receive and the 
number of in-service days for teachers.  

 Identifies the minimum number of 
hours/minutes per day and week that the 
school will devote to academic instruction in 
each grade for core subjects.  

 Identifies what opportunities for extended 
instructional time are available and explains 
how that time will be strategically structured 
and allocated. 

 If changes to schedule and/or calendar are 
not being pursued under the Innovation 
Plan, the district provides a compelling 
rationale for why changes in this area are 
not needed. 

 

 Proposed piloted schedule allows for longer blocks for all 
core content (55 minutes). 

 Proposed teacher schedule allows for teachers to have daily 
common planning within content areas as well as within 
specific houses. 

 Daily schedule allows for extended learning opportunities at 
the end of the day. 

 Annual calendar includes slightly extended calendar with 
extra days at the beginning of the year and built in teacher 
PD days every month. The calendar also aligns closely with 
other Zone schools to allow for collaboration. 
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Curriculum and 
Instruction 

Meets Expectations Comments 

Plan articulates 
any proposed 
changes to 
curriculum and 
instruction. 

 

 Explains all innovations related to the 
school’s curriculum and instructional model.  

 Discusses any special academic/curricular 
themes the Innovation School will feature, if 
any. 

 Clearly describes how the chosen curriculum 
and instructional methods are expected to 
improve school performance and student 
achievement. 

 If seeking curricular autonomy, explains why 
the proposed educational program is more 
likely to succeed in the school. The 
Innovation Plan includes evidence that the 
curriculum is research-based and has 
delivered or will deliver rigorous, engaging 
and effective instruction for the student 
population and boosts student achievement.  

 Describes the instructional materials and 
resources that the school will use to support 
its curriculum and explains how they are 
aligned with the Colorado Academic 
Standards and the innovation model of the 
school. 

 If changes are not being made to the 
curriculum, discusses how the standard 
curriculum will support the other changes 
being pursued in this Innovation Plan. 
 
 
 
 

 Proposed student graduation pathways to fit student needs 
and provide more choice and opportunity 

 Development of curricula for competency-based instructional 
model will utilize Asia Society’s Graduation Performance 
System to help with curriculum design. Staff in the school will 
complete the majority of curriculum development. 

 It is unclear at this point if the staff and leadership have the 
capacity to implement the significant changes required by 
shifting to a competency based model, especially as it 
requires teachers to be curriculum authors.  

 Supporting students in developing global competencies in 
conjunction with ISSN will serve as a lens through which staff 
will develop curriculum. 

 Instructional model includes anchor activities of individual 
learning time, 1:1 tutoring and targeted small group 
instruction. 

 Students will be provided with multiple opportunities for 
credit recovery to support students toward graduation. 
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Assessments & 
Data 

Meets Expectations Comments 

Plan explains 
innovations 
around student 
assessments and 
data systems, 
which could 
include changes to 
progress 
monitoring, data-
driven practices 
and differentiated 
instruction. 

 

 Provides an overview of the school’s 
proposed assessment plan, including a 
description of any assessments that will 
supplement those required by the district 
and the state, if applicable. 

 Demonstrates that the assessment system is 
aligned with learning expectations and will 
yield reliable, valid and timely information. 

 Explains any changes to how and how 
frequently the school will collect and analyze 
student academic achievement data, use the 
date to refine and improve instruction, and 
report the data to the school community.  

 Provides an overview of how the school will 
manage their data systems independently, if 
that is an innovation they are seeking. 

 Describes the school’s approach to provide 
personalized and differentiated instruction 
that best meets the needs of all students. 
Includes explanation of how staff will use 
students’ formative assessment data to 
inform and differentiate instruction. 

 If changes are not being made to the 
assessment system, discusses how the 
current system will support the other 
changes being pursued in this innovation 
plan. 

 

 

 

 The plan details how teachers will utilize their two daily 
common planning times for data-driven instruction as well as 
Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS). 

 In year one, the school will use common formative 
assessments, NWEA MAPs and Acuity for assessing student 
learning. 

 Zone and school leadership will evaluate assessments in year 
1 for best fit and make adjustments as necessary. 
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Special 
Populations 

Meets Expectations Comments 

Plan articulates 
how the school 
will support 
special 
populations. 

 Provides an overview of how the school 
model will support students with disabilities, 
students with special education needs, 
English learners, gifted and talented 
students, and other special populations. 

 Describes how any of those supports will 
change under innovation status, if 
applicable. 

 Engagement of Students with Disabilities in House model - 
provides needed collaboration. 

 The plan specifically focuses on supports for ACHS’s high ELL 
population by providing school-wide ELL supports. 
Implementing these supports will be a major focus of 
professional development for all students. Students 
designated as English Language Learners will also be exposed 
to integrated ELD-Language Arts courses. 

