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Guide that indicates where the SEA addressed each requirement within the U.S. Department of 
Education’s Revised State Template for the Consolidated Plan, issued March 2017 
State Plan Requirements by Program Statutory and 

Regulatory 
Requirements 

Item(s) 
from 
Revised 
Template 

Item(s) from 
Alternate 
Template 

Title I, Part A: Improving Basic Programs 
Operated by Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) 

Citation to ESEA, as 
amended by the 
ESSA, and Part 200 
regulations 

Eighth Grade Math Exception 1111(b)(2)(C); 
34 CFR 200.5(b) 

A.2.i-iii 3.A 

Native Language Assessments 1111(b)(2)(F); 
34 CFR 
200.6(f)(2)(ii) 
and (f)(4) 

A.3.i-iv 3.B 

Statewide Accountability System and School 
Support and Improvement Activities (1111(c) and 
(d)) 

Subgroups 1111(c)(2) A.4.i.a-d 4.1.B 
Minimum N-Size 1111(c)(3) A.4.ii.a-e 4.1.C 
Establishment of Long-Term Goals 1111(c)(4)(A) A.4.iii.a-c 1.A-C 
Indicators 1111(c)(4)(B) A.4.iv.a-e 4.1.A 
Annual Meaningful Differentiation 1111(c)(4)(C) A.4.v.a-c 4.1.D; 4.1.G 
Identification of Schools 1111(c)(4)(C)(iii) 

and (D); 
1111(d)(2)(C)- (D) 

A.4.vi.a-g 4.2.A-B 

Annual Measurement of Achievement 1111(c)(4)(E)(iii) A.4.vii 4.1.E 
Continued Support for School and LEA 
Improvement 

1111(d)(3) A.4.viii.a- f 4.2.A.ii; 
4.2.B.iii; 
4.3.B-D 
2.2 

Disproportionate Rates of Access to Educators 1111(g)(1) (B) A.5 5.3.B-C 
School Conditions 1111(g)(1)(C) A.6 6.1.A-C; 2.2 
School Transitions 1111(g)(1)(D) A.7 6.1.A-B 
Title I, Part C: Education of Migratory Children 
Supporting Needs of Migratory Children 1304(b)(1) B.1.i-iv 6.2.B.i –iii 

and vi 
Promote Coordination of Services 1304(b)(3) B.2 6.2.B.iv 

Figure 1. Consolidated Plan Revised State Template Guide 

State Plan Requirements by Program Statutory and 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

Item(s) 
from 
Revised 
Template 

Item(s) 
from 
Original 
Template 

Use of Funds 1304(b)(4) B.3 6.2.B.viii 
Title I, Part D: Prevention and Intervention 
Programs for Children and Youth Who Are 
Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk 
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Transitions Between Correctional Facilities and 
Local Programs 

1414(a)(1)(B) C.1 6.2.C.i 

Program Objectives and Outcomes 1414(a)(2)(A) C.2 6.2.C.ii 
Title II, Part A: Supporting Effective 
Instruction 
Use of Funds 2101(d)(2)(A) and 

(D) 
D.1 5.2.A 

Use of Funds to Improve Equitable Access to 
Teachers in Title I, Part A Schools 

2101(d)(2)(E) D.2 5.2.A; 5.3.E 

System of Certification and Licensing 2101(d)(2)(B) D.3 5.1.A 
Improving Skills of Educators 2101(d)(2)(J) D.4 5.2.B 
Data and Consultation 2101(d)(2)(K) D.5 2.1.B., 2.2.C., 

5.3 
Teacher Preparation 2101(d)(2)(M) D.6 5.1.B 
Title III, Part A, Subpart 1: English Language 
Acquisition and Language Enhancement 
Entrance and Exit Procedures 3113(b)(2) E.1 6.2.D.i 
SEA Support for English Learner Progress 3113(b)(6) E.2.i-ii 6.2.D 
Monitoring and Technical Assistance 3113(b)(8) E.3.i-ii 2.2., 6.2.D 
Title IV, Part A: Student Support and Academic 
Enrichment Grants 
Use of Funds 4103(c)(2)(A) F.1 6.1.A-E 
Awarding Subgrants 4103(c)(2)(B) F.2 6.1.B-E 
Title IV, Part B: 21st Century Community 
Learning Centers 
Use of Funds 4203(a)(2) G.1 6.2.E.i 
Awarding Subgrants 4203(a)(4) G.2 6.2.E.ii 
Title V, Part B, Subpart 2: Rural and Low- 
Income School Program 
Outcomes and Objectives 5223(b)(1) H.1 6.2.F.i 
Technical Assistance 5223(b)(3) H.2 2.2, 6.2.F.i 
Education for Homeless Children and Youth 
Program, McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance 
Act, Title VII, Subtitle B 

