
NOTICE OF MEETING
 

UTAH STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

 April 9-10, 2015

Utah State Office of Education
Board/Committee Rooms

250 East 500 South
Salt Lake City, Utah

Thursday, April 9

3:00 p.m. Study Session

5:15 p.m. Board Committee Meetings
• Finance Committee
• Law and Licensing Committee
• Standards and Assessment Committee

Friday, April 10

8:00 a.m. Board Meeting Begins

3:40 p.m. Board Meeting Adjourns

***********
***********

Public Participation:  To sign up in advance for public comment, contact Board Secretary Lorraine Austin

(lorraine.austin@schools.utah.gov or 801-538-7517) prior to the day of the meeting or sign up at the

meeting by 8:00 a.m.  Priority will be given to those that sign up in advance. You are welcome to send

written comment to the Board at board@schools.utah.gov.

NOTE: The April 10 meeting will be broadcast beginning at 8:00 a.m.  To view the broadcast, go to the link 

www.schools.utah.gov/board.  Times are approximate.  The committee meetings and executive session will

not be broadcast.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, persons needing auxiliary communicative aids and

services for these meetings should contact Lorraine Austin at (801) 538-7517 or

lorraine.austin@schools.utah.gov, giving at least three working days notice.

mailto:lorraine.austin@schools.utah.gov
mailto:board@schools.utah.gov.
http://www.schools.utah.gov/board.
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District 4
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Jennifer A. Johnson, Second Vice Chair
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Dixie L. Allen
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Laura Belnap
District 5
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Leslie B. Castle
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Barbara W. Corry
District 15
Cedar City, Utah 84720 

Brittney Cummins
District 6
West Valley City, Utah 84120

Brad C. Smith, Chief Executive Officer
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Linda B. Hansen
District 3
West Valley City, Utah 84120 

Mark Huntsman
District 14
Fillmore, Utah 84631           

Jefferson Moss
District 11
Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045

C. Mark Openshaw
District 13
Provo, Utah 84694

Spencer F. Stokes
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Ogden, Utah 84403

Terryl Warner
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Hyrum, Utah 84319

Joel Wright
District 9
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Steven R. Moore**
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Nancy Tingey****
Kristin Elinkowski*****
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***Advisory Appointed CMAC Representative

**** Advisory Appointed USBA Representative

*****Appointed State Charter School Board

           Representative



UTAH STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
MEETING AGENDA

April 9-10, 2015

Thursday, April 9, 2015

STUDY SESSION

3:00 p.m. to 3:45 p.m.
1. INFORMATION:   USOE Online Management Budget Report Training

3:45 p.m. to 4:45 p.m.
2. INFORMATION:  Parliamentary Procedures Training

4:45 p.m. to 5:15 p.m.
DINNER

5:15 p.m. 
3. BOARD COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Finance Committee

1  Floor Conference Room 156st

DISCUSSION/ACTION: Update on USOR Fiscal Issues Tab 3-A

DISCUSSION/ACTION: USOE and Discretionary Fund Quarterly Tab 3-B
Budget Review

DISCUSSION/ACTION: FY 2016 USOE/USDB Budget Process Tab 3-C

DISCUSSION/ACTION: Status of Indirect Cost Rate Process Tab 3-D

ACTION: Taxing Entity Committee Representatives Tab 3-E

DISCUSSION/ACTION: Pupil Accounting Tab 3-F

DISCUSSION/ACTION: Training on Finance and Audit Items Tab 3-G

INFORMATION: Budget and Accounting System Conversion Tab 3-H

DISCUSSION/ACTION: New Board Rules and Rule Changes Needed as Tab 3-I
a Result of Legislation

INFORMATION: Finance Committee Requests for Data Tab 3-J



Law and Licensing Committee

Basement West Conference Room

ACTION: R277-490 Beverley Taylor Sorenson Arts Learning Program Tab 3-K
(Amendment)

ACTION:  Procedures for Distributing New Money for the Professional Tab 3-L
Outreach Program for the Schools

ACTION: Approval of New Charter School Applications for 2016-2017 Tab 3-M
School Year

Time Certain: 6:00 - DISCUSSION/ACTION: USOE Chief Privacy Officer and Tab 3-N
HB 68 Student Privacy Study

ACTION: Charter Amendment Request from Freedom Preparatory Tab 3-O
Academy

ACTION: R277-520 Appropriate Licensing and Assignment of Teachers Tab 3-P
(Continuation and Amendment)

ACTION: R277-502 Educator Licensing and Data Retention (Amendment) Tab 3-Q

ACTION: R277-410 Accreditation of Schools (Amendment and Tab 3-R
Continuation)

ACTION: R277-419-6 Pupil Accounting–High School Completion Status Tab 3-S
(Amendment)

DISCUSSION: Framework for R277-419-9 Pupil Accounting - Provisions for Tab 3-T
Maintaining Student Membership and Enrollment Documentation and
Documentation of Student Education Services Provided by Third Party 
Vendors

DISCUSSION/ACTION: New Board Rules and Rule Changes Needed as a Tab 3-U
Result of Legislation

Standards and Assessment Committee

Board Room

ACTION: Release of Grades 6-8 Science Standards Draft for 90-day Tab 3-V
Public Review



Time Certain: 6:00 - ACTION: R277-404 Requirement for Assessment for Tab 3-W
Student Achievement (Amendment)

ACTION: Release K-5 Library Media Standards Draft for 90-day Tab 3-X
Public Review 

ACTION: Standards Review Committee Recommendations for Physical Tab 3-Y
Education

ACTION: Standards Review Committee Recommendations for Secondary Tab 3-Z
Social Studies

ACTION: Standards Review Committee Recommendations for Fine Arts Tab 3-AA

INFORMATION: FFY 2013 IDEA Part B Annual Performance (APR) and Tab 3-BB
State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP)

DISCUSSION/ACTION: New Board Rules and Rule Changes Needed as a Tab 3-CC
Result of Legislation

BOARD MEETING

Friday, April 10, 2015

8:00 a.m. to 8:15 a.m.    
4. Opening Business

• Pledge of Allegiance
• Board Member Message
• Introduction of New Employees
• Acknowledgment of Student Artwork

8:15 a.m. to 8:25 a.m.
5. Recognition

8:25 a.m. to 8:35 a.m.
6. Public Participation/Comment

Priority shall be given to those individuals or groups, who, prior to the day of the meeting,
have submitted a request to address the Board.  Sign up is available the day of the meeting
before 8:00 a.m.

8:35 a.m. to 8:40 a.m.
7. ACTION: Approval of Appointments to the Utah State Office of Rehabilitation



8:40 a.m. to 8:45 a.m.
8. ACTION: General Consent Calendar (backup furnished electronically at Tab 8

http://www.schools.utah.gov/board/Meetings.aspx). 

8:45 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.
9. INFORMATION/ACTION: Report from North Sanpete School Board

9:00 a.m. to 9:15 a.m.
10. INFORMATION: Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind Quarterly Report Tab 10

9:15 a.m. to 11:30 a.m.
11. DISCUSSION: 2015 Legislative Session Tab 11

• Legislative Appropriations Review - USOE and USOR

BREAK

• Legislative Bill Review

11:30 a.m. to 11:45 a.m.
12. ACTION: Board Audit Committee Report

11:45 p.m. to 11:55 p.m.
13. ACTION: Utah Professional Practices Advisory Commission Cases Tab 13

11:55 p.m. to 12:30 p.m
LUNCH

12:30 p.m. to 1:30 a.m.
14. ACTION: Committee Reports

• Finance Committee
• Law and Licensing Committee
• Standards and Assessment Committee

1:30 p.m. to 1:50 p.m.
15. INFORMATION: Update on Educator Effectiveness Tab 15

1:50 p.m. to 2:05 p.m.
16. INFORMATION: Superintendent’s Report

• Risk Mitigation Plan Tab 16

2:05 p.m. to 2:15 p.m.
17. INFORMATION: Board Chair’s Report

2:15 p.m. to 2:30 p.m.
18. INFORMATION: Board Member Closing Comments

http://www.schools.utah.gov/board/Meetings.aspx.


2:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m.
19. EXECUTIVE SESSION

3:30 p.m. to 3:40 p.m.
20. ACTION: Executive Session Items

• UPPAC Cases
• Appointments

3:40 p.m.
21. ADJOURNMENT



Finance Committee
1  Floor Conference Room 156st

DISCUSSION/ACTION: Update on USOR Fiscal Issues Tab 3-A

DISCUSSION/ACTION: USOE and Discretionary Fund Quarterly Tab 3-B
Budget Review

DISCUSSION/ACTION: FY 2016 USOE/USDB Budget Process Tab 3-C

DISCUSSION/ACTION: Status of Indirect Cost Rate Process Tab 3-D

ACTION: Taxing Entity Committee Representatives Tab 3-E

DISCUSSION/ACTION: Pupil Accounting Tab 3-F

DISCUSSION/ACTION: Training on Finance and Audit Items Tab 3-G

INFORMATION: Budget and Accounting System Conversion Tab 3-H

DISCUSSION/ACTION: New Board Rules and Rule Changes Needed as Tab 3-I
a Result of Legislation

INFORMATION: Finance Committee Requests for Data Tab 3



 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
DISCUSSION/  Interim Budget and Status of Funds Report for the Utah State Office of  
ACTION:  Rehabilitation (USOR) 

 
 
Background: 
USOR is experiencing a structural imbalance.  Scott Jones was appointed as the Interim 
Executive Director to essentially gain control of the overall USOR budget and set standards and 
conditions for effective Funds Control and Funds Management in future years.  He will be giving 
the report on the budget status to the Committee. 
 
Key Points: 

• Status on the $6.3 million Supplemental for client services; key management 
expectations and communications. 

• Status of funds for the overall USOR budget period ending March 31, 2015. 
• Identification and implementation of key Internal controls since March 23, 2015. 
• Audit findings and recommendations and corrective actions to date. 
• Resource requirements. 
• Fiscal Year 16 Budget formulation; Fiscal Year 17 budget formulation.  
• USBE approval of the USOR FY 16 budget-projected for May Board meeting. 

 
Anticipated Action:   
An interim report will be given and the Committee may give direction to staff and make 
amendments to the budget process. 
 
Contact:  Scott Jones, Interim USOR Executive Director, 801-319-0471 or sjones@utah.gov 
  Bruce Williams, Associate Superintendent, 801-538-7514 

 250 East 500 South   P.O. Box 144200   Salt Lake City, UT   84114-4200     Voice: (801) 538-7517   Fax: (801) 538-7768 

mailto:sjones@utah.gov


 

 250 East 500 South   P.O. Box 144200   Salt Lake City, UT   84114-4200     Voice: (801) 538-7517   Fax: (801) 538-7768 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
DISCUSSION/  USOE and Discretionary Fund Quarterly Budget Review 
ACTION: 

 
 
Background:   
The budget calendar adopted by the State Board calls for a quarterly budget review of each 
division and a review of the discretionary funds account. Bruce Williams and staff from Internal 
Accounting will review the current working budget for the USOE and the discretionary funds 
account. 
 
Key Points: 
The Finance Committee will receive the financial report and have the opportunity to ask 
questions concerning fiscal operations for the USOE. 
 
Anticipated Action:  
The Committee may give direction to staff and make changes to the budget/budget process. 
 
Contact: Bruce D. Williams, Associate Superintendent, 801-538-7514 
  Gary Belliston, Director of Internal Accounting, 801-538-7627 
 
 



% of FY Complete - 67%
# of FTE Staff - 1098.75

Original Current Current Month YTD Budget % of Budget
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Expenditures Encumbrance Balance Spent

EXPENDITURES
Salaries 58,299,000                59,069,400                4,267,400                   34,933,500                 -                               24,135,900              59.1%
Benefits 31,843,100                33,231,200                2,378,300                   19,512,800                 -                               13,718,400              58.7%
Purchased Services 56,124,900                59,618,700                4,065,800                   32,130,200                 324,100                      27,164,400              54.4%
Travel 1,731,800                   1,804,700                   93,500                        788,100                       1,900                          1,014,700                 43.8%
Supplies & Materials 14,624,200                18,604,400                1,583,100                   8,376,200                   401,500                      9,826,700                 47.2%
Unallocated Expenses 7,591,500                   4,056,100                   1,100                           42,600                         100                              4,013,400                 1.1%
Equipment 3,600,200                   3,422,600                   155,100                      2,026,000                   512,000                      884,600                    74.2%
Capital Expenditures 626,000                      591,800                      -                               38,100                         52,400                        501,300                    15.3%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 174,440,700              180,398,900              12,544,300                 97,847,500                 1,292,000                   81,259,400              55.0%

Grants & Transfers to Other Agencies 134,795,300              125,934,500              6,933,600                   54,922,700                 -                               71,011,800              43.6%
Flow Through Funds to LEAs 3,182,148,300           3,716,944,700           268,587,900              2,064,808,400            -                               1,652,136,300         55.6%
    TOTAL EXP. & FLOW THROUGH 3,491,384,300           4,023,278,100           288,065,800              2,217,578,600            1,292,000                   1,804,407,500         55.2%

Original Current Current Month Budget
REVENUES Budget Budget Revenue YTD Revenues Encumbrance Balance % Received
State Sources 2,915,381,800           3,239,747,600           240,899,400              1,936,938,700            734,000                      1,302,074,900         59.8%
Federal Sources 508,585,100              708,623,800              41,941,400                 250,210,300               241,300                      458,172,200            35.3%
Other Sources 67,417,400                74,906,700                5,225,000                   30,429,600                 316,700                      44,160,400              41.0%
TOTAL REVENUES & SOURCES 3,491,384,300           4,023,278,100           288,065,800              2,217,578,600            1,292,000                   1,804,407,500         55.2%

Utah State Board of Education Financial Report
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Agency Totals
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Page 2 of 12

% of FY Complete - 67%
Budget Expenditures

1,568,000           779,100               # of FTE Staff - 5
Board of Education

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries 451,500              451,200              259,800               -                    191,400              57.58%
Benefits 338,700              339,000              188,200               -                    150,800              55.52%
Purchased Services 24,200                54,900                54,700                 200                   -                       100.00%
Travel 76,600                81,200                81,200                 -                    -                       100.00%
Supplies & Materials 175,800              512,600              117,800               75,200              319,600              37.65%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment 23,500                23,300                2,000                   -                    21,300                8.58%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 1,090,300           1,462,200           703,700               75,400              683,100              53.28%
Flow Through 105,800              105,800              -                        -                    105,800              0.00%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 1,196,100           1,568,000           703,700               75,400              788,900              49.69%

Budget Expenditures
9,366,300           5,027,800            # of FTE Staff - 45

Administration 9,041,300           4,897,300            
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries 2,866,200           2,965,600           1,872,700            -                    1,092,900           63.15%
Benefits 1,492,900           1,496,000           958,800               -                    537,200              64.09%
Purchased Services 1,589,900           3,157,900           654,000               2,500                2,501,400           20.79%
Travel 16,600                24,000                11,500                 -                    12,500                47.92%
Supplies & Materials 339,100              999,000              960,100               38,900              -                       100.00%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment 770,300              398,800              174,300               224,500            -                       100.00%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 7,075,000           9,041,300           4,631,400            265,900            4,144,000           54.17%
Flow Through 62,500                325,000              130,500               -                    194,500              40.15%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 7,137,500           9,366,300           4,761,900            265,900            4,338,500           53.68%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
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Page 3 of 12

% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

24,419,800        14,208,400          # of FTE Staff - 28
Assessment and Accountability

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries 1,802,600           1,781,800           1,110,300            -                    671,500              62.31%
Benefits 1,019,400           1,010,400           611,200               -                    399,200              60.49%
Purchased Services 16,146,500         18,976,100        11,077,300          -                    7,898,800           58.38%
Travel 171,700              189,500              13,300                 -                    176,200              7.02%
Supplies & Materials 262,000              158,200              25,800                 100                   132,300              16.37%
Unallocated Expenses -                       38,000                -                        -                    38,000                0.00%
Equipment 35,500                70,600                25,300                 4,200                41,100                41.78%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 19,437,700         22,224,600        12,863,200          4,300                9,357,100           57.90%
Flow Through 2,189,900           2,195,200           1,340,900            -                    854,300              61.08%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 21,627,600         24,419,800        14,204,100          4,300                10,211,400         58.18%

Budget Expenditures
4,456,500           2,349,700            # of FTE Staff - 7

Charter School Board
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries 493,200              642,700              257,600               -                    385,100              40.08%
Benefits 278,500              279,000              137,900               -                    141,100              49.43%
Purchased Services 703,900              989,800              41,100                 -                    948,700              4.15%
Travel 32,400                32,400                16,200                 -                    16,200                50.00%
Supplies & Materials 241,300              236,900              22,500                 1,000                213,400              9.92%
Unallocated Expenses 15,900                15,900                -                        -                    15,900                0.00%
Equipment 10,000                16,400                14,000                 2,300                100                      99.39%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 1,775,200           2,213,100           489,300               3,300                1,720,500           22.26%
Flow Through 2,243,400           2,243,400           1,857,100            -                    386,300              82.78%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 4,018,600           4,456,500           2,346,400            3,300                2,106,800           52.73%
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% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

295,605,300      100,729,400        # of FTE Staff - 23
Child Nutrition Programs

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries 1,330,300           1,849,200           711,900               -                    1,137,300           38.50%
Benefits 701,600              961,800              407,100               -                    554,700              42.33%
Purchased Services 216,700              805,200              232,000               300                   572,900              28.85%
Travel 74,400                110,800              36,900                 -                    73,900                33.30%
Supplies & Materials 257,200              288,200              215,500               800                   71,900                75.05%
Unallocated Expenses 94,900                93,900                -                        -                    93,900                0.00%
Equipment 40,000                84,000                43,400                 40,600              -                       100.00%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 2,715,100           4,193,100           1,646,800            41,700              2,504,600           40.27%
Flow Through 194,555,100       291,412,200      99,040,900          -                    192,371,300       33.99%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 197,270,200       295,605,300      100,687,700        41,700              194,875,900       34.08%

Budget Expenditures
30,904,900        11,851,800          # of FTE Staff - 41.1

Career and Technology Education
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries 2,433,800           2,879,200           1,523,600            -                    1,355,600           52.92%
Benefits 1,294,400           1,423,100           833,900               -                    589,200              58.60%
Purchased Services 151,200              159,000              91,900                 -                    67,100                57.80%
Travel 127,100              108,400              59,800                 -                    48,600                55.17%
Supplies & Materials 985,200              865,300              233,300               -                    632,000              26.96%
Unallocated Expenses 44,500                636,800              -                        -                    636,800              0.00%
Equipment 70,200                73,000                19,900                 800                   52,300                28.36%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 5,106,400           6,144,800           2,762,400            800                   3,381,600           44.97%
Flow Through 23,241,700         24,760,100        9,088,600            -                    15,671,500         36.71%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 28,348,100         30,904,900        11,851,000          800                   19,053,100         38.35%
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% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

4,923,900           2,740,000            # of FTE Staff - 37
District Computer Services

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries 2,384,900           2,171,900           1,394,500            -                    777,400              64.21%
Benefits 1,363,500           1,411,800           764,600               -                    647,200              54.16%
Purchased Services 29,000                29,000                2,500                   700                   25,800                11.03%
Travel 5,500                   5,500                  400                       -                    5,100                   7.27%
Supplies & Materials 233,500              530,100              376,100               13,500              140,500              73.50%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment 186,300              318,500              166,600               14,000              137,900              56.70%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 4,202,700           4,466,800           2,704,700            28,200              1,733,900           61.18%
Flow Through 479,700              457,100              7,100                   -                    450,000              1.55%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 4,682,400           4,923,900           2,711,800            28,200              2,183,900           55.65%

Budget Expenditures
3,396,000           991,300               # of FTE Staff - 0

Educational Contracts
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Benefits -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Purchased Services -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Travel -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Supplies & Materials -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Flow Through 3,137,800           3,396,000           991,300               -                    2,404,700           29.19%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 3,137,800           3,396,000           991,300               -                    2,404,700           29.19%
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% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

415,900              230,900               # of FTE Staff - 3
Educational Equity

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries 196,700              195,000              121,100               -                    73,900                62.10%
Benefits 111,600              111,500              70,000                 -                    41,500                62.78%
Purchased Services 6,600                   11,700                3,800                   -                    7,900                   32.48%
Travel 3,400                   3,300                  2,000                   -                    1,300                   60.61%
Supplies & Materials 25,600                52,200                14,100                 1,600                36,500                30.08%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment 2,700                   700                     300                       100                   300                      57.14%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 346,600              374,400              211,300               1,700                161,400              56.89%
Flow Through 41,300                41,500                17,900                 -                    23,600                43.13%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 387,900              415,900              229,200               1,700                185,000              55.52%

Budget Expenditures
171,163,400      58,701,300          # of FTE Staff - 18.25

ESEA and Special Programs
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries 1,604,000           1,068,800           618,800               -                    450,000              57.90%
Benefits 16,400                551,000              351,500               -                    199,500              63.79%
Purchased Services 322,000              369,100              119,300               12,300              237,500              35.65%
Travel 61,700                100,100              26,900                 -                    73,200                26.87%
Supplies & Materials 477,500              626,500              174,600               100                   451,800              27.89%
Unallocated Expenses 1,900,200           1,272,500           -                        -                    1,272,500           0.00%
Equipment 20,300                76,900                24,300                 15,100              37,500                51.24%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 4,402,100           4,064,900           1,315,400            27,500              2,722,000           33.04%
Flow Through 79,649,300         167,098,500      57,358,400          -                    109,740,100       34.33%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 84,051,400         171,163,400      58,673,800          27,500              112,462,100       34.30%
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% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

3,390,900           1,454,300            # of FTE Staff - 0
Fine Arts (POPS)

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Benefits -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Purchased Services -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Travel -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Supplies & Materials -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Flow Through 3,325,000           3,390,900           1,454,300            -                    1,936,600           42.89%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 3,325,000           3,390,900           1,454,300            -                    1,936,600           42.89%

Budget Expenditures
29,631,100        16,421,700          # of FTE Staff - 4.4

Grants and Contracts
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries 231,600              263,200              113,000               -                    150,200              42.93%
Benefits 101,400              118,500              51,500                 -                    67,000                43.46%
Purchased Services 21,929,700         21,491,800        12,384,600          167,500            8,939,700           58.40%
Travel 15,300                15,000                200                       -                    14,800                1.33%
Supplies & Materials 4,224,200           5,103,500           2,852,800            -                    2,250,700           55.90%
Unallocated Expenses 257,700              262,500              2,500                   -                    260,000              0.95%
Equipment 328,300              328,300              299,800               -                    28,500                91.32%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 27,088,200         27,582,800        15,704,400          167,500            11,710,900         57.54%
Flow Through 1,440,200           2,048,300           549,800               -                    1,498,500           26.84%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 28,528,400         29,631,100        16,254,200          167,500            13,209,400         55.42%
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% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

35,647,700        10,880,200          # of FTE Staff - 36.5
Instructional Services-Teaching and Learning

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries 1,908,800           1,708,900           1,028,500            -                    680,400              60.18%
Benefits 974,900              842,400              555,600               -                    286,800              65.95%
Purchased Services 758,100              1,107,000           384,900               900                   721,200              34.85%
Travel 70,900                66,000                49,500                 -                    16,500                75.00%
Supplies & Materials 1,838,800           2,220,500           376,100               -                    1,844,400           16.94%
Unallocated Expenses 500,000              27,100                -                        -                    27,100                0.00%
Equipment 7,700                   9,100                  3,800                   1,800                3,500                   61.54%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 6,059,200           5,981,000           2,398,400            2,700                3,579,900           40.15%
Flow Through 32,072,700         29,666,700        8,479,100            -                    21,187,600         28.58%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 38,131,900         35,647,700        10,877,500          2,700                24,767,500         30.52%

Budget Expenditures
282,500              171,200               # of FTE Staff - 2

Law and Legislation
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries 150,400              150,300              96,900                 -                    53,400                64.47%
Benefits 79,100                78,800                53,300                 -                    25,500                67.64%
Purchased Services 7,900                   7,300                  1,300                   -                    6,000                   17.81%
Travel 4,200                   3,900                  1,500                   -                    2,400                   38.46%
Supplies & Materials 7,700                   8,900                  4,400                   200                   4,300                   51.69%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment 2,400                   2,200                  -                        -                    2,200                   0.00%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 251,700              251,400              157,400               200                   93,800                62.69%
Flow Through 30,800                31,100                13,600                 -                    17,500                43.73%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 282,500              282,500              171,000               200                   111,300              60.60%
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% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

13,756,000        3,865,100            # of FTE Staff - 17.2
Licensing and UPPAC

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries 845,300              990,200              506,300               -                    483,900              51.13%
Benefits 515,900              512,600              284,200               -                    228,400              55.44%
Purchased Services 832,600              760,800              242,500               48,200              470,100              38.21%
Travel 12,700                12,400                3,500                   -                    8,900                   28.23%
Supplies & Materials 180,200              393,700              139,200               5,800                248,700              36.83%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment 2,000                   18,900                18,800                 100                   -                       100.00%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 2,388,700           2,688,600           1,194,500            54,100              1,440,000           46.44%
Flow Through 6,206,900           11,067,400        2,616,500            -                    8,450,900           23.64%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 8,595,600           13,756,000        3,811,000            54,100              9,890,900           28.10%

Budget Expenditures
3,108,199,700   1,863,712,600    # of FTE Staff - 0

Minimum School Program
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Benefits -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Purchased Services -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Travel -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Supplies & Materials -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Flow Through 2,788,612,900   3,108,199,700   1,863,712,600    -                    1,244,487,100   59.96%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 2,788,612,900   3,108,199,700   1,863,712,600    -                    1,244,487,100   59.96%
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% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

3,152,200           1,451,200            # of FTE Staff - 16
School Finance

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries 1,033,300           1,021,800           627,900               -                    393,900              61.45%
Benefits 584,900              589,000              360,800               -                    228,200              61.26%
Purchased Services 276,900              465,300              3,900                   -                    461,400              0.84%
Travel 47,600                49,400                18,200                 -                    31,200                36.84%
Supplies & Materials 64,400                64,700                11,000                 100                   53,600                17.16%
Unallocated Expenses 13,700                -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment 15,200                15,300                3,100                   1,200                11,000                28.10%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 2,036,000           2,205,500           1,024,900            1,300                1,179,300           46.53%
Flow Through 733,800              946,700              425,000               -                    521,700              44.89%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 2,769,800           3,152,200           1,449,900            1,300                1,701,000           46.04%

Budget Expenditures
771,700              429,600               # of FTE Staff - 4

School Trust Lands
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries 280,500              283,200              177,300               -                    105,900              62.61%
Benefits 152,800              157,200              98,600                 -                    58,600                62.72%
Purchased Services 68,600                66,100                33,700                 600                   31,800                51.89%
Travel 12,000                19,800                12,000                 -                    7,800                   60.61%
Supplies & Materials 39,100                27,400                5,700                   -                    21,700                20.80%
Unallocated Expenses 15,000                -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment 2,300                   4,000                  1,400                   -                    2,600                   35.00%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 570,300              557,700              328,700               600                   228,400              59.05%
Flow Through 138,100              214,000              100,300               -                    113,700              46.87%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 708,400              771,700              429,000               600                   342,100              55.67%
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% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

2,600,000           1,811,200            # of FTE Staff - 0
Science (Isee)

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Benefits -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Purchased Services -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Travel -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Supplies & Materials -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Flow Through 2,600,000           2,600,000           1,811,200            -                    788,800              69.66%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 2,600,000           2,600,000           1,811,200            -                    788,800              69.66%

Budget Expenditures
161,978,500      56,795,800          # of FTE Staff - 22.6

Special Education
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries 1,822,300           1,517,400           929,100               -                    588,300              61.23%
Benefits 846,400              829,200              500,700               -                    328,500              60.38%
Purchased Services 5,215,200           2,496,000           961,300               -                    1,534,700           38.51%
Travel 163,800              149,300              55,300                 -                    94,000                37.04%
Supplies & Materials 282,000              537,900              215,500               5,400                317,000              41.07%
Unallocated Expenses 4,318,400           1,133,200           -                        -                    1,133,200           0.00%
Equipment 41,700                113,600              84,800                 5,800                23,000                79.75%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 12,689,800         6,776,600           2,746,700            11,200              4,018,700           40.70%
Flow Through 132,975,300       155,201,900      54,037,900          -                    101,164,000       34.82%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 145,665,100       161,978,500      56,784,600          11,200              105,182,700       35.06%
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% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

33,227,600        19,384,300          # of FTE Staff - 332
Schools for Deaf and Blind

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries 15,473,700         15,480,400        9,331,000            -                    6,149,400           60.28%
Benefits 8,717,100           8,726,400           5,225,400            -                    3,501,000           59.88%
Purchased Services 4,899,500           5,009,600           3,194,600            17,300              1,797,700           64.11%
Travel 462,300              459,700              248,400               1,900                209,400              54.45%
Supplies & Materials 2,197,700           2,858,500           863,800               69,700              1,925,000           32.66%
Unallocated Expenses -                       250,000              1,100                   -                    248,900              0.44%
Equipment 238,700              412,200              403,200               9,000                -                       100.00%
Capital Expenditures 26,000                30,800                -                        18,900              11,900                61.36%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 32,015,000         33,227,600        19,267,500          116,800            13,843,300         58.34%
Flow Through -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 32,015,000         33,227,600        19,267,500          116,800            13,843,300         58.34%

Budget Expenditures
78,796,200        44,850,000          # of FTE Staff - 461.7

State Office of Rehabilitation
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries 22,989,900         23,648,600        14,253,300          -                    9,395,300           60.27%
Benefits 13,253,800         13,793,300        8,059,400            -                    5,733,900           58.43%
Purchased Services 2,946,200           3,662,000           2,646,800            73,500              941,700              74.28%
Travel 373,700              374,100              151,400               -                    222,700              40.47%
Supplies & Materials 2,792,800           3,120,400           1,767,800            189,100            1,163,500           62.71%
Unallocated Expenses 431,300              326,200              39,000                 100                   287,100              11.99%
Equipment 1,803,200           1,457,000           741,100               192,600            523,300              64.08%
Capital Expenditures 600,000              561,000              38,100                 33,500              489,400              12.76%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 45,190,900         46,942,600        27,696,900          488,800            18,756,900         60.04%
Flow Through 37,901,400         31,853,600        16,664,300          -                    15,189,300         52.32%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 83,092,300         78,796,200        44,361,200          488,800            33,946,200         56.92%
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4/7/2015

State Funds Mineral Lease Land Exchange Total Budget Expended Balance

FY 2014 Available Funds $1,987,296.00 $1,817,561.00 $0.00 $3,804,857.00

Ongoing
Employee Service Award Luncheon $1,300.00 $1,300.00 $1,040.40 $259.60
Technical Writer Internal Audit $60,000.00 $60,000.00 $0.00 $60,000.00
Internal Auditor $100,000.00 $100,000.00 $0.00 $100,000.00
Board Attorney $150,000.00 $150,000.00 $0.00 $150,000.00
Additional Superintendent Salary $33,500.00 $33,500.00 $0.00 $33,500.00

$344,800.00 $0.00 $0.00 $344,800.00 $1,040.40 $343,759.60

Ongoing - Could be Cancelled
Utah Teacher of the Year $33,000.00 $33,000.00 $27,406.87 $5,593.13
Milken Blue Ribbon Panel $400.00 $400.00 $0.00 $400.00
District visits & Superintendent meetings $8,000.00 $8,000.00 $0.00 $8,000.00
Utah Teacher's Forum $500.00 $500.00 $0.00 $500.00
CERT/CPR/AED Training & Supplies $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $135.00 $1,365.00
Interstate Commission for Military Children $3,571.00 $3,571.00 $3,571.00 $0.00
Teachers-Teachers $143,232.50 $143,232.50 $107,424.28 $35,808.22
Employee Action Committee $4,500.00 $4,500.00 $2,920.63 $1,579.37
Schools to Watch $12,000.00 $12,000.00 $4,446.02 $7,553.98
USOE Internal Professional Development $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $0.00 $1,500.00
College & Career Readiness Program Pilot $0.00 $120,000.00 $120,000.00 $120,000.00 $0.00
iKeepSafe $25,000.00 $25,000.00 $0.00 $25,000.00
Rural School Conference $30,000.00 $30,000.00 $0.00 $30,000.00
USSA Professional Development $8,000.00 $8,000.00 $8,000.00 $0.00

$271,203.50 $120,000.00 $0.00 $391,203.50 $273,903.80 $117,299.70

One-time
Admin/USBE Technology/Equipment $75,000.00 $75,000.00 $0.00 $75,000.00
Basement West Pictures $500.00 $500.00 $0.00 $500.00
Capital Repairs/ Upgrades $100,000.00 $100,000.00 $0.00 $100,000.00
Superintendent Projects/CCSSO Memberships $50,000.00 $50,000.00 $43,000.00 $7,000.00
Superintendent Discretionary $250,000.00 $400,000.00 $650,000.00 $260,241.16 $389,758.84
Deputy Superintendent Projects/CCSSO Memberships $40,000.00 $40,000.00 $300.00 $39,700.00
Assoc. Supt. Assessment Projects/CCSSO Memberships $48,000.00 $48,000.00 $48,000.00 $0.00
Assoc. Supt. Business & Operations Projects $17,000.00 $17,000.00 $5,836.46 $11,163.54
Superintendent Search Contract $50,000.00 $50,000.00 $0.00 $50,000.00
Update Board Room Technology and Tables $200,000.00 $200,000.00 $1,340.25 $198,659.75
Educator Effectiveness $450,000.00 $450,000.00 $3,247.63 $446,752.37
Carbon Monoxide Detector Pilot $150,000.00 $150,000.00 $0.00 $150,000.00
IT Audit/ Response to UEN Audit $200,000.00 $200,000.00 $201.13 $199,798.87

$1,180,500.00 $850,000.00 $2,030,500.00 $362,166.63 $1,668,333.37
Total $1,796,503.50 $970,000.00 $2,766,503.50 $637,110.83 $2,129,392.67
Remaining Balance $190,792.50 $847,561.00 $1,038,353.50

FY 2015

FY 2015 Discretionary Funds Budget



FY 2015 SCT Budget TOTAL
PERSONNEL w indirect $506,639.34
2088 hrs/yr $4,888.27 $317.64
26.1 pay periods/yr $10,079.00 $589.86

(inc cashout) $13,455.85 $1,074.01 0.60% 6.20% 1.45% 0.25% 0.88% 23.70% 5.27% 13.50%
EMPLOYEE RATE ANNUAL HEALTH DENTAL DISABLT FICA MEDICARE UNEMP WKCMP RETIRE TERM SUB INDIRECT TOTAL
1 - avg 4 rates 48.72 102,117.12 13,455.85 1074.01 612.70 6,331.26 1,480.70 255.29 898.63 24,201.76 5,381.57 155,845.56 21,039.15 176,884.71
2 - avg 2 rates 35.59 74,311.92 13,455.85 1074.01 445.87 4,607.34 1,077.52 185.78 653.94 17,611.93 3,916.24 117,377.06 15,845.90 133,222.96
3 - avg 2 rates 32.26 69,681.60 10,079.00 589.86 418.09 4,320.26 1,010.38 174.20 613.20 16,514.54 3,672.22 107,110.01 14,459.85 121,569.87
4.00 21.13 43,948.74 4,888.27 317.64 263.69 2,724.82 637.26 109.87 386.75 10,415.85 2,316.10 66,045.65 8,916.16 74,961.81
TRAVEL $15,000.00
PURCHASED SERVICES $62,131.50
Human Resources Services $2,256.00
Payroll Servcices $256.00
Wireless Communication S KR $900.00
Communication Services VOIP & 3 Cell $4,140.00
Other Contractual Non Medical Move $95.00
Postage and Mailing $300.00
Prof & Technical Utah Interactive $52,000.00
Required Technical References Lexisd Nexis $118.17/mo $1,420.00
Rental of Land and Buildings $764.50
EQUIPMENT (office furnishings and computers) $4,009.00
SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS $16,357.15
Buildings and Grounds $7,029.00
Office Supplies $300.00
Printing and Binding $150.00
Photocopy $100.00
Insurance & Bonds $1,500.00
Exhibits, Displays, and Awards $0.00
Membership Dues $1,110.00
Conventions, Seminars, W, C CFA, WSLCA, SCC Trainings $5,000.00
Taxable Meal $32.00
Prof Dev & Training Catered Nom Committee $200.00
Unclassified Other $0.00
DTS Telecom Going Away $936.15
TOTAL INCOME (Interest and Dividends Approp,) $536,000 + $58,000 +$12,300 + $11,000 $617,300.00
TOTAL EXPENSE $604,136.99
DIFFERENCE $13,163.01



DRAFTUTAH STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
MEETING MINUTES

March 5-6, 2015

BOARD STUDY SESSION, MARCH 5, 2015

A Study Session of the Utah State Board of Education was held March 5, 2015 at the Utah

State Office of Education, 250 East 500 South, Salt Lake City, Utah.  At the direction of the

Chair, Second Vice Chair Jennifer Johnson conducted.

Those attending included Board Members Dixie Allen, Leslie Castle,  Brittney Cummins,

Barbara Corry, Linda Hansen, Mark Huntsman, Jennifer Johnson, Jefferson  Moss, Mark

Openshaw, Teresa Theurer, Nancy Tingey and Terryl Warner.  Board and State Office of

Education staff attending included Sydnee Dickson, Bruce Williams, Judy Park, Lorraine Austin,

Emilie Wheeler, Chris Lacombe, Nicole Call, Sarah Young, Ricky Scott, Travis Rawlings and

Robert Austin.  Others attending included Jay Blain, UEA; Bonilynn Henrie and Sharon Zenger,

USDBEA; Joylin Lincoln; Nathan Andelin, Relational Data Corp.; and Tina Smith, UAPCS.

Vice Chair Johnson called the meeting to order at 4:03 p.m.

Standards Revision Process and Timeline

Deputy Superintendent Sydnee Dickson gave a presentation on standards setting and the

standards review process.  

Member Moss asked for a comparison with how other states revise standards.  He also

indicated it would be helpful for staff to report why standards are being adopted, how it will be

done, and why it is an improvement.  

Member Cummins questioned whether too much pedagogy is include in the standards

and asked if there could be separation between pedagogy, teaching methods, and standards. 

USOE Teaching and Learning Director Diana Suddreth clarified that pedagogy and teaching

methods are not included in the standards.  Deputy Superintendent Dickson informed the

Board there has been some confusion because what has been presented to the Board in the

past were standards plus material for teacher assistance.  In the future just the standards and
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objectives will come to the Board.  

Dr. Dickson requested input from the Board on what they would like to receive as far as

standards and what should be posted to the public.  She clarified that teacher resources are

developed to ensure the standards are actualized in the classroom.  

Member Hansen commented that it has been extremely helpful for her as a parent to

have access to the standards.  Vice Chair Johnson reported that she has talked to some parents

that feel overwhelmed by the standards because they are highly detailed and not easy to

consume. 

Deputy Superintendent Dickson reviewed the Board-approved revision schedule and

asked for input.  It was noted that there is a matrix on the Board website with the timeline.  

Member Moss asked if the standards review committee looks at the current standards or

looks at proposed changes to standards, and what happens with the feedback they give.  

Member Allen expressed that she has found with the 90-day public review there has been

a communication gap between staff, the districts, and the public receiving notification. 

Member Moss asked how feedback is received from the public and how that feedback is

incorporated into the standards.  He asked if the Board receives public feedback before it is

incorporated into the standards.  Dr. Suddreth indicated that feedback is incorporated prior to

standards coming to the Board unless there is a broad or controversial concept; then Board

input will be sought.  She felt it would be helpful for the Board to give input along the way. 

Member Moss requested that the Board be engaged all through the process.  Dr. Dickson

indicated the Board will be engaged early on in the process to give direction.  

Member Cummins suggested an addition to the process, that an item come to the Board

prior to the beginning of a standards revision process to inform the Board about why revisions

are needed.  The Board would then give approval for the revision process to start.  After

approval is given, the standards review committee would meet and a report would come back

to the Board with the standards review committee feedback.

Member Castle asked for more focus on diversity in the standards review committee

membership.

Member Hansen suggested that before a standards review committee is convened, staff
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come to the Board with a recommendation to convene the committee.  

Mark Huntsman suggested that a flow chart be developed that would allow Board

members to track where the specific standards being revised are in the process and

pinpointing when the Board is expected to make decisions.  Dr. Dickson indicated she will have

staff design a specific time frame once the Board gives the green light to start the revisions

process.  

Member Cummins suggested adding into the timeline set by the Board a review of the

standards review committee and adding interim times for the Board to check in on the process. 

This would allow the Board to handle public concerns in a more timely manner.  Dr. Dickson

will revise the timeline accordingly.  It will be up to the Board to decide whether reports go to

the full Board or a committee.

Vice Chair Johnson recommended that as the membership of several of the upcoming

standards review committees has already been determined, those committees be invited to

come to Board meeting when the standards review request initially comes to the Board.

MOTION was made by Member Castle and seconded by Member Huntsman that the

meeting adjourn.  

Motion carried.  The meeting adjourned at 5:53 p.m.  

Board Committee Meetings

The Board’s Finance Committee, Law and Licensing Committee, and Standards and

Assessment Committees met following the Study Session.
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UTAH STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION MEETING, MARCH 6, 2015

A regular meeting of the Utah State Board of Education was held March 6, 2015 at the

Utah State Office of Education, 250 East 500 South, Salt Lake City, Utah.  Chair David Crandall

conducted.  The meeting commenced at 8:00 a.m.

Board Members Present:
Chair David L. Crandall
1st Vice Chair David L. Thomas
2  Vice Chair Jennifer A. Johnsonnd

Member Dixie L. Allen
Member Laura Belnap
Member Leslie B. Castle
Member Barbara W. Corry
Member Brittney Cummins
Member Linda B. Hansen

Member Mark Huntsman
Member Marlin K. Jensen (non-voting)
Member Steven R. Moore (non-voting)
Member Jefferson Moss
Member C. Mark Openshaw
Member Spencer F. Stokes
Member Nancy Tingey (non-voting)
Member Terryl Warner
Member Joel Wright

Board Members Excused:
Member Freddie Cooper (non-voting)
Member Kristin Elinkowski (non-voting)
Member Teresa L. Theurer (non-voting)

Executive and Board Staff Present:
Brad Smith, State Superintendent
Sydnee Dickson, Deputy Supt.
Judy Park, Associate Supt.
Bruce Williams, Associate Supt.
Joel Coleman, USDB Superintendent
Lorraine Austin, Board Secretary

Emilie Wheeler, Board Communications
Specialist

Debbie Davis, Board Interim Internal
 Auditor

Chris Lacombe, Assistant A.G.
Nicole Call, Assistant A.G.

Others Present:

  Lisa Nentl-Bloom, Utah Education Association; Michelle Rodgers; Cheryl Phipps, Utah PTA;
Heather Gardner; Lydia Nuttall; Cindy Davis; Elizabeth Lim; LeAnn Wood

Opening Business

Chair David Crandall called the meeting to order at 8:00 a.m.  Member Mark Openshaw

led those present in the Pledge of Allegiance.
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Board Member Message

Member Linda Hansen related an experience she had at a book drive at a local

elementary school.  When the children taking the books realized they could keep them, there

was joy on their faces.  She learned that there are children that live around her that have needs

she didn’t know about.  She related the experience to the Board, noting that as the Board sits

in meetings without children before them, it may be easy to forget about the students.  She

encouraged Board members to remember that what they do does trickle down to the children

and that the Board is needed.

Introduction of New Employees

Human Resources Director Dave Rodemack introduced new USOE employees Ricky

Scott and Abigail Miller.  

Assistant Attorney General Nicole Call, who will be working with the Board, was also 

introduced.

Acknowledgment of Student Artwork

Arts Specialist Cathy Jensen acknowledged the art work hung in the Board Room from

Summit Academy Charter School, Oakwood Elementary School, and HMK Elementary School. 

Changes to Agenda

Updates to the agenda were noted.  Additions included Appointment of a TEC

Representative and an update of the University of Phoenix-Utah Accreditation.  Items 2-B, 2-C

and 2-D were removed from the Finance Committee.  The changes were appropriately noticed

as required.

Recognition/Achievement Spotlight

Former Board Member Dean Rowley was thanked for his service on the Board.   Mr.

Rowley was the appointed Utah School Boards Association representative and served from

2011 through 2014.  He was given a piece of original children’s art work.  He commented that it
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was a pleasure for him to serve on the Board and he appreciated the experience.  

Deputy Superintendent Sydnee Dickson spotlighted the winners of the Utah LEGO

League State Championship.  On January 31 Team Jedi won the first place champions award. 

Each team built LEGO robots and developed innovation presentations.  The team will compete

this summer in the first world festival in St. Louis, Missouri.  Team members included Tavo

Estrada, Onalee Estrada, Kim, Katie and Allison Drennan, Jacob Anderson and Nicole Brooks. 

These young innovators and their coaches were applauded by the Board and presented with a

Certificate of Excellence.

Executive Session

MOTION was made by Vice Chair Johnson and seconded by Member Huntsman 

that the Board move into Executive Session for the purpose of discussing the character,

professional competence, and physical or mental health of individuals.

Upon voice vote of the members present, the Board moved into Executive Session at

8:16 a.m.  Those present included Members Allen, Belnap, Castle, Corry, Crandall, Cummins,

Hansen, Huntsman, Johnson, Jensen, Moore, Moss, Openshaw, Stokes, Thomas, Tingey,

Warner and Wright; and Brad Smith, Sydnee Dickson, Lorraine Austin, Emilie Wheeler, Chris

Lacombe and Nicole Call.

MOTION was made by Member Openshaw seconded by Member Wright that the Board

come out of Executive Session.

Motion carried.  The meeting reconvened in open session at 9:00 a.m.

Public Comment

Lydia Nuttall, parent - reported about a book she found about the Pledge of Allegiance

where the page with the phrase “under God, indivisible” had been ripped out.  She questioned

what will happen to the nation if freedom from religion is supported.  She expressed the desire

to meet with the Governor and various organizations to promote liberty and justice for all in

every aspect of life, and invited Board members to join with her.

Cindy Davis, parent - asked the Board to listen to those in true Title I schools as it
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considers the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) waiver.  She suggested that if

the Board uses the same  strong language used in the last waiver request, the Board will not

have to request $30 million in funding from the legislature.  She asked the Board to give those

students every opportunity.  

Dawn Davies, Utah PTA - relayed that PTA respectfully requests that the Board reapply

for the ESEA waiver.  Utah will maintain greater flexibility through its ability to use Title I funds

at its discretion.  She questioned whether Congress will reauthorize the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act, and asked the Board to weigh very strongly the needs of students

and move to reapply for the waiver. 

Lisa Nentl-Bloom, Utah Education Association - updated the Board on the work UEA is

doing with an assessment literacy task force.  The goal is to develop curriculum to help their

members use assessment to identify if students are achieving.  This task force is almost finished

with developing the curriculum and will train through spring and summer.  She thanked the

Board and Superintendent for the opportunity to collaborate with them during the legislative

session.  She also extended an offer from UEA to assist with rulemaking needed as a result of

bills passed.  

Jason Benson, parent - asked the Board to apply to for a waiver renewal of ESEA.  As a

principal of a Title I school, he sees the needs of those students who don’t always have 

support at home.  He is fighting for those students, and feels the responsibility to provide

educational opportunities for them.  He invited the Board to spend a day at his school with the

teachers.  

Michelle Rodgers - expressed that as a former educator and now parent of three

children it’s hard to ignore things happening at her local schools.  Half the teachers have left

since the adoption of the Common Core.  She proposed that the things being done today that

are wrong will continue if the ESEA waiver is continued, and asked the Board to vote for Utah’s

children by voting against any waiver.

Elizabeth Lim, advocate against sex abuse - shared that since Utah has implemented

Aaron’s Law a sex abuse prevention program is needed.  She shared a book she has written,

SCREAM. RUN. TELL. to teach children about sex abuse. 
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General Consent Calendar

MOTION was made by Member Openshaw and seconded by Member Corry that the

Board approve the General Consent Calendar.   

Motion carried unanimously.

A. Minutes of Previous Meeting

Minutes of the State Board of Education meeting held February 6, 2015 were 
approved.

B. Monthly Budget Report

The Board received the monthly budget report. 

C. Contracts

The Board approved the following contracts:

1. Precision Exams LLC, $393,691, 02/01/2015 to 1/31/2020

To provide assistance to USOE in the development of the General Financial
Literacy Assessment Training.

This contract was mistakenly listed as a receivable on the Consent Calendar of
the Board’s January 8, 2015 meeting, and the Board approved it as such.  It was
resubmitted as a regular contract.

2. Educational Research and Training Corporation, $595,000, 03/20/2015 to
03/19/2020, federal

To provide online Migrant Achievement and Performance System (MAPS)/State
Migrant Education Program comprehensive needs assessment, State Service
Delivery Plan, Migrant Education Program Evaluation, and Prospective Re-
interview.  

3. Utah Parent Center, $180,000, 03/09/2015 to 03/09/2020, federal

To provide information and training to parents of children with disabilities
through the Parent Training Information (PTI) Project of the Utah Parent Center.

http://www.schools.utah.gov/board/Meetings.aspx.
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D. Contract Report

The Board received the report, Upcoming Contracts with Renewals. 

E. Work Incentives Planning and Assistance Program (WIPA) Grant

The Board approved the Utah State Office of Rehabilitation (USOR) applying for
renewal of the federal WIPA grant, and receipt of the grant funds. 

F. R277-116 Utah State Board of Education Internal Audit Procedure

In its February 6, 2015 meeting, the Board approved amendments to R277-116
on second reading.  The rule was amended to bring it into consistency with the
Board Bylaws and update definitions of the Audit Committee and Internal
Auditor. 

The Board approved R277-116 Utah State Board of Education Internal Audit
Procedure, as amended, on third and final reading.

G. R277-504 Early Childhood, Elementary, Secondary, Special Education (K-12), and
Preschool Special Education (Birth-Age 5) Licensure

In its February 6, 2015 meeting, the Board approved amendments to R277-504
on second reading.  The rule was amended to clarify the expectation of
technology instruction for educator preparation programs to include instruction
in the use of software for personalized learning.  Amendments also updated
language regarding working with students with disabilities to include positive
behavior supports and Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS). 

The Board approved R277-504 Early Childhood, Elementary, Secondary, Special
Education (K-12), and Preschool Special Education (Birth-Age 5) Licensure, as
amended, on third and final reading.

H. R280-200 Rehabilitation

In its February 6, 2015 meeting, the Board approved amendments to R280-200
on second reading.  A new section was added to give clarity to the authority
required for the State Office of Rehabilitation to make application for new
federal grants or reallotment funding.  

The Board approved R280-200 Rehabilitation, as amended, on third and final
reading.
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I. Requests for Temporary Authorizations

The Board approve temporary authorizations for licenses as submitted by school
districts and charter schools.

J. List of Educator Licenses Processed
 

The Board received the summary of the total number of educator licenses and
license areas processed in February 2015.

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Flexibility Renewal

Superintendent Brad Smith reported that staff has prepared a request to renew the

ESEA waiver with the understanding that it will not be submitted unless the Board approves.  

The due date for submitting the request is March 30, 2015.  He reminded them that the Board

sought $30 million from the legislature to backfill any potential loss of funding flexibility that

would be caused by the lack of a waiver, but it does not appear that any appropriation for that

$30 million request has been made.  

Superintendent Smith presented three potential courses of action:  

1.  The Board could instruct the Superintendent to do nothing.  The effect would be

that no waiver renewal of ESEA would be sought and, therefore, the provisions of currently

existing law, in particular No Child Left Behind (NCLB), would be implemented.  It’s unclear

what that implementation would look like because under NCLB every school would be deemed

a failing school.  As there would be no non-failing schools it is unclear how the transportation

requirement would be met.

2.  The Board could direct him to finalize the application for a full waiver to be

exempted from NCLB provisions for the next three years.  The assertion of a waiver is subject

to conditions posed by U.S. Department of Education.  However, if a waiver were granted

under the same terms and conditions accepted for the waiver last year, there would be a

strong assertion of state sovereignty with the provision that the Board retain the complete

right to alter assessments, evaluations, education standards, or any other aspect of the Utah

education system without the opportunity of the federal government to cut off funding or take
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other punitive action. 

3.  The Board could request a partial or mini-waiver.  The Board could request that

specific obligations under NCLB be waived such as the obligation to implement evaluation or a

particular assessment system under the statute be waived.   The Board could also request a full

waiver for less than three years. 

Member Belnap asked for clarification about Utah’s obligation to the federal

government whether it seeks the waiver or not.  It was clarified that Utah will be under federal

obligation in either circumstance because of the federal dollars received.  The Board has a

choice of the set of federal regulations by which it will be governed.   Superintendent Smith 

reported that the amount of federal money Utah receives will not change if a waiver isn’t

granted.  It Utah is granted a waiver, local education agencies (LEAs) will retain local flexibility

to spend Title I funds, as appropriate under the law, as they see fit.  However, if Utah is not

under a waiver and a school is designated a failing school under NCLB, then NCLB dictates how

the school must spend some of its Title I money.  This would include paying the transportation

costs from a failing school to a non-failing school, and providing remedial or after-school

programs.  NCLB dictates a number of remedial measures for schools that are deemed failing

under the law.