 

Talent Management        X Meets expectations     □ Needs revisions  □ Does not meet expectations 

Plan Component Rating of Evidence Notes 

Recruitment and 
Hiring 

Meets Expectations Comments 

Plan articulates 
any proposed 
changes to 
recruitment and 
hiring processes. 

 Describes any innovations in the school’s 
staffing plan under innovation status and 
how these changes will produce gains in 
academic achievement. 

 Details the strategies the school will use to 
attract and recruit highly-effective, culturally-
competent teachers and staff. 

 Describes the talent selection model and 
criteria, including the cultural competencies 
required for staff to support the student 
population and innovation plan. 

 Explains the overall hiring process steps and 
timeline. Includes description of the 
flexibilities required to hire outside of district 
processes and timelines. 

 If changes to recruitment and/or hiring are 
not being pursued under the Innovation Plan, 

The plan details an implementation of a multi-step recruitment 
process including establishing formal partnerships with external 
teacher producing organizations in order to both expand the pool 
of potential teachers and find the best fit for the students of ACHS. 
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the district provides a compelling rationale 
for why changes in this area are not needed. 

 

Professional 
Development 

Meets Expectations Comments 

Plan articulates 
any proposed 
changes to the 
school’s 
professional 
development plan. 

 Describes the professional development 
opportunities that will be offered to the 
teaching staff, at the start of an academic 
year and throughout the year.  

 Explains how plans for professional 
development differ from the school’s current 
practice and/or district requirements and 
why these changes are necessary. 

 Describes how innovations in the school’s 
professional development plan will lead to 
increased student achievement. 

 Details the onboarding process the school 
will take to prepare incoming new teachers. 

 Identifies the expected number of 
days/hours for professional development 
throughout the school year and explains how 
the school’s calendar, daily schedule, and 
staffing plan will be structured to 
accommodate this plan. Notes when 
teachers will have time for common planning 
or collaboration, and how such time will 
typically be used.  

 
 
 
 

 

 Professional development for teachers includes extra days 
at the beginning of the school year as well as a full day PD 
every month. 

 Professional development will all be focused around core 
elements of plan including: competency-based instruction, 
unpacking standards, assessment literacy, personalized and 
blended learning, integration of global competencies, ELL 
supports, and Culturally-Responsive instruction. 
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Evaluation and 
Retention 

Meets Expectations Comments 

Plan describes any 
proposed changes 
to evaluation and 
retention 
processes. 

 Describes innovations to the processes and 
criteria used to support the strategic 
evaluation and retention of highly effective 
teachers and staff. 

 Provides examples of innovative frameworks, 
standards, and practices that will be used to 
evaluate teachers. Specifically addresses 
what role student progress and achievement 
will play in teacher evaluations. 

 Articulates strategies to promote retention of 
the best performing teachers.  

 Specifies steps or actions the school will take 
when teacher or leader performance is 
unsatisfactory. 

 Describes how the performance 
management system will be used to drive 
improvements in teacher effectiveness and 
student achievement. 

 

 The plan outlines how teacher evaluation processes will 
shift dramatically to utilizing at least eight informal 
observations for every teacher rather than two formal 
evaluations. This shift should allow for more coaching 
opportunities for teachers as well as more accurate 
evaluations. 

 ACHS will provide greater opportunity for teachers to 
experience leadership roles without completely leaving the 
classroom by utilizing creative teacher leader roles. 

 All teachers will have annual contracts to allow for greater 
accountability and flexibility. 

Compensation Meets Expectations Comments 

Plan explains any 
changes being 
made to the 
school’s 
compensation 
system. 

 Describes any innovations in the school’s 
compensation system under innovation 
status and how these changes will lead to 
increased student achievement.  

 Outlines any incentive or reward programs 
and how they align with the vision and 
mission of the school. 

 

Waivers within the plan allow for differentiated compensation 
to incentivize hard to staff areas as well as stipends and 
bonuses for teachers who take on greater leadership roles. 
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Culture of Performance  X Meets expectations   □ Needs revisions    □ Does not meet expectations 

Plan Component Rating of Evidence Notes 

Culture and 
Climate 

Meets Expectations Comments 

Plan articulates 
any changes being 
proposed to foster 
a positive school 
culture. 

 Describe in detail any changes to the 
systems, programs, structures, rituals, and 
routines the school will use to foster a 
positive school culture for all students and 
teachers. Areas the Innovation Plan could 
address include: 
 Systems to promote high expectations 
 Code of conduct & disciplinary 

procedures  
 Attendance policies and expectations 
 Wraparound services 

 The plan relies on implementation of a “House” model 
along with a daily advisory period to provide greater 
consistency for students and give teachers more 
opportunities to form relationships with students. This 
type of model has found success in large high schools. 

 New behavior supports include the introduction of a PBIS 
system as well as restorative practices to support students. 

