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OMB Number: 4040-0004
Expiration Date: 8/31/2016

* 1. Type of Submission: * 2. Type of Application:

* 3. Date Received: 4. Applicant Identifier:

5a. Federal Entity Identifier: 5b. Federal Award Identifier:

6. Date Received by State: 7. State Application Identifier:

* a. Legal Name:

* b. Employer/Taxpayer Identification Number (EIN/TIN): * c. Organizational DUNS:

* Street1:

Street2:

* City:

County/Parish:

* State:

Province:

* Country:

* Zip / Postal Code:

Department Name: Division Name:

Prefix: * First Name:

Middle Name:

* Last Name:

Suffix:

Title:

Organizational Affiliation:

* Telephone Number: Fax Number:

* Email:

* If Revision, select appropriate letter(s):

* Other (Specify):

State Use Only:

8. APPLICANT INFORMATION:

d. Address:

e. Organizational Unit:

f. Name and contact information of person to be contacted on matters involving this application:

Application for Federal Assistance SF-424

Preapplication

Application

Changed/Corrected Application

New

Continuation

Revision

07/16/2015

Colorado Department of Education

840644739 1874065380000

201 E Colfax Ave

Denver

CO: Colorado

USA: UNITED STATES

80203-1799

Schools of Choice Office Innovation Choice & Engagement

Mrs. Gretchen

Morgan

Executive Director, Choice & Innovation

Colorado Department of Education

Funding Opportunity Number:ED-GRANTS-061515-001 Received Date:Jul 16, 2015 12:23:28 PM EDTTracking Number:GRANT11963027
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* 9. Type of Applicant 1: Select Applicant Type:

Type of Applicant 2: Select Applicant Type:

Type of Applicant 3: Select Applicant Type:

* Other (specify):

* 10. Name of Federal Agency:

11. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance Number:

CFDA Title:

* 12. Funding Opportunity Number:

* Title:

13. Competition Identification Number:

Title:

14. Areas Affected by Project (Cities, Counties, States, etc.):

* 15. Descriptive Title of Applicant's Project:

Attach supporting documents as specified in agency instructions.

Application for Federal Assistance SF-424

A: State Government

U.S. Department of Education

84.282

Charter Schools

ED-GRANTS-061515-001

Office of Innovation and Improvement (OII): Charter Schools Program (CSP): Grants for State 
Educational Agencies (SEAs) CFDA Number 84.282A

84-282A2015-3

Colorado Charter Schools Program & Grant

View AttachmentsDelete AttachmentsAdd Attachments

View AttachmentDelete AttachmentAdd Attachment

Funding Opportunity Number:ED-GRANTS-061515-001 Received Date:Jul 16, 2015 12:23:28 PM EDTTracking Number:GRANT11963027

 

PR/Award # U282A150018

Page e4



* a. Federal

* b. Applicant

* c. State

* d. Local

* e. Other

* f.  Program Income

* g. TOTAL

.

Prefix: * First Name:

Middle Name:

* Last Name:

Suffix:

* Title:

* Telephone Number:

* Email:

Fax Number:

* Signature of Authorized Representative: * Date Signed:

18. Estimated Funding ($):

21. *By signing this application, I certify (1) to the statements contained in the list of certifications** and (2) that the statements 
herein are true, complete and accurate to the best of my knowledge. I also provide the required assurances** and agree to 
comply with any resulting terms if I accept an award. I am aware that any false, fictitious, or fraudulent statements or claims  may 
subject me to criminal, civil, or administrative penalties. (U.S. Code, Title 218, Section 1001)

** The list of certifications and assurances, or an internet site where you may obtain this list, is contained in the announcement or agency 
specific instructions.

Authorized Representative:

Application for Federal Assistance SF-424

* a. Applicant

Attach an additional list of Program/Project Congressional Districts if needed.

 * b. Program/Project

* a. Start Date: * b. End Date:

16. Congressional Districts Of:

17. Proposed Project:

CO-001 CO-all

Add Attachment Delete Attachment View Attachment

07/31/201810/01/2015

11,482,105.26

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

11,482,105.26

a. This application was made available to the State under the Executive Order 12372 Process for review on

b. Program is subject to E.O. 12372 but has not been selected by the State for review.

c. Program is not covered by E.O. 12372.

Yes No

Add Attachment Delete Attachment View Attachment

** I AGREE

Mr. Elliott

Asp

Interim Commissioner of Education

Gina Schlieman

* 20. Is the Applicant Delinquent On Any Federal Debt?  (If "Yes," provide explanation in attachment.)

* 19. Is Application Subject to Review By State Under Executive Order 12372 Process?

07/16/2015

If "Yes", provide explanation and attach 
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1.

OMB Number: 4040-0007 
Expiration Date: 06/30/2014

ASSURANCES - NON-CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS

Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 15 minutes per response, including time for reviewing 
instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of 
information. Send comments regarding the burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for 
reducing this burden, to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project (0348-0040), Washington, DC 20503. 
  
PLEASE DO NOT RETURN YOUR COMPLETED FORM TO THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET.  SEND  
IT TO THE ADDRESS PROVIDED BY THE SPONSORING AGENCY.

NOTE: Certain of these assurances may not be applicable to your project or program. If you have questions, please contact  the 
awarding agency. Further, certain Federal awarding agencies may require applicants to certify to additional assurances. 
If such is the case, you will be notified.

As the duly authorized representative of the applicant, I certify that the applicant:

Has the legal authority to apply for Federal assistance 
and the institutional, managerial and financial capability 
(including funds sufficient to pay the non-Federal share 
of project cost) to ensure proper planning, management 
and completion of the project described in this 
application.

Act of 1973, as amended (29 U.S.C. §794), which 
prohibits discrimination on the basis of handicaps; (d) 
the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, as amended (42 U.
S.C. §§6101-6107), which prohibits discrimination on 
the basis of age; (e) the Drug Abuse Office and 
Treatment Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-255), as amended, 
relating to nondiscrimination on the basis of drug 
abuse; (f) the Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and 
Alcoholism Prevention, Treatment and Rehabilitation 
Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-616), as amended,  relating to 
nondiscrimination on the basis of alcohol abuse or 
alcoholism; (g) §§523 and 527 of the Public Health 
Service Act of 1912 (42 U.S.C. §§290 dd-3 and 290 
ee- 3), as amended, relating to confidentiality of alcohol 
and drug abuse patient records; (h) Title VIII of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. §§3601 et seq.), as 
amended, relating to nondiscrimination in the sale, 
rental or financing of housing; (i) any other 
nondiscrimination provisions in the specific statute(s) 
under which application for Federal assistance is being 
made; and, (j) the requirements of any other 
nondiscrimination statute(s) which may apply to the 
application.

2. Will give the awarding agency, the Comptroller General 
of the United States and, if appropriate, the State, 
through any authorized representative, access to and 
the right to examine all records, books, papers, or 
documents related to the award; and will establish a 
proper accounting system in accordance with generally 
accepted accounting standards or agency directives.

3. Will establish safeguards to prohibit employees from 
using their positions for a purpose that constitutes or 
presents the appearance of personal or organizational 
conflict of interest, or personal gain.

4. Will initiate and complete the work within the applicable 
time frame after receipt of approval of the awarding 
agency.

5. Will comply with the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 
1970 (42 U.S.C. §§4728-4763) relating to prescribed 
standards for merit systems for programs funded under  
one of the 19 statutes or regulations specified in  
Appendix A of OPM's Standards for a Merit System of 
Personnel Administration (5 C.F.R. 900, Subpart F).

6. Will comply with all Federal statutes relating to 
nondiscrimination. These include but are not limited to: 
(a) Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-352) 
which prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color 
or national origin; (b) Title IX of the Education 
Amendments of 1972, as amended (20 U.S.C.§§1681- 
1683,  and 1685-1686), which prohibits discrimination on  
the basis of sex; (c) Section 504 of the Rehabilitation

Previous Edition Usable Standard Form 424B (Rev. 7-97)
Prescribed by OMB Circular A-102Authorized for Local Reproduction

7. Will comply, or has already complied, with the 
requirements of Titles II and III of the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-646) which provide for 
fair and equitable treatment of persons displaced or 
whose property is acquired as a result of Federal or 
federally-assisted programs. These requirements 
apply to all interests in real property acquired for 
project purposes regardless of Federal participation in 
purchases.

8. Will comply, as applicable, with provisions of the 
Hatch Act (5 U.S.C. §§1501-1508 and 7324-7328) 
which limit the political activities of employees whose 
principal employment activities are funded in whole 
or in part with Federal funds.

Funding Opportunity Number:ED-GRANTS-061515-001 Received Date:Jul 16, 2015 12:23:28 PM EDTTracking Number:GRANT11963027
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Standard Form 424B (Rev. 7-97) Back

9.

12.

Will comply, as applicable, with the provisions of the Davis- 
Bacon Act (40 U.S.C. §§276a to 276a-7), the Copeland Act 
(40 U.S.C. §276c and 18 U.S.C. §874), and the Contract 
Work Hours and Safety Standards Act (40 U.S.C. §§327- 
333), regarding labor standards for federally-assisted 
construction subagreements.

Will comply with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 
1968 (16 U.S.C. §§1271 et seq.) related to protecting 
components or potential components of the national 
wild and scenic rivers system.

10. Will comply, if applicable, with flood insurance purchase 
requirements of Section 102(a) of the Flood Disaster 
Protection Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-234) which requires 
recipients in a special flood hazard area to participate in the 
program and to purchase flood insurance if the total cost of 
insurable construction and acquisition is $10,000 or more.

11. Will comply with environmental standards which may be 
prescribed pursuant to the following: (a) institution of 
environmental quality control measures under the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-190) and 
Executive Order (EO) 11514; (b) notification of violating 
facilities pursuant to EO 11738; (c) protection of wetlands 
pursuant to EO 11990; (d) evaluation of flood hazards in 
floodplains in accordance with EO 11988; (e) assurance of 
project consistency with the approved State management 
program developed under the Coastal Zone Management 
Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. §§1451 et seq.); (f) conformity of 
Federal actions to State (Clean Air) Implementation Plans 
under Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act of 1955, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. §§7401 et seq.); (g) protection of 
underground sources of drinking water under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act of 1974, as amended (P.L. 93-523); 
and, (h) protection of endangered species under the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (P.L. 93- 
205).

13. Will assist the awarding agency in assuring compliance 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. §470), EO 11593
(identification and protection of historic properties), and 
the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of  
1974 (16 U.S.C. §§469a-1 et seq.).

14. Will comply with P.L. 93-348 regarding the protection of 
human subjects involved in research, development, and 
related activities supported by this award of assistance.

15. Will comply with the Laboratory Animal Welfare Act of 
1966 (P.L. 89-544, as amended, 7 U.S.C. §§2131 et 
seq.) pertaining to the care, handling, and treatment of 
warm blooded animals held for research, teaching, or 
other activities supported by this award of assistance.

16. Will comply with the Lead-Based Paint Poisoning 
Prevention Act (42 U.S.C. §§4801 et seq.) which 
prohibits the use of lead-based paint in construction or 
rehabilitation of residence structures.

17. Will cause to be performed the required financial and 
compliance audits in accordance with the Single Audit 
Act Amendments of 1996 and OMB Circular No. A-133, 
"Audits of States, Local Governments, and Non-Profit 
Organizations."

18. Will comply with all applicable requirements of all other 
Federal laws, executive orders, regulations, and policies 
governing this program.

SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED CERTIFYING OFFICIAL TITLE

DATE SUBMITTEDAPPLICANT ORGANIZATION

Interim Commissioner of Education

Colorado Department of Education

Gina Schlieman

07/16/2015

Will comply with the requirements of Section 106(g) of 
the Trafficking Victims Protection Act (TVPA) of 2000, as 
amended (22 U.S.C. 7104) which prohibits grant award 
recipients or a sub-recipient from (1) Engaging in severe 
forms of trafficking in persons during the period of time 
that the award is in effect (2) Procuring a commercial 
sex act during the period of time that the award is in 
effect or (3) Using forced labor in the performance of the 
award or subawards under the award.

19.

Funding Opportunity Number:ED-GRANTS-061515-001 Received Date:Jul 16, 2015 12:23:28 PM EDTTracking Number:GRANT11963027
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10. a. Name and Address of Lobbying Registrant:

9. Award Amount, if known: 

$ 

* Street 1

* City State Zip

Street 2

* Last Name

Prefix * First Name Middle Name

Suffix

DISCLOSURE OF LOBBYING ACTIVITIES
Complete this form to disclose lobbying activities pursuant to 31 U.S.C.1352

Approved by OMB

0348-0046

1. * Type of Federal Action:
a. contract

b. grant

c. cooperative agreement

d. loan 

e. loan guarantee

f.  loan insurance

2. * Status of Federal Action:
a. bid/offer/application

b. initial award

c. post-award

3. * Report Type:
a. initial filing

b. material change

 4.   Name and Address of Reporting Entity:
Prime SubAwardee

* Name
Colorado Department of Education

* Street 1
201 E. Colfax Ave.

Street  2

* City
Denver

State
CO: Colorado

Zip
80203-1799

Congressional District, if known: CO-001

5. If Reporting Entity in No.4 is Subawardee, Enter  Name and Address of Prime:

6. * Federal Department/Agency:
U.S. Department of Education

7. * Federal Program Name/Description:
Charter Schools

CFDA Number, if applicable: 84.282

8. Federal Action Number, if known: 

N/A

 

b. Individual Performing Services (including address if different from No. 10a) 

Prefix * First Name Middle Name

* Street 1

* City State Zip

Street 2

N/A

 

11.

* Last Name Suffix

Information requested through this form is authorized by title 31 U.S.C. section  1352.  This disclosure of lobbying activities is a material representation of fact  upon which 
reliance was placed by the tier above when the transaction was made or entered into.  This disclosure is required pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1352. This information will be reported to 
the Congress semi-annually and will be available for public inspection.  Any person who fails to file the required disclosure shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less than 
$10,000 and not more than $100,000 for each such failure.

* Signature:

07/16/2015

Gina Schlieman

*Name: Prefix
Mr.

* First Name
Elliott

Middle Name

* Last Name
Asp

Suffix

Title: Interim Commissioner of Education Telephone No.: Date:

  Federal Use Only: Authorized for Local Reproduction 
Standard Form - LLL (Rev. 7-97)

Funding Opportunity Number:ED-GRANTS-061515-001 Received Date:Jul 16, 2015 12:23:28 PM EDTTracking Number:GRANT11963027
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OMB Number: 1894-0005 
Expiration Date: 03/31/2017NOTICE TO ALL APPLICANTS 

The purpose of this enclosure is to inform you about a new 
provision in the Department of Education's General 
Education Provisions Act (GEPA) that applies to applicants 
for new grant awards under Department programs.  This 
provision is Section 427 of GEPA, enacted as part of the 
Improving America's Schools Act of 1994 (Public Law (P.L.) 
103-382).

To Whom Does This Provision Apply?

Section 427 of GEPA affects applicants for new grant  
awards under this program.   ALL APPLICANTS FOR 
NEW AWARDS MUST INCLUDE INFORMATION IN  
THEIR APPLICATIONS TO ADDRESS THIS NEW 
PROVISION IN ORDER TO RECEIVE FUNDING UNDER  
THIS PROGRAM. 
 

(If this program is a State-formula grant program, a State 
needs to provide this description only for projects or  
activities that it carries out with funds reserved for State-level 
uses.  In addition, local school districts or other eligible 
applicants that apply to the State for funding need to provide 
this description in their applications to the State for funding.  
The State would be responsible for ensuring that the school  
district or other local entity has submitted a sufficient  
section 427 statement as described below.)

What Does This Provision Require?

Section 427 requires each applicant for funds (other than an 
individual person) to include in its application a description of 
the steps the applicant proposes to take to ensure equitable 
access to, and participation in, its Federally-assisted program 
for students, teachers, and other program beneficiaries with 
special needs.  This provision allows applicants discretion in 
developing the required description.  The statute highlights 
six types of barriers that can impede equitable access or 
participation: gender, race, national origin, color, disability, or 
age.  Based on local circumstances, you should determine 
whether these or other barriers may prevent your students, 
teachers, etc. from such access or participation in, the 
Federally-funded project or activity.  The description in your 
application of steps to be taken to overcome these barriers 
need not be lengthy; you may provide a clear and succinct 
description of how you plan to address those barriers that are 
applicable to your circumstances.  In addition, the information 
may be provided in a single narrative, or, if appropriate, may

be discussed in connection with related topics in the 
application.

Section 427 is not intended to duplicate the requirements of 
civil rights statutes, but rather to ensure that, in designing 
their projects, applicants for Federal funds address equity 
concerns that may affect the ability of certain potential 
beneficiaries to fully participate in the project and to achieve 
to high standards.  Consistent with program requirements and 
its approved application, an applicant may use the Federal 
funds awarded to it to eliminate barriers it identifies.

What are Examples of How an Applicant Might Satisfy the 
Requirement of This Provision?

The following examples may help illustrate how an applicant  
may comply with Section 427.  

(1) An applicant that proposes to carry out an adult literacy 
project serving, among others, adults with limited English 
proficiency, might describe in its application how  it intends 
to distribute a brochure about the proposed project to such 
potential participants in their native language.

(2) An applicant that proposes to develop instructional 
materials for classroom use might describe how it will 
make the materials available on audio tape or in braille for 
students who are blind.

(3) An applicant that proposes to carry out a model 
science  program for secondary students and is 
concerned that girls may be less likely than boys to enroll 
in the course, might indicate how it intends to conduct 
"outreach" efforts to girls, to encourage their enrollment.

We recognize that many applicants may already be 
implementing effective steps to ensure equity of access and 
participation in their grant programs, and we appreciate your 
cooperation in responding to the requirements of this 
provision.

Estimated Burden Statement for GEPA Requirements

According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless such 
collection displays a valid OMB control number.  Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 
1.5 hours per response, including time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the 
data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information.  The obligation to respond to this collection is required to 
obtain or retain benefit (Public Law 103-382).  Send comments regarding the burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection 
of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to the U.S. Department of Education, 400 Maryland Ave., SW, 
Washington, DC  20210-4537 or email ICDocketMgr@ed.gov and reference the OMB Control Number 1894-0005.