Member Moss reiterated that there would not be a loss of funds without a waiver. 

Superintendent Smith confirmed that and noted that the purpose of requesting the $30 million

from the legislature was to make sure there would be no loss of flexibly available funds. 

Member Moss asked if there would be an enforceable mechanism for the use of those funds

that are required to be set aside for failing schools under NCLB.  Superintendent Smith

indicated that the measures that are most the clear are remedial measures such as after-school

programs.  Transportation to non-failing schools is not clear.  

Member Moss noted that North Dakota has received mini-waivers for its rural schools

and suggested that Utah could pursue mini-waivers for specific areas.  Member Castle

expressed that she is not supportive of moving away from a relationship with the federal

government.  She suggested that prior to making a decision the Board talk with local

superintendents and local school board members to address their needs.
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Vice Chair Johnson asked if there is a different deadline than March 30 for mini-waivers.

Superintendent Smith was not aware of different time frame.  He noted that North Dakota

sought mini-waivers b outside of the deadline.

Member Warner questioned who, under NCLB, would make the decision regarding

school support teams and how are the teams funded.  Superintendent Smith responded that

the local education agency (LEA) would hire school support teams using Title I funds received

by the LEA.  Every school in Year 1 School Improvement would have to hire a school support

team. 

Member Stokes asked for clarification if the waiver has anything to do with the

Common Core.  Superintendent Smith responded that the conditions the U.S. Department of

Education purport to impose when a waiver is sought is for a state to adopt more rigorous

education standards.  No specific standards are listed.  The waiver Utah received last year

reserves the right for Utah to unilaterally change its standards as it chooses.   Also, NCLB

explicitly forbids the federal government from requiring states to adopt particular curricular

standards.  Member Stokes commented that if Utah doesn’t ask for a waiver it would still need

standards.  

Vice Chair Thomas informed that last year he crafted the language for the waiver to

ensure that the Board has authority for certifying that its standards are college and career

ready without asking for approval from Higher Education. 

Member Stokes asked what Utah would be getting out of by not requesting the

identical waiver as the one now in place.  There was some suggestion that Utah might not have

to comply with requirements for an assessment system or teacher evaluation system under

NCLB.  Deputy Superintendent Dickson clarified that with the waiver all that it required now

regarding educator evaluation is that we report what system is in place and outline how we’re

determining student growth.  Utah’s educator evaluation system is a result of legislation (SB

64, 2012 Legislative Session) and Board rule (R277-531).  Nothing in the federal law dictates 

performance pay.  She also reported that if Utah was to go back to NCLB without the waiver,

28 schools would be planning for restructuring in school year 2015-16.  

Associate Superintendent Judy Park reported that the assessment system required
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under NCLB and state law was not affected by the flexibility waiver.  The piece that was

changed with the waiver was the accountability system.  NCLB has a required system to which

states must adhere; the waiver allows states to develop their own accountability systems.  

Chair Crandall asked whether under the waiver Utah could change the teacher

evaluation system and assessment system without approval from the federal government.  Dr.

Park responded that NCLB requires certain assessments and the waiver doesn’t change that

requirement.  The requirement is for assessment in grades 3-8 and once in high school for

language arts, math and science.  

Member Coleman commented that it seems everything education has been doing for

the last eight or nine years has been under the instigation of the federal government.  He

thinks we have squandered those years without reaching consensus on a direction. 

Superintendent Smith expressed that he shares many of the deep-seated concerns

about federal overreach.  However, as a superintendent he knows that strong assessment

systems, strong evaluation systems and standards-based education constitute a set of reforms

that he believes are essential to producing students that are ready to compete and flourish in

the modern world.  

Member Cummins asked if Utah goes back under NCLB whether the school

improvement status for schools would be retroactive, and if so, what the cost would be for the

restructuring process.   Associate Superintendent Park confirmed that placing schools in school

improvement would be retroactive.  ESEA and Special Programs Director Ann White informed 

that one school has gone through that process and it was costly, but she didn’t have the dollar

amounts.  It was clarified that the cost of restructuring has not been figured into the cost of

not renewing the waiver.

Member Cummins asked if, under NCLB, specific schools would lose funding because of

the requirement to spread funds among more schools.  Superintendent Smith responded that

some schools could experience a diminution and redirection of funds.  

Assistant Attorney General Chris Lacombe discussed his legal analysis regarding the

legality of seeking a waiver.  In Utah Code 53A-1-903 it suggests the Board is obligated to seek

a waiver; however, in 53A-1-904, the statute states it is only necessary to seek a waiver if the
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federal government is violating NCLB Section 9527.  The Section states the federal government

can’t mandate standards and curriculum, among other things.  There is a plausible argument

that if the Board believes the federal government, through NCLB and the waiver, is violating

states rights to make standards, they need to seek a waiver from the law.  He felt a more

persuasive interpretation is from 53A-1-903 that indicates a waiver from federal regulation

must be sought, but doesn’t designate whether a full or partial waiver is required.  

Vice Chair Johnson referenced a document the Board received last month from Utah

Attorney General Reyes which states:  “There may be federal entanglements with ESEA waiver

conditions that require Utah to adopt and implement college and career ready standards. 

Since 2012 the U.S. Department of Education has issued Utah an ESEA waiver from No Child

Left Behind requirements.  In August 2014 Utah requested a one-year waiver extension which

is currently being reviewed by the U.S. Department of Education.  Under this waiver Utah must

comply with the four waiver principles.  One of those four principles is ‘college and career

ready expectations for all students.’  This principle requires Utah ‘adopt college and career

ready standards in at least reading, language arts, and mathematics, transitioning to and

implementing such standards statewide for all students in schools.’  These ESEA waiver

principles and conditions are not part of No Child Left Behind’s express statutory terms.  As a

result a plausible argument exists that ESEA waiver conditions are U.S. Department of

Education requirements and are not authorized by Congress in No Child Left Behind.  In

addition, Utah has been arguably coerced into complying with these ESEA waiver principles.” 

She brought this to the Board’s attention as it considers federal entanglements.  

Vice Chair Johnson questioned why the state of Washington lost its waiver and if it was

over an educator evaluation issue.   Dr. Dickson couldn’t address it in detail but responded that

she understands one of the sticking points was student growth.   Regarding student growth the

waiver uses the term “significant” in regards to student growth, and there is no clear

understanding of the term.  Utah did not set a specific growth percentage because there is no

research that shows student growth is attributable to the success of a teacher in a significant

way.  Some other states that did not use a percentage were not successful in obtaining a

waiver.  In her conversation with the federal government they felt that what is outlined in Utah
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Code and Board rule is significant enough that they allowed Utah to work towards a floor of

forty percent.  However, in subsequent conversations with the Department of Education, and

in a meeting with the Governor and Department representatives, it was made very clear that

Utah would control the student growth piece.

Chair Crandall and Member Moss asked if Utah would lose its waiver if growth isn’t

included in its accountability system.  Dr. Dickson clarified that Utah would lose the waiver if it

doesn’t have an evaluation system.  Components of the system have been changed with

affecting the waiver.  Dr. Dickson could not definitively confirm what the Department of

Education will do if additional changes are made to Utah’s system, but stated that it is the one

principal for which staff has had a great deal of dialogue with the Department, and there was

more concern with the time line than the components.

Member Moss expressed concern that staff does not know if Utah will lose its waiver if

specific changes are made.  Superintendent Smith reiterated that under the existing waiver

Utah has reserved its right to make changes to the evaluation system, and the Department

unequivocally and unambiguously granted the waiver under those conditions.  He interpreted

that acceptance to mean Utah can make changes to the system without loss of the waiver. If a

further renewal of the waiver is sought on the same basis, he would stand by the same answer. 

Under implementing regulations it seems clear to him that in order to maintain a waiver under

the regulations Utah would have to have an evaluation system that has to have student growth

as part of the evaluation system.   However, it appears that in granting Utah’s waiver, a waiver

of this foundational level has also been granted.  

Member Moss further questioned if the waiver would only remain in place until Utah

such time as Utah made a change on growth in its evaluation system.  Superintendent Smith

responded that given that the Department accepted the language without qualification he

doesn’t believe they could enforce that in court.  Dr. Dickson added that there was

inconsistency in how waivers were approved or disapproved, and there is not a set standard.

Member Stokes noted that in Attorney General Reyes’ document on federal

entanglements referenced earlier, it also states that “federal entanglements are debatable as

to standards.  No entanglement exists with respect to curriculum.”
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MOTION was made by Member Stokes and seconded by Vice Chair Thomas that the

Board authorize the State Superintendent to apply for a one-year Elementary and Secondary

Education Act (ESEA) flexibility waiver renewal, under the same conditions as the last waiver,

unless the legislature provides adequate funding to replace funding flexibility lost by not

seeking the ESEA waiver.

Member Stokes clarified that the intent is for the Board not to seek a waiver if the

funding is approved.  

Member Cummins asked if there is an alternate plan if the waiver is not granted.  

Superintendent Smith responded that if a waiver request is not granted and another option

were offered, he would come to the Board for approval prior to accepting anything outside the

terms of the motion.

Vice Chair Johnson pointed out that there is currently a lawsuit pending with respect to

the waivers.  She expressed interest in understanding how this would play out and questioned

what the fallout would be if the quid pro quo nature of the waivers is invalidated.  

Superintendent Smith responded that the existing lawsuit is the matter of Jindahl v. USA,

seeking to declare that the entire waiver process is unconstitutional.  The legal rationale has

been captured in an upcoming Vanderbilt Law Review article entitled, “Federalizing Education

by Waiver.”   The underlying argument is that the entire waiver process is unconstitutional 

because it seeks to impose by giving a waiver, provisions that Congress has never enacted and

under terms and conditions that Congress has never provided the Secretary of Education the

authorization to do.  If that were correct the entire waiver process is unconstitutional, and

therefore, the government would have given states something for which they had no

authorization; therefore, the waiver would have no effect and all states would be back under

NCLB as if no waiver had been extended.  One of the things that struck him as he read the

article was that there is strong lack of judicial precedent.

Member Hansen expressed support for the waiver whether the $30 million is

appropriated or not.  She is not in favor of the way schools are defined under NCLB and the

schools that are really in need of improvement will not be identified.  Under the waiver, the

correct schools are identified and get the help they need.  
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Member Castle asked if Utah goes back under NCLB, who is generally favored by the

shift in funding.   Superintendent Smith replied that funding for some schools will be reduced

because there is the potential spreading of the funding over a greater number of recipients.  

If the legislature appropriates $30 million and Utah doesn’t seek the waiver, the $30 million

will represent new money into the system.  Although under NCLB some Title I money would be

redirected, schools would also receive flexible money from the $30 million. 

Member Corry questioned why a three-year waiver wouldn’t be sought.  Member

Stokes replied that a one-year waiver provides the Board with flexibility.  

Member Belnap asked the Board to wait to vote on the motion until all Board member

questions were answered. 

MOTION was made by Vice Chair Johnson and seconded by Member Moss that the

Board take a short break.  

Motion carried.  The Board took a five-minute break and reconvened at 10:50 a.m.

Member Belnap asked whether contingencies could be sought from No Child Left

Behind if the Board does not seek a waiver.  Superintendent Smith indicated it could be

possible, but stated it seems the Board’s negotiating power would be at its lowest point if the

Board has not sought a waiver. 

Member Warner questioned if it could cost schools more money than they will receive

to implement corrective action.  Superintendent Smith indicated it would depend on their plan. 

Member Huntsman reported that every one of the ten districts he represents are in

favor of the Board seeking the waiver, and indicated it would really hurt them if it is not

granted.  He expressed support for the waiver. 

MOTION TO AMEND was made by Member Cummins and seconded by Member

Warner that the Board apply for a one-year ESEA waiver, under the same conditions as the last

waiver, without the condition of money from the legislature.

Member Stokes spoke against the motion to amend.  He felt that by adding the piece

about the legislative appropriation it allows the Board to involve the legislative body, and the

appropriation would give the Board more flexibility in working with failing schools.  Member

Openshaw supported the idea of bringing new money into the system.  Vice Chair Johnson also
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spoke against the amendment.

Member Cummins expressed a concern that with the legislative appropriation, the

money would only be infused into the system for one year. 

Motion to amend failed, with Member Cummins, Corry, Hansen, Huntsman and Warner

in favor, and Members Allen, Belnap, Castle, Crandall, Johnson, Moss, Openshaw, Stokes,

Thomas and Wright opposed.

Motion carried, with Members Allen, Castle, Corry, Hansen, Huntsman, Openshaw,

Stokes, Thomas and Warner in favor, and Members Belnap, Crandall, Johnson, Moss and

Wright opposed.  

Member Stokes suggested that a letter be sent to the Executive Appropriations

Committee outlining the action of the Board and again requesting the funding.  

Risk Mitigation Plan Update

Associate Superintendent Bruce Williams gave an overview of the USOE Risk Mitigation

Plan and presented a time line and status of work on the plan.  Vice Chair Johnson distributed

graphs showing the number of FTEs at the USOE and the number of local education agencies

they serve.  

Superintendent Williams reported that there are rent savings due to bonds on the

building being paid off, and he suggested that the savings could be refocused to assist with risk

mitigation.  There is intent language being considered by the Public Education Appropriations

Subcommittee to allow the use of that money for risk mitigation.  The Board also approved the

hiring of two additional auditors using one-time money.  If more funding is appropriated the

hope is to cover those costs using ongoing money.  

Vice Chair Johnson emphasized the importance of the Board understanding the risks

and time line of the risk mitigation, and ensuring that there is adequate response by the Board

and Office.  

Superintendent Williams noted that the first thing identified in the risk report is roles,

responsibilities and communications, and it was noted that Superintendent Smith is working to

give management a clear direction. 
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Chair Crandall handed the gavel to Vice Chair Johnson and left the meeting.  Vice Chair

Thomas, Members Openshaw and Stokes, and Superintendent Smith also left the meeting for

the purpose of participating in legislative meetings.  

Member Warner asked where the discretionary funds approved for risk mitigation are

listed in the USOE budget.  Superintendent Williams responded that those funds are under the

Administration area, but are not broken out.  He indicated he could provide a report showing

the breakdown of those funds.   

Vice Chair Johnson asked Internal Auditor Debbie Davis for a description of risk

assessment.  Ms. Davis informed that risk assessment is a tool that management and internal

auditors use.  A risk assessment looks at an organization and identifies areas where there may

be problems and opportunities that aren’t being taken.  Once a risk assessment is done

management performs risk mitigation and the auditors determine where audits are needed. 

Risk assessments should be done on an annual basis.  Mr. Williams reported that he and the

internal auditors are working closely together to ensure they’re moving forward on addressing 

the issues and hope to create an environment where risks are minimized.  

Vice Chair Johnson asked what the responsibility of the Board is regarding the risks

identified.  Ms. Davis responded that the Board is charged with governance and is responsible

for the use of funds.  Ultimately assessing and monitoring risk is a management function which

is delegated by the Board. 

Vice Chair Johnson noted that the Board needs to reflect on what is has done to

address concerns with respect to role clarity. 

Member Moore expressed appreciation for the update on the plan.  He noted that two

things—a compensation plan and UCA monitoring system—have been accomplished since the

plan came out last October.  The rest of the work seems to be pending legislative

appropriation, and he asked if there is an alternate plan for completing the work without the

appropriation.  He also questioned whether things could be done now without waiting on the

resources.  

Superintendent Williams responded that Superintendent Smith is taking the risk

assessment very seriously, but many items are based on funding and would be very difficult to
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implement with additional funding.   Deputy Superintendent Dickson also reported on

Superintendent Smith’s intention to conduct a zero-based budgeting and reprioritization

process.  More dialogue on that process will begin after the legislative session.  

Mr. Williams also reported that the plan will be considered as the budgeting process for

next fiscal year is conducted.  It appears right now that there will be funding to address most of

the problems.  Some will be done through reallocation and some through additional funding.  

Member Belnap asked how USOR is notifying the public  of services they are no longer

able to provide.  Superintendent Williams reported that the biggest issue is with Vocational

Rehabilitation services.  Those clients already in the pipeline will still have services.  It appears,

based on information he has received, that there will be a legislative appropriation of $6.3

million for Vocational Rehabilitation, which would allow for continued services through the end

of the fiscal year.  This will be a temporary fix.  The Board will have to consider whether USOR

should accept federal reallotment funding.  

Member Belnap reported that she has gotten calls from USOR clients indicating that

their counselors are cancelling appointments and telling them not to come in.  Stacy Cummins,

USOR, explained that this shouldn’t be happening.  The USOR is on Order of Selection, but

there are still pending services.  

Vice Chair Johnson asked Board members to contact Board leadership with additional

questions about USOR.

Member Moss left the meeting.

Utah Professional Practices Advisory Commission Cases

MOTION was made by Member Allen and seconded by Member Corry that the Board

accept the UPPAC recommendation in Case No. 12-1105 and suspend the educator’s Level 1

Secondary Education License for no less than three (3) years from the date of Board action

pursuant to a stipulated agreement.  Reinstatement, following a UPPAC hearing and

recommendation, is subject to Board approval.

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Openshaw, Stokes and Thomas absent.  
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MOTION was made by Member Allen and seconded by Member Corry that the Board

accept the recommendation in UPPAC Case No. 13–1178 and suspend the educator’s Level 2

Secondary and Career and Technical Education License for eighteen (18) months from 

August 1, 2014 pursuant to a stipulated agreement.  Reinstatement, following a UPPAC hearing

and recommendation, is subject to Board approval.

Without objection, the case was referred to Executive Session for discussion.  

Executive Session

MOTION was made by Member Allen and seconded by Member Huntsman that the

Board move into Executive Session for the purpose of discussing the character, professional

competence, and physical or mental health of individuals.  Upon voice vote of those Members

present, the Board moved into Executive Session at 12:03 p.m.

Those present in Executive Session included Members Allen, Belnap, Castle, Corry,

Cummins, Hansen, Huntsman, Jensen, Johnson, Moore, Tingey, Warner and Wright; and

Sydnee Dickson, Lorraine Austin, Chris Lacombe, Nicole Call, Ben Rasmussen, Rachel Terry, and

Nicole Ferguson.  

Member Wright left the meeting.  

MOTION was made by Member Huntsman and seconded by Member Cummins that the

Board come out of Executive Session.

Motion carried.  The Board reconvened in open meeting at 1:27 p.m. 

Executive Session Items

UPPAC Cases

Motion to accept the UPPAC recommendation in Case No. 13-1178 failed, with

Members Allen, Corry and Huntsman in favor, and Members Belnap, Castle, Cummins, Hansen,

Johnson, and Warner opposed; Members Crandall, Moss, Openshaw, Stokes, Thomas and

Wright absent.
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Appointments

MOTION was made by Member Hansen and seconded by Member Allen that the Board

appoint Melissa Schindler to the State Rehabilitation Council and the Statewide Independent

Living Council as the VR 121 representative.  

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

Committee Reports

STANDARDS AND ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE

Committee Chair Laura Belnap reported on the following items from the Committee.

R277-700-6 The Elementary and Secondary School Core Curriculum - High School Requirements

Rule R277-700-6 was amended to reflect changes the Board made in Utah high school

graduation requirements, recognizing the General Financial Literacy course as an independent

course separate from any core area, and adding a half unit of credit to the Social Studies

graduation requirement.  The Committee approved amendments to R277-700-6 on first

reading.  

MOTION from Committee that the Board approve R277-700-6 The Elementary and

Secondary School Core Curriculum - High School Requirements on second reading. 

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

Social Studies Performance Standards Update

The Committee received a report regarding the revision process of the Secondary Social

Studies Standards.  Committee Chair Belnap thanked staff for their work on the standards.  

The Committee asked for a one-page monthly summary from the USOE Teaching and

Learning Section regarding standards revision.

Standards Review Committee Recommendations for Elementary Mathematics

The Committee received a report from the Standards Review Committee with

recommendations for changes to the Elementary Mathematics Standards.  A draft of the
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Standards will be presented in the May Board meeting.  

The Committee gave direction to staff for additional changes to the Standards.

Standards Review Committee Recommendations for Secondary Mathematics

The Committee received a report from the Standards Review Committee with

recommendations for changes to the Secondary Mathematics Standards.  A draft of the

Standards will be presented in the May Board meeting.  

The Committee asked for a revised draft with particular focus on revising and aligning

the Precalculus and Secondary I Honors, II Honors, and III Honors standards; revising and

aligning the Statistics and Probability Standards across secondary courses; considering moving

some of the standards in Secondary II to other courses; and revising ambiguous standards.

Utah Multi-Tiered System of Supports (UMTSS)

Two years ago the USOE received a five-year State Personnel Grant from the U.S.

Department of Education to provide leadership and support for local education agencies in

sustained implementation of evidence-based practices.  Members of the UMTSS team provided

the Committee with information about the grant and reviewed the progress of

implementation.

FINANCE COMMITTEE

Committee Member Mark Huntsman reported on the following items from the

Committee.

USOR Quarterly Budget Review

The committee received a budget report from the Utah State Office of Rehabilitation. 

The Committee requested that the USOR budget review be provided on a monthly basis.

R277-114 Corrective Action and Withdrawal or Reduction of Program Funds

The Committee reviewed R277-114 consistent with the Utah Administrative Rulemaking
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Act five-year review requirement.

The Committee approved on first reading continuation of R277-114 with an additional

amendment to the rule as follows: Line 130 was changed to read, “The State Superintendent

may withhold, reduce or terminate . . .”  

MOTION from Committee that the Board approve continuation of R277-114 Corrective

Action and Withdrawal or Reduction of Program Funds, and amendments to the rule, on second

reading.  

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

FY 2015 USBE/USOE Budget Amendment

The Committee reviewed information about the USOE budget.

MOTION from Committee that the Board authorize hiring new internal auditors using the

high end of the salary schedule analysis provided by the Board Internal Audit Director.

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

MOTION from Committee that the Board authorize hiring a Financial Manager II in

Internal Accounting using the rent savings in the Indirect Cost Pool.

Member Belnap asked if this is a new position, and Associate Superintendent Williams

indicated that it is.

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

It was reported that a demonstration/training will be provided to the Board in its April

meeting regarding the BASE accounting system.  

Finance Committee Requests for Data

The following requests for data were received by the Committee:

• An inventory of the services that the USOE provides to schools that aren’t required

by statute.

• A recommendation of software that may need to be purchased.

• A report on how much CDA and RDA money has been approved over the last ten to

twenty years and the different types of projects that are being approved.
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• A report of the transportation percent paid to school districts and who determines

the transportation rate.

• Regular budget workshops.  

• Finalization of pupil accounting data.

Taxing Entity Committee Alternate Representative Appointment

MOTION from Committee that the Board appoint Daniel Ellis as the Board’s alternate

Taxing Entity Committee representative. 

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

LAW AND LICENSING COMMITTEE

Committee Member Terryl Warner reported on the following items from the Committee.

Addition or Change to Board Rule for Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind (USDB)

Calculation of the Weighted Average Salary Adjustment (WASA) for USDB Educators

(contracted) in Accordance with Utah Code 53A-25b-402

Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind Superintendent Joel Coleman spoke to the

Committee regarding a proposal to add the USDB calculation of the weighted average salary

adjustment (WASA) for USDB contracted educators to Board rule.  The Board submits an

annual proposal to the legislature; however, there is a two-year difference in the request, the

availability of relevant data in mid-to-late-November, and the application of the wage

adjustments.  The formula for WASA is set forth in statute and the proposed rule would define

the process. 

A question was raised as to whether putting the calculation in rule would set a precedent

for the need for additional rules regarding other financial computations.  Assistant Attorney

General Chris Lacombe was asked to provide research information to the Board on this issue,

and to work with Superintendent Coleman to draft a rule for consideration at a future meeting.

R277-475 Patriotic, Civic and Character Education
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The Board reviewed R277-475 Patriotic, Civic and Character Education consistent with the

Utah Administrative Rulemaking Act five-year review requirements, and reviewed suggested

amendments from staff.

The Committee made additional amendments outlined on a distributed sheet.  The

Committee approved R277-475 for continuation and amendment on first reading,

MOTION from Committee that the Board approve continuation of R277-475 Patriotic,

Civic and Character Education, and amendments to the rule, on second reading. 

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

R277-517-5 Board and UPPAC Disciplinary Definitions and Actions—Board Disciplinary Actions

The Committee reviewed proposed amendments to R277-517-5 to provide updated

language for Board action against an educator for failure to respond to a complaint resulting in

a default action, and an educator’s failure to appear for a disciplinary hearing.  

The Committee approved amendments to R277-517-5 on first reading.

MOTION from Committee that the Board approve R277-517-5 Board and UPPAC

Disciplinary Definitions and Actions—Board Disciplinary Action, as amended, on second reading.

Member Corry asked if there was representation from the Utah Education Association at

the Committee meeting.  Member Warner responded that UEA was there and voiced some

concerns about revocation.  It was explained to them that there have been issues where the

Board does not have the option to revoke the license of an educator who doesn’t respond to

the Utah Professional Practices Advisory Commission, but can only suspend the license for five

years.  This rule change provides greater flexibility to the Board.  

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

R277-516-3 Education Employee Required Reports of Arrests and Required Background Check

Policies for Non-licensed Employees—Licensed Public Education Employee Personal Reporting of

Arrests

The Committee reviewed proposed amendments to R277-516-3 to expand the

requirements for licensed educator self-reporting from not only reports of arrest, but also
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citations and charges; and broadening of a list of specified offenses to report to make the

offenses consistent with the educator ethics standards in R477-515.

The Committee approved the proposed amendments to R277-516-3, and additional

amendments outlined on a distributed sheet, on first reading.  

MOTION from Committee that the Board approve R277-516–3 Education Employee

Required Reports of Arrests and Required Background Check Policies for Non-licensed

Employees—Licensed Public Education Employee Personal Reporting of Arrests, as amended, on

second reading.

Member Corry asked if the Utah Education Association was present in the Committee and

was informed they were.  

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

R277-474 School Instruction and Human Sexuality

The Committee reviewed R277-474 consistent with the Utah Administrative Rulemaking

Act five-year review requirement, and amendments suggested by staff.  The Committee made

additional amendments outlined on a distributed sheet.

The Committee approved on first reading continuation of and amendment to R277-474.

MOTION from Committee the Board approve R277-474 School Instruction and Human

Sexuality, as amended, and continuation of the rule, on second reading.

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

R277-459 Teacher Supplies and Materials Appropriation

The Committee reviewed R277-474 Classroom Supplies Appropriation consistent with the

Utah Administrative Rulemaking Act five-year review requirement, and proposed amendments

suggested by staff, including a change to the rule title.  The Committee made an additional

amendment on line 72 to change “shall” to “may.”  

The Committee approved amendments to R277-474, and continuation of the rule, on first

reading.

MOTION from Committee that the Board approve R277-474 Teacher Supplies and
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Materials Appropriation, as amended, and continuation of the rule, on second reading.

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

Member Castle reminded the Board that there has been a discussion about rules being

rewritten for specific style and other changes.  Vice Chair Johnson reported that she has

discussed the needs with Superintendent Smith, and he will work on it when the new Associate

Superintendent starts.  

University of Phoenix Utah Accreditation Update

In its December 5, 2014 meeting, the Board was informed that USOE placed the

University of Phoenix Utah on probationary status, consistent with R277-502, due to a denial of

accreditation from the Council for Accreditation of Education Preparation (CAEP).  

The Committee was apprised that the University appealed the CAEP decision and the

appeal was granted.  Since the granting of the appeal places the University of Phoenix back in

the status of being a candidate for accreditation, USOE is removing the probation.  If the

University of Phoenix is approved for accreditation, they will work with USOE to present their

program to the Board for final approval.

R277-404 Requirements for Assessment of Student Achievement

Associate Superintendent Judy Park reported that Senator Aaron Osmond has put forth

legislation that would add additional language around parents being able to excuse their

children from testing.  In conversation with Senator Osmond and the Board, the Senator

indicated that if the Board were to put the language into a Board rule, he would pull the

language from his bill. 

A draft of R277-404 Requirements for Assessment of Student Achievement was

distributed.  Superintendent Park reviewed the major amendments to the rule.

1.  Parents must complete a form on an annual basis to exempt their children from

testing.  The reason it must be done annually is because schools systems aren’t set up to carry

information such as the opt out from year to year. 

2.  A consistent form must be used for opt out. Dr. Park expressed that a consistent form
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would provide clarity between parents and the school regarding for which specific assessments

the opt out request is being made.

3.  A requirement has been added that the school must receive the opt out form at least

five days prior to the assessment.  This will help ensure that parents wishes are implemented. 

4) Consequences of a student opting out of a test are governed at the local level.  

Member Hansen questioned whether the form would be a checklist of tests for which

students could opt out.  Dr. Park responded that a checklist would be challenging as there are

different tests for each grade.  She clarified that the rule only covers statewide assessments,

and that it is a local decision how to handle opt out of other assessments.  

Member Cummins pointed out that paragraphs A and C in Section 6 seem to contradict

each other.  Superintendent Park responded that the difference is in the consequences for

students.  

Member Castle stated she would support Section 6-A being removed, because she is not

sure if parents are primarily responsible for their children’s education—at least financially. 

Assistant Attorney General Chris Lacombe verified that it has been established in Utah statute

that parents are primarily responsible for their children’s education.  He described paragraph A

as preparatory language or an introduction.  There is no legal requirement or obligation in

paragraph A.  Member Castle asked what the rights and duties of education entities are and

questioned why those aren’t stated in the beginning of the rule.  Mr. Lacombe responded that

state statute is couched in terms of parent rights.  

Member Tingey commented that if a student is absent and then returns to school there

are often makeup days.  She asked how that should be addressed in the rule.  Dr. Park

suggested that the process outlined in the rule, with the parent filling out the form, would be

that the way to handle that situation.  

Member Cummins pointed out that if a parent keeps a child home rather than using the

opt out process, there could be a significant number of absences along with the penalties

associated. 

Member Belnap suggested that lines 48 and 49 be changed to SAGE rather than just

summative.  SAGE would include both formative and summative tests.  Dr. Park responded that
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the term “SAGE” is used for a variety of things including a tool teachers use to develop quizzes

assignments test.  

Member Belnap requested that the Board approve the opt out form, and suggested it be

a simple checklist.  She expressed concern over the requirement to submit the form five days

prior to a test as it takes away flexibility for parents.

Members Moss and Wright joined the meeting by phone.

Member Huntsman expressed concern regarding the roll out of the rule, and felt it could

be perceived that assessment isn’t important to the Board.  He asked whether district

superintendents and other educators have been involved in the process.  

Dr. Park responded that teachers use assessment data for a variety of purposes and can

provide teachers with valuable information.  The question is how to support both parents in

their rights and educators in their tasks.  

Member Hansen asked how quickly the Board will need to approve the rule in response

to Senator Osmond’s legislation.   Vice Chair Johnson recommended passing the rule on first

reading or first and second reading today and bringing it back for third reading in April.  Dr.

Park expressed her feeling that Senator Osmond would recognize that timeline as good faith.  

Member Tingey felt there should be just one form for both state and local opt out.  

Member Moss questioned whether Senator Osmond is comfortable with the rule.  He

also asked if local education agencies have concerns about assessment using the SAGE

platform, and wondered if there will be any push back from LEAs by not allowing individual

schools to opt out because of the Board’s platform.  

Superintendent Park reported that Senator Osmond is comfortable with the language.  As

far as what this would mean for formative assessments, the definition in the law is for state

required assessments, which are formative.  If that were to be broadened to teacher-created

assessments it could mean any tests teachers give on a daily basis, and would be very

problematic for schools and districts.  It is within schools’ and districts’ purview to not

participate in SAGE interim tests that are not required.  

Without objection the discussion was tabled to allow for discussion of the Board retreat.



DRAFT
Utah State Board of Education Meeting Minutes -31- March 5-6, 2015

Board Retreat

Dates were considered for a two-day strategic planning retreat for the Board in April.  It

was determined that the Board Secretary will send out a poll on dates.  

Member Allen left the meeting.  

R277-404 Discussion continued

Member Castle asked why, when students are opting out of a test, instruction must be

provided for them during the time other students are taking the assessment, since other

students are not receiving instruction then.  She opined that parents that sign forms opting

their children out of tests acknowledge that they understand what is being lost by opting out of

the test.

MOTION was made by Member Belnap and seconded by Member Warner that the Board

approve R277-404 Requirements for Assessments of Student Achievement, as amended, on first

reading, and that the rule come back to the Standards and Assessment Committee in the

Board’s April meeting for further review and amendment.

Member Cummins asked that it be clarified that the rule only applies to state

administered summative tests.  Vice Chair Johnson reported that the rule was intentionally

written with regard to state administered tests and was specifically drafted to allow for local

policy to govern local assessments.  

Member Wright left the meeting.

Member Corry commented that the DIBELS assessment is required by state law, and

questioned whether parents opting out of DIBELS would be in violation of the law.   Assistant

A.G. Lacombe responded that it depends what is being considered.  There is also a statute that

gives parents the right to opt out of tests that are administered statewide.  Language in line

220 of the rule was written to deal with some ambiguity as to what is a statewide test, and

defines it as an “assessment mandated by the Board or state statute.” 

Member Hansen commented that by not including formative tests it gives control back to

local education agencies.  

Vice Chair Johnson indicated she will make a personal invitation to Senator Osmond to
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speak to the Standards and Assessment Committee in April, should the motion pass. 

Member Warner asked for verification that Senator Osmond is comfortable with the

language limiting the opt out to only a portion of SAGE tests.  Dr. Park replied that he is

comfortable with the portion in the rule regarding state mandated assessments.  She is not

sure if he has seen the language in Section 6-A regarding parent responsibility.  Member

Warner mentioned that the Senator’s bill covers interim, formative, and summative tests and

commented they are all connected to SAGE.  She wondered if he would be comfortable with

those not being included in the rule.  

Member Huntsman asked when the rule would be implemented, and Dr. Park indicated

probably fall 2015.  

Member Moss verified that the rule can still be changed in the next meeting after talking

with Senator Osmond.  

Motion carried; Members Allen, Crandall, Openshaw, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

Legislative Items

Associate Superintendent Bruce Williams distributed information and gave an update of

the Board’s legislative funding requests.  

He reported that the $6.3 million for USOR was approved.  Vice Chair Johnson suggested

it would be important for the Governor to sign that bill as soon as possible so USOR services

could be restored for this fiscal year.  

Vice Chair Johnson acknowledged the work of staff during the session.  

Dr. Dickson expressed thanks to members of the legislature who have reached out to the

Board and USOE.  She has had many personal opportunities to speak to them at length and

they have been very engaging and good to work with. 

Audit Committee Report

Vice Chair Johnson handed the gavel to Member Terryl Warner in to report on the  Audit

Committee meeting held March 19, 2015. 

The Committee discussed role clarity, expectations and procedures and several other
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items including a report from School Children’s Trust Section Director Tim Donaldson about

potential land exchanges.  She reiterated that any member of the Board can attend the Audit

Committee, but it is preferred that advance notice is given.  Board members may also receive

materials received by the Audit Committee.  

Vice Chair Johnson reported that following the Audit Committee meeting the Board

received working papers with respect to audits that are pending the response of management. 

Vice Chair Johnson took back the gavel.

Update on Educator Effectiveness

This item was postponed until next month.

Superintendent’s Report

No report was given.

Board Chair’s Report

Vice Chair Johnson reported on some things being discussed by the Board Executive

Committee. 

Chair Crandall has requested a legislative post-mortem at the next regular meeting. 

It was reported that several Board members will be attending the National Association of

State Boards of Education (NASBE) Legislative Conference March 22-23.  They will also be

visiting Utah’s Congressional Delegation.  

It was reported that NASBE will hold training for new Board members in the summer.  

Board Member Closing Comments

Member Hansen questioned whether the Board will be meeting on March 19 as

scheduled.  Vice Chair Johnson indicated Board that members should make themselves

available.  The meeting will be held at the call of the Chair. 

Adjournment
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MOTION to adjourn was made by Member Castle and seconded by Member Corry.  

Motion carried.  The meeting adjourned at 3:36 p.m.  

Lorraine Austin, Board Secretary

Minutes pending approval



FY 2016 SCT Budget PROPOSAL TOTAL
PERSONNEL w indirect $535,768.83
2080 hrs/yr Ind. -> $4,888.27 $317.64

Couple -> $10,079.00 $589.86
Family -> $13,455.85 $1,074.01 0.60% 6.20% 1.45% 0.25% 0.88% 23.70% 5.27% 13.50%

EMPLOYEE RATE ANNUAL HEALTH DENTAL DISABLT FICA MEDICARE UNEMP WKCMP RETIRE TERM SUBTOTAL INDIRECT TOTAL
1.00 52.99 110,219.20 13,456.00 1074.00 661.32 6,833.59 1,598.18 275.55 969.93 26,121.95 5,808.55 167,054.92 22,552.41 189,607.34
2.00 39.08 81,286.40 13,456.00 1074.00 487.72 5,039.76 1,178.65 203.22 715.32 19,264.88 4,283.79 127,026.39 17,148.56 144,174.96
3.00 34.69 72,155.20 10,079.00 590.00 432.93 4,473.62 1,046.25 180.39 634.97 17,100.78 3,802.58 110,532.38 14,921.87 125,454.25
4.00 21.61 44,948.80 4,888.00 318.00 269.69 2,786.83 651.76 112.37 395.55 10,652.87 2,368.80 67,429.32 9,102.96 76,532.28
TRAVEL 5 SCC Trainings, 9 Compliance Reviews, 3 SITLA Tours, Prof Development $10,000.00
PURCHASED SERVICES sum of 13-20 $62,950.00
Human Resources Services USOE requirement $2,500.00
Payroll Services USOE requirement $250.00
Wireless Communication Serv $900.00
Communication Services Internet & Phones & Cell Reimb $4,500.00
Postage and Mailing $500.00
Prof & Technical Utah Interactive programming of www.schoollandtrust.org : $52,000 $52,000.00
Required Technical References Lexis Nexis $118.17/mo $1,500.00
Rental of Land and Buildings $800.00
EQUIPMENT (computers, office furnishings, replace as/if needed) $2,000.00
SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS sum of 23-30 $13,050.00
Buildings and Grounds USOE requirement $7,200.00
Office Supplies $500.00
Printing and Binding $250.00
Photocopy $200.00
Insurance & Bonds USOE requirement $1,500.00
Membership Dues AG & TD State Bar $1,200.00
Conventions, Seminars, W, C CFA, WSLCA, SCC Trainings $2,000.00
Prof Dev & Training Catered SITLA & SITFO Nom Committee meetings as necessary $200.00
TOTAL INCOME (Interest and Dividends Approp,) $606,100 Lines 145, 146 SB1, HB 8 Lines 1419 and 2452 $623,800.00
TOTAL EXPENSE $623,768.83
DIFFERENCE $31.17
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
DISCUSSION/    FY 2016 USOE/USDB Budget Process 
ACTION: 

 
 
Background:  
In preparation for development of the USOE/USDB FY 2016 operating budgets, a process for 
budget development and timeline has been prepared by the Superintendency.  This process 
includes detailed review of each line item within the budgets and significant involvement of the 
section directors in developing their section budgets. 
 
Key Points:  
The budget development process and timeline will be presented to the Finance Committee for 
discussion during the April Board Meeting. 
 
Anticipated Action:  
The Committee will review and approve the budget process and timeline. 
 
Contact:   Bruce Williams, Associate Superintendent, 801-538-7514 
  Brad Smith, State Superintendent of Public Instruction, 801-538-7510 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
ACTION:  FY2016 USOE\USOR Indirect Cost Rate Proposal Timeline   

 
 
Background:   
The Internal Auditor for the Utah State Board of Education recommended that the Utah State Office of 
Education change the way the Indirect Cost Rates were calculated in an audit presented to the Audit 
Committee of the Utah State Board of Education on February 19, 2015. Historically, the Utah State 
Office of Education calculated the Indirect Cost Rates and entered into an agreement with the U.S. 
Department of Education using a restricted rate as prescribed by them.  
 
For the 2016 indirect cost plan, USOE Internal Accounting has begun the process of developing one 
indirect cost pool and rate for the Utah State Office of Education and one for the Utah State Office of 
Rehabilitation. This is consistent with the recommendation from the Internal Auditor that USOE should 
use the multiple allocation base method.  Initial discussions have begun with the U.S. Department of 
Education concerning this revision to the FY 16 Indirect Cost Plan. 
 
Key Points: 
The Indirect Cost Rate Proposal timeline will be presented to the Finance Committee for discussion 
during the April Board Meeting. 

Anticipated Action: 
The Finance Committee will review and consider approval\acceptance of the Indirect Cost Rate Proposal 
process and timeline. 

Contact: Bruce Williams, Associate Superintendent, 801-538-7514 
  Gary Belliston, Internal Accounting Director, 801-538-7627 



Responsible Party
March 4, 2015
Telephone conference with the Indirect Cost Group of the US Dept of Education. Accounting, Internal Audit, US Dept of Ed
    to request technical asssistance and discuss the FY 2016 proposal calculation.

March 24, 2015
Questionnaires developed and sent to staff proposed to be included in the indirect cost pool Accounting
      to establish job functions and allocations.

April 19, 2015
Questionnaires completed and returned to Accounting. Accounting, other affected sections of 

USOE and USOR
April 20, 2015
Begin review of questionnaires and develop FY2016 proposal with technical assistance Accounting
     from the US Dept of Education.

May 15, 2015
Complete calculation of FY2016 proposal. Accounting

May 18, 2015
Begin management review of FY2016 proposal. USOE Superintendency, USOR management, 
Implement new cost codes for tracking new cost areas of FY2016 proposal. Internal Audit, Accounting

June 25 & 26, 2015 
State Board review and approval Indirect Cost Rates for FY2016 proposal. Finance Committee, State Board

June 29, 2015
Submit FY2016 proposal to US Dept of Education for review and approval. Accounting, US Dept of Ed

September 30, 2015
Apply FY2016 approved rates. USOE & USOR accountants

Date & Description

Timeline for FY 16 Indirect Cost Proposal



 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
ACTION:  Taxing Entity Committee (TEC) Representatives 

 
 
Background: 
The State Board of Education is charged with appointing one representative to serve on each 
taxing entity committee per Utah Code Annotated §17C-1-402 (2), Taxing Entity Committee, 
specifically, 17C-1-402 (D) “one representative appointed by the State Board of Education . . . to 
represent the interests of those taxing entities on the taxing entity committee.”  Traditionally, 
the Board has also appointed an alternate representative. 
 
Key Points:  
In its March 6, 2015 meeting, the Board appointed Daniel Ellis, USOE School Finance Auditor, as 
the alternate TEC representative. Daniel has since accepted a position with another agency and 
is no longer employed with the USOE. 
 
Consistent with the Board’s Redevelopment Agency/Taxing Entity Committee Procedures, the 
superintendent is recommending that Natalie Grange be appointed as the Board’s 
representative with Bruce Williams, Associate Superintendent, as the alternate. 
 
Anticipated Action:   
The Finance Committee will consider the appointment of the Board’s representative and 
alternate to taxing entity committees for 2015, and if approved, will forward that 
recommendation to the full board for approval. 
 
Contact:  Bruce Williams, Associate Superintendent, 801-538-7514 
  Natalie Grange, School Finance Director, 801-538-7668 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015  
 
DISCUSSION/ACTION: Pupil Accounting 

 
 
Background:  
During the February meeting of the Board Finance Committee, there was a discussion concerning pupil 
accounting and its relationship to funding of local education agencies (LEAs).  The Finance Committee 
requested that staff provide information to the committee concerning several issues as noted below. 

· Make privacy of student records the responsibility of the enrolling entity (LEA) in rule. 
· Identify disparities that policy incentives are posing for students. 
· Provide a copy of the Executive Summary of the R277-419-9 hearing prepared by Assistant 

Attorney General Chris Lacombe to identify and consider additional concerns brought up 
regarding distance and online education programs. 

· Verify if a district can charter a school and be funded in the same manner as a charter and 
whether statute or rule allow for funding to happen in the same way or differently. 

· Provide information on how other states approach funding charter schools and online courses. 
· Add more content to the LEA Funding Task Force Recommendations to provide more 

explanation of how the recommendations came about. 
· Pull out the recommendations and anything the Task Force addressed and compare with what 

has been studied by the Public Education Appropriations Subcommittee. 
· Discussion is also needed on “enrollment” definition, “attendance” definition, and the 

responsibility of LEAs, parents, teachers and students. 
 
Key Points: 

· There are still questions outstanding regarding the accounting of pupils receiving education 
services in traditional and non-traditional settings. 

· As the Board moves forward to make decisions about pupil accounting, it will be helpful to work 
from a set of guiding principles. 

 
Anticipated Action:  
The Finance Committee will receive information from staff concerning issues raised during the February 
meeting and continue to discuss guiding principles for pupil accounting. 
 
Contact: Jennifer Johnson, Second Vice Chair, 801-742-1616 
  Bruce Williams, Associate Superintendent, 801-538-7514 
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Performance Audit 2013-02 
“Distance and Online Education Programs in Utah 

Schools” 

Chapter 2: Student Records and Security 
 

2B-1 We recommend that the Board, or designee, review 
the security of student enrollment data being 
transmitted and stored by LEAs and their contractors, 
and consider adopting a best practice or minimum 
recommendations regarding the security, 
transmission, and disclosure of sensitive student data.  

Chapter 3: Core Standards, Licensed Educators, 
Assessments, and Membership 

Distance and Online Programs Managed by LEAs 
 

3B-1 We recommend that LEAs develop and document a 
procedure to evaluate and approve curriculum and 
virtual courses purchased from a vendor and 
administered by a vendor teacher for compliance with 
to R277-700 and Utah Core Standards.  

3B-2 We recommend that the Board determine if licensure 
and background check laws and rule (Utah Code 53A-
1a-512.5 and 53A-3-410 and R277-520) apply to 
vendor provided teachers who provide support and 
instruction for online classes purchased from a 
vendor.   

We further recommend that the Board modify existing 
Board rules to clarify expectations for LEAs for vendor 
provided teachers.    

3B-3 We recommend that the Board or its designee revise 
Rule 277-419 to provide specific guidance on required 
school days and instructional hours, and the 10-day 
rule and its application to virtual or online classes.  We 
recommend the Board consider allowing a progress 
based policy established by an LEA for online 

Has been studied 
or addressed? 

Partially addressed in 
R277-419-9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No 

 

 

No 

 

 

 

 

 

No 
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programs.  A progress based policy could be used as a 
measure to determine compliance with membership 
standards and could be monitored and documented 
using existing management systems.   

 
Additionally, we recommend the Board or its designee 
communicate all changes in R277-419 to the State 
Auditor’s Office for inclusion in the State Legal 
Compliance Guide. 
 

3B-4 We recommend that the Board evaluate virtual 
classes and determine how competency based 
measures and membership funding apply to these 
classes.  We recommend the Board provide guidance 
to the USOE and LEAs regarding funding and 
membership rules for these courses. 

 
3B-5 We recommend that the Board or its designee review 

the practice of leasing or renting computers and 
providing subsidies for internet access to elementary 
students and determine if this practice complies with 
provisions of the Utah Constitution and Board rule 
requiring elementary education to be free.   

  

3B-6 We recommend that the Board and the Assessment 
division review and develop specific guidance in the 
USOE’s Testing Ethics Policy to address appropriate 
practices for the administration of required 
assessments for distance and online classrooms. 
Guidance should include who can administer the 
required state assessments and how to facilitate 
assessments in distance or online classrooms.   

 

Distance and Online Programs Managed by Contractors on 
Behalf of LEAs 

3B-7 We recommend that the Board determine if licensure 
and background check laws and rule (Utah Code 53A-
1a-512.5 and 53A-3-410 and R277-520) apply to 
vendor-provided teachers who provide support and 
instruction for online classes purchased from a 

 

 

 

No 

 

 

 

Partially addressed in 
R277-419-9 

 

 

No 

 

 

 

 

 

No 
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vendor, or to teachers that are hired by LEA contractors.  
We further recommend that the Board modify existing 
Board rules to clarify expectations for LEA for vendor 
provided teachers.    

3B- 8 We recommend that the Board evaluate law and rule 
regarding home school courses and the ability of LEAs to 
claim home school courses for funding.  We recommend 
the Board provide guidance to LEAs and USOE staff to 
clarify if these courses quality for state funding, how 
these course should be recorded in an SIS,  and 
potentially establish minimum standard to govern this 
decision.  We recommend the Board consider the 
provisions of 53A-1-409 in their review of this issue. 

 

3B-9 We recommend that the Board or its designee revise 
R277-419 to provide specific guidance on required 
school days and instructional hours, and the 10-day rule 
and its application to virtual or online classes.  We 
recommend the Board consider developing minimum 
standards or a framework to allow a progress 
measurement to be used to determine compliance with, 
or as an alternative to the 10-day rule for online schools 
or virtual classes. A progress based policy could be used 
as a measure to determine compliance with 
membership standards and could be monitored and 
documented using existing management systems.   

Additionally, we recommend the Board or its designee 
communicate all changes in R277-419 to the State 
Auditor’s Office for inclusion in the State Legal 
Compliance Guide. 

3B-10 We recommend that the Board evaluate virtual classes 
and determine how competency based measures and 
membership funding apply to these classes.  We 
recommend the Board provide guidance to the USOE 
and LEAs regarding funding and membership rules for 
these courses. 

3B-11 We recommend that the Board or its designee review 
the practice of reimbursing parents for an education or 
tech allowance or course material reimbursements in a 
distance or online education program to determine if 

 

No 

 

 

 

 

 

No 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No 

 

 

 

Partially addressed in 
R277-419-9 
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these reimbursements and/or incentives are appropriate 
and provide for equity among school programs.  The 
Board should consider creating a rule to establish 
acceptable parameters and allowable terms or uses of 
reimbursements and incentives to ensure that all 
students are given an equal opportunity and assistance 
with their education goals and that public funds are 
expended appropriately.   

3B-12 We recommend that the Board and the Assessment 
division review and develop specific guidance in the 
USOE’s Testing Ethics Policy to address appropriate 
practices for the administration of required assessments 
for distance and online classrooms. Guidance should 
include who can administer the required state 
assessments, how to facilitate assessments in distance 
or online classrooms, and adequate test security.   

3B-13 We recommend that the Assessment and Data and 
Statistic divisions develop data audit procedures to 
investigate student’s schedules in correlation to their 
taken assessments to verify if students are enrolled in 
appropriate courses specific to grade level and 
determine if all required assessments were 
administered. 

Chapter 4: Funding Formulas 

4B-1 We recommend that the Board or its designee review 
R277-419 and modify the rule or develop a new rule that 
clarifies the following areas pertaining to membership 
and funding in virtual schools or online classes:  

1) Are virtual schools/students subject to the 180 days, 
990 instructional hour provisions? 

2) Does the 10-day rule apply to virtual students?  Is 
there a suitable substitute such as a progress 
measure? 

3) Are virtual schools required to offer a minimum of 2 
hours of instruction for kindergarten, and 4 hours for 
grades 1-12 per day? 

4) Are online courses that are mastery based, not seat 
time based, to be valued the same for funding as 
courses taught in a school? 

 

 

 

No 

 

 

 

No 

 

 

 

 

No 
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5) Should a minimum number of courses or hours be 
required to claim a full WPU? 

6) How do LEAs share the WPU in dual enrollment 
situation when full time enrollment may not be the 
same in each LEA? 

 
4B-2 We recommend that the Board study the method by 

which charter schools are funded based on 53A-1a-
513(3)(b). The Board could consider developing rules to 
require a funding reconciliation of October 1 headcounts 
to actual year end ADM in charters to ensure that 
students are not generating more than one WPU for 
regular school attendance, and that charters do not 
receive full funding for students who do not attend a full 
school year. We recommend that the Board consider 
acceptable variances from ADM for charters schools 
enrolling at their maximum authorized capacity to allow 
for growth in charter schools so as not to cause 
irreparable financial hardships to charters.  The Board 
could also seek to modify law to bring the funding 
formulas for school districts and charters schools into 
alignment.   

 
4B-3 We recommend the Board evaluate 53A-1-409 and 

consider seeking modifications to the law or developing 
Board rule to require that competency-based programs 
must either be approved by the Board, or follow a set of 
minimum standards approved by the Board.   

 
4B-4 We recommend the Board determine how to address 

existing competency based programs and courses, 
including whether LEAs can continue to claim these 
programs and courses for membership hours and 
corresponding funding in the absence of a competency 
based funding formula.   

Chapters 5: Other Matters 
 

5B-1 We recommend that the Board and the SCSB ensure that 
LEAs are following all applicable state laws and their 
charter when establishing contracts.   

 

Discussed by Task Force 
August – November 2014 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No 

 

 

No 

 

 

 

 

Low 
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5B-2 We recommend that the Teaching and Learning and 
the School Finance divisions of the USOE determine if 
non LEA employees are being included in the various 
MSP funding calculations related to teacher licensure 
and credentials, the monetary impact if they are 
included, and provide this information to the Board.  