 The plan uses a “multi-pronged strategy” for tackling 
attendance with both proactive and reward based as well 
as specific reactions to chronic absenteeism 

 The school needs to continue to focus on strategies to 
improve attendance and student engagement given the 
very low attendance rate and the long history of 
implementing solutions that have not worked.  

Stakeholder 
Engagement 

Meets Expectations Comments 

Plan includes a 
variety of 
strategies to 
engage key 
stakeholders. 

 Includes highly developed plan for 
collaboration and partnerships directly linked 
to school strategies and sets forth a robust 
plan for parent engagement. Describes how 
those innovations will increase learning 
outcomes for children.  

 Describes how the school and district will 
engage regularly, frequently, and effectively 
with parents and guardians, local board of 
education members, and other community 
members.  

 The plan includes multiple new strategies to engage 
families at ACHS including: 

 A parent-family outreach program for proactive 
home visits for all students; 

 Academic counseling with parents prior to school 
year; 

 Recruiting more parent volunteers; and 
 Holding an annual Culture Fair 
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School Leadership 
and Governance 
Structure 

Meets Expectations Comments 

Plan provides 
overview of 
leadership and 
governance, 
including how the 
implementation 
of innovations will 
be monitored. 

 Identifies the key school administrators, 
including the school principal, assistant 
principals, and any other new leadership 
roles the school plans to create.  

 Articulates changes to leadership roles and 
responsibilities under innovation status. 

 Describes systems and policies for continued 
monitoring and implementation of the 
school’s Innovation Plan. 

 Explains how the school will regularly 
evaluate implementation of its plan to ensure 
continuous improvement. 

The plan includes a diagram and accompanying chart which 
delineates the school organizational structure as well as the 
responsibilities of each party within the leadership team. The 
proposed structure seems to support the plan at the building and 
provide a necessary level of organization and oversight. 

  

Budget and Operations  X Meets expectations  □ Needs revisions □ Does not meet expectations 

Plan Component Rating of Evidence Notes 
Budget Meets Expectations Comments 

Innovation Plan 
includes an 
explanation of 
how the school 
will use increased 
flexibility and 
autonomy over 
the funds 
allocated it by the 
district, including 
an estimate of 
increased 
operating costs 
and/or increased 

 Outlines any proposed use of budget 
autonomies for the school and provide 
reasons for their necessity. 

 Explains any specific resources, material, 
equipment, staff, programs and policies that 
create additional operating costs as a result 
of the Innovation Plan (e.g., longer school 
year and school day). 

 Highlights any one-time implementation 
costs that will be incurred during the 
planning year and/or year one of operating 
with innovation status. 

 Explains how the school will fund such 
additional operating costs. 

The plan is budgeted for as cost neutral. It is lacking significant 
budget autonomy, which may limit the school’s ability to use 
resources in the best possible way. 



 
 36 

 

 
 

costs savings and 
efficiencies. 

 Estimates any cost savings or increased 
efficiencies due to the implementation of the 
innovation proposal (e.g. analysis of 
budgeting using average vs. actual salaries or 
estimates of centrally budgeted services for 
which the school intends to access funding 
directly). 

Facilities & 
Operations 

Meets Expectations Comments 

Plan describes any 
innovations being 
pursued in 
relation to 
general school or 
building 
operations. 

 Describes any innovations to the general 
school or building operations. 

 Explains if there are significant construction 
projects necessary to implement this 
Innovation Plan. Addresses if there is enough 
classroom space to implement this 
Innovation Plan. 

 Describes any innovations in the way the 
school will provide transportation for 
students. 

 Details any autonomies being sought 
regarding procurement processes.  

 Innovations in this area are not evident, but also not 
deemed necessary for initial implementation of the plan. 

 This is an area which may require further attention as the 
plan is enacted and more barriers to improvement are 
found. 

 The management partnership with MIE should allow for 
this concern to be addressed as necessary. 

 

District Systems         X Meets expectations     □ Needs revisions □ Does not meet expectations 

Plan Component Rating of Evidence Notes 

Accountability 
and Supervision 

Meets Expectations Comments 

Plan includes 
details on how the 
school district 
administration 
will support, 

 Plan conveys that the principal supervisor will 
provide consistent support and 
accountability to school principal. 

 Plan describes reporting and evaluation 
structures for the innovation school principal, 

Plan includes development of Office of Autonomous Schools (OAS) 
which will provide targeted district support and accountability as 
well as streamlined communication to the superintendent. 
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supervise and 
hold accountable 
school leadership.  

noting if any changes are being made to 
current practices or management structures. 

District Systems Meets Expectations Comments 

  Outlines the district’s plan for providing 
differentiated support to the innovation 
school, including changes to organizational 
structures, routines, or systems. 

 Describes any flexibility from district policies 
and practices that will be granted to the 
innovation school. 