Optional - You may attach 1 file to this page.

CO - 2015 CSP SEA - 427 GEPA.pdf View AttachmentDelete AttachmentAdd Attachment

(4) An applicant that proposes a project to increase 
school safety might describe the special efforts it will take 
to address concern of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and 
transgender students, and efforts to reach out to and 
involve the families of LGBT students.
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Certification for Contracts, Grants, Loans, and Cooperative Agreements

  
(2) If any funds other than Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for 
influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of Congress, an 
officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in connection with this Federal 
contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement, the undersigned shall complete and submit Standard 
Form-LLL, ''Disclosure of Lobbying Activities,'' in accordance with its instructions.

(3) The undersigned shall require that the language of this certification be included in the award documents 
for all subawards at all tiers (including subcontracts, subgrants, and contracts under grants, loans, and 
cooperative agreements) and that all subrecipients shall certify and disclose accordingly. This certification 
is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was placed when this transaction was made or 
entered into. Submission of this certification is a prerequisite for making or entering into this transaction 
imposed by section 1352, title 31, U.S. Code. Any person who fails to file the required certification shall be  
subject to a civil penalty of not less than $10,000 and not more than $100,000 for each such failure. 

If any funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer  
or employee of any agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of  
a Member of Congress in connection with this commitment providing for the United States to insure or 
guarantee a loan, the undersigned shall complete and submit Standard Form-LLL, ''Disclosure of Lobbying 
Activities,'' in accordance with its instructions. Submission of this statement is a prerequisite for making or 
entering into this transaction imposed by section 1352, title 31, U.S. Code. Any person who fails to file the  
required statement shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less than $10,000 and not more than $100,000  
for each such failure.

* APPLICANT'S ORGANIZATION

* SIGNATURE: * DATE:

* PRINTED NAME AND TITLE OF AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE

Suffix:

Middle Name:

* Title:

* First Name:

* Last Name:

Prefix:

CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING

(1) No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid, by or on behalf of the undersigned, to any  
person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of an agency, a Member of 
Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in connection with 
the awarding of any Federal contract, the making of any Federal grant, the making of any Federal loan, the  
entering into of any cooperative agreement, and the extension, continuation, renewal, amendment, or 
modification of any Federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement.

The undersigned certifies, to the best of his or her knowledge and belief, that:

Statement for Loan Guarantees and Loan Insurance 

The undersigned states, to the best of his or her knowledge and belief, that:

Colorado Department of Education

Mr. Elliott

Interim Commissioner of Education

Asp

Gina Schlieman 07/16/2015
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Abstract
The abstract narrative must not exceed one page and should use language that will be understood by a range of audiences. 
For all projects, include the project title (if applicable), goals, expected outcomes and contributions for research, policy, 
practice, etc. Include population to be served, as appropriate. For research applications, also include the following:

Theoretical and conceptual background of the study (i.e., prior research that this investigation builds upon and that 
provides a compelling rationale for this study)

Study design including a brief description of the sample including sample size, methods, principals dependent,  
independent, and control variables, and the approach to data analysis.

·

·
·

* Attachment:

[Note: For a non-electronic submission, include the name and address of your organization and the name, phone number and 
e-mail address of the contact person for this project.] 

Research issues, hypotheses and questions being addressed

CO - 2015 CSP SEA - Abstract.pdf View AttachmentDelete AttachmentAdd Attachment

You may now Close the Form

You have attached 1 file to this page, no more files may be added.  To add a different file, 
you must first delete the existing file.
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Project Narrative File(s)

* Mandatory Project Narrative File Filename:

To add more Project Narrative File attachments, please use the attachment buttons below.

CO - 2015 CSP SEA - Project Narrative FINAL.pdf

View Mandatory Project Narrative FileDelete Mandatory Project Narrative FileAdd Mandatory Project Narrative File
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1. Absolute Priorities 
 
1.1: Absolute Priority 1—Periodic Review and Evaluation. 

 
Colorado Revised Statute (CRS) 22-30.5-110 governs the review, renewal, and revocation of 

charter school contracts, and as such outlines periodic review expectations that build a body of 

evidence for this purpose. “During the term of a charter, the school district shall annually review 

the charter school’s performance” (CRS 22-30.5-110(1)(b)), and at a minimum include progress 

toward meeting the academic achievement expectations outlined in the school’s School 

Performance Framework (SPF) and the objectives and goals identified in their Unified 

Improvement Plan (UIP), as well as the results of the school’s annual financial audit. The LEA, as 

authorizer, is required to provide annual written feedback on review results and outline the body of 

evidence that was taken into account. These reviews also serve as a body of evidence. 

CRS 22-30.5-110(3) implies elements to be considered in the review by identifying required 

elements for renewal, nonrenewal, or revocation considerations, including material violation of the 

charter contract, failure to make adequate academic progress, failure to meet fiscal management 

standards, or violation of law. CRS 22-30.5-110(3) empowers LEAs to take action when charters 

are in violation of state, federal, or local law, and/or their charter contract. §3.5 & 3.6 of our 

Colorado Charter School Sample Contract (http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdechart/distauthinfo) 
 
provides recommended contract language for violation of law or contract provisions, and the 

actions, consequences, and/or remedies to result from any such breach. Most charter contracts in 

Colorado utilize this or similar language. 

Charter school academic, operational and financial performance, are reviewed in the annual 

accreditation process. The Colorado Department of Education (CDE) accredits districts, who in 

turn accredit their individual schools, including charter schools, in accordance with CRS Title 22, 

Article 11, the state’s Education Accountability Act (CRS 22-30.5-104(2)(b)). “The charter school 

shall also be subject to annual review by the department” through the SPF (CRS 22-30.5- 

104(2)(b)), which authorizers utilize for the purposes of accreditation considerations for their 

http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdechart/distauthinfo
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schools. (Note: An annotated copy of Colorado’s SPF is provided in Appendix E.4. Explanation 

on the ratings provided in the SPF, and aggregate District Performance Framework (DPF), are 

provided under Section 4(i) and Section 4(iv).) 

CDE’s Schools of Choice Office (SOC) supports authorizer accountability of charter schools by 

assisting authorizers with questions regarding their ability and responsibility to take appropriate 

action and impose meaningful consequences. CDE ensures that complaints about charter school 

compliance are appropriately passed to the school’s governing board and authorizer for 

investigation. SOC, in partnership with the Colorado League of Charter Schools (The League) and 

through the support of CSP funds, developed a set of tools for authorizer review processes. These 

resources are available on the League’s website at http://coloradoleague.org/?authorizertools. 
 
1.2: Absolute Priority 2—Charter School Oversight. 

 
Colorado statute, State Board of Education rules, and CDE/LEA policies work together to 

provide a system of charter school oversight for LEAs authorizing charter schools in our state. 

Outlined below are references specifically requested under this Absolute Priority. Complete 

statutory citations and links to references/artifacts can be found in Appendices E.1 & E.2. 

1.2(a)1: Legally-binding Charter Contract Colorado statute defines charter schools as “a 

public school that enters into a charter contract” (CRS 22-30.5-103(2)). Specifically, CRS 22- 

30.5-105 (2)(a) & (2)(c) outline minimum required contents for a charter contract including 

waivers to statute, rule, and LEA policies, addressing facility needs and required actions for 

inclusion in bond initiatives and mill levy overrides, financial reporting and audit requirements, 

performance measures and targets. Rule 1 CCR 301-88 §3.04 references authorizer requirements to 

performance contract with charter schools. Statute does not consider a charter applicant to be a 

public school until the charter contract is executed, so no per pupil local/state funds, federal funds, 

or CSP grant funds can be distributed to the school until that point. 

Further, these policies are reinforced in several ways during the Colorado Charter Schools 
 
Program (CCSP) subgrantee application process, during which SOC verifies the charter contract is 

http://coloradoleague.org/?authorizertools
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in place via receipt and review of the executed copy before grant funds are released. For related 

citations in the CCSP Grant RFP, see Appendix E.3, pp. 5, 7, 17, 32). 

1.2(a)2: Annual, Timely, and Independent Audits CRS 22-30.5-104(4)(a) & 22-30.5- 
 
112(7) require a charter school to comply with all state financial and budget rules, regulations, and 

financial reporting requirements, including but not limited to annual completion of a governmental 

audit. Colorado Local Government Audit Law under CRS 29-1-601 et seq. governs the parameters 

(and penalties) under which governmental entities must perform an annual, independent audit. CRS 

29-1-603 requires all political subdivisions to have an annual independent audit. All public entities 

are subject to the Financial Transparency Act, which requires the online posting of annual budgets 

and audits (CRS 24-6-402(1)(a)). CRS 22-30.5-106(1)(g) requires the charter application to 

describe their method for obtaining an independent annual audit of their financial statements. 

Statute requires not only that an audit be performed (CRS 22-30.5-104(4)(a) & 22-30.5-112(7)), 

but also that it be included in the charter contract along with other required financial reporting and 

that the school identify in their charter application, a description of their proposed method for 

obtaining an “independent annual audit” of the charter school’s finances (CRS 22-30.5-106(1)(g) & 

22-30.5-509(1)(g)). CRS 22-30.5-105(2)(c)(IV) requires authorizers to ensure the charter contract 

requires the reporting of required financial information, including the audit, and the authorizer 

may withhold funds until a school complies with financial reporting requirements. 

CDE Public School Finance requires audits be submitted by the authorizer, on behalf of the 

charter school, no later than November 1st; charter school audits are tracked and reviewed in detail 

by the Division. Failure to satisfy CDE audit requirements would result in corrective action, as 

outlined in the Educational Accountability Act (CRS 22-11-206(4)(a) & (b) and 22-11-208 (1)(b)). 

This is further reinforced through CDE’s Guidance to charter schools and authorizers through 

the “Finance Audit Requirement for Charter Schools” memo (dated 10/17/2011), CCSP Grant 

RFP, “Financial Policies and Procedures Handbook”, §D (pertaining to school audits), and 

Colorado Charter School Standard Application (a joint publication between CDE, The Charter 
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School Institute (CSI), and The League). These documents reference requirements that charter 

contracts include an audit requirement, and that the audit be completed and submitted to the 

authorizer no later than September 30th following the school year. 

1.2(a)3: Demonstrates improved student academic achievement Colorado has a 

comprehensive system for holding all districts and schools, including charter schools, accountable 

for increased student achievement and growth. Under CRS Article 11, the Education 

Accountability Act (CRS 22-11-201 et seq), all public schools are measured using the SPF, which 

includes the Colorado Growth Model measure. Schools are evaluated on academic achievement, 

academic growth, and academic growth gaps identified from state assessments, and high schools 

are also evaluated on postsecondary and workforce readiness measures. The law provides for four 

Plan Types: Performance, Improvement, Priority Improvement, and Turnaround. A state advisory 

committee evaluates all Turnaround Plans and CDE cross-unit teams review all Priority 

Improvement and Turnaround plans through the UIP process to ensure these schools implement 

strategies to address the root causes of low performance and return to a trajectory of acceptable 

improvement. UIP results are posted at www.schoolview.org. After five years of failing to make 
 
adequate progress, LEAs and schools face closure or conversion. Because of the contractual nature 

of charter schools, an authorizer is expected to instigate closure before this five-year clock finishes. 

The following rules and statutes govern academic achievement expectations for charter schools. 

Rule 1 CCR 301-88 §3.04(A)(4), §3.04(C)(1), §3.05(A)(1), & §3.05(A)(5) govern the minimum 

required performance measurements and accountability system that must be outlined in the charter 

contract to meet the requirements in the State’s Educational Accountability Act. §3.04(A)(4) makes 

clear that authorizers, in their oversight of charter schools, ensure they “over time, meet the 

performance standards and targets set forth in their charter contracts on a range of measures and 

metrics” §3.04(C)(1) requires all charter contracts establish “the performance framework under 

which schools will be evaluated, using objective and verifiable measures of student achievement as 

the primary measure of school quality”; §3.05(A)(1) & (5) states the authorizer is responsible to 

http://www.schoolview.org/
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implement “a comprehensive performance accountability and compliance monitoring system that 

is defined by the charter contract and provides the information necessary to make rigorous and 

standards-based renewal, revocation, and intervention decisions;…Evaluating each school 

annually on its performance and progress toward meeting the standards and targets stated in the 

charter contract, including essential compliance requirements,…” Further, CRS 22-30.5.104(6)(b) 

requires charters be held accountable to improved student achievement and growth as prescribed in 

the Educational Accountability Act and any assessment or measure included within the SPF. 

Colorado’s READ Act (CRS 22-7-1201 et seq) requires all public schools to utilize approved 

interim assessments to demonstrate and ensure students are on track to being proficient in reading 

before leaving 3rd grade. An authorizer and its charter school(s) may agree to utilize READ Act 

interim assessment data as part of the performance measurements to which the school is 

accountable in its charter contract. 

1.2(b): Increased Student Academic Achievement CRS 22-30.5-110 governs 

authorizer charter renewal and revocation decisions, and includes criteria to be used to revoke or 

non-renew a charter. One criterion is “Failed to meet or make adequate progress toward 

achievement of the goals, objectives, content standards, pupil performance standards, targets for 

the measures used to determine the levels of attainment of the performance indicators, applicable 

federal requirements, or other terms identified in the charter contract” (CRS 22-30.5-110(3)(b)). 

Most importantly, Rule 1 CCR 301-88 §3.06(B)(1) makes authorizers responsible for “ensuring 

that improved academic achievement is the most important factor to consider when determining 

whether to revoke or not renew a charter.” 
 

The Colorado Growth Model has been approved by the U.S. Department of Education as a 

substitute for the achievement gap measures required under the No Child Left Behind Act (ESEA). 

To be identified as a high performing school, charter schools must make adequate academic 

growth for all student groups. Additionally, the SPF disaggregates data for the following specific 

student groups under the Growth Gaps section of the SPF report: economically disadvantaged 
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students (Free and Reduced Meal Eligible, FARM), students from racial and ethnic minority 

groups, students with disabilities (IEP), English Language Learners (ELL, students with limited 

English proficiency) and students needing to catch up. Median growth for student groups is 

measured against Median Adequate Growth Percentile (MAGP), which indicates the progress 

necessary for students to reach proficiency within three years or by 10th grade. 

2. Competitive Preference Priorities 
2.2: Competitive Preference Priority 1—High-Quality Authorizing and Monitoring 
Processes (15 points). 

 
Maintaining a high-quality sector is largely dependent on the presence of quality authorizing 

practices in the state. Thus, Colorado seeks to influence authorizer practices through a variety of 

ways, including statutory requirements, processes, procedures and timelines, rule requirements, 

adherence with the NACSA Principles & Standards, technical assistance (TA), monitoring of 

authorizer practices, and through creating a collaborative atmosphere where high-quality 

authorizers share best and promising practices with other authorizers. 

2.1(a): Framework and Processes for Performance Evaluation Colorado’s Charter 

Schools Act (CRS Title 22, Article 30.5) and a charter school’s contract jointly serve as the 

framework for initial authorization and ongoing monitoring of the school. As already outlined 

under Absolute Priorities 1 and 2, frameworks and procedures exist for authorizers to establish 

academic, operational, financial, and non-discrimination (see also Section 3(d)2) performance 

expectations and objectives through the charter contract. CDE monitors charter school 

performance through the SPF (CRS 22-30.5-104(2)(b)). CDE provides two primary resources to 

support authorizers in establishing charter contracts: Colorado Charter School: Sample Contract 

and Colorado Charter School: A Resource for Developing Charter School Contracts, available at 
 
http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdechart/distauthinfo. 

 
As outlined under Sections 1.1, 1.2, & 2.1, CRS 22-30.5-110 governs authorizer charter renewal 

and revocation decisions and includes criteria that can be used to revoke or non-renew a charter. 

http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdechart/distauthinfo
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This statute outlines a body of evidence that should be considered regarding academic and 

operational progress toward “achieving the goals, objectives, pupil performance standards, content 

standards, targets…and other terms of the charter contract”, the results from state assessments, 

and a financial report (CRS 22-30.5-110(2)(a-d)). In reviewing this evidence, statute provides that 

an authorizer may revoke or not renew the charter if the charter school has “committed a material 

violation of any of the conditions, standards, or procedures set forth in the charter contract”, 

“failed to meet or make adequate progress toward achievement of goals, objectives, content 

standards, pupil performance standards, targets…applicable federal requirements, or other terms 

identified in the charter contract”, “failed to meet generally accepted standards of fiscal 

management”, or “violated any provision of law from which the charter school was not specifically 

exempt” (CRS 22-30.5-110(3)(a-d)). Violations of provisions of law would include violating 

required student safety guidelines. Further, Rule 1 CCR 301-88 §3.06(B)(1) makes authorizers 

responsible for “ensuring that improved academic achievement is the most important factor to 

consider when determining whether to revoke or not renew a charter.” 

Statute requires authorizers report annually to each of their charter schools, summarizing the 

school’s performance and compliance with statute and their charter contract, and identify areas for 

improvement or corrective action (see Section 1.1). As these reports are developed through public 

funding in relation to a public school, they are required to be publicly available for review under 

the Colorado Open Records Act (CORA). 

2.1(b): Assessing Authorizer Performance Colorado school districts and authorizers are 

held accountable annually for the performance of all their schools through an aggregate District 

Performance Framework (DPF), which benchmarks progress toward meeting state accountability 

standards. An authorizer’s charter schools are included in the DPF aggregate calculations, by 

which districts are held accountable for charter school academic achievement, academic growth, 

growth gaps, and postsecondary and workforce readiness outcomes. The annual DPFs and 

individual school SPFs are publicly posted online on CDE’s Schoolview website. Performance of 

http://www.schoolview.org/
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an authorizer’s charter school portfolio vs. noncharter portfolio on SPF/DPF measures is available 
 
through the Data Lab on Schoolview. 