5B-3 We recommend that the Board determine if non LEA 
employees should generate funding through the 
various MSP programs and modify existing Board rules 
to govern this decision.  

5B-4 We recommend that the Teaching and Learning 
division develop data audit procedures to investigate 
students being assigned to teachers with expired 
licenses, or licenses and endorsements not 
appropriate for the grade level or subject.  

5B-5 We recommend that the Teaching and Learning 
division provide guidance on how non- LEA employees 
should be reflected in CACTUS for funding purposes 
and make recommendations to the Board for changes 
to rules. 

5B-7 We recommend that the SCSB continue to provide 
training to the charter schools regarding student 
suspension, expulsion, and removal from charter 
school programs to ensure compliance with 53A-11-
903 and 904 and ensure student and parent rights are 
protected and observed. 

5B-8 We recommend that the Board, the SCSB, and the 
Data and Statistics division develop clear guidance on 
the appropriate use of SIS exit codes, and provide 
instructions to charters on how to comply with 
compulsory education law.   

 

Low 

 

 

Low 

 

 

Low 

 

 

Low 

 

 

Moderate 

 



Summary of Items Discussed and Recommendations 
LEA Funding and Rule 277-419 Taskforce 

 
Taskforce Timeline: 

• The taskforce met weekly from 7/17/14 to 10/7/14 
• Total of thirteen meetings of approximately 2 hours each 
• Report to the Finance Committee was made on 10/7/14 

 
Issues discussed by the group include: 

• Charter School and District WPU Funding 
• Online Education Funding 
• Competency Based Funding 

 
Members of the Taskforce: 
Dixie Allen, Laura Belnap, Christopher Bleak, Aaron Brough, Marlies Burns, Keith Buswell, Judi 
Clark, Steve Crandall, Phil Dean, Craig Frank, Kim Frank, Natalie Grange, Dan Griffiths, Heather 
Groom, Patti Harrington, Howard Headlee, Gavin Hutchinson, Brian Ipson, Brad Last, Ben 
Leishman, Jefferson Moss, Patty Murphy, Erin Preston, Randy Raphael, David Roberts, Robert 
Smith, Howard Stephenson, DeLaina Tonks, Royce Van Tassell, Bruce Williams, McKell Withers 
and Jacob Wright. 
 
Items and Options Discussed: 
 
Option 1 - Allow the sunset under 53A-17a-513(3)(b) at the end of the 2014-15 school year to 
take effect and fund all LEAs on ADM plus growth Rationale – As per current statute, at the end 
of FY 2015, Charter Schools would move from the current WPU funding formula of the greater 
of prior year ADM plus growth or October headcount to the same formula used to fund school 
districts.  All LEAs would have K-12 WPUs calculated based on prior year ADM plus growth. 
 
Implications - $5.8 million reduction to Charter School Funding. 
 
Discussion in the Committee - Due to the financial impact on Charter Schools, discussion as to 
how the funding loss could be mitigated was discussed.  Additionally, discussion was held as to 
why all LEAs could not be moved to the same methodology as Charter Schools thus eliminating 
the need to reduce funding for Charter Schools under the sunset in the current statute. 
 
Option 2 – Allow sunset provision to take effect and use the amount of reduced funds to 
increase the Charter School Administrative Cost amount per student. 
 
Implications – No net effect on total funding distributed to Charter Schools. 
 
Discussion in the Committee – Redistribution of funds within Charter Schools.  Schools with a 
larger difference in the correlation between prior year ADM and October 1 headcount would 
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lose money and charters with a small difference between ADM and October count would gain 
money. 
 
Option 3 – Allow sunset provision - Use the amount of reduced funds to create a consistent 
declining scale administrative cost formula for Districts and Charters based on student count 
 
Implications – Charter Schools currently receive $100 per student for administrative costs 
without a limit to how many students are funded in any given Charter School.  Districts are 
funded for Administrative Costs based on a declining scale of WPUs until a District hits a student 
population of 5,000 students.  Any district with more than 5,000 students receives no funding 
under the Administrative Cost Formula. 
 
Discussion in the Committee – By revising the administrative cost programs for Charters and 
Districts into one consistent declining scale, many small districts would have a reduction in 
funds.  Including a declining scale for administrative costs would result in small charter schools 
receiving additional funds and larger charter schools losing funds as they get closer to the cap.  
Additionally, some Charter Schools which are approaching the 5,000 student cap currently 
imposed on School Districts would not receive administrative funding for students above the 
5,000 student cap. 
 
Option 4 - Move the current funding model permanently into code. 
 
Implications – There would be no impact to current charter school funding.  As the number of 
charter schools continues to grow, the approximate $5.3 million difference in funding between 
the formulas used to fund district and charter schools will continue to grow.  Dual enrollment 
between charters and districts is very difficult to account for when the two types of schools are 
using a different funding formula. 
 
Discussion in the Committee – Charters schools would like to remain on the current greater of 
prior year ADM plus growth or October 1 headcount formula.  Districts are of the opinion that 
allowing this formula for Charters and not Districts is discriminatory and is unacceptable on a 
long-term basis. 
 
Option 5 - Move all LEAs to the greater of prior year ADM plus growth or October 1 headcount.  
 
Implications –Analysis provided to the committee showed that if all LEAs were changed to the 
greater of ADM plus growth or October 1 headcount formula for K-12 WPUs that it would cost 
the State approximately $64 million in additional ongoing revenue. 
 
Discussion in the Committee – The committee favored this option because it would not reduce 
charter school funding and would put all LEAs on the same K-12 WPU funding formula.  Based 
on the $64 million price tag, the committee knew that this proposal would be a difficult sell to 
the Legislature without other changes in MSP programs to offset the additional cost or propose 
another revenue stream to pay for the additional $64 million required appropriation. 
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Option 6 - Option 5 plus eliminate Flexible Allocation and Class Size Reduction funding to cover 
the additional cost of moving all LEAs to October headcount. 
 
Implications –A suggestion was made by a committee member that we look at the implications 
of eliminating the Flexible Allocation and Class Size Reduction Programs and use the 
appropriations for those two programs to make up for the $64 million additional cost.  Because 
charter schools share in each of the two programs which were suggested to be eliminated, this 
option would reduce funding for charters and shift funding to school districts. 
 
Discussion in the Committee – Due to the shift of revenue, this option did not get much 
discussion as a viable option from the committee. 
 
Option 7 – Option 5 plus adjust Local Replacement Funding to offset the cost of moving all LEAs 
to higher of prior year ADM plus growth or October 1 headcount. 
 
Implications –We reviewed the impact of moving all LEAs to the greater of ADM plus growth or 
October headcount and pay the $64 million additional cost through moving funds from the 
Charter School Local Replacement Program.  This would result in an increase in funding for 
school districts and a reduction of $64 million to charter schools. 
 
Discussion in the Committee – Due to the shift of revenue, this option did not get much 
discussion as a viable option from the committee. 
 
Option 8 – Option 5 plus holding the Basic Minimum Tax Rate constant to fund a portion of the 
Local Replacement Funding Formula. 
 
Implications –In this option, we investigated combining moving all LEAs to the greater of ADM 
plus growth or October headcount and finding a new revenue source to fund the additional $64 
million in cost.  Other options looked at shifting revenue between programs which results in 
winners and losers.  This option considered freezing the Basic Rate and using the revenues 
received from the increased tax rate to offset a portion of the cost of moving to October 
headcount.   
 
Discussion in the Committee –This option results in no reduction in revenues to Charter Schools 
and an increase in funding to districts.  Holding the Basic Rate Constant would generate 
approximately $10 million in additional revenue so it would require a significant additional 
appropriation from the Education Fund to finance this option.   
 
Option 9 – Option 5 plus change the Local Replacement Program so that Districts pay 100 
percent of actual per student amount into the program.  Also, move Student Transportation 
funds to be included in the WPU allocation. 
 
Implications –In this option, we investigated combining moving all LEAs to the greater of ADM 
plus growth or October headcount and having districts pay 100 percent of the actual per 
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student amount received in the tax rates taken into account in the Local Replacement Program.  
Additionally, this option looked at moving the funding currently provided to the To and From 
School Transportation program above the line to be included in the WPU value. This option 
would result in Districts which have high concentrations of charter school students living within 
their boundaries to pay significantly more toward Charter School Local Replacement. 
  
Discussion in the Committee –Under this option Districts would have to contribute more into 
the Local Replacement Program which may result in tax increases.  Moving the funding for the 
Student Transportation program into the value of the WPU would reallocate funding from 
Districts to Charters.  This change would have a significant impact on student transportation in 
the State.  
 
Option 10 – Option 5 plus WPU Flex eliminated - Class Size Reduction eliminated. 
 
Implications –In this option, we investigated combining moving all LEAs to the greater of ADM 
plus growth or October headcount, eliminating the Flexible Allocation and Class Size Reduction 
appropriations and using that funding to fund the $64 million cost increase.  Since Charter 
Schools participate in both funding formulas which would be reallocated, it would result in a 
funding reduction to Charter Schools.   
  
Discussion in the Committee – Because of the funding reallocation resulting from this option, 
the committee came to the conclusion that this was not a viable option.  
 
Option 11 - Greater of prior year ADM plus growth or October 1 and March 1 headcount for all 
LEAs in the K-12 Program, Local Replacement paid by Districts at 100 percent of actual per 
student amount, and Student Transportation funds included in the WPU allocation with a 
differentiation formula. 
 
Implications –This option included combining several programs previously considered in other 
options to pay the additional cost of moving to October 1 headcount for all LEAs while at the 
same time reducing a program which only funds districts and have districts fund a higher 
percentage of Charter Local Replacement funding from local tax revenues. 
 
Discussion in the Committee – Additionally, removing the Transportation Formula funding 
would negatively impact rural districts required to transport students over greater distances 
than urban districts. 
 
Option 12 - The higher of Prior Year ADM plus growth or the average of October 1 headcount 
and February 1 headcount.  Districts contribute 100 percent of actual tax generation into the 
Local Replacement Fund and Charter Schools have access to Special Transportation funding. 
 
Implications –This option results in Districts having to pay more local property tax revenues into 
the Charter School Replacement Funding program. It may require Districts to raise taxes to fund 
the program.  State funds no longer needed to fund the LRF would be used to finance the 

4



additional cost in moving all LEAs to October 1 headcount.  Some Charter Schools provide 
transportation services and would like to have access to State Transportation funds. 
 
Discussion in the Committee –Districts currently receiving Special Transportation Funding 
would receive a reduction.  Most of these districts are rural and are required to transport 
students long distances for activities and athletic competitions.  Districts were concerned about 
having to raise taxes to fund Local Replacement Funding program. 
 
Option 13 - Combine all programs containing State Funding excluding Special Education and 
School Land Trust and distributing funds on a per pupil basis. 
 
Implications –This option results in significant redistribution of funds between LEAs and has a 
negative impact on equity.  Programs which provide funding to assist schools with different 
student populations such as Necessarily Existent Small Schools would have a large loss in 
funding. 
 
Discussion in the Committee – Because of the funding reallocation resulting from this option, 
the committee came to the conclusion that this was not a viable option.  
 
Option 14 – Move all LEAs to the greater of prior year ADM plus growth or current year 
headcount and have two student counts, one in October and one in February. 
 
Implications –This option results in a reduction in the amount necessary to fund the K-12 
program in comparison to just an October headcount.  District funding is reduced from what 
would be necessary under a single count date and Charters would lose funds from the current 
allocation method but less than moving to prior year ADM plus growth. 
 
Discussion in the Committee – This option would still require a large addition appropriation 
from the Education Fund to make it happen and would be politically difficult to implement.  
Charter Schools would still receive a reduction from current funding levels. 
 
Option 15 - Funding all LEAs in the K-12 Program based on the higher of Prior Year ADM plus 
growth or the average of October 1 headcount and use a three year phase in to mitigate the 
cost rather than full implementation in year 1.  
 
Implications –Although this option would allow for the additional $64 million cost to be phased 
in over three years, it would require an additional $21.3 million to be funded each year.  This 
would result in a limit on new funding to all schools at an amount that would be equivalent to 1 
percent in the WPU each year. 
 
Discussion in the Committee – Based on the difficulty in funding this option over three years, 
this option was not considered to be viable. 
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Option 16 - Delay the sunset on current funding model and take the time to develop a new 
finance formula to replace the current Minimum School programs. 
 
Implications –This option would take significant time and effort to review and modify current 
finance formulas.  It is estimated that this process would take several years to complete. 
 
Discussion in the Committee – Although most agreed that a full review of the funding formulas 
under the Minimum School Programs is warranted, many were of the opinion that waiting until 
a full review is complete is appropriate given the sunset date at the end of fiscal year 2015. 
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Recommendations from the Taskforce 
 

• Increase the Basic Rate or provide authority for the State Board of Education to 
implement a tax levy to fund  the Charter School Local Replacement program and 
amounts needed to provide equalization efforts for some districts. 

o Districts would be required to offset current rates by the amount that they are 
currently contributing to the Local Replacement program. 

o Provide funding to increase all districts generating less than the LRF average up 
to the current $1,081 or the LRF funding amount established for future years net 
of capital and debt service. 

• Effective for the 2015-16 fiscal year, all LEAs will be funded in the K-12 program at the 
higher of prior year ADM plus growth or October 1 headcount. 

o The additional cost would be funded through an increase in the Basic Rate  
and/or 

o The additional revenues currently appropriated by the Legislature from the 
Education Fund for the Local Replacement program if the new State Board tax 
levy described in item #1 above is implemented to fully fund the Local 
Replacement program. 

• If item #2 is not approved, extend the sunset for one year allowing Charter Schools to be 
funded based on the greater of prior year ADM plus growth or October 1 headcount.  

• Regardless of whether the above noted items are approved, the current Task Force 
members will continue to meet to discuss: 

o Minimum School Funding Formulas 
o LEA funding for online learning 
o LEA funding for competency based education 
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Page 1

Effective 5/13/2014
53A-1a-515 Charters authorized by local school boards -- Application process -- Local
school board responsibilities.
(1)

(a) An applicant identified in Section 53A-1a-504 may submit an application to a local school
board to establish and operate a charter school within the geographical boundaries of the
school district administered by the local school board.

(b)
(i) The principal, teachers, or parents of students at an existing public school may submit an

application to the local school board to convert the school or a portion of the school to
charter status.

(A) If the entire school is applying for charter status, at least two-thirds of the licensed
educators employed at the school and at least two-thirds of the parents or guardians of
students enrolled at the school must have signed a petition approving the application prior
to its submission to the charter school authorizer.

(B) If only a portion of the school is applying for charter status, the percentage is reduced to a
simple majority.

(ii) The local school board may not approve an application submitted under Subsection (1)(b)(i)
unless the local school board determines that:

(A) students opting not to attend the proposed converted school would have access to a
comparable public education alternative; and

(B) current teachers who choose not to teach at the converted charter school or who are not
retained by the school at the time of its conversion would receive a first preference for
transfer to open teaching positions for which they qualify within the school district, and,
if no positions are open, contract provisions or board policy regarding reduction in staff
would apply.

(2)
(a) An existing public school that converts to charter status under a charter granted by a local

school board may:
(i) continue to receive the same services from the school district that it received prior to its

conversion; or
(ii) contract out for some or all of those services with other public or private providers.

(b) Any other charter school authorized by a local school board may contract with the board to
receive some or all of the services referred to in Subsection (3)(a).

(c) Except as specified in a charter agreement, local school board assets do not transfer to an
existing public school that converts to charter status under a charter granted by a local school
board under this section.

(3)
(a)

(i) A public school that converts to a charter school under a charter granted by a local school
board shall receive funding:

(A) through the school district; and
(B) on the same basis as it did prior to its conversion to a charter school.

(ii) The school may also receive federal money designated for charter schools under any
federal program.

(b)
(i) A local school board-authorized charter school operating in a facility owned by the school

district and not paying reasonable rent to the school district shall receive funding:
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(A) through the school district; and
(B) on the same basis that other district schools receive funding.

(ii) The school may also receive federal money designated for charter schools under any
federal program.

(c) Subject to the provisions in Section 53A-1a-502.5, a charter school authorized by a local
school board shall receive funding as provided in Section 53A-1a-513.

(d)
(i) A charter school authorized by a local school board, but not described in Subsection (3)(a),

(b), or (c) shall receive funding:
(A) through the school district; and
(B) on the same basis that other district schools receive funding.

(ii) The school may also receive federal money designated for charter schools under any
federal program.

(4)
(a) A local school board that receives an application for a charter school under this section shall,

within 45 days, either accept or reject the application.
(b) If the board rejects the application, it shall notify the applicant in writing of the reason for the

rejection.
(c) The applicant may submit a revised application for reconsideration by the board.
(d) If the local school board refuses to authorize the applicant, the applicant may seek a charter

from the State Charter School Board under Section 53A-1a-505.
(5) The State Board of Education shall make a rule providing for a timeline for the opening of a

charter school following the approval of a charter school application by a local school board.
(6) After approval of a charter school application and in accordance with Section 53A-1a-508, the

applicant and the local school board shall set forth the terms and conditions for the operation of
the charter school in a written charter agreement.

(7) A local school board shall:
(a) annually review and evaluate the performance of charter schools authorized by the local

school board and hold the schools accountable for their performance;
(b) monitor charter schools authorized by the local school board for compliance with federal and

state laws, rules, and regulations; and
(c) provide technical support to charter schools authorized by the local school board to assist

them in understanding and performing their charter obligations.
(8) A local school board may terminate a charter school it authorizes as provided in Sections

53A-1a-509 and 53A-1a-510.
(9) In addition to the exemptions described in Sections 53A-1a-511 and 53A-1a-512, a charter

school authorized by a local school board is:
(a) not required to separately submit a report or information required under this title to the State

Board of Education if the information is included in a report or information that is submitted by
the local school board or school district; and

(b) exempt from the requirement under Section 53A-1a-507 that a charter school shall be
organized and managed under Title 16, Chapter 6a, Utah Revised Nonprofit Corporation Act.

(10) Before a local school board accepts a charter school application, the local school board shall,
in accordance with State Board of Education rules, establish and make public the local school
board's:

(a) application requirements, in accordance with Section 53A-1a-504;
(b) application process, including timelines, in accordance with this section; and
(c) minimum academic, financial, and enrollment standards.
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Charter schools are growing rapidly nationwide. Since the first charter 

school law passed in Minnesota in 1991, forty states and the District 

of Columbia have passed laws allowing the publicly funded, private-

ly managed and semi-autonomous schools of choice. Charter schools now 

educate more than 3 percent of all public school students, and the proportion 

of students enrolled continues to increase at more than 10 percent a year.1

As with traditional public schools, funding for charter schools varies signifi-

cantly across states and districts.2 The central question in most debates about 

charter school funding is the level of funding. Some claim it is unfair that 

charters receive less funding per pupil than traditional public schools, while 

others argue that the different nature of charter schools justify lower funding. 

(Funding for charter school facilities is addressed in a separate NCSL brief.)

How Are Charter Schools Funded?

Charter schools are funded primarily by public money, similarly to the ways 

traditional public schools are funded. Public schools are funded by a combina-

tion of local and state funding; most local funds are raised through property 

taxes. This strategy historically has produced significant inequalities in the 

amount of funds available for school districts. Districts that contained less 

valuable real estate could not collect as much money through property taxes, 

even though their tax rates are sometimes significantly higher than wealthier 

districts. During the past 40 years, school finance reforms have shifted more 

of the funding burden onto states, which has resulted in funds being more 

equally distributed among districts.3 Almost every state, however, continues 

to allow some variation in district revenue based on local property taxes, while 

allocating state funds to districts based on the number and characteristics of 

students enrolled.4 The complex mix of state and local funding upon which 

traditional public schools rely explains some of the complexities in charters 

school funding.

As publicly funded schools, charter schools receive money for the students 

they enroll. When a student enrolls in a charter school, the money follows 

him or her from the resident school district. A main difference between char-
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ter schools and traditional schools is that charters are grant-

ed budgetary autonomy in exchange for educational results. 

Defenders of traditional public schools are concerned that 

charter schools are taking money away from those schools. 

Simply having one less student does not proportionally de-

crease the burden on a district. It likely still needs the same 

number of teachers, other staff, the same facilities and the 

same instructional materials. However, losing students to a 

charter school or another traditional school have the same 

effects and traditional schools have always had to adjust to 

enrollment changes. 

  

If a student transfers from a traditional public school to a 

charter school, advocates argue the full amount of money 

that would have been spent for that student at the tradition-

al public school should move to the charter school. Char-

ter advocates hold that districts receive funds to educate a 

certain number of students. When that number declines, it 

makes sense that their funding also should decline. 

To give districts time to adjust to decreasing funding, some 

states have adopted “hold harmless” provisions. Allocating 

additional funds to districts that lose students to charter 

schools helps them adjust to lower funding levels. Massa-

chusetts, for instance, provides extra funds to a district that 

loses a student to a charter school for six years, gradually 

decreasing the funding during that time. Over the six year 

period after a student moves to a charter school, the dis-

trict will have received a total of more than twice the state’s 

annual per-pupil contribution.5 These types of provisions 

soften the effects of losing per-pupil revenue on traditional 

school districts. However, charter schools were originally en-

visioned to be drivers of competition. If the goal is to follow 

the original charter concept, some argue these provisions 

may dampen true competition. 

Types of Charter Funding

Although charter schools in every state are funded based 

on the number of pupils they enroll, the amount of per-

pupil funding for charter schools can vary significantly 

within and across states. States have shaped three differ-

ent types of funding formulas for charter schools—based 

on the student’s resident district, the authorizer or the 

statewide formula.6 

One strategy funds charter schools based on the per-pu-

pil revenue of districts in which their students reside. It is 

used in eight states. These states require districts to pass 

along a portion of both state and local funds.7 Because 

each student brings a portion of home district spending, 

a charter school could receive different amounts of mon-

ey for different students. Conversely, the same amount 

of public funding will follow a student wherever he or 

she decides to enroll in a charter school. Thus, a student 

whose parents and neighbors are taxed at high local rates 

can carry a larger amount of funds anywhere in the state. 

The second type of formula is based on the per-pupil rev-

enue of the authorizer. It is the most common formula as 

it is used in 29 states. In most cases, because authorizers 

are traditional school districts, this strategy is similar to 

the first. It diverges, however, when students attend char-

ter schools outside their home district or when charter 

schools are authorized by non-district entities. For exam-

ple, the authorizer can be an institution of higher educa-

tion. Under this formula, charter schools receive money 

based on the authorizing district’s revenue. Colorado 

uses a variant of this approach to fund its charter schools. 

It requires school district authorizers to pass on to charter 

schools 100 percent of their per-pupil revenues, except 

for up to 5 percent that is spent on administrative costs 

associated with authorizing the charter school. If the au-

thorizer is the Colorado Charter Institute, a non-district 

authorizer, the charter school receives the same amount 

of funding as the district where it is located. Colorado al
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lows districts to raise more money by overriding certain local 

property tax limits, but does not require the resulting funds 

to be distributed to charter schools within a district. Thus, 

charter schools, on average, have 15 percent less revenue per-

pupil than traditional public schools.8

The third formula uses a statewide per-pupil allocation. 

Used in five states and the District of Columbia, it provides 

charter schools the same funding wherever they are located 

within the state and wherever their students reside. Minne-

sota uses this formula and funds charter schools at almost ex-

actly the district level when statewide averages are compared. 

However, when individual charter schools are compared with 

their district counterparts, it is estimated a Minnesota char-

ter school receives about 13 percent less revenue per-pupil 

than the district in which it is located.9 One reason for this 

disparity is charter schools in Minnesota are disproportion-

ately located in urban districts that have large property tax 

bases and, therefore, high local revenues. Some advocates are 

concerned that the average charter school is still at a disad-

vantage in these cases, despite efforts written in law to fund 

charter schools more equitably.

Tradeoffs

Each of the charter school funding strategies comes with 

tradeoffs. By funding a student’s charter school based on his 

or her home district’s revenue, a state creates an incentive for 

charter schools to draw students from a high-revenue dis-

trict. Similarly, by funding a student’s charter school based 

on the district that authorizes the charter, a state creates an 

incentive for charter schools to be authorized by a high-reve-

nue district. However, such funding mechanisms also ensure 

that the amount of money available to educate a student is 

comparable, whether at a traditional or charter school. By 

using a statewide per-pupil allocation, a state decreases in-

centives for charter schools to serve students in high revenue 

and high need urban districts. The charter schools in those 

districts would be receiving the average per-pupil funding in 

the state. That average is still less than the funding received 

by traditional counterparts with higher than average fund-

ing. Also, it might be less than what is needed to educate 

disadvantaged students. This type of funding mechanism re-

sults in different amounts of money available for a student’s 

education based on whether he or she chooses a charter or 

traditional public school. 

Students’ Resident 
District 

Authorizer* Single Statewide 
Formula

Delaware
Massachusetts
New Hampshire**
New York
North Carolina***
Ohio
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

California
Indiana
Missouri
Nevada
North Carolina***
Utah

Arizona
Hawaii
Idaho
Minnesota
New Hampshire**
Washington, D.C.

States without a charter school law (10) and states in 
which funding is both based on and distributed by 
authorizers (23) are excluded.
* Includes states where funding for a charter school is 
part of the contract with an authorizer, rather than set 
forth explicitly in state law.
** In New Hampshire, district-authorized charter 
schools receive funds based on their students’ district of 
residence, while state-authorized charters receive funds 
based on a single statewide formula.
*** In North Carolina, charter schools receive state 
funding based on their authorizer, along with local 
funding based on the districts where their students live.

Source: NCSL analysis based on Batdorff, Maloney and May, 2010, and state charter school laws.

What Is the Basis for Charter School Funding?
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Research on the responsiveness of charter schools to fiscal 

incentives has primarily focused on those managed by for-

profit education management organizations, so it is diffi-

cult to judge the extent to which these incentives should be 

cause for concern. There is some indication that for-profit 

managed charter schools react to incentives to serve cheaper-

to-educate student populations, while other types of char-

ter schools tend to be motivated by other concerns, such as 

student need.10 So long as states continue to permit some 

districts to spend more per-pupil than others, they have no 

choice but to allow either different funding for some stu-

dents based on whether they attend charter schools or dif-

ferent funding for charter schools based on the areas from 

which they draw their students.

Charter School and Traditional 
Public School Funding

A basic question about charter school funding is how fund-

ing levels for charter schools compare with traditional public 

schools. While accurate comparisons are difficult because of 

insufficient data and complexities of school finance, there is a 

growing body of knowledge about the topic. Research gener-

ally indicates that charter schools receive less public money 

than traditional schools. A recent Ball State University study 

analyzed funding of charter schools in 24 states and found 

an average difference of 19 percent, which amounts to about 

$2,247 per pupil.11 Existing research points to some possible 

reasons for this disparity.

Who Delivers Funding to a Charter School?

Students’ Resident District

Authorizer

State/Jurisdiction

See note

Charter schools can choose to 
receive funds from authorizer or 
from the state
No charter school law or fund-
ing based on and distributed by 
authorizers

Note: 
In Delaware, charter schools receive funds from both the state and school districts where 
their students reside.
In New Hampshire, state-authorized charter schools receive funding from the state; district-
authorized charter schools receive funding from the districts where their students reside.
In North Carolina, charter schools receive funds from both the state and the school districts 
where their students reside.

DC

Source: NCSL analysis based on Batdorff, Maloney and May, 2010, and state charter school laws.
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1. Fixed per-pupil costs—such as facilities and instruc-

tional materials—are not as easily transferred with the 

student when the per-pupil funding follows the student 

to the charter school. For example, the cost to maintain 

a building would be relatively the same, regardless of the 

number of students who leave. 

2. Schools have different funding needs, depending on 

student population. Student characteristics such as eco-

nomic disadvantage and disabilities require more fund-

ing to meet educational needs. Some charter schools 

serve more students with high-need characteristics than 

their traditional counterparts; others serve less. Ball State 

University researchers concluded the number of poor 

students served could not account for all the existing 

disparity in funding, nor can other possible differences 

in population such as special education students served 

or how charter schools configured grade levels.12 In other 

words, the average lower per-pupil funding of charter 

schools was not due to the fact that they served students 

with fewer needs. 

3. Most charter schools do not have legal obligations to 

provide some costly services such as lunch and trans-

portation. Researchers at Western Michigan University 

studied spending differences between charter and tra-

ditional schools across the country and found the cost 

of services such as lunch and transportation resulted in 

lower costs at charter schools.13 

4. Some charter schools simply operate more efficiently 

than traditional schools.14 After all, the original vision of 

charter schools included more autonomy and efficient 

operations. 

Charter schools generally receive less public funding under 

state laws. Education stakeholders differ on whether charter 

schools should receive less public funding than traditional 

schools. Some argue charter schools should receive funding 

equal to that of their traditional counterparts because the 

disparity is keeping charter schools from achieving their full 

potential. Others argue charter schools take unfair shares of 

existing resources from traditional schools. Those who want 

to see more charter school expansion believe the disparity in 

funding is an outdated practice, since charter schools have 

shown some promise and are expanding rapidly. Others be-

lieve charter schools need less money because they have more 

autonomy over how to spend it and more private fundraising 

opportunities.15 Charter schools do have funding opportuni-

ties from grants, fundraising and activities that generate in-

come. At the same time, traditional schools have additional 

opportunities to raise money through local school founda-

tions, grants and other income-generating activities as well. 

Conclusion
  

As they review charter school funding policies, state legis-

latures face a series of difficult choices. Each of the funding 

formulas used so far comes with distinct tradeoffs. Consider-

ing these choices, legislators may want to seek answers to the 

following questions.

• What type of funding formula is used for charter schools? 

How do they receive funding?

• How does the charter funding formula compare to the 

traditional public school formula?

• How large is the gap in per-pupil revenue between char-

ter and traditional public schools? Is the gap in state, 

local or other stream of funding? Does it vary in size 

around the state? 

• What type of students do charter schools serve? In which 

areas of the state are they located?

• Do charter schools provide full special education, trans-

portation and food services?

• How do charter schools in the state perform relative to 

traditional public schools?
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
DISCUSSION/  Training on Finance and Audit Items 
ACTION:  

 
 
Background:   
Board member have requested receiving more training on finance and audit items. 
 
Key Points:   
Staff have prepared suggestions for training the Board on areas pertaining to finance and 
auditing.   
 
Anticipated Action: 
The Finance Committee and Board will review the proposed list and identify areas for which 
they would like to receive training. 
 
Contact: Bruce Williams, 801-538-7514 
  Debbie Davis, 801-538-7639 



School Finance Training Topics (30 minutes each) 

The initial plan is for each class to take 30 minutes.  

1. What is the minimum school program and what is the WPU?  
a. Discuss of Equity  
b. Discuss Growth 

 
2. What revenue sources pay for education  

a. State Basic Levy 
b. Local property taxes 
c. Voted and Board levies 
d. Balance the MSP using state and local revenues 
e. Recapture  

 
3. What data sets are used in the various calculations (ADM, OCT 1, special education counts, 

district of residence) 
 

4. Basic program calculations (Above the Line) 
a. K-12 
b. NESS 
c. Prostaff 
d. District Admin Costs 

 
5. Restricted Basic Programs (Above the line) 

a. Special Education Add On 
b. Special Education Self-Contained 
c. Special Education Preschool 
d. Special Education Extended Year  
e. Special Education State Programs (Impact Aid, High Cost Pool, Prison, Extended year 

Stipends) 
f. CTE Add on 
g. Class Size 

 
6. Related to Basic Programs (Below the line) 

a. To/From Pupil Transportation 
b. Transportation Guarantee Levy 
c. Flexible Allocation 

 
7. Special Populations  (probably an hour session) (Below the line) 

a. Enhancement for At Risk Students/Gang Prevention 
b. Youth in Custody 



c. Adult Education 
d. Enhance for Accelerated Students (Gifted and Talented, Advanced Placement, 

International Baccalaureate) 
e. Concurrent Enrollment 
f. Title I Schools in Improvement –paraeducators 

 
8. Other Programs (Below the line) (probably two one hour sessions) 

a. SchoolLAND Trust 
b. Charter School Local Replacement 
c. Charter School Admin Costs 
d. K-3 Reading Improvement Program 
e. Educator Salary Adjustments 
f. Teacher Salary Supplement Program 
g. Library Books and Electronic resource 
h. School Nurses 
i. Critical Languages/Dual Immersion 
j. USTAR  
k. Early Intervention –extended day kindergarten 
l. Beverly Taylor Sorenson Arts Learning 
m. Teacher Supply Money 
n. Special Education Intensive Services 
o. UPASS 

 
9. District Voted and Board Levies and associated Guarantee Programs 

 
10.  District Capital Outlay Programs 

 
11. Budgetary process for the legislative session 

a. Projection of student counts (growth )  
b. Projection of local tax revenues 

 
12. How the MSP is calculated and paid to LEAs 

 
13. Statewide Online Education program  

a. How it works 
b. How it interacts with the MSP 

 
14. Federal Funds 

a. Award process 
b. Reimbursement process 
c. Monitoring process 

 



(You could probably do a session for each federal program we have) 
 

15. National School Lunch Program  
a. Federal programs 
b. Liquor tax 

 
16. Reporting 

a. Financial Statement Audits 
b. Single Audits 
c. Legal compliance Guide reviews 
d. Annual Financial Reports 
e. Annual Program Reports 

 
17. Redevelopment Agencies (RDAs) 

 
18. Bonding by School Districts 

 
19. Requirements for Pupil Transportation 

 
20. School Construction Requirements 

 

 



Potential Training Topics for the Board/Audit Committee
Potential

# Provider Estimated Schedule
1 Opening Conference/Training by OSA on: OSA Audit started in March

a Mgt/Board/Audit Responsibilities for State Audit
b Audit Reports/Opinions (CAFR/Single Audit)

i. Types of findings

2 Internal Audit Governing Regs Int. Audit
a Utah Code
b Board Rule
c Internal Audit Charter

i. Annual risk assessment
ii. Annual audit plan (priorities)
iii. Assurance vs Consulting projects

3 Internal Audit Process
a Opening conference/engagement letter Int. Audit
b Fieldwork
c Reporting

i. Protected Documents

4 Board Governance Int. Audit/Other
a Enterprise Risk Management
b Liability
c Role Clarity

5 Financial Reporting System Int. Acctg/State Finance
a FINET and BASE - general use/background
b System Internal Controls
c Reports in FINET and BASE
d Chart of Accounts
e Budget process - after appropriations through SFY closeout

6 Federal Program Regulations - Uniform Guidance Int Audit/Other
a Omni-Circular
b EDGAR

7 Subrecipient Monitoring Int Audit/Other
a Subaward Process
b During-the-award Monitoring
c Subrecipient Audit Reviews

Topics



 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
INFORMATION:  Budget and Accounting System Conversion 

 
 
Background:   
The Utah State Office of Education is beginning the process of converting its budget and 
accounting system from its current system—BASE (Budget and Accounting System for 
Education), to FINET, the system used by the State of Utah. 
 
Key Points:   
Staff will provide a progress report on the conversion from BASE to FINET and will report on 
needed resources to complete the conversion. 
 
Anticipated Action:   
The Committee will receive the progress report. 
 
Contact:   Bruce Williams, Associate Superintendent, 801-538-7514 

 250 East 500 South   P.O. Box 144200   Salt Lake City, UT   84114-4200     Voice: (801) 538-7517   Fax: (801) 538-7768 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
DISCUSSION/  Board Rules and Rule Changes Needed as a Result of Legislation 
ACTION:  

 
 
Background:   
The 2015 General Session of the Legislature ended March 12, 2015.  Many bills relating to 
education were passed during the session.  It is necessary for the Board to develop new Board 
rules or make changes to existing rules to be consistent with the legislation passed. 
 
Key Points:   
Staff will provide a summary of education-related legislation passed during the 2015 Legislative 
Session and actions required by the Board as a result of that legislation. 
 
Anticipated Action: 
The Committee will review the list and give direction to staff regarding a timeline for rules to 
come to the Board and the changes required. 
 
Contact: Brad Smith, 801-5387510 

Sydnee Dickson, 801-538-7515 
Angie Stallings, 801-538-7656 



2015 Legislation Committee Assignments

NUMBER BILL NAME REP./SEN. SUMMARY Audit Finance S & A L & L

HB0030 Math Teacher Training Program Amendments Edwards
Expands a program allowing a grant to be used to assist experienced 
math teachers to become teacher leaders.

HB0033
American Indian-Alaskan Native Education 
Amendments

Draxler
Provides for American Indian – Alaskan Native Education State Plan 
and establishes duties and reporting requirements.

HB0105 S1 Antidiscrimination Modifications Miller
Adds pregnancy, childbirth, and breastfeeding to the Utah 
Antidiscrimination Act.

HB0124 S1 Education Background Check Amendments Handy
Clarifies and amends background check provisions, requirements, 
and notifications for LEAs and individuals.

HB0128 Maintenance Of Student Records Froerer
Amends provisions related to a record a school maintains to verify 
that a parent was notified of certain incidents or threats.

HB0163 Student Data Breach Requirements Knotwell
Requires notification if personally-identifiable student data is 
breached. 

HB0174, 
HB0291S3, 
HB0409S1, 
SB0121S1

Procurement Code Amendments
Stratton, 

Stuart, Snow, 
Mayne

Requires various modifications to procurement code.

HB0197 S1 Educator Licensing Amendments Coleman
Requires the State Board of Education to make certain rules 
regarding administrative or supervisory licensing; and makes 
technical changes

HB0198 Strengthening College and Career Readiness Arent
Creates a program to provide grants to local education agencies for 
professional development for school counselors.

HB0203 S1
Teacher Salary Supplement Program 
Amendments

Last
Amends provisions related to the Teacher Salary Supplement 
Program, including the amount of supplement and entity that 
distributes money for the program. 

HB0213 S2
Safe Technology Utilization and Digital Citizenship 
in Public Schools

Stratton
Amends provisions related to educational technology and school 
community council and expands uses of School LAND Trust Program 
funds. 

HB0242 State and Local Government Employee Policies Miller
Enacts language related to the accommodation of public employees 
who are breastfeeding.

HB0282 S1 Online Education Program Amendments Daw

Expands the entities that may offer secondary school level and 
concurrent enrollment courses through the Statewide Online 
Education Program and authorizes institutions within the state 
system of higher education to offer secondary school level and 
concurrent enrollment courses through the Statewide Online 
Education Program.

Bill Details Committee Assignment



2015 Legislation Committee Assignments

NUMBER BILL NAME REP./SEN. SUMMARY Audit Finance S & A L & L

Bill Details Committee Assignment

HB0345 S2 Education Abuse Policy McCay
Modifies provisions related to school personnel employment and 
licensing procedures and student abuse reporting. (UPPAC).

HB0360 S1 Utah Education Amendments Christensen

Enacts provisions related to statewide education policy; requires the 
State Board of Education to: generate a report regarding the history 
of the state public education system; create a 10-year plan; and 
report to the Education Interim Committee; removes nonvoting 
members from the State Board of Education and requires the Board 
to meet quarterly with certain individuals; amends provisions 
relating to academic standards established by the Board and 
curriculum in public schools; provides for education entities to meet 
certain requirements when establishing certain national programs or 
standard.

SB0038 Behavioral Testing And Tracking Restrictions Osmond
Eliminates references to behavioral testing or tracking in public 
schools; and makes technical changes.

SB0060 S2 American Civics Education Initiative Stephenson
Requires an individual to pass the basic civics test as a condition for 
receiving a high school diploma or adult education secondary 
diploma.

SB0204 S2 Parental Rights In Public Education Amendments Osmond
Amends provisions related to certain rights of a parent or guardian 
of a student enrolled in a public school and provisions related to 
achievement tests.

SB0235 S2 School Turnaround and Leadership Development Niederhauser
Enacts and amends provisions related to turning around low 
performing schools and developing school leaders. 

SB0245 S1 School Grading Amendments Millner

Exempts the USDB from school grading; requires the State Board of 
Education to annually evaluate the USDB in accordance with an 
accountability plan approved by the State  Board; provides an 
alternative grade distribution for the 2014-15 school year only;  
amends provisions related to calculating student growth.



 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
INFORMATION:  Finance Committee Requests for Data 

 
 
Background:   
As an ongoing monthly item for the Finance Committee, an item will be included on the agenda 
for members of the committee to be able to request staff to provide data or analysis of 
financial issues under the oversight of the Board.   
 
Key Points:   
The Finance Committee will have the opportunity to discuss requests for data and analysis as 
well as realistic timelines for prioritizing and completing such requests. 
 
Anticipated Action:   
The Committee will take action to provide data requests to Associate Superintendent Williams 
for review in future committee meetings. 
 
Contact:   Bruce Williams, Associate Superintendent, 801-538-7514 

 250 East 500 South   P.O. Box 144200   Salt Lake City, UT   84114-4200     Voice: (801) 538-7517   Fax: (801) 538-7768 



Law and Licensing Committee
Basement West Conference Room

ACTION: R277-490 Beverley Taylor Sorenson Arts Learning Program Tab 3-K
(Amendment)

ACTION:  Procedures for Distributing New Money for the Professional Tab 3-L
Outreach Program for the Schools

ACTION: Approval of New Charter School Applications for 2016-2017 Tab 3-M
School Year

Time Certain: 6:00 - DISCUSSION/ACTION: USOE Chief Privacy Officer and Tab 3-N
HB 68 Student Privacy Study

ACTION: Charter Amendment Request from Freedom Preparatory Tab 3-O
Academy

ACTION: R277-520 Appropriate Licensing and Assignment of Teachers Tab 3-P
(Continuation and Amendment)

ACTION: R277-502 Educator Licensing and Data Retention (Amendment) Tab 3-Q

ACTION: R277-410 Accreditation of Schools (Amendment and Tab 3-R
Continuation)

ACTION: R277-419-6 Pupil Accounting–High School Completion Status Tab 3-S
(Amendment)

DISCUSSION: Framework for R277-419-9 Pupil Accounting - Provisions for Tab 3-T
Maintaining Student Membership and Enrollment Documentation and
Documentation of Student Education Services Provided by Third Party 
Vendors

DISCUSSION/ACTION: New Board Rules and Rule Changes Needed as a Tab 3-U
Result of Legislation
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
ACTION:  R277-490 Beverley Taylor Sorenson Arts Learning Program (Amendment)

 
 
Background:   
In accordance with S. B. 75 Elementary Arts Learning Program Amendments (2015 General 
Session) and its affect on Utah State Code 53A-17a-162, changes are needed in Board Rule 
R277-490. 
 
Key Points:   
Recommended changes to R277-490 have been drafted for Board review.  Those changes 
reflect the changes to legislation regarding the Beverley Taylor Sorenson Arts Learning 
Program.  Changes in legislation allow LEAs more flexibility in use of grant money for 
elementary arts specialists in this program. The legislation also defines the roles of the USOE 
and the Beverley Taylor Sorenson endowed universities. 
 
Anticipated Action:  
The Law and Licensing Committee will consider approving R277-490 Beverley Taylor Sorenson 
Arts Learning Program, as amended, on first reading.  If approved, the full Board will consider 
approving R277-490 on second reading. 
 
Contact: Sydnee Dickson, 801-538-7515 

Diana Suddreth, 801-538-7739 
Cathy Jensen, 801-538-7793  



1 R277.  Education, Administration.

2 R277-490. Beverley Taylor Sorenson Elementary Arts Learning

3 Program (BTSALP).

4 R277-490-[2]1.  Authority and Purpose.

5 A.  This rule is authorized by Utah Constitution Article

6 X, Section 3 which vests general control and supervision of

7 public education in the Board, Section 53A-1-401(3) which

8 permits the Board to adopt rules in accordance with its

9 responsibilities, and Section 53A-17a-162 which directs the

10 Board to establish a grant program for LEAs to hire qualified

11 arts professionals to encourage student participation in the

12 arts in Utah public schools and embrace student learning in

13 Core subject areas.

14 B.  The purpose of this rule is:

15 (1)  to implement the Beverley Taylor Sorenson Elementary

16 Arts Learning Program model in  public schools through LEAs

17 and consortia that submit grant[s] applications to hire arts

18 specialists [who are highly qualified]as defined in R277-490-

19 2F and paid on the licensed teacher salary schedule;

20 (2)  to distribute funds to[ arts specialists through]

21 LEAs to purchase supplies and equipment as provided for in

22 Section 53A-17a-162(4) and (6);

23 [(3)  to allow ten Utah school districts/consortia to

24 hire arts coordinators;]

25 ([4]3) [to establish partnerships within established

26 networks with Utah higher education institutions]to fund

27 activities at endowed universities as defined in Section 53A-

28 17a-162 to provide pre-service training,  professional

29 development, research and leadership for arts educators and

30 arts education in Utah public schools; and

31 ([5]4)  appropriately monitor, evaluate and report

32 programs and Program results.

33 R277-490-[1]2.  Definitions.

34 A.  “Arts equipment and supplies” means musical

35 instruments, recording and play-back devices, cameras,

36 projectors, computers to be used in the program, CDs, DVDs,

1



37 teacher reference books, and art-making supplies.  This list

38 is not exhaustive.

39 B.  “Arts Program coordinators (coordinator)” means

40 individuals, employed full-time, who are responsible to

41 coordinate arts programs for the LEA (as defined in R277-490-

42 [1]2G) or consortium, inform arts teachers, organize arts

43 professional development (including organizing arts local

44 learning communities), oversee/guide/organize the gathering of

45 assessment data, represent the LEA or consortium arts program,

46 and provide general leadership for arts education throughout

47 the LEA or consortium.

48 C.  “Beverley Taylor Sorenson Elementary Arts Learning

49 Program model” means a Program in grades K-6 with the

50 following components:

51 (1) a qualified arts specialist to work collaboratively

52 with the regular classroom teacher to deliver quality,

53 sequential, and developmental arts instruction in alignment

54 with the state Fine Arts Core Curriculum;[ and]

55 (2) regular collaboration between the classroom teacher

56 and arts specialist in planning arts integrated

57 instruction[.]; and

58 (3) other activities that may be proposed by LEAs on a

59 grant application and approved by the Board.

60 D.  “Board” means the Utah State Board of Education.

61 E.  “Endowed university” means an institution of higher

62 education in the state as defined in Section 53A-17a-

63 162(1)(b).

64 [E]F.  “Highly qualified school arts program specialist

65 (arts specialist)” means:

66 (1) an educator with a current educator license and a

67 Level 2 or K-12 specialist endorsement in the art form; or

68 (2) an elementary classroom teacher with a current

69 educator license who is currently enrolled in a Level 2

70 specialist endorsement program in the art form[ and who works

71 with a mentor who holds an arts endorsement]; or

72 (3) a professional artist employed by a public school and

73 accepted into the Board Alternative Routes to License (ARL)

2



74 program under R277-503 to complete a K-12 endorsement in the

75 art form, which includes the Praxis exam in the case of art,

76 music, or theatre[.]; or

77 (4) an individual who qualifies for any type of educator

78 license under current Board rule that qualifies the individual

79 for the position provided that:

80 (a) an LEA provides an affidavit verifying that a

81 reasonable search was conducted for an individual who would

82 qualify for an educator license through other means; and

83 (b) the LEA reopens the position and conducts a new

84 search every two years.

85 ([4]5) In addition to required licensure and

86 endorsements, prospective teachers should provide evidence of

87 facilitating elementary Core learning in at least one art

88 form.

89 [F.  “Independent evaluator,” for purposes of this rule

90 and Program, means an evaluator selected jointly by the Board

91 and the Utah Arts Council through the required procurement

92 process.  The evaluator shall have experience and expertise in

93 education programs and in the arts.]

94 G. “LEA” means a local education agency, including local

95 school boards/public school districts, charter schools, and

96 for purposes of this rule, the Utah Schools for the Deaf and

97 the Blind.

98 H.  “Matching funds,” for purposes of this rule and

99 Program, means funds that equal 20 percent of the total [grant

100 amount received]costs for salary plus benefits incurred by an

101 LEA/consortium to fund an LEA/consortium arts [coordinator

102 under Section 53A-17a-162(3)(c) and]specialist in R277-490-

103 [5]2F.

104 I. “USOE” means the Utah State Office of Education.

105 [J.  “Utah Arts Council” is a state and nationally funded

106 government entity that assists with professional development

107 and provides direct matching grants to nonprofit organizations

108 across the state of Utah.  The Utah Arts Council also conducts

109 programs which provide outreach services (including financial

110 assistance) to schools, local arts councils and organizations,

3



111 community centers, performing groups, and individual artists.]

112 R277-490-3.  Arts Specialist Grant Program.

113 A. LEAs or consortia of LEAs may submit grant requests

114 consistent with time lines provided in this rule.

115 B. LEA consortia:

116 (1) LEAs may form consortia to employ arts specialists

117 appropriate for the number of students served.

118 (2) The LEA shall develop its proposal consistent with

119 the Beverley Taylor Sorenson Elementary Arts Learning Program

120 model outlined under R277-490-[1]2C.

121 (3)  The LEA grant shall explain the necessity or greater

122 efficiency and benefit of an arts specialist serving several

123 elementary schools within a consortium of LEAs.

124 (4)  The LEA grant shall explain a schedule for the

125 specialist(s) to serve the group of schools within several

126 LEAs similarly to an arts specialist in a single school.

127 (5)  A consortium grant shall provide information for a

128 consortium arts specialist's schedule that minimizes the arts

129 specialist's travel and allows the arts specialist to be well

130 integrated into several schools.

131 C. [Arts specialist]LEA grant requirements

132 (1) Grant programs shall be developed and submitted to

133 the Board consistent with the Beverley Taylor Sorenson

134 Elementary Arts Learning Program model described in R277-490-

135 [1]2C.

136 (2) LEA [G]grant applications shall include [documents of

137 compliance with the collaboratively developed implementation

138 requirements.  These requirements shall be developed in

139 consultation with a committee with representative members of

140 stakeholder groups in the Program]the collaborative

141 development of the application with the partner endowed

142 university and School Community Council if match comes from

143 School LAND Trust Funds.

144 [D. LEAs shall review grant applications and forward

145 approved applications to the USOE.]

146 [E]D. [Arts specialist]Program timelines

4



147 (1) [Continuing ]Beverley Taylor Sorenson [schools shall

148 complete assurances as provided by the USOE and submit to

149 school districts by May 1, annually]grant applications shall

150 be completed annually.  Grant renewals shall receive funding

151 priority.

152 [(2) New Beverley Taylor Sorenson schools shall complete

153 applications as provided by the USOE and submit to school

154 districts by May 1, annually.]

155 ([3]2) LEAs shall submit completed applications

156 [requiring]requesting funding to the USOE by May [7]1

157 annually.

158 ([4]3)  The Board[, after close consultation with the

159 Utah Arts Council,] shall designate [schools]LEAs/consortia

160 for funding no later than June 1 annually.

161 [F]E.  Distribution of funds for arts specialists

162 (1) [Continuing ]Beverley Taylor Sorenson LEAs shall

163 submit complete information of salaries (including benefits)

164 of all Beverley Taylor Sorenson specialists employed by the

165 LEA[, as requested by the USOE] no later than September 30

166 annually.

167 (2) The USOE shall distribute funds to [continuing]

168 Beverley Taylor Sorenson LEAs annually [in equal amounts per]

169 equal to 80 percent of the salaries plus benefits for approved

170 hires in this program, consistent with Sections 53A-17a-162(5)

171 and(6)[ and (7)].  An individual specialist grant amount shall

172 be capped at $70,000.

173 [(3) The USOE shall distribute funds designated in

174 Section 53A-17a-162(7) to additional Beverley Taylor Sorenson

175 LEAs.]

176 R277-490-4.  Distribution of Funds for Arts Specialist

177 Supplies.

178 A.  The Board shall distribute funds for arts specialist

179 supplies to LEAs/consortia as available.

180 B. LEAs shall distribute funds to participating schools

181 as provided in the approved LEA/consortia grant and consistent

182 with LEA procurement policies.

5



183 C. LEAs/consortia shall require arts specialists to

184 provide adequate documentation of arts supplies purchased

185 consistent with the school/consortium plan, this rule and the

186 law.

187 D.  Summary information about effective supplies and

188 equipment shall be provided in the school/consortium

189 evaluation of the Program.

190 R277-490-5. LEA/Consortia Employment of LEA/Consortia Arts

191 Coordinators.

192 A. LEAs/consortia may apply for funds to employ[ full-

193 time] arts coordinators in their LEAs/consortium.  These are

194 intended as small grants to rural districts to help support

195 arts education and the implementation of BTSALP.

196 B.  Applicants shall explain how arts coordinators will

197 be used consistent with the Beverley Taylor Sorenson

198 Elementary Arts Learning Program model, what requirements arts

199 coordinators must meet, and what training will be provided by

200 whom.

201 C.  Applicants shall provide documentation of committed

202 matching funds that equal 20 percent of the grant request[

203 from the LEA/consortium].

204 [D.  Preference shall be given to applicants that

205 demonstrate in their proposed recruitment and use of

206 coordinators diligent and creative efforts to employ arts

207 coordinators who mirror the minority or unique populations

208 that make up the schools in which coordinators will work.