A broad differentiation is described within the new Office of 
Autonomous Schools. The plan lacks details around how the district 
will work to streamline and train other district offices (e.g. human 
resources, finance) to ensure all necessary district personnel are 
aware of and can properly act upon flexibilities within the 
innovation plan. 
 
The added management partnership with MIE addresses the 
missing components in this section. 

 

 

Summary Overall Rationale Comments 
CDE has determined that 
the proposed Innovation 
Plan meets the 
expectations of rigorous 
standards and, if 
implemented, will have 
significant, urgent, and 
positive impact on 
student learning. 

The plan details an ambitious effort to overhaul 
the systems and structures at Aurora Central High 
School which: 

 Identifies and seeks to address the root 
causes of low performance at the school; 

 Creates a new governing structure to 
provide greater support and 
accountability from the district level; 

 Includes a renewed focus on global 
competencies within a larger Zone feeder 
pattern for vertical alignment for 
students; and 

 Entails a significant amount of family 
community engagement both in creation 
of and enacting the plan. 

 

School and district leadership requested feedback from CDE 
on an earlier draft of the plan and made necessary 
adjustments based upon that feedback. 
 
For example, CDE was concerned with a lack of detail 
around how the plan would be implemented. In response, 
Aurora developed a clear implementation framework and 
has specified how the district will support and hold the 
school accountable. The district took steps to create a new 
Office of Autonomous schools to oversee innovation and 
charter schools, including Aurora Central, and the district 
hired leaders with proven turnaround experience to run the 
office.  
 
Aurora Public Schools has engaged with Mass Insight who is 
providing performance monitoring and project 
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The district needs to adhere to its commitment to 
provide regular and supportive supervision of the 
school, while also maintaining fidelity of 
implementation for the approved waivers and 
flexibilities.  
 
CDE believes that adding a proven management 
partner to support project and performance 
management, will help ensure that the district 
creates a responsive system for the innovation at 
ACHS. 
 

management. The district is proposing to extend that 
partnership as part of their pathway proposal. 

The innovation plan at Aurora Central is part of an 
innovation zone, referred to as an “Action Zone,” which is 
only one aspect of the district’s larger portfolio of strategic 
reform, which includes charter schools, driven by the need 
to improve outcomes for all students. 

 
 

Management Proposal Review 

The Aurora Central Pathways Proposal (submitted March 22, 2017) also presents a plan to engage with a management partner—Mass Insight—
to support the implementation of the innovation plan. The Pathways Proposal thoroughly explains the needs of the school and district and 
which aspects of the innovation plan require assistance from an outside management partner. 

 The proposed management partnership details a targeted plan for how Mass Insight Education will focus on project management and 
performance management for innovation implementation at Aurora Central, other Zone schools, and the district’s support of the Zone. 

 Mass Insight Education has a long proven track record of supporting schools and districts with this type of work and also has a history 
with the district in working to support the creation of the innovation plan itself. Mass Insight appears to be a good fit for the type of 
support the district needs in fully implementing the innovation plan at this time. 

 While the management aspect of the Pathways Proposal is narrowly focused on project management and progress monitoring for the 
innovation plan, CDE finds that this is an appropriate role for the management entity given the detailed scope of work outlined in the 
school’s innovation plan.



   39 
 

 
 

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

students are for college and career: achievement, growth, and postsecondary and workforce readiness, 

which each indicator including the disaggregated results for different student groups. Districts and 

schools on Priority Improvement or Turnaround plans tend to be falling short of state expectations for 

students in each of these areas. Guidance on the 2016 School and District Performance Frameworks can 

be accessed at: http://www.cde.state.co.us/accountability/performanceframeworksresources. 

Pursuant to the Education Act of 2009, Article 11 of Title 22, C.R.S., a district or the Charter 

School Institute (Institute) may not remain Accredited with Priority Improvement Plan or Accredited 

with Turnaround Plan for longer than five consecutive years before the State Board removes the 

district’s/Institute’s accreditation. In State Board of Education rules, 1 CCR 301-1, section 5.07, the 

calculation of the five consecutive years begins July 1 of the summer immediately following the fall in 

which the district/Institute is notified that it is Accredited with Priority Improvement Plan or Accredited 

with Turnaround Plan.  

The Education Act of 2009, Article 11 of Title 22, C.R.S., outlines similar consequences for 

schools. Schools 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. According 

to State Board of Education rules, 1 CCR 301-1, section 10.05, the calculation of the five consecutive 

years begins July 1 of the summer immediately following the fall in which the school is notified that it 

must implement a Priority Improvement or Turnaround Plan.  

These statutory timelines are referred to as the “Accountability Clock.” The processes associated 

with each typical year of the clock, from the notification/planning Year 0 to the final Year 6, including 

actions directed by the State Board of Education at the end of the Accountability Clock, are detailed in 

the timeline below.  