 
As the Data Lab does not include PWR measures, SOC has engaged CDE’s Accountability 

Office to annually generate a charter portfolio performance framework (CPF) report for each 

charter authorizer based on the structure and measures included in the DPF report, but only 

including the aggregate figures from the authorizer’s charter schools. The initial round of these 

reports will be available August 2015 and will be generated annually thereafter. SOC will utilize 

these reports to assess authorizer risks and provide differentiated support and TA under Activity 

2.1 of CSP Objective 2 outlined under Section 3(a) and Section 3(h) of this application. 
 

The May 2015 report “Holding Public Charter School Authorizers Accountable,” a joint 

publication by the National Alliance for Public Charter Schools (National Alliance) and the 

National Association of Charter School Authorizers (NACSA), highlights Colorado’s “creative 

approach” to authorizer accountability in a district-dominated authorizing climate. Colorado has 

worked collaboratively amongst its 46 authorizers, with leadership from several strong, quality 

authorizers and the backing of state statute and accountability expectations, to make improvements 

in authorizer practices. This has enabled Colorado to raise the bar for quality authorizing, and 

recently has led to several lower-capacity and/or lower-interest district authorizers to voluntarily 

release exclusive chartering authority to the statewide Charter School Institute. 

SOC is participating in a Charter Authorizer Accountability task force established in Spring 
 
2015 by The League. A cadre of strong charter authorizers is participating with a variety of 

organizations and stakeholders interested in quality educational outcomes. This group is currently 

exploring the data that exists on the performance of authorizers and their portfolios, how to 

measure the quality of authorizing, authorizer to authorizer peer accountability, etc. 

2.1(c): Charter Application Processes Statute outlines required charter application 

components (CRS 22-30.5-106), review processes, timelines, and evaluation criteria (CRS 22-30.5- 

107). Statute requires charter applications include the following sections: executive summary, 

http://www.schoolview.org/
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vision & mission, parent & pupil support, educational program (including standards and 

curriculum), student performance evaluation plan, evidence of an “economically sound” 5-year 

budget and description of method to obtain an independent annual audit of financial statements, 

governance and operations, employment policies and plan, insurance coverage, parent/community 

involvement, enrollment policy, transportation and food services, facilities plan, waivers to state 

statute/rule/district policies, student discipline & school culture, provision for students with special 

needs, dispute resolution process, and contracts with education management providers (if 

applicable). The District Accountability Committee that oversees academic performance in the 

district is charged with reviewing the application based on the criteria outlined in CRS 22-30.5-106 

and makes a recommendation to the authorizer’s board of education for decision by resolution. In 

terms of final review, it is common practice for authorizers to establish, in their charter-approving 

resolution and/or charter contracts, planning, enrollment and other conditional benchmarks for a 

school’s planning year that must be met in order for the LEA to request permission of CDE for the 

new school to open and be issued a state school code. Authorizers do a final review of these 

conditions & required benchmarks before a school is cleared to open and receive public funds. 

2.1(d): Replication Processes Statute does not require a differentiated process for 

replicating charter operators. However, the majority of charter replications in Colorado have been 

within Denver Public Schools and CSI who both have differentiated, streamlined application 

processes for high-performing charter operators. 

2.2: Competitive Preference Priority 2—One Authorized Public Chartering Agency 
Other than a LEA, or an Appeals Process (5 points). 

 
Colorado has both a strong appeals process and a second authorizer, CSI. Statute outlines the 

process for appeals to the State Board of Education concerning denial of a charter school 

application, nonrenewal or revocation of a charter contract, or the unilateral imposition of 

conditions on a charter applicant or charter school (CRS 22-30.5-108). Should the State Board 

determine that the local decision was contrary to the best interests of the pupils, the LEA, or 
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community, the State board will remand the decision back to the local board with instructions. 

Should the local board’s subsequent decision remain unfavorable, a second appeal can be 

considered. Upon second appeal, the State Board can remand the decision back to the local board 

with final, binding instructions to approve/renew (CRS 22-30.5-108(3)(d)). 

Pursuant to CRS 22-30.5-501 et seq, CSI was established in 2004 to “Provide an alternative 

mode of authorizing charter schools…to approve and oversee charter schools in school districts 

not desiring to do so themselves,” and to serve as a “means to assist school districts in utilizing best 

practices for charter schools.” In addition to directly authorizing charter schools, CSI also 

provides charter application reviews and authorizer supports to school districts lacking capacity to 

do so directly. Statute allows CSI to accept charter applications for schools wishing to locate in 

districts without exclusive chartering authority (ECA), or in districts that have retained ECA, with 

permission from that school district. CSI authorizes 34 charter schools serving 14,048 students 

across 16 geographic school districts. 

Note: CRS 22-30.5-504 outlines exclusive chartering authority (ECA) and rules for the State 
 
Board to remove and reinstate this status due to a districts noncompliance, or return to compliance, 

 
with authorizer practices outlined under the Charter School Act. Both the district and CSI have 

concurrent authority to authorize if “exclusive authority to authorize” has been removed by the 

State Board. A district may also “voluntarily relinquish the exclusive authority”. 
 

As recently highlighted in “Holding Public Charter School Authorizers Accountable,” 

Colorado’s increased bar for authorizer quality has resulted in lower-capacity or lower-interest 

districts voluntarily releasing their ECA to allow charter applicants to choose authorization through 

CSI. Roughly two-thirds of CSI’s portfolio consists of schools that operate in LEAs with exclusive 
 
chartering authority but released the charters to CSI for authorization and oversight. 

 
2.3: Competitive Preference Priority 3 Not Applicable. 

 
3. Selection Criteria: 
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3(a) State-Level Strategy. (15 points) 
 

Overview: CDE is a dynamic service agency that provides leadership, resources, support, and 

accountability to Colorado’s 178 school districts and 1,846 schools to help them build capacity to 

meet the needs of the state’s 889,006 public school students. CDE’s vision is that “All students in 

Colorado will become educated and productive citizens capable of succeeding in society, the 

workforce, and life.” Embedded in this vision are 4 Strategic Goals to improve educational 

outcomes for all students in Colorado (http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdecomm/aboutcde): 
 

Start Strong: Every student starts strong with a solid foundation in grades preschool-3. 

Read by Third Grade: Every student reads at grade level by the end of third grade. 

Meet or Exceed State Standards: Every student meets or exceeds standards. 

Graduate Ready: Every student graduates ready for college and careers. 

In addition, CDE has set 2 additional Departmental Priorities: 
 

Turnaround the State’s Lowest Performing School Systems to reduce the percentage of 

schools and districts with low performance. 

Increasing Organizational Effectiveness and Efficiency 
 

SOC, through the use of CSP funds, has been able to extend and increase these efforts over the 

past 20+ years in supporting the current 46 charter authorizers and their 214 charter schools 

serving 101,359 students. Colorado charters now educate 11.4% of publicly-educated PK-12 

students statewide, making the charter sector bigger than Colorado’s largest LEA. Moreover, the 

rate of charter school PK-12 enrollment growth continues to outpace the statewide rate. 

With increasing charter market share, support for charter schools and their authorizers toward 

pursuing the above goals and strategies has become intentionally integrated department-wide. SOC 

provides advice and technical assistance to initiatives and strategies across CDE to ensure the 

charter context is meaningfully considered when developing and implementing initiatives, 

activities, resources, tools, communications, and outreach efforts. 

http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdecomm/aboutcde
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In helping to achieve department goals and strategies, CDE, with the support and direction of 

the state legislature and State Board of Education, has been actively engaged in a multi-front 

reform agenda during the past several years that includes the following initiatives: 

• School Readiness and Early Literacy 
 

• New Standards, Assessments, & Learning Supports 
 

• Educator Effectiveness 
 

• Innovation and the Future of Learning 
 

• Competency-Based Systems 
 

• Alternative Education Campus (AEC) Accountability 
 

• Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness (PWR) 
 

• Accountability, Performance Frameworks, and Unified Improvement Planning (UIP) 
 

• Turnaround Systems: addressing the State’s Lowest Performing Schools 
 

Over the past several years, SOC has intentionally and systematical engaged with these teams to 

not only ensure the charter school context is meaningfully considered when developing and 

implementing initiatives, activities, resources, tools, communications, and outreach efforts, but also 

to develop understanding and maintain knowledge of these reform efforts to meaningfully integrate 

relevant content into charter-specific TA activities provided by CDE. These initiatives are 

integrated into the state’s overall strategy for improving student academic achievement and 

attainment. SOC/CCSP integration of these initiatives is further outlined in Appendix E.1). 

In recent years the Colorado charter sector has outperformed the noncharter sector of public 

schools. Proficiency in reading by charter school 4th & 8th grade students is 6-7.25 percentage 

points above their noncharter peers. Proficiency in Math was 4-6.3 percentage points higher. 

Likewise, charter student growth in Reading and Math outpaces the state average at a statistically 

significant rate, the margin of which has continued to increase. With Colorado’s accountability 

efforts, raising parent & community awareness of areas of underperformance, and corresponding 

state accountability actions, public pressure and political support for the creation of new charter 
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schools and conversion of existing schools to charter schools is increasingly becoming part of 

district and community efforts to improve educational attainment and outcomes for their students. 

CDE utilizes the SOC team to advise internally, coordinate with key external partners (The 

League, NACSA, Charter School Support Initiative, CASE, CASB, and CASBO), and directly 

provide strategic support to charters, planning teams, and authorizers to ensure new and expanding 

schools have the information, tools, and resources they need to develop with quality, continuously 

improve, and provide improved outcomes and increased opportunities for their students. 

In support of these intentional efforts, CDE is pursuing CSP funding to provide increased 

support for two strategic objectives: 

CSP Objective 1: Increase in Colorado the number of new, high-quality charter schools and 
 
expand the number of high-quality charter school places that enable all students to become 

 
educated and productive citizens capable of succeeding in society, the workforce, and life. 

 
High-quality charters are making a significant impact on the Colorado education landscape in 

providing not just a variety of educational models, but also strong educational outcomes for 

students. Colorado has been able to develop a dynamic charter sector in large part due to receipt of 

federal CSP funds for our Colorado Charter Schools Program (CCSP) subgrants and supports. 

CDE desires to continue this effort through three Activities corresponding to CSP Objective 1. 

Activity 1.1: Subgrant Competition In an effort to continue support for the creation and 

expansion of high-quality charter schools in Colorado, CDE is seeking additional CSP funds to 

continue our CCSP subgrant and support program as one of many efforts to improve educational 

outcomes for students in our state. While state and local leaders have engaged in efforts to 

increase school funding in Colorado (more under Section 3(a)2), start-up costs for launching new 

schools or significantly expand existing high-quality charters continues to far exceed the financial 

capacity of most schools. With CSP funds, CDE will competitively provide $589,500-$645,000 

over the planning and initial implementation years of the school to help them overcome this hurdle. 
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We know that most new charter schools in Colorado are not able to launch without these funds, as 

demonstrated by schools that delay opening when they fail to secure the grant. CCSP subgrant 

funds would also enable districts in Colorado to continue to utilize charter creation, replication, 

conversion, and expansion as levers to improved student outcomes in our state. 

New, replicating, and significantly-expanding schools that apply to the CCSP grant are 

evaluated against a robust rubric that measures potential for school quality, effective 

implementation, and ability/capacity to effectively utilize the grant funds according to federal CSP 

requirements (more under Section 3(i)1). 

Activity 1.2: Grant-related Technical Assistance In addition to receiving funding, 

successful CCSP subgrantees participate in specific CCSP grant-related TA and professional 

development supports targeted to specific stakeholders and leaders at the school. These 

coordinated supports help new schools navigate the complex web of statutory requirements and 

best practices, helping to guide schools toward high-quality practices from the beginning. 

Activity 1.3: Subgrantee Monitoring A third activity under CSP Objective 1 focuses on 

subgrantee monitoring for the purposes of risk assessment, compliance, and identification of areas 

for improvement to support subgrantees to progress toward becoming high-quality charter schools 

(see Section 3(i) for more information). 

CSP Objective 2: Build and grow capacity among authorizers, board members, 
 
administrators, and staff at new and existing charter schools to conduct quality authorizing, exert 

 
effective school leadership, implement quality, high-impact educational practices, and engage in 

continuous school improvement, so that all students become educated and productive citizens 

capable of succeeding in society, the workforce, and life. 
 

CDE places great value on providing quality, substantive support and training based on 
 
research-proven best practices that are designed to improve each school’s chance for success. The 

 
CCSP project has distinguished itself for several years in its ability to leverage CSP funds to 
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provide a broad spectrum of TA and professional development supports at little to no cost to new 

and existing charters and their authorizers. CDE remains dedicated to continuing this tradition of 

robust support to engage the charter sector in progressing toward the high-quality outcomes for 

students expressed in CDE’s vision, goals and strategic priorities, for which CSP administrative 

funds will be used to continue to provide these offerings at little to no cost. 

Related Activities: All of these strategies for continuous improvement of schools and outcomes 

for students will continue to receive support by SOC and be incorporated through the 

aforementioned activities. All activities utilize CDE and charter sector experts for development of 

resources and delivery of targeted TA sessions within each activity. The goal of all these activities 

is to support both subgrantee and existing charters to develop the skills, knowledge, and capacity 

necessary to maintain high-quality schools. 

Activity 2.1: Authorizer Supports Authorizers play a key role in Colorado’s charter 

structure. SOC works collaboratively with authorizers, The League, NACSA, and other key 

partners to continually evaluate and improve the authorizing landscape. To aid these interactions, 

SOC will continue to host quarterly authorizer meetings that provide 1) a resource sharing and 

networking environment, 2) training and discussion on quality standards, the charter application 

process, contracting, charter renewal, monitoring, oversight, replication, charter restart and 

turnaround models, changes in statute and education initiatives, and examples of best practice, and 

3) opportunity to review, discuss, and update key authorizer tools and resources for the state. 

Three meetings are hosted by an authorizer, with one hosted as the “Authorizer Summit” at the 

annual Colorado Charter Schools Conference in February. 

Activity 2.2: Audience-specific Charter Supports Similar to Activity 1.2, subgrantees at 

new and existing charters participate in CCSP audience-specific TA and professional development 

supports. These supports focus on helping to institute and maintain high-quality practices. 

Board Supports. Effective leadership is the most important determinant of success for charter 

schools where success hinges on the daily leadership capabilities of the administrator and the 
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strategic direction provided by the governing board. Even before the school doors open, board 

members must begin building a strong foundation that will support the school through the trials of 

the planning and early implementation years, and as the school grows and strives to meet its 

potential. For this reason, we partner with The League to offer a Board Fundamentals training 

twice a year to provide an introduction to sound board practices and responsibilities to establish a 

solid foundation to effectively develop and promote the school’s vision and mission, plan for the 

future, set sound policies, model professionalism, oversee finances and academic performance, 

select and manage a school leader, build relationships, etc. In addition, Colorado has established a 

set of 30 Charter School Board Training Modules that are available free online, and are required 

for CCSP subgrantee schools. SOC and The League work together to ensure schools have access 

to individualized, in-depth training to help them put these responsibilities into practice. 
 

Topic-based Technical Assistance Webinars. Previously, SOC has provided 3-4 topic-based 

Board Continuing Development events annually, and for 2014/15 we offered attendance through a 

webinar platform and event recordings to make it easier for busy board members to attend. Board 

feedback indicated that the webinar format was preferred. Administrators and business/operations 

staff were also accessing the recordings to review topic-based content that was also relevant to 

their work. For 2015/16 and going forward, SOC has reorganized these efforts to be topic-based 

webinars available to and marketed toward all charter audiences. These offerings will continue to 

provide TA tailored to the charter context, utilizing CDE staff and other topical experts as 

presenters. We anticipate 4-6 topic-based webinars per year that will focus on areas of 

underperformance or where there is confusion in the field regarding statutory obligations to 

highlight expectations and examples of best practice to schools. 

Administrator Mentoring Cohort (AMC). The role of a charter administrator is exceptionally 

demanding. Because they are both instructional and business leaders, charter administrators often 

bear more responsibility than their traditional public school counterparts, particularly when a 

school is new or experiencing significant growth. The AMC provides school leaders with a cohort 
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of peers, and one-on-one mentoring with experienced, successful charter administrators to provide 

training and support on a variety of elements, such as managing facilities and finances, overseeing 

instructional and operational staff, school safety, meeting the learning needs of all students, 

elevating school culture and morale, representing the school to parents and the community, 

managing conflict, ensuring adherence to federal and state laws and expectations, driving academic 

and professional excellence, and guiding the school toward high-quality outcomes for students. 

This offering was initiated under our 2010-2015 CSP funding, and has continued to grow in 

substance and quality. Six day-long events are held annually, with breakouts for differentiated 

supports and training to school leaders and to mentors. The hours and scope of mentoring 

provided is differentiated by the needs of the administrator and stage in the CCSP grant. While 

most of our participants lead schools receiving the CCSP grant, this program now serves as the 

first charter-specific administrator induction program in the state, so an increasing number of non- 

subgrantees are participating in order to secure their professional principal license. The League is 

a key partner in this activity. Three to four experienced charter sector leaders provide content 

delivery on the text Leveraged Leadership, by Paul Bambrick-Santoyo, utilizing the CSSI 

standards for strong implementation, continuous improvement, and organizational 
 
management. Topic-based experts are also utilized for sessions. 

 
Business Office Support. Strong operational capacity and financial management are essential 

for ensuring maximum, efficient use of available autonomy. SOC offers two key opportunities, an 

Annual Finance Seminar and quarterly Business Manager Network events, to support the 

business functions in charters by building, strengthening, and sustaining the skills, knowledge, and 

capabilities necessary for strong operational and financial management. 

The Annual Finance Seminar, required for all subgrantees each fall, provides an all-day 

conference for business managers, school leaders, and board members on policy changes, best 

practices, and innovations in the field of operations and financial management, and also serves as 

the annual kick-off for Business Manager Network activities for the year. In addition to plenary 
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sessions on topics central to all participants, four strands of breakout sessions focus on new schools 

(Business Management 101), board members, school leaders, with advanced sessions for 

experienced Business Managers. Topics covered include financial transparency and reporting, 

understanding public school funding streams, student policies, HR policies and procedures, 

financial policies and procedures, grants fiscal management, facility safety, and operations policies, 

etc. This is our largest event of the year with often 110-140 participants and representation from 

nearly half of Colorado’s charter schools. 