209 E.  The Board, following close consultation with the Utah

210 Arts Council, shall select LEAs/consortia to receive funds

211 under this section.]

212 [F]D. [Funds shall be distributed to designated

213 LEAs/consortia]LEAs that receive grant awards shall be

214 notified of the awards no later than [July]June 1 annually.

215 R277-490-6. [Arts Program Partnership with Utah Institutions 

216 of Higher Education for Pre-service, Professional Development,

217 Research, and Leadership Training]Endowed University
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218 Participation in the BTSALP.

219 A.  The Board shall [work closely with the Utah Arts

220 Council to identify interested Utah higher education

221 institutions eligible, prepared and geographically and

222 programmatically suited to work with identified arts

223 specialists, arts coordinators and the schools and programs in

224 which specialists/coordinators are employed]consult with

225 endowed chairs and integrated arts advocates regarding program

226 development and guidelines.

227 [B.  The Board, in close partnership with the Utah Arts

228 Council, shall determine funding and payment timelines to

229 eligible Utah higher education institutions for designated

230 services as appropriate and necessary.]

231 B.  Endowed university grants:

232 (1) Endowed universities may apply for grant funds to

233 fulfill the purposes of this program which include: 

234 (a) delivery of high quality professional development to

235 participating LEAs;

236 (b) the design and completion of research related to the

237 program;

238 (c) providing the public with elementary arts education

239 resources; and

240 (d) other program related activities as may be included

241 in a grant application and approved by the Board.

242 (2) Endowed university grant applications shall include

243 documentation of collaborative development of a plan for

244 delivery of high quality professional development to

245 participating LEAs. The Board shall determine the LEAs

246 assigned to each endowed university.

247 (3) The Board may award no more than 10 percent of the

248 total legislative appropriation to grants to endowed

249 universities.

250 (4) The USOE shall monitor the activities of the grantees

251 to ensure compliance with grant rules, fulfillment of grant

252 application commitments and appropriate fiscal procedures.

253 Endowed universities shall cooperate with the USOE in the

254 monitoring of their grants.
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255 (5) Endowed universities that receive grant funds shall

256 consult, as requested by the Board, in the development and

257 presentation of an annual written program report as required

258 in statute.

259 R277-490-7.  LEAs Cooperation with USOE for BTSALP.

260 A. USOE BTSALP staff may visit schools receiving grants

261 to observe implementation of the grants.

262 B. BTSALP schools shall cooperate with the USOE to allow

263 visits of members of the Board, legislators, and other

264 invested partners to promote elementary arts integration.

265 C. LEAs must accurately report the numbers of students

266 impacted by the Beverley Taylor Sorenson Grant and report on

267 the delivery systems to those students as requested by the

268 USOE.

269 D. LEAs found to be out of compliance with the terms of

270 the grant will be notified within 30 days of the discovery of

271 such non-compliance.

272 (1) LEAs found to be in non-compliance will be given 30

273 days to correct the issues.

274 (2) If non-compliance is not resolved within that time

275 frame, LEAs are subject to losing the grant funds for the

276 school or schools found to be non-compliant.

277 R277-490-[7]8.  Beverley Taylor Sorenson Elementary Arts

278 Learning Program[ Evaluation and] Reporting.

279 [A.  The Board, in consultation with the Utah Arts

280 Council, shall contract annually with an independent qualified

281 evaluator through the state procurement process.

282 B. ]The Board[ and the Utah Arts Council] shall[ jointly

283 ]report annually to the Education Interim Committee as

284 provided in Section 53A-17a-162([6]8).

285 KEY: arts program, grants, public schools

286 Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendment: [August 7,

287 2013]2015

288 Notice of Continuation: June 10, 2013
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289 Authorizing, and Implemented or Interpreted Law:  Art X Sec 3;

290 53A-1-401(3); 53A-17a-162
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 250 East 500 South   P.O. Box 144200   Salt Lake City, UT   84114-4200     Voice: (801) 538-7517   Fax: (801) 538-7768 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
ACTION:  Approve Procedures for Distributing New Money for the Professional  
  Outreach Program for the Schools  

 
 
Background:   
In accordance with R277-444-3-D Distribution of Funds to Arts and Sciences Organizations—
Criteria for Eligibility, Applications, and Funding for POPS Organizations, the distribution of new 
funding for the POPS organizations shall be at the discretion of the Board. 
 
Key Points:   
During the 2015 session of the Utah State Legislature, an additional $600,000 in one-time 
money and $100,000 in ongoing money was allocated for the current POPS organizations and 
an additional $50,000 was allocated for the RFP organizations. 
 
Anticipated Action:  
The Law and Licensing Committee will review recommendations regarding the distribution of 
the new money and direct staff in response to those recommendations. 
 
Contact: Sydnee Dickson, 801-538-7515 

Diana Suddreth, 801-538-7739 
Cathy Jensen, 801-538-7793  



RECOMMENDATION TO THE UTAH STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 

Distribution of New Funding for the Professional Outreach Program in the Schools 

 

 

 

Background: 

The Utah State Legislature allocated additional funding for the POPS program for the FY16. The group 
includes ten professional arts organizations and one subsidy program that provide in school and venue 
arts learning experiences for the schools. In addition three organizations are currently participating 
using the money designated by RFP by the legislature last year. The Board has discretion on how new 
funding should be distributed. Each organization is required to match the legislative funding 1:1. The 
new funding is in three categories: 

 On-going: $100,000 

 One-time: $600,000 

 RFP One-time: $250,000* 

  *$50,000 increase from last year 

 

 

 

 

Recommendation: 

On-going: Distribute the $100,000 to the ten POPS organizations and the subsidy program 
according to the percentage of the funds they currently receive. 

One-time: Distribute $200,000 to the ten POPS organizations and the subsidy program according to 
the percentage of the funds they currently receive. 

 Distribute $400,000 to the ten POPS organizations in equal amounts ($40,000). 

RFP One-time: Distribute the additional $50,000 to the three RFP groups according to the percentage 
of the funds they currently receive. 

 

 



 

 250 East 500 South   P.O. Box 144200   Salt Lake City, UT   84114-4200     Voice: (801) 538-7517   Fax: (801) 538-7768 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
ACTION:  Approve New Charter School Applications for 2016-2017 School Year 

 
 
Background:   
The State Charter School Board (SCSB) is charged in UCA 53A-1a-501.6 with authorizing and promoting 
the establishment of charter schools. The SCSB heard presentations from nine applicant groups seeking 
to open in the 2016-2017 school year and held governing board capacity interviews with each. The 
purpose of the presentations and interviews was to determine if the applicants met at least one of the 
purposes of charter schools (UCA 53A-1a-503) and could provide evidence that the school’s governing 
board was knowledgeable and capable of overseeing a public school receiving state taxpayer dollars.  
 
To be approved under UCA 53A-1a-501.9, an applicant had to demonstrate it employed a new and 
creative method to meet the unique learning style and needs of students; to be approved under UCA 
53A-1a-502.5, an applicant had to demonstrate it was located in a high growth area of the state and 
commit to giving preferential enrollment to students within a two-mile radius of the school.  
 
Key Points: 
The SCSB authorized six of the nine schools considered. In addition, the SCSB determined four applicants 
met the criteria in UCA 53A-1a-501.9, including Wasatch Waldorf Charter School, Franklin Discovery 
Academy, Wallace Stegner Academy, and Athlos Academy. According to statute, the Board must submit 
a request to the Legislature for funding for schools approved under this section of code. Athlos Academy 
also met the criteria in UCA 53A-1a-502.5. In addition, St. George Academy and American Academy of 
Innovation were authorized, but without preferential status under either statute. The full charter 
applications can be found at http://schools.utah.gov/charterschools/State-Charter-School-Board/2015-
Board-Meetings/January-2015.aspx 
 
Anticipated Action: 
The Law and Licensing Committee will consider approving these six new charter schools to open in the 
2016-2017 school year as outlined in their applications. If approved by the Committee, the Board will 
consider approving the applications. 
 
Contact: Dr. Marlies Burns, Executive Director, State Charter School Board, 801-538-7817 
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Utah State Board of Education 
Executive Summary Report 

 
 
This summary report was submitted to Brad C. Smith, State Superintendent of Public Instruction, Utah 
State Office of Education, two weeks ahead of the regularly scheduled USBE meetings for approval and 
inclusion in the board’s agenda materials.  Only that which is in writing, and included in the agenda 
materials, shall be considered by the USBE in its final approval process.  Attachments, by way of 
clarification, or elaboration, may be included. 
 
1. Charter School  Wasatch Waldorf Charter School      
 
2. Authorized Agent Emily Merchant   Phone  703-853-0987   
 
3. Mailing Address (authorized agent) 1800 East Harrison Avenue City Salt Lake City  
 
4. The charter school is approved to open one campus in one of the following school district(s): 
  Granite, Murray, or Salt Lake City School Districts  
 
5. When is the charter school expected to begin operations? August 2016    
 
6. List or attach all duly elected, current board directors of the school: 
 
 Bryon Harvis 
 Kim Haleck 
 Emily Thunberg 
 John Hardy 
 Robert Macdonald 
 Lisa Canella 
 Emily Merchant 
 
7. Summary description of charter school (mission statement): 
 

Wasatch Waldorf Charter School (WWCS) provides a K–8 public Waldorf education that is 
dedicated to the optimal development of each individual child. WWCS nurtures intellectual, 
social and emotional, and physical capacities through an artistic, hands-on, interdisciplinary 
approach to core academic subjects which enables each student to blossom into an imaginative, 
engaged, competent, life-long learner. 

 
8. Is this charter school an extension or expansion of a currently existing charter school?  (If so, 

attach student achievement data from existing charter school). 
  

No, Wasatch Waldorf Charter School is a new school application. 
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9. How many students will the school serve and at what grades?  Does the grade configuration 
align with the local school district configuration? 
 
Ultimate enrollment 540 students Grades K – 8 
 
The grade configuration matches Salt Lake City School District, but does not match Granite or 
Murray School Districts. 
 

10. Is the schools’ curriculum fully aligned with the Utah State Core Curriculum?  If not, in what 
areas does the school deviate from the Core? 

 
 Yes, Wasatch Waldorf Charter School’s curriculum is fully aligned with the Utah State Board of 

Education’s approved curriculum. 
 
11. How will the school address the needs of students with disabilities who will need Special 

Education services? 
  
 The school will offer a continuum of student placement and special education services to 

students with disabilities in compliance with state and federal law and regulation and individual 
student IEPs. 

 
12. Does the school have a building site or actual building ready to serve students?  What are the 

financial stipulations in the use of that building? 
 

Wasatch Waldorf Charter School will meet the requirements in UCA 53A-1a-507 and R277-482 
by submitting any facility financing agreements to the State Charter School Board for advice 
prior to signing and having its building under construction by January 1, 2016, respectively. 
 

13. Has a financial analysis been conducted and is there a strong likelihood the charter school will 
financially succeed? 
 
Yes, the State Charter School Board has reviewed Wasatch Waldorf Charter School’s budget to 
ensure that its finances are viable and there is a strong likelihood of financial success. 

 
14. Who will perform the financial accounting for the school (by name) and what are his/her 

credentials for accounting? 
 

The business manager or management company has not been named at this time but will be 
named prior to the school opening. The school included a detailed list of roles and 
responsibilities for the business manager/management company. 

 
15. Please provide a brief summary of other points the State Charter School Board would like the 

Utah State Board of Education to consider in making the decision to approve the charter school: 
 
 Prioritized 1st by the State Charter School Board. 
 

The State Charter School Board is pleased to see the public Waldorf education model come to 
Utah and approved authorization of this school under UCA 53A-1a-501.9 (i.e., the applicant 
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demonstrated it employed a new and creative method to meet the unique learning style and 
needs of students). 
 

16. Votes of the SCSB in approving the charter school application: 
  

Recommended full approval:  Tim Beagley, Dean Brockbank, Robb Enger, Kristin Elinkowski,  
DeLaina Tonks   

  
Not in attendance for vote:  Howard Headlee, Bruce Davis 
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Utah State Board of Education 
Executive Summary Report 

 
 
This summary report was submitted to Brad C. Smith, State Superintendent of Public Instruction, Utah 
State Office of Education, two weeks ahead of the regularly scheduled USBE meetings for approval and 
inclusion in the board’s agenda materials.  Only that which is in writing, and included in the agenda 
materials, shall be considered by the USBE in its final approval process.  Attachments, by way of 
clarification, or elaboration, may be included. 
 
1. Charter School  Franklin Discovery Academy       
 
2. Authorized Agent Jennifer Price   Phone  801-374-3500   
 
3. Mailing Address (authorized agent) 115 South 1370 East  City Lindon   
 
4. The charter school is approved to open one campus in the following school district:  Alpine  
 
5. When is the charter school expected to begin operations? August 2016    
 
6. List or attach all duly elected, current board directors of the school: 
 
 Jennifer Price 

Julie Chacon 
 Wendy Porter 
 Pamela Luke 
 Audrey Bridgstock 
 Teresa Haws 
 Russell Duncan 
 Daniel L. Randall 
 Cindy Busard 
 Jana Duncan 
 Gerald A. Price 
 
7. Summary description of charter school (mission statement): 
 

Franklin Discovery Academy will cultivate a life-long sense of wonder and curiosity in every 
student.  Franklin Discovery Academy will equip students to discover meaningful value and 
purpose in the world and reach their full potential by helping them develop the ability to think 
critically, communicate effectively, and excel academically. 

 
8. Is this charter school an extension or expansion of a currently existing charter school?  (If so, 

attach student achievement data from existing charter school). 
  

No, Franklin Discovery Academy is a new school application. 
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9. How many students will the school serve and at what grades?  Does the grade configuration 
align with the local school district configuration? 
 
2016-2017  500 students Grades K – 6 
2017-2018  600 students Grades K – 6 
2018-2019  750 students Grades K – 6 
Ultimate enrollment 750 students Grades K – 6 
 
Yes, the grade configuration aligns with the local school district. 

 
10. Is the schools’ curriculum fully aligned with the Utah State Core Curriculum?  If not, in what 

areas does the school deviate from the Core? 
 
 Yes, Franklin Discovery Academy’s curriculum is fully aligned with the Utah State Board of 

Education’s approved curriculum. 
 
11. How will the school address the needs of students with disabilities who will need Special 

Education services? 
  
 The school will offer a continuum of student placement and special education services to 

students with disabilities in compliance with state and federal law and regulation and individual 
student IEPs. 

 
12. Does the school have a building site or actual building ready to serve students?  What are the 

financial stipulations in the use of that building? 
 

Franklin Discovery Academy will meet the requirements in UCA 53A-1a-507 and R277-482 by 
submitting any facility financing agreements to the State Charter School Board for advice prior 
to signing and having its building under construction by January 1, 2016, respectively. 
 

13. Has a financial analysis been conducted and is there a strong likelihood the charter school will 
financially succeed? 
 
Yes, the State Charter School Board has reviewed Franklin Discovery Academy’s budget to 
ensure that its finances are viable and there is a strong likelihood of financial success. 

 
14. Who will perform the financial accounting for the school (by name) and what are his/her 

credentials for accounting? 
 

The business manager or management company has not been named at this time but will be 
named prior to the school opening. The school included a detailed list of roles and 
responsibilities for the business manager/management company. 
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15. Please provide a brief summary of other points the State Charter School Board would like the 
Utah State Board of Education to consider in making the decision to approve the charter school: 

 
 Prioritized 2nd by the State Charter School Board. 
 

The State Charter School Board approved authorization of Franklin Discovery Academy, as well 
as under UCA 53A-1a-501.9 (i.e., the applicant demonstrated it employed a new and creative 
method to meet the unique learning style and needs of students). Only one campus was 
approved. 
 

16. Votes of the SCSB in approving the charter school application: 
  

Recommended full approval:  Tim Beagley, Dean Brockbank, Kristin Elinkowski, Robb Enger,  
DeLaina Tonks   

  
Not in attendance for vote:  Howard Headlee, Bruce Davis  
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Utah State Board of Education 
Executive Summary Report 

 
 
This summary report was submitted to Brad C. Smith, State Superintendent of Public Instruction, Utah 
State Office of Education, two weeks ahead of the regularly scheduled USBE meetings for approval and 
inclusion in the board’s agenda materials.  Only that which is in writing, and included in the agenda 
materials, shall be considered by the USBE in its final approval process.  Attachments, by way of 
clarification, or elaboration, may be included. 
 
1. Charter School  Wallace Stegner Academy       
 
2. Authorized Agent Anthony Sudweeks  Phone  801-884-7950   
 
3. Mailing Address (authorized agent) 342 Edith Avenue  City Salt Lake City  
 
4. The charter school is approved to open one campus in the following school district:Salt Lake City 
 
5. When is the charter school expected to begin operations? August 2016    
 
6. List or attach all duly elected, current board directors of the school: 
 
 Anthony Sudweeks 
 Adam Gerlach 
 Reed Farnsworth 
 Sarah Vaghan 
 Jeremy Schow 
 Andrew Bernstein 
 
7. Summary description of charter school (mission statement): 
 

Wallace Stegner Academy will foster a community of active learners through academic rigor and 
citizenship by providing an opportunity for at-risk students to close the achievement gap and 
achieve academic excellence through: direct instruction; data-driven instruction; ability-based 
mathematics, language arts, and reading classes; positive learning environments; and character 
development. 

 
8. Is this charter school an extension or expansion of a currently existing charter school?  (If so, 

attach student achievement data from existing charter school). 
  

No, Wallace Stegner Academy is a new school application. 
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9. How many students will the school serve and at what grades?  Does the grade configuration 
align with the local school district configuration? 
 
2016-2017  690 students Grades K – 7 
2017-2018  780 students Grades K – 8 
2018-2019  810 Students Grades K – 8 
Ultimate enrollment 810 students Grades K – 8 
 
Yes, the grade configuration aligns with the local school district. 
 

10. Is the schools’ curriculum fully aligned with the Utah State Core Curriculum?  If not, in what 
areas does the school deviate from the Core? 

 
 Yes, Wallace Stegner Academy‘s curriculum is fully aligned with the Utah State Board of 

Education’s approved curriculum. 
 
11. How will the school address the needs of students with disabilities who will need Special 

Education services? 
  
 The school will offer a continuum of student placement and special education services to 

students with disabilities in compliance with state and federal law and regulation and individual 
student IEPs. 

 
12. Does the school have a building site or actual building ready to serve students?  What are the 

financial stipulations in the use of that building? 
 

Wallace Stegner Academy will meet the requirements in UCA 53A-1a-507 and R277-482 by 
submitting any facility financing agreements to the State Charter School Board for advice prior 
to signing and having its building under construction by January 1, 2016, respectively. 
 

13. Has a financial analysis been conducted and is there a strong likelihood the charter school will 
financially succeed? 
 
Yes, the State Charter School Board has reviewed Wallace Stegner Academy’s budget to ensure 
that its finances are viable and there is a strong likelihood of financial success. 

 
14. Who will perform the financial accounting for the school (by name) and what are his/her 

credentials for accounting? 
 

The business manager or management company has not been named at this time but will be 
named prior to the school opening. The school included a detailed list of roles and 
responsibilities for the business manager/management company. 
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15. Please provide a brief summary of other points the State Charter School Board would like the 
Utah State Board of Education to consider in making the decision to approve the charter school: 

 
 Prioritized 3rd by the State Charter School Board. 
 

The State Charter School Board approved authorization of this school under UCA 53A-1a-501.9 
(i.e., the applicant demonstrated it employed a new and creative method to meet the unique 
learning style and needs of students). 

 
16. Votes of the SCSB in approving the charter school application: 
 

Recommended full approval:  Tim Beagley, Dean Brockbank, Robb Enger, Kristin Elinkowski,  
DeLaina Tonks   

  
Not in attendance for vote:  Howard Headlee, Bruce Davis  
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Utah State Board of Education 
Executive Summary Report 

 
 
This summary report was submitted to Brad C. Smith, State Superintendent of Public Instruction, Utah 
State Office of Education, two weeks ahead of the regularly scheduled USBE meetings for approval and 
inclusion in the board’s agenda materials.  Only that which is in writing, and included in the agenda 
materials, shall be considered by the USBE in its final approval process.  Attachments, by way of 
clarification, or elaboration, may be included. 
 
1. Charter School  Athlos Academy of Utah       
 
2. Authorized Agent Sean Morris   Phone  801-971-4401   
 
3. Mailing Address (authorized agent) 1353 West 2050 South  City Wood Cross  
 
4. The charter school is approved to open one campus in the following school district: Jordan  
 
5. When is the charter school expected to begin operations? August 2016    
 
6. List or attach all duly elected, current board directors of the school: 
 
 Sean Morris 
 Andy Lavin 
 Nichole Coombs 
 Lisa Davis 
 
7. Summary description of charter school (mission statement): 
 

Athlos Academy of Utah empowers students to live fulfilling, responsible, and successful lives by 
building on the three foundational pillars of Prepared Mind, Healthy Body, and Performance 
Character. 

 
8. Is this charter school an extension or expansion of a currently existing charter school?  (If so, 

attach student achievement data from existing charter school). 
  

No, Athlos Academy of Utah is a new school application. 
 
9. How many students will the school serve and at what grades?  Does the grade configuration 

align with the local school district configuration? 
 
2016-2017  832 students  Grades K-8 
2017-2018  936 students  Grades K-8 
2018-2019  1040 students  Grades K-9 
Ultimate enrollment 1040 students  Grades K-9 
 
Yes, the grade configuration aligns with the local school district. 
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10. Is the schools’ curriculum fully aligned with the Utah State Core Curriculum?  If not, in what 
areas does the school deviate from the Core? 

 
 Yes Athlos Academy of Utah’s curriculum is fully aligned with the Utah State Board of 

Education’s approved curriculum. 
 
11. How will the school address the needs of students with disabilities who will need Special 

Education services? 
  
 The school will offer a continuum of student placement and special education services to 

students with disabilities in compliance with state and federal law and regulation and individual 
student IEPs. 

 
12. Does the school have a building site or actual building ready to serve students?  What are the 

financial stipulations in the use of that building? 
 

Athlos Academy of Utah will meet the requirements in UCA 53A-1a-507 and R277-482 by 
submitting any facility financing agreements to the State Charter School Board for advice prior 
to signing and having its building under construction by January 1, 2016, respectively. 
 

13. Has a financial analysis been conducted and is there a strong likelihood the charter school will 
financially succeed? 
 
Yes, the State Charter School Board has reviewed Athlos Academy of Utah’s budget to ensure 
that its finances are viable and there is a strong likelihood of financial success. 

 
14. Who will perform the financial accounting for the school (by name) and what are his/her 

credentials for accounting? 
 

Charter Solutions will designate an employee to provide financial accounting for the school, but 
that individual has not yet been named. Charter Solutions currently provides financial 
accounting services for multiple Utah charter schools. 

 
15. Please provide a brief summary of other points the State Charter School Board would like the 

Utah State Board of Education to consider in making the decision to approve the charter school: 
 

Prioritized 4th by the State Charter School Board. 
 
The State Charter School Board approved authorization of this school under UCA 53A-1a-501.9 
(i.e., the applicant demonstrated it employed a new and creative method to meet the unique 
learning style and needs of students) and UCA 53A-1a-502.5 (i.e., the applicant demonstrated it 
was located in a high growth area of the state and committed to giving preferential enrollment 
to students within a 2-mile radius of the school).  

 
State Charter School Board members had some question following authorization. Attached is 
the school governing board’s response to those questions.  
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16. Votes of the SCSB in approving the charter school application: 
  

Recommended full approval:  Tim Beagley, Dean Brockbank, Robb Enger, Kristin Elinkowski, 
Howard Headlee, DeLaina Tonks   

  
Not in attendance for vote:  Bruce Davis  
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March 9, 2015 
 

Marlies Burns, Ed.D. Executive 
Director 
Utah State Charter School Board 

Dear Dr. Burns, 

As the Governing Board for Athlos Academy of Utah we would like to express our concern with this 
process. We received unanimous approval from the State Charter School Board, but upon further 
review we have been presented with a line of questions asking far more of us than has been asked of 
other governing boards. This is a large task to accomplish on short notice, and we feel obligated to 
express our frustration with this unexpected step in the process as well as with the aggressive 
language of the questions. 

 
However, Athlos Academy of Utah is looking forward to a long and positive relationship with the SCSB 
and with the charter community in Utah in general, and while many of the questions are addressed in 
the Charter Application, we are happy to address them again here. We have invited both the 
President and the Director of Academics from Athlos Academies to join us today as they are best 
positioned to speak to your concerns about the intentions of their company. 

 
We are a volunteer board, and as is true with all volunteers, our time commitment is limited. With 
that in mind, we have sought out a partnership with an ESP to help us responsibly provide an 
educational model that we truly believe in. We did not choose Athlos Academies lightly, and in fact, 
our due diligence includes flying to Minnesota to visit a school in action and sit in on a teacher training 
offered by the ESP. We have also visited the Athlos Academies team in Boise to learn more about 
their model and meet the people who will support our school’s success. 

 
Athlos Academies is a young management organization, but they have proven themselves in integrity 
and commitment to students and families. The model is research based and professionally supported. 

 
As a Board, we want what is best for our students. We want a choice that is innovative and that gives 
all students access to learning and achieving success in college, career, and life. We believe that the 
Athlos Academy model provides holistic education, and we are excited about our partnership with 
them in moving forward. 

 
We as a board have gone to great lengths to provide you with the requested information, taking the 
time to respond to the many questions in the included document. Some of these questions were 
outside the relevance to Athlos Academy of Utah’s application. Therefore it was necessary to involve 
Athlos Academies to provide assistance with the requested information, which is included in the 
attached appendices. It is the Board’s hope that with these responses, the SCSB has a complete 
understanding of the benefits of this partnership, and we can move forward with final approval. 

 
Sincerely, 
The Governing Board of Athlos Academy 
of Utah Sean Morris 
Nichole Coombs Lisa Davis Andrew Lavin 
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1) Please list the 22 schools you represented that Athlos Academy, Inc. has started? 
Schools that have partnered with Athlos Academies are listed in Appendix 1. The Governing Board of 
Athlos Academy of Utah has chosen to partner with Athlos Academies to support the launch and 
ongoing success of the school. The Governing Board will separately negotiate a lease agreement and 
a management services agreement upon final approval of the charter. 
a) When did they open? Where (city and state)? What is their current standing? Athlos Academy, 

Inc. play in each of these start-ups? Would each of these schools identify themselves as having 
been “started” by Athlos Academy, Inc.? 
Each of these schools would identify themselves having a partnership with Athlos Academies. 
The chart in Appendix 1 presents this data. 

b) Are any of the schools started by Athlos Academy, Inc. no longer affiliated with the company? If 
so, why? 
All of the schools that have partnered with Athlos Academies for services are still affiliated with 
the company. The chart in Appendix 1 presents this data. 
 

2) Of the 11 successful schools Athlos Academy, Inc. currently runs, please list those schools, their 
locations, and their academic, financial, and enrollment performance that lead you to define them as 
“successful.” (provide information for each school separately) 
For all responses in this section please see Appendix 2 for further narrative and data representation. 
a) How many of these schools were new schools approved through the state charter system? 

Currently, Athlos Academies has partnered with 12 schools that have been approved through 
state charter systems (note Appendix 2). 

b) How many were take-overs? (i.e., existing schools where Athlos Academy, Inc. has taken over an 
existing charter schools/programs/students) 
Athlos Academies has never participated in a “take-over”. All schools that have partnered with 
Athlos Academies maintain their own staff, leadership, and board members. Athlos Academies is 
often approached to help schools with select and specific areas of need as determined by the 
school’s leadership and governing board. Neither the schools nor Athlos Academies refers to 
these partnerships as “take- overs”. In situations in which Athlos Academies provides 
management services, the school’s governing board holds Athlos Academies accountable 
through a contract. 

c) What is the ongoing role of Athlos Academy, Inc. in the operation of these schools? 
In response to this section, more information is provided in narrative form in Appendix 2 
i) Does Athlos Academy, Inc. have any positions on the governing board of the school? If so, 

what position(s)? 
No. Athlos Academies does not hold positions on a governing board at any school. 

ii) Does Athlos Academy, Inc. have administrative responsibilities in the school? If so, what 
responsibilities? 
The Governing Board of Athlos Academy of Utah plans to contract with Athlos Academies to 
provide administrative services as described in the charter application (see Appendix 2). 

iii) What is the daily operational role of Athlos Academy, Inc. in each of these schools, if any? 
The appropriate members of Athlos Academies may be asked to enter the school for 
professional development, curriculum development, and management services. Athlos 
Academies participates in daily school operations at the school as contracted by the 
Governing Board. 

iv) Does Athlos Academy, Inc. have their staff in these schools? If so, what are their jobs? 
No, Athlos Academies does not have any of their staff in schools. However, for Athlos 
Academy of Utah, Athlos Academies, as part of the negotiated management services, will 
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provide the Principal, Assistant Principal, and Business Manager for Athlos Academy of Utah. 
The two school leaders will be employed and trained by the Management Organization, and 
will be jointly evaluated by Athlos Academies and the Governing Board of Athlos Academy of 
Utah. In addition, the Business Manager will be employed through Charter Solutions, a 
service provider that already has experience and an excellent track record in Utah. 

v) Provide the amount Athlos Academy, Inc. is paid for CMO services for each of these schools 
(separately). 
This information varies from school to school and state to state. The fee is determined by the 
range of services and falls between 4-12%. 

vi) Can Athlos Academy, Inc. provide operational contracts it has with other schools so we can 
understand the role and limits of authority it maintains for these schools? 
Sample contract was provided in the charter application (Appendix B of the Charter 
Application, beginning on page 107). 
 

3) Athlos Academy, Inc. said confusion comes from being a CMO and that it is a curriculum. However, it 
appears that their primary modus operandi is to take over an existing charter school, continue to use 
that school's academic curriculum, with some sort of Athlos overlay. What is it Athlos Academy, Inc. 
will bring to your school? 
Athlos Academies both partners with existing schools and fully manages others. As all schools 
associated with Athlos Academies maintain independent governing boards, no partnership can be 
considered a “take-over”. 
 
Athlos Academies offers a wide range of services including, but not limited to, school operations 
support, professional development, instructional support, and curriculum. Athlos Academies 
provides both an athletic curriculum and a performance character curriculum, and also has academic 
experts on staff to assist schools with reviewing other curriculum choices. Athlos Academies is not 
just a curriculum provider, but offers a variety of services in support of high quality schools.  
 
For all responses in this section please see Appendix 3 for further narrative and data representation. 
a) If Athlos Academy, Inc. is providing a “curriculum” – has it been approved as consistent with the 

required curriculum of each state? (MN, AZ, TX, etc.) 
Yes. The curriculum that Athlos Academies provides is scoped and sequenced to meet or exceed 
each state’s requirements. 

b) How many current Athlos schools are using the Athlos Academy, Inc. curriculum? How many are 
also using another curriculum? How many are using their prior curriculum? 
12 schools implement some, or all, of the Athlos Academies’ model. Please refer to Section 4 
(pages 30-42) in the charter for more information about the Math, Literacy, and Athlos 
Academies curriculum selections made by the Governing Board. 

c) What is the Athlos Academy, Inc. curriculum? How is it unique? 
Please refer to Section 4 (pages 30-42) in the charter and Appendix 3 at the end of this 
document. 
 

4) Regarding your contract with Athlos Academy, Inc.: 
For all responses in this section please see Appendix 4 for further narrative and data representation. 
a) Does it have a role in the selection of governing board members? If so, describe the role. Also, 

will any board members be compensated (in any way) for serving with the school? 
No. The board is volunteer and interest based only with no compensation. Athlos Academies 
may provide community out-reach opportunities for interest and support, but the governing 
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board is established by volunteers and works in conjunction with the school leadership. 
b) Does it have a role in selection of staff? If so, describe the role. 

As part of the negotiated management services, Athlos Academies will provide the Principal, 
Assistant Principal, and Business Manager for Athlos Academy of Utah. These employees will 
maintain Utah licensure and attend local meetings and trainings offered by the USOE. Their 
performance will be overseen by the Governing Board of Athlos Academy of Utah through 
contract. 

c) Does it have a role in determining budgets? If so, describe the role. 
Athlos Academies as a Management Organization provides guidance in back office and 
operations paperwork and documents. The budget may be a part of this service as per the 
request of the school leadership and the governing board. 

d) Does it have any other operational control? If so, describe the role(s). 
Athlos Academies does not have other operational controls unless there is invitation from school 
leadership and the governing board over time and as needed for support services. 

e) Does it have any control over facilities construction/bonding? If so, describe the role. 
Athlos Academies provides the facility which is leased with a purchase option. Athlos Academy of 
Utah may choose when the school purchases the building. Further explanation is in the appendix 
narrative. 

f) Will there be a continued relationship with Athlos Academy, Inc. after you bond for your facility? 
If so, describe the relationship. 
Yes. The lease agreement is negotiated separately from the management services agreement. 
This ensures that when the school chooses to purchase the building, the school will not 
experience any gaps in management services. 

g) Are you required to use the Athlos Academy, Inc. curriculum and CMO services for any length of 
time, or can you opt out (of one or both) at any time if determined to be in the best interest of 
the school? 
Athlos Academy of Utah will negotiate management services with Athlos Academies upon official 
approval of the charter. The Governing Board will hold Athlos Academies accountable for the 
quality of their services. As such, there will be a default provision in this contract. A sample 
contract is provided as Appendix B of the Charter Application, and can be found beginning on 
page 107 of that document. 
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Appendix 1 
 

Athlos Partner School  Year of 
Partnership 

 
 

Partnered for 
Facilities 

 
 

Partnered for 
Curriculum 

 
 

Partnered for 
Management 

Services 
Compass Charter School 
(Meridian, ID) 
Candeo Schools 
(Peoria, AZ) 
Hawthorne Academy 
(West Jordan, UT) 
Legacy School 
(Mesa, AZ) 

Legacy Traditional 
(Queen Creek/Ironwood, AZ) 

Legacy Traditional 
(Casa Grande, AZ) 

Athlos Traditional Academy 
(Chandler, AZ) 
Legacy Traditional 
(Avondale, AZ) 
Legacy Traditional 
(Oro Valley, AZ) 
Providence Hall 
(Herrriman, UT) 
Legacy Traditional 
(Laveen, AZ) 
Legacy Traditional 
(Gilbert, AZ) 

Athlos Leadership Academy 
(Austin, TX) 

Athlos Leadership Academy 
(Brownsville, TX) 

Athlos Leadership Academy 
(Brooklyn Park, MN)  
Athlos Leadership Academy 
(San Antonio, TX) 

ILT, Powered by Athlos 
(Arlington, TX) 

ILT, Powered by Athlos 
(Fort Worth, TX) 

ILT, Powered by Athlos 
(Garland, TX - K8) 
ILT, Powered by Athlos 
(Garland, TX - HS) 
Legacy Traditional 
(Surprise, AZ) 

Athlos Preparatory Academy 
(Lakeville, MN) 

2007 
 
2008 

 
2008 

 
2009 

 
2010 

 
2010 

 
2011 

 
2011 

 
2011 

 
2011 

 
2012 

 
2013 

 
2014 

 
2014 

 
2014 

 
2014 

 
2014 

 
2014 

 
2014 

 
2014 

 
2015 

 
2016 
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For nearly eight years, Athlos Academies has been asked by 22 schools for assistance in various 
capacities including facilities, curriculum, or managing. These schools sought out Athlos Academies to 
assist with meeting the intricate needs they all had. Currently, the levels of implementation and 
partnerships vary from fully managed to partially managed partnerships between individual schools. 
 
Appendix 2 
Athlos Academies believes that truly successful schools are comprised of much more than test results 
and waiting lists. The model focuses on enabling educational leaders to impact every classroom, and 
every student. This is accomplished by supporting schools with administrative capabilities and curriculum 
development by assisting with the operational or curricular barrier they are experiencing. Therefore, 
Athlos Academies relies on the leadership and governing boards at the local school level to develop a 
culture of learning that supports high academic achievement. Athlos Academy of Utah has chosen to be 
a fully implemented Athlos Academies school (including curriculum, services, and support). The chart in 
Appendix 1 delineates schools across the nation that have partnered with Athlos Academies to utilize 
components to support their schools. In answering your specific question, please reference the table that 
shows enrollment projections for Utah on page 3 of the Governing Board’s charter application and the 
information about other affiliated (but not fully managed) schools on pages 18-19. 
 
Continuous improvement is at the forefront of the Athlos Academies philosophy of long-term school 
support. Ongoing support, training, and services through the partnership require involvement and a level 
of service that is unmatched. However, governance of the school is the responsibility of the governing 
board; management services are the responsibility of Athlos Academies under contract with Athlos 
Academy of Utah. In accordance with the Governing Board’s proposed bylaws, Athlos Academies will not 
have any positions on the governing board. However, Athlos Academies will provide ongoing training and 
professional development opportunities for the governing board as needed. Athlos Academies will 
employ, in partnership with the Governing Board, three administrators consisting of the Principal, 
Assistant Principal, and Business Manager to ensure program fidelity and fiscal accountability. These 
highly qualified administrators will have Utah licenses and credentials and will be responsible for the day 
to day operations, much like their counterparts in traditional schools. Daily operations include: academic 
outcomes, the implementation of Utah’s educational standards, staff professional development, and 
maintaining school culture. These responsibilities are delineated in the charter proposal, pages 85-97. All 
other administrative support staff, faculty, paraprofessionals, media specialist, guidance counselor, and 
maintenance employees will be employees of Athlos Academy of Utah. 
 
The Governing Board of Athlos Academy of Utah and Athlos Academies are committed to maintaining 
the overall integrity of the school itself. With that in mind, Athlos Academies works hard to provide 
affordable management services. This is about the students and the learning experience, and the 
management costs need to be supportive of that priority. 
 
Appendix 3 
Athlos Academies is a Social Venture model that has multiple facets as a company. 
As a Management Organization, Athlos Academies will provide an expertly developed athletic, 
performance character, and high academic curriculum which will meet or exceed Utah’s educational 
standards. Athlos Academies will also provide development opportunities for governing boards, school 
administration, and teachers, assistance with school launch, and ongoing daily operations. 
 
The Governing Board of Athlos Academy of Utah has chosen to adopt both the curricular planning and 3 

Pillar model from Athlos Academies as well as enlist in their offerings as a Management Organization for 
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our charter. To specifically answer your question, Athlos Academies is providing both curriculum and 
management services for our Board and our school. The initial draft of our management agreement is 
available in Section 9 (pages 105-110) and in Appendix B in the charter document. 
 
The Board of Directors of Athlos Academy of Utah, as part of their due diligence in choosing to work with 
Athlos Academy, visited the Brooklyn Park, MN Athlos Leadership Academy to see a school in action and 
attended a teacher training provided by Athlos Academies. Additionally, the Board of Directors has 
visited the Athlos Academies offices in Boise to attend a model overview presentation. The Board of 
Directors feels confident that Athlos Academies can help us achieve a successful launch and offer long-
term support for Athlos Academy of Utah. 
 
The chart from Appendix 1 in this document shows the vast differences in partnerships between schools 
in multiple states and Athlos Academies, but articulates the successful experience and expertise. The 
Governing Board of Athlos Academy of Utah is confident that partnering with this young and evolving 
company will best meet the needs of the students. 
 
Description of the Athlos Athletic, Performance Character curricular, and academic programs are 
discussed in Section 4 of the charter application, pages 34-40. These programs are unique because of its 
3 Pillar approach, its depth of both academic and social/emotional learning and development for 
students, and its ability to work towards state and national standards while still focusing on the WHOLE 
child development. 
 
 
Appendix 4 
Athlos Academies believes that local school boards should govern their schools with distinct autonomy. 
For this reason, the Athlos Academy of Utah charter proposal (pages 55-58) outlines that Athlos 
Academies will not determine the selection of Governing Board members, nor will board members be 
compensated. Because staff members will be employees of the Athlos Academy of Utah, the Governing 
Board will have an influential role in hiring practices and procedures in conjunction with the school 
leaders. Athlos Academies will work with the Governing Board to determine budgets and priorities that 
support teaching, learning, and operations at their school. Daily operations will be the responsibility of 
the administrative staff with support from Athlos Academies. If the Governing Board of Athlos Academy 
of Utah decides to bond for their facility, at their discretion and choice, they can continue contracted 
services, support, and curricular programs. Through an agreement between the governing board and 
Athlos Academies, it will be articulated that the governing board has the final authority over the delivery 
of any curriculum utilized in the school. The charter proposal delineates ongoing implementation of the 
Athlos curriculum, which will meet or exceed Utah State Standards. 
Athlos Academy of Utah has delineated that there is no intention of opting out of the Athlos curriculum 
pillars. The components of these benefits are further described in detail on Section 4 (pages 30-42) of the 
Charter Proposal. 
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Utah State Board of Education 
Executive Summary Report 

 
 
This summary report was submitted to Brad C. Smith, State Superintendent of Public Instruction, Utah 
State Office of Education, two weeks ahead of the regularly scheduled USBE meetings for approval and 
inclusion in the board’s agenda materials.  Only that which is in writing, and included in the agenda 
materials, shall be considered by the USBE in its final approval process.  Attachments, by way of 
clarification, or elaboration, may be included. 
 
1. Charter School  St. George Academy        
 
2. Authorized Agent Steve Wattles   Phone  435-625-1799   
 
3. Mailing Address (authorized agent) 1995 Dove Circle  City Santa Clara  
 
4. The charter school is approved to open one campus in the following school district:  Washington  
 
5. When is the charter school expected to begin operations? August 2016    
 
6. List or attach all duly elected, current board directors of the school: 
 
 Stephen Wattles 
 Kevin Abraham 
 Owen Olsen 
 Eric Grob 
 David Jones 
 Curt Crofts 
 Kris Griffith 
 Tara Griffith 
 Ellen Arch 
 
7. Summary description of charter school (mission statement): 
 

St. George Academy will provide students with a strong academic foundation preparing them 
for a successful college experience and their future learning endeavors. 

 
8. Is this charter school an extension or expansion of a currently existing charter school?  (If so, 

attach student achievement data from existing charter school). 
  

No, St. George Academy is a new school application. 
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9. How many students will the school serve and at what grades?  Does the grade configuration 
align with the local school district configuration? 
 
2016-2017  350 students Grades 9 – 12 
2017-2018  450 students Grades 9 – 12 
2018-2019  550 students Grades 9 – 12 
Ultimate enrollment 550 students Grades 9 – 12 
 
No, the grade configuration does not align with the local school district. 
 

10. Is the schools’ curriculum fully aligned with the Utah State Core Curriculum?  If not, in what 
areas does the school deviate from the Core? 

 
 Yes, St. George Academy’s curriculum is fully aligned with the Utah State Board of Education’s 

approved curriculum. 
 
11. How will the school address the needs of students with disabilities who will need Special 

Education services? 
  
 The school will offer a continuum of student placement and special education services to 

students with disabilities in compliance with state and federal law and regulation and individual 
student IEPs. 

 
12. Does the school have a building site or actual building ready to serve students?  What are the 

financial stipulations in the use of that building? 
 

St. George Academy will meet the requirements in UCA 53A-1a-507 and R277-482 by submitting 
any facility financing agreements to the State Charter School Board for advice prior to signing 
and having its building under construction by January 1, 2016, respectively. 
 

13. Has a financial analysis been conducted and is there a strong likelihood the charter school will 
financially succeed? 
 
Yes, the State Charter School Board has reviewed St. George Academy’s budget to ensure that 
its finances are viable and there is a strong likelihood of financial success. 

 
14. Who will perform the financial accounting for the school (by name) and what are his/her 

credentials for accounting? 
 

The business manager or management company has not been named at this time but will be 
named prior to the school opening. The school included a detailed list of roles and 
responsibilities for the business manager/management company. 
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15. Please provide a brief summary of other points the State Charter School Board would like the 
Utah State Board of Education to consider in making the decision to approve the charter school: 

 
 Prioritized 5th by the State Charter School Board. 
 

The State Charter School Board approved authorization of this school. While there were initially 
questions and concerns regarding the college preparation focus of this school, the applicant 
satisfactorily answered these questions. 

 
16. Votes of the SCSB in approving the charter school application: 
 

Recommended full approval:  Tim Beagley, Dean Brockbank, Robb Enger, Kristin Elinkowski,  
Howard Headlee, DeLaina Tonks   

  
Not in attendance for vote:  Bruce Davis  
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Utah State Board of Education 
Executive Summary Report 

 
 
This summary report was submitted to Brad C. Smith, State Superintendent of Public Instruction, Utah 
State Office of Education, two weeks ahead of the regularly scheduled USBE meetings for approval and 
inclusion in the board’s agenda materials.  Only that which is in writing, and included in the agenda 
materials, shall be considered by the USBE in its final approval process.  Attachments, by way of 
clarification, or elaboration, may be included. 
 
1. Charter School  American Academy of Innovation      
 
2. Authorized Agent German Lopez   Phone  801-201-5030   
 
3. Mailing Address (authorized agent) 5806 West Copper Stone Drive City South Jordan  
 
4. The charter school is approved to open one campus in the following school district: Jordan  
 
5. When is the charter school expected to begin operations? August 2016    
 
6. List or attach all duly elected, current board directors of the school: 
 
 German Lopez 
 Shane T. Clark 
 Ann Sharp 
 Alfonso Flores 
 Rodayne Esmay 
 Ken Karren 
 
7. Summary description of charter school (mission statement): 
 

The American Academy of Innovation combines academic rigor with career technology skills and 
international partnerships to prepare students for success in a global marketplace. 

 
8. Is this charter school an extension or expansion of a currently existing charter school?  (If so, 

attach student achievement data from existing charter school). 
  

No, American Academy of Innovation is a new school application. 
 

9. How many students will the school serve and at what grades?  Does the grade configuration 
align with the local school district configuration? 
 
2016-2017  360 students  Grades 6-12 
2017-2018  420 students  Grades 6-12 
Ultimate enrollment 420 students  Grades 6-12 
 
No, the grade configuration does not align with the local school district. 
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10. Is the schools’ curriculum fully aligned with the Utah State Core Curriculum?  If not, in what 
areas does the school deviate from the Core? 

 
 Yes, American Academy of Innovation’s curriculum is fully aligned with the Utah State Board of 

Education’s approved curriculum. 
 
11. How will the school address the needs of students with disabilities who will need Special 

Education services? 
  
 The school will offer a continuum of student placement and special education services to 

students with disabilities in compliance with state and federal law and regulation and individual 
student IEPs. 

 
12. Does the school have a building site or actual building ready to serve students?  What are the 

financial stipulations in the use of that building? 
 

American Academy of Innovation will meet the requirements in UCA 53A-1a-507 and R277-482 
by submitting any facility financing agreements to the State Charter School Board for advice 
prior to signing and having its building under construction by January 1, 2016, respectively. 
 

13. Has a financial analysis been conducted and is there a strong likelihood the charter school will 
financially succeed? 
 
Yes, the State Charter School Board has reviewed American Academy of Innovation’s budget to 
ensure that its finances are viable and there is a strong likelihood of financial success. 

 
14. Who will perform the financial accounting for the school (by name) and what are his/her 

credentials for accounting? 
 

The business manager or management company has not been named at this time but will be 
named prior to the school opening. The school included a detailed list of roles and 
responsibilities for the business manager/management company. 

 
15. Please provide a brief summary of other points the State Charter School Board would like the 

Utah State Board of Education to consider in making the decision to approve the charter school: 
 
 Prioritized 6th by the State Charter School Board. 
 

The State Charter School Board approved authorization of this school. While there were initially 
questions and concerns regarding the CTE and international focus of this school, and unique 
grade configuration, the applicant satisfactorily answered these questions. 

 
16. Votes of the SCSB in approving the charter school application: 
 

Recommended full approval:  Tim Beagley, Dean Brockbank, Robb Enger, Kristin Elinkowski,  
Howard Headlee, DeLaina Tonks   

  
Not in attendance for vote:  Bruce Davis  



 

 250 East 500 South   P.O. Box 144200   Salt Lake City, UT   84114-4200     Voice: (801) 538-7517   Fax: (801) 538-7768 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
DISCUSSION/ACTION: USOE Chief Privacy Officer and HB 68 Student Privacy Study   

 
 
Background:     
HB 68S04 Student Privacy Study, passed in the 2015 Legislative Session, requires the State 
Board of Education to develop a student privacy funding proposal and make recommendations 
to the legislature to update student privacy laws on statute and in Board rule.  The Board 
enacted amendments to R277-487 in January 2015 to include a designated “Chief Privacy 
Officer” with additional data privacy and security improvement requirements. 
 
Key Points: 
There are several options as to how the Board would like to proceed with review and move 
forward with the issues of student data privacy. 

· Task force  
· Committee 
· Assign fulfillment of the tasks to the Chief Privacy Officer 
· Other 

 
Anticipated Action: 
It is proposed that the Law and Licensing Committee discuss actions for implementing HB 68S04 
and present recommendations to the Board to consider for approval. 
 
Contact:  Brad C. Smith, 801-538-7510 

Judy Park, 801-538-7550 













 

 250 East 500 South   P.O. Box 144200   Salt Lake City, UT   84114-4200     Voice: (801) 538-7517   Fax: (801) 538-7768 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
ACTION:  Amendment Request from Freedom Preparatory Academy 

 
 
Background:   
Freedom Preparatory Academy opened in fall 2003 serving a few hundred students in grades  
K–6. The school’s charter agreement was amended to expand to serving 1,220 students in 
grades K–12. Freedom Preparatory Academy requests to add a satellite campus in Alpine School 
District in 2016-2017 serving 720 students in grades K–5. The State Charter School Board has 
reviewed and approved the amendment to the school’s charter agreement and forwards it to 
the State Board of Education for consideration. 
 
Key Points: 
Freedom Preparatory Academy is a high performing school and has been for several years. The 
governing board created a strategic plan and studied its enrollment patterns to determine 
which location would be the best for a satellite campus. The executive summary report is 
included and additional information submitted by the school can be found at 
http://schools.utah.gov/charterschools/State-Charter-School-Board/2015-Board-
Meetings/March-2015.aspx 
 
Anticipated Action: 
The Law and Licensing Committee will consider approving Freedom Preparatory Academy 
Governing Board’s request as outlined in the amendment documentation.  If approved by the 
Committee, the Board will consider approving the request 
 
Contact: Dr. Marlies Burns, Executive Director, State Charter School Board, 801-538-7817 
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AMENDMENT 
(Satellite Request) 

 
Utah State Board of Education 

Charter School Board Executive Summary Report 
 

The Utah State Charter School Board (SCSB) is charged with authorizing, monitoring, evaluating, and dismissing 
charters of public schools in Utah.  Its work is under the direct supervision of the Utah State Board of 
Education (USBE) per Utah Code 53A-1a-501.5. 
 
This summary report shall be completed by the SCSB and submitted to Brad Smith, State Superintendent of 
Public Instruction, Utah State Office of Education, two weeks ahead of the regularly scheduled USBE meetings 
for approval and inclusion in the board’s agenda materials.  Only that which is in writing, and included in the 
agenda materials, as ratified for recommendation by the SCSB, shall be considered by the USBE in its final 
approval process.  Attachments, by way of clarification, or elaboration, may be included. 
 
 
1. Charter School  Freedom Preparatory Academy       
 
2. Street Address  1190 West 900 North, Provo   Phone 801-437-3100  
 
3. Chief School Officer Daniela Alvarez    Phone 801-687-7904   
 
4. The parent charter school is located in which school district?  Provo City   
 

The satellite charter school is located in which school district?  Alpine    
 
5. List or attach all duly elected, current board directors of the school: 
 
 Daniela Alvarez   Robert Merrill     

Paul Baltes   Heather Day    
Steven Lord   Duane Miller   

 Dan Stovall   
 
6. Requested amendment to charter: 
 

Add satellite campus (Freedom Preparatory Academy #3) in Alpine School District in 2016-2017. 
 
7. a) Summary description of satellite charter school: 
 

Freedom Preparatory Academy will be entering our 13th year of operation in the fall of 2015. Our 
school has seen much success since our charter was approved in the spring of 2003.   

 
The first three years of operation were met with the challenges of growth, space, and school culture 
development.  However, our student population continued to grow. During those first three years of 
operation we had a population of 350-400 students in grades K-6. During the 2005 school year it was 
apparent by our wait lists that we needed to expand and utilize the full number of allocated student 
seats (675). It was at this point that our current location, which was a rented warehouse, became too 
small.   
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In the winter of 2005 we purchased an eight acre park which was dilapidated, overgrown, and 
frequently used by drug dealers and the drifter population. This once beautiful park, which was owned 
by the Geneva Steel Retirement Association, was now a place that neighbors feared and criminals used 
for their activities. Freedom Preparatory Academy hired a builder, obtained our own bonding, and in 
the fall of 2006 we opened the doors of a beautiful 65,000 square foot modern building which added 
much to the surrounding neighborhood. This same year we also completed our school model by 
expanding from a K-6 to a K-8. 