Following the passage of HB15-1323, accreditation ratings and school plan types were not 

assigned in Fall 2015. As a result, the 2015-16 school year was removed from the calculation of five 

consecutive school years for both school districts and individual schools. This one year pause means that 

the 2016-17 school year resumes where the 2014-15 school year left off in terms of the accountability 

clock. 

The Accountability Clock is in effect for a district or school as long as it is assigned a Priority 

Improvement or Turnaround Plan. The Accountability Clock stops for a district or school once the State 

Board adopts an SPF/DPF with a rating of Improvement or higher. At that point, the district or school 

would be considered to have exited Priority Improvement or Turnaround status. If a district or school is 

on Turnaround and moves to Priority Improvement the Accountability Clock continues and is not reset. 

 

http://www.cde.state.co.us/accountability/performanceframeworksresources
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If a school or district receives a plan type of Priority Improvement or Turnaround for more than 

five consecutive years, then the State Board of Education must direct an action to the local board of 

education. The State Board has discretion to take action prior to the end of the Accountability Clock for 

schools and districts with Turnaround plans. 

Schools and districts on the Accountability Clock for any period of time should be implementing 

research-based strategies of appropriate scope and intensity to improve student outcomes. After five 

consecutive years, the local board will be directed by the State Board of Education as to which strategy, 

or pathway, to pursue. This may include school closure, converting schools to a charter school, working 

with an external management partner, seeking innovation status for a school or group of schools, or 

district reorganization. In considering appropriate actions, the State Board will refer to 

recommendations from the State Review Panel and from the Commissioner of Education. School 

districts may also provide a proposal for their preferred pathway to the State Board. 

 For more information on the accountability clock, please visit: 
http://www.cde.state.co.us/accountability/accountability_clock. 
 
 

 

http://www.cde.state.co.us/accountability/accountability_clock
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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 enact this change. While the plan meets some of the quality 

criteria, there has been more concern about the school’s weak action plan and relationship to the work 

described in the Innovation Plan. 

School 
Year 

Required 
Changes 

Summary of Required Changes 

2016-07 Yes, high 
concern 

The plan provides a data analysis inclusive of a number of years of data and explains 
challenges with local assessment results. Revisions are needed to the action plan, 
specifically targets and implementation benchmarks must be well described to be able 
to gauge successful implementation. 
CDE recognizes the school is in the midst of implementing a number of plans 
concurrently, namely the Innovation plan, TIG and the UIP. To the extent possible, 
these plans should align to each other. For the UIP, the action plan lays out some of the 
core aspects of the Innovation plan, but does not include enough action steps or 
implementation benchmarks to create connections between the UIP and Innovation 
plan. CDE realizes the school is using a progress monitoring tool to help the Innovation 
Zone schools track and monitor progress. The school may consider either pulling action 
steps and implementation benchmarks right from that OR linking to a copy of that 
implementation tool to provide more robust detail in the action plan.  

2015-16 Yes, high 
concern 

The plan includes a thoughtful and comprehensive data analysis. It is apparent the plan 
was developed in conjunction with the appropriate stakeholder groups. The school 
should continue its work in articulating trends in distinct categories as this will help 
narrow the school's focus as implementation of improvement work and the Innovation 
Plan occur.  
The school should prioritize its challenges even further. While it was clear the school 
was thoughtful in the list of performance challenges, a list this long does not lay a 
foundation for a more focused plan. More specific detail on how to prioritize 
performance challenges is included in the feedback below.  
Once the school prioritizes performance challenges, the school should use the 
identified challenges to narrow its list of root causes. Identifying more will make 
drafting improvement strategies and action plan steps more difficult and too broad to 
affect the change necessary to move the school off of the accountability clock.  
Once the school's Innovation Plan is developed, the school should include specific 
detail (or attach the Innovation Plan if it includes the necessary detail) in the plan.  

2014-15 Yes, high 
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, some 
concern 

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 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. 
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2012-13 Yes, some 
concern 

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, some 
concern 

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, some  

concern 

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. 
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Grant Name 

Year Awarded & Award Amount 

2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014 - 15 2015 - 16 2016 - 17 

Colorado Graduation 

Pathways 
$100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $81,000 $73,900   

Expelled & At-Risk 

Student Services 

(EARSS) 

$160,465 $129,531      

Tiered Intervention 

Grant - Cohort IV 
   $1,070,778 $1,095,773 $764,448 $100,000 

Total $260,465  $229,531  $100,000  $1,151,778  $1,469,134  $1,063,909  $324,574  
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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. 



     
7 

 
 
 

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  
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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.   



     
12 

 
 
 

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
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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 
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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. 
 