McKinney- Vento 
Citation 

Student Identification 722(g)(1)(B) I.1 6.2.G.i 
Dispute Resolution 722(g)(1)(C) I.2 6.2.G.iii 
Support for School Personnel 722(g)(1)(D) I.3 6.2.G.ii 
Access to Services 722(g)(1)(F)(i) I.4 6.2.G.v.1 

and 2; 
6.2.G.iv 

Strategies to Address Other Problems 722(g)(1)(H) I.5.i-v 6.2.G.vi 
Policies to Remove Barriers 722(g)(1)(I) I.6 6.2.G.vi 
Assistance from Counselors 722(g)(1)(K) I.7 6.2.G.vi 

Figure 2. Consolidated Plan Revised State Template Guide Continued
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• incentivizes schools to focus only on students around the proficiency cutoff rather than all 
students in a school; 

• encourages teachers to focus on bringing students to a minimum level of proficiency rather than 
continuing to advance student learning to higher levels of performance beyond proficiency;   

• is not a reliable measure of district, school, or subgroup performance;   

• is a very poor measure of performance gaps between subgroups; and   

• penalizes schools that serve larger proportions of low-achieving students as schools are not 
given credit for improvements in performance other than the move to proficiency from not-
proficient. 

Each of the above side-effects have been evidenced in Connecticut and in many schools around the 
country” (Connecticut State Department of Education, 2017). 

Colorado has seen similar negative outcomes from using the percent proficient metric in accountability 
previously. With the increased rigor of the current college and career-readiness aligned state 
assessments, the state would expect students in lower-performing disaggregated groups to be even 
more marginalized by using the percent proficient as the accountability metric. 

As shown in the charts below, the majority of students in our disaggregated groups are not currently 
scoring near the benchmark cut-point. In order to ensure that the accountability system creates an 
incentive to focus on students struggling the most, use of the mean scale score is imperative (otherwise 
the accountability system incentivizes focusing instruction for the students near the benchmark and 
getting those few students over the bar). 

Figure 3. 2017 CMAS Performance Levels All Grades by Disaggregated Group for English Language Arts 
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http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/lib/sde/pdf/essa/august_4_ct_consolidated_state_essa_plan.pdf
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Figure 4. 2017 CMAS Performance Levels All Grades by Disaggregated Group for Math 
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Mean scale scores can be directly translated into levels of proficiency. For English language arts and 
math, in grades 3-8, a scale score of 750 represents students meeting the grade-level benchmark. The 
chart below displays the scale scores and performance levels. 

Performance Levels English Language Arts Math 
Does Not Yet Meet 
Expectations 

Below 700 Below 700 

Partially Met Expectations At or above 700 At or above 700 
Approaching Expectations At or above 725 At or above 725 
Met Expectations At or above 750 At or above 750 
Exceeded Expectations At or above 785-810 (depending 

on grade) 
At or above 783-808 (depending 
on grade) 

Figure 5. Mean Scale Scores and Performance Levels. 

As Connecticut also writes in their state plan, “Webster’s dictionary defines proficiency not only as a 
state of being proficient but also as an advancement in knowledge or skill. In large scale tests, the scale 
scores are the most accurate measure of a student’s proficiency. The plain language of the statute does 
not require that grade-level proficiency be viewed solely as a binary determination of proficient or not 
proficient. The scale score represents the degree of grade-level proficiency on the annual assessment 
that is achieved by the student in a subject area. Therefore, the use of the mean scale score is in 
conformance with the statute” (Connecticut State Department of Education, 2017). 

http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/lib/sde/pdf/essa/august_4_ct_consolidated_state_essa_plan.pdf
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Colorado’s mean scale score metric is highly correlated (0.93 or greater) with the percent proficient 
metric when looking at all students. This is substantive evidence that schools will be able to meet the 
interim progress and long-term goals by increasing the number of students scoring at or above 
benchmark. For the disaggregated groups, correlations are slightly lower (0.88 to 0.94 for all groups 
except students with disabilities, which are correlated at 0.78) but still indicate a strong relationship 
between the two metrics. 