 
In 2009 our parents began making requests to the administration and our board to further expand the 
already successful education model through a high school. In 2010 we were approved to expand from 
a K-8 to a K-12. At our request we asked the State Charter School Board to allow us to expand our high 
school program over a four-year period by only adding grade 9 in the 2012-2013 year, grade 10 in the 
2013-2014, and so forth until we had a complete K-12 program by the 2015-16 school year. Because of 
the success of Freedom Preparatory Academy, the charter board approved our proposed increase in 
student population all in the first year instead of the four-year period and encouraged us to expand 
more quickly. 

 
Freedom Preparatory Academy has taken our expansion approach methodically and carefully. From 
the early days we have never rushed into any expanding efforts. We first thoroughly seek out options, 
study them in detail, execute the decision, and make necessary adjustments along the way.   

 
In the fall of 2013 our secondary program (7th-12th grades) moved to a newly constructed, 60,000 
square foot facility a ½ mile from our elementary school. Since our expansion into grades 9-12 we have 
seen continual and steady growth in student population.   

 
Freedom Preparatory Academy now seeks to expand our successful charter school model within Utah 
County.  With the rapid growth Utah County has experienced over the past several years and the 
projected explosive growth over the next decade, we want to provide the students an opportunity to 
attend a Freedom Preparatory Academy campus closer to their home. 

 
It is our belief that through our proven track record of continued high test scores on state and school 
tests, our focus on success for every child (we are in our third year of being a high performing – high 
progress Title I school), our strong partnership with parents and the many programs devoted to well 
rounded, high achieving college ready students, a Freedom Preparatory Academy education will be in 
high demand in the coming years in Utah Valley. 

 
b) How many students will the satellite school serve and what grades? 
 
2016-2017  355 students  Grades K – 5 
2017-2018  405 students  Grades K – 5 
2018-2019  540 students  Grades K – 5 
2019-2020  610 students  Grades K – 5 
2020-2021  655 students  Grades K – 5 
2021-2022  700 students  Grades K – 5 
2022-2023  720 students  Grades K – 5 
Ultimate enrollment 720 students  Grades K – 5 
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c) The parent school’s current configuration is: K – 12  
 
 d) Does the satellite school’s grade configuration align with the local school district configuration? Yes 
 

e) and f) Percentage of minority and students with disabilities at parent school. How does percentage 
compare with the local school district? (Data from SY2015 Fall Enrollment Report) 
 

LEA District Enrollment Minorities SWD 
Freedom Preparatory Academy Provo 1,144 38% 9% 
Alpine School District  73,570 15.8% 11% 
Freedom Preparatory Academy #3 Alpine 720 15% 11% 

 
8. What makes this satellite school needed? 
 

The Freedom Preparatory Academy K-12 model has been successful in all areas of state testing, 
student achievement, student services and parent satisfaction. With a 96% re-enrollment rate this year 
and wait-lists every year, we find that parents throughout Utah Valley are seeking this model. We have 
families traveling from Lehi to Payson every single day in order to attend our school when there are 
plenty of schools, both district and charter, nearer to them. School capacity in surrounding districts 
reflects numerous schools that are exceeding capacity by 200 students at the present time.  They are 
not ready to receive the projected growth rate of students slated to enter Utah K-12 schools in the 
next 25 years. 
 
Too often we have parents tell us their friends and family would love to attend our schools for two 
reasons: 1.) The commute is unmanageable for their family and 2.) They have been on our wait lists for 
up to four years and believe they will never have a chance of getting in, so they have settled for their 
neighborhood school and are not happy. Many of these people even attend our big school events and 
hope that something will change in order for them to have the opportunity of experiencing Freedom 
Preparatory Academy’s outstanding programs. 

 
9. Is the schools’ curriculum fully aligned with the Utah State Core Curriculum?  If not, in what areas does 

the school deviate from the Core? 
  
 Yes 
 
10. How will the school address the needs of students with disabilities who will need Special Education 

services? 
  

Freedom Preparatory Academy has an outstanding special education department that meets the 
needs of all students requiring these services. This team will continue the special education program 
and services as needed per case load at each location. 
 

11. What is the financial position of the parent school? 
  

The school is in a good financial position and review of the governing board’s long-term financials 
indicates the addition of a satellite school is viable. 
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12. Who performs the financial accounting for the school (by name) and what are his/her credentials for 
accounting? 

  
 Christopher S. Helvey, M.Ed., Business Manager of Freedom Preparatory Academy. 
 
13. What is the position of the local district regarding the amendment request?  Who was the contact at 

the local district? When was the district provided a copy of the amendment request?  (Attachment of 
letters, if necessary) 

  
 Superintendent Vernon Henshaw’s office received a complete copy of this amendment request on 

February 20, 2015. No response has been received to date. 
 

14. What specific conditions or concerns did the SCSB place on the school in order to recommend full 
approval of this amendment? 

 
 None 
 
15. Please provide a brief summary of other points the SCSB would like the Utah State Board of Education 

to consider in making the decision to approve the amendment. 
 

Freedom Preparatory Academy is a high performing charter school. The school’s governing board has a 
long term strategic plan and plans to implement it appropriately over time. The consistency in board 
membership and administration adds to the school’s success. 

 
16. Votes of the SCSB in approving the charter school application: 
 
 Recommended full approval Tim Beagley, Howard Headlee, Dean Brockbank, Bruce Davis,  

Kristin Elinkowski, DeLaina Tonks  
 

 Not present for vote  Robert Enger  
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
ACTION:  R277-520 Appropriate Licensing and Assignment of Teachers 

(Continuation and Amendment) 
 

Background:   
1. R277-520 Appropriate Licensing and Assignment of Teachers is due for its five-year 

review and continuation consistent with the Utah Administrative Rulemaking Act.  The 
rule must be continued by July 1, 2015.  Staff has reviewed R277-502 and determined 
that the rule continues to be necessary. 

2. The rule has been amended to make it consistent with other current licensure rules. 
 
Key Points: 

1. The rule continues to be necessary as it defines the licensure requirements for teachers 
to be considered qualified for funds under R277-486 Professional Staff Cost Program 

2. The proposed amendment defines the licensure requirements for non-teaching 
positions. 

3. The proposed amendment updates the rule to be consistent with other licensure rules 
and removes language that is duplicated in other rules. 

 
Anticipated Action:   
It is proposed that the Law and Licensing Committee consider approving R277-520 for 
continuation and amendment on first reading and, if approved by the Committee, the Board 
consider approving R277-520 for continuation and amendment on second reading. 
 
Contact: Sydnee Dickson, 801-538-7515 

Diana Suddreth, 801-538-7739 
Travis Rawlings, 801-538-7601 



1 R277.  Education, Administration.

2 R277-520.  Appropriate Licensing and Assignment of Teachers.

3 R277-520-[2]1.  Authority and Purpose.

4 A.  This rule is authorized by Utah Constitution, Article

5 X, Section 3 which vests general control and supervision of

6 public education in the Board, Section 53A-1-401(3) which

7 gives the Board authority to adopt rules in accordance with

8 its responsibilities, and Section 53A-6-104(2)(a) which

9 authorizes the Board to rank, endorse, or classify licenses. 

10 This rule is also necessary in response to ESEA NCLB.

11 B.  The purpose of this rule is to provide criteria for

12 local boards to employ educators in appropriate assignments,

13 for the Board to provide state funding to local school boards

14 for appropriately qualified and assigned staff, and for the

15 Board and local boards to satisfy the requirements of ESEA in

16 order for local boards to receive federal funds.

17 R277-520-[1]2.  Definitions.

18 A. [“At will employment” means employment that may be

19 terminated for any reason or no reason with minimum notice to

20 the employee consistent with the employer’s designated payroll

21 cycle.]

22 B.  “Board” means the Utah State Board of Education.

23 [C.  “Comprehensive Administration of Credentials for

24 Teachers in Utah Schools (CACTUS)” means the electronic file

25 maintained on all licensed Utah educators. The file includes

26 information such as:

27 (1) personal directory information;

28 (2) educational background;

29 (3) endorsements;

30 (4) employment history;

31 (5) professional development information; and

32 (6) a record of disciplinary action taken against the

33 educator.]
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34 [D.  “Composite major” means credits earned in two or

35 more related subjects, as determined by an accredited higher

36 education institution.]

37 E.  “Content specialist” means a licensed educator who

38 provides instruction or specialized support for students and

39 teachers in a school setting.

40 F.  “Core academic subjects or areas” means English,

41 reading or language arts, mathematics, science, foreign

42 languages, civics and government, economics, arts, history,

43 and geography under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act

44 (ESEA), also known as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB),

45 Title IX, Part A, 20 U.S.C. 7801, Section 9101(11).

46 G.  “Demonstrated competency” means that a teacher shall

47 demonstrate current expertise to teach a specific class or

48 course through the use of lines of evidence which may include

49 completed USOE-approved course work, content test(s), or years

50 of successful experience including evidence of student

51 performance.

52 H.  “Eminence” means distinguished ability in rank, in

53 attainment of superior knowledge and skill in comparison with

54 the generally accepted standards and achievements in the area

55 in which the authorization is sought as provided in R277-520-

56 5.

57 [I.  “Highly qualified” means a teacher has met the

58 specific  requirements of ESEA, NCLB, Title IX, Part A, 20

59 U.S.C. 7801, Section 9101(23).]

60 [J.  J-1 Visa means a visa issued by the U.S. Department

61 of State to an international exchange visitor who has

62 qualified by training and experience to work in U.S. schools

63 for a period not to exceed three years.  Such international

64 exchange visitors may qualify for “highly qualified” status

65 under NCLB only if assigned within their subject matter

66 competency.]

67 K.  “LEA” means a school district or charter school.
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68 L.  “Letter of authorization” means a designation given

69 to an individual for one year, such as an out-of-state

70 candidate or individual pursuing an alternative license, who

71 has not completed the requirements for a Level 1, 2, or 3

72 license or who has not completed necessary endorsement

73 requirements and who is employed by an [school district]LEA. 

74 [A teacher working under a letter of authorization who is not

75 an alternative routes to licensing (ARL) candidate, cannot be

76 designated highly qualified under R277-520-1I.]

77 M.  “Level 1 license” means a Utah professional educator

78 license issued upon completion of an approved preparation

79 program or an alternative preparation program, or pursuant to

80 an agreement under the NASDTEC Interstate [Contract]Agreement,

81 to candidates who have also met all ancillary requirements

82 established by law or rule.

83 N.  “Level 2 license” means a Utah professional educator

84 license issued after satisfaction of all requirements for a

85 Level 1 license [as well as completion of Entry Years

86 Enhancements (EYE) for Quality Teaching - Level 1 Utah

87 Teachers, as provided in R277-522, a minimum of three years of

88 successful teaching in a public or accredited private school,

89 and completion of all NCLB requirements at the time the

90 applicant is licensed.]and:

91 (1) satisfaction of requirements under R277-522 for

92 teachers whose employment as a Level 1 licensed educator began

93 after January 1, 2003 in a Utah public LEA or accredited

94 private school;

95 (2) at least three years of successful education

96 experience in a Utah public LEA or accredited private school

97 or one year of successful education experience in a Utah

98 public LEA or accredited private school and at least three

99 years of successful education experience in a public LEA or

100 accredited private school outside of Utah;

101 (3)  additional requirements established by law or rule.
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102 O.  “Level 3 license” means a Utah professional educator

103 license issued to an educator who holds a current Utah Level

104 2 license and has also received[, in the educator's field of

105 practice,] National Board certification or a doctorate in

106 education or in a field related to a content area [under R277-

107 501-1M from an accredited institution]in a unit of the public

108 education system or an accredited private school from an

109 accredited institution, or holds a Speech-Language Pathology

110 area of concentration and has obtained American Speech-

111 Language Hearing Association (ASHA) certification.

112 P.  “License areas of concentration” [are]means

113 designations to licenses obtained by completing an approved

114 preparation program or an alternative preparation program in

115 a specific area of educational studies such as Early Childhood

116 (K-3), Elementary (K-6), Elementary 1-8, Middle (still valid,

117 but not issued after 1988, 5-9), Secondary (6-12),

118 Administrative/Supervisory (K-12), [Applied Technology]Career

119 and Technical Education, School Counselor, School

120 Psychologist, School Social Worker, Special Education (K-12),

121 Preschool Special Education (Birth-Age 5), Communication

122 Disorders, Speech-Language Pathologist, and Speech-Language

123 Technician.  License areas of concentration may also bear

124 endorsements relating to subjects or specific assignments.

125 Q.  “License endorsement (endorsement)” means a specialty

126 field or area earned through completing required course work

127 [equivalent to at least an academic minor (with

128 pedagogy)]established by the USOE or through demonstrated

129 competency approved by the USOE; the endorsement shall be

130 listed on the Professional Educator License indicating the

131 specific qualification(s) of the holder.

132 [R.  “Major equivalency” means 30 semester hours of USOE

133 and local board-approved postsecondary education credit or

134 CACTUS-recorded professional development in NCLB core academic

135 subjects as appropriate to satisfy NCLB highly qualified
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136 status.]

137 S. “No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB)” means the federal

138 Elementary and Secondary Education Act, P.L. 107-110, Title

139 IX, Part A, Section 9101(11).

140 T.  “Professional staff cost program funds” means funding

141 provided to school districts based on the percentage of a

142 district's professional staff that is appropriately licensed

143 in the areas in which staff members teach.

144 [U.  “State qualified” means that an individual has met

145 the Board-approved requirements to teach core or non-core

146 courses in Utah public schools.]

147 V.  “SAEP” means State Approved Endorsement Program. 

148 This identifies an educator working on a professional

149 development plan to obtain an endorsement.

150 W.  “USOE” means the Utah State Office of Education.

151 R277-520-3.  Required Licensing.

152 A.  All teachers in public schools shall hold a Utah

153 educator license along with appropriate areas of concentration

154 and endorsements.

155 B.  LEAs shall receive assistance from the USOE to the

156 extent of resources available to have all teachers fully

157 licensed.

158 C.  LEAs are expected to hire teachers who are licensed

159 or in the process of becoming fully licensed and endorsed. 

160 Failure to ensure that an educator has appropriate licensure

161 [consistent with timelines provided in R277-501 ]may result in

162 the USOE withholding all LEA funds related to salary

163 supplements under Section 53A-17a-153 and R277-110 and

164 educator quality under Section 53A-17a-107(2) and R277-486

165 until teachers are appropriately licensed.

166 R277-520-4.  Appropriate Licenses with Areas of Concentration

167 and Endorsements.
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168 A.  An[ early childhood teacher]educator assigned to

169 teach a class in [(]kindergarten through grade 3[)] shall hold

170 a [Level 1, 2, or 3 license]current Utah Educator License with

171 an early childhood (k-3), an elementary (k-6), or an

172 elementary (1-8) license area of concentration.

173 B.  An [elementary teacher]educator assigned to teach a

174 class in [(one]grade 4 through grade 8[)] in an elementary

175 setting shall hold a [Level 1, 2, or 3 license]current Utah

176 Educator License with an elementary (k-6) or an elementary (1-

177 8) license area of concentration. 

178 C.  An elementary content specialist in Fine Arts or

179 Physical Education shall hold a [Level 1, 2, or 3

180 license]current Utah Educator License with an elementary

181 [license area of concentration ]or [a ]secondary license area

182 of concentration with the appropriate K-12 [subject/]content

183 endorsement.

184 D.  An elementary content specialist in reading or

185 English as a Second Language shall hold a [Level 1, 2, or 3

186 license]current Utah Educator License with an elementary

187 [license area of concentration with the appropriate

188 subject/content endorsement] or [a ]secondary license area of

189 concentration with the appropriate subject/content

190 endorsement.[  Placing a content specialist in a setting out

191 of the specialist’s license area of concentration shall be

192 based on exceptional circumstances and in consultation with

193 the USOE.]

194 E.  An [secondary teacher]educator assigned to teach a

195 class in [(]grade[s] 6[-12)] through grade 8, including [high

196 school, ]middle-level, intermediate, and junior high schools,

197 shall hold a [Level 1, 2, or 3 license]current Utah Educator

198 License with an elementary (1-8) or a secondary (6-12) license

199 area of concentration with the appropriate subject/content

200 endorsement[s in] for all[ teaching] assign[ment(s)]ed

201 courses.
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202 F. [A teacher with a subject-specific assignment in

203 grades 6, 7 or 8 shall hold a secondary license area of

204 concentration with endorsement(s) for the specific teaching

205 assignment(s) or an elementary license area of concentration

206 with the appropriate subject/content endorsement(s).]An

207 educator assigned to teach a class in grade 9 through grade 12

208 shall hold a current Utah Educator License with a secondary

209 (6-12) or a career and technical education license area of

210 concentration with the appropriate subject/content endorsement

211 for all assigned courses.

212 *An educator assigned to serve or teach a class of

213 students with disabilities shall hold a current Utah Educator

214 License with a special education (k-12) license area of

215 concentration and, if the educator is the teacher of record of

216 secondary mathematics for students with disabilities, shall

217 also hold the appropriate subject/content endorsement.

218 G. [An elementary (grades 7-8), a secondary or middle-

219 level teacher may be assigned temporarily in a core or non-

220 core academic area for which the teacher is not endorsed if

221 the local board requests and receives a letter of

222 authorization from the Board and the teacher is placed on an

223 approved SAEP.]An educator assigned to serve preschool-aged

224 students with disabilities shall hold a current Utah Educator

225 License with a preschool special education (birth-age 5)

226 license area of concentration.

227 H. [Secondary educators with special education areas of

228 concentration may add content endorsement(s) to their educator

229 licenses consistent with R277-520-10 (SAEP).]An educator

230 assigned to provide student support services as defined in

231 R277-506 shall hold a current Utah Educator License with the

232 appropriate support service license area of concentration.

233 I. [Educators who have qualified for a J-1 Visa as an

234 international visitor and have provided documentation of

235 holding the equivalent of a bachelors degree, subject content
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236 mastery, and appropriate work/graduate training may qualify

237 for a Utah Level 1 license.  Such temporary visitors may be

238 exempted, at the employer’s discretion, from subject content

239 testing, license renewal requirements, and EYE requirements

240 for the duration of their visa eligibility.]An educator

241 assigned as a school-based or LEA-based specialist shall hold

242 a current Utah Educator License with the appropriate license

243 area of concentration and endorsement as defined by the LEA.

244 J. An educator assigned in an administrative position

245 requiring an educator license, as defined by the district,

246 shall hold a current Utah Educator License and an

247 administrative/supervisory (k-12) license area of

248 concentration.

249 (1) A superintendent of a school district may be licensed

250 with letter of authorization granted by the Board consistent

251 with Section 53A-3-301.

252 (2) An educator assigned in an administrative position in

253 a charter schools is exempt from this requirement consistent

254 with Section 53A-1a-511.

255 [R277-520-5.  Routes to Utah Educator Licensing.

256 A.  In order to receive a license, an educator shall have

257 completed a bachelors degree at an approved higher education

258 institution and:

259 (1)  completed an approved institution of higher

260 education teacher preparation program in the desired area of

261 concentration; or

262 (2)  completed an approved alternative preparation for

263 licensing program, under alternative routes to licensing,

264 consistent with R277-503.

265 B.  An individual may receive a Utah license with an

266 applied technology area of concentration following successful

267 completion of a USOE-approved professional development program

268 for teacher preparation in applied technology education.
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269 C.  An individual may receive a district-specific,

270 competency-based license under Section 53A-6-104.5 and R277-

271 520-8.]

272 R277-520-[6]5.  Eminence.

273 A.  The purpose of an eminence authorization is to allow

274 individuals with exceptional training or expertise, consistent

275 with R277-520-1G, to teach or work in the public schools on a

276 limited basis.  Documentation of the exceptional training,

277 skill(s) or expertise may be required by the USOE prior to the

278 approval of the eminence authorization.

279 B.  Teachers with an eminence authorization may teach no

280 more than 37 percent of the regular instructional load except

281 as provided in R277-520-6C.

282 C. In identified circumstances, teachers with an eminence

283 authorization may teach more than 37 percent of the regular

284 instructional load.  An eminence authorization may be approved

285 by the Board if:

286 (1) the LEA can find no other qualified individual to

287 fill the position, then:

288 (a) the LEA shall submit the following documented

289 information to the USOE annually:

290 (i) description;

291 (ii) recruitment efforts;

292 (iii) the qualifications of all applicants; and

293 (iv) the LEA’s rationale for hiring the individual.

294 (b) the USOE shall review the information within 15 days

295 of receipt.

296 (c) the USOE shall notify the individual and the LEA if

297 the USOE approves the documented information.

298 (d) the LEA shall submit a request for a Letter of

299 Authorization to the Board for the individual through normal

300 administrative procedures; or

301 (2) An individual has exceptional skills, expertise, and
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302 experience that make him the primary candidate for the

303 position, then:

304 (a) the LEA shall submit the following documented

305 information to the USOE annually:

306 (i) information about the position;

307 (ii) the individual’s expertise, and experience; and

308 (iii) the LEA’s rationale for hiring the individual.

309 (b) the USOE shall review the information within 15 days

310 of receipt.

311 (c) the USOE shall notify the individual and the LEA if

312 the USOE approves the documented information.

313 (d) the LEA shall submit a request for a Letter of

314 Authorization to the Board for the individual through normal

315 administrative procedures.

316 D. LEAs shall require an individual teaching with an

317 eminence authorization to have a criminal background check

318 consistent with Section 53A-3-410(1) prior to employment by

319 the LEA.

320 E.  The LEA that employs the teacher with an eminence

321 authorization shall determine the amount and type of

322 professional development required of the teacher.

323 F.  An LEA that employs teachers with eminence

324 authorizations shall apply for renewal of the authorization(s)

325 annually.

326 G.  Eminence authorizations may apply to individuals

327 without teaching licenses or to unusual and infrequent teacher

328 situations where a license-holder is needed to teach in a

329 subject area for which he is not endorsed, but in which he may

330 be eminently qualified.

331 [R277-520-7.  State Qualified Teachers.

332 A.  A teacher has a Utah Level 1, 2 or 3 license or a

333 district-specific competency-based license.

334 B.  A teacher has an appropriate area of concentration.
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335 C.  A teacher in grades 6-12 has the required endorsement

336 for the course(s) the teacher is teaching by means of:

337 (1) an academic teaching major from an accredited

338 postsecondary institution, or a passing score on content

339 test(s) and pedagogy test(s), if available, or USOE-approved

340 pedagogy courses; or

341 (2) an academic major or minor from an accredited

342 postsecondary institution; or

343 (3) completion of a personal development plan under an

344 SAEP in the appropriate subject area(s) as explained under

345 R277-520-10 with approval from the USOE specialist(s) in the

346 endorsement subject areas.

347 D.  On an annual basis, local boards/charter school

348 boards shall request letters of authorization for teachers who

349 are teaching classes for which they are not endorsed.

350 R277-520-8.  Highly Qualified Teachers.

351 A.  A secondary teacher (7-12) is considered highly

352 qualified if the teacher meets the requirements of R277-501-4.

353 B.  An elementary/early childhood teacher (grades K-8) is

354 considered highly qualified if the teacher meets the

355 requirements of R277-501-5.

356 R277-520-9.  School District/Charter School Specific

357 Competency-based Licensed Teachers.

358 A.  The following procedures and timelines apply to the

359 employment of educators who have not completed the traditional

360 licensing process under R277-520-5A, B, or C:

361 (1)  A local board/charter school board may apply to the

362 Board for a school district/charter school specific

363 competency-based license to fill a position in the district.

364 (2)  The employing school district shall request a school

365 district/charter school specific competency-based license no

366 later than 60 days after the date of the individual’s first
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367 day of employment.

368 (3)  The application for the school district/charter

369 school specific competency-based license for an individual to

370 teach one or more core academic subjects shall provide

371 documentation of:

372 (a) the individual’s bachelors degree; and

373 (b) for a K-6 grade teacher, the satisfactory results of

374 the rigorous state test including subject knowledge and

375 teaching skills in the required core academic subjects under

376 Section 53A-6-104.5(3)(ii) as approved by the Board; or

377 (c) for the teacher in grades 7-12, demonstration of a

378 high Level of competency in each of the core academic subjects

379 in which the teacher teaches by completion of an academic

380 major, a graduate degree, course work equivalent to an

381 undergraduate academic major, advanced certification or

382 credentialing, results or scores of a rigorous state core

383 academic subject test in each of the core academic subjects in

384 which the teacher teaches.

385 (4)  The application for the school district/charter

386 school specific competency-based license for non-core teachers

387 in grades K-12 shall provide documentation of:

388 (a) a bachelors degree, associates degree or skill

389 certification; and

390 (b) skills, talents or abilities specific to the teaching

391 assignment, as determined by the local board/charter school

392 board.

393 (5)  Following receipt of documentation, the USOE shall

394 approve a district/charter school specific competency-based

395 license.

396 (6)  If an individual employed under a school

397 district/charter school specific competency-based license

398 leaves the district before the end of the employment period,

399 the district shall notify the USOE Licensing Section regarding

400 the end-of-employment date.
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401 (7)  The school district/charter school specific

402 competency-based license for an individual’s district/charter

403 school specific competency-based license shall be valid only

404 in the district/charter school that originally requested the

405 school district/charter school specific competency-based

406 license and for the individual originally employed under the

407 school district/charter school specific competency-based

408 license.

409 B.  The written copy of the state-issued district-

410 specific competency-based license shall prominently state the

411 name of the school district/charter school followed by

412 DISTRICT/CHARTER SCHOOL-SPECIFIC COMPETENCY-BASED LICENSE.

413 C.  A school district/charter school may change the

414 assignment of a school district/charter school-specific

415 competency-based license holder but notice to USOE shall be

416 required and additional competency-based documentation may be

417 required for the teacher to remain qualified or highly

418 qualified.

419 D.  School district/charter school specific

420 competency-based license holders are at-will employees

421 consistent with Section 53A-8-106(5).]

422 R277-520-[10]6.  Routes to Appropriate Endorsements for

423 Teachers.

424 [Teachers shall be appropriately endorsed for their

425 teaching assignment(s).  To be highly qualified:

426 A. teachers may obtain the required endorsement(s) with

427 a major or composite major or major equivalency consistent

428 with their teaching assignment(s), including appropriate

429 pedagogical competencies; or

430 B. teachers who have satisfactorily completed a minimum

431 of nine semester hours of USOE-approved university level

432 courses may complete a professional development plan under an

433 SAEP in the appropriate subject area(s) with approval from
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434 USOE Curriculum specialists; or]

435 A. An educator may add an endorsement to an existing

436 license area of concentration by completing the endorsement

437 requirements established by the USOE.

438 B. Endorsement requirements in core academic subject

439 areas shall include passage of the Board-approved content

440 knowledge assessment.

441 C. [t]Teachers may demonstrate competency in the subject

442 area(s) of their teaching assignment(s) as approved by the

443 USOE content area specialist to meet specific endorsement

444 requirements except the Board-approved content knowledge

445 assessment.[  In order to be endorsed through demonstrated

446 competency, the educator shall pass designated Board-approved

447 content knowledge and pedagogical knowledge assessments as

448 they become available.]

449 D. [Individuals]Educators shall be properly endorsed

450 consistent with R277-520-3 or have USOE-approved SAEPs. 

451 Otherwise, the Board may withhold professional staff cost

452 program funds.

453 R277-520-[11]7. Board-Approved Endorsement Program (SAEP).

454 A. [Teachers in any educational program who are assigned

455 to teach out of their area(s) of endorsement]An educator

456 assigned to teach in a subject for which he does not hold the

457 appropriate endorsement and who ha[ve]s [at least ]nine

458 semester credit hours of [USOE-approved university level

459 courses]the endorsement requirements shall [participate in]be

460 placed on an SAEP[ and make satisfactory progress within the

461 period of the SAEP] as determined by USOE specialists.[

462 B.  The employing school district shall identify teachers

463 who do not meet the state qualified definition and provide a

464 written justification to the USOE.]

465 [C]B.  Individuals participating in SAEPs shall

466 demonstrate progress toward completion of the required
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467 endorsement(s) annually, as determined jointly by the school

468 district/charter school and the USOE.

469 [D]C.  An SAEP may be granted for one two-year period and

470 may be [renewed]extended by the USOE[, upon written

471 justification from the school district,] for [one]up to two 

472 additional [two-year period]years if the individual has made

473 progress towards completing the SAEP.

474 D. An individual currently participating in an SAEP is

475 considered to hold the endorsement for the purposes of meeting

476 the requirements of R277-520-4.

477 R277-520-[12]8.  Background Check Requirement and Withholding

478 of State Funds for Non-Compliance.

479 A.  Educators qualified under any provision of this rule

480 shall also satisfy the criminal background requirement of

481 Section 53A-3-410 prior to unsupervised access to students.

482 B.  If LEAs do not appropriately employ and assign

483 teachers consistent with this rule, they may have state

484 appropriated professional staff cost program funds withheld

485 pursuant to R277-486, Professional Staff Cost Formula.

486 [C.  Local boards/charter school boards shall report

487 highly qualified educators in core academic subjects and

488 educators who do not meet the requirements of highly qualified

489 educators in core academic subjects beginning July 1, 2003.]

490 KEY: educator, license, assignment

491 Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendment: [June 7,

492 2012]2015

493 Notice of Continuation: [July 1, 2010]2015

494 Authorizing, and Implemented or Interpreted Law:  Art X Sec 3;

495 53A-1-401(3); 53A-6-104(2)(a)
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 250 East 500 South   P.O. Box 144200   Salt Lake City, UT   84114-4200     Voice: (801) 538-7517   Fax: (801) 538-7768 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
ACTION:  R277-502 Educator Licensing and Data Retention (Amendment) 

 
 
Background:   
Utah Code 63M-1-3208 requires the State Board of Education to collaborate with the STEM 
Action Center to develop STEM education endorsements and requires the State Board to make 
rules to establish how STEM endorsements will be valued on a salary scale for educators. 
 
Key Points: 
The proposed amendment will clarify R277-502-5-C-1 to more explicitly link STEM endorsement 
courses to LEA salary schedules. 
 
Anticipated Action: 
It is proposed that the Law and Licensing Committee consider approving R277-502 Educator 
Licensing and Data Retention as amended on first reading, and if approved by the Committee, 
the Board consider approving R277-502 on second reading. 
 
Contact: Sydnee Dickson, 801-538-7515 
  Diana Suddreth, 801-538-7739 
  Travis Rawlings, 801-538-7601 

 



1 R277.  Education, Administration.

2 R277-502. Educator Licensing and Data Retention.

3 R277-502-[2]1.  Authority and Purpose.

4 A.  This rule is authorized by Utah Constitution Article

5 X, Section 3 which vests general control and supervision of

6 the public school system under the Board, by Section 53A-6-104

7 which gives the Board power to issue licenses, and Section

8 53A-1-401(3) which allows the Board to adopt rules in

9 accordance with its responsibilities.

10 B.  This rule specifies the types of license levels and

11 license areas of concentration available and procedures for

12 obtaining  a license, required for employment as a licensed

13 educator in the public schools of Utah.  The rule provides a

14 process and criteria for educators whose licenses have lapsed

15 and return to the teaching profession.  All licensed educators

16 employed in the Utah public schools shall be licensed

17 consistent with this rule in order for the district to receive

18 full funding under Section 53A-17a-107(2).

19 R277-502-[1]2.  Definitions.

20 A.  “Accredited” means a Board-approved educator

21 preparation program accredited by the National Council for

22 Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE), the Teacher

23 Education Accreditation Council (TEAC) or the Council for

24 Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP).

25 B.  “Accredited school” for purposes of this rule, means

26 a public or private school that meets standards essential for

27 the operation of a quality school program and has received

28 formal approval through a regional accrediting association.

29 C.  “Authorized staff” for purposes of this rule means an

30 individual designated by the USOE or an LEA and approved by

31 the USOE and who has completed CACTUS training.

32 D.  “Board” means the Utah State Board of Education.

33 E. “Comprehensive Administration of Credentials for

34 Teachers in Utah Schools (CACTUS)” means the electronic file

35 maintained on all licensed Utah educators. The file includes

36 information such as:
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37 (1) personal directory information;

38 (2) educational background;

39 (3) endorsements;

40 (4) employment history; and

41 (5) a record of disciplinary action taken against the

42 educator.

43 F. “ESEA subject” means English, reading or language

44 arts, mathematics, science, foreign languages, civics and

45 government, economics, arts, history, and geography under the

46 Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).

47 G.  “LEA” means a local education agency, including local

48 school boards/public school districts, charter schools, and,

49 for purposes of this rule, the Utah Schools for the Deaf and

50 the Blind.

51 H.  “Letter of Authorization” means a designation given

52 to an individual for one year, such as an out-of-state

53 candidate or individual pursuing an alternative license, who

54 has not completed the requirements for a Level 1, 2, or 3

55 license or who has not completed necessary endorsement

56 requirements and who is employed by an LEA.

57 I.  “Level 1 license” means a Utah professional educator

58 license issued upon completion of a Board-approved educator 

59 preparation program or an alternative preparation program, or

60 to an applicant that holds an educator license issued by

61 another state or country that has met all ancillary

62 requirements established by law or rule.

63 J.  “Level 2 license” means a Utah professional educator

64 license issued after satisfaction of all requirements for a

65 Level 1 license and:

66 (1) satisfaction of requirements under R277-522 for

67 teachers whose employment as a Level 1 licensed educator began

68 after January 1, 2003 in a Utah public LEA or accredited

69 private school;

70 (2) at least three years of successful education

71 experience in a Utah public LEA or accredited private school

72 or one year of successful education experience in a Utah

73 public LEA or accredited private school and at least three
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74 years of successful education experience in a public LEA or

75 accredited private school outside of Utah;

76 (3) additional requirements established by law or rule.

77 K.  “Level 3 license” means a Utah professional educator

78 license issued to an educator who holds a current Utah Level

79 2 license and has also received National Board Certification

80 or a doctorate in education or in a field related to a content

81 area in a unit of the public education system or an accredited

82 private school, or holds a Speech-Language Pathology area of

83 concentration and has obtained American Speech-Language

84 hearing Association (ASHA) certification.

85 L.  “License areas of concentration” means designations

86 to licenses obtained by completing a Board-approved educator

87 preparation program or an alternative preparation program in

88 a specific area of educational studies to include the

89 following: Early Childhood (K-3), Elementary (K-6), 

90 Elementary (1-8), Middle (still valid, but not issued after

91 1988, 5-9), Secondary (6-12), Administrative/Supervisory (K-

92 12), Career and Technical Education, School Counselor, School

93 Psychologist, School Social Worker, Special Education (K-12),

94 Preschool Special Education (Birth-Age 5), Communication

95 Disorders, Speech-Language Pathologist, Speech-Language

96 Technician.  License areas of concentration may also bear

97 endorsements relating to subjects or specific assignments.

98 M.  “License endorsement (endorsement)” means a specialty

99 field or area earned through completing required course work

100 established by the USOE or through demonstrated competency

101 approved by the USOE; the endorsement shall be listed on the

102 professional educator license indicating the specific

103 qualification(s) of the holder.

104 N.   “Professional learning plan” means a plan developed

105 by an educator in collaboration with the educator’s 

106 supervisor consistent with R277-500 detailing appropriate

107 professional learning activities for the purpose of renewing

108 the educator’s license.

109 O.  “Renewal” means reissuing or extending the length of

110 a license consistent with R277-500.
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111 P. “State Approved Endorsement Program (SAEP)” means a

112 plan in place developed between the USOE and a licensed

113 educator to direct the completion of endorsement requirements

114 by the educator consistent with R277-520-11.

115 Q.  “USOE” means the Utah State Office of Education.

116 R277-502-3. Program Approval and Requirements.

117 A. The Board [shall]may accept educator license

118 recommendations from educator preparation programs that have

119 applied for Board approval and have met the requirements

120 described in this rule and the Standards for Program Approval

121 established by the Board in R277-504, R277-505, or R277-506 as

122 determined by USOE.

123 B. The Board, or its designee, [shall]may establish

124 deadlines and uniform forms and procedures for all aspects of

125 licensing.

126 C. To be approved for license recommendation the educator

127 preparation program shall:

128 (1)  be accredited by NCATE or TEAC; or

129 (2) be accredited by CAEP using the CAEP Program Review

130 with National Recognition or CAEP Program Review with feedback

131 options; and

132 (3) have a physical location in Utah where students

133 attend classes or if the program provides only online

134 instruction:

135 (a) the program’s primary headquarters shall be located

136 in Utah and

137 (b) the program shall be licensed to do business in Utah 

138 through the Utah Department of Commerce;

139 (4) include coursework designed to ensure that the

140 educator is able to meet the Utah Effective Teaching Standards

141 and Educational Leadership Standards established in R277-530;

142 (5) in the case of content endorsements, include

143 coursework that is, at minimum, equivalent to the course

144 requirements for the endorsement as established by USOE;

145 (6) establish entry requirements designed to ensure that

146 only high quality individuals enter the licensure program;
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147 requirements shall include the following minimum components,

148 beginning August 1, 2014:

149 (a) a minimum high school/college GPA of 3.0; and

150 (b) a USOE-cleared fingerprint background check; and

151 (c) a passing score on a Board-approved basic skills

152 test; or

153 (d) an ACT composite score of 21 with a verbal/English

154 score no less than 20 and a mathematics/quantitative score of

155 no less than 19; or

156 (e) a combined SAT score of 1000 with neither mathematics

157 nor verbal below 450.

158 (7) include a student teaching or intern experience that

159 meets the requirements detailed in R277-504, R277-505, and

160 R277-506.

161 D. An institution may waive any of the entrance

162 requirements provided in R277-502-3C(6) based on program

163 established guidelines for no more than 10 percent of an

164 entrance cohort.

165 E.  USOE representatives shall be a part of the

166 accrediting team for any Board-approved educator preparation

167 program seeking to maintain or receive program approval. USOE

168 representatives shall be responsible for:

169 (1) observing and monitoring the accreditation process;

170 (2) reviewing subject specific programs to determine if

171 the program meets state standards for licensure in specific

172 areas;

173 (3) reviewing program procedures to ensure that Board

174 requirements for licensure are followed;

175 (4) reviewing licensure candidate files to determine if

176 Board requirements for licensure are followed by the program.

177 F. After completion of the accreditation site visit, a

178 Board-approved educator preparation program, working with the

179 USOE, shall prepare and submit a program approval request for

180 consideration by the Board that includes:

181 (1) program summary;

182 (2) accreditation findings;

183 (3) program areas of distinction;
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184 (4) program enrollment;

185 (5) program goals and direction.

186 G. If the program approval request is approved by the

187 Board, the program shall be considered Board-approved until

188 the next scheduled accreditation visit unless the program is

189 placed on probation by the USOE for failure to meet program

190 requirements detailed in applicable Board rules and program

191 approval is revoked by the Board under R277-502-3O.

192 H.  New educator preparation programs that seek Board

193 approval or previously Board-approved educator preparation

194 programs that seek approval for additional license area

195 preparation and endorsements shall submit applications to USOE

196 including:

197 (1) information detailing the exact license areas of

198 concentration and endorsements that the program intends to

199 award;

200 (2) detailed course information, including required

201 course lists, course descriptions, and course syllabi for all

202 courses that will be required as part of a program;

203 (3) detailed information showing how the required

204 coursework will ensure that the educator satisfies all

205 standards in the Utah Effective Teaching Standards and

206 Educational Leadership Standards established in R277-530 and

207 Professional Educator Standards established in R277-515;

208 (4) information about program timelines and anticipated

209 enrollment.

210 I. Applications for new educator preparation programs

211 shall be approved by the Board.

212 J. Applications for previously Board-approved educator

213 preparation programs desiring Board approval for additional

214 license areas and endorsements:

215 (1) shall be reviewed and approved by USOE;

216 (2) may receive preliminary approval pending Utah State

217 Board of Regents approval of the new program if the program is

218 within a public institution.

219 K. An educator preparation program seeking accreditation

220 may apply to the Board for probationary approval for a maximum
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221 of three years contingent on the completion of the

222 accreditation process.

223 L. A previously Board-approved educator preparation

224 program shall submit an annual report to the USOE by July 1 of

225 each year.  The report shall summarize the institution’s

226 annual accreditation report and shall include the following:

227 (1) student enrollment counts designated by anticipated

228 license area of concentration and endorsement and

229 disaggregated by gender and ethnicity;

230 (2) information explaining any significant changes to

231 course requirements or course content;

232 (3) the program’s response to USOE-identified areas of

233 concern or areas of focus;

234 (4) information regarding any program-determined areas of

235 concern or areas of focus and the program’s planned response;

236 (5) a summary explanation of students admitted under the

237 waiver identified in R277-502-3D and an explanation of the

238 waiver.

239 M. The USOE shall provide reporting criteria to Board-

240 approved educator preparation programs regarding the annual

241 report and USOE-designated areas of concern or focus by

242 January 31 annually.

243 N. Educator preparation programs that submit inadequate

244 or incomplete information to the USOE may be placed on a

245 probationary status by USOE.

246 O. Board-approved educator preparation programs on

247 probationary status that continue to fail to meet requirements

248 may have their license recommendation status revoked in full

249 or in part by the Board with at least one year notice.

250 P. An individual that completes a Board-approved educator

251 preparation program may be recommended for licensure within

252 five years of program completion if the individual meets

253 current licensing requirements.

254 Q. If five years have passed since an individual

255 completed a Board-approved preparation program, the individual 

256 may be recommended for licensure following review by the

257 individual program.  The preparation program officials shall
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258 determine whether any content or pedagogy coursework

259 previously completed meets current program standards and if

260 additional coursework, hours or other activities are

261 necessary.  The individual shall complete all work required by

262 the program officials before receiving a license

263 recommendation.

264 R277-502-4.  License Levels, Procedures, and Periods of

265 Validity.

266 A.  Level 1 License Requirements

267 (1) An initial license, the Level 1 license, is issued to

268 an individual who is recommended by a Board-approved educator

269 preparation program or approved alternative preparation

270 program, or an educator with a professional educator license

271 from another state.

272 (a) LEAs and Board-approved educator preparation programs

273 shall cooperate in preparing candidates for the educator Level

274 1 license.  The resources of both may be used to assist

275 candidates in preparation for licensing.

276 (b) The recommendation indicates that the individual has

277 satisfactorily completed the programs of study required for

278 the preparation of educators and has met licensing standards

279 in the license areas of concentration for which the individual

280 is recommended.

281 (2) The Level 1 license is issued for three years.

282 (3) A Level 1 license holder shall satisfy all

283 requirements of R277-522, Entry Years Enhancements (EYE) for

284 Quality Teaching - Level 1 Utah Teachers.

285 (4) An educator qualified to teach any ESEA subject shall

286 be considered Highly Qualified in at least one ESEA subject

287 prior to moving from Level 1 to Level 2.

288 (5) A license applicant who has received or completed

289 license preparation activities or coursework inconsistent with

290 this rule may present compelling information and documentation

291 for review and approval by the USOE to satisfy the licensing

292 requirements.

293 (6) If an educator has taught for three years in a K-12
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294 public education system in Utah, a Level 1 license may only be

295 renewed if:

296 (a) the employing LEA has requested a one year extension

297 consistent with R277-522, Entry Years Enhancements (EYE) for

298 Quality Teaching - Level 1 Utah Teachers; or

299 (b) the individual has continuous experience as a speech

300 language pathologist in a clinical setting.

301 B.  Level 2 License Requirements

302 (1) A Level 2 license may be issued by the Board to a

303 Level 1 license holder upon satisfaction of all USOE

304 requirements for the Level 2 license and upon the

305 recommendation of the employing LEA.

306 (2) The recommendation shall be made following the

307 completion of three years of successful, professional growth

308 and educator experience, satisfaction of R277-522, Entry Years

309 Enhancements (EYE) for Quality Teaching - Level 1 Utah

310 Teachers, any additional requirements imposed by the employing

311 LEA, and before the Level 1 license expires.

312 (3) A Level 2 license shall be issued for five years and

313 shall be valid unless suspended or revoked for cause by the

314 Board.

315 (4) The Level 2 license may be renewed for successive

316 five year periods consistent with R277-500, Educator Licensing

317 Renewal.

318 C.  Level 3 License Requirements

319 (1) A Level 3 license may be issued by the Board to a

320 Level 2 license holder who:

321 (a) has achieved National Board Certification; or

322 (b) has a doctorate in education in a field related to a

323 content area in a unit of the public education system or an

324 accredited private school; or

325 (c) holds a Speech-Language Pathology area of

326 concentration and has obtained American Speech-Language

327 Hearing Association (ASHA) certification.

328 (2) A Level 3 license is valid for seven years unless

329 suspended or revoked for cause by the Board.

330 (3) The Level 3 license may be renewed for successive
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331 seven year periods consistent with R277-500.

332 (4) A Level 3 license shall revert to a Level 2 license

333 if the holder fails to maintain National Board Certification

334 status or fails to  maintain a current Certificate of Clinical

335 Competence from the American Speech-Language-Hearing

336 Association.

337 D. License Renewal Timeline

338 Licenses expire on June 30 of the year of expiration

339 recorded on CACTUS and may be renewed any time after January

340 of the same year.  Responsibility for license renewal rests

341 solely with the holder.

342 R277-502-5. Professional Educator License Areas of

343 Concentration, and Endorsements and Under-Qualified Employees.

344 A.  Unless excepted under rules of the Board, to be

345 employed in the public schools in a capacity covered by the

346 following license areas of concentration, a person shall hold

347 a valid license issued by the Board in the respective license

348 areas of concentration:

349 (1) Early Childhood (K-3);

350 (2) Elementary (1-8);

351 (3) Elementary (K-6);

352 (4) Middle (still valid, and issued before 1988, 5-9);

353 (5) Secondary (6-12);

354 (6) Administrative/Supervisory (K-12);

355 (7) Career and Technical Education;

356 (8) School Counselor;

357 (9)  School Psychologist;

358 (10) School Social Worker;

359 (11) Special Education (K-12);

360 (12) Preschool Special Education (Birth-Age 5);

361 (13) Communication Disorders;

362 (14) Speech-Language Pathologist;

363 (15) Speech-Language Technician.

364 B. Under-qualified educators:

365 (1) Educators who are licensed and hold the appropriate

366 license area of concentration but who are working out of their

10



367 endorsement area(s) shall request and prepare an SAEP to

368 complete the requirements of an endorsement with a USOE

369 education specialist; or

370 (2) LEAs may request Letters of Authorization from the

371 Board for educators employed by LEAs if educators have not

372 completed requirements for areas of concentration or

373 endorsements.

374 (a)  An approved Letter of Authorization is valid for one

375 year.

376 (b) Educators may be approved for no more than three

377 Letters of Authorization throughout their employment in Utah

378 schools.  The State Superintendent of Public Instruction or

379 designee may grant exceptions to the three Letters of

380 Authorization limitation on a case by case basis following

381 specific approval of the request by the LEA governing board. 

382 Letters of Authorization approved prior to the 2000-2001

383 school year shall not be counted in this limit.

384 (c) If an education employee’s Letter of Authorization

385 expires before the individual is approved for licensing, the

386 employee falls into  under-qualified status.

387 C. License areas of concentration may be endorsed to

388 indicate qualification in a subject or content area.

389 (1) [LEAs shall recognize a STEM endorsement as a

390 component of the LEA’s salary scale.]A STEM endorsement shall

391 be recognized as a minimum of 16 semester hours of university

392 credit toward lane change on an LEA salary schedule.

393 (a) The USOE shall determine the mathematics-,

394 engineering-, science-, and technology-related courses and

395 experiences necessary for [the]STEM endorsements.

396 (b) The USOE shall determine which content area

397 endorsements qualify as STEM endorsements.

398 (2) An endorsement is not valid for employment purposes

399 without a current license and license area of concentration.

400 R277-502-6.  Returning Educator Relicensure.

401 A.  A previously licensed educator with an expired

402 license may renew an expired license upon satisfaction of the
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403 following:

404 (1) Completion of criminal background check including

405 review of any criminal offenses and clearance by the Utah

406 Professional Practices Advisory Commission;

407 (2) Employment by an LEA;

408 (3) Completion of a one-year professional learning plan

409 developed jointly by the school principal or charter school

410 director and the returning educator consistent with R277-500

411 that also considers the following:

412 (a) previous successful public school teaching

413 experience;

414 (b) formal educational preparation;

415 (c) period of time between last public teaching

416 experience and the present;

417 (d) school goals for student achievement within the

418 employing school and the educator’s role in accomplishing

419 those goals;

420 (e) returning educator’s professional abilities, as

421 determined by a formal discussion and observation process

422 completed within the first 30 days of employment; and

423 (f) completion of additional necessary professional

424 development for the educator, as determined jointly by the

425 principal/school and educator.

426 (4) Filing of the professional development plan within 30

427 days of hire;

428 (5) Successful completion of required Board-approved

429 exams for licensure;

430 (6) Satisfactory experience as determined by the LEA with

431 a trained mentor; and

432 (7) Submission to the USOE of the completed and signed

433 Return to Original License Level Application, available on the

434 USOE website prior to June 30 of the school year in which the

435 educator seeks to return.

436 B.  The Professional Learning Plan is independent of the

437 License Renewal Point requirements in R277-500-3C.

438 C.  Returning educators who previously held a Level 2 or

439 Level 3 license shall be issued a Level 1 license during the
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440 first year of employment.  Upon completion of the requirements

441 listed in R277-502-6A and a satisfactory LEA evaluation, the

442 employing LEA may recommend the educator’s return to Level 2

443 or Level 3 licensure.

444 D.  Returning educators who taught less than three

445 consecutive years in a public or accredited private school

446 shall complete the Early Years Enhancement requirements before 

447 moving from Level 1 to Level 2 licensure.

448 R277-502-7. Professional Educator License Reciprocity.

449 A.  Utah is a member of the Compact for Interstate

450 Qualification of Educational Personnel under Section 53A-6-

451 201.

452 B.  A Level 1 license may be issued to an individual

453 holding a professional educator license in another state who

454 has completed preparation equivalent to Board-approved

455 standards and who has completed Board-approved testing, as

456 required by R277-503-3.

457 (1)  If the applicant has three or more continuous years

458 of previous educator experience in a public or accredited

459 private school, a Level 2 license may be issued upon the

460 recommendation of the employing Utah LEA after at least one

461 year.

462 (2) If the applicant has less than three years of

463 previous educator experience in a public or accredited private

464 school, a Level 2 license may be issued following satisfaction

465 of the requirements of R277-522, Entry Years Enhancements

466 (EYE) for Quality Teaching - Level 1 Utah Teachers.

467 R277-502-8. Professional Educator License Fees.

468 A.  The Board [shall]may establish a fee schedule for the

469 issuance and renewal of licenses and endorsements consistent

470 with 53A-6-105.  All endorsements to which the applicant is

471 entitled may be issued or renewed with the same expiration

472 date for one licensing fee.

473 B.  A fee may be charged for a valid license to be

474 reprinted or for an endorsement to be added.
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475 C. All costs for testing, evaluation, and course work

476 shall be borne by the applicant unless other arrangements are

477 agreed to in advance by the employing LEA.

478 D.  Costs to review nonresident educator applications may

479 exceed the cost to review resident applications due to the

480 following:

481 (1) The review is necessary to ensure that nonresident

482 applicants’ training satisfies Utah’s course and curriculum

483 standards.

484 (2) The review of nonresident licensing applications is

485 time consuming and potentially labor intensive.

486 E. Differentiated fees may be set consistent with the

487 time and resources required to adequately review all

488 applicants for educator licenses.

489 KEY:  professional competency, educator licensing

490 Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendment: [October 9,

491 2014]2015

492 Notice of Continuation: August 14, 2012

493 Authorizing, and Implemented or Interpreted Law:  Art X Sec 3;

494 53A-6-104; 53A-1-401(3)
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2014 
 
ACTION:  R277-410 Accreditation of Schools (Amendment and Continuation) 

 
 
Background:   
Recent changes in accreditation procedures are not currently reflected in Board rule. In 
addition to the amendments to R277-410, the rule is continued consistent with Board policy for 
continuation of rules and the Utah Administrative Rulemaking Act. 
 
Key Points:   
R277-410 continues to be necessary because it provides accreditation procedures and 
responsibilities for public schools. 
 
Anticipated Action: 
It is proposed that the Law and Licensing Committee consider approving R277-410 for 
continuation and amendment on first reading, and if approved by the Committee, the Board 
consider approving R277-410 for continuation and amendment on second reading. 

Contact: Sydnee Dickson, 801-538-7515 



1 R277.  Education, Administration.

2 R277-410.  Accreditation of Schools.

3 R277-410-[2]1.  Authority and Purpose.

4 A.  This rule is authorized under Utah Constitution

5 Article X, Section 3 which vests general control and

6 supervision of public education in the Board, by Section 53A-

7 1-402(1)(c)(i) which directs the Board to adopt rules for

8 school accreditation, and Section 53A-1-401(3) which allows

9 the Board to adopt rules in accordance with its

10 responsibilities.

11 B.  The purpose of this rule is to specify accreditation

12 procedures and responsibility for public schools for which

13 accreditation is required or sought voluntarily and for

14 nonpublic schools which voluntarily request AdvancED Northwest

15 accreditation.