Business Manager Network events continue quarterly throughout the remainder of the year to 

provide differentiated TA. Especially in small schools, the business/operations managers are 

typically the only person in their school with their expertise and kinds of responsibilities, so a key 

focus of the BMN is to bring new and experienced business professionals together for technical 

training and networks of support. Differentiated strands of TA are provided in the morning 

(Business Management 101 and advanced technical expertise), with joint sessions in the afternoon. 

Experienced attendees are often called upon to present TA and share best practice, or provide 

instantaneous advice during hot topic and round table sessions. 

Charter School Boot Camp. Support for new charter school planning teams is offered as a 2- 

day boot camp. As we continue to raise the bar in terms of school quality and accountability in 

Colorado, there is a growing and continuing need to help charter planning teams ensure they are 

prepared to open and operate a school before getting a charter or applying for the CCSP grant. 

This offering is designed to help teams, in both early and late stage planning, get a clear picture of 

the realities of opening and operating a school, obtain resources for school development, and learn 

about emerging innovations and best practices they may want to consider. We do not aim to 

intimidate teams, but rather to support them in finding gaps in their expectations, plan, expertise, 

and personnel, so they can rectify them before opening. This TA progresses through the sections of 

the Colorado Charter Schools Standard Application, calling on expert presenters to support teams 
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in understanding each element. Resources are made available to teams in a regularly maintained 

online resource depository organized by charter application section. 

Western Slope Support. 80 percent of Colorado’s LEAs are rural, so CDE recognizes the 

geographical distribution of charters makes it difficult for schools outside core interstate corridors 

to access TA offerings. Due to intentional outreach and support to outlying areas, SOC has had 

more CCSP subgrantees from these remote regions of the state. SOC has increased efforts to 

ensure these schools have access to supports and resources if unable to attend in person. In recent 

years the SOC team has developed the capability and expertise to offer a live and interactive 

webinar option for participants. With renewed CSP funding, we would be able to dedicate 

additional resources to developing capacity for webinar options for most, if not all, of our TA 

offerings so that schools in remote regions can more easily participate in and benefit. 

In addition, SOC will continue to host an annual Western Slope Seminar event each Spring 

that pulls together a blend of the best and most demanded content from our other offerings, 

providing a comprehensive multi-session training for administrators, business managers, and board 

members at schools west of the continental divide. 

Activity 2.3: Charter sector research and CCSP performance evaluation CDE is 

committed to utilizing regular evaluation and data analysis to drive continuing improvements in 

our support for the charter sector. Research and performance evaluation activities include 

maintaining data on key performance measures, analyzing charter school quality and performance 

against academic and PWR measures, performance of educationally disadvantaged groups, and 

CCSP project evaluation. More information on CCSP performance evaluation is in Section 3(h)2, 

and research and evaluation activities are also outlined in the Management Plan in Section 3(h)3. 

Activity 2.4: Dissemination of Best & Promising Practices CDE recently launched the 

Center for Best Practice (CBP), which identifyies and disseminates best and promising school 

practices statewide. CDE will designate 10% of CBP case studies to document and disseminate 

charter practices. See dissemination activities is provided under Section 3(f). 



Colorado Department of Education – Project Narrative 
2015 Charter Schools Program Grants to SEAs (CFDA Number: 84.282A) 

Page 20  

3(a)2: Funding Equity Charter financing is in statutes CRS 22-30.5-111.5 & 22-30.5-112. 
 

Equitable Per Pupil Funding: CRS 22-30.5-112(2)(a)(III)(A) references that the charter school 

should receive 100% of the district per pupil revenue (or 100% of the multi-district online rate if an 

online school), minus up to 5% of actual central administrative expenses that the district can 

withhold, the rate for which is negotiated in the charter contract. Districts must provide an 

itemized accounting for this central administrative withholding (CRS 22-30.5-112(2)(a.4)(I)). 

Equitable distribution to charter schools of federal funding is addressed under Section 3(b)2. 

District Facility Access: Facility costs are one area where charter schools typically expend a 

significant portion of per pupil funding. Statute requires charter schools be provided rent-free 

access to available space in district facilities (CRS 22-30.5-104(7)(c)). 

Equity in grant application/funding: If a charter school intends to apply for a grant that their 

authorizer is also intending to apply for, the charter school has the choice to seek application 

jointly or on its own (CRS 22-30.5-104(11)(c)). Should a charter school’s authorizer be 

unsupportive of their pursuit of any state or federal nonformulaic, competitive grant program, the 

charter may also apply independently, or in consortium with other charter schools, with CSI 

serving as its fiscal agent for the purposes of that grant (CRS 22-30.5-104(11)(a)). See also Section 
 
3(b)2 for measures and monitoring to ensure access to commensurate federal funds. 

 
Charter School Capital Construction Fund: CRS 22-54-124 provides a Charter School 

Capital Construction Fund, which can be used to pay for charter construction, renovation, 

financing, or the purchasing or leasing of facilities. Funds are distributed on a per pupil basis. 

Schools operating in a no-rent district facility without capital construction needs receive a 

correspondingly reduced allocation to preserve funds for schools with capital needs. §(5) of this 

statute requires authorizers to directly pass the full allocation through to their charter schools. 

The Colorado legislature has made increasing charter school capital funding a priority in recent 

years, and the Student Success Act of 2014 directed 12.5% of the annual marijuana excise tax 

revenues be credited to the Charter School Capital Construction Fund. Table 3.a.2 reflects these 
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increases in both the overall allocation and per pupil allocation to charters. 
 

Table 3.a.2: Charter School Capital Construction Fund 
 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 
 
Per Pupil Allocation 

 
$88.43 

 
$94.90 

 
$169.29 

 
$255.10 

 
Total Statewide Allocation 

 
$6 mil 

 
$7 mil 

 
$13.5 mil 

 
$22 mil 

 

Building Excellent Schools Today (BEST) Grants: Pursuant to CRS 22-43.7-101 thru 22- 
 

43.7-116, charter schools are eligible to apply along with other district schools for additional 

competitive, needs-based capital construction funds. The BEST Grant program provides 

approximately $500 million annually in matching funds and emergency grants from School Trust 

Lands and State Lottery revenues for major capital projects. Several charters have been successful 

in receiving BEST funds, with two case studies linked on the CDE Capital Construction webpage. 

3(a)3: Local Strategies for Improvement In all the statewide strategic initiatives 

described under Section 3(a)1, CDE encourages LEAs to implement them in ways that best suit 

their community. For charters, this local control is taken down to the school. This is especially 

seen through the UIP process and Turnaround supports, where schools are encouraged to own their 

data and to identify root causes, strategies and implementation plans to achieve improved student 

achievement and attainment. In this way, CDE provides support and TA in a collaborative way, 

coming alongside schools and LEAs and enabling local decision makers to better navigate the 

choices and options available to them. To make this job easier for schools and districts, student 

and school performance information is shared down to the local and school levels and school- and 
 

district-wide performance data is shared publicly through the SchoolView website. Further, CBP 
 

will also support in the sharing of promising instructional and school culture practices. 
 

However, ultimately if schools and districts do not improve on their own, the State Board of 

Education can take action to prescribe a new approach toward ensuring all students receive the 

educational they deserve. The Board may require conversion of a failing school to a charter school. 

Further, in an effort to proactively provide access to high-quality charter schools for educationally 

http://www.schoolview.org/
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disadvantaged students and those in the state’s lowest-performing schools, SOC encourages all 

schools (and the CCSP subgrant program gives priority) to serve an increased number of these 

students through use of a weighted lottery. As charter schools are outperforming noncharter 

schools in terms of student outcomes for educationally disadvantaged students, this strategy is 

helping to close the achievement gap (See Section 3(d)). 

3(b) Policy Context for Charter Schools. (5 points) 
 

3(b)1: Charter Flexibility Charter schools have historically been provided with a high 

degree of autonomy outlined in statute and routinely granted through waivers to state statue and 

rule, waivers to local district rules, and policies negotiated in their charter contract. 

Independent budgeting and expenditures are provided for charter schools in CRS 22-30.5- 
 
104(7)(a), which outlines that “a charter school shall be responsible for its own operation 

including, but not limited to, preparations of a budget, contracting of services, facilities, and 

personnel matters.”. CRS 22-30.5-111.5 & 112 speak to charter school financing, with charter 

schools receiving 100% of the per pupil revenue rate of their geographic district (see additional 

details in Section 3(a)2), so long as they remain in compliance with the Public School Finance Act. 

As of January 1, 2015, there are now two types of state waivers a charter school can seek, 

automatic and non-automatic. Pursuant to CRS 22-30.5-103, 18 automatic waivers are now 

automatically granted to all charter schools upon the execution of a charter contract, renewal or 

extension (for the term of that contract). 

All non-automatic waivers must be reviewed by SOC and the State Board, where a rationale for 

how the added autonomy will enhance educational opportunity and quality is considered (CRS 22- 

2-117(1)(a)). Charter schools can seek additional autonomies through waivers to any statute, other 

than those expressly prohibited in statute, or that violate federal law, such as: 

• Statute or rule concerning school accountability committees (CRS 22-11-401) 
 
• Statute or rule related to required state assessments pursuant to CRS 22-7-409. 
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• Statute or rule necessary to prepare performance framework reports (CRS Title 22, Article 5). 
 
• Statute or rule necessary to implement “Public School Finance Act” (CRS Title 22, Article 54) 

 
•  Statute or rule relating to “Children’s Internet Protection Act” (CRS Title 22, Article 87) 

The automatic and commonly-pursued waivers provide charter schools with autonomies 

regarding use of time, school calendar, school-day length, hiring and personnel practices, staff and 

principal evaluation methods, staff compensation, procurement, educational program, curriculum, 

extra-curricular activities, etc. Many authorizers have also been engaged in developing lists of 

“automatic waivers” that they utilize to routinely exempt charter schools from local policies. A full 

list of the automatic waivers and commonly-pursued waivers is provided in Appendix E.1. 

3(b)2: Access to Federal Funds Colorado takes several steps to ensure that LEAs 

annually and meaningfully inform each of their charter schools about federal funds the school is 

eligible to receive and federal programs in which the charter school may participate, and to ensure 

that each charter school in the state receives timely disbursement each year of the commensurate 

share of federal funds allocated by formula, especially during the first year of operation and any 

year with significant enrollment expansion. These steps include: 

1. CDE Federal Programs’ “Year at a Glance” document provided in CDE trainings on federal 

programs, directly to all LEAs, and posted on LEA’s webpages includes an action in December to 

“Consult with charter schools regarding Federal funds the school is eligible to receive and 

Federal programs in which the charter school may participate, including during the first year of 

operation of the school and a year in which the school’s enrollment expands significantly” 

(http://www.cde.state.co.us/fedprograms/consapp/trainctr#materialsresources). Similar language is 
 

also included elsewhere on the Federal Programs webpages. 
 

2. CDE’s online Consolidated Application for federal funding has a “Charter Schools: 

Verification of Consultation” section that has the following language: 

Charter Schools: Verification of Consultation 

http://www.cde.state.co.us/fedprograms/consapp/trainctr#materialsresources
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It is the LEA's responsibility to ensure that “timely and meaningful information” is shared 

with charter schools so the charter school can make an informed decision about whether to 

apply to participate with the district in Federal Programs. This section is to ensure that 

information is disseminated in a timely and meaningful way. 34CFR 76.789(a)…. 

Indicate the level of participation for all charter schools in the LEA using the key below…. 
 

3. CDE’s Federal Programs team has established protocols for reviewing the Consolidated 

Application strategy-based budget to ensure inclusion of charters, when applicable. Should a 

district have two or more charter schools but not include any activities for those schools, CDE staff 

will follow up with the LEA to determine if a consultation has taken place. Charter Schools must 

be served with Title I funds if the school is prioritized through the Title IA rank order 

requirements. If an LEA has charters with a Priority Improvement or Turnaround accountability 

rating, Title IIA funds should be targeted to meet the needs of those schools, just as would be the 

case with noncharters with those accountability ratings. 

4. CDE’s Federal Programs team hosts annual Leadership Academy and Consolidated 

Application trainings that include an ESEA 101 Session where LEAs are informed & reminded of 

their responsibility to inform each charter about Federal funds and Federal programs and to ensure 

timely disbursement to each charter school in the LEA of the school’s commensurate share of 

Federal education funds that are allocated by formula each year, including during the first year of 

operation of the school and a year in which the school’s enrollment expands significantly. 

5. CDE’s Federal Programs team conducts a review of end of year LEA budget reports to 

determine if charters in the LEA are receiving their commensurate amounts of federal funds. CDE 

follows up with districts when gaps are identified. 

6. Information about Competitive federal program/funding opportunities are broadly advertised 

by CDE in the following ways: 

• Information about competitive federal programs and applications processes are made available 

on the webpages of the CDE office overseeing that competitive program. 
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• CDE’s Charter Schools webpage links to CDE’s Competitive Grants and Awards webpage, 

which provides links to all state and federal competitive programs. 

• Information and reminders on competitive programs and their applications processes are 

widely advertised ahead of time to superintendents, authorizers, charter schools, The League, 

etc. through the monthly “CDE Update” and weekly “The Scoop” announcement bulletin, both 

broadly sent electronically and also posted on CDE’s website. 

7. SOC has protocols in place to proactively reach out to new charter schools, as follows: 
 
• Notifications and updates on federal funding and federal programs, including competitive 

federal programs, are sent to a broad range of individuals associated with new or existing 

charter schools via the CDE Charter Schools ListServ (currently 1,192 recipients). 

• Federal program eligibility and access expectations are outlined for new charter school 

planning teams at our annual, 2-day Charter School Boot Camp training, and at various topic- 

based sessions at our Annual Finance Seminar, Authorizer, and webinar trainings. 

• CCSP-recipient charters identify anticipated school demographics & corresponding federal 

funding streams they are pursuing within their CCSP grant application. 

• CCSP-recipient charters identify actual school demographics and federal funding received in 

their Renewal Proposal required to continue their funding for a subsequent year and during a 

site visit in the 1st year of operation. 

SOC utilizes this information to instigate discussion with the school if expectations are not met. 

Any irregularities or unfair treatment is raised to CDE Federal Programs for review and action. 

3(b)(3) Compliance with applicable federal laws: Subgrantee projects are monitored to 

assure compliance with applicable federal requirements, including, but not limited to sections 

613(a)(5) and 613(e)(1)(B) of IDEA (20 U.S.C. 1400, et seq), the Age Discrimination Act of 1975 

(42 U.S.C. 6101, et seq), title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d, et seq), title IX 

of the Education Amendments of 1972 (20 U.S.C. 1681, et seq), and section 504 of the 

Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794). Compliance with these requirements is outlined under 
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the definition of eligible applicant and required certifications/assurances of the CCSP Grant RFP. 
 

Further, state statute CRS 22-30.5-104(3) provides support compliance with these requirements: 

“A charter school shall be subject to all federal and state laws and constitutional provisions 

prohibiting discrimination on the basis of disability, race, creed, color, sex, sexual orientation, 

national origin, religion, ancestry, or need for special education services.” This statute also states 

that charters are subject to any court-ordered desegregation plan in effect for their authorizer, and 

must have open enrollment to “any child who resides within the school district” and that 

“enrollment decisions shall be made in a nondiscriminatory manner.” 

Rule 1 CCR 301-88 §2.02 outlines requirements for nondiscrimination in charter schools, 

including that charters and their LEAs are required to provide evidence of: annual training on 

nondiscrimination laws to employees and board members, access and services for students with 

disabilities consistent with federal and state law, access and services to educationally 

disadvantaged students consistent with federal and state law, nondiscriminatory enrollment and 

recruitment practices, and annual review of its discipline and enrollment records to ensure 

equitable treatment under federal and state law. 

Questions of noncompliance are investigated, and confirmed violations are addressed with the 

school and LEA through corrective action, including suspension or termination of federal funding. 

3(c) Past Performance (10 points). 
 

3(c)1: Increase in High-Quality Charter Schools Table 3.c.1 presents the number and 

percentage of charters considered high-quality from 2010-2014 (2015 data is not yet available). In 

terms of the number of high-quality charter schools, defined as all charter schools identified as 

“Performance” under Colorado’s school accountability system (see Section 4(iv)), numbers 

remained relatively flat from 2010 to 2011, but have steadily increased since 2011. The percentage 

of all charters considered high-quality, after a dip in 2011, has steadily increased. We believe the 

dip in 2011 was likely influenced by the opening of 8 new charter schools in 2010 and 2011 to 

specifically serve educationally disadvantaged and at-risk middle and high schools students that 
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struggled in their early years to adjust their educational model to meet the needs of these students. 
 
  Table 3.c.1:  Number & Percentage of High-Quality Charter Schools   
 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
 
Number considered high-quality 

 
124 

 
124 

 
137 

 
146 

 
156 

 
Percentage considered high-quality 

 
77.0% 

 
71.7% 

 
74.9% 

 
76.4% 

 
77.2% 

 

3(c)2: Decrease in Poor-Performing Charter Schools Table 3.c.2 presents the number 

and percentage of charters considered poor-performing from 2010-2014. Poor-performing is 

defined as charters operating 3+ years and identified as Turnaround or Priority Improvement under 

Colorado’s accountability system (see Section 4(i)). Charters saw an increase in 2011 and 2012 

that mirrors that in Table 3.c.1. After an increase in 2011 and 2012, the percentage of all charters 

considered poor-performing has steadily decreased. Of the 20 poor-performing charter schools in 

2012, 5 were closed, 10 improved, and 5 may face closure after intermittent performance. 
 
  Table 3.c.2:  Number & Percentage of Poor-Performing Charter Schools   
 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
 
Number considered poor-performing 

 
9 

 
17 

 
20 

 
15 

 
12 

 
Percentage considered poor-performing 

 
5.6% 

 
9.8% 

 
10.9% 

 
7.9% 

 
5.9% 

 

3(c)3: Academic Achievement and Attainment As a whole, charters are outperforming 

noncharters in Colorado, while increasingly serving a population more similar in demographic to 

noncharter schools. An increasing number of the top 10 schools in the state are charter schools. 