     
27 

 
 
 

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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Economically Disadvantaged Graduation and Dropout rates 
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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 

engagement metric over four years of receiving a 
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  
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ENROLLMENT BY ETHNICITY
2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16

English
Learners
Percent

Free and
Reduced
Lunch
Percent

Special
Education
Percent

Gifted Percent

48.6%

70.9%

14.4%

4.6%

43.0%

72.4%

14.0%

5.0%

44.5%

70.6%

14.3%

4.2%

46.8%

73.8%

14.6%

4.3%

50.9%

67.6%

14.1%

3.9%

ENROLLMENT BY STUDENT GROUP

Attendance and Mobility Rates
Information includes calculated attendance rate and district mobility rate. Orange line indicates state average rate. Mobility rate calculation revised for 2013. Please reference SchoolView for additional

details.
Data Source: CDE Education Statistics Page

2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16

2,270
2,437

2,2352,291
2,120 2,188

2,334
2,172

TOTAL STUDENT ENROLLMENT

Percent Other Percent Black Percent Hispanic or Latino Percent White

2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16

89.3%

75.7%
79.0%

76.8% 76.5%

Attendance Rate

2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15

44.7

35.6

27.0

24.8

31.8

Mobility Rate

Data notes: Information includes percent of students by race/ethnicity student group. ELL is defined as students who are NEP, LEP and FEP M1 and M2.
Data source: October 1 Student Count

STUDENT DATA

SELECT A SCHOOL
AURORA CENTRAL HIGH SCHOOL - ADAMS-ARAPAHOE 28J



ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS MATH

650 700 750 800 850
Mean Scale Score

650 700 750 800 850
Mean Scale Score

ALL GRADES ALL STUDENTS 702 707

CMAS PARCC - MATH AND ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS
The following visual displays CMAS PARCC mean scale scores for math and English language art by grade and student group for 2015-16 school year. The visual includes the following elements: (1)
state mean scale score presented as a vertical line in orange, (2) school mean scale score presented as a plus sign, (3) school mean scale score color coded based on the proportion of students who
took the assessments, and lastly (4) color band that identifies scores meeting assessment benchmark/state standards.

Category/Subc..Grade Year SCIENCE

300 350 400 450 500 550 600 650 700 750 800 850 900
Mean Scale Score

ALL STUDENTS 11 2016 536

CMAS - SCIENCE
The following visual displays of CMASS science mean scale scores by student group, grade, and year. The visual includes the following three elements: (1) state mean scale score presented as a
vertical line in orange, (2) school mean scale score presented as a plus sign, and finally (3) the school mean scale score color coded based on the proportion of students who took the assessment.

5 10 15 20 25 30 35

COMPOSITE ALL
STUDENTS

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

14.9

15.9

15.0

15.2

15.1

COLORADO ACT
The chart below displays the results from the Colorado ACT, including the overall (composite) score, English, Math, Reading and Science disaggregated by student group. The plus
signs represent the school's ACT results and the orange lines represent the state average. For groups that meet the minimum N-count threshold (i.e., at least 16 students took and
received a valid test score), the results are displayed below. Cursor mouse over each bar to see detailed results.

SUBJECT
COMPOSITE

ENGLISH

MATH

READING

SCIENCE

CATEGORY
ALL STUDENTS

ASSESSMENT DATA - SCHOOL RESULTS
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Particpation Color Key
95% or greater, High Particpation

Between 85% and 94%, Caution

Below 85%, Inference Difficult

No Participation Data



ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS
SCHOOL

2016
DISTRICT

2016
STATE

2016

MATH
SCHOOL

2016
DISTRICT

2016
STATE

2016

ALL STUDENTS All Students

GRADE LEVEL 09

ENGLISH LEARNERS English Learners (NEP, LEP, FEP)

Non-English Learners

FREE AND REDUCED
LUNCH (FRL)

FRL-Eligible

Non-FRL

GENDER Female

Male

GIFTED Gifted and Talented

Non-Gifted and Talented

INDIVIDUALIZED
EDUCATION PLAN (IEP)