Following conversations with USDE, stakeholders and Colorado’s state board of education, Colorado has 
revised its methodology for setting long-term goals and interim targets.  Student groups currently 
scoring below benchmark (scale scores below 750 on current CMAS assessments) will be expected to 
close the gap to 750 by 25% within 5 years. Working towards the long-term goal of students meeting 
state expectations, these student groups will subsequently be expected to close the gap to 750 by 50% 
within 10 years, by 75% within 15 years, and by 100% within 20 years. See table below for long-term 
goals based on current performance of all students and each disaggregated group. 

Student groups currently close to or above benchmark will be expected to continue to show increases in 
mean scale scores comparable to historical state gains. This corresponds to a mean scale score change 
per year of +1 point for English language arts and +0.5 for mathematics for those groups already at or 
above 750. Colorado stakeholders generally preferred a timeline of five to seven years to achieve long-
term goals, so CDE has settled on five years to achieve 25% gap closure with interim progress checks 
every year. This 5-year timeline will be subsequently repeated, working towards achieving 50%, 75%, and 
100% gap closure towards a mean scale score of 750. 

i. Provide the baseline and long-term goals in the table below. 

Disaggregated groups 

English 
Language Arts: 

Current Year 
Data 

English 
Language Arts: 
Long-term Goal 
(20 years, 100% 

closure) 

Mathematics: 
Current Year 

Data 

Mathematics: 
Long-term Goal 
(20 years, 100% 

closure) 

All students 742.7 762.7 735.2 750.0 
Economically disadvantaged 

students 728.2 750.0 721.1 750.0 

Children with disabilities 704.2 750.0 702.5 750.0 
English learners 727.3 750.0 721.2 750.0 

Composite of Race/Ethnic Groups 
that Do Not Meet Minimum N TBD TBD TBD TBD 

American Indian or Alaska Native 727.1 750.0 719.8 750.0 
Asian 757.8 777.8 753.4 763.4 
Black 729.3 750.0 719.4 750.0 

Hispanic 729.4 750.0 721.9 750.0 
White 751.5 771.5 744.3 754.3 

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 740.8 760.8 731.8 750.0 
Two or More Races 748.3 768.3 739.8 750.0 

Figure 6. Baseline and long-term goals, for all students and for disaggregated groups, English Language Arts and 
Math 
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Using this revised gap closure methodology, disaggregated groups with lower starting levels of 
performance will be expected to make faster progress than higher performing groups. Simultaneously 
by requiring disaggregated groups already near or above benchmark to continue to make gains 
calculated based on their historical performance, we are ensuring that all student groups are held to 
rigorous expectations (see graph below). The data in years 2015-2017 illustrate the historical change in 
scores for all students and each disaggregated group. The lines projected from 2018 to 2022 represent 
closing the gap to 750 by 25% for student groups currently scoring below 750 and increasing based on 
historical performance for those groups already above. These trajectories will be carried forward 
through year 2037 to ensure the long-term goals are at or above 750, indicating progress of students 
above and beyond meeting state expectations. 

B. Graduation Rate. 
i. Description. Describe how the SEA established its ambitious long-term goals and measurements 

of interim progress for improved four-year adjusted cohort graduation rates, including how the 
SEA established its State-determined timeline for attaining such goals. 