Academic Achievement. For the fourth year in a row, charters have outperformed noncharters 

in proficiency for 4th and 8th grade students in both reading and math. Table 3.c.3a shows these 

measures, which also serve as GPRA measures for this CSP program. Charters now outpace 

noncharters by 4-7.5 percentage points in both subjects and grade levels. Moreover, the rate at 

which charters outpace noncharters has grown over time. 

Academic Growth: Colorado Growth Model & Median Growth Percentile. The Colorado 
 

Growth Model identifies how individual students, and groups of students, progress from year to 
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Table 3.c.3a: Percent Proficient or Advanced 
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Charter/Noncharter 4th Grade 
 

Reading 
 

Charter/Noncharter 4th grade 
 

Math 
 

Charter/Noncharter 8th Grade 
 

Reading 
 

Charter/Noncharter 8th Grade 
 

Math 

69.81% 
 

66.11% 
71.04% 
 

70.81% 
68.92% 
 

69.04% 
51.94% 
 

52.01% 

72.39% 
 

65.01% 
76.37% 
 

70.89% 
73.66% 
 

67.13% 
55.85% 
 

51.49% 

73.95% 
 

66.60% 
75.93% 
 

71.35% 
72.10% 
 

67.15% 
54.17% 
 

51.76% 

72.42% 
 

67.55% 
73.51% 
 

71.73% 
71.73% 
 

66.59% 
56.34% 
 

51.17% 

72.61% 
 

66.81% 
75.11% 
 

71.10% 
72.78% 
 

65.49% 
57.92% 
 

51.65% 
 

year toward proficiency on state standards and compares how charter students are progressing 

academically in comparison to similar students in noncharters. Each student's progress 

measurement is compared to that of other students in the state with a similar score history in that 

subject area. Median Growth Percentile is the measure used to identify aggregate growth across 

schools, groups of students, or groups of schools, measuring the median point on the set of student 

growth scores. This is an important comparison measure when looking at charter performance 

against noncharter performance because growth scores are normed against similar peer groups 

regardless of the governance type of the school the student attends. Table 3.c.3b shows the charter 

sector has consistently higher growth than the noncharter sector. This means students attending 

charters attain more academically than similar students in noncharter schools. 
 

Table 3.c.3b1: Median Growth Percentile 
 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
Charter/ Noncharter Reading 53 

50 
51 

50 
51 

50 
52 

50 
52 

50  
Charter/ Noncharter Math 53 

50 
50 

50 
51 

50 
52 

50 
52 

50  
 

Information on representation, performance, and growth for educationally disadvantaged 

student groups is presented in Section 3(d). 

Graduation Rates. This measure identifies the percentage of 9th grade students that graduate 
 

from high school, and is a relatively new set of data for SOC. Colorado’s School Performance 
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Framework reports look at the 4-, 5-, 6- and 7-year graduation rates for each school and their 

disaggregated student groups (FARM, minority students, students with disabilities, and ELL), and 

utilize the best of the 4-, 5-, 6-, and 7-year rates for the purpose of determining the school’s 

graduation rate. (Note: Utilization of the best-of rate allows Colorado’s accountability system to 

value the contribution of certain models that allow additional time in high school to address 

differentiated student needs – re-engage dropouts and non-traditional students, concurrent 

enrollment, etc.). 

Table 3.c.3c identifies these best-of graduation rates for both charters and noncharters by type 

of school: Traditional (not online or AEC), Online, and AEC (alternative education campus). 

Going forward, SOC intends to review this data more thoroughly, but Table 3.c.3c provides a 

high-level baseline showing a steadily improving graduation rate of charter high schools with an 

improvement of nearly 13 percentage points over the past 4 years for traditional charter schools. 

Online charter schools have steadily been improving on this measure, gaining nearly 30 percentage 

points over the past 5 years to close the gap and exceed the rate of noncharter online schools. 

However, the rate for charter AECs shows a widening gap of now 18 percentage points for the past 

two years below noncharter AECs. As the proportion of charter students in an online school is 

nearly 8 times higher than in noncharter schools, and a similarly high proportion of charter students 

in AECs, the lower graduations rates of these schools is of particular priority under the TA and 
 

 
Table 3.c.3c: Best of Graduation Rate - % 9th graders graduating in either 4, 5, 6, 
or 7 years 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
Charter/Noncharter Traditional school 

grad rate 

Charter/Noncharter Online school grad 

rate 

71.3% 
 

69.6% 
22.0% 
 

33.8% 

66.1% 
 

72.3% 
19.1% 
 

28.9% 

89.4% 
 

84.4% 
30.9% 
 

47.3% 

87.6% 
 

88.3% 
34.6% 
 

48.8% 

84.2% 
 

89.4% 
51.1% 
 

49.0% 
Charter/Noncharter AEC grad rate 24.2% 

 
25.8% 

20.3% 
 
26.2% 

34.5% 
 
49.1% 

34.4% 
 
52.3% 

34.9% 
 
52.9% 
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proposed CCSP grant activities offered by SOC. 
 

Postsecondary Enrollment Rate. This measure identifies high school graduates who went on 

to enroll in postsecondary education options. This is new data for SOC, as they only recently 

gained access through the Colorado Department of Higher Education. Table 3.c.3d provides a 

high-level baseline showing that charter high schools as a whole are flat and lag behind noncharter 

high schools in terms of postsecondary enrollment of their graduates. While deeper analysis is 

needed, we believe much of the gap between charters and noncharters on this measure can be 

explained by the significant number of AEC charter high schools and a few large online charter 

schools. We can also tell from this data that the postsecondary enrollment rate for charter schools 

has continued to run relatively parallel to noncharter schools, with the gap slightly narrowing, but 

with both rates declining somewhat over the past 5 years. 
 

Table 3.c.3d: Postsecondary Enrollment Rate - % HS graduates enrolled in 
postsecondary education 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
 

Charter/Noncharter Postsecondary 
 

Enrollment Rate 

45.08% 
 
 

58.47% 

44.34% 
 
 

57.99% 

44.57% 
 
 

57.60% 

43.66% 
 
 

56.00% 

44.33% 
 
 

56.22% 
 

Clearly more analysis and focus is needed on postsecondary enrollment rate and graduation rate 

measures to identify key findings where additional TA from SOC and CDE’s PWR team can 

provide more targeted supports to improve on these outcome measures, which will be a priority 

under CCSP (see Section 3(h)3i for research and evaluation plans). 

3(d) Quality of Plan to Support Educationally Disadvantaged Students (15 points). 
 

3(d)1i: Assisting educationally disadvantaged through subgrant Colorado’s CSP 

subgrant program focuses primarily on assisting students to achieve Colorado Academic Standards 

and meet state accountability expectations (including achievement measures) by targeting our 

subgrant competition’s Selection Criteria on key quality elements for both academic instruction 

and accountability, such as how the school will meet the needs of educationally disadvantaged and 
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at-risk students (See Appendix E.3 p. 39). Secondly, SOC also provides a robust offering of TA 

(outlined under Sections 3(a) and 3(h)) to ensure subgrantee and existing schools, and their 

authorizers, have the information and resources needed to ensure their schools produce high- 

quality outcomes for students. Our CSSP program serves not only as a gateway to help ensure 

minimum elements of a quality plan are in place before a school is funded to open, replicate, or 

expand, but also provides wrap-around supports to ensure that a quality charter plan is 

implemented with fidelity to result in high-quality student outcomes. Likewise, for replicating and 

expanding schools, three years of strong academic performance with the highest rating of 

“Performance” on the SPF must also be demonstrated as a point of eligibility. The performance 

data presented in Section 3(c) demonstrates that this strategy is resulting in a high-quality charter 

sector in Colorado where academic achievement and growth surpasses that of noncharters, not just 

overall, but also for educationally disadvantaged students. 

Charter service of educationally disadvantaged students has become an SOC focus of CCSP 

activities in recent years. SOC began more closely analyzing achievement and pupil representation 

for educationally disadvantaged groups in charters over the past couple years in conjunction with 

our Weighted Lottery Policy for Educationally Disadvantaged students (see Appendix E.6). 

Table 3.d.1i (and Charts 3.d.1i1-3 in Appendix E.1) present achievement data for three main 

educationally disadvantaged student subsets: economically disadvantaged students as measured by 

eligibility for Free and Reduced-priced Meals (FARM), English Language Learners (ELL), and 

Students with Disabilities (identified with an IEP). The data shows charters achieve a higher 

percentage of students in these subsets meeting or exceeding state academic standards. This is true 

in both Reading and Math across all 5 years for all three educationally disadvantaged groups. 

Weighted Lottery Policy for Educationally Disadvantaged students. Colorado was the first 

and only CSP SEA recipient approved (Spring 2015) by the federal CSP office to institute a 

weighted lottery policy for educationally disadvantaged students. This policy (attached in 

Appendix E.6) allows CDE to allow subgrantee schools and encourage existing charter schools to 
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Table 3.d.1i: Academic Achievement for Educationally Disadvantaged PK-12, % 
proficient or advanced for charter and noncharter schools 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
Charter/Noncharter Reading 

 

- FARM 

Charter/Noncharter Math - 

FARM 

Charter/Noncharter Reading 
 

- ELL 
 

Charter/Noncharter Math - 

ELL 

Charter/Noncharter Reading 
 

- IEP 
 

Charter/Noncharter Math - 

IEP 

55.37% 
 

51.14% 
42.73% 
 

39.03% 
50.72% 
 

41.02% 
45.21% 
 

35.14% 
27.48% 
 

22.02% 
23.04% 
 

18.84% 

54.79% 
 

49.96% 
43.22% 
 

39.58% 
50.90% 
 

41.22% 
45.94% 
 

36.44% 
27.28% 
 

20.28% 
22.05% 
 

18.26% 

55.12% 
 

52.29% 
42.61% 
 

39.48% 
50.50% 
 

43.22% 
45.98% 
 

36.27% 
27.38% 
 

21.56% 
21.70% 
 

17.97% 

56.91% 
 

52.89% 
44.79% 
 

40.42% 
53.48% 
 

44.98% 
47.85% 
 

37.67% 
24.46% 
 

21.39% 
19.95% 
 

17.79% 

55.95% 
 

51.85% 
43.55% 
 

39.70% 
52.82% 
 

44.35% 
45.35% 
 

37.15% 
24.73% 
 

20.75% 
20.39% 
 

17.14% 
 
enroll and serve more educationally disadvantaged students by offering additional weight for 

students in that category in their lottery. As academic performance of educationally disadvantaged 

students is higher in charters, by encouraging charters to serve higher proportions overall 

educational outcomes for educationally disadvantaged students will be impacted. 

CDE also seeks to motivate schools to serve more educationally disadvantaged students by 

providing additional priority points under CCSP grant Selection Criteria to schools that employ a 

weighted lottery or other effective recruitment tools to ensure their school meets or exceeds a 

locally representative population of educationally disadvantaged students (see Appendix E.3,p.39) 

3(d)1ii: Reducing Achievement Gaps Not only do charters see higher academic 

outcomes overall, they also are producing higher growth for those educationally disadvantaged. 

Academic Growth for Educationally Disadvantaged. Table 3.d.1ii shows academic growth 

is significantly higher for these students at charters. FARM and ELL students experience higher 

growth rates in charters than noncharters. For students with disabilities (identified with an IEP), 

charters have provided for each of the past 5 years an equal or higher rate of growth than their 
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noncharter counterparts. See also Charts 3.d.1ii1-2 and Chart 3.c.3b3 in Appendix E.1) 

Increasing access to high-quality charters means that educationally disadvantaged students have 

the opportunity to catch up and keep up with their peers thus closing achievement gaps. Section 

3(h) outlines the CCSP Theory of Action and project-specific performance targets used to identify 

and measure progress toward achieving standards and closing achievement gaps through increased 

growth for charter school students, and educationally disadvantaged students specifically. 
 

Table 3.d.1ii: Median Growth Percentile - Educationally Disadvantaged 
 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
 
Charter/Noncharter Reading - FARM 

52 
48 

49 
47 

50 
47 

51 
48 

50 
47 

 
Charter/Noncharter Math - FARM 

49 
47 

49 
48 

48 
47 

52 
47 

49 
47 

 
Charter/Noncharter Reading - ELL 

58 
52 

55 
52 

54 
50 

57 
53 

54 
51 

 
Charter/Noncharter Math - ELL 

56 
51 

55 
52 

55 
50 

58 
51 

53 
50 

 
Charter/Noncharter Reading - IEP 

44 
42 

47 
44 

48 
45 

45 
44 

50 
45 

 
Charter/Noncharter Math - IEP 

42 
42 

44 
43 

47 
44 

43 
43 

46 
44 

 

3(d)2: Recruitment of Educationally Disadvantaged CDE measures and monitors 

access to public schools for educationally disadvantaged students, and SOC compares 

representation in charters v. statewide representation as part of its Weighted Lottery Policy for 

Educationally Disadvantaged students. Table 3.d.2 shows an overall positive trajectory with the 

representation gap between charters and statewide averages steadily reducing (a 50% reduction of 

the gap over the past 5 years as identified by the “percentage point gap” line of this table). This is 

true particularly for economically disadvantaged students (FARM-eligible) and Migrant Students. 

The previous gap in charter representation of ELLs has already closed with charters exceeding the 

statewide representation by 1.6+ percentage points. 

Compliance and adherence to nondiscrimination requirements for educationally 

disadvantaged students regarding recruitment, enrollment, service, and retention is addressed under 
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Table 3.d.2: Educationally Disadvantaged Representation, % of pupil enrollment 
grades PK-12 

 

2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 
Charter/Statewide FARM 

Eligible Students 

Charter/Statewide Students 

with IEP 

Charter/Statewide ELL 

Students 

Charter/Statewide Migrant 
 

Students 
 

Charter/Statewide Homeless 
 

Students Charter/Statewide - 

All Educationally 

Disadvantaged 

percentage point gap between 

30.73% 
 

39.90% 
6.07% 
 

9.63% 
11.92% 
 

13.92% 
0.09% 
 

0.37% 
1.33% 
 

1.58% 
50.14% 
 

65.39% 

32.63% 
 

40.85% 
5.98% 
 

9.70% 
13.29% 
 

14.40% 
0.05% 
 

0.28% 
0.65% 
 

1.65% 
52.60% 
 

66.88% 

34.49% 
 

41.56% 
6.24% 
 

9.77% 
14.25% 
 

14.44% 
0.08% 
 

0.26% 
0.81% 
 

1.65% 
55.87% 
 

67.69% 

35.40% 
 

41.90% 
6.22% 
 

10.06% 
15.53% 
 

14.45% 
0.09% 
 

0.25% 
0.81% 
 

1.91% 
58.05% 
 

68.57% 

35.10% 
 

41.59% 
6.12% 
 

10.08% 
15.90% 
 

14.27% 
0.11% 
 

0.27% 
0.79% 
 

1.81% 
58.02% 
 

68.02% 

 
charter & statewide 

-15.25% -14.28% -11.82% -10.52% -10.00% 

 
Section 3(b)(3). In addition, CCSP subgrantee monitoring includes review of enrollment policies 

and practices to ensure all students, including educationally disadvantaged students, are equitably 

and meaningfully considered in accordance with state and federal law. Because recruiting and 

enrolling broadly is a requirement of the CCSP subgrant, most new charters establish recruitment/ 

enrollment policies aligned to federal expectations in order to be eligible CCSP funds. In this way, 

subgrant application and renewal processes serve as strong levers to ensure educationally 

disadvantaged students are meaningfully & equitably considered in charter recruitment, 

enrollment, service, and retention activities. Administrative Units at authorizers are responsible for 

reviewing and ensuring compliance with IDEA, ELL, and other federal student protection and 

nondiscrimination laws. 

3(d)3: Encouraging innovative approaches As referenced earlier, the CCSP subgrant 

competition and TA are designed specifically to encourage high-quality service to educationally 
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disadvantaged students. The CCSP application Selection Criteria require applicants to articulate 

and justify how their school model and policies specifically support achievement for each of these 

student subgroups. Innovation is encouraged also through the use of priority points for 

exceptionally strong plans for serving these students. (See Appendix E.3). 

3(d)4: Monitoring Compliance General monitoring of compliance with federal and state 

laws regarding equity, nondiscrimination and access for educationally disadvantaged students is 

addressed under Section 3(b)3. CSP monitoring visits to Colorado by WestEd in recent years have 

reviewed and found compliant CDE and CCSP grant policies and practices concerning monitoring 

of compliance in these areas. For single-sex charter schools, additional TA and review of school 

policies is conducted to ensure compliance with the Equal Protection Clause of the U.S. 

Constitution (as interpreted in United States v. Virginia, 518 U.S. 515 (1996) and other cases) and 

Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1970 (20 U.S.C. 1681 et seq) and its regulations, 

including 34 CFR 106.34(c). 

Monitoring of Lottery and Enrollment Policies. SOC secured approval of its Weighted 

Lottery Policy for Educationally Disadvantaged students, which provides for review and 

approval of weighted lotteries consistent with those expressly permitted in Section E of the CSP 

Non-regulatory Guidance (Jan 2014) and state statute. Under this policy, SOC reviews and 

approves proposed policies after the school’s authorizer signs off on the policy. This process 

allows SOC to ensure use of weighted lotteries remains compliant with federal/state requirements. 

CDE assures that SOC reviews and approves all current/proposed lottery and enrollment 

policies and practices for CCSP subgrant applicants and recipients to ensure compliance with state 

and federal expectations. All subgrantee lottery/enrollment policies must limit preferences 

(continuing students, siblings, small % of staff/founder children, in-district students only) and 

weights (NCLB choice eligible or educationally disadvantaged) to those categories of students 

expressly allowed under Section E of the CSP Non-regulatory Guidance. CRS 22-30.5-106(1)(l) 

also requires all authorizers to review proposed lottery and enrollment policies for compliance with 
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federal/state requirements, as well as any desegregation, ELL or other federal/court orders, as part 

of the charter application, and include a mutually-agreed policy in their charter contract. 