16 R277-410-[1]2.  Definitions.

17 A.  “Accreditation” means the formal process for internal

18 and external review and approval under the Standards for the

19 Northwest Accreditation Commission, a division of Advance

20 Education Inc., (AdvancED).

21 B.  “AdvancED” means the provider of accreditation

22 services based on standards, student performance and

23 stakeholder involvement and is a nonprofit resource offering

24 school improvement and accreditation services to education

25 providers.

26 C.  “Board” means the Utah State Board of Education.

27 D.  “Elementary school” for the purpose of this rule

28 means grades no higher than grade 6.

29 E.  “Junior high school” for purposes of this rule means

30 grades 7 through 9.

31 F.  “Middle school” for the purpose of this rule means

32 grades no lower than grade 5 and no higher than grade 8 in any

33 combination. 

34 G.  “Northwest” means the Northwest Accreditation

35 Commission, the regional accrediting association of which Utah

36 is a member.  Northwest is an accreditation division of
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37 AdvancED.

38 H.  “Secondary school” for the purpose of this rule means

39 a school that includes grades 9-12 that offers credits toward

40 high school graduation or diplomas or both in whatever kind of

41 school the grade levels exist.

42 I. “State Council” means the State Accreditation Council,

43 which is composed of 15- 20 public school administrators,

44 school district personnel, private and special purpose school

45 representatives, and USOE personnel.  The members are selected

46 to provide statewide representation and volunteer their time

47 and service.

48 J.  “USOE” means the Utah State Office of Education.

49 R277-410-3.  Accreditation of Public Schools.

50 A.  The USOE has responsibility to facilitate

51 accreditation by the Board for Utah public schools.  The Board

52 is not responsible for the accreditation of nonpublic schools,

53 including private, parochial, or other independent schools.

54 B.  Utah public secondary schools, as defined in

55 R277-410-1H and consistent with R277-481-3A(2), shall be

56 members of AdvancED Northwest and be accredited by AdvancED

57 Northwest.

58 C. Utah public elementary and middle schools that desire

59 accreditation shall be members of AdvancED Northwest and meet

60 the requirements of R277-410-5 and R277-410-6.  AdvancED 

61 Northwest accreditation is optional for Utah elementary and

62 middle schools.

63 D. All AdvancED Northwest accredited schools shall

64 complete and file reports in accordance with AdvancED

65 Northwest protocols.

66 E.  If a school includes grade levels for which

67 accreditation is both mandatory and optional, the school shall

68 be accredited in its entirety.

69 R277-410-4.  Accreditation Status; Reports.

70 A.  The Board accepts the AdvancED Northwest Standards

71 for Quality Schools as the basis for its accreditation
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72 standards for school accreditation.

73 B.  The Board requires Utah public schools seeking

74 accreditation to satisfy additional specific Utah assurances

75 in addition to required AdvancED Northwest standards.

76 C.  A school shall complete reports as required by

77 AdvancED Northwest and submit the report to the appropriate

78 recipients.

79 D.  A school shall have a complete school evaluation and

80 site visit at least once every five years to maintain its

81 accreditation.

82 E.  The USOE may require on-site visits as often as

83 necessary when it receives notice of accreditation problems,

84 as determined by the USOE, AdvancED Northwest, or its State

85 Council.

86 F.  The school's accreditation status is recommended by

87 the State Council following a review of the report of the

88 school's External Review.  Final approval of the status is

89 determined by the AdvancED Commission and approved by the

90 Board.

91 R277-410-5.  Accreditation Procedures.

92 A.  The evaluation of secondary schools for the purpose

93 of accreditation is a cooperative activity in which the

94 school, the school district, the USOE, and AdvancED Northwest

95 share responsibilities. A school's internal review,

96 development, and implementation of a school improvement plan

97 are crucial steps toward accreditation.

98 B.  A school seeking AdvancED Northwest accreditation for

99 the first time shall submit a membership application to

100 AdvancED.  The accepted application shall be forwarded to the

101 AdvancED [State]Managing Office Director.

102 (1) If a school’s application for membership is accepted

103 by AdvancED, ]the school is granted provisional accreditation

status 104 for two years and shall have an accreditation visit in

105 year three of the school’s operation]an on-site Readiness

106 Review shall be scheduled through the Utah AdvancED Managing

107 Office.  Upon successful completion of the Readiness Review,

3



108 the school shall become a candidate for accreditation. 

109 Candidate schools are not accredited until such status is

110 officially granted.

111 (2) A school may remain in candidacy for no more than two

112 years prior to hosting an External Review Team accreditation

113 visit.  The External Review Team shall be staffed with [  A

114 school may request an accreditation visit prior to year three

115 if the school has sufficient student and financial data.

116 (2) Following a visit by] at least two qualified

117 educators verifying a school's compliance with accreditation

118 standards. Following [and ]approval by both the Utah AdvancED

119 Council and the AdvancED Commission, the school shall[ then]

120 receive accreditation.  A school may request an External

121 Review accreditation visit prior to year two if the school has

122 sufficient student and financial data.

123 C. AdvancED Northwest accredited schools shall be subject

124 to:

125 (1) compliance with AdvancED Northwest membership

126 requirements;

127 (2) satisfactory review by the AdvancED State Council,

128 AdvancED Northwest Commission and Board approval;

129 (3) a site visit at least every five years by an external

130 review team to review the internal review materials, visit

131 classes, and talk with staff and students as follows:

132 (a)  The external review team shall present its finding

133 in the form of a written report in a timely manner.  The

134 report shall be provided to the school, school district

135 superintendent or local charter board chair, and other

136 appropriate parties.

137 (b) AdvancED staff shall review the external review team

138 report, and consult with the Utah AdvancED[ State] Council. [

139 and t]The AdvancED Commission shall grant accreditation status

140 if appropriate.

141 D.  Following review and acceptance, accreditation

142 external review team reports are public information and are

143 available upon request.

4



144 R277-410-6.  Elementary School Accreditation.

145 A.  Elementary schools desiring accreditation shall be

146 members of AdvancED Northwest and meet the standards required

147 for such accreditation as outlined in this rule.

148 B.  The accreditation of Utah elementary schools is

149 optional; interested elementary schools may apply to AdvancED

150 Northwest for accreditation.

151 C.  Accreditation shall take place under the direction of

152 AdvancED Northwest.

153 R277-410-7.  Junior High and Middle School Accreditation.

154 A.  Junior high and middle schools desiring accreditation

155 shall be members of AdvancED Northwest and meet the standards

156 required for such accreditation as outlined in this rule.

157 B.  The accreditation of Utah middle schools is optional;

158 interested middle schools may apply to AdvancED Northwest for

159 accreditation.

160 C.  Public junior high and middle schools that include

161 grade 9 shall be members of AdvancED Northwest and be visited

162 and assigned status by Advanc[ed]ED Northwest.

163 D. The AdvancED Northwest accreditation standards

164 provided in this rule are applicable to junior high and middle

165 schools in their entirety if the schools include grade 9

166 consistent with R277-410-6C.

167 R277-410-8.  Board Accreditation Standards.

168 A. Board accreditation standards include AdvancED

169 Standards for Quality Schools and Utah-specific requirements. 

170 Each standard requires the school to respond to a series of

171 indicator statements and provide evidence of compliance as

172 directed.

173 [B. AdvancED Standards for Quality Schools.

174 (1)  Purpose and Direction

175 (2)  Governance and Leadership

176 (3)  Teaching and Assessing for Learning

177 (4)  Resources and Support Systems

178 (5)  Using Results for Continuous Improvement]

5



179 [C]B. Utah-specific assurances include essential

180 information sought from schools to demonstrate alignment with

181 Utah law and Board rules.  Utah-specific assurances are

182 available from the USOE Teaching and Learning Section.

183 R277-410-9.  Transfer or Acceptance of Credit.

184 A.  Utah public schools shall accept transfer credits

185 from accredited secondary schools consistent with R277-705-3.

186 B.  Utah public schools may accept transfer credits from

187 other credit sources consistent with R277-705-3.

188 KEY:  accreditation, public schools, nonpublic schools

189 Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendment: [June 9,

190 2014]2015

191 Notice of Continuation: [August 1, 2012]2015

192 Authorizing, and Implemented or Interpreted Law:  Art X Sec 3;

193 53A-1-402(1)(c); 53A-1-401(3)
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 250 East 500 South   P.O. Box 144200   Salt Lake City, UT   84114-4200     Voice: (801) 538-7517   Fax: (801) 538-7768 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
ACTION:  R277-419-6 Pupil Accounting – High School Completion Status (Amendment)   

 
 
Background:   
Each year the Utah State Office of Education (USOE) calculates graduation rates for each of Utah’s public 
high schools following federal law, state law, board rule, and general policy.  Federal reporting 
requirements indicate that a student may be included in only one school’s graduation rate calculation.  
However, it does not address how to pick a school when the student attended multiple schools in their 
final year.  USOE followed general policy to create a hierarchy of tie-breaking rules that allow the 
selection of a single school.  The amendment would change the tie-breaking rules from general policy to 
Board rule. 
 
Key Points: 

· Language is added to clarify the process to assign a student to a single school for graduation 
when the student was enrolled in one or more schools during the student’s last year. 

· Sets deadline for final exit status submission and with conditions for schools with alternative 
year schedules.  

· Removes the requirement for calculating a three-year cohort graduation calculation. 
 

Anticipated Action: 
It is proposed that the Law and Licensing Committee consider approving R277-419-6, as amended, on 
first reading and, if approved by the Committee, the Board consider approving R277-419-6, as amended, 
on second reading. 
 
Contact: Judy Park, 801-538-7550 
  Aaron Brough, 801-538-7922 



1 R277.  Education, Administration.

2 R277-419.  Pupil Accounting.

3 R277-419-6.  High School Completion Status.

4 A. The final status of all students who enter high school

5 (grades 10-12) shall be accounted for, whether they graduate

6 or leave high school for other reasons.  LEAs shall use the

7 following decision rules to indicate the high school

8 completion or exit status of each student who leaves the Utah

9 public education system:

10 (1) Graduates are students who earn a basic high school

11 diploma by satisfying one of the options consistent with R277-

12 705-4B or out-of-school youths of school age who complete

13 adult education secondary diploma requirements consistent with

14 R277-733.

15 (2) Other students are completers who have not satisfied

16 Utah’s requirements for graduation but who:

17 (a) shall be in membership in twelfth grade on the last

18 day of the school year; and

19 (b) meet any additional criteria established by the LEA

20 consistent with its authority under R277-705-4C; or

21 (c) meet any criteria established for special education

22 students under Utah State Board of Education Special Education

23 Rules, Revised, August 2007, and available from the USOE, and

24 R277-700-8E; or

25 (d) pass a General Educational Development (GED) test

26 with a designated score.

27 (3) Continuing students are students who:

28 (a) transfer to higher education, without first obtaining

29 a diploma; or

30 (b) transfer to the Utah Center for Assistive Technology

31 (UCAT) without first obtaining a diploma; or

32 (c) age out of special education.

33 (4) Dropouts are students who have no legitimate reason

34 for departure or absence from school or who:

35 (a) withdraw due to a situation so serious that

36 educational services cannot be continued even under the

37 conditions of R277-419-5A(1)(f)(ii); or

1



38 (b) are expelled and do not re-enroll in another public

39 education institution; or

40 (c) transfer to adult education.

41 (5) Students shall be excluded from the cohort

42 calculation if they:

43 (a) transfer out of state, out of the country, to a

44 private school, or to home schooling; or

45 (b) are U.S. citizens who enrolled in another country as

46 a foreign exchange student; or

47 (c) are non-U.S. citizens who enrolled in a Utah public

48 school as a foreign exchange student under Section 53A-2-206

49 in which case they shall be identified by resident status (J

50 for those with a J-1 visa, F for all others), not by an exit

51 code; or

52 (d) died.

53 B. LEAs shall report the high school completion status or

54 exit code of each student to the USOE as specified in Data

55 Clearinghouse documentation.

56 (1) High School completions status or exit codes for each

57 student are due to the USOE by Year End upload for processing

58 and auditing.  The LEA shall have until October 1 pursuant to

59 R277-484-3, Deadlines for Data Submission, following the end

60 of the student's graduating cohort year to submit any further

61 updates of completion status or exit codes; or

62 (2) LEAs with an alternative school year schedule where

63 all of the students have a summer break in a season other than

64 summer, shall submit the data by the next complete data

65 submission update, as defined in R277-484-3, following their

66 summer break.

67 C. The USOE shall report a graduation rate for each

68 school, LEA, and the state.

69 (1) Graduation rates will be calculated in accordance

70 with the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) and the NCLB

71 High School Graduation Rate: Non-Regulatory Guidance.

72 (2) A student will be included in a school’s rate if the

73 school was the last school the student attended before their

74 expected graduation date and if the student does not meet any

2



75 exclusion rules as stated in R277-419-6A(5). The last school

76 a student attended will be determined by the student's exit

77 dates as reported to Data Clearinghouse.

78 (a) A student's graduation status will be attributed to

79 the school attended in their final cohort year.

80 (b) If a student attended two or more schools during

81 their final cohort year, then a tie-breaking logic to select

82 the single school will be used in the following hierarchical

83 order of sequence:

84 (i) school with an attached graduation status for the

85 final cohort year;

86 (ii) school with the latest exit date;

87 (iii) school with the earliest entry date;

88 (iv) school with the highest total membership;

89 (v) school of choice;

90 (vi) school with highest attendance;

91 (vii) school with highest cumulative GPA.

92 ([1]3) The four-year cohort rate shall be reported on the

93 annual state reports.

94 [(2) The three-year cohort graduation rate shall be

95 reported separately for high schools on the official state

96 graduation report.]

97 KEY:  education finance, school enrollment

98 Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendment: [December 8,

99 2014]2015

100 Notice of Continuation: September 14, 2012

101 Authorizing, and Implemented or Interpreted Law:  Art X Sec 3; 

102 53A-1-401(3); 53A-1-402(1)(e); 53A-1-404(2); 53A-1-301(3)(d);

103 53A-3-404; 53A-3-410
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Explanation of Tie-breaking Rules for Graduation Rates 
Overview 
Each year Utah’s State Office of Education (USOE) calculates graduation rates for each of Utah’s public 
high schools.  In calculating these rates USOE follows federal law, state law, board rules, and general 
USOE policy.  Federal reporting requirements indicate that a student may be included in only one 
schools graduation rate calculation.  However, it does not address how to pick a school when the 
student attended multiple in their final year.  USOE created a hierarchy of tie-breaking rules that allow 
the selection of a single school.   

Tie-breaking Rules 
If a student was attending two schools in their final year, a school that submits a High School Graduation 
Code (HS code) is first considered. Next check is the school the student last exited.  If one school has a 
later exit date, that school is selected.  If not, then the first entry date tie-breaker is used and so on 
down the list of tie-breaking rules until a single record can be selected.  The tie-breaking, in order, are as 
follows: 

Table I: Tie-breaking Rules 
Current Rules Percent of Students  

No Tie-breaker Needed 88% 
HS Code Status 1.8% 

Last Exit Date 9.0% 
Earliest Entry Date 0.2% 

Highest Total Membership 0.9% 
School of Choice 0.0% 

Highest Attendance 0.0% 
Highest Cumulative GPA 0.0% 

Facts 
· Roughly 42,000 students are included in a cohort. 
· About 12% of these students attended two schools in their final year. 
· For the 2014 cohort, there were 5,545 students who attended two schools in their final year.   

o 1,256 of these students were attending these schools simultaneously at the end of the 
school year. 

  



Scenarios 
Scenario 1: Attending two schools simultaneously in which one school submitted a High School 
Graduation Code 

 

A senior attends SCHOOL A for the first half of the year and graduates early.  School A submits a 
HS Code.  The student also attends SCHOOL B during the same time period and is transferred 
out after the course work is completed.  SCHOOL A is selected as the final school because they 
submitted the student as a graduate.  

 

Scenario 2: Last Exit Date or last know enrollment location  

 

A senior attends SCHOOL A for the first half of the year and then transfers to SCHOOL B.  
SCHOOL B is selected as the final school as it has the latest exit date.  
 

Scenario 3: Attending two schools simultaneously with different exit dates 

 



A senior attends SCHOOL A and SCHOOL B through the end of the school year.  Nether school 
send a HS code.  SCHOOL A does not give an exit date so the system defaults to June 30th.  
SCHOOL B exits the student on the last day of coursework, June 3rd.  SCHOOL A is selected as the 
student’s final school because it has the last exit date.  

 

Scenario 4: Attending two schools simultaneously with identical exit dates 

 

A senior attends SCHOOL A and SCHOOL B for an entire year.  Both schools allow the system to 
default the exit date to June 30th.  As the exit dates are identical, the entry date is then 
considered.  School B is selected as they have the earliest entry date.   If SCHOOL B had manually 
exited the student on the last day of coursework, the student would have been accredited to 
SCHOOL A. 
 

Scenario 5: Attending two schools simultaneously with same exit and entry dates 

 

A senior attends SCHOOL A and SCHOOL B for the entire year.  Both schools submit the same 
entry and exit dates.   SCHOOL A is selected as they have the most days of membership. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM: Brad C. Smith 
 Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE: April 9-10, 2015 
 
DISCUSSION:  Framework for R277-419-9 Pupil Accounting - Provisions for Maintaining Student  
 Membership and Enrollment Documentation and Documentation of Student Education  
 Services by Third Party Vendors

 
 
Background:   Section 9 of R277-419 was enacted as an emergency rule in school year 2014-2015 to provide 
guidance to LEAs who claim membership for students enrolled in both traditional and non-traditional schools 
and programs.  Section 9 creates the definition of traditional and nontraditional programs, requires LEAs to 
develop a continuing enrollment measurement, disallows LEAs from claiming membership for home school 
courses, disallows LEAs or vendors from using public funds to provide monetary or other incentives for 
enrollment or referral bonuses to individuals or groups, and outlines minimum documentation and compliance 
standards for nontraditional programs.  The emergency rule expires in May of 2015.  
 
Key Points:  Section 9 is convoluted and fragmented and staff suggests splitting Section 9 into two new rules as 
well as dividing some sections into Sections 1-8 of R277-419.  For example, new rules could be created to 
address the following: 

· Address the use of public funds for monetary or other incentives for enrollment or referral bonuses 
(Part F). 

· Provide direction for LEAs wishing to establish a nontraditional program, including those that will be 
contracted out to third parties.  This rule should set minimum standards and compliance requirements 
to qualify for funding through the minimum school program (Parts A-D, G-H, and L-N). 

· Definitions found in Section 9 parts A-E and G-H would be more appropriate in section 1. 
· The continuing enrollment measurement requirement found in J-K could be rolled into R277-419-5. 

Anticipated Action: 
It is anticipated that the Law and Licensing Committee will discuss modifications to R277-419-9 and instruct staff 
to develop drafts of new rules. 
 
Contact: Angie Stallings, 801-538-7656  Natalie Grange, 801-538-7668 



REPLACED WITH EMERGENCY FILING ONLY UNTIL
MAY 15, 2015

1 R277.  Education, Administration.

2 R277-419.  Pupil Accounting.

3 R277-419-9. Provisions for Maintaining Student Membership and

4 Enrollment Documentation and Documentation of Student

5 Education Services Provided by Third Party Vendors.

6 A. R277-419-1 through 8 provide direction for student

7 membership and enrollment and eligibility criteria for both

8 traditional and nontraditional schools and programs.

9 B. A traditional program is a public school program that

10 consists of eligible enrolled public education students who

11 physically attend school in classrooms.

12 C. A nontraditional program is a public school program

13 that consists of eligible, enrolled public education students

14 where students primarily receive instruction either online or

15 through a distance learning program.

16 D. LEAs may enroll students in both traditional and

17 nontraditional programs.

18 E. Home school courses do not qualify for public

19 education funding for both traditional and non-traditional

20 programs. Home school courses are those where the curriculum

21 and instructional methods, reporting, or evaluation of student

22 progress or mastery is provided or administered by the parent,

23 guardian, custodian, or other group of individuals, not

24 directly supervised by an LEA.

25 F. LEA and Third Party Vendor Use of Public Funds for

26 Incentives and Reimbursements

27 (1) LEAs or their third party vendors shall not use

28 public funds, as defined under Section 51-7-3(26), to provide

29 monetary or other incentives for enrollment or referral

30 bonuses to individuals or groups of individuals.

31 (2) LEAs or their third party vendors shall not use

32 public funds to provide educational, curriculum, instruction,

33 private lessons, or technology reimbursements to individuals,

34 groups of individuals or third party vendors that are not

35 available to all students enrolled in the LEA or required by

1



REPLACED WITH EMERGENCY FILING ONLY UNTIL
MAY 15, 2015

36 an IEP or 504 plan that is approved by the LEA.

37 (3) LEAs or their third party vendors that purchase items

38 or technology devices and provide them to students shall

39 ensure that these items are the property of the LEAs and are

40 subject to the LEAs asset policies.

41 (4) LEAs shall establish provisions identified in R277-

42 419-9F(1) through (3) in their contracts with third party

43 vendors and shall monitor compliance with these provisions.

44 G. LEAs shall ensure school enrollment verification

45 records are collected consistent with sound data collection

46 and storage procedures, established by the LEA, and that these

47 records are transmitted securely.  It is the LEAs’

48 responsibility to verify the accuracy and validity of student

49 enrollment records, prior to enrolling students in an LEA, and

50 provide students and their parents with notification of

51 enrollment in a public school. An LEA is the only entity

52 authorized to collect and store public school enrollment

53 verification records including:

54 (1) birth certificates or other verification of age and

55 identity;

56 (2) verification of immunization or exemption form;

57 (3) proof of Utah public school residency;

58 (4) family income verification; or

59 (5) special education records, including:

60 (a) individualized education program;

61 (b) 504 plan; or

62 (c) English learner plan.

63 H. All LEAs that enroll public school students shall

64 maintain documentation of the following:

65 (1) that the LEA complied with all provisions of R277-

66 419-1 through 8;

67 (2) that the LEA complied with all educator licensure

68 requirements of R277-502;

69 (3) that the LEA complied with all fingerprint and

70 background check requirements for educators, employees and

2



REPLACED WITH EMERGENCY FILING ONLY UNTIL
MAY 15, 2015

71 volunteers consistent with Section 53A-3-410, 53A-1a-512.5,

72 R277-516, and R277-520;

73 (4) that the LEA established a school schedule consistent

74 with R277-419-4A(1);

75 (5) that the LEA only enrolled students who met the

76 eligibility requirements of R277-419-5A(1) (a-e);

77 (6) that the LEA directed the instruction of the core

78 curriculum consistent with Section 53A-1-402(1)(a) and R277-

79 700; and

80 (7) that the LEA scheduled and administered all statewide

81 assessments, as required under Sections 53A-1-606.6 through

82 53A-1-611 and R277-404.

83 I. In addition to R277-419-9D, LEAs that enroll students

84 in traditional programs shall also satisfy the requirements of

85 R277-419-5A(1)(f).

86 J. In addition to R277-419-9D, LEAs that enroll students

87 in nontraditional programs shall also maintain documentation

88 that the LEA satisfied the following:

89 (1) adopted a written policy that designates a continuing

90 enrollment measurement to document the continuing membership

91 or enrollment status for individual students consistent with

92 R277-419-5A(1)(c);

93 (2) measured and documented each student’s continued

94 enrollment using the adopted continuing enrollment measurement

95 at least every ten consecutive school days;

96 (3) documented that LEA employees confirmed students’

97 continued enrollment consistent with R277-419-9J(2) and

98 updated student membership records in the student information

99 system; and

100 (4) documented that the LEA adjusted the student

101 membership information for students that did not meet the

102 continuing enrollment measurement, consistent with R277-419-

103 5A(1)(c).

104 K. The continuing enrollment measurement may include some

105 or all of the following components, in addition to other

3



REPLACED WITH EMERGENCY FILING ONLY UNTIL
MAY 15, 2015

106 components, as determined by the LEA:

107 (1) a minimum student login or teacher contact

108 requirement;

109 (2) required periodic contact with a licensed educator;

110 (3) a minimum hourly requirement, per day or week, when

111 students are engaged in course work; or

112 (4) required timelines for a student to provide or

113 demonstrate completed assignments, coursework or progress

114 toward academic goals.

115 L. LEA Nontraditional Program and Third Party Vendor

116 Compliance

117 (1) An LEA offering a nontraditional program that

118 contracts for curricular and instructional services which are

119 administered by third party vendors shall submit documentation

120 of compliance with law and Board rules (as prescribed by the

121 Board) to the Superintendent’s office for review prior to the

122 initiation of the program.

123 (2) An LEA offering a nontraditional program that

124 contracts for curricular and instructional services from a

125 third party vendor and does not resolve a corrective action

126 item, may not qualify for some or all Minimum School Program

127 funds.

128 M. An LEA that contracts with a third party vendor to

129 provide curricular and instructional services to students for

130 nontraditional programs shall monitor and supervise the vendor

131 throughout the administration of the services and ensure

132 compliance, at a minimum, with the following:

133 (1) all student eligibility and membership/enrollment

134 requirements of R277-419 are met;

135 (2) all educator licensure requirements of R277-502 are

136 satisfied;

137 (3) all fingerprint and background check requirements for

138 educators, employees and volunteers, consistent with Section

139 53A-3-410, 53A-1a-512.5, R277-516, and R277-520, are met;

140 (4) the Board-directed core standards are used in student

4



REPLACED WITH EMERGENCY FILING ONLY UNTIL
MAY 15, 2015

141 instruction, consistent with Section 53A-1-402(1)(a) and R277-

142 700;

143 (5) all required statewide assessments are administered

144 by the LEA, as required under Sections 53A-1-606.6 through

145 53A-1-611 and R277-404;

146 (6) the LEA has a written supervision plan for the vendor

147 administration of curricular and instructional services; and

148 (7) the LEA maintains documentation of supervisory

149 activities ensuring compliance with the written supervision

150 plan (copy of the agreement, assignment of supervising

151 personnel by title, meeting notes, correspondence with vendor)

152 consistent with the LEA’s administrative records retention

153 schedule.

154 N. Consistent with R277-114, the Superintendent may

155 withhold funds from traditional or nontraditional public

156 education programs for non-compliance with R277-419.  An LEA

157 may appeal the decision of the Superintendent to the Board.

158 KEY:  education finance, school enrollment

159 Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendment: December 8,

160 2014

161 Notice of Continuation: September 14, 2012

162 Authorizing, and Implemented or Interpreted Law:  Art X Sec 3; 

163 53A-1-401(3); 53A-1-402(1)(e); 53A-1-404(2); 53A-1-301(3)(d);

164 53A-3-404; 53A-3-410
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EMERGENCY FILING
EFFECTIVE JANUARY 15, 2015 - EXPIRES MAY 15, 2015

1 R277.  Education, Administration.

2 R277-419.  Pupil Accounting.

3 R277-419-9. Provisions for Maintaining Student Membership and

4 Enrollment Documentation and Documentation of Student

5 Education Services Provided by Third Party Vendors.

6 A. R277-419-1 through 8 provide direction for student

7 membership and enrollment and eligibility criteria for both

8 traditional and nontraditional schools and programs.

9 B. A traditional program is a public school program that

10 consists of eligible enrolled public education students who

11 physically attend school in classrooms.

12 C. A nontraditional program is a public school program

13 that consists of eligible, enrolled public education students

14 where students primarily receive instruction either online or

15 through a distance learning program.

16 D. LEAs may enroll students in both traditional and

17 nontraditional programs.

18 E. Home school courses do not qualify for public

19 education funding for both traditional and non-traditional

20 programs. Home school courses are those where the curriculum

21 and instructional methods, reporting, or evaluation of student

22 progress or mastery is provided or administered by the parent,

23 guardian, custodian, or other group of individuals, not

24 directly supervised by an LEA.

25 F. LEA and Third Party Vendor Use of Public Funds for

26 Incentives and Reimbursements

27 (1) LEAs or their third party vendors shall not use

28 public funds, as defined under Section 51-7-3(26), to provide

29 monetary or other incentives for enrollment or referral

30 bonuses to individuals or groups of individuals.

31 (2) LEAs or their third party vendors shall not use

32 public funds to provide educational, curriculum, instruction,

33 private lessons, or technology reimbursements to individuals,

34 groups of individuals or third party vendors that are not

35 available to all students enrolled in the LEA or required by

1



EMERGENCY FILING
EFFECTIVE JANUARY 15, 2015 - EXPIRES MAY 15, 2015

36 an IEP or 504 plan that is approved by the LEA. This section

37 shall not prohibit an LEA from providing internet

38 reimbursements for students on the K-6 grade level. 

39 Furthermore, such internet reimbursement may be provided to

40 students in grades 7-12 if failure to provide such

41 reimbursement will cause economic hardship. This determination

42 should be made in accordance with the fee waiver policy

43 language set forth in R277-407-6.

44 (3) LEAs or their third party vendors that purchase items

45 or technology devices and provide them to students shall

46 ensure that these items are the property of the LEAs and are

47 subject to the LEAs asset policies.

48 (4) LEAs shall establish provisions identified in R277-

49 419-9F(1) through (3) in their contracts with third party

50 vendors and shall monitor compliance with these provisions.

51 G. LEAs shall ensure school enrollment verification

52 records are collected consistent with sound data collection

53 and storage procedures, established by the LEA, and that these

54 records are transmitted securely.  It is the LEAs’

55 responsibility to verify the accuracy and validity of student

56 enrollment records, prior to enrolling students in an LEA, and

57 provide students and their parents with notification of

58 enrollment in a public school. An LEA is required by the Board

59 to collect and store public school enrollment verification

60 records including:

61 (1) birth certificates or other verification of age and

62 identity;

63 (2) verification of immunization or exemption form;

64 (3) proof of Utah public school residency;

65 (4) family income verification; or

66 (5) special education records, including:

67 (a) individualized education program;

68 (b) 504 plan; or

69 (c) English learner plan.

70 LEAs may provide written authorization to third party

2



EMERGENCY FILING
EFFECTIVE JANUARY 15, 2015 - EXPIRES MAY 15, 2015

71 vendors who meet the definition of school official under 34

72 CFR 99.31(a)(1)(i)(B) to collect and have access to public

73 school enrollment verification records. In the event that such

74 authorization is provided, parents or guardians of the

75 affected students shall be notified in writing.

76 H. All LEAs that enroll public school students shall

77 maintain documentation of the following:

78 (1) that the LEA complied with all provisions of R277-

79 419-1 through 8;

80 (2) that the LEA complied with all educator licensure

81 requirements of R277-502;

82 (3) that the LEA complied with all fingerprint and

83 background check requirements for educators, employees and

84 volunteers consistent with Section 53A-3-410, 53A-1a-512.5,

85 R277-516, and R277-520;

86 (4) that the LEA established a school schedule consistent

87 with R277-419-4A(1);

88 (5) that the LEA only enrolled students who met the

89 eligibility requirements of R277-419-5A(1) (a-e);

90 (6) that the LEA directed the instruction of the core

91 curriculum consistent with Section 53A-1-402(1)(a) and R277-

92 700; and

93 (7) that the LEA scheduled and administered all statewide

94 assessments, as required under Sections 53A-1-606.6 through

95 53A-1-611 and R277-404.

96 I. In addition to R277-419-9D, LEAs that enroll students

97 in traditional programs shall also satisfy the requirements of

98 R277-419-5A(1)(f).

99 J. In addition to R277-419-9D, LEAs that enroll students

100 in nontraditional programs shall also maintain documentation

101 that the LEA satisfied the following:

102 (1) adopted a written policy that designates a continuing

103 enrollment measurement to document the continuing membership

104 or enrollment status for individual students consistent with

105 R277-419-5A(1)(c);
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106 (2) measured and documented each student’s continued

107 enrollment using the adopted continuing enrollment measurement

108 at least every ten consecutive school days;

109 (3) documented that LEA employees confirmed students’

110 continued enrollment consistent with R277-419-9J(2) and

111 updated student membership records in the student information

112 system; and

113 (4) documented that the LEA adjusted the student

114 membership information for students that did not meet the

115 continuing enrollment measurement, consistent with R277-419-

116 5A(1)(c).

117 K. The continuing enrollment measurement may include some

118 or all of the following components, in addition to other

119 components, as determined by the LEA:

120 (1) a minimum student login or teacher contact

121 requirement;

122 (2) required periodic contact with a licensed educator;

123 (3) a minimum hourly requirement, per day or week, when

124 students are engaged in course work; or

125 (4) required timelines for a student to provide or

126 demonstrate completed assignments, coursework or progress

127 toward academic goals.

128 L. LEA Nontraditional Program and Third Party Vendor

129 Compliance

130 (1) An LEA offering a nontraditional program that

131 contracts for curricular and instructional services which are

132 administered by third party vendors shall submit documentation

133 of compliance with law and Board rules (as prescribed by the

134 Board) to the Superintendent’s office for review prior to the

135 initiation of the program.

136 (2) An LEA offering a nontraditional program that

137 contracts for curricular and instructional services from a

138 third party vendor and does not resolve a corrective action

139 item, may not qualify for some or all Minimum School Program

140 funds.
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141 M. An LEA that contracts with a third party vendor to

142 provide curricular and instructional services to students for

143 nontraditional programs shall monitor and supervise the vendor

144 throughout the administration of the services and ensure

145 compliance, at a minimum, with the following:

146 (1) all student eligibility and membership/enrollment

147 requirements of R277-419 are met;

148 (2) all educator licensure requirements of R277-502 are

149 satisfied;

150 (3) all fingerprint and background check requirements for

151 educators, employees and volunteers, consistent with Section

152 53A-3-410, 53A-1a-512.5, R277-516, and R277-520, are met;

153 (4) the Board-directed core standards are used in student

154 instruction, consistent with Section 53A-1-402(1)(a) and R277-

155 700;

156 (5) all required statewide assessments are administered

157 by the LEA, as required under Sections 53A-1-606.6 through

158 53A-1-611 and R277-404;

159 (6) the LEA has a written supervision plan for the vendor

160 administration of curricular and instructional services; and

161 (7) the LEA maintains documentation of supervisory

162 activities ensuring compliance with the written supervision

163 plan (copy of the agreement, assignment of supervising

164 personnel by title, meeting notes, correspondence with vendor)

165 consistent with the LEA’s administrative records retention

166 schedule.

167 N. Consistent with R277-114, the Superintendent may

168 withhold funds from traditional or nontraditional public

169 education programs for non-compliance with R277-419.  An LEA

170 may appeal the decision of the Superintendent to the Board.

171 KEY:  education finance, school enrollment

172 Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendment: December 8,

173 2014

174 Notice of Continuation: September 14, 2012
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175 Authorizing, and Implemented or Interpreted Law:  Art X Sec 3; 

176 53A-1-401(3); 53A-1-402(1)(e); 53A-1-404(2); 53A-1-301(3)(d);

177 53A-3-404; 53A-3-410
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 250 East 500 South   P.O. Box 144200   Salt Lake City, UT   84114-4200     Voice: (801) 538-7517   Fax: (801) 538-7768 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
DISCUSSION/  New Board Rules and Rule Changes Needed as a Result of Legislation 
ACTION:  

 
 
Background:   
The 2015 General Session of the Legislature ended March 12, 2015.  Many bills relating to 
education were passed during the session.  It is necessary for the Board to develop new Board 
rules or make changes to existing rules to be consistent with the legislation passed. 
 
Key Points:   
Staff will provide a summary of education-related legislation passed during the 2015 Legislative 
Session and actions required by the Board as a result of that legislation. 
 
Anticipated Action: 
The Committee will review the list and give direction to staff regarding a timeline for rules to 
come to the Board and the changes required. 
 
Contact: Brad Smith, 801-5387510 

Sydnee Dickson, 801-538-7515 
Angie Stallings, 801-538-7656 



2015 Legislation Committee Assignments

NUMBER BILL NAME REP./SEN. SUMMARY Audit Finance S & A L & L

HB0030 Math Teacher Training Program Amendments Edwards
Expands a program allowing a grant to be used to assist experienced 
math teachers to become teacher leaders.

HB0033
American Indian-Alaskan Native Education 
Amendments

Draxler
Provides for American Indian – Alaskan Native Education State Plan 
and establishes duties and reporting requirements.

HB0105 S1 Antidiscrimination Modifications Miller
Adds pregnancy, childbirth, and breastfeeding to the Utah 
Antidiscrimination Act.

HB0124 S1 Education Background Check Amendments Handy
Clarifies and amends background check provisions, requirements, 
and notifications for LEAs and individuals.

HB0128 Maintenance Of Student Records Froerer
Amends provisions related to a record a school maintains to verify 
that a parent was notified of certain incidents or threats.

HB0163 Student Data Breach Requirements Knotwell
Requires notification if personally-identifiable student data is 
breached. 

HB0174, 
HB0291S3, 
HB0409S1, 
SB0121S1

Procurement Code Amendments
Stratton, 

Stuart, Snow, 
Mayne

Requires various modifications to procurement code.

HB0197 S1 Educator Licensing Amendments Coleman
Requires the State Board of Education to make certain rules 
regarding administrative or supervisory licensing; and makes 
technical changes

HB0198 Strengthening College and Career Readiness Arent
Creates a program to provide grants to local education agencies for 
professional development for school counselors.

HB0203 S1
Teacher Salary Supplement Program 
Amendments

Last
Amends provisions related to the Teacher Salary Supplement 
Program, including the amount of supplement and entity that 
distributes money for the program. 

HB0213 S2
Safe Technology Utilization and Digital Citizenship 
in Public Schools

Stratton
Amends provisions related to educational technology and school 
community council and expands uses of School LAND Trust Program 
funds. 

HB0242 State and Local Government Employee Policies Miller
Enacts language related to the accommodation of public employees 
who are breastfeeding.

HB0282 S1 Online Education Program Amendments Daw

Expands the entities that may offer secondary school level and 
concurrent enrollment courses through the Statewide Online 
Education Program and authorizes institutions within the state 
system of higher education to offer secondary school level and 
concurrent enrollment courses through the Statewide Online 
Education Program.

Bill Details Committee Assignment



2015 Legislation Committee Assignments

NUMBER BILL NAME REP./SEN. SUMMARY Audit Finance S & A L & L

Bill Details Committee Assignment

HB0345 S2 Education Abuse Policy McCay
Modifies provisions related to school personnel employment and 
licensing procedures and student abuse reporting. (UPPAC).

HB0360 S1 Utah Education Amendments Christensen

Enacts provisions related to statewide education policy; requires the 
State Board of Education to: generate a report regarding the history 
of the state public education system; create a 10-year plan; and 
report to the Education Interim Committee; removes nonvoting 
members from the State Board of Education and requires the Board 
to meet quarterly with certain individuals; amends provisions 
relating to academic standards established by the Board and 
curriculum in public schools; provides for education entities to meet 
certain requirements when establishing certain national programs or 
standard.

SB0038 Behavioral Testing And Tracking Restrictions Osmond
Eliminates references to behavioral testing or tracking in public 
schools; and makes technical changes.

SB0060 S2 American Civics Education Initiative Stephenson
Requires an individual to pass the basic civics test as a condition for 
receiving a high school diploma or adult education secondary 
diploma.

SB0204 S2 Parental Rights In Public Education Amendments Osmond
Amends provisions related to certain rights of a parent or guardian 
of a student enrolled in a public school and provisions related to 
achievement tests.

SB0235 S2 School Turnaround and Leadership Development Niederhauser
Enacts and amends provisions related to turning around low 
performing schools and developing school leaders. 

SB0245 S1 School Grading Amendments Millner

Exempts the USDB from school grading; requires the State Board of 
Education to annually evaluate the USDB in accordance with an 
accountability plan approved by the State  Board; provides an 
alternative grade distribution for the 2014-15 school year only;  
amends provisions related to calculating student growth.



Standards and Assessment Committee
Board Room

ACTION: Release of Grades 6-8 Science Standards Draft for 90-day Tab 3-V
Public Review

Time Certain: 6:00 - ACTION: R277-404 Requirement for Assessment for Tab 3-W
Student Achievement (Amendment)

ACTION: Release K-5 Library Media Standards Draft for 90-day Tab 3-X
Public Review 

ACTION: Standards Review Committee Recommendations for Physical Tab 3-Y
Education

ACTION: Standards Review Committee Recommendations for Secondary Tab 3-Z
Social Studies

ACTION: Standards Review Committee Recommendations for Fine Arts Tab 3-AA

INFORMATION: FFY 2013 IDEA Part B Annual Performance (APR) and Tab 3-BB
State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP)

DISCUSSION/ACTION: New Board Rules and Rule Changes Needed as a Tab 3-CC
Result of Legislation



 

 250 East 500 South   P.O. Box 144200   Salt Lake City, UT   84114-4200     Voice: (801) 538-7517   Fax: (801) 538-7768 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
ACTION:  Release Grades 6-8 Science Standards Draft for 90-Day Public Review  

 
 
Background:   
The Utah State Office of Education in collaboration with the Utah science education community 
(composed of Utah science teachers, Utah district science curriculum specialists, and Utah higher 
education representatives) has created a revised draft of the Utah Core Science Standards for 
grades 6-8.  The revision is based on addressing concerns about the format of current science 
standards in multiple documents and presenting a single vision for college and career readiness in 
science education.  The draft responds to feedback from multiple stakeholder groups including 
parents, teachers, district administrators, university personnel, and the State Board Standards and 
Assessment committee. 
 
Key Points: 

· The draft shifts from students memorizing science content to student performance 
expectations to articulate college and career ready goals for science. 

· This draft includes adjustments made to meet the concerns of the Standards and 
Assessment Committee voiced at its February 5, 2015 committee meeting. 
 

Anticipated Action:  
The Standards and Assessment Committee will consider approving the release of the draft Grades 
6-8 Science Standards for a 90-day public review period.   
 
Contact: Sydnee Dickson, 801-538-7794 
 Diana Suddreth, 801-538-7739 
 Richard Scott, 801-538-7808 



Utah Science and Engineering Education 
Standards 

 

UT SEEd Standards 
Draft for Public Review – April 2015 

6th Grade Integrated Science 

Overview 
This document is available as a draft for public feedback.  Please utilize the survey tool available 
online to provide feedback on this document:   

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/SciencePublicReview 
  

Once the 90-Day Public Review has concluded, the teacher writing teams for science grades 6-8 will 
reconvene to respond to comments and revise the draft accordingly. 

 

Thank you for taking time to provide your feedback and supporting the process of developing science 
standards that prepare Utah students to be college and career ready. 
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Utah Science & Engineering 
Education Standards 

Sixth Grade Overview 
The Utah Science & Engineering Education (UT SEEd) Standards will enable students to use 

different science practices and concepts in understanding the complex issues surrounding Earth’s 
systems.  In Sixth Grade the concepts of patterns, cause and effect, and systems provide students with 
opportunities to build models, design solutions, and analyze data to understand how the availability of 
energy and matter affect Earth’s systems.  Performance expectations are written in such a way as to 
require students to ask authentic questions and analyze real-world evidence. These practices and 
experiences will enable learners to have opportunities to arrive at informed conclusions.  Combining the 
delivery of practices, concepts, and content allows a foundational knowledge of energy and matter to be 
built that furthers scientific literacy. 

In the Sixth Grade, matter is investigated at the molecular level and energy is introduced as the 
force that drives the behavior of matter.  This concept is then applied in the context of the natural world 
as students explore the hydrologic cycle, weather patterns, climate and ecosystems.  Additionally, they 
will explore their own role within the natural world.  The integration of practices, concepts, and content 
will enable students to articulate their understanding of the relationship between matter and energy in 
Earth’s systems. ‘Look at the world around them from the perspective of how matter and energy affect 
the structure and behavior of matter. 
 

3 Dimensions of Science Instruction in UT SEEd Standards 
Bold = 6th Grade Focus 

 

Scientific and Engineering Practices Crosscutting Concepts Disciplinary Core Ideas 

1. Asking questions or defining 
problems 

2. Developing and using models 
3. Planning and carrying out 

investigations 
4. Analyzing and interpreting data 
5. Using mathematics and 

computational thinking 
6. Constructing explanations and 

designing solutions 
7. Engaging in argument from 

evidence 
8. Obtaining, evaluating, and 

communicating information 

1. Patterns 
2. Cause and effect:  

Mechanism and 
explanation 

3. Scale, proportion and 
quantity 

4. Systems and system 
models 

5. Energy and matter: Flows, 
cycles and conservation 

6. Structure and function 
7. Stability and change 

 

Physical: matter, motion, 
energy, waves 
Life: molecules to organisms, 
ecosystems, heredity, biological 
evolution 
Earth: Earth’s place in the 
universe, Earth’s systems, 
Earth and human activities 
Engineering: Design, links 
among engineering, tech, 
science and society 
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Grade Level Themes/Questions (6th Grade) 
 
Root Question 1: How does energy affect the structure and behavior of matter? 
PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS: 
 6.1.1: Develop models to describe the atomic composition of simple molecules and extended structures. 
 6.1.2: Develop a model that predicts and describes changes in particle motion, temperature, and state of a pure 

substance when thermal energy is added or removed. 
 6.1.3: Construct and interpret graphical displays of data to describe the relationships of kinetic energy to the mass of an 

object and to the speed of an object.  
 6.1.4: Apply scientific principles to design, construct, and test a device that either minimizes or maximizes thermal 

energy transfer. 
 6.1.5: Define the criteria and constraints of a design problem with sufficient precision to ensure a successful solution, 

taking into account relevant scientific principles and potential impacts on people and the natural environment that may 
limit possible solutions. 

 6.1.6: Analyze data from tests to determine similarities and differences among several design solutions to identify the 
best characteristics of each that can be combined into a new solution to better meet the criteria for success. 

 6.1.7: Plan an investigation to determine the relationships among the energy transferred, the type of matter, the mass, 
and the change in the average kinetic energy of the particles as measured by the temperature of the sample.  

 

Root Question 2: How do energy and matter move in patterns that affect Earth’s weather 
and climate?  
PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS: 
 6.2.1: Develop a model to describe the cycling of water through Earth’s systems driven by energy from the sun and the 

force of gravity. 
 6.2.2: Collect data to provide evidence for how the motions and complex interactions of air masses results in changes in 

weather conditions. 
 6.2.3: Develop and use a model to describe how unequal heating and rotation of the Earth cause patterns of atmospheric 

and oceanic circulation that determine regional climates. 
 6.2.4: Ask questions to clarify evidence of the factors that have caused the rise in global temperatures over the past 

century. 
 

Root Question 3: How does the availability of energy and matter affect stability and 
change in ecosystems?  
PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS: 
 6.3.1: Analyze and interpret data to provide evidence for the effects of resource availability on organisms and 

populations of organisms in an ecosystem. 
 6.3.2: Construct an explanation that predicts patterns of interactions among organisms across multiple ecosystems. 
 6.3.3: Develop a model to describe the cycling of matter and flow of energy among living and nonliving parts of an 

ecosystem. 
 6.3.4: Construct an argument supported by empirical evidence that changes to physical or biological components of an 

ecosystem affect populations. 
 6.3.5: Evaluate competing design solutions for maintaining biodiversity and ecosystem services. 
 6.3.6: Evaluate competing design solutions using a systematic process to determine how well they meet the criteria and 

constraints of the problem. 
 

Root Question 4: How can the use of matter and energy affect Earth’s systems?  
PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS: 
 6.4.1: Apply scientific principles to design a method for monitoring and minimizing a human impact on the environment. 
 6.4.2: Develop a model to generate data for iterative testing and modification of a proposed object, tool, or process such 

that an optimal design can be achieved.   
 6.4.3: Construct an argument supported by evidence for how increases in human population and per-capita consumption 

of natural resources impact Earth’s systems. 

DRAFT
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Utah Science and Engineering Education 
Standards 

 

UT SEEd Standards 
Draft for Public Review – April 2015 

7th Grade Integrated Science 

Overview 
This document is available as a draft for public feedback.  Please utilize the survey tool available 
online to provide feedback on this document:   

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/SciencePublicReview 
  

Once the 90-Day Public Review has concluded, the teacher writing teams for science grades 6-8 will 
reconvene to respond to comments and revise the draft accordingly. 

 

Thank you for taking time to provide your feedback and supporting the process of developing science 
standards that prepare Utah students to be college and career ready. 
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Utah Science & Engineering  
Education Standards 

Seventh Grade Overview 
The Utah Science & Engineering Education (UT SEEd) Standards will enable students to use multiple 

science practices and concepts to understand mechanisms and systems.  In Seventh Grade the concepts of 
patterns across a wide array of scales give students the opportunity to understand cause and effect 
mechanisms in physical, life, and earth sciences. Performance expectations are written in such a way as to 
require students to ask authentic questions and analyze real-world evidence. These practices and 
experiences will enable learners to have opportunities to arrive at and communicate informed arguments.  
Combining authentic scientific practice and crosscutting concepts across a diversity of disciplinary core ideas 
gives students the opportunity to cultivate ideas that will be built upon in upper grades and beyond.  

In the Seventh Grade, students will consider many sources of data that are not immediately obvious.  
These include changes that occur over vast amounts of time, such as biological evolution and processes of 
our planet, so connections between how we understand natural selection, the fossil record, and Earth’s 
dynamics can be made.  Students engage in motion and systems at the most hands-on and the grandest 
levels as they consider force and motions that range from small electrical charges to massive planetary 
systems.  In all cases, students analyze data to craft explanations and models that highlight the cause and 
effect mechanisms in multiple scientific disciplines.  
 

 3 Dimensions of Science Instruction in UT SEEd Standards  
Bold = 7th Grade Focus 

 

Scientific and Engineering Practices Crosscutting Concepts Disciplinary Core Ideas 

1. Asking questions or defining 
problems 

2. Developing and using models 
3. Planning and carrying out 

investigations 
4. Analyzing and interpreting data 
5. Using mathematics and 

computational thinking 
6. Constructing explanations and 

designing solutions 
7. Engaging in argument from 

evidence 
8. Obtaining, evaluating, and 

communicating information 

1. Patterns 
2. Cause and effect:  

Mechanism and 
explanation 

3. Scale, proportion and 
quantity 

4. Systems and system 
models 

5. Energy and matter: Flows, 
cycles and conservation 

6. Structure and function 
7. Stability and change 

 

Physical: matter, motion, 
energy, waves 
Life: molecules to organisms, 
ecosystems, heredity, 
biological evolution 
Earth: Earth’s place in the 
universe, Earth’s systems, 
Earth and human activities 
Engineering: Design, links 
among engineering, tech, 
science and society 
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Grade Level Themes/Questions (7th Grade) 
 

Root Question 1: How does the structure and behaviors of an organism affect its ability to grow, survive, and 
reproduce? 
PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS: 
 7.1.1: Use argument based on empirical evidence and scientific reasoning to support an explanation for how characteristic animal 

behaviors and specialized plant structures affect the probability of successful reproduction of animals and plants respectively. 
 7.1.2: Conduct an investigation to provide evidence that living things are made of cells; either one cell or many different numbers 

and types of cells. 
 7.1.3: Construct a scientific explanation based on evidence for how environmental and genetic factors influence the growth of 

organisms. 
 7.1.4: Develop and use a model to describe why structural changes to genes (mutations) located on chromosomes may affect 

proteins and may result in harmful, beneficial, or neutral effects to the structure and function of the organism. 
 7.1.5: Develop and use a model to describe why asexual reproduction results in offspring with identical genetic information and 

sexual reproduction results in offspring with genetic variation. 
 7.1.6: Construct an explanation based on evidence that describes how genetic variations of traits in a population increase some 

individuals’ probability of surviving and reproducing in a specific environment. 
 7.1.7: Gather and synthesize information about the technologies that have changed the way humans influence the inheritance of 

desired traits in organisms. 
Root Question 2: What patterns can be observed as evidence to support changes in species over time? 
PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS: 
 7.2.1: Analyze and interpret data for patterns in the fossil record that document the existence, diversity, extinction, and change of 

life forms throughout the history of life on Earth under the assumption that natural laws operate today as in the past. 
 7.2.2: Analyze displays of pictorial data to compare patterns of similarities in the embryological development across multiple species 

to identify relationships not evident in the fully formed anatomy. 
 7.2.3: Use mathematical representations to support explanations of how natural selection may lead to increases and decreases of 

specific traits in populations over time. 
 7.2.4: Apply scientific ideas to construct an explanation for the anatomical similarities and difference among modern organisms and 

between modern and fossil organisms to infer evolutionary relationships.  
Root Question 3: How does the cycling of matter and energy affect Earth’s evolution over time?  
PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS: 
 7.3.1: Construct a scientific explanation based on evidence from rock strata for how the geologic time scale is used to organize 

Earth’s 4.6-billion-year-old history. 
 7.3.2: Develop a model to describe the cycling of Earth’s materials and the flow of energy that drives this process. 
 7.3.3: Construct an explanation based on evidence for how processes have changed Earth’s surface at varying time and spatial scales. 
 7.3.4: Analyze and interpret data on the distribution of fossils and rocks, continental shapes, and seafloor structures to provide 

evidence of plate motions.  
Root Question 4: How does gravity influence the structure, organization, and motion of objects in space? 
PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS: 
 7.4.1: Develop and use a model of the Earth-sun-moon system to describe the cyclic patterns of lunar phases, eclipses of the sun and 

moon, and seasons. 
 7.4.2: Evaluate competing design solutions using a systematic process to determine how well they meet the criteria and constraints 

of the problem. 
 7.4.3: Define the criteria and constraints of a design problem with sufficient precision to ensure a successful solution, taking into 

account relevant scientific principles and potential impacts on people and the natural environment that may limit possible solutions. 
 7.4.4: Develop and use a model to describe the role of gravity in the motions within galaxies and the solar system. 
 7.4.5: Analyze and interpret data to determine scale properties of objects in the solar system. 
Root Question 5: How do forces interact with matter? 
PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS: 
 7.5.1: Apply Newton’s Third Law to design a solution to a problem involving the motion of two colliding objects. 
 7.5.2: Develop a model to generate data for iterative testing and modification of a proposed object, tool, or process such that an 

optimal design can be achieved.   
 7.5.3: Plan an investigation to provide evidence that the change in an object’s motion depends on the sum of the forces on the object 

and the mass of the object. 
 7.5.4: Ask questions about data to determine the factors that affect the strength of electric and magnetic forces. 
 7.5.5: Analyze data from tests to determine similarities and differences among several design solutions to identify the best 

characteristics of each that can be combined into a new solution to better meet the criteria for success. 
 7.5.6: Construct and present arguments using evidence to support the claim that gravitational interactions are attractive and depend 

on the masses of interacting objects. 
 7.5.7: Conduct an investigation and evaluate the experimental design to provide evidence that fields exist between objects exerting 

forces on each other even though the objects are not in contact 
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Utah Science and Engineering Education 
Standards 

 

UT SEEd Standards 
Draft for Public Review – April 2015 

8th Grade Integrated Science 

Overview 
This document is available as a draft for public feedback.  Please utilize the survey tool available 
online to provide feedback on this document:   

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/SciencePublicReview 
  

Once the 90-Day Public Review has concluded, the teacher writing teams for science grades 6-8 will 
reconvene to respond to comments and revise the draft accordingly. 