On IEP

Non-IEP

MIGRANT Migrant

Non-Migrant

MINORITY Minority

Non-Minority

PERFORMANCE LEVEL At or Above Benchmark

Below Benchmark

RACE/ETHNICITY American Indian or Alaska Native

Asian

Black

Hispanic

White

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

Two or More Races

28.0 45.0 50.0 38.0 49.0 49.0

28.0 45.0 50.0 38.0 49.0 49.0

17.0

31.0

43.0

47.0

50.0

51.0

37.0

40.0

44.0

51.0

49.0

49.0

26.0

29.0

49.0

44.0

51.0

48.0

42.0

38.0

48.0

49.0

52.0

47.0

27.0

30.0

41.0

49.0

46.0

54.0

37.0

43.5

45.0

52.0

48.0

51.0

28.0 44.0

57.5

48.0

61.0

38.0 49.0

33.0

49.0

58.0

28.0

27.0

46.5

33.0

51.0

43.0

41.0

29.5

51.0

34.0

51.0

41.0

28.0 45.0 50.0

45.0

38.0 49.0 49.0

52.0

29.0

47.0

44.0

51.0

49.0 38.0

48.0

49.0

51.0

48.0

27.0

29.0

45.0

46.0

50.0

50.0

38.0 50.0

28.5

50.0

48.0

31.0

20.0

31.5

50.0

47.0

45.0

39.0

51.5

52.0

50.0

51.0

48.0

49.0

60.0

47.0

41.0

34.0

33.5

49.5

48.0

52.0

40.0

50.0

51.0

48.5

51.0

47.0

48.0

58.0

43.0

Growth metrics provide another view of the performance of a school, district or group of students. While achievement is focused on the performance at a point in time, growth provides an indication of
what happens in-between the assessments. Looking at both achievement and growth results provides a more in-depth picture of performance.

Growth rates for individual students are calculated by analyzing students’ Colorado Measures of Academic Success (CMAS) scores in English Language Arts and Math over consecutive years. A
student's growth percentile (ranging from 1 to 99) indicates how a student’s performance changed over time, relative to students with a similar score history on the state assessments. School and district
growth rates are determined by the growth percentiles from individual students, specifically the median (or score in the middle) student growth percentile.  Median Growth Percentiles (MGP) are
calculated for the whole school, by grade, and by different student groups. Higher median growth percentiles indicate higher growth rates for the typical students in those groups. Please note that growth
rates are independent of achievement levels (students at all achievement levels are just as likely to have high growth as low growth). As a point of reference, the state median growth percentile for any
grade, overall, is 50. In rare cases, state median growth percentiles may vary slightly.

Missing data in the table reflect fewer than 20 students in the group; their data is not shown in the table (the cells are blank) to ensure data privacy and appropriate interpretation of results.  For
additional definitions and information go to: www.cde.state.co.us/accountability/coloradogrowthmodel
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1.0 99.0
Median Growth Percentile

50
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GRADUATION COMPLETION
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6

42.2% 58.2% 62.9% 66.7% 44.0% 61.9% 67.0% 71.9%

46.2% 58.3% 65.3% 49.6% 61.8% 68.9%

44.3% 62.5% 45.3% 64.3%

48.1% 49.6%

Student Group
ALL

ELL

FRL

IEP

MIN

2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16
0.0%

2.0%

4.0%

6.0%

8.0%

10.0%

10.5%9.0% 8.8% 8.8% 5.8%

Dropout Rates
The percentage of students enrolled in grades 7-12 who leave school during a single year.  It is
calculated by dividing the number of dropouts by a membership base, which includes all students
who were in the membership any time during the year and did not enroll in a different Colorado
school.

Graduation and Completion Rates
Colorado calculates ‘on-time’ graduation as the percent of students who graduate from high school four years after entering ninth grade.  The rates presented in this report reflect the
best of the 4-, 5-, 6-, and 7-year graduation rates at the overall and disaggregated levels, based on end of year state submission reporting.  The four-year rate for this report is based on
2015 graduates. For graduation, ELL students include only NEP and LEP. Please visit the department's website at
http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdereval/gradcurrentdefinitions#sthash.asD4R2qV.dpuf for additional information.
The orange line represents the state average for each year.
ELL: English Language Learners | FRL: Free and Reduced Luch Eligible | IEP: Special education students on  individualized education plan | MIN: Minority students

 POSTSECONDARY WORKFORCE READINESS

ALL CTE 2 YEAR 4 YEAR

2014-15 2014-15 2014-15 2014-15
0.0%

20.0%

40.0%

60.0%

80.0%

100.0..

36.3% 11.2% 13.4% 13.0%

Matriculation Rates
All 2015 high school graduates that enroll in a Career & Technical Education (CTE) program, 2-Year
Higher Education Institution, or 4-Year Higher Education Institution during the subsequent academic
year. The rate also includes all high school graduates that earned a Career & Technical Education
certificate or a college degree while they were still enrolled in high school. The matriculation data
includes both in-state and out-of-state enrollments. For more information:
http://www.cde.state.co.us/accountability/matriculation_guidance_and_faq_7_25_16
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Please note that the displays on this tab will not be updated with new data in 2015-16, but will remain in the dashboard for
reference. Because of the state assessment transition and the passage of H.B. 15-1323, school accountability measures
are affected. The following website provides additional details on the accountability system during the transition:
http://www.cde.state.co.us/accountability/impact-of-assessment-transition-on-school-and-district-accountability

Select a data time span
(For longitudinal data analysis, select either 1-year or 3-year)
1 Year

SPF Key Indicator Ratings Overall
Number indicates percentage points earned on key indicator. Color of bar represents key performance indicator rating. Drop down menu at top of page indicates data time span. Data

Source: School Performance Framework
Color Key

Exceeds     Meets     Approaching     Does Not Meet

Achievement Data
Percent of students scoring Proficient and Advanced. Color of bar represents rating for

sub-indicator. Drop down menu at top of page indicates data time span. Data Source: School
Performance Framework

Growth Data
Median student growth percentile. Color of bar represents rating for sub-indicator. Drop

down menu at top of page indicates data time span. MAGP can be found on
Performance tab. Data Source: School Performance Framework

Growth Gaps Data
Use the Performance Tab for
interactive diagnostic on growth
gaps. View median and adequate
growth percentile by sub-group,
by EMH level, and by subject for
2008-2014 academic years.