Colorado uses the four-year plus extended-year adjusted cohort rates to determine whether the system 
as a whole and/or individual schools have made progress in graduating students who are college and 
career ready. The four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate is calculated based on those students who 
graduate from high school within four years of entering ninth grade. Extended-year (five-, six-, and 
seven-year) adjusted cohort graduation rates account for students who may require additional time to 
complete high school, such as those in five-year programs (e.g., ASCENT: Accelerating Students through 
Concurrent Enrollment, a state program that allows a limited number of students to attend a year of 
post-secondary education after completion of 12th grade, while still in the K-12 system) those who 
started below grade-level, and students whose coursework is interrupted for a semester or more. 
Colorado examined annual increases in the percentages of its students graduating for the past four years 
(since the adjusted cohort rate has been in place); using the 4-year graduation rate. On average, 

Figure 7. Math Long-term goal and interim targets 
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Colorado has shown a gain of 0.67 percent on the four-year graduation rate during that time. Using the 
same five-year timeframe for academic achievement, as well as the same gap closure methodology, 
student groups will be expected to close the gap to a 100% graduation rate by 25% within 5 years. To 
ensure high expectations for all students, student groups closer to 100% will be expected, at a minimum, 
to show increases comparable to historical state gains of 0.67 percent per year. 

Using this revised gap closure methodology, disaggregated groups with lower starting graduation rates 
will be expected to make faster progress than higher performing groups. Simultaneously, by requiring all 
disaggregated groups to continue at least making historical gains, we ensure all student groups are held 
to rigorous expectations. 

ii. Provide the baseline and long-term goals for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate in the 
table below. 

Disaggregated Group Baseline Current Year Data Long-term Goal 
All students 78.9% 84.2% 

Economically disadvantaged students 67.8% 75.9% 
Children with disabilities 57.2% 67.9% 

English learners 61.4% 71.1% 
Composite of Race/Ethnic Groups that Do Not Meet 

Minimum N 
TBD TBD 

American Indian or Alaska Native 62.0% 71.5% 
Asian 86.0% 89.5% 
Black 71.8% 78.9% 

Hispanic 69.9% 77.4% 
White 84.4% 88.3% 

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 74.4% 80.8% 
Two or More Races 79.1% 84.3% 

Figure 8. Baseline and long-term goals for the 2016 four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate, for all students 
and separately by subgroup 

iii. If applicable, provide the baseline and long-term goals for each extended-year cohort graduation 
rate(s) and describe how the SEA established its ambitious long-term goals and measurements for 
such an extended-year rate or rates that are more rigorous as compared to the long-term goals 
and measurements of interim progress than the four-year adjusted cohort rate, including how the 
SEA established its State-determined timeline for attaining such goals. 

As noted above, Colorado uses the four-year plus extended year cohort graduation rates. The targets are 
rigorous for all students. 

Using the same methodology, Colorado examined annual increases in the percentages of its students 
graduating, using the 7-year cohort graduation rate, for the past four years (since the adjusted cohort 
rate has been in place). On average Colorado has shown a gain of 1.6 percent per year on the extended 
7-year graduation rate. Utilizing the same five-year timeframe and gap closure methodology, student 
groups will be expected to close the gap to a 100% best of graduation rate by 25% within 5 years. Again, 
student groups closer to 100% will be expected, at a minimum, to show increases comparable to 
historical gains of 1.6 percent per year. 
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This approach ensures that disaggregated groups with lower starting graduation rates will be expected to 
make faster progress, while simultaneously ensuring all student groups are held to rigorous expectations, 
by requiring all disaggregated groups to continue at least making historical progress. 

Disaggregated Group Baseline Current Year Data Long-term Goal 
All students 84.2% 92.2% 

Economically disadvantaged students 74.6% 82.6% 

Children with disabilities 73.4% 81.4% 

English learners 72.2% 80.2% 

Composite of Race/Ethnic Groups that Do Not Meet 
Minimum N 

TBD TBD 

American Indian or Alaska Native 73.5% 81.5% 

Asian 92.6% 100% 

Black 79.3% 87.3% 

Hispanic 76.2% 84.2% 

White 88.1% 96.1% 

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 83.3% 91.3% 

Two or More Races 86.2% 94.2% 
Figure 9. Baseline and long-term goals for the 7-year adjusted cohort graduation rate, for all students and 

separately by disaggregated group 

C. English Language Proficiency. 
i. Description. Describe the State’s uniform procedure, applied consistently to all English learners 

in the State, to establish research-based student-level targets on which the goals and 
measurements of interim progress are based. The description must include: 
1. How the State considers a student’s English language proficiency level at the time of 

identification and, if applicable, any other student characteristics that the State takes into 
account (i.e., time in language instruction programs, grade level, age, Native language 
proficiency level, or limited or interrupted formal education, if any). 