3(e) Vision for Growth & Accountability (10 points) 
 

CDE is committed to achieving additional growth in both charter school numbers and charter 

school performance/outcomes. Toward this end, SOC analyzes from a charter-specific perspective 

a broad variety of demographic and performance data collected by CDE (including, but not limited 

to, pupil demographics by charter and by geographic location, student achievement and growth by 

various demographics and school models, growth gaps, graduation rates, postsecondary enrollment 

rates, ACT outcomes, drop-out rates, retention rates, student discipline incidences, outcomes by 

authorizer, educator performance, HR data, staff retention and compensation, etc.). Going forward, 

SOC will also be partnering on this work with the Director of Research & Strategy at The League, 

CDE Accountability Office, and any additional external evaluators. 

3(e)1: Public Reporting CDE understands public reporting is a key part in holding charters 

and authorizers accountable for performance. At minimum, Colorado statute requires a triennial 

State of Colorado Charter Schools report be developed, published online, and distributed widely 

outlining charter performance against noncharter performance concerning areas of data collected 

by CDE. CSP funds will provide CDE sufficient capacity to revisit portions of this report annually. 

Charter-specific data reports are posted on CDE’s Charter School webpages as data becomes 

available. The charter/noncharter comparison data included in this application will also be posted. 

Further, each charter has individual performance posted publicly through their SPF on CDE’s 
 
Schoolview website. The Schoolview Data Lab allows anyone to pull individual and aggregate 

 
achievement and growth data for all schools, including charter schools, by year, content area, LEA, 

school, school level, grade level, student subgroups, school type, administrative unit, geographic 

area of the state, etc. 

3(e)2: Increasing the number of high-quality charter schools This is the focus of 
 
CSP Objective 1, outlined in Section 3(a). Colorado has a strong historical record on this, as 

http://www.schoolview.org/
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presented in Table 3.e.2 (see Appendix E.1 for an expanded version). Charters represent an 

increasingly higher percentage of total PK-12 public school students statewide (also shown in 

Chart 3.e.2a in Appendix E.1), having outpaced statewide enrollment growth for 20 years. Table 

3.e.2a also shows SOC’s forecast for the number of new, closed, and total charters estimated for 

upcoming years. These numbers are based on current planning groups, as well as recent, historical 

trends in sector growth. Projections include only new schools, and do not reflect the 3-6 one-time, 

significant expansion projects each year anticipated. 

Over our recent 5-year CSP award, Colorado fell shy of projected subgrant targets (See Table 
 
3.e.2b below) due to the impact of the 2008 recession on our state’s economy resulting in reduced 

 

 
Table 3.e.2a: Charter School Numbers and Enrollment as number and statewide 
percentage 

  
# Charters 
Opened 

 
# Charters 
Closed 

  
# Charters 
Operating 

# Charter 
PK-12 
Enrollment 

Charter PK-12 
Enrollment as % 
Statewide Enrollment 

2010-11 17  5 173 72,989 8.66% 
2011-12 12  2 183 83,455 9.77% 
2012-13 11  3 191 89,850 10.40% 
2013-14 16  5 202 95,860 10.93% 
2014-15 13  1 214 101,359 11.40% 
2015-16 14  1 227 107,000 12.00% 
2016-17 17  1 243 113,500 12.50% 
2017-18 19  2 260 120,000 13.00% 
2018-19 22  1 281 127,000 13.50% 
** Figures in Italics are based on reasonable projections. 

 

state revenues and per pupil funding and dramatic reduction in public giving to nonprofit/ 

educational causes. At the same time, the introduction higher quality CCSP subgrant Selection 

Criteria meant charter planning teams took more time to succeed at securing the CCSP subgrant 

needed for their planning and implementation of the new school. 

Colorado’s economy has since rebounded to one of the strongest economies in the country, and 

with it an even more vibrant demand for charter offerings, as seen with 35 applicants for 2014/15 

(Table 3.e.2b), nearly double the previous year. For 2015/16, SOC expects at least 36 potential 
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applicants. While SOC does have remaining funds under a one-time, no-cost extension of 
 
Colorado’s 2010-15 CSP award, this can only fund 6 subgrants – significantly less than demand. 

 
Table 3.e.2b: Number of CSP Subgrants Targeted, Awarded, and Applications 
Received under Colorado's previous 2010-15 CSP grant. 

 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 Total 
# New CSP Subgrants 
Targeted 

 

16 
 

17 
 

17 
 

18 
 

18 
 

0 
 

86 

# New CSP Subgrants 
Awarded 

 

11 
 

8 
 

13 
 

11 
 

16 
 

6 
 

65 

# of CSP Subgrant 
Applicants 

 

16 
 

15 
 

15 
 

18 
 

33 
 

36 
 

133 

* numbers in italics are projected. 
 

There are a number of other factors that will continue to drive both quality and growth in 

Colorado’s charter sector over the next few years, such as inclusion of charters conversions in the 

state’s accountability/turnaround plan, LEA use of charters to drive specific initiatives or address 

enrollment distribution, rural LEAs increasingly inquire about the benefit charters may bring to 

their context, and efforts to improve outcomes for educationally disadvantaged through charters. 

Based on demand, Colorado projects the following for a new 3-year 2015-18 CSP award: 
 

Table 3.e.2c: Projected number of CSP subgrant applicants and targeted number 
of CSP Subgrant Awards over requested 3-year 2015-18 CSP Award 

 Project Year 1  Project Year 2  Project Year 3  Total  
 2015-16   2016-17   2017-18   2015-18  
Projected # of new charters 
to open in following year 

  
17 

  
19 

  
22 

  
58 

Projected # of new school 
applicants 

  

32 
  

33 
  

37 
  

102 

Projected # of significant 
expansion applicants 

   

4 
   

6 
   

3 
  

13 

Total # of Projected 
applicants 

  

36 
  

39 
  

40 
  

115 

Targeted # of new CSP 
Subgrant Awards 

  

18* 
  

19 
  

20 
  

57 

 
Total Funding Request** 

 
$11,482,106 

 
$12,120,000 

 
$12,757,894 

 
$36,360,000 

*in addition to 6 subgrant awards anticipated under no-cost extension from Colorado's 2010-15 
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CSP Award. **Amount is based on average award of $202,000 per year for three year and 5% 
administrative expenses. More detail provided on subgrant competition in Section 3(i). 

 
3(e)3: Closing poor-performing charter schools As covered in Section 3(a)3 and 

Section 3(c)2, Colorado’s accountability system requires closure (through nonrenewal, revocation, 

or voluntary termination) of poor-performing charter schools, especially if interventions prove 

insufficient. Table 3.e.2a shows 47 poor-performing charters closed over the past 20 years. CDE’s 

“Sample Closure Framework” resource provides guidance to authorizers on notifications about 

closure, developing/ monitoring a closure plan (reassigning students, distribution of assets, transfer 

of student records, notification of vendors, etc.), finalizing school affairs (governance, operations, 

finance, and reporting), and dissolution (http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdechart/distauthinfo). 
 
3(f) Dissemination of Information and Best Practices (10 points) 

 
CDE recently launched the Center for Best Practice (CBP). CBP will lead statewide in 

identifying and disseminating information on best and promising practices in Colorado schools, 

including charter schools. CBP is designed document stories of schools that have innovated and 

learned something important that could help others. The department plans to begin producing and 

publishing case studies in Fall 2015. The department has already identified a charter case study 

among some of the first few to be produced. SOC will partner with the CBP office on 

dissemination of charter school best and promising practices. Case studies will be selected from 

charters showing exceptional academic, behavioral, or PWR outcomes in one or more area, 

particularly those achieving exceptional outcomes with educationally disadvantaged students, 

diverse student populations, and high at-risk populations, utilizing innovative/unique educational 

programs, and through different education delivery methods/models: alternative education 

campuses (AEC), online schools, blended, inclusion, career-tech, early college, etc. 

Currently the department is engaging educators from around the state to determine the best way 

to organize and distribute CBP stories and related resources, including those from charter schools. 

Distribution efforts, at minimum will include posting of stories, case studies and other resources on 

http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdechart/distauthinfo
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CDE’s CBP webpage, in the Colorado ConnectED platform (unlimited users starting in Fall 2015, 

currently 250 educators from 15 districts), the monthly “CDE Update” (electronic to LEAs) the 

weekly “The Scoop” (electronic to over 3,618 educators, parents, and community members), 

SOC’s Charter School ListServ (currently 1,192 recipients), the CDE Online & Blended Learning 

Office’s ListServ, to charter authorizers, to CCSP subgrantees, and incorporated into CCSP TA. 

The success of dissemination activities will be measured by achieving a target of 10% of CBP 

case studies highlighting charter practices (output measure 2.13), and ultimately through increased 

student outcomes across state accountability measures in the long-term. 

Colorado will not reserve funding for a dissemination subgrant competition. 
 
3(g) Oversight of Authorizers (15 points) 

 
Establishing strong authorizer practices is essential to maintaining a high-quality charter school 

sector. SOC has established working relationships with a majority of Colorado’s authorizers 

through quarterly authorizer meetings and through outreach at charter contract renewals. 

3(g)1: Approving High-Quality Planning Teams. Potential authorizers must have 

processes/procedures in place, like those outlined in the NACSA Principles & Standards guide, to 

ensure a high bar is set for charter applicants and that only developers with a high-quality plan are 

approved. SOC works closely with The League’s New School Development team to reach out to 

authorizers once new charter planning teams are identified. When an authorizer has little 

experience or capacity, we can connect them to CSI to partner or run their charter application 

process. As CSI is also a state agency, they support CDE in providing authorizer best practice 

support statewide. Over 2014/15 we partnered with NACSA to provide online resource access to 

small districts and non-NACSA-member authorizers. SOC’s continuation of this authorizer work 

under CSP Activity 2.1 is outlined under Sections 2.1 and 3(h). 

3(g)2: Evidence-based charter applications. State statute provides an annual charter 

application window the Fall before a school is intended to open. Several more-established, quality 

authorizers (Denver, Aurora, Douglas and CSI) have a Spring submission 18 months before 
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opening to provide additional post-authorization for planning and school design time. The 

Colorado Charter Schools Standard Application resource is available on CDE’s Charter Schools 

webpage, to provide a template for charter application structure and consideration (newly updated 

Summer 2015). Research and evidence-based educational programming is also available to charter 

planning teams in the form of the “Standards for Continuous School Improvement” (part of the 

CSSI standards). SOC will work with CBP to highlight areas of success in school models and 

educational programs at the annual Charter School Boot Camp and through topic-based webinars. 

3(g)3: Measurable Performance Measurable academic and operational performance 

expectations are primarily established through the state’s accountability system, outlined under 

Sections 1.2(a)3, 1.2(b), 4(iv) and Appendices E.1 & E.4, but authorizers may add additional 

measures, such as interim, literacy, and school readiness assessments for early grades, finance and 

operational measures, enrollment targets, parent & student satisfaction, credit recovery, etc. to its 

performance expectations for charter s. Schools also set targets for academic and operational 

performance consistent with the mission and vision of the school &/or unique education 

programming (such as online, blended, alternative, competency-based) through strategic planning 

incorporated into their annual UIP (see Sections 1.1 & 1.2, and Appendix E.1). While online 

schools use the standard SPF, a separate AEC SPF allows scope to add/ substitute measures unique 

to the schools’ situation and at-risk focus. Universal pre-kindergarten is not provided in Colorado, 

but school readiness standards do exist for charter schools that do offer pre-kindergarten. 

3(g) 4-7: Annual charter monitoring is outlined under Sections 1.2(b), 1.2(d) and 2.1(a). The 

availability of annual reports for portfolios of charter schools is addressed under Section 2.1(b), 

and reporting of charter performance is covered under Sections 1.2(a)3, 2.1(b), & 3(e)1. See 

Section 3(b)1 for charter school autonomy, and Sections 1.1, 1.2(a) 3, 1.2(b), & 2.1(a) for 

accountability for results and meeting the terms of their charter contract. 

3(g)8: Accountability during Transition As referenced under Section 3(a), Colorado has 

recently implemented new academic standards, has just completed transition to new, aligned state 
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assessments (CMAS Science and Social Studies in 2013-14 and PARCC English Language Arts 

and Math in 2014-15). SOC helped disseminate information and TA during the assessment 

transition. While the accountability under the SPF and DPF reports will remain, PARCC test 

scores will need to be validated, so results will not be available until winter 2015/16. CDE’s 

Accountability team will be calculating a transitional growth percentile measure for 2015 that 

spans the previous TCAP test and PARCC, but due to the delayed test scores and the complexity of 

this measure it may not be available for 2015 accountability considerations. However, growth 

measures will certainly be available for 2016 and beyond. Districts and authorizers have been 

provided TA on how to utilize interim assessment data, PARCC participation, and other measures 

to make decisions on accreditation ratings of schools in lieu of 2015 PARCC scores. 

3(h) Management Plan and Theory of Action (Logic Model) (10 points) 
 

3(h)1: Logic Model CDE utilized a Logic Modelling process to develop and represent its 

Theory of Action, including resources available, critical activities, desired outputs and outcomes, 

performance measures, long-term results, and systemic impacts, for achieving CSP Objective 1 & 

CSP Objective 2. This Logic Model, designed to 34 CFR 77.1(c) requirements, also serves as the 

basis from which the Management Plan was developed. The Logic Model for the CCSP project is 

presented in Figure 3.h.1. 

3(h)2: Performance Measures The proposed CCSP Performance framework (Table 3.h.2) 

outlines, in detail, the performance measures for each CCSP project Activity identified in the Logic 

Model, including the baseline data and proposed performance targets. Measures are identified as 

output, outcomes, or GPRA focused. CDE believes these to be useful and representative measures 

with rigorous, yet attainable targets. Note: Measure 2.2 looks at the number of schools in high- 

rated authorizers, rather than the authorizers’ performance rating directly, to account for the 

relative size of charter portfolios. 
 

3(h)3i: CCSP Management Plan Presented in Table 3.h.3i is the Management Plan for the 
 
CCSP project, which outlines the implementation benchmarks for each proposed Activity, key 
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Figure 3.h.1: CCSP Logic Model outlining Theory of Action 
 

Inputs 
Resources Available 

 
 

New, Replicating, 
and Expanding 
Charter Schools 

 
 
 

CSP Funds: 
Subgrant Distribution 

Funds (95%), 
Administrative Funds 

(5%) 
 
 
 

Established CDE 
Personnel: 

Schools of Choice 
Office team, 

Grants Fiscal team, 
Accountability team, 

Other Specialists 
 
 
 

Established 
Policies, 

Procedures, 
Resources & Tools 

for 
CCSP Grant 
Authorizers, 

Planning Teams, 
Governing Boards 

 
 
 
 

Established Partners 
The League, 

NACSA, 
CSSI, Existing 
quality charter 

sector 

Processes 
Critical Activities 

 
Subgrant Program: 

Activity 1.1: 
Subgrant 

Competition 
Activity 1.2: Grant- 
related Technical 

Assistance Activity 
1.3: Subgrantee 

Monitoring 
 

Activity 2.1: 
Authorizer Supports 
Quarterly Meetings, 

Accountability & 
Performance, 
Risk-based & 

Requested TA, 
Online Tools 

 
Activity 2.2: 

Audience-Specific 
Charter Supports 

Governing Boards, 
Administrators, 

Business Office, 
Planning Teams, 

All Audiences 
 

 
Activity 2.3: 

Charter sector 
research & CCSP 

performance 
evaluation 

 
Activity 2.4: 

Dissemination of 
Best & Promising 

Practices 
Charter case studies, 

role in improving 
student outcomes 

Outputs 
Produced by activities 

 
Measure 1.1: # of 
CCSP subgrant 

applicants 
 

Measure 1.2: # of 
CCSP subgrants 

awarded 
Measure 1.3: # of 
charter schools in 

Colorado 
Measure 1.4: % of 
CCSP subgrants 

continued/renewed 
 

Measure 2.1: # of 
Authorizers making 

use of available 
supports 

Measure 2.2: # of 
charters under 

“Performance” LEA 
 

Measure 2.3: % of 
Subgrantees meeting 

annual TA 
expectations 

Measure 2.4: # of 
non-subgrantee 

charters utilizing TA 
 

Measure 2.8: % of 
subgrantees serving 

higher % of 
educationally 

disadvantaged 
 

Measure 2.10: # of 
subgrantees with PWR 

focus 
 

Measure 2.13: % of 
case studies that 
highlight charter 

practices 
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Outcomes 

Short-term changes (1-2 yrs) 
 

 
Improved academic outcomes for 
Colorado charter school students, 

especially for educationally 
disadvantaged 

Measure 2.6a-d: % 
proficient/advanced for 4th & 8th 

grade in English Language Arts and 
Math 

Measure 2.7a-h: Median Growth 
Percentile in English Language Arts 

and Math (overall, FARM, ELL & 
IEP) exceeds non-charters. 

 

High-quality charter schools serving 
more students in Colorado Measure 

1.5: % of high-quality charters 
Measure 1.6: # of students attending 

high-quality charters 
 

Schools & Authorizers secure tools, 
resources, and training needed to 

produce high-quality student 
outcomes. Measure 2.5a-d: % of 

Authorizers, Board Members, 
Administrators, & Business Managers 
report an improvement after utilizing 

an offered support 
 

Charters serving more educationally 
disadvantaged students & with 
comparatively strong student 

outcomes 
Measure 2.9a-c: % of FARM, ELL & 

IEP students served by charters 
(reduction in gap) 

 
Charters improve outcomes against 

PWR measures 
Measure 2.11a-c: reduction in gap for 

charter graduation rates 
Measure 2.12a-c: reduction in gap for 

charter postsecondary enrollment 

Results Long-
term changes (3-

5 yrs) 
 

High-quality 
charter schools 
utilized to reach 

high-needs areas 
of the state 

 
 

All but a few 
Colorado charter 
schools provide 

high-quality 
outcomes for 

students. Poor- 
performing 

charter schools 
quickly improved 

or closed. 
 