 

Thank you for taking time to provide your feedback and supporting the process of developing science 
standards that prepare Utah students to be college and career ready. 
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Utah Science & Engineering  
Education Standards 

Eight Grade Overview 
The Utah Science & Engineering Education (UT SEEd) Standards will enable students to use 

different science practices and concepts to understand complex systems of all sizes.  In the Eighth Grade, 
the concepts of patterns, and how scale, proportions, and quantity affect a system’s structure or function 
will be used to create opportunities to build models, design solutions, and analyze data to understand the 
interaction of energy and matter.  Performance expectations are written in such a way as to require 
students to ask authentic questions and analyze real-world evidence. These practices and experiences will 
enable learners to have opportunities to arrive at informed conclusions.  Combining the delivery of 
practices, concepts, and content allows a foundational knowledge of energy and matter to be built that 
furthers scientific literacy. 

In the Eighth Grade, the interaction of energy and matter takes center stage.  Students will 
investigate systems and system models of all scales, ranging from natural disasters to complex food webs.  
Students will also explore and quantify basic systems of force and motion, and how this energy can be 
stored and transferred between objects.   
 

3 Dimensions of Science Instruction in Utah SEEd Standards 
Bold = 8th Grade Focus 

 

Scientific and Engineering 
Practices Crosscutting Concepts Disciplinary Core Ideas 

(bold are 8th grade) 

1. Asking questions or defining 
problems 

2. Developing and using models 
3. Planning and carrying out 

investigations 
4. Analyzing and interpreting data 
5. Using mathematics and 

computational thinking 
6. Constructing explanations and 

designing solutions 
7. Engaging in argument from 

evidence 
8. Obtaining, evaluating, and 

communicating information 

1. Patterns 
2. Cause and effect:  Mechanism 

and explanation 
3. Scale, proportion and quantity 
4. Systems and system models 
5. Energy and matter: Flows, 

cycles and conservation 
6. Structure and function 
7. Stability and change 

 

Physical: matter, motion, 
energy, waves 
Life: molecules to organisms, 
ecosystems, heredity, biological 
evolution 
Earth: Earth’s place in the 
universe, Earth’s systems, Earth 
and human activities 
Engineering: Design, links 
among engineering, tech, 
science and society 

 
  DRAFT
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Grade Level Themes/Questions (8th Grade) 
Root Question 1: How do matter and energy interact to form the physical world?  

PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS: 
 8.1.1: Develop models to describe the atomic composition of simple molecules and extended structures.  
 8.1.2: Analyze and interpret data on the properties of substances before and after the substances interact to determine if a 

chemical reaction has occurred.  
 8.1.3: Gather and make sense of information to describe that synthetic materials come from natural resources and impact 

society.  
 8.1.4: Define the criteria and constraints of a design problem with sufficient precision to ensure a successful solution, taking into 

account relevant scientific principles and potential impacts on people and the natural environment that may limit possible 
solutions. 

 8.1.5: Develop a model that predicts and describes changes in particle motion, temperature, and state of a pure substance when 
thermal energy is added or removed.  

 8.1.6: Develop and use a model to describe how the total number of atoms does not change in a chemical reaction and thus mass 
is conserved.  

 8.1.7: Undertake a design project to construct, test, and modify a device that either releases or absorbs thermal energy by 
chemical processes.  

 8.1.8: Analyze data from tests to determine similarities and differences among several design solutions to identify the best 
characteristics of each that can be combined into a new solution to better meet the criteria for success. 

Root Question 2: How is energy stored and transferred in physical systems?  
PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS: 

 8.2.1: Construct and interpret graphical displays of data to describe the relationships of kinetic energy to the mass of an object 
and to the speed of an object.  

 8.2.2: Develop a model to describe that when the arrangement of objects at a distance changes, different amounts of potential 
energy are stored in the system.  

 8.2.3: Construct, use, and present arguments to support the claim that when the kinetic energy of an object changes, energy is 
transferred to or from the object.  

Root Question 3: How is energy carried in waves?  
PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS: 

 8.3.1: Use mathematical representations to describe a simple model for waves that includes how the amplitude of a wave is 
related to the energy in a wave.  

 8.3.2: Develop and use a model to describe that waves are reflected, absorbed, or transmitted through various materials.  
 8.3.3: Evaluate competing design solutions using a systematic process to determine how well they meet the criteria and 

constraints of the problem. 
 8.3.4: Integrate qualitative scientific and technical information to support the claim that digitized signals are a more reliable way 

to encode and transmit information than analog signals.  
Root Question 4: How do humans respond to and interact with Earth?  

PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS: 
 8.4.1: Construct a scientific explanation based on evidence for how the uneven distributions of Earth's mineral, energy, and 

groundwater resources are the result of past and current geoscience processes.  
 8.4.2: Analyze and interpret data on natural hazards to forecast future catastrophic events and inform the development of 

technologies to mitigate their effects.  
 8.4.3: Apply scientific principles to design a method for monitoring and minimizing a human impact on the environment.  
 8.4.4: Develop a model to generate data for iterative testing and modification of a proposed object, tool, or process such that an 

optimal design can be achieved.  
 8.4.5: Construct an argument supported by evidence for how changes in human population and per-capita consumption of 

natural resources impact Earth’s systems.  
Root Question 5: How are living things organized?  

PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS: 
 8.5.1: Conduct an investigation to provide evidence that living things are made of cells; either one cell or many different numbers 

and types of cells.  
 8.5.2: Develop and use a model to describe the function of a cell as a whole and the way parts of cells contribute to the function.  
 8.5.3: Use argument supported by evidence for how the body is a system of interacting subsystems composed of groups of cells.  
Root Question 6: How is life maintained?  

PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS: 
 8.6.1: Use argument based on empirical evidence and scientific reasoning to support an explanation for how characteristic animal 

behaviors and specialized plant structures affect the probability of successful reproduction of animals and plants respectively.  
 8.6.2: Construct a scientific explanation based on evidence for the role of photosynthesis in the cycling of matter and flow of 

energy into and out of organisms.  
 8.6.3: Develop a model to describe how food is rearranged through chemical reactions forming new molecules that support 

growth and/or release energy as this matter moves through an organism.  
 8.6.4: Gather and synthesize information that sensory receptors respond to stimuli by sending messages to the brain for 

immediate behavior or storage as memories.  

DRAFT
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 250 East 500 South   P.O. Box 144200   Salt Lake City, UT   84114-4200     Voice: (801) 538-7517   Fax: (801) 538-7768 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
ACTION:   R277-404 Requirement for Assessment of Student Achievement  
  (Amendment) 

 
 
Background:   In its February 19, 2015 meeting, the State Board of Education discussed the issue of 
parents/guardians excusing students from testing, and Superintendent Brad Smith indicated he would 
bring information to the March Board meeting to facilitate a Board policy on this issue. 
 
In its March 6, 2015 meeting, the State Board of Education unanimously approved on first reading 
amendments to R477-404 clarifying parental rights in opting their children out of state assessments 
mandated by the Board and state statute.  The Board requested the rule be brought to the April 9 
Standards and Assessment Committee meeting for further discussion and consideration. 
 
In addition, S. B. 204, Parental Rights in Public Education Amendments was passed during the 2015 
legislative session.  The legislation directs the State Board of Education to establish procedures and to 
maintain and publish a list of state assessments, state assessment systems, and software that qualify 
under the statute.   
   
Key Points:  Board rule R277-404 has been amended to address Board and legislative concerns. The rule 
is amended to clarify parental rights in regards to excusing students from testing.  In addition to the rule 
and the statute, the following information has been provided as background to the Board discussion and 
action: 

1. 2013-14 SAGE Parental Exclusion Report 
2. State by State Comparisons of Exclusion Rules 
3. Utah Assessment Schedule 
4. Assessment Information 

 
Anticipated Action:  USOE staff will be prepared to answer questions and provide information as 
needed.  The Committee will consider approving amendments to R277-404 on second reading, and if 
approved, the Board will consider approving the rule on third and final reading. 
 
  Contact:  Brad Smith, 801-538-7510 
  Judy Park, 801-538-7550 
  Jo Ellen Shaeffer, 801-538-7811 



1 R277. Education, Administration.

2 R277-404. Requirements for Assessments of Student Achievement.

3 R277-404-[2]1. Authority and Purpose.

4 A.  This rule is authorized by Utah Constitution Article

5 X, Section 3 which vests general control and supervision of

6 public education in the Board, Sections 53A-1-603 through

7 53A-1-611 which direct the Board to adopt rules for the

8 maintenance and administration of U-PASS, and Section

9 53A-1-401(3) which allows the Board to adopt rules in

10 accordance with its responsibilities.

11 B. The purpose of this rule is to provide consistent

12 definitions and to assign responsibilities  and procedures for

13 a Board developed and directed comprehensive assessment system

14 for all students, as required by state and federal law.

15 R277-404-[1]2. Definitions.

16 A. “Board” means the Utah State Board of Education.

17 B. “Benchmark reading assessment” means an assessment

18 determined by the Board for students in grade 1 through 3 and

19 administered to students at the beginning, midpoint and end of

20 year;

21 C. “College readiness assessment” means an assessment

22 adopted by the Board that includes a college admissions test

23 that provides an assessment of language arts, mathematics, and

24 science, that is most commonly used by local universities to

25 assess student preparation for college.  The college readiness

26 assessment may include the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude

27 Battery (ASVAB) and a battery of assessments that is

28 predictive of success in higher education.  “College readiness

29 assessment” includes the American College Testing exam, (ACT).

30 D. “Educator” means an individual licensed under Section

31 53A-6-104 and who meets the requirements of R277-501.

32 E. “English Learner (EL) student” means a student who is

33 learning in English as a second language.
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34 F. “English language proficiency assessment” means an

35 assessment designated by the USOE and designed to measure the

36 acquisition of the academic English language for English

37 Learners.

38 G. “Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974

39 (FERPA),” 20 U.S.C. 1232g, means a federal law designed to

40 protect the privacy of students’ education records.  The law

41 is hereby incorporated by reference.

42 H. “Individualized Education Program (IEP)” means an

43 individualized instructional and assessment plan for students

44 who are eligible for special education services under the

45 Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004.

46 I. “LEA” means local education agency, including local

47 school boards/ public school districts and schools, and

48 charter schools.

49 J. “National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP)” is

50 the national achievement assessment administered by the United

51 States Department of Education to measure and track student

52 academic progress.

53 K. “Online Writing Assessment” means a Board-designated

54 online assessment to measure writing performance for students

55 in grades 3 through 11.

56 L. “Pre-post” means an assessment administered at the

57 beginning of the school year and at the end of the school year

58 to determine individual student growth in academic proficiency

59 which has occurred during the school year.

60 M. “State administered assessments” means summative SAGE,

61 benchmark reading assessments, and the ACT.

62 [M]N. “Student Assessment of Growth and Excellence

63 (SAGE)” means a summative computer adaptive assessment for

64 English language arts grades 3 through 11; mathematics grades

65 3 through 8, and Secondary I, II, and III; science grades 4

66 through 8, earth science, biology, physics and chemistry.

67 [N]O. “Section 504 accommodation plan” required by
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68 Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, means a plan

69 designed to accommodate an individual who has been determined,

70 as a result of an evaluation, to have a physical or mental

71 impairment that substantially limits one or more major life

72 activities.

73 [O]P. “Summative adaptive assessments” means assessments

74 administered upon completion of instruction to assess a

75 student's achievement.  The assessments are administered

76 online under the direct supervision of a licensed educator and

77 are designed to identify student achievement on the standards

78 for the respective grade and course.  The assessments measure

79 the full range of student ability by adapting to each

80 student's responses, selecting more difficult questions when

81 a student answers correctly and less difficult questions when

82 a student answers incorrectly.

83 [P]Q. “USOE” means the Utah State Office of Education.

84 [Q]R. “Utah alternate assessment” means an assessment

85 instrument designated by the USOE for students in special

86 education with disabilities so severe they are not able to

87 participate in the components of U-PASS even with assessment

88 accommodations or modifications.  The Utah alternative

89 assessment measures progress on the Utah core instructional

90 goals and objectives in the student's individual education

91 program (IEP).

92 [R]S. “Utah eTranscript and Record Exchange (UTREx)”

93 means a system that allows individual detailed student records

94 to be exchanged electronically between public education LEAs

95 and the USOE, and allows electronic transcripts to be sent to

96 any post-secondary institution, private or public, in-state or

97 out-of-state, that participates in the e-transcript service. 

98 [S]T. “Utah Performance Assessment System for Students

99 (U-PASS)” means:

100 (1) summative adaptive assessments of students in grades

101 3 through 12 in basic skills courses;
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102 (2) an online writing assessment in grades 3 through 11,

103 as part of SAGE;

104 (3) college readiness assessments; and

105 (4) summative assessment of students in grade 3 to

106 measure reading grade level using grade 3 SAGE English

107 Language Arts.

108 R277-404-3. Board Responsibilities.

109 A. The Board shall maintain a comprehensive assessment

110 system for all students in grades K-12.  This assessment

111 system shall include:

112 (1) summative adaptive assessments in English language

113 arts for grades 3 through 11; mathematics for grades 3 through

114 8; secondary math 1, 2, and 3; and science for grades 4

115 through 8; earth systems, biology, physics and chemistry;

116 (2) Online Writing Assessment for grades 3 through 11;

117 (3) pre-post kindergarten assessment for kindergarten

118 students as determined by the LEA;

119 (4) one benchmark reading assessment approved by the

120 Board for students in grades 1 through 3 and administered to

121 students at the beginning, midpoint and end of year;

122 (5) grade 3 end of year summative reading assessment

123 using grade 3 SAGE English Language Arts;

124 (6) Utah’s alternate assessment, for eligible students

125 with disabilities;

126 (7) an English language proficiency test;

127 (8) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP);

128 (9) college readiness assessments for grade 11 and

129 optional college and career readiness assessments in grade 8

130 or 9 and 10, as determined by the LEA; and

131 (10) reporting by the USOE of U-PASS results to include:

132 (a) student performance based on information that is

133 disaggregated with respect to race, ethnicity, gender, English

134 proficiency, eligibility for special education services, and
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135 free or reduced price school lunch status;

136 (b) security features to maintain the integrity of the

137 system, including statewide uniform assessment dates,

138 assessment administration protocols, and training; and

139 (c) summative adaptive assessment results disseminated by

140 USOE to LEAs, parents, and others, as appropriate, consistent

141 with FERPA.

142 B. The Board shall provide specific rules, administrative

143 guidelines, timelines, procedures, and assessment ethics

144 training and requirements for all required assessments.

145 R277-404-4. LEA Responsibilities.

146 A. LEAs shall develop a comprehensive assessment system

147 plan to include the assessments described in R277-404-3A. 

148 This plan shall, at a minimum, include:

149 (1) professional development for educators to fully

150 implement the assessment system;

151 (2) training for educators and appropriate

152 paraprofessionals in the requirements of assessment

153 administration ethics; and

154 (3) training for educators and appropriate

155 paraprofessionals to utilize assessment results effectively to

156 inform instruction; and

157 (4) adequate oversight of test administration to ensure

158 compliance with Section 53A-1-603(1) as follows:

159 (a) LEAs or online providers shall test all enrolled

160 students unless students have a written parental excuse under

161 Section 53A-15-1403(9);

162 (b) Students participating in the Statewide Online

163 Education Program shall be assessed consistent with Section

164 53A-15-1210; and

165 (c) Third party vendors or contractors may not administer

166 or supervise U-PASS assessments.

167 B. LEAs shall make all policies and procedures consistent
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168 with the law, Board rules for standardized assessment

169 administration, and the USOE Testing Ethics Policy, approved

170 by the Board August 8, 2014.

171 C. At least once each school year, LEAs shall provide

172 professional development for all educators, administrators,

173 and standardized assessment administrators concerning

174 guidelines and procedures for standardized assessment

175 administration, including educator responsibility for

176 assessment security and proper professional practices.

177 D. LEA assessment staff shall use the USOE Testing Ethics

178 Policy in providing training for all assessment

179 administrators/proctors.

180 E. LEAs may not release state assessment data publicly

181 until authorized to do so by the USOE.

182 R277-404-5. School Responsibilities.

183 A. LEAs/schools shall require educators and assessment

184 administrators/proctors to individually sign the Testing

185 Ethics signature page provided by the USOE acknowledging or

186 assuring that the educator administers assessments consistent

187 with ethics and protocol requirements.

188 B. All educators and assessment administrators shall

189 conduct assessment preparation, supervise assessment

190 administration, provide assessment results and complete error

191 resolution.

192 C. All educators and assessment administrators/proctors

193 shall securely handle and return all protected assessment

194 materials, where instructed, in strict accordance with the

195 procedures and directions specified in assessment

196 administration manuals, LEA rules and policies, Board rules,

197 USOE Testing Ethics Policy, and state applications of federal

198 requirements for funding.

199 D. A student's IEP, EL, or Section 504 team shall

200 determine an individual student's participation in statewide
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201 assessments.

202 R277-404-6. Student and Parent Participation in Student

203 Assessments in Public Schools; Parental Exclusion from Testing

204 and Safe Harbor Provisions.

205 A. Parents are primarily responsible for their children’s

206 education and have the constitutional right to determine which

207 aspects of public education, including assessment systems, in

208 which their children participate.  Parental rights may be

209 exercised without notice or permission.  Parents may further

210 exercise their inherent rights to exempt their children from

211 certain assessments without further consequence by an LEA.

212 [A]B. All LEAs shall administer the [comprehensive]state

213 administered assessments [system ]to all students unless:

214 (1) the Utah alternat[ive]e assessment is approved for

215 specific students consistent with federal law and as specified

216 in a student’s IEP; or

217 (2) [unless ]students are excused by a parent or guardian

218 under Section 53A-15-1403(9) and as provided in this rule.

219 C. A parent may exercise the right to exempt their child

220 from any assessment mandated by the Board or state statute.

221 Upon exercising the right to exempt a child from a state-

222 mandated assessment under this provision, an LEA shall not

223 impose any adverse consequence on a child as a result of the

224 exercise of rights under this provision.  In order to exercise

225 the right to exempt a child from state-mandated testing under

226 this provision and insure the protections of this provision,

227 a parent shall annually complete a written parent excuse form

228 (on a form to be approved by the USOE), a minimum of five (5)

229 days prior to the administration of the assessment and provide

230 the form to the responsible LEA.

231 D. School grading, teacher evaluations, and student

232 progress reports or grades will not be negatively impacted by

233 students excused from state administered assessments.
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234 E. Any assessment not mandated by the Board or state-

235 statute, the administration of such assessments, and the

236 consequence of taking or failing to take such assessments

237 shall be governed by policies to be adopted by each LEA.

238 [B]F. [An LEA educator]LEAs shall provide a student's

239 individual test results and scores to the student's

240 parent[/legal] or guardian[ consistent with FERPA] upon

241 request and consistent with the protection of student privacy.

242 R277-404-7. Public Education Employee Compliance with

243 Assessment Requirements, Protocols, and Security.

244 A. Educators, test administrators/proctors,

245 administrators, and school employees may not:

246 (1) provide students directly or indirectly with specific

247 questions, answers, or the content of any specific item in a

248 standardized assessment prior to assessment administration;

249 (2) download, copy, print, take pictures of or make any

250 facsimile of protected assessment material prior to, during or

251 after assessment administration without express permission of

252 the USOE and LEA administrators;

253 (3) change, alter or amend any student online or paper

254 response answer or any other standardized assessment materials

255 at any time in such a way that alters the student’s intended

256 response;

257 (4) use any prior form of any standardized assessment

258 (including pilot assessment materials) that has not been

259 released by the USOE in assessment preparation without express

260 permission of the USOE and LEA administrators;

261 (5) violate any specific assessment administrative

262 procedure specified in the assessment administration manual,

263 or violate any state or LEA standardized assessment policy or

264 procedure, or violate any procedure specified in the USOE

265 Testing Ethics Policy;

266 (6) fail to administer a state required assessment;
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267 (7) fail to administer a state required assessment within

268 the designated assessment window;

269 (8) submit falsified data;

270 (9) allow students to copy, reproduce, or photograph

271 assessment items or components; or

272 (10) knowingly do anything that would affect the

273 security, validity, or reliability of standardized assessment

274 scores of any individual student, class, or school.

275 B. A school employee shall promptly report all assessment

276 violations or irregularities to a building administrator, an

277 LEA superintendent or director, or the USOE.

278 C. Educators who violate these rules or assessment

279 protocols are subject to Utah Professional Practices Advisory

280 Commission or Board disciplinary action consistent with R277-

281 515.

282 D. All assessment materials, questions and student

283 responses for required assessments shall be designated

284 protected, consistent with Section 63G-2-305, until released

285 by the USOE.

286 E. Each LEA shall ensure that all assessment content is

287 secured so that only authorized personnel have access and that

288 assessment materials are returned to USOE following testing,

289 as required by the USOE.  Individual educators or school

290 employees may not retain or distribute test materials, in

291 either paper or electronic form, for purposes inconsistent

292 with ethical test administration or beyond the time period

293 allowed for test administration.

294 R277-404-8. Time Periods for Assessment Administration.

295 A. LEA educators or trained employees shall administer

296 assessments required under R277-404-3 consistent with the

297 following schedule:

298 (1) All summative adaptive assessments, an online writing

299 assessment and a Utah alternative assessment (elementary and
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300 secondary, English language arts, math, science) within the

301 USOE annually designated assessment windows.

302 (2) The English language proficiency assessment:

303 (a) LEA educators or trained employees shall administer

304 the assessment annually to all English Learner students

305 identified as Level 1 Entering, Level 2 Beginning, Level 3

306 Developing, Level 4 Expanding, or enrolled for the first time

307 in the LEA at any time during the school year to show student

308 progress; and

309 (b) LEA educators or trained employees shall submit

310 English language proficiency assessment materials to the USOE-

311 identified scoring provider for scanning and scoring on a

312 schedule defined by the USOE.

313 (3) LEA educators or trained employees shall administer

314 pre-post kindergarten assessment for kindergarten students as

315 determined by the LEA during assessment windows determined by

316 the LEA.

317 (4) LEA educators or trained employees shall administer

318 one benchmark reading assessment determined by the Board for

319 grade 1, grade 2, and grade 3 students in the beginning,

320 midpoint, and end of the school year.

321 (5) LEA educators or trained employees shall administer

322 grade 3 end of year summative reading assessment using grade

323 3 SAGE English Language Arts.

324 (6) LEA educators or trained employees shall administer

325 NAEP assessments determined and required annually by the

326 United States Department of Education and administered to

327 students as directed by United States Department of Education.

328 B. LEA educators or trained employees shall complete all

329 required assessment procedures prior to the end of the USOE-

330 defined assessment window(s).

331 C. LEAs that have alternative schedules shall submit an

332 annual testing plan to the USOE by September 1 annually.  The

333 plan shall:
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334 (1) set dates for summative adaptive assessment

335 administration for courses taught face to face or online;

336 (2) set dates to assess students at the point in the

337 course where students have had approximately the same amount

338 of instructional time as students on a traditional full year

339 schedule; and

340 (3) provide a course level assessment schedule to the

341 USOE before instruction begins for the course.

342 R277-404-9. Data Exchanges.

343 A. The USOE IT Section shall communicate regularly with

344 LEAs regarding required formats for electronic submission of

345 required data.

346 B. LEAs shall update UTREx data using the processes and

347 according to schedule(s) determined by the USOE.

348 C. LEAs shall ensure that any computer software for

349 maintaining or submitting LEA data is compatible with data

350 reporting requirements as determined in R277-484.

351 D. The USOE shall provide directions to all LEAs

352 detailing the data exchange requirements for each assessment.

353 E. Each LEA shall verify that all the requirements of the

354 USOE-provided directions have been satisfied.

355 F. Consistent with Utah law, the USOE shall return

356 assessment results from all required assessments to the school

357 before the end of the school year.

358 KEY: assessment, student achievement

359 Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendment: [November 10,

360 2014]2015

361 Notice of Continuation: September 13, 2013

362 Authorizing, and Implemented or Interpreted Law: Art X Sec 3;

363 53A-1-603 through 53A-1-611; 53A-1-401(3)
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Assessment Schedule 
for Utah public school students 

• The following chart details assessments offered or required by the state or federal government. 
• Individual districts or governing boards may offer additional tests that are not mandated by the state or federal government. 

 
 

Assessment Description Grade Required By Data Use 
Approximate 
Testing Time 

Testing 
Window 

Data Collection 
and Reporting 
under FERPA  

SAGE 
Summative 

(Student Assessment of 
Growth and Excellence) 

End of course/grade 
assessment in 

English language arts, 
math and science 

English language arts 
3-11, 

Math 3-8, Math I, II, III 
Science 4-11, 

Earth Systems, Biology, 
Physics, Chemistry 

Federal and State Law, 
USOE Board Rule 

1. Assess proficiency in 
English language arts, 

math and science 
2. UCAS (Utah 

Comprehensive 
Accountability 

System) 
3. School Grading 

4. Teacher evaluation 

90 minutes per 
content area 

Six weeks prior to 
last Monday of the 

school year 
2014-15  

• ELA Writing: 
2/2/2015- 2/20/2015  

• Math/Science : 
4/1/2014-6/20/2015 

• Reading ELA 
4/15/2015-
6/20/2015 
 
*LEA discretion with 
alternate schedules with 
USOE approval  

Daily UTREx files for 
USOE and Local LEA 
reporting 
 

• Additional immediate 
online reporting 
system for 
parent/teacher/ 
student use  

Online Writing 
Assessment 

embedded in the 
SAGE English 
language arts 
assessment 

Writing assessment 
aligned to Utah state 
core writing standards 

English language arts 
3-11 

Federal and State Law, 
USOE Board Rule 

1. Assess proficiency 
in writing as part of 
English language arts 

2. UCAS (Utah 
Comprehensive 
Accountability 

System) 
3. Teacher evaluation 

Two 1-hour writing 
sessions 

• ELA Writing: 
2/2/2015- 
2/20/2015 
(additional field 
testing 2015)  

 
 

*LEA discretion with alternate schedules 
with USOE approval 

Daily UTREx files for 
USOE and Local LEA 
reporting 
 
• Additional immediate 

online reporting system 
for parent/teacher 
student use 

SAGE Interim 
(Student Assessment of 
Growth and Excellence) 

Fall and mid-year  
assessment in 

English language 
arts, math and 

science 

English language arts 
3-11, 

Math 3-8, Math I, II, III 
Science 4-11, 

Earth Systems, Biology, 
Physics, Chemistry 

Optional 
Assess proficiency in 

English language arts, 
math and science 

90 minutes per 
content area 

Open window 
• Immediate online 

reporting system for 
teacher/ student use  

DIBELS 
(Dynamic Indicators of 

Basic Early 
Literacy Skills) 

Reading fluency 
assessment 

1-3 
State Law, 

USOE Board Rule 

1. Assess reading 
proficiency 

2. Assess reading goals 

5 minutes per 
student, three times 

per year 

Completed by: 
Sep. 30, Jan. 31, and 

June 15 

Local LEA submission of 
files to USOE through 
UTREx of reading 
designation only three 
times a year.  
• USOE & Local LEA 

reporting 

WIDA ACCESS 
(World Class 

Instruction Design) 

English language 
proficiency assessment 
for English learner (EL) 

students 

EL students 
K-12 

Federal and State Law, 
USOE Board Rule 

1. Language 
proficiency 

2. Placement 
3. EL Services 

3-4 hours 

Jan. 14 –March 13  
• Same window for 

traditional and year 

round 

Local LEA submission 
of files  to USOE 
through UTREx  

• Local LEA reporting 



Assessment Description Grade Required By Data Use 
Approximate 
Testing Time 

Testing 
Window 

Data Collection 
and Reporting 

EXPLORE & PLAN 
College and career 
readiness exams 

8 or 9, 10 
State Law, 

USOE Board Rule 
School information 2-3 hours 

September 1- 
November 28, 2014 

Local LEA submission of 
files to ACT for Scoring 
• USOE & Local LEA 

reporting 

ACT 
College and career 
readiness exams 

11 
State Law, 

USOE Board Rule 
School Grading 3-4 hours 

First Tuesday in March 
(make-up test third 
Tuesday in March) 

Local LEA submission of 
files to ACT for Scoring 
• USOE & Local LEA 

reporting 

NAEP 
(National Assessment 

of Educational 
Progress) 

National 
assessment given to 

students across 
the nation 

Sampling of Utah 
schools in grades 

4, 8, 12 

Federal and State Law, 
USOE Board Rule 

National Content Test 
in language arts, math 

and science 
90 minutes Jan. 21-Mar 1 

USOE submission to NAEP  
• USOE reporting in 

aggregate 

DLM 
Dynamic Learning Maps 

(Utah Alternative 
Assessment) 

Alternative Utah state 
summative assessment 

for special education 
students 

3-11 
(1% of students) 

Federal and State Law, 
USOE Board Rule 

Assess proficiency in 
language arts, math 

and science; 
used for school and 

teacher accountability 

Varies by student 
Six weeks prior to last 
Monday of school year 

Daily UTREx files for 
USOE and Local LEA 
reporting 

 

 

  *UTREx/Data Clearinghouse 

The UTREx/Data Clearinghouse gathers and stores student data throughout the year for exchanging student records and for reporting at the local, state and national levels under FERPA guidelines. 

Updated August 14, 2014 by the Utah State Board of Education 



What is the Role of Assessment in Education? 

Assessment is the process of gathering and using information from multiple and diverse sources in order 

to develop a deep understanding of what students know, understand, and can do with their knowledge 

as a result of their educational experiences; the process culminates when assessment results are used to 

improve subsequent learning. Today's students need to know not only the basic reading and arithmetic 

skills, but also skills that will allow them to face a world that is continually changing. They must be able 

to think critically, to analyze, and to make inferences as never before. Teachers use assessment 

information to guide their instruction.  Assessment results provide teachers with the information they 

need to provide appropriate individualized instruction, remediation, or enhanced learning experiences.  

Assessment is a valuable instructional tool to ensure that students are receiving the appropriate 

instructional supports.   

 

Three Types of Assessment: Formative, Interim/Benchmark, Summative: 

Formative Assessment   refers to a wide variety of methods that teachers use on a daily basis to conduct 

in process evaluations of student learning and academic progress during a lesson, unit, or course.  

Formative assessments help teachers identify concepts that students are struggling to understand, skills 

they are having difficulty acquiring or learning standards they have not yet achieved so that adjustments 

can be made to lessons, instructional techniques and academic support given.  The general goal of 

formative assessment is collect data while it is happening.  Examples would be daily class quizzes, 

discussions, checking for understanding, and monitoring progress.  

Interim/Benchmark Assessment   refers to assessments that occur at specific intervals along the way to 

ensure that learning is occurring at the rate and the degree expected.  This data is used to compare 

student achievement and progress with that of other students.  Typically teachers use this data to 

inform their lesson planning and instructional materials.  Often, teachers will view these data together 

and plan together as a way to improve their own professional learning and improve teaching.   

Summative Assessment refers to assessments that are used to evaluate student learning progress and 

achievement at the conclusion of a specific instructional period.  It can be thought of as an annual 

check-up to reflect on student learning that has happened during the year as to the degree that the 

student’s achievement for the year/course has been attained. The data can be used to compare student 

achievement and progress with that of other students, teachers, and schools. 



Role of Assessment Teachers Students/Parents Schools Policymakers USOE involvement 

Formative                    
EX: Daily quizzes, 
small and whole 
class discussions, 
learning games, 
monitoring 
progress. 

Checking for 
understanding, 
adjusting 
instruction, 
question and 
answer for 
mastery. 

Promotes parent 
and student 
understanding 
and monitoring 
of content and 
student learning.  
Provides 
feedback for 
additional 
supports. 

Supports 
teachers in daily 
instruction, 
provides 
collaborative 
tools, informs 
instructional 
practice, and 
improves 
remediation 
and enrichment 
strategies. 

Financial 
support of 
tools, 
platforms, 
professional 
learning 
opportunities 
etc. to assist 
teachers in 
daily 
instruction. 

Provides “tools" 
only support of 
platforms, item 
banks, modules and 
professional 
learning 
opportunities that 
teachers can 
optionally use to 
assist daily 
instruction. No data 
collection. 

Interim/Benchmark    
Periodic 
assessments given 
within a term or 
focused on specific 
learning standards.  
EX: District created, 
school created, 
DIBELS,  one SAGE 
interim 

Ensure student 
learning is 
occurring at 
rate and to 
degree 
expected. 
Provides 
opportunities 
for school 
level 
collaboration. 

Ensure learning is 
occurring at the 
rate and degree 
expected. 
Students can 
seek additional 
supports if 
needed along the 
way. 

Local data is 
used for 
collaboration 
for 
student/school 
improvement 
process. 

Financial 
support of 
tools 
platforms, etc. 
to assist 
teachers in 
common 
assessments 
and 
instruction. 

Provide one 
optional SAGE 
interim opportunity.  
No data collected at 
state level. 

Summative                            
EX: SAGE ELA, 
Math, and Science, 
ACT,  CTE 
certifications 

Data is used to 
reflect if 
students are 
on track for 
college and 
career 
readiness, and 
identify 
strengths and 
weaknesses in 
instruction and 
in student 
achievement. 

Annual check-up 
to determine 
college and 
career readiness, 
and identify 
individual 
student strengths 
and weaknesses. 

Provides 
schools/districts 
with 
information on 
student/teacher 
/grade and 
school 
achievement 
that can be 
compared 
within and 
across groups. 
Data is used in 
school 
improvement 
process. 

Compare 
school 
achievement 
and growth 
for 
accountability 
purposes. 
Provide 
rewards 
and/or 
interventions 
to schools.  
Target 
resources to 
schools in 
need of 
improvement. 

Provide 
implementation of 
summative 
assessment 
processes. Provide 
all summative 
assessment data 
and reporting 
utilizing growth and 
achievement 
measurements used 
by all stakeholders. 

 

 

 



Response to Concerns Surrounding Summative SAGE Assessments 
 
 

1. End of Course Testing takes too much time and decreases instructional time 
Summative (end of course) assessments provide valuable student information.  Similar to an annual 
check-up, student reports of a SAGE summative assessment can be used to improve future instruction 
for individual students.  This data gives parents, students, and their teachers’ valuable information 
about their new students at the beginning of the school year.    With summative data schools can 
measure the achievement and growth of students each year as well as monitor achievement and growth 
at the school, district and state level.  Actual summative testing time is less than 1% of the instructional 
school year (6.5 hours out of a 990 hour; minimum instructional schedule).  
 

2. SAGE is too difficult and confusing for students 
SAGE measures readiness for college and careers.  Challenging questions assess more rigorous standards 
designed to prepare students to be successful in post high school endeavors.  SAGE provides critical and 
timely data which allows students to better prepare for their future.  With this data, students and their 
parents can access strategic support and interventions needed to prevent expensive and time-
consuming professional or college-level courses.    
 

3. SAGE technology is frustrating and problematic for students to navigate 
All new technologies have a learning curve and USOE has received some feedback that the technology 
was difficult for some students to navigate during the first time SAGE was administered.  However, the 
majority of the feedback has been very positive with schools and districts reporting that students were 
more engaged in the testing process and liked the new format and test questions.  LEAs have worked 
with USOE to address all technology concerns.   
 

4. SAGE roll out has been poorly executed 
The initial implementation of any new technology system includes a learning curve for all involved.  
Given the condensed timeline for implementation, the number of students, tests and schools that 
implemented this new system at the very same time, there have been relatively few concerns.  All of 
these concerns have either been addressed immediately, or placed on schedules for future upgrades.  
Local districts agree that the roll out was smoother than expected, much better than previously 
implemented computer based testing.  
 

5. Changing assessment systems/platforms is painful 
Implementing new systems always results in a learning curve.  Students, teachers and administrators as 
well as Information Technology staff require time to learn and become comfortable with any new 
system.    In 2013, the previous tests, Criterion-Referenced Tests (CRTs) were computer administered to 
approximately 390,000 students. Regardless of the platform chosen for SAGE, the majority of students 
would have been required to learn a new testing system.   
 

6. SAGE testing requires too many computers 
The use of technology to develop, administer and score assessments has placed a great burden on 
schools with limited technology.  Utah began assessing students for end of level tests with a computer 
based administration in 2007.  Each year following, more schools implemented computer based testing.  
In 2009, all end of level tests administered in the spring were administered in a computer based format, 
resulting in 100% of Utah students participating in computer testing, three years before SAGE was 
implemented.  Districts and schools that have implemented additional locally required computer tests, 
have also increased the requirement for technology to administer all of these tests.  As students prepare 
for post-secondary success, computer testing is used in both colleges and careers based training.  



 
7. Where do the SAGE questions come from?   

All SAGE questions go through an extensive Utah-specific development and review process.  Utah 
teachers and content experts review each question for alignment to the Utah Core Standards, depth of 
knowledge, bias and sensitivity, and item difficulty.  All questions are reviewed by a 15 member parent 
panel chosen by the Utah State Legislature, Utah State Board of Education, and the Governor’s office. 
Continual development allows Utah to own items written by Utah teachers for Utah teachers.  
 

8. Why can’t all parents view the test questions?   
SAGE summative tests are similar to final exams, ACT, SAT, Advanced Placement Tests, GED, GRE, etc., 
where the test questions are kept secure to ensure that each student has the same opportunity to 
answer questions correctly.  The validity of test scores is dependent on secure questions.  Parents can 
view similar questions through the public SAGE training tests.  A 15 member Parent Review Committee 
has reviewed every question in the SAGE item (questions) bank.   
 

9. Test prep for SAGE is too time consuming 
Teachers are encouraged to focus their instructional time on teaching the Utah Core Standards.  
Minimal time should be spent on teaching students good test taking strategies and reviewing the 
technology to respond to different types of test questions.  With the adaptive nature of SAGE, there is 
no “prepping” for the test.  There are over 400 questions available for each test.   The best preparation 
is teaching the core standards.   
 

10. Scores on SAGE are too low 
SAGE scores now provide essential data as to each student’s performance in regards to college and 
career readiness.  With the increased rigor of the Utah Core Standards, the aligned assessment system 
has increased expectations of student performance.  The SAGE results now are similar to scores on ACT 
and NAEP.  Recent experience in other states, as well as past experience in Utah suggests that test 
scores will improve after the administration of a new assessment.   
 

11. End of course data requires that student data is sent to a third party vendor for scoring 
Many assessments currently in use in Utah involve administration and scoring by a third party vendor 
(outside service provider).  Local districts use Yearly Progress Pro (YPP), DIBELS, Illuminate, Data Wise, 
Utah Compose, Accuity, ACT and ASVAB and are all administered and scored by third party vendors.    
The data is secure and complies with all board, state and federal requirements for the transfer, storing 
and reporting of the data.  The Utah State Board of Education owns student data collected, scored, or 
held by third party vendors.  Vendors may not share or sell that data.  In addition, student level data 
cannot be shared or used for any purpose outside the scope of the limited expressed permission of the 
Board.  
 

12. SAGE results aren’t nationally normed 
“Norming” infers the comparison of a student to other test takers.   Student normed performance is not 
measured against a standard or criteria but only other test takers. Due to the recent implementation of 
Common Core Standards, there are currently no national assessments that have been normed. SAGE 
results are benchmarked against proficiency on the Utah core standards, with ACT and NAEP used as 
referents to determine the proficiency cut scores, thus ensuring college and career readiness.   
 

13. SAGE needs to be improved 
USOE has implemented improvements to SAGE based on feedback received from the spring 2014 
administration.  These improvements and enhancements include:  reducing the time for the writing test, 
adding a dictionary, improving the test administration instructions and improving the text to speech and 
listening features, and additional item development.  USOE will continue to improve SAGE each year.     
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2013-14 SAGE Summative Tests Parental Exclusion Report 

Background 
Utah Code 53A-15-1403(9) permits parents, or students over the age of 18, to request to be excused from tests 
administered statewide, including the Student Assessment of Growth and Excellence (SAGE) Summative tests. That law 
also instructs that, as a result of the student being excluded from statewide tests, neither the district or charter school 
(LEA) nor its staff should be negatively affected in school grading or employee evaluations. As such, students who were 
exempt from testing in accordance with this law are excluded from participation and performance calculations for 
Utah’s state accountability measures. These students cannot be excluded from federal accountability measures and 
reports, however, and are reported as non-participants. This may affect an LEA’s qualification for and the reception of 
certain federal dollars. A student who was not under parental exclusion and did not take the SAGE SUMMATIVE test due 
to absence or other reasons is counted as a non-participant in both state and federal accountability participation rate 
calculations. 

Parental Exclusion Rates 
For the 2013-2014 school year, 1,119,465 SAGE Summative tests were expected to be taken (including the Math, 
Science, and English Language Arts subject tests). Approximately 2% of these tests were not taken due to the parental 
exclusion under Utah Code 53A-15-1403(9).  This percentage was higher in charter schools (7.6%) than in district schools 
(1.5%). Parental exclusion rates, by LEA, ranged from 0% to 73%. Sixteen schools had a parental exclusion rate of over 
20%. Among these, seven were online or virtual schools, seven were charter schools, and two were district schools. 
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LEA Type LEA Name Percent of Tests with Parental Exclusion 
District Alpine District 2.8% 
District Beaver District 2.5% 
District Box Elder District 0.3% 
District Cache District 0.5% 
District Canyons District 0.8% 
District Carbon District 0.4% 
District Daggett District 0.6% 
District Davis District 1.9% 
District Duchesne District 4.3% 
District Emery District 0.2% 
District Garfield District 0.1% 
District Grand District 3.3% 
District Granite District 0.7% 
District Iron District 0.2% 
District Jordan District 1.0% 
District Juab District 0.7% 
District Kane District 1.4% 
District Logan City District 0.3% 
District Millard District 0.2% 
District Morgan District 6.5% 
District Murray District 1.7% 
District Nebo District 0.8% 
District North Sanpete District 1.2% 
District North Summit District 0.7% 
District Ogden City District 0.4% 
District Park City District 1.4% 
District Piute District 3.0% 
District Provo District 5.1% 
District Rich District 1.99% 
District Salt Lake District 0.3% 
District San Juan District 1.0% 
District Sevier District 1.8% 
District South Sanpete District 2.6% 
District South Summit District 0.3% 
District Tintic District 1.2% 
District Tooele District 1.5% 
District Uintah District 5.1% 
District Wasatch District 1.6% 
District Washington District 1.5% 
District Wayne District 0.7% 
District Weber District 1.0% 
District Overall 1.5% 
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LEA 
Type 

LEA Name Percent of Tests with Parental Exclusion 

Charter Academy for Math Engineering & Science (AMES) 0.3% 
Charter Alianza Academy 1.6% 
Charter American Leadership Academy 7.4% 
Charter American Preparatory Academy 1.3% 
Charter Aristotle Academy 0.0% 
Charter Bear River Charter School 2.5% 
Charter Beehive Science & Technology Academy (BSTA) 1.2% 
Charter Canyon Grove Academy 19.7% 
Charter Canyon Rim Academy 0.0% 
Charter Channing Hall 0.0% 
Charter City Academy 0.9% 
Charter C.S. Lewis Academy 49.8% 
Charter DaVinci Academy 33.0% 
Charter Dual Immersion Academy 0.0% 
Charter Early Light Academy at Daybreak 6.3% 
Charter East Hollywood High 0.3% 
Charter Edith Bowen Laboratory School 0.0% 
Charter Endeavor Hall 1.2% 
Charter Entheos Academy 3.9% 
Charter Excelsior Academy 3.7% 
Charter Fast Forward High 1.3% 
Charter Freedom Preparatory Academy 5.8% 
Charter Gateway Preparatory Academy 24.6% 
Charter George Washington Academy 5.9% 
Charter Good Foundations Academy 2.4% 
Charter Guadalupe School 0.0% 
Charter Hawthorn Academy 0.0% 
Charter Highmark Charter School 1.9% 
Charter Intech Collegiate High School 1.1% 
Charter Itineris Early College High 8.7% 
Charter Jefferson Academy 3.5% 
Charter John Hancock Charter School 19.8% 
Charter Karl G. Maeser Preparatory Academy 11.7% 
Charter Lakeview Academy 3.7% 
Charter Leadership Learning Academy 1.7% 
Charter Legacy Preparatory Academy 9.0% 
Charter Liberty Academy 7.9% 
Charter Lincoln Academy 13.5% 
Charter Mana Academy Charter School 50.3% 
Charter Maria Montessori Academy 1.5% 
Charter Merit College Preparatory Academy 3.3% 
Charter Moab Charter School 0.0% 
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LEA 
Type 

LEA Name Percent of Tests with Parental Exclusion 

Charter Monticello Academy 1.8% 
Charter Mountain Heights Academy 15.1% 
Charter Mountainville Academy 5.4% 
Charter Navigator Pointe Academy 1.5% 
Charter Northern Utah Academy for Math Engineering & Science 

(NUAMES) 
2.5% 

Charter Noah Webster Academy 2.3% 
Charter North Davis Preparatory Academy 2.4% 
Charter North Star Academy 3.8% 
Charter Odyssey Charter School 10.4% 
Charter Ogden Preparatory Academy 0.5% 
Charter Open Classroom 2.6% 
Charter Pacific Heritage Academy 29.1% 
Charter Paradigm High School 22.6% 
Charter Pinnacle Canyon Academy 0.0% 
Charter Pioneer High School for the Performing Arts 72.7% 
Charter Promontory School of Expeditionary Learning 1.8% 
Charter Providence Hall 4.2% 
Charter Quest Academy 2.3% 
Charter Ranches Academy 1.1% 
Charter Reagan Academy 0.7% 
Charter Renaissance Academy 10.8% 
Charter Rockwell Charter High School 19.3% 
Charter Salt Lake Arts Academy 0.1% 
Charter Salt Lake Center for Science Education 0.0% 
Charter Salt Lake School for the Performing Arts 0.0% 
Charter Soldier Hollow Charter School 5.1% 
Charter Spectrum Academy 2.6% 
Charter Success Academy 0.3% 
Charter Summit Academy 2.8% 
Charter Summit Academy High School 2.9% 
Charter Syracuse Arts Academy 0.7% 
Charter Thomas Edison  5.4% 
Charter Timpanogos Academy 0.0% 
Charter Tuacahn High School for the Performing Arts 1.6% 
Charter Uintah River High 6.7% 
Charter Utah Career Path High School 16.5% 
Charter Utah Connections Academy 9.0% 
Charter Utah County Academy of Science (UCAS) 0.0% 
Charter Utah International Charter School 0.0% 
Charter Utah Virtual Academy 21.7% 
Charter Valley Academy 1.6% 
Charter Venture Academy 3.2% 
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LEA 
Type 

LEA Name Percent of Tests with Parental Exclusion 

Charter Vista at Entrada School of Performing Arts and Technology 2.4% 
Charter Voyage Academy 0.9% 
Charter Walden School of Liberal Arts 1.8% 
Charter Wasatch Peak Academy 0.0% 
Charter Weilenmann School of Discovery 0.9% 
Charter Overall 7.6% 
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TO: Jo Ellen Shaeffer and Judy Park, USOE 
FROM: Scott Marion, Center for Assessment 
RE: Technical and Policy Advisory Recommendations on “Opt Out” 
DATE: March 30, 2015 
 
USOE asked the Utah Technical Advisory (TAC) and the Policy Advisory Committees (PAC) to 
offer recommendations about how USOE should address the accountability implications 
presented by the recently passed legislation, Parental Rights in Education (Senate Bill 204-S02).  
The TAC met on March 17th and the PAC met on March 25th.  Both groups discussed and 
offered recommendations regarding the “opt out” law recognizing that the Utah State Board of 
Education will need to adopt a rule that addresses the ramifications of having too many students 
missing from accountability calculation to produce valid scores (or grades).  
 
Both committees were concerned with any rule that permits fewer than 95% of students to 
participate in statewide assessments. While 95% may seem arbitrarily high, we can look at 
another extreme and acknowledge that, if only 20% of the students participated in the state 
assessments, for example, it does not seem possible to provide a credible accountability score. 
Therefore, both advisory bodies offered recommendations for the State Board that tried to meet 
the spirit of the law while preserving the credibility of the accountability scores.   
 
The TAC recommended a lower threshold of 80% participation.  Once a school/district has 
fewer than 80% of its students participating (i.e., 79.9%), no school grade or other 
accountability score should be provided. However, the TAC was concerned that if the 20% of 
potential non-participants were not representative of the rest of the school population, the 
accountability results would still be invalid.  Therefore, the TAC also recommended that once 
the participation rate drops below 90% (i.e., 89.9%), a test1 must be performed to document 
that the participating students are representative of the full school population.  If the school 
fails this test, no school grade or other accountability score will be provided. 

 
The TAC strongly recommended that students be prohibiting from opting out of formative 
assessment and locally-developed assessments because it will harm students by depriving 
educators and students of instructionally useful information and instructionally beneficial 
experiences. It would be equivalent to allowing students to opt out of instruction. 
 
The PAC fully endorsed the TAC recommendations presented above. However, the PAC wanted 
to go one step further and require that any score/grade based on fewer than 95% of the 
school enrollment be marked with an asterisk (*) to indicate that it is not likely a fully valid 
score. 
 
                                                 
1 The specific criteria for such a test will be based on tolerances associated with a chi-square test associated for 
evaluating differences in proportions. 
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With new state assessments kicking into full swing across 
the country, schools are seeing more and more parents 
wanting to opt out their children. Determining whether states 
allow assessment opt-outs can be complex and is constantly 
evolving. In some states the answer is clear: State policies 
either allow or prohibit state assessment opt-outs, or state 
departments of education issue clear guidance that opt-outs 
are not allowed. 

In many states, however, the guidance as to whether opt-outs 
are allowed is far less clear, as departments of education 
are often silent on the issue. Additionally, many states have 
no consequences in place for not participating in mandatory 
assessments, adding a further wrinkle to defining what it 
means for states to truly prohibit opt-outs. 

Assessment Opt-Out Policies:  
State responses to parent pushback

Stephanie Aragon, Julie Rowland and Micah Ann Wixom

Confusion is growing 
as parents increasingly 

want to opt their 
children out of state 

tests. Some state 
policies are clear on 

this issue, but many are 
still working through 

the process.

Laws in some states — 
such as Arkansas and 
Texas — clearly prohibit 
opt-outs, while the law is 
less clear in other states. 

Legislation introduced in 
New Jersey would allow 
opt-outs. Similar legislation in 
Mississippi failed to progress. 

State laws in California and 
Utah allow parents to opt 
their children out of state 
assessments for any reason. 
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The information provided in this report is not exhaustive and derives from a variety of sources. It is meant to provide state education leaders 
with a broad look at how their peer states are handling similar challenges. 

Opt-outs allowed
A few states have laws or regulations expressly allowing parents to opt out of assessments 
for any reason. Utah1 and California2 provide good examples of explicit opt-out 
language. Additionally, legislators in New Jersey and North Dakota recently introduced 
bills that would allow parents to opt out of assessments. 