2. The applicable timelines over which English learners sharing particular characteristics would 
be expected to attain ELP within a State-determined maximum number of years and a 
rationale for that State-determined maximum. 

3. How the student-level targets expect all English learners to make annual progress toward 
attaining English language proficiency within the applicable timelines. 

Fluent-English proficient redesignation criteria, timelines for achieving proficiency and measures of 
student progress in attaining English language proficiency (ELP) are currently being established for use in 
setting interim goals and long-term targets for English Learners (ELs). Recent assessment transitions have 
necessitated analysis of newly available data to revise the redesignation criteria and measures of EL 
progress. The following paragraphs provide additional details as to how each step in the target-setting 
process was undertaken. 

At enrollment a student indicated to have a home language other than English is flagged to take an ELP 
screener.  If the student is below the established proficiency threshold on the screener and a local body 
of evidence confirms the level of English proficiency, he or she is classified as Non- or Limited-English 
proficient and provided with language development services.  No additional student characteristics are 
considered in this initial proficiency level decision, however local education agencies (LEAs) may use, at 
their discretion, additional student characteristics to determine and place a student in the most 
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Figure 10. 2017 CMAS Score Distribution by ACCESS 2.0 Overall Proficiency Level 

Figure 11. 2017 CMAS Score Distribution by ACCESS 2.0 Literacy Proficiency Level 

Based on these considerations, the CLDE stakeholders directed CDE to match as closely as possible the 
previous counts of elementary and high school students eligible for redesignation. This resulted in the 
updated redesignation criteria of 4.0 Overall and 4.0 Literacy on the revised ACCESS 2.0 proficiency 
levels for all grades. 
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Count % % % % % % % % % Count % 

1 3775 27.6% 6516 47.6% 3149 23.0% 236 1.7% 10 .1% 2 .0% 72.4% 
2 1118 7.0% 5856 36.7% 7962 49.8% 993 6.2% 46 .3% 0 0.0% 56.3% 
3 360 1.0% 4207 11.9% 20468 58.1% 9265 26.3% 908 2.6% 28 .1% 29.0% 
4 24 .2% 307 2.4% 4461 35.4% 6301 50.1% 1372 10.9% 123 1.0% 11.9% 
5 2 .1% 13 .9% 245 16.4% 763 51.1% 376 25.2% 94 6.3% 6.3% 
6 0 0.0% 1 0.5% 7 3.8% 55 29.7% 85 45.9% 37 20.0% 

ACCESS 
2016 
Literacy 
Composite 
Proficiency 
Level 

ACCESS 2017 Literacy Composite Proficiency Level 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Likelihood 
of 

Increasing 
1+ Levels 

Figure 12. ACCESS 2017 Literacy Composite Proficiency Level 

Although Colorado has not currently built in student’s age and grade level for determining Colorado’s 
English acquisition timeline, once additional years of data become available these timelines may be 
revised to reflect the impact of age at enrollment. 

Colorado will utilize the redesignation criteria and tailored timelines discussed above to create a 
progress-monitoring metric for reporting whether students are on-track to achieve language proficiency 
within their allotted timeline. Colorado utilizes a quantile regression model to calculate normative 
student growth percentiles for all the state assessments, including WIDA ACCESS. This quantile 
regression model also allows the calculation of adequate growth targets which are projections that 
indicate how much growth would be required for an individual student to achieve a specified level of 
proficiency within 1, 2, or 3 years. These adequate growth targets can then be compared against the 
student’s observed growth percentile to determine whether the student is on-track to meet their 
proficiency goal within the allotted timeline. It is straight forward to determine whether students scoring 
at level 1 in the previous year, who were expected to move into proficiency level 2 within one year, 
attained this goal in the current year. For students scoring level 2 in the previous year who have 2-years 
in which to move to level 3, they either need to have moved up a proficiency level or need to be making 
enough growth to move up in the coming year. Students previously at level 3 need to have moved to 
level 4 or be making enough growth to move up to level 4 within the next two years. Since local body of 
evidence criteria may factor into local decisions about redesignation and programming, there may be 
students in program and still tested that are scoring at proficiency levels 4, 5 and 6. Students previously 
scoring at proficiency levels 4, 5, or 6 are expected to continue scoring at or above their current 
proficiency level in the current year. Combining observed proficiency-level changes, student growth 
percentiles and adequate growth targets ensures each student that is on-track to fluent-English 
proficiency within their allotted timeframe is counted as a success.   