 
Charters serve a 
higher proportion 
of educationally 
disadvantaged 
students, and 

play a key role in 
closing the 

performance gap 
 

Charters 
exceeding 
noncharter 

outcomes against 
PWR Measures 

 
Charter schools 
best/promising 

practices utilized 
as levers for 
improving 
noncharter 

schools and 
educational 

systems 

Impact System 
changes (5+ yrs) 
 

 
High-quality 

charter schools 
lead the state 
in educational 

outcomes 
 

 
 

All Colorado 
Charter 
Schools 

provide high- 
quality 

outcomes for 
students. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Charters seen 
as leading 

high-outcomes 
innovations, 

especially with 
educationally 

disadvantaged 
students and in 

PWR 
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Table 3.h.2: CCSP Performance Measures 
 

Activities Performance Measures Baseline Data Performance Targets 
Activity 1.1: 
Subgrant 
Competition 

 
 
 
 
 
Activity 1.2: 
Grant-related 
TA 
Activity 1.3: 
Subgrantee 

1.1 (output): # of CCSP subgrant 
applicants 
1.2 (output): # of CCSP subgrants 
awarded 
1.3 (GPRA): # of charter schools in 
Colorado 
1.4 (output): % of CCSP subgrants 
continued/renewed 
 
1.5 (outcome): % of high-quality 
charter schools in Colorado 

35 for 2014-15 36 for 2015-16, 39 for 
2016-17, 40 for 2017-18 

16 for 2014-15 18 for 2015-16, 19 for 
2016-17, 20 for 2017-18 

214 for 2014-15 227 for 2015-16, 241 for 
2016-17, 256 for 2017-18 

100% for 2014-15 Maintain at 95% or above 
annually 

 
77.2% for 2014 Increase annually by 2 

percentage points 
Monitoring 1.6 (outcome): # of students 

attending high-quality charter 
schools 

New Measure: This data pull will be established 
Fall 2015 to help capture the impact of 
significant expansion projects by high-quality 
charter schools 

Increase annually by 5% 

Activity 2.1: 
Authorizer 

2.1 (output): # of Authorizers 
making use of available supports 

28/46 for 2014-15 Increase annually by 10% 

Supports 2.2 (outcomes): # of charter schools 
authorized by an LEA with a 
“Performance Plan” rating on the 
Charter Performance Report 

New Measure: The initial version of these 
reports will be generated by the CDE 
Accountability team, and baseline established, 
August 2015. 

Increase annually by 5% 

Activity 2.2: 
Audience- 

2.3 (output): % of subgrantees 
meeting annual TA expectations 

91.7% for 2014-15 Maintain at or above 90% 
annually 

Specific 
Charter 
Supports 

2.4 (output): # of non-subgrantee 
charter schools utilizing TA 
offerings 
2.5a-d (outcome): % of authorizers, 
board members, administrators, and 

New Measure: This is a new measure and a 
baseline will be calculated from 2014-15 TA 
attendance sheets in September 2015. 
2014-15 Survey results: 
2.5a: 100% of authorizers 

Increase 5% annually 
thereafter 
 
 
Maintain at or above 95% 
annually 
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Activity 2.3: 
Charter sector 
and CSP 
program 
performance 
evaluation 

business managers reporting an 
improvement in their practices, 
policies, and/or procedures after 
utilizing an offered support. 
2.6a-d (GPRA): % proficient or 
advanced for 4th and 8th grade in 
English Language Arts and Math 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.7a-h (outcome): Median Growth 
Percentile for charter school 
students in English Language Arts 
and Math (overall, for FARM, for 
ELL, and for IEP) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.8 (output): % of subgrantees 
serving higher % of educationally 
disadvantaged students than local 
district. 
 
 
2.9a-c (outcome): Increased 
representation of FARM, ELL, & 
IEP students served by charter 

2.5b: 100% of board members 
2.5c: 96.8% of administrators 
2.5d: 96.5% of business managers 
 
 
2014 TCAP results: 
2.6a: 4th grade Reading: 72.61% 
2.6b: 4th grade Math: 75.11% 
2.6c: 8th grade Reading: 72.78% 
2.6d: 8th grade Math: 57.92% 
New Baseline: for 2015, Colorado switched to 
the PARCC assessment for English Language 
Arts and Math, which will provide a new 
baseline. 
2014 TCAP results: 
2.7a: overall 52 MGP for Reading 
2.8b: overall 52 MGP for Math 
2.7c: 50 MGP for FARM Reading (47 
noncharter) 
2.7d: 49 MGP for FARM Math (47 noncharter) 
2.7e: 54 MGP for ELL Reading (51 noncharter) 
2.7f: 53 MGP for ELL Math (50 noncharter) 
2.7g: 50 MGP for IEP Reading (45 noncharter) 
2.7h: 46 MGP for IEP Math (44 noncharter) 
New Measure to evaluate effects of priority for 
applicants using weighted lottery or other 
recruitment methods to serve a higher %. 
Baseline to be established with analysis of 
October 2015 data. 
2014-15 baseline: 
2.9a: 6.49 FARM percentage point gap 
2.9b: 1.63 ELL percentage point advantage 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Increase by 1 percentage 
point annually for each 
measure. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Exceed noncharter MGP 
by 1 or more percentile 
points for each measure 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
At least 30% of 
subgrantees each year 
 
 
 
 
 
Reduce gap or increase 
advantage by 0.50 
percentage point annually 
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 schools as measured by reduction in 
gap or increase in the advantage in 
% of students for each group. 

2.9c: 3.96 IEP percentage point gap  

2.10 (output): # of subgrantees with 
PWR focus 

New Measure to evaluate effects of new priority 
for applicants with PWR focus. Baseline to be 
established with analysis of 2015 CCSP 
applications (Nov 2015). 

Increase by 3 each year 

2.11a-c (outcome): reduction in gap 
between noncharter and charter 
graduation rates for traditional, 
online, and AEC schools. 

2014 Baseline: 
2.11a: 5.2 percentage point gap for traditional 
2.11b: 2.1 percentage point advantage for online 
2.11c: 18.0 percentage point gap for AEC 

Reduce gap or increase 
advantage by 1 
percentage point annually 

2.12a-c (outcome): reduction in gap 
between noncharter and charter 
postsecondary enrollment rates for 
traditional, online, and AEC 
schools. 

New Measure: only overall aggregate data 
collected previously. 2015 data will be analyzed 
by type of school to establish a baseline for 
measures 2.12a-c. 2014 data showed an overall 
gap of 11.9 percentage points. 

Reduce gap or increase 
advantage by 1 
percentage point annually 

Activity 2.4: 
Dissemination 
of Best & 
Promising 
Practices 

2.13 (output): % of case studies that 
highlight best and promising 
practices in charter schools 

New Measure: A baseline will be established 
for 2015-16. The 10% target is based 
approximately on the percentage of Colorado 
public schools that are charters. 

10% of case studies 
annually. 

 

persons & partners, timeline for each deliverable, and corresponding Performance Measures to evaluate the impact or success of each 

deliverable. Articulation of how the management plan will be delivered within budget is described in the Budget Narrative. 

Table 3.h.3i: CCSP Management Plan 
Implementation Benchmarks (Person(s)/Partners responsible) 
Full names of persons/partners can be found in Appendix E.1. 

Timeline Measure of 
impact or 
success 

Activity 1.1: Subgrant Competition 
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Update/release CCSP Grant RFP (G. Schlieman) Annually, Summer  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.1, 1.2, 1.3 

Collect/review Intent to Submit and Eligibility Forms (G. Schlieman, CCSP Support 
Officer) 

 

Annually, Aug 

 
Recruit/train/and oversee CCSP Grant Writing Consultants (G. Schlieman) 

Annually, Aug, oversee 
thru Oct 

 
Recruit /experienced pool of CCSP Grant peer reviewers (G. Schlieman) Annually, Sep 

Schedule/organize/conduct/record CCSP Grant Reviewer Training (G. Schlieman, CDE 
Competitive Grants) 

 

Annually, Oct 

 
Receive CCSP Grant Applications, and distribute to reviewers (CDE Competitive Grants) Annually, Oct 

 
Schedule/organize/conduct CCSP Grant Review (CDE Competitive Grants) Annually, Nov 

 
Provide notification of CCSP Grant Results (G. Schlieman) Annually, Nov 

Collect/process/approve required application revisions (G. Schlieman, CCSP Support 
Officer) 

 

Annually, Nov/Dec 

Activity 1.2: Grant-related Technical Assistance 
 
Update/release CCSP Guidebook desk resource document (G. Schlieman) 

Annually, Aug  

 
1.1, 1.2, 1.4 

Schedule/organize/conduct/record CCSP Grant Boot Camp training (G. Schlieman, CCSP 
Support Officer) 

 

Annually, Aug 

 
Schedule/organize/conduct/record 2 CCSP Grant Budget Workshops (M. Rodriguez) 

Annually, Sep & Jan  

 
1.2, 1.4 

Schedule/organize/conduct/record CCSP Grant Post-Award Webinar (G. Schlieman, M. 
Rodriguez) 

 

Annually, Nov 

 
Schedule/organize/conduct/record CCSP Grant Renewal Process training (K. Rosensweet) 

Annually, Aug or Sep 1.4 

 
Attend 2-day CSP Project Directors' Meeting (G. Morgan, G.Schlieman, or K.Rosensweet) 

Annually, dates TBD  

Activity 1.3: Subgrantee Monitoring 
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Conduct risk assessments of new CCSP Grant recipients (G. Schlieman, M. Rodriguez) 

Annually, Oct-Dec  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.5, 1.6 

 
Fiscal Monitoring: Collect/review/approved CCSP Grant Budgets (M. Rodriguez) 

Nov/Dec, & ongoing 

Fiscal Monitoring: collect, review, and approve Annual Financial Reports for each 
subgrantee (M. Rodriguez) 

 

Annually, Sep/Oct 

 
Fiscal Monitoring: Mid-year fiscal desk review (M. Rodriguez) 

Annually, Feb/Mar 

 
Fiscal Monitoring: Review of timely draw-down of funds by subgrantees (M. Rodriguez) 

Quarterly 

 
Programmatic Monitoring: Review CCSP Grant applications for concerns (G. Schlieman) Annually, Oct/Nov 

Programmatic Monitoring: Annual Performance Evaluation through submission of a 
Renewal Proposal (update/release/collect/review/approve) (K. Rosensweet) 

 

Annually, Sep-Nov 

Programmatic Monitoring: Annually schedule and conduct Year 1 Implementation site 
visits. (K. Rosensweet) 

 

Annually, Mar-May 

Programmatic Monitoring: Collect/review Final Grant Reports from subgrantees exiting 
the grant program. (CCSP Support Officer) 

 

Annually, Aug/Sep 

Programmatic Monitoring: Review of charter documents (application & contract), waivers 
to state statute, and School Performance Frameworks for recipient schools. (K. 
Rosensweet) 

 

 
Annually, Aug 

Programmatic Monitoring: Recruit/train CSSI team members (K. Rosensweet, The 
League) 

Annually, Jun-Jul, 
training Sep/Oct 

Programmatic Monitoring: Schedule/conduct CSSI site visit review of Year 2 
Implementation schools; Report results to each school & SOC Office. (K. Rosensweet, The 
League) 

 

 
Annually, Nov-May 

Activity 2.1: Authorizer Supports 
Attend NACSA's conference/incorporate best practice into authorizer supports. (G. 
Schlieman & K. Rosensweet) 

 

Annually, Oct 
 
 
2.1, 2.2 

Schedule/organize/conduct quarterly Authorizer Meetings (G. Schlieman, The League, 
NACSA, other experts) 

Annually, 
Aug/Dec/Feb/May 
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Authorizer Monitoring: CollectReview Charter Portfolio Performance Report for each 
authorizer (G. Schlieman, CDE Accountability) 

Annually, Aug 
Activity 2.2: Audience-Specific Charter Supports 

 

 
Track/provide reports to subgrantees on CCSP TA completion (CCSP Support Officer) 

Annually, 
Jan/Mar/May/Jul 

 

Schedule/organize/conduct 2 Board Fundamentals trainings (G. Schlieman, The League) Annually, Oct/Jun 
Require/rack Board-related governance training for all subgrantees (CCSP Support 
Officer) 

Annually, monthly 
Annually, approx. once 

 

 
2.3, 2.4, 2.5a-d, 
2.6a-d, 2.7a-h 

Schedule/organize/conduct/record 3-4 Topic-based TA Webinars (K. Rosensweet) 
 

Schedule/organize/conduct 6 Administrator Mentoring Cohort events (K. Rosensweet, The 
League) 
Recruit/train/assign mentors for Administrator Mentoring Cohort (K. Rosensweet, The 

each quarter 
Annually, Sep/Nov/ 
Jan/Feb/Apr/Jun 

League) 
Annually, Jun-Aug 

 

Schedule/organize/conduct Annual Finance Seminar (G. Schlieman, The League) Annually, Sep 
Schedule/organize/conduct 4 Business Managers Network trainings (G. Schlieman, The 
League, CCSP Support Officer) 
Schedule/organize/conduct 2+-day Charter School Boot Camp for planning teams (G. 

Annually, 
Nov/Jan/Mar/May 

Schlieman, K. Rosensweet, various CDE Offices, and The League) 
Annually, Apr 

Schedule/organize/conduct Western Slope Seminar (G. Schlieman, K. Rosensweet, The 
League) 

Annually, May 
Attend National Charter School Conference to further develop expertise in charter school 
best practice, and share about best practice in Colorado (G. Morgan, Rebecca Holmes, G. 
Schlieman) 
Activity 2.3: Charter sector and CCSP program performance evaluation 
Collect/review data on use of weighted lotteries for educationally disadvantaged students 
and educationally disadvantaged student representation in high-quality charters. (G. 
Schlieman) 

Annually, June 
 
 
 
 
 
Annually, Apr 2.8, 2.9a-c 
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Pull/analyze student count data by aggregate charter/noncharter, by individual charter for 
educationally disadvantaged & geographic representation (CDE Accountability, G. 
Schlieman) 

 

 
Annually, Feb/Mar 

 

 
Review/collect data on number of CCSP subgrantees with a PWR focus (G. Schlieman) Annually, Nov 2.10 

 
Pull number of charter schools opening/closing/operating (K. Rosensweet) Annually, Jul/Aug 1.3 

Analyze SPF results for charters meeting "high-quality" &"poor-performing" definitions, 
SPF rating aggregate charter/noncharter, Charter Portfolio Performance Reports (CDE 
Accountability) 

 

 
Annually, Aug/Sep 

 
 
 
1.5, 1.6, 2.2, 
2.6a-d, 2.7a-h, 
2.11a-c, 2.12a-c 

Analyze data, establish key findings/draft triennial "State of Colorado Charter Schools” report, 
including achievement/growth/grad rate/postsecondary by disaggregated group & school type, 
teacher performance, demographics, authorizer portfolio management. (CDE Accountability,G. 
Schlieman) 

 

 
Fall 2015, Fall 
2018 

Analyze Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness data (including graduation rate, 
postsecondary enrollment, ICAP usage, and other measures) identify areas for 
improvement, case studies on best practices (CDE Accountability, G. Schlieman) 

 
 
Fall 2016 

 
 
2.11a-c, 2.12a-c 

Collect, review, and analyze survey data from CCSP Audience-specific charter support 
 

activities. Provide data and findings for federal performance reporting. (CDE 

Accountability) 

 

collect survey following 
each offering, analyze 
annually, Apr/May 

 
 
2.4, 2.5a-d 

Conduct evaluation of progress toward CCSP Logic model outcomes and performance 
measures/targets; determine and annually adjust evaluation plan to inform, guide, and 
measure programmatic improvements. (CDE Accountability) 

 

 
Annually, Apr/May 

 

 
All 

Activity 2.4: Dissemination of Best & Promising Practices 
Selection/research/publish case studies by CDE Center for Best Practice of charter 
school(s) (G. Morgan) 

Annually, throughout 
the year 

 
 
2.13 

Collect/report data on number of schools/districts accessing CBP resources about practices 
in charter schools (G. Morgan) 

 

Annually, May 

 

3(h)3ii: Responses to Monitoring Review Colorado received a WestEd-conducted CSP monitoring visit in February 2013. 
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Here is a summary of their findings and CDE’s response: 
 
• One subgrantee was found to have used approx. $65 of grant funds for food, an unallowable 

activity, resulting in a finding of inadequate checking of reimbursement source documentation. 

CDE has since instituted tighter fiscal controls, and worked with Authorizer fiscal agents to 

ensure they understand allowable costs, and tightened its review of Annual Financial Reports, 

including reimbursement documentation (Indicator 3.3). 

• One subgrantee visited was cited as having a tuition-based kindergarten utilizing grant-funded 

assets. CDE believes this is a misunderstanding of the Colorado context and misuse of the 

term “tuition” as the students were publicly-funded. (Indicator 1.3) 

A lack of disaggregated test data for charters opened for more than three years was cited. CDE 

does have capacity to pull this data, both internally and publicly, and could have provided it, if 

requested. Such data was utilized in the writing of this grant application. 

• CDE was found to not engage in the dissemination of best or promising practices. Colorado’s 
 

2010-15 CSP grant application never included such activities, so formal processes were not 

instituted, though informal dissemination was in place. CDE now has capacity for 

dissemination through the Center for Best Practice, as outlined in Section 3(f). (Indicator 2.6) 

It was found that CDE does not have a role in student records transfer. While statute does not 

provide a direct role for CDE, SOC does monitor that the transfer of student records is happening 

in a timely manner both to and from CSP subgrant schools. (Indicator 3.5) 

3(i) Project Design (10 points) 
 

Colorado has developed a robust subgrant competition process, trainings and TA on CSP- 

related requirements, and a selection of support documents and resources, many elements of which 

have already been highlighted in this application with further detail is outlined below. 

3(i)1: Subgrant Program The CCSP Grant RFP (see Appendix E.3) provides the 

framework for the subgrant competition. This 70-page document outlines background on the 

federal program, the scope and objectives of the Colorado award, eligibility criteria for applicants, 
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lottery & enrollment requirements, available funds, duration of grants, use of funds and 

budget/fiscal guidelines, participation in evaluation and reporting, grant and school quality TA 

offerings and required participation, review and award processes, Intent to Submit form, Eligibility 

Form, Agreement of Understanding for writing consultant support, submission instructions, 

application requirements, cover pages, certifications and assurances, selection criteria and 

evaluation rubric, required appendices, Appendix worksheets to help with project design around 

school technology, school libraries, professional development, performance management and TA, 

and an application checklist. 