Post Secondary and Workforce Readiness Data
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SPF Plan Type
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

A. OVERALL

D. HIGH
Priority

Improvement
Plan

Priority
Improvement

Priority
Improvement

Priority
Improvement

Priority
Improvement

Priority
Improvement

Priority
Improvement

Priority
Improvement

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

A. OVERALL

D. HIGH 44.5

44.5

40.1

40.1

41.6

41.6

45.437.3

SPF % Points Earned

The data in this tab relates to the traditional School Performance Framework. Data for
schools that are AEC is not available. For AEC schools, please reference your SPF report
on SchoolView.org. The display below will indicate whether the school you've selected is
an AEC.

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
NONONONONO

The below table indicates the plan type used (1-year or 3-Year)

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
A. OVERALL

D. HIGH 1 Year

1 Year

1 Year

1 Year

1 Year

1 Year

1 Year1 Year

Year 5

Year Entering Priority Improvement or Turnaround

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Does Not MeetDoes Not MeetDoes Not MeetDoes Not MeetDoes Not Meet

Does Not MeetDoes Not MeetDoes Not MeetDoes Not MeetDoes Not Meet

Does Not MeetDoes Not Meet ApproachingApproachingApproaching
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Please note that the displays on this tab will not be updated with new data in 2015-16, but will remain in the
dashboard for reference. Because of the state assessment transition and the passage of H.B. 15-1323, school
accountability measures are affected. The following website provides additional details on the accountability
system during the transition: http://www.cde.state.co.us/accountability/impact-of-assessment-transition-on-school-..

Achievement: Percentage of Students Scoring Proficient or Above
This interactive visual allows users to compare percentage of students proficient and advanced by sub-group.

Data Source: Data Lab; School-level inclusion/exclusion rules
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Use the quick filters to
control what data is shown

on the chart.
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Select a Sub-group
(choose one or many)
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Sub-group Color Key
All Students
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Growth: Median and Adequate Growth Percentiles
This interactive visual allows users to view MGP and AGP by Sub-group, by Subject, and by EMH level. Yellow bar should exceed green bar.

Data Source: Data Lab & CDE Calculated; School-level inclusion/exclusion rules
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Please note that the displays on this tab will not be updated with new data in 2015-16, but will remain in the
dashboard for reference. Because of the state assessment transition and the passage of H.B. 15-1323, school
accountability measures are affected. The following website provides additional details on the accountability
system during the transition: http://www.cde.state.co.us/accountability/impact-of-assessment-transition-on-school-..

Achievement: Percentage of Students Scoring Proficient or Above
This interactive visual allows users to compare percentage of students proficient and advanced by sub-group.

Data Source: Data Lab; School-level inclusion/exclusion rules
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Growth: Median and Adequate Growth Percentiles
This interactive visual allows users to view MGP and AGP by Sub-group, by Subject, and by EMH level. Yellow bar should exceed green bar.

Data Source: Data Lab & CDE Calculated; School-level inclusion/exclusion rules

2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

G
ro
w
th
 P
er
ce
nt
ile

5657 57

47 48
42

50

Use the quick filters to
control what data is
shown on the chart.

Select a Subject:
(choose one)
Math

Reading

Writing

Select a Sub-group
(choose one)
All Students

ELL

FRL

IEP

Minority

Growth Color Key
Median Growth Percen..

Adequate Growth Perc..



STUDENT PERFORMANCE
Select a School
AURORA CENTRAL HIGH SCHOOL - ADAMS-ARAPAHOE 28J

Please note that the displays on this tab will not be updated with new data in 2015-16, but will remain in the
dashboard for reference. Because of the state assessment transition and the passage of H.B. 15-1323, school
accountability measures are affected. The following website provides additional details on the accountability
system during the transition: http://www.cde.state.co.us/accountability/impact-of-assessment-transition-on-school-..

Achievement: Percentage of Students Scoring Proficient or Above
This interactive visual allows users to compare percentage of students proficient and advanced by sub-group.

Data Source: Data Lab; School-level inclusion/exclusion rules
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Growth: Median and Adequate Growth Percentiles
This interactive visual allows users to view MGP and AGP by Sub-group, by Subject, and by EMH level. Yellow bar should exceed green bar.

Data Source: Data Lab & CDE Calculated; School-level inclusion/exclusion rules
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