For aggregation at the school level, the count of students successfully on-track is divided by the total 
number of ELs with valid scores in both the previous and current year to calculate an on-track rate. The 
on-track rates between schools can then be compared and inferences made about each school’s 
effectiveness in teaching English learners. 

ii. Describe how the SEA established ambitious State-designed long-term goals and measurements 
of interim progress for increases in the percentage of all English learners in the State making 
annual progress toward attaining English language proficiency based on 1.C.i. and provide the 
State-designed long-term goals and measurements of interim progress for English language 
proficiency. 
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Without available historical evidence on ACCESS 2.0, the ELP progress targets currently being proposed 
are based only on 2016 and 2017 data. Existing data indicates significantly different patterns of on-
trackness for students at elementary grades versus those at secondary grades. The majority of 
Colorado’s EL population enter school as Kindergarteners and successfully redesignate as fluent-English 
proficient by 5th grade (corresponding to the state’s 6-year timeline). Students not redesignating by 5th 

grade or first enrolling in the US in later grades show longer and more varied patterns of ELP acquisition. 
In reviewing the current data, different baseline and target goals are appropriate for each of the K-5 and 
6-12 populations. Following the gap closure methodology employed for setting the other state 
achievement targets, Colorado’s goals are for a final rate of 80% of students on-track with 25% gap 
closure in the next 5-years. Once additional years of data become available, these targets and the target-
setting methodology will likely be revised to more accurately describe the current and desired 
performance of Colorado students. 

Disaggregated Group Baseline Current Year Data Long-term Goal (Data and Year) 
English learners Grades K-5 – 67.6% 

Grades 6-12 – 43.7% 
Grades K-5 – 70.7% 

Grades 6-12 – 52.8% 
Figure 13. Baseline and long-term goals for English Language Proficiency (ELP) 
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Section 2: Consultation and Performance Management 
2.1 Consultation 
2.1.B.i. Stakeholder Consultation, Outreach, and Input throughout Design and Development of 
Colorado’s State Plan 

Colorado’s Stakeholder Consultation and Engagement in State Plan Development 
The Colorado Department of Education (CDE) recognizes that ongoing and meaningful stakeholder 
engagement is essential to the effective development and successful implementation of Colorado’s Every 
Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) state plan on behalf of Colorado students. CDE committed to providing 
multiple avenues and opportunities for interested individuals and organizations to review the decision 
points, options, recommendations, and drafts and provide feedback throughout the design and 
development of Colorado’s ESSA plan. In addition, CDE committed to making the stakeholder 
consultation and plan development process as meaningful and transparent as possible. These efforts 
included frequent and widely disseminated updates on the process, timelines, and opportunities to 
engage at different stages and levels of plan development. 

Figure 14. Timeline for stakeholder consultation and state plan development 

Colorado’s roadmap in support of effective stakeholder consultation included the following overarching 
strategies to promote engagement and participation opportunities: 
• Building awareness and establishing a variety of communication channels with schools, districts, 

and the public through online and virtual engagement; 
• Meeting with stakeholder groups throughout the plan development process, including, but not 

limited to: a statewide Listening Tour, participation opportunities in ESSA Committees, and 
multiple recurring meetings with critical education partners; 

• Posting plan drafts and decision points for public input and comment prior to submission to USDE; 
• Developing a formalized internal process to incorporate and address stakeholder feedback as 

appropriate; and 
• Creating a system of continuous feedback to remove any barriers that could prevent broad, 

meaningful, and authentic engagement. 