3(i)1i: Subgrant Competition The CCSP Grant is competitive and can be applied for the 

year prior to opening the charter school or significantly expanding a school (3-year award), or in 

the fall of the launch of the school or expansion (2-year award; see also Section 3(i)5 re: 

expansions). As the majority of authorizers have charter applications due between August 1 and 

October 1, subgrant applications are timed to align after the majority of that work. Applicants must 

either have a pending/approved charter application, or renewal application in order to be eligible to 

apply. The timeline of subgrant activities is outlined under Section 3(h)2’s Management Plan, 

and a complete timeline for the 2015-16 competition is on Appendix E.3, p. 4. 
 

Eligibility Confirmation: The CCSP RFP outlines eligibility criteria aligned to federal 

expectations and definitions from the CSP Non-regulatory Guidance (Jan. 2014). An Eligibility 

Form is required from CCSP applicants with their Intent to Submit, and reviewed by SOC to 

confirm the eligibility. SOC also reviews CCSP applications for eligibility concerns prior to 

review day. Questions or concerns at any stage must be resolved prior to award. 
 

Subgrant TA: To assist CCSP subgrant applicants in the grant-writing process and in carrying 
 
out any potential subgrant award, a variety of grant-specific TA is built into both the initial 

application process, and into the duration of any award (see also Subgrantee Monitoring and the 

“Renewal Process” below). 

Initial TA for subgrant applicants includes a mandatory all-day CCSP Grant Boot Camp mid- 
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August to walk applicants through the grant application process, including a sample application 

review exercise. In addition, two CCSP Grant Budget Workshops are held for hands-on 

development and support in drafting a budget with eligible expenses; and each applicant can 

request a Writing Consultant to provide up to 8-hours of review and feedback on the 

completeness of Selection Criteria responses. Following announcement of CCSP Awards, a CCSP 

Post-Award Webinar walks subgrantees processes and obligations required as a grant recipient. 

A CCSP Guidebook is updated annually to serve as a desk reference. 
 

Application peer review: SOC recruits reviewers for several months prior to the grant review. 

Reviewers are selected after considering applicants’ size, educational program, school model, 

anticipated student demographic, and geographical location to assemble peer reviewers with 

relevant experience. Controls exist to mitigate real or perceived conflicts of interest. The actual 

application/review process--including review of RFP, receipt of applications, training of reviewers, 

oversight of review day, and verification of applicants awarded--is managed by CDE’s 

Competitive Grants Office to ensure a fair and equitable competition. Review teams of three score 

2-3 applications individually, and then collectively on review day, against the Selection Criteria 

and Evaluation Rubric provided in the RFP. A quality control process involving an additional peer 

reviewer is employed for applications within 10 points of the fundable score. 
 

Funding high-quality charter schools: The Selection Criteria serves as the first gateway for 
 
ensuring high-quality schools result from CCSP subgrant funding. These criteria mirror the 

requirements and best practice expressed in Colorado’s Sample Application tool to provide 

structure to the 25-page application narrative. The rubric provides 135 possible points (115 base 

points and 20 priority points), from which a minimum score of 85 is required for a Standard 

Award, and 115 for a Distinction Award. Should the number of successful applicants exceed the 

amount of funds available; applicants will be ranked according to score and funded from the 

highest scorer until all funds are expended. See Appendix E.3, pp. 35-47 for Selection Criteria. 

CDE also places great value on providing high-quality support and training to subgrantees 
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based on research-proven best practices as a means of ensuring high quality school programs 

through a variety of required TA options. Sections 3(a), 3(h)3i, speak to these elements of CSP 

Objective 2. A differentiated breakdown of required TA is included in Appendix E.3, pp. 64-70),. 

3(i)1ii: Anticipated Award Distribution The proposed distribution for CCSP subgrants is 

outlined under Table 3.e.2c under Section 3(e)2. CDE is requesting a total of $36,360,000 over 

three years for a total of 57 new 2- to 3-year subgrants awarded, based on total awards of 

$589,500-$645,000 based on the level of quality of the application submitted, as outlined below. 
 

3-year Award 
type 

Planning Year 
Allocation 

Year 1 
Implementation 

Year 2 
Implementation 

Total Funds 
Awarded 

 

Standard Award 
 

$196,500 
 

$196,500 
 

$196,500 
 

$589,500 

Distinction 
Award 

 

$215,000 
 

$215,000 
 

$215,000 
 

$645,000 

 

Small schools or expansion projects have pro-rated awards of $1,500 per pupil per year. Schools 

with a 2-year award have the total award spread over two funding years per Appendix E.3, p12). 

3(i)2: Subgrantee Montitoring There are 3 main areas of subgrantee monitoring 

established under the CCSP grant: Risk Assessment, Fiscal Monitoring, and Programmatic 

Monitoring (which includes a Renewal Process/Performance Evaluation). 

Risk Assessments: The new Uniform Administrative Requirements (2 CFR Part 200) requires 
 
SEAs to establish risk assessment protocols for the purpose of providing differentiated TA. CDE 

has developed a fiscal risk identification tool that considers a number of factors in evaluating the 

fiscal risk of a recipient LEA/fiscal agent. Level of score against the Selection Criteria and 

Evaluation Rubric help identify programmatic risks for subgrantee schools. Risk is also assessed 

through site visit protocols for Year 1 Implementation, and through the Renewal Process (outlined 

below). LEA’s and/or subgrantee schools with higher risk will have additional training &/or 

reporting required to help mitigate such risks. 

Fiscal Monitoring: CDE Grants Fiscal conducts the following monitoring for CCSP subgrants: 
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• CDE Grants Fiscal reviews and approves each subgrant budget prior to release of grant funds. 
 
• Mid-year fiscal Desk Review protocols include review of subgrantee expenditure 

documentation & requests, inventory, amounts reported (allocations, cash receipts, monthly & 

total expenditures, and current accruals & obligations), and financial transparency compliance. 

• Timely drawdown of subgrant funds is monitored on a quarterly basis at minimum. 
 
• Annual Financial Reports, including an asset inventory, are required by September 30th. These 

reports must be approved before the subsequent year’s award can be released. 

• School Finance and Operations are reviewed as part of the Year 2 Implementation CSSI visit. 
 
• Any complaints or concerns highlighted to either SOC or CDE Grants Fiscal are investigated. 

 
• CDE Grants Fiscal reviews annually the independent audits for each charter school in the state. 

 
• Concerns, and any corrective actions required, are reported to the subgrantee’s fiscal manager. 

 
Programmatic Monitoring: Elements of CCSP programmatic monitoring include: 

 
• Review of Intent to Submit and Eligibility Forms, where eligibility is established. 

 
• Applications are reviewed and monitored by SOC during the review process; concerns 

identified as award conditions must be addressed before grant funds are released. 

• Annual Performance Evaluation: A Renewal Proposal is required the first CCSP award year. 
 

This proposal outlines progress toward Grant Project Goals and objectives, reporting on grant 

expenditures, accreditation preparations, and school operations. Proposals that do not meet a 

minimum score are revised to expectations before grant funds can be fully released. 

• A Year 1 Implementation Site Visit by SOC staff includes review of progress toward Grant 

Project Goals, observation of the educational program, demonstration of statutory compliance, 

discussion of eligibility for and receipt of federal funds/programs, awareness of CCSP grant 

requirements, and adherence to CCSP certifications and assurances. 

• Charter School Support Initiative (CSSI): The 3-day CSSI site visit in the final grant year 

evaluates subgrantees against research-based, best practice standards in instruction, school 

leadership, school governance, and finances/operations. A report is generated showing progress 
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against the standards, along with findings and recommendations for key strategic focus over a 
 

2-3 year period to ensure the school is equipped to be high-quality by its 4th year of operation. 
 
• The final programmatic monitoring element, the Final Grant Report, includes final reporting of 

expenditures, EDGAR-compliant asset inventory, and progress toward Grant Project Goals and 

project objectives, including educational outcomes (see Appendix E.3, p.15). 

• Programmatic monitoring through review of charter documents and performance data is also 

routine. Replication and Expansion schools not meeting minimum performance expectations 

are required to utilize CCSP grant funds to address areas of underperformance and receive 

additional TA support. Should underperformance continue, CCSP funding can be terminated. 

• Any concerns &/or findings are reported to the subgrantee and their LEA/fiscal manager, along 

with any suggested TA &/or corrective actions required. 

The CCSP Grant timeline lists subgrantee monitoring deadlines (Appendix E.3, p.4). 
 

3(i)3: Targeted Subgrant Portfolio As indicated earlier in this application, CDE is 

targeting schools serving more educationally disadvantaged students and with PWR focuses . 

Twenty Priority Points have been added to the Selection Criteria & Evaluation Rubric to assist in 

recruiting and selecting subgrantees that will contribute to these targeted priorities. Additional base 

points have also been added in support of PWR and for educationally disadvantaged students, and 

base points have been increased &/or criteria strengthened in areas of the rubric were sugrantees 

have struggled in recent years (see tracked-changes elements in Appendix E.3). In addition to 

priorities within the rubric, the SOC team will be covering these areas more thoroughly within the 

CCSP Grant Boot Camp and fall Topic-Based Webinars. 

3(i)4: Notification about CSP Subgrant Competition This RFP is often released the 

Spring prior to the grant competition to allow additional time for applicants to organize their work. 

Notification procedures for the CCSP Grant competition and application process include, but are 

not limited to, the following: 

• Regular monthly notifications through the CDE Charter School ListServ throughout the 
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Spring, Summer, and Fall. 
 
• Notification through The League’s New School Development e-newsletter 

 
• Grant Factsheet distributed at Charter School Boot Camp, along with distribution and 

presentation at the Colorado Charter Schools Conference, New School Development session. 

• Announcement in CDE electronic newsletters (as referenced under Section 3(f)) 
 
• Availability of prior year’s competition information on the CDE Charter Schools webpage 

 
• Direct notification to charter school liaisons at authorizing districts and CSI. 

 
3(i)5: Waivers to statutory or regulatory provisions CDE would like to request 

renewed approval of two existing waivers to statutory or regulatory provisions. CDE’s Weighted 

Lottery Policy for Educationally Disadvantaged students was approved by the federal CSP 

office in April 2014, pursuant to sections E-3 and E-3a of the CSP Non-regulatory Guidance (Jan 

2014). This policy (outlined with articulated benefits to the CCSP project objectives under Section 
 
3(d), seeking re-approval of the existing policy, included in Appendix E.6) provides for weighted 

lotteries to be utilized for educationally disadvantaged students, if pre-approved by CDE in 

accordance with the federally-approved policy. CDE also received approval by the federal CSP 

office in 2012 to allow “one-time, significant expansion” charter projects to be eligible for CSP 

subgrants (seeking re-approval of the current policy, included in Appendix E.7). High-quality 

charter schools (as defined by a “Performance” rating on their SPF) could be eligible for only one 

“significant expansion” (adding 2 grade levels or increasing pupil numbers by 50% over the 

project period). This One-Time, Significant Expansion waiver is crucial to increasing the number 

of high-quality student places in charter schools, by supporting the creation of an increased 

capacity at existing high-quality charter schools. 

4. Application Requirements 
 
4(i) Academically poor-performing charter school 

 
Colorado requests an altered definition of “academically poor-performing charter school” to use 

the consideration of a school that in operation at least three years, and is identified as a school 
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failing to demonstrate student performance as indicated by assignment of a “Turnaround” or 

“Priority Improvement” rating according to the Colorado SPF (Appendix E.4). Colorado uses its 

SPF in lieu of federal AYP measures through an approved federal waiver. This alternative 

definition is more rigorous, meeting or exceeding all elements of CSP’s proposed definition: 

• The cut point for “Turnaround” was normed at the bottom 5% of schools in the state; likewise, 

the cut point for “Priority Improvement” was normed as 10% of schools just above 

“Turnaround.” This is more rigorous than the criteria for a school to be in the lowest- 

performing 5% of all schools in the State, as these two ratings represent the bottom 15%. 

• The SPF report plan assignment is based on the best of a 1-year or 3-year performance. Three 

years of performance is typically used for assigning a Turnaround or Priority Improvement 

rating, but the 1-year performance, if utilized, would be more rigorous than the federal 

definition which allows for 3 year to improve before consideration as “poor-performing.” 

• Academic growth and growth gaps are heavily weighted on both the Elementary/Middle 

(75/100 points) and High School (50/100 points) SPF reports. A school would therefore not be 

assigned to “Turnaround” or “Priority Improvement” unless they did not have least an average 

of one grade level of growth for each cohort of students. 

4(ii) Disseminating best practice Dissemination activities are under Sections 3(f). 
 
4(iii) Inform each charter school about eligible federal funds See Section 3(b)2. 

 
4(iv) High-quality charter school 

 
Colorado requests an altered definition of “high-quality charter school” to use identification 

with a “Performance” rating on the Colorado SPF, and that is not a Title IA Focus School. This 

will allow consistency with Colorado’s accountability system and SPF (Appendix E.4), which it 

uses in lieu of federal AYP measures through an approved federal waiver. This alternate definition 

is more rigorous as it meets or exceeds all of the elements of the CSP-proposed definition: 

• Colorado’s SPF report ratings take into consideration performance over the past 3 years. 
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• Colorado’s SPF report considers student academic achievement, growth, graduation rates, 

postsecondary enrollment, dropout rate, etc. This includes disaggregated growth and 

graduation rates for low-income and other educationally disadvantaged student groups. 

• CDE identifies the Title IA Focus Group assignment to schools that show significant or 

widening gaps in academic achievement and graduation rates for subgroups of students 

described in section 1111(b)(2)(C)(v)(II) of the ESEA (20 U.S.C. 6311). Thus, in excluding 
 

from the “high-quality” definition schools with a Title IA Focus School assignment, it meets or 

exceeds the federal definition of demonstrating no significant or widening achievement gaps. 

• The “Performance” rating is part of the state’s performance framework established for the 

purpose of evaluating the quality of all public schools in the state. 

• Charter schools with significant compliance issues regarding safety, financial management, or 

equity have their SPF rating downgraded, so none o would be rated as “Performance.” 

• Academic growth and growth gaps are heavily weighted on both the Elementary/Middle 

(75/100 points) and High School (50/100 points) SPF reports. A school would therefore not be 

assigned to “Performance” unless they were making at least an average of one grade level of 

growth for each cohort of students. 

4(v) IDEA Compliance  IDEA compliance is included in Sections 3(b)3 and 3(d)4. 
 
4(vi) Logic Model The Logic Model is covered in Section 3(g)1. 

 
4(vii) Lottery & enrollment preferences See Section 3(d)4. 

 
4(viii) Objectives For CSP objectives see Section 3(a)1, Section 3(h)1, & Section 3(i). 

 
4(ix) Revolving loan fund Colorado will not reserve funding for a revolving loan fund. 

 
4(x) Waivers Requests for consideration from the Secretary of waivers under the authority of the 

CSP are included, along with justification for the waiver to the statutory or regulatory provision, 

are outlined and included under Section 3(i)5. 

http://api.fdsys.gov/link?collection=uscode&amp;title=20&amp;year=mostrecent&amp;section=6311&amp;type=usc&amp;link-type=html
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a.  Are any research activities involving human subjects planned at any time during the proposed Project Period?

b.  Are ALL the research activities proposed designated to be exempt from the regulations?

Provide Exemption(s) #:

Provide Assurance #, if available:

 Street2:

Country:

County:
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Project Year 1
(a)

OMB Number: 1894-0008
Expiration Date: 04/30/2014

Name of Institution/Organization Applicants requesting funding for only one year should complete the column under 
"Project Year 1."  Applicants requesting funding for multi-year grants should complete all 
applicable columns.  Please read all instructions before completing form.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
BUDGET INFORMATION 

NON-CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS

SECTION A - BUDGET SUMMARY 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION FUNDS

6. Contractual

4. Equipment

Budget 
Categories

Project Year 2
(b)

1. Personnel

2. Fringe Benefits

3. Travel

5. Supplies

11. Training Stipends

7. Construction

8. Other

9. Total Direct Costs   
(lines 1-8)

12. Total Costs  
(lines 9-11)

10. Indirect Costs*

Project Year 3
(c)

Project Year 4
(d)

Project Year 5
(e)

Total
(f)

*Indirect Cost Information (To Be Completed by Your Business Office): 
If you are requesting reimbursement for indirect costs on line 10, please answer the following questions:

(1)       Do you have an Indirect Cost Rate Agreement approved by the Federal government? 

Period Covered by the Indirect Cost Rate Agreement: To:

Approving Federal agency:

From: (mm/dd/yyyy)

17,550.00

0.00

7,594.50

0.00

10,954,640.45

51,711.66

0.00

(2)       If yes, please provide the following information:

(3)       For Restricted Rate Programs (check one) -- Are you using a restricted indirect cost rate that:

ED Form No. 524

0.00 0.00 0.00

54,592.66 57,462.87 163,767.19

11,561,653.21 12,168,985.69 34,685,279.35

0.00 0.00 0.00

7,594.50 7,594.50 22,783.50

0.00 0.00 0.00

17,600.00 17,700.00 52,850.00

Colorado Department of Education

Yes No

07/01/2015 06/30/2018

 

The Indirect Cost Rate is  9.90 %.

Complies with 34 CFR 76.564(c)(2)? Is included in your approved Indirect Cost Rate Agreement?   or, The Restricted Indirect Cost Rate is  %.

ED Other (please specify):
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Project Year 1
(a)

Name of Institution/Organization Applicants  requesting funding for only one year 
should complete the column under "Project Year 
1."  Applicants requesting funding for multi-year 
grants should complete all applicable columns.  
Please read all instructions before completing  
form.

SECTION B - BUDGET SUMMARY 
NON-FEDERAL FUNDS

SECTION C - BUDGET NARRATIVE (see instructions)

6. Contractual

4. Equipment

Budget Categories Project Year 2
(b)

1. Personnel

2. Fringe Benefits

3. Travel

5. Supplies

11. Training Stipends

7. Construction

8. Other

9. Total Direct Costs 
(lines 1-8)

12. Total Costs    
(lines 9-11)

10. Indirect Costs

Project Year 3
(c)

Project Year 4
(d)

Project Year 5
(e)

Total
(f)
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