Building Awareness and Establishing Communication Channels 
CDE established multiple reciprocal communication channels to disseminate news and updates, to 
receive questions and collect feedback, and to increase transparency and accessibility throughout the 
state plan development process. Shortly after ESSA was signed into law in late December 2015, CDE 
created the “ESSA in Colorado” website, which became the main landing page to collect and post ESSA 
related guidance, resources, and news. CDE also created a dedicated email address to receive and 
respond to ESSA questions, comments, and concerns. In addition, CDE launched the “ESSA in Colorado 
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Blog” as a new way for the public to engage with CDE with thoughtful ideas, comments, opinions, and 
constructive feedback on the ESSA implementation in Colorado. CDE also established an ESSA E-
Newsletter to more efficiently publish regular ESSA updates. 

Figure 15. CDE’s “What’s New in ESSA” section provided quick and easy access to new and important ESSA 
resources. 

Colorado’s ESSA Website and Online Resources 
CDE committed to frequently updating and curating the Department’s ESSA webpages for use as the 
main repository for all state and federal related ESSA items. CDE included a link to the main CDE ESSA 
webpage in all presentations and handouts provided to stakeholders and in all applicable ESSA 
communications, including the Scoop (CDE’s weekly communication to the field), ESSA E-Newsletter, CDE 
Update and ESSA-related email blasts. In addition to publicizing the website through those 
communication channels, staff directed the public to the web resources whenever inquiries came by 
phone, email, or other meetings. 

CDE maintained three central ESSA webpages: 
1. Main ESSA Landing Page 
2. State Plan Development Committees Page 
3. State Plan Feedback Page 

Utilizing these three central pages, CDE posted, publicized, and provided summaries of guidance and 
regulations as it was released by the U.S. Department of Education (USDE); posted updates to any 
timelines or submission dates as announced by the USDE or Colorado’s State Board of Education; and 
updated the list of Hub and Spoke Committee membership and meetings and posted materials, notes, 
agendas, and presentations from committee meetings. See the section below on “Colorado’s ESSA Hub 
and Spoke committee membership process” for more information. 

http://www.cde.state.co.us/fedprograms/essa
http://www.cde.state.co.us/fedprograms/essa_stateplandevelopment
http://www.cde.state.co.us/fedprograms/essastateplanfeedback
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combination with existing department communication networks and resources, CDE used these tools to 
reach a wide range of stakeholders across the state, target outreach to specific groups as necessary, and 
promote engagement at different stages in the development of Colorado’s state plan. 

Stakeholder Meetings and Engagement with Critical Partners through Plan Development 
Concurrent with the development of an open and transparent online presence, the Department began 
planning for a multi-stage public input and stakeholder consultation effort to collect input and feedback 
on the components of the state plan at several stages and in various platforms throughout plan 
development. As illustrated in Figure 16, a statewide ESSA Listening Tour was a first step towards 
gathering broad and geographically diverse input and feedback from across the state on how Colorado 
should implement vital components of ESSA. Following the ESSA Listening Tour, the Department 
convened a Hub Committee and multiple spoke committees to begin reviewing and making 
recommendations on options to address ESSA state plan requirements. The committees used the 
Listening Tour feedback as a starting point for discussion and decision making. After recommendations 
and decisions were incorporated into state plan drafts, CDE circled back to the public by posting a draft 
plan for public review and comments. Through all steps, CDE consulted with critical education partners 
and the State Board of Education. 

Figure 16. Colorado’s four stages of stakeholder engagement: Listening Tour, Spoke Committees, Hub Committee, 
and Public Review 

ESSA Listening Tour and other ESSA Listening Events 
In order to solicit stakeholder input at a variety of levels across the state, CDE initiated the ESSA Listening 
Tour beginning in Spring 2016. The tour was held in seven locations around the state (Buena Vista, 
Durango, Grand Junction, Greeley, Pueblo, Limon and Thornton), which included both urban and rural 
sites. Each location (with the exception of Limon) provided an afternoon and evening session (1 pm-4 
pm, and 5:30 pm-7:30 pm) in order to increase attendance by parents, teachers, and other groups. 

In addition to the formal Listening Tour events, CDE hosted or attended many ESSA stakeholder events 
and meetings to gather input before the formal writing of the state plan began (see the ESSA 

https://www.cde.state.co.us/fedprograms/essa_stakeholder_consultation_meetings-0