New Jersey’s bill would require parents to provide written notification at least 14 days 
before the assessment and would require districts and schools to provide alternative 
activities.3 North Dakota’s bill would require parents to be notified of their right to opt out 
prior to test administration.4 Another bill expressly permitting opt-outs was introduced 
this session in Mississippi, but subsequently died in committee.5

In several other states, opt-outs are not provided for in statute but are permitted by the 
department of education. The Minnesota Department of Education, for example, has 
indicated that there are no consequences for students who opt out of state exams.6 Even 
though the completion of state exams is included as a graduation requirement, diplomas 
cannot be withheld from students who refuse to participate. Similarly, the Michigan 
Department of Education discourages but does not prohibit student opt-outs.7

Many states exempt students from participating in state assessments in cases of a physical 
disability, medical reasons or emergencies. Two states allow parents to opt out for a 
religious objection (see sidebar). Activist groups across the country have encouraged parents to use these limited exemptions as a 
basis for opting out even when students may not fit within the exemptions. This is occurring in Portland, Oregon, where activists are 
encouraging parents to opt out under the state’s religious exemption.8 

Opt-outs not allowed: The spectrum of guidance
In states that do not expressly allow students and parents to opt out, publicly available 
responses from state departments of education run along a spectrum from silence on the 
issue to state guidance or policies clearly prohibiting opt-outs. 

Departments of education in several states — such as New Jersey9 and South Carolina10 

— have given guidance to local district and school leadership that either prohibits schools 
and districts from allowing parents to opt their children out or expressly states that 
students must take state assessments. 

Few state departments provide information directly to parents and the public about 
opting out. Oregon11 and Ohio12 appear to be two of the only states that take the extra 
step of providing public information, clearly outlining both the purpose of their state 
assessments and the potential consequences to not taking them. 

In states that prohibit opting out of state assessments, departments frequently cite state 
policies. These policies usually require school districts to administer state assessments 
to all students in specified grades — sometimes with limited exceptions. In addition to 
requiring districts to administer assessments to all students, some states’ policies also 
require students to take them. For example, state law in Arkansas says that participation 
in the state testing program is mandatory,13 while Texas does not allow parents to 
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Research on opt-outs  
and their impact

A New Jersey law firm has analyzed 
court cases and laws commonly 
cited by the parent advocacy 
group United Opt Out. The analysis 
concluded that these sources do 
not support a parent’s right to opt 
students out of state assessments.20

Research for Action’s policy brief 
describes how opt-outs may 
positively or negatively impact 
school performance ratings and 
teacher and principal evaluations.21

Religious exemptions

Oregon16 and Pennsylvania17 
excuse students from state testing 
to accommodate religious beliefs. 
In Pennsylvania, parents seem 
to be utilizing this policy to opt 
their students out of state tests.18 It 
doesn’t appear the state has issued 
guidance to parents or districts on 
this issue, although some school 
districts are apparently taking 
disciplinary action against teachers 
who inform parents about this opt-
out provision.19
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remove a student from class or other school activity to avoid a test.14 Many departments 
of education also cite provisions from Section 1111 of the No Child Left Behind Act to 
support their stance that students must participate in state assessments.15

Finally, many states appear to be silent on the issue, meaning there is no publicly 
available communication from departments of education to local district and school 
leaders or the public about the state’s stance on opting-out. In these cases, local district 
or school leaders may adopt their own policies. For example, a North Dakota school 
district informed parents that while state policies require the district to administer state 
assessments to all students, the district will not take action against any student who does 
not participate.22

Loosening a state’s grip on testing
A handful of states are seeking ways to bypass state laws to release districts from their 
testing obligations. In Colorado, the state Board of Education was stymied in its attempt 
to grant testing waivers to districts after the state attorney general determined that it does 
not have this authority. However, the board recently passed a motion that relieves districts 
of any penalty if fewer than 95 percent of students participate in testing because of opt-
outs this spring.23 The Department of Education encouraged districts to make a good faith 
effort to test all students in accordance with state and federal law. 

In Louisiana, Gov. Bobby Jindal recently issued an executive order that could allow parent 
opt-outs, although stakeholders have requested that the Board of Education clarify the 
state’s policy.24 

Related ECS resources:
For a high-level overview of which tests are taken where, check out our snapshot of states’ assessment choices, 50 Ways to Test: A look at 
state summative assessments in 2014-15.

To better understand the standards landscape, States and the (not so) new standards – where are they now? examines how states are 
affirming, modifying or replacing the Common Core State Standards and provides information about who controls standard-setting in 
various states. 

Take a deeper dive with State standard-setting processes, which includes profiles of the actions taken in eight states, as well as the 
measures used by those states to validate their standards.
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A parent rights state of 
mind: New York City

New York City’s City Council is 
currently considering allowing 
parents to opt out of assessments.25 
A potential resolution, which will 
likely be released by publication 
of this paper, would ask the city’s 
Education Department to add 
provisions about parent opt-out to 
the department’s Parents’ Bill of 
Rights and Responsibilities. 

While New York state does not 
have a formal opt-out provision, the 
city’s parent guide to assessment 
participation indicates that 
principals must respect the parents’ 
decision about testing and work 
with parents to provide students 
with an alternate activity.25

The following appendix provides a brief snapshot of information related to assessment opt-outs across the 50 states and District of 
Columbia, where available.
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http://www.ecs.org/clearinghouse/01/16/06/11606.pdf
http://www.ecs.org/clearinghouse/01/14/21/11421.pdf
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Alabama
No information identified.

Alaska
No information identified.

Arizona
The Department of Education’s parent guide to understanding 
state assessments clearly states that, per state and federal policies, 
parents may not allow students to opt out of state assessments. 

Arkansas 
According to the state Department of Education, participation in 
state assessments is mandatory under state law unless the state 
Board of Education decides otherwise. However, the state board 
is not permitted to make accommodations that negate the validity 
of a statewide assessment, which result in less than 95 percent 
of all students attending public school participating in the testing 
program. 

California 
California law (Cal. Educ. Code § 60615) allows parents to opt 
their children out of assessments through a written request. 
Districts are required to keep track of how many students were 
opted out by their parents. 

Colorado
Although the state attorney general recently found that the state 
Board of Education does not have the authority to grant testing 
waivers to districts, the board recently passed a motion that seeks 
to exempt districts from any penalty if fewer than 95 percent of 
students participate in testing this spring. 

Connecticut
The Department of Education clarified the state’s policies on state 
assessments in two separate documents sent to district-level staff, 
namely that all students (with two minor exemptions) must take 
them. 

Delaware 
Citing state and federal law, the Department of Education’s one-
page publication on opt-outs states that students are exempt from 
state tests only for extreme medical incidents or for reasons of 
mental health.

District of Columbia
While information from the District of Columbia was not 
identified, one high school warned that students who do not 
participate in assessments will not be eligible to participate in 
sports next year.

Florida
Although information about Florida’s position could not be located 
on the Department of Education’s website, it appears that Florida 
does not allow students to opt out of assessments. Pam Stewart, 
the state’s commissioner of education, wrote a letter to state Sen. 
Don Gaetz clarifying Florida’s position and highlighting, in detail, 
the potential consequences of a student opting out. Interestingly, 
a Florida school district had voted to opt the entire district out of 
state tests but reversed that decision because of the consequences.

Georgia
No information identified.

Hawaii 
Hawaii appears to require all students to participate in state 
assessments (see p. 14 of the state’s test administration manual).

Idaho
Idaho has no policy allowing for students to opt out. It appears 
that districts can make their own decisions, but the Department 
of Education provides help for any districts that need to respond 
to parents who want to opt out. The state’s Smarter Balanced 
Educator Communicators Toolkit includes suggested answers to 
questions about opting out. 

Illinois 
The Illinois State Board of Education issued a letter to parents 
stating that students may not opt out of the PARCC assessment 
under state and federal law. The board also states that districts 
can develop a policy for those students who refuse to take 
assessments on testing days, but emphasizes that refusal would 
violate state and federal laws.

Indiana
Indiana’s Department of Education acknowledges that it is not 
against the law for a parent to refuse to allow a child to participate 
in assessments but cautions that students must participate in 
statewide assessments to graduate. Additional consequences and 
procedures to manage students who refuse to participate are 
determined at the local school level.

Appendix
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http://www.azed.gov/wp-content/uploads/PDF/AIMSDPAcolor.pdf
http://www.azed.gov/wp-content/uploads/PDF/AIMSDPAcolor.pdf
http://www.arkansased.org/faqs/130/where-can-i-find-additional-information-regarding-student-assessment-requirements
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=edc&group=60001-61000&file=60604-60618
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sa/smarterftqa.asp
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sa/smarterftqa.asp
https://blogcea.files.wordpress.com/2013/12/opt-out-state-testing-requests_2014.pdf
http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/lib/sde/pdf/ccss/newsletter/2013_academic_office_newsletter_December.pdf
http://dedoe.schoolwires.net/cms/lib09/DE01922744/Centricity/domain/111/assessment/_DE_Requirement_toTestStudents.pdf
http://www.wilsonhs.org/apps/news/show_news.jsp?REC_ID=269141&id=0
http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/answer-sheet/wp/2015/01/31/so-much-for-choice-florida-says-parents-cant-opt-out-their-kids-from-standardized-tests/
http://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2014/09/02/florida-school-district-retracts-historic-testing-opt-out-decision
http://alohahsap.org/EOC/wp-content/uploads/HI_TAM_2013_2014.pdf
http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/common/docs/Talking%20Points%20and%20Sample%20Letter%20for%20Questions%20on%20Opting%20Out.pdf
http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/commonAssessment/
http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/commonAssessment/
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=4&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CC8QFjAD&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.isbe.net%2Fregionaloffices%2Fword%2Fparcc-opt-out-family-ltr.docx&ei=267jVJPMLJafyATnooK4Dw&usg=AFQjCNE4lcE3itCmMJ3gyCTNC2OQc4Ax9A&sig2=-Z0naP
http://www.doe.in.gov/sites/default/files/assessment/iapm-1415-chapter-10-testpoliciesadminsec.pdf


Iowa 
Iowa provides clear guidance on its Department of Education 
website, prohibiting opt-outs under state and federal law. 
The department provides that school districts determine the 
consequences for parents who choose to opt their children out. 

Kansas 
Opt-out issues are handled at the local level. Kansas expects a 
minimum of 95 percent participation this year.

Kentucky 
The commissioner of education  clarified that opting out of 
assessments is prohibited. He cited Kentucky statute Ky. Rev. Stat. 
Ann. § 158.6453 and 703 Ky. Admin. Regs. 5:140 as creating an 
accountability system that is designed to ensure that all schools 
and districts are serving all students and that gaps in categories of 
students are identified, addressed and closed. The commissioner 
asked that schools explain to parents that all students must be 
tested to accomplish these goals.

Louisiana
In addition to efforts to remove the Common Core standards 
from his state, Gov. Bobby Jindal issued an executive order on 
Jan. 30, 2015, that could allow parent opt-outs. According to news 
reports, the governor, state school boards association and a state 
teachers union, along with several districts and Common Core 
opponents, have requested that the Board of Elementary and 
Secondary Education schedule a special meeting to clarify the 
state’s opt-out policy.  

Maine
No information identified.

Maryland
According to a brochure released by the Maryland State 
Department of Education, while parents have a fundamental right 
to choose whether to send their children to a public school, they 
cannot selectively choose or reject parts of the public education 
program itself — including student testing. A parent-initiated 
lawsuit challenging mandatory assessments and confirming a 
parent’s right to refuse testing in Maryland is pending.

Massachusetts
According to a 2014 letter from the state’s commissioner of 
education, participation is mandatory because Massachusetts 
law (Mass. Gen. Laws Ann. 69 §1i) does not contain an opt-out 
provision. However, the same letter requires schools to provide 
an alternative educational activity for students who refuse to 
participate in the assessment. Still, one Massachusetts district that 
allowed students to refuse to take a state pilot exam received a 

notice from the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education 
reiterating the assessment mandate.

Michigan
According to a report by the Michigan Department of Education, 
there is no rule prohibiting parents from opting their students 
out of assessments. However, districts are encouraged to limit 
exemptions because they will be held to the requirement that 95 
percent of their students complete the assessment. 

Minnesota
Currently, no consequences exist for students in Minnesota 
who opt out of state exams. According to a Department of 
Education presentation, although students in grade 8 and above 
are expected to participate in the exams in order to meet their 
graduation assessment requirements, diplomas will not be 
withheld from students who are absent during testing. While state 
statute does not specifically allow for opt-outs, it does not prevent 
students from refusing to participate. Some districts assist in this 
process by providing opt-out forms (like the form provided by 
Minneapolis Public Schools).

Mississippi 
State statute (Miss. Code Ann. § 37-16-7) requires students to 
achieve a passing score on each of the required high school exit 
exams in order to receive their diploma. There is a bill working 
its way through the legislature that would prohibit entirely the 
state Board of Education and local school districts from including 
assessments in graduation requirements. Another bill that 
specifically granted parents the right to opt their children out 
of the exams and to formalize a procedure for opt-outs died in 
committee.

Missouri
Currently, no formal process exists for students to opt out of state 
assessments. A Q&A report by the Department of Education notes 
that districts are compelled by federal and state statute to assess 
all of the students in their district. State statute requires district 
school boards to establish a written policy on student participation 
in these exams.

Montana 
No information was identified. 

Nebraska
It is unclear if parents may opt out of state assessments on behalf 
of students. Some materials from the Department of Education 
(including the 2013 online test administration manual and the 
accountability scoring rules) reference a mechanism for parent 
refusal of state assessments, but other materials do not. The 
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https://www.educateiowa.gov/resources/laws-and-regulations/legal-lessons/opting-out-testing-november-2014-school-leader-update
https://www.educateiowa.gov/resources/laws-and-regulations/legal-lessons/opting-out-testing-november-2014-school-leader-update
http://gov.la.gov/assets/docs/BJ%202015-%201%20BESE's%20Duty%20to%20Uphold%20the%20Accountability%20System%20and%20Offer%20Alternatives%20to%20the%20PARCC%20Test.pdf
http://www.nola.com/education/index.ssf/2015/01/common_core_opponents_call_for.html
http://www.nola.com/education/index.ssf/2015/02/taking_aim_at_common_core_test.html
http://marylandpublicschools.org/msde/programs/parcc/parents/docs/PARCC-Parent-Intro.pdf
http://www.gordonsimmons.com/category/firm-news/
http://www.doe.mass.edu/news/news.aspx?id=14573
https://malegislature.gov/Laws/GeneralLaws/PartI/TitleXII/Chapter69/Section1I
http://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/curriculum/2014/03/massachusetts_city_defies_stat_1.html
http://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/curriculum/PARCC%20field%20tests%20required%20Worcester%20Feb%202014.pdf
http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/MDE_Frequently_Asked_Questions_on_Assessments_-_May_2014_455973_7.pdf
http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:MJqAIuYZw6EJ:www.mn-acac.org/Resources/Documents/ACI/New%2520ACT%2520Test%2520Requirements.pptx+&cd=8&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us
http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:MJqAIuYZw6EJ:www.mn-acac.org/Resources/Documents/ACI/New%2520ACT%2520Test%2520Requirements.pptx+&cd=8&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us
http://www.scribd.com/doc/220837651/Parent-Refusal-Form-2
http://law.justia.com/codes/mississippi/2013/title-37/chapter-16/section-37-16-7
http://billstatus.ls.state.ms.us/documents/2015/pdf/HB/0600-0699/HB0665PS.pdf
http://billstatus.ls.state.ms.us/documents/2015/pdf/HB/1100-1199/HB1176IN.pdf
https://dese.mo.gov/sites/default/files/DESELegislativeQ&A.pdf
http://www.moga.mo.gov/mostatutes/stathtml/16000005701.html
http://www.education.ne.gov/assessment/pdfs/2013_NeSA-RMS_Online_TAM_FINAL.pdf
http://www.education.ne.gov/assessment/pdfs/NeSA_Scoring_Rules.pdf


department’s position on this issue is unclear.

Nevada
Apparently the Department of Education allowed parents to opt 
out of 2013 state assessment field testing. No further information 
was identified. 

New Hampshire
State law requires that assessments be administered in all school 
districts and that all students in all grades participate. According 
to a release from the Department of Education, public school 
children are legally required to take the assessment and parents 
have no legal right to opt their children out. Exemptions exist 
only in special circumstances, such as serious illness, severe 
emotional distress and participation in another state or alternative 
assessment.

New Jersey
The Department of Education sent guidance to district and 
school leadership on the opt-out issue, informing them that state 
and federal policy requires students to participate in statewide 
assessments and encouraging district and school leadership to 
inform parents and students why the assessments are important. 
According to a few news articles (here and here), Commissioner 
of Education David Hespe encouraged districts to create policies 
on handling opt outs, including potential disciplinary actions.

New Mexico
In this assessment procedures manual, the Department of 
Education makes clear that federal and state law require all 
students to participate in state assessments. Students who refuse 
to take the test, with the exception of those who receive a state 
medical exemption, count against the school for A-F School 
Grades. Although alternative methods are identified, the state 
requests that students demonstrate competency in the five core 
subject areas through completion of the accountability assessment 
in order to meet graduation requirements.

New York
While there is a contingent in New York actively advocating for 
testing opt outs, the New York Department of Education issued 
guidance in 2013 clearly stating that there is no provision in statute 
or regulation allowing parents to opt their children out of state 
tests. Despite this guidance, education policy leaders in New York 
City are taking steps that would allow for opt outs (see sidebar).

North Carolina
According to a handbook released by the state Board of 
Education, board policy prevents students from opting out of 
exams. An exam answer sheet must be provided to all students. 
Students whose answer sheets are blank will receive the lowest 

possible score and the student’s course and overall grade point 
average may be negatively affected. A memo from the deputy 
state superintendent provides additional information to LEA 
superintendents and charter school directors about assessment 
mandates and the protocol for handling refusal requests.

North Dakota
There is no information from the Department of Education on this 
matter. However, legislators recently introduced H.B. 1283, which 
would allow parents to opt out of state assessments and would 
require parents to be notified of their right to opt out prior to test 
administration. In addition, officials from the West Fargo Public 
Schools District disseminated information to parents informing 
them that while the district is required to administer assessments 
to all students, the district will not take action against any student 
and any student’s family if the student does not complete the 
assessment.

Ohio
The Department of Education prepared a document outlining 
the importance of student participation in state tests and three 
possible consequences to opting out. Ohio is one of only a few 
states in which the department clearly and publicly outlined the 
potential consequences of students not taking state assessments. 
Some of those consequences include: 

1. Third graders may be retained due to the state’s third-grade 
reading and retention policies. 

2. Opting out may affect high school graduation, as assessments 
are part of the state’s graduation requirements. 

3. English language learners may be delayed or prevented from 
exiting the English development program.

Oklahoma
The Department of Education does not provide opt-out options 
to students. According to a report, statutory and Department 
of Education rules require all districts to provide a test to every 
student enrolled in respective testing grades. If a parent wants to 
opt a child out of an exam, the district must provide the test to 
the student and document the student’s refusal to participate. The 
failure of a district to achieve a 95 percent participation rate will 
result in the district automatically earning a lower grade on the 
A-F report card. 

Oregon
The Department of Education provides an FAQ on testing 
exemptions, which includes information about allowed 
exemptions (disabilities or religious beliefs) and the request 
process; federal and state requirements; how exemptions impact 
school accountability ratings; and the impact of opt-outs on 
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http://www.reviewjournal.com/news/parent-questions-whether-schools-can-require-students-field-test-new-exams
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CB4QFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.doe.nv.gov%2FAssessments%2FSBAC_Smarter_Balanced%2FField_Test_Parent_Q_and_A%2F&ei=ftDkVJ_WLJCxyATAj4GgAg&usg=AFQjCNH0RYl8qV8gBZ8T2k2-TZi1YpNp0g&sig2=G0id51_K
http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/rsa/html/xv/193-c/193-c-mrg.htm
http://www.education.nh.gov/standards/documents/assessment-no-opting-out.pdf
http://www.education.nh.gov/standards/documents/assessment.pdf
http://education.state.nj.us/broadcasts/2014/OCT/30/12404/Students%20Participation%20in%20the%20Statewide%20Assessment%20Program.pdf
http://www.nj.com/education/2015/01/what_happens_if_nj_students_dont_take_the_parcc.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/answer-sheet/wp/2014/11/01/this-means-war-mom-sends-message-to-education-commissioner/
http://ped.state.nm.us/assessmentaccountability/assessmentevaluation/2014/AssessmentProceduresManualFALL2014.pdf
http://ped.state.nm.us/ped/GradDocs/requirement/NMSA%2022-2C-4.pdf
http://www.ncpublicschools.org/docs/accountability/policyoperations/tchandbook1415.pdf
http://sbepolicy.dpi.state.nc.us/policies/GCS-A-001.asp?pri=01&cat=A&pol=001&acr=GCS
http://www.ncpublicschools.org/docs/accountability/policyoperations/tchandbook1415.pdf
http://www.legis.nd.gov/assembly/64-2015/bill-index/bi1283.html
https://www.west-fargo.k12.nd.us/district/keycommunications/2014/101314.pdf
https://www.west-fargo.k12.nd.us/district/keycommunications/2014/101314.pdf
https://education.ohio.gov/getattachment/53dc1f3e-11f1-4093-875c-090e160b187f/Guidance-on-Student-Participation-in-State-Tests.pdf.aspx
http://www.ok.gov/sde/sites/ok.gov.sde/files/documents/files/RSA-FAQsImplmtGuide2013_0.pdf
http://www.ode.state.or.us/wma/teachlearn/testing/admin/asmt_exemption_faq.pdf


graduation.

Pennsylvania
State policy allows parents to opt their children out of state 
assessments if a test conflicts with a family’s religious or moral 
beliefs, and parents seem to be using this policy. It doesn’t appear 
the state has issued guidance to parents or districts on this issue, 
although some school districts are apparently taking disciplinary 
action against teachers who inform parents about this opt-out 
provision.

Rhode Island
The Department of Education expects all students to participate in 
statewide assessments, and students may only be exempted, with 
department approval, for medical reasons or emergencies. 

South Carolina
One of South Carolina’s state superintendents sent guidance to 
school district leaders on this issue. In short, state and federal 
policy does not provide opt-out provisions for parents or students. 

South Dakota
State policies require districts to administer state assessments to 
all students (S.D. Code Ann. § 13-3-55; S.D. Admin. R. 24:55:07:08) 
and all students are required to take them (S.D. Admin. R. 
24:55:07:01), with an exemption for English language learner 
students (S.D. Admin. R. 24:55:07:11). No information from the 
Department of Education was identified.

Tennessee 
It does not appear that the Department of Education has issued 
any guidance on this issue. However, state achievement tests for 
students in grades 3-8 compose a percentage of the student’s 
final grade, up to 25 percent (Tenn. Code Ann. §49-1-617). 
The department does allow for department-approved medical 
exemptions. Legislation enacted in 2014 allows parents to opt their 
student out of participating in a survey, analysis, or evaluation, but 
it is not clear if this extends to state assessments (Tenn. Code Ann. 
§49-2-211). 

Texas
According to Texas law (Tex. Educ. Code Ann. § 26.010), parents 
are not entitled to remove a child from class or other school 
activity to avoid a test. Although no information from the Texas 
Education Agency was identified, the Texas Association of School 
Boards has provided guidance to school boards about opting out 
of standardized tests, including the potential consequences of 
missing these tests. 

Utah
Utah law (Utah Code Ann. § 53A-15-1403(9)) allows parents 
to opt their children out of state assessments. These students 
are excluded from state accountability measures but cannot be 
excluded from federal accountability measures and reports. (Also 
see a recent memo from the Department of Education about the 
state’s opt-out policy.)

Vermont
In 2014, the Department of Education issued a statement to 
help districts and school boards answer questions about opting 
out. In short, school districts are required to participate in state 
assessments and each school must account for 100 percent of its 
enrolled students by reporting a score or documenting a valid 
exemption, which include health or personal emergencies but not 
parent refusal.

Virginia
In a 2013 memo to school district leaders, the state superintendent 
clarified that state assessment regulations do not provide for an 
opt-out policy and gave procedures to follow for any students 
refusing to take assessments. One of the procedures strongly 
encourages schools to request a written statement from parents 
about the reason for refusal, which should be included in the 
student’s file. 

Washington
According to the Department of Education, a parent may refuse to 
have his/her child take state tests. However, high school students 
must to pass certain state assessments before graduating.

West Virginia
No information was identified.

Wisconsin
Per state policy (Wis. Stat. § 118.30(2)(b)3), school districts in 
Wisconsin must excuse students in grades 4, 8 and 9-11 from 
state assessments at any time during the testing window upon the 
request of a parent. Students in other grades may only be excused 
at the discretion of the school board. 

Wyoming
In 2014, the Department of Education requested an opinion from 
the Wyoming Attorney General’s office regarding parent opt-
outs from state-mandated testing. According to an opinion from 
the office of the state’s attorney general, districts are required 
to assess all eligible students and students may not opt out of 
assessment.
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http://www.elc-pa.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/ELC_FactSheet_TestingOptOut_March2014.pdf
http://m.lancasteronline.com/news/local/skipping-the-tests-pennsylvania-opt-out-numbers-doubled-last-year/article_f67ad248-b2e9-11e4-80ec-3fec00371a7d.html?mode=jqm
http://articles.philly.com/2015-01-28/news/58513102_1_feltonville-school-jerry-jordan-teachers
http://articles.philly.com/2015-01-28/news/58513102_1_feltonville-school-jerry-jordan-teachers
http://www.ride.ri.gov/InstructionAssessment/Assessment/AssessmentExemptions.aspx
http://www.ride.ri.gov/InstructionAssessment/Assessment/AssessmentExemptions.aspx
https://ed.sc.gov/agency/ac/documents/MemoOpt-OutForms-9-25-14.pdf
http://legis.sd.gov/Statutes/Codified_Laws/DisplayStatute.aspx?Type=Statute&Statute=13-3-55
http://legis.sd.gov/rules/DisplayRule.aspx?Rule=24:55:07:08
http://legis.sd.gov/rules/DisplayRule.aspx?Rule=24:55:07:01
http://legis.sd.gov/rules/DisplayRule.aspx?Rule=24:55:07:01
http://legis.sd.gov/rules/DisplayRule.aspx?Rule=24:55:07:11
http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/tncode/
http://www.state.tn.us/education/assessment/doc/Med_Exemption_Form.pdf
http://www.state.tn.us/education/assessment/doc/Med_Exemption_Form.pdf
http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/tncode/
http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/tncode/
http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/Docs/ED/htm/ED.26.htm
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015  
 
ACTION:  Release K-5 Library Media Standards Draft for 90-Day Public Review  

 
 
Background:   
Elementary Library Media Standards are up for review and revision, according to the Core 
Standards Review Timeline.   
 
Key Points:  
A stakeholder committee began the review and revision of the K-5 Library Media Standards in 
November of 2014. The committee met a total of five times. The draft of the revised standards 
is now ready for Board review.  The K-5 standards have been aligned to the recently approved 
6-12 Library Media Standards.  
 
Anticipated Action:  
The Standards and Assessment Committee will receive the core revision update and consider 
the request to open the standards for a 90-day public comment and review period. 
 
Contact: Sydnee Dickson, 801-538-7515 

Diana Suddreth, 801-538-7739 
Jennifer Throndsen, 801-538-7893 



 

Elementary Library Media 
Standards 

 

 

 

 

 

Prepared by the 

Utah State Office of Education 

 
April 9-10, 2015 

 

 
Diana Suddreth, Director Teaching and Learning 
diana.suddreth@schools.utah.gov 

 

Jennifer Throndsen, Literacy Coordinator 
jennifer.throndsen@schools.utah.gov 

 



 

Elementary Library Standards Review & Public Comment Approval 
 
Background: A stakeholder committee began the review and revision of the K-5 Library Media 
Standards in November of 2014 under the direction of Jennifer Throndsen, K-12 Literacy and 
Library Coordinator.  The committee has met five times between November and March to work 
on the revisions.   The committee has a broad representation of library professionals.  
Specifically, there are 19 committee members and they represent: 

· 4-urban school districts 
· 6-suburban school districts 
· 3-rural school districts 
· 2-charter schools 
· 2-universities 
· 2-parent advocates 

To begin, the committee reviewed the current Elementary Library Media Standards that were 
adopted in 2000 and the drafts of the Secondary Library Media Standards that were just 
approved by the Board in February.  Additionally, the American Association of School Librarians 
standards that were released in 2007.  These three standards documents helped to guide the 
revision process along with essential questions related to what do we expect students in K-5 to 
master in the library setting and in conjunction with the classroom teacher. With those ideas in 
mind, the committee has drafted K-5 standards for Elementary Library Media.  The standards 
are arranged in three strands: Reading Engagement, Information and Research, and Media 
Literacy.   

Request: At this time, we would request for the Board to allow for the 90-day public comment 
period, so that the committee can receive feedback on the current draft.  The draft standards 
are contained on the pages that follow.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Strand I: Reading Engagement 

Reading is a foundational skill for learning, personal growth, and enjoyment. The degree to 
which students can read and understand text in all formats and all contexts is a key indicator of 
success in school and in life.  Teacher librarians actively promote reading.  They provide 
equitable access to literary and informational texts in a variety of subjects, genres, and formats.  
Teacher librarians facilitate the acquisition of tools, knowledge and skills to allow every student 
to read for interpretation and the development of new understandings.  
 
Standard 1: Students will read to gain intellectual, personal, and emotional growth.  

Objective 1.1: Establish reading behaviors for lifelong learning and growth. 
a) Select texts from a variety of formats and genres to read for enjoyment, acquire knowledge, 

and answer questions.   
b) Gain understanding and make connections while reading and interacting with text. 
c) Demonstrate perseverance and stamina when reading or listening to a variety of texts. 
d) Listen to, view, read, and integrate information to build a knowledge base.  

Objective 1.2: Differentiate between literary (fiction) and informational (non-fiction) text. 
a) Categorize text as literary or informational.  
b) Use selection criteria (e.g., interest, content) when choosing materials for a defined 

purpose. 
c) Apply appropriate reading strategies for comprehension of text. (e.g., text features, skim 

and scan) 

Standard 2: Students explore a variety of reading materials to learn how formatting and features 
contribute to and give meaning to the text. 

Objective 2.1: Demonstrate knowledge of the physical features (e.g., cover, spine, title page, 
cursor, and scroll bar) of reading materials, both electronic and print.  
Objective 2.2: Read, view and listen for information presented in a variety of formats (e.g., 
textual, visual, media) and apply appropriate strategies to comprehend texts.  
Objective 2.3: Identify the elements of story while analyzing how and why characters, events, 
and ideas develop and interact over the course of a text.  
Objective 2.4: Identify the roles, tools, and purposes of authors, illustrators, and other 
contributors (e.g., website creators, editors, publishers) to a text.  
 

Standard 3: Students will demonstrate an understanding of library purpose and function. 
 

Objective 3.1: Exhibit library etiquette. 
Objective 3.2: Understand the library layout, the library classification system, and the circulation 
process. 
Objective 3.3: Contribute to a reading and learning community, including recommending 
reading materials to peers and respecting others’ reading choices.  
Objective 3.4: Make use of personal, community and global libraries, both physical and 
electronic.  

 
 
 



 

Strand II: Information and Research 
 
Through engagement in the research process, students will apply critical thinking skills (e.g., 
analysis, synthesis, evaluation, organization) to construct new understandings, draw 
conclusions, and create new knowledge.  Teacher librarians, in collaboration with classroom 
teachers, will engage students in research processes (e.g., inquiry-based, information problem 
solving).  Such experiences will develop student self-confidence in solving problems in an 
environment where information resources and technologies are increasingly complex.  
 

Standard 1 – Students will define an information problem and identify information needed. 
 

Objective 1.1: Define an information problem. 
a) Analyze the task to identify the information problem. 
b) Seek clarification from teachers and others. 
c) Select and narrow (or broaden) topics into a manageable focus. 
d) Conceptualize the form of the final product based on target audience and criteria for 

evaluation. 
 

Objective 1.2: Identify the information needed. 
a) Analyze the task and information needed.  
b) Generate essential questions for new understanding and to guide inquiry. 
c) Select, narrow (or broaden) keyword search terms. 

 
Standard 2 – Students will identify, evaluate, and select sources. 
 

Objective 2.1: Brainstorm and identify information sources (e.g., texts, places, people). 
Objective 2.2: Evaluate and select sources based on predetermined criteria (e.g., relevancy, 
currency, credibility). 
 

Standard 3 – Students will locate sources and access information. 
 

Objective 3.1: Locate identified sources. 
a) Demonstrate how to navigate library catalogs, web browsers, and databases. 
b) Apply effective location skills, asking for help as needed. 
c) Revise and focus search as necessary. 

 
Objective 3.2: Access information within sources by applying relevant tools (e.g., table of 
contents, indexes, keyword searches, sidebars, related subjects). 

Standard 4 – Students will engage with and extract information. 
 

Objective 4.1: Engage with information by reading, listening, and viewing sources in a 
variety of formats. 

a) Build connections between prior knowledge and new information through engaging 
with information, and collaborating with others to broaden and deepen 
understanding. 

b) Monitor gathered information for gaps or weaknesses and modify questions, 
sources, or strategies as needed to accomplish the research task successfully. 



 

Objective 4.2: Select, extract and record information that addresses the information 
problem, answers guiding questions, and meets evaluation criteria. 

a) Apply critical thinking skills to evaluate and select information in terms of relevance, 
currency, and credibility including fact and opinion, bias, prejudice, propaganda. 

b) Validate and compare information in sources, noting differences, contradictions, 
types of data or research. 

c) Use a variety of note-taking strategies, including summarizing and paraphrasing, 
while noting sources.  

 

Standard 5 – Students will organize, synthesize, and present information. 
 

Objective 5.1: Organize information from multiple sources. 
a) Organize, evaluate, and synthesize selected information to support conclusions. 
b) Select format of the learning product for the designated audience and use 

technology or other tools to integrate, organize, and present information from 
multiple sources. 

c) Follow ethical and legal guidelines in using and citing information to avoid plagiarism 
and copyright violations.  

d) Apply evaluation criteria to create, revise, and finalize the learning product. 
 

Objective 5.2: Present learning product using a variety of presentation techniques (e.g., 
writing, speaking, media) to communicate new understandings.  

 

Standard 6 – Students will evaluate their process and product. 
 

Objective 6.1: Evaluate the execution of the process and product for efficacy and quality. 
a) Assess and reflect on ability to meet the evaluation criteria.  
b) Assess ability to select sources that are relevant, current, and credible. 
c) Solicit, reflect, and act upon peer reviews and teacher comments about the product. 
 

Objective 6.2: Identify areas of the process and product that were successfully executed, as 
well as those needing improvement, to determine how to proceed in the future. 

a) Reflect upon how the product could be improved or modified. 
b) Reflect upon and describe the level of personal satisfaction with the process and 

product. 
c) Identify areas of personal growth, technology and time-management skills, including 

the ability to collaborate. 
 

 

 

 

 



 

Strand III Literacy: Media Engagement 

Media literacy is the competent application of literacy skills to media and technology messages.  
Its goal is to help individuals of all ages develop the habits of inquiry and skills of expression 
that they need to be critical thinkers, effective communicators, and active, digital citizens in 
today’s world. By learning the standards and objectives, students will acquire an understanding 
of the elements, construction, and potential impact of media messages while learning to make 
informed choices in the use of media.  Teacher librarians, in collaboration with classroom 
teachers, can integrate these standards into curricular units throughout a wide range of 
subjects to ensure students are equipped with these essential 21st century skills.   

Standard 1 – Awareness: Students will be aware that media literacy as a life skill is integral to 
modern citizenship and informed decision making. 

Objective 1.1: Define basic terms and concepts of media. 
Objective 1.2: Understand how the use of media can broaden experiences throughout life.  
Objective 1.3: Identify and explain the rights and responsibilities with respect to media and 
digital citizenship. 
Objective 1.4: Recognize that people experience the same message differently.   
Objective 1.5: Recognize that media messages are intentionally constructed.   

Standard 2 – Analysis: Students analyze, question, and think critically about media messages. 

Objective 2.1: Analyze techniques used to construct media messages. 
Objective 2.2: Analyze the impact of media messages on a receiver. 

Standard 3 – Evaluation: Students evaluate elements of media messages.  

  Objective 3.1: Evaluate media messages for accuracy, authenticity, relevance, and source 
authority. 
Objective 3.2: Evaluate and select media for personal and educational use. 

Standard 4 – Production: Students produce and present media messages. 

Objective 4.1: Students identify messages for presentation, using a multi-step process, by 
determining intent, content, audience, and length. 
Objective 4.2: Students develop and apply criteria for quality media productions. 
Objective 4.3: Students create, present, and evaluate the final product. 

Standard 5 – Digital Citizenship: Students understand personal responsibilities and 
consequences of media usage. 

Objective 5.1: Students understand and practice safe and responsible use of information 
and technology. 
Objective 5.2: Students identify issues and consequences of misusing media. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
ACTION:  Standards Review Committee Recommendations for Physical Education   

 
 
Background:   
In accordance with Utah State Code 53A-1-402.8, a Standards Review Committee for Physical 
Education was convened on October 30, 2014. The committee also met on January 29, 2015. 
The committee recommended using a focus group of elementary classroom teachers to review 
the core and make recommendations. This focus group met March 11, 2015.  
 
Key Points:  
The Standards Review Committee for Physical Education K-12 has been completed according to 
53A-1-402.8.   The Standards Review Committee recommendations, which included a classroom 
teacher focus group have been reviewed, revised and are ready for State Board of Education 
review.   
 
Anticipated Action: 
The Board will review recommendations from the Standards Review Committee and direct staff 
in response to those recommendations in anticipation of receiving a draft of the revised 
standards at an upcoming Board meeting. 
 
Contact: Sydnee Dickson, 801-538-7515 

Diana Suddreth, 801-538-7739 
Linda Mayne, 801-538-7734 

 
 
 



Physical Education Core Standards 
Revision Update 

 
 

 

 
 

Prepared by the 
Utah State Office of Education 

 

 

April 9-10, 2015 

 

 

 

Diana Suddreth, Director Teaching and Learning 
diana.Suddreth@schools.utah.gov 
 
Linda Mayne, Physical Education Specialist Teaching and Learning 
linda.mayne@schools.utah.gov 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

K-12 Physical Education Standards Review Committee Report 
 

The Standards Review Committee for K-12 Physical Education has been completed as required 
by Utah State Code Section 53A-1-402.8. Members of this committee represented various 
stakeholders, invited to be on the committee by invitation from the Utah State Senate, the Utah House 
of Representatives, and from the Utah State Board of Education. On October 30, 2014, the 
committee was convened. Members used copies of the core standards to work in teams and 
provide specific feedback related to the standards. They also shared input received from 
parents, students, teachers, and other stakeholders. The committee members submitted 
comments regarding the 7th and 8th grade core during the months of November and December 
and held their second meeting on January 29, 2015.  Between the two meetings original 
members who were also serving on writing committees were replaced to avoid conflicts of 
interest. 
 
In general the consensus was in support of the standards; however, much discussion ensued 
regarding the difference between standards and curriculum, prohibition of Dodge Ball, and 
expecting multiple skills in a single activity. Some parents were concerned about issues 
unrelated to the P.E. Standards such as the Common Core and data collection. 
 
As a result of the two meetings, the Standards Review Committee recommends the following: 

· Maintain the format showing a scope and sequence. 
· Attend to concerns around the rigor of skill development and realistic expectations for 

teachers. 

 
The Standards Review Committee requests the Board also consider the following 
recommendations which are based on the opinion of the majority of the committee, but where 
consensus was not reached: 

· Provide a glossary of terms that are unfamiliar to K-6 regular classroom teachers. 
· Create a focus group to identify vocabulary and teaching terms unfamiliar to the K-6 

regular classroom teacher. 
· Investigate combining objectives in standard one. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

Physical Education Standards Review Committee Membership 

 

Members appointed by Senate President Wayne Neiderhauser: 

Renee Green 
Jill Jaeger 
Christie Moore 
Laura Perry 
 

Members Appointed by House Speaker Rebecca Lockhart 

Don Baker 
Laurel Bartmess 
Scott Daw 
Denise Roney 
Mike Watts 
 

Members Appointed by the Utah State Board of Education 

Bruce Brinkman, PE Specialist, Salt Lake City School District 
Jane Ellen Lindhout, Curriculum Specialist, Alpine School District 
Dave Vandeveetaete, PE Specialist, Granite School District 
Jay Welk, Health/PE/Driver’s Education Specialist, Davis School District 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
ACTION:  Standards Review Committee Recommendations for Secondary Social 

Studies     

 
 
Background:   
In accordance with Utah State Code 53A-1-402.8, a Standards Review Committee for Secondary 
Social Studies was convened on October 7, 2014. The committee also met on March 30, 2015.    
 
Key Points:  
The Standards Review Committee’s statutory obligations call for a review of existing standards 
prior to any revision.  However, the social studies standards revision process had begun prior to 
the legislation that created this committee.  Therefore, the Standards Review Committee will 
make recommendations regarding the existing core standards as well as provide 
recommendations regarding the initial drafts of the revisions.   
 
Anticipated Action:  
The Standards and Assessment Committee will review recommendations from the Social 
Studies Standards Review Committee and direct staff in response to those recommendations, in 
anticipation of receiving a draft of the revised standards at an upcoming Board meeting. 
 
Contact: Sydnee Dickson, 801-538-7515 

Diana Suddreth, 801-538-7739 
Robert Austin, 801-538-7575 



Secondary Social Studies Core 
Standards Revision Committee 

Report 
 

 
 

 

 
Prepared by the 

 
Utah State Office of Education 

 
April 9-10, 2015 

 
 
Diana Suddreth, Director,Teaching and Learning  
Diana.suddreth@schools.utah.gov 

 

Robert Austin, K-12  Social Studies Specialist  
Robert.austin@schools.utah.gov 

 



Secondary Social Studies Standards Review Report 

 

The Standards Review Committee for Secondary Social Studies has been completed according to 53A-1-
402.8.  The committee met on October 7, 2014 to begin the review process. Recommendations from 
that meeting were sent to the writing teams. The committee met a second time on March 30, 2015 to 
complete these recommendations to the Board. After a review of the current Secondary Social Studies 
Standards, a draft revision document, discussions, and specific recommendations, the committee 
submits the following information. 

The committee recognized the need to update the current standards in order to reflect the skills, 
knowledge and attributes Utah students should gain through study in the Social Studies.  

Social Studies Recommendations 

The committee affirmed the direction the writing team is taking in rewriting the standards. In addition, 
the Standards Review Committee recommends the following actions be taken in the revision of the core 
standards.  These recommendations represent the consensus of the committee. 

1. Schedule the comment period during the school year. Begin the 90-day public comment period 
no earlier than August to allow for teacher and parent review. 

2. Include the four strands of social studies (history, geography, economics, and civics) explicitly 
within the essential questions (objectives) for each standard. 

3. Include historical thinking skills and disciplinary practice standards as a support for college, 
career, and civic readiness. 

4. Use the proposed format of organizing the core under enduring understandings, performance 
standards, and essential questions. 

5. Ensure the new standards include recognition of contributions and history of diverse groups. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Secondary Social Studies Standards Review Committee Membership 

 

 

Members appointed by the Senate  

Daniel Brownell    
Jennie Hendricks  
Alisha Jensen 
Tanya Peters   
Karen Peterson 
 

Members appointed by the House 

Denise Carman 
Amelia Powers 
Kimberly Wagner 
Shauna Warnick 

 

Members Appointed by the Utah State Board of Education 
  

Jeanie Groves, Alpine School District (CMAC) 
Christopher Hall, Davis School District 
Roderic Land, University of Utah (CMAC) 
Yudi Lewis, Utah Valley University 
Axel Ramirez, Utah Valley University 
Wendy Rex-Atzet, Utah State Historical Society 
Pamela Su’a, Jordan School District 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
ACTION:  Standards Review Committee Recommendations for Fine Arts 

 
Background:  
In accordance with Utah Code 53A-1-402.8, a Standards Review Committee for Elementary and 
Secondary Fine Arts was convened on October 28, 2014.  The committee also met on March 10, 
2015. 
 
Key Points:   
At its March 10, 2015 meeting the Standards Review Committee reached consensus on 
recommendations to changes in the existing Utah Core Standards for Fine Arts.  Those 
recommendations are now available for Board review. 
 
Anticipated Action:  
The Standards and Assessment Committee will review recommendations from the Standards 
Review Committee and direct staff in response to those recommendations, with the 
anticipation of receiving a draft of the revised standards at the next Board meeting 
 
Contact: Sydnee Dickson, 801-538-7515 

Diana Suddreth, 801-538-7739 
Cathy Jensen, 801-538-7793  



Fine Arts Core Standards Revision 
Committee Report 

 

 
 

 

 
Prepared by the 

Utah State Office of Education 
 

 
April 9-10, 2015 

 
 
Diana Suddreth, Director Teaching and Learning 
diana.suddreth@schools.utah.gov 

 

Cathy Jensen, BTS and Fine Arts Specialist 
cathy.jensen@schools.utah.gov 

  



 

Fine Arts Standards Review Report 

 

The Standards Review Committee for Fine Arts has been completed according to 53A-1-402.8.  The 
committee met on October 28, 2014 to begin the review process. Recommendations from that meeting 
were sent to the writing teams. The committee met a second time on March 10, 2015 to complete these 
recommendations to the Board. After a review of the current Fine Arts Standards, discussions, and 
specific recommendations, the committee submits the following information. 

The committee recognized the need to update the current standards in order to reflect the skills, 
knowledge and attributes Utah students should gain through study in the Fine Arts. Consensus was 
reached that the Fine Arts serve to develop twenty-first century skills essential to success in today’s 
world. 

The Standards Review Committee recommends the following actions be taken in the revision of the 
cores standards.  These recommendations represent the consensus of the committee. 

· The Fine Arts Standards should be revised using a number of resources including the National 
Coalition for Core Arts Standards, standards from other states and most recent research. 

· The standards should lead to the acquisition of the twenty-first century skills of creativity, 
collaboration, communication and critical thinking  

· Specific arts standards should be written for grades K-2 to replace the current integrated 
statement. 

· Writing teams should continue their work based on the Guiding Principles and Anchor Standards 
documents. 

· Media Arts standards should be written and adopted as a free-standing arts discipline across K-
12. 

The Standards Review Committee also noted the following, which were outside the charge of the 
committee, but deemed important. 

· Accountability measures other than standardized testing should be put in place to ensure every 
student receives education in the arts as core subjects. 

· Universities and colleges must be required to adequately prepare pre-service elementary 
teachers to instruct in the arts. 

· Professional learning opportunities and resources must be provided in order for elementary 
teachers to unpack the standards and provide instruction in the arts. 

· School and LEA administrators should understand the essential role the arts play in a well-
rounded education. 

· Secondary arts educators must be provided professional learning opportunities to align their 
practice with the new standards. 

 

 



Fine Arts Standards Review Committee Membership 

Members appointed by the Senate 

Kurt Bestor 

Kirk Cullimore 

 Mark Drawe 

 Heather Gardner 

 Shellie Giddings  

Amy Nydegger 

 Rhonda Perkes 

Members appointed by the House 

 Emily King 

 Ann Meeks 

Members appointed by the Utah State Board of Education 

 Dr. Randy Boothe, Brigham Young University 

 Lisa Cluff, Art Works for Kids 

 Gayleen Gandy, Granite District Board of Education 

 Pamela Gee, Utah Festival Opera and Musical Theatre 

 Jean Tokuda Irwin, Utah Division of Arts and Museums 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
INFORMATION:  FFY 2013 IDEA Part B Annual Performance Plan (APR) and State Systemic 
  Improvement Plan (SSIP)  

 
 
Background:  
Under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA), each State must report on its 
annual performance on the 15 compliance and performance indicators of the State Performance Plan 
(SPP).  Utah submitted its FFY 2013 APR on February 2, 2015, using data regarding State, LEA, and 
student performance collected during the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 school years.  Both the APR and 
SPP may be found at http://schools.utah.gov/sars/Quick-Links/Performance-Plan.aspx. 
 
Key Points:   

· Utah continues to be in substantial compliance with IDEA requirements. 
· There was a slight decrease from FFY 2012 in Least Restrictive Environments (LRE) for students 

with disabilities ages 3-5, surveyed parents who felt that schools facilitated their involvement 
as a means of improving services for their students, and post-school enrollment in post-
secondary education. 

· Phase I of the SSIP was submitted on April 1, 2015 and includes a State-identified Measurable 
Result (SiMR) that targets improved mathematics proficiency for students with Speech 
Language Impairments (SLI) or Specific Learning Disabilities (6-8) in grades 6-8.  Phase II of the 
SSIP will be due in February 2016. 

· LEAs will receive their annual determinations in April 2015 with associated data to assist in 
developing improvement plans. 

 
Anticipated Action:   
The Standards and Assessment Committee will receive this information.  No formal action is required. 

Contact:    Glenna Gallo, Director of Special Education, 801-538-7757 



Utah State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) 
FFY 2013 
Summary 
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Utah’s Phase I plan for the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) describes the state system 
and its capacity to assist Local Education Agencies (LEAs) to develop the needed capacity to 
improve outcomes for students with disabilities. These improvement efforts align with the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
(ESEA).   The State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR), selected by stakeholders, is as follows: 

Utah will increase the percentage of students with Speech Language Impairment (SLI) or 
Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD) in grades six through eight who are proficient on the 
SAGE mathematics assessment by 11.11% over a five year period.  

Utah SAGE Results 2013–2014 

Subject Area Subgroup Percent Proficient 
Mathematics  
(3–8, 10) 

All students 38.8% 
Students without 
Disabilities 42.2% 

Difference/Gap = 
29.3% Students with 

Disabilities 12.9% 

 

State broad and in-depth data, considered along with stakeholder feedback, LEA in-depth data 
review results, and Utah Least Restrictive Environment (LRE)/placement data (which show a 
decline in the number of students with disabilities spending 80% or more of their school day in 
the general education classroom starting in grades five through six and continuing through high 
school), suggest that Utah stakeholders accurately attribute 
Utah’s low levels of mathematics proficiency for students with 
disabilities to:  

1. Administrator, teacher, parent, and student attitudes 
and behavior (resulting in some IEP team decisions that 
limit grade level core mathematics instruction);  

2. Teacher understanding of mathematics standards and 
effective instruction; and  

3. An educational system that decreases general education 
instructional support and interventions in the secondary 
settings, during a time when the mathematics core 
standards become more rigorous and abstract.  

Utah will achieve the SiMR through a focus on implementing cohesive improvement strategies 
designed to increase High Expectations and Beliefs; Content Knowledge and Effective 
Instruction, and Tiered System of Supports in Secondary Settings.  

Content 
Knowledge & 

Effective 
Instruction

Tiered System of 
Supports in 

Secondary Settings

High 
Expectations 

& Beliefs



Utah State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) 
FFY 2013 
Summary 
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High Expectations & 
Beliefs 

Content Knowledge & 
Effective Instruction 

Tiered System of 
Supports in Secondary 

Settings 

Inclusion in grade-level core, 
assessment, graduation 
requirements, and CCR 

Plans. 

Math content and pedagogy 
to provide effective 

instruction through UDL, 
evidence-based 

interventions 

Infrastructure, scale, and 
fidelity 

 

Leadership 
Partnerships & Collaboration 

Preservice & Inservice Professional Learning 
Data & Evidence-Based Practices & Decisions 

Active Engagement of All School Personnel 
IEP Team Decisions 

Fiscal Support 

 

The success of the SSIP requires systematic improvement across the USOE and LEAs to leverage 
existing strengths while simultaneously closing system gaps. For this to occur, the USOE and 
LEAs need to: 

· Increase capacity to implement the SSIP, 
· Increase utilization of evidence-based practices, 
· Improve infrastructure and coordination for delivering effective professional 

development (PD) and technical assistance (TA), 
· Increase the use of effective dissemination strategies, 
· Increase meaningful engagement of state and local stakeholders around SSIP efforts, 
· Increase capacity to effectively utilize available TA resources, and 
· Increase capacity to implement general supervision systems that support effective 

implementation of the IDEA and ESEA. 
 

Combined improvement efforts, chronicled in the full SSIP, will lead to improved educational 
outcomes for all students in the area of mathematics proficiency.  Utah’s Theory of Action, a 
graphic plan of how selected improvement strategies will be utilized to address the three 
identified root causes of the current performance, follows. 



Utah State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) 
FFY 2013 
Summary 
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Utah State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) 
FFY 2013 
Summary 
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This summary addresses Phase I of the three part plan.  Phase II completion is required by 
February 2016, with completion of the overall SSIP (i.e., Phase III) reporting required annually 
and completed by 2019.  The complete FFY 2013 SSIP Phase I report, with accompany details, 
may be found at http://www.schools.utah.gov/sars/Data/Performance/Reports.aspx. 

 

 



Utah Annual Performance Report (APR) 
FFY 2013 
Summary 
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Indicator State Data for FFY 
2013 

Target for FFY 
2013 

Target Met? Progress/Slippage/Maintained 

1  

Graduation 

65.02% 71.8% or 2 
percentage 
points 
improvement 
(i.e., 62.13%) 

Yes; improvement 
goal was met 

Progress (FFY 2012 = 60.91%) 

2 

Dropout 

6.89% ≤6.89% Yes Progress (FFY 2012= 4.5 7.7%) 

3A 

Assessment AMO 

M 3-8=49.55% 

M 10= 41.67% 

ELA 3-8=41.07% 

ELA 10=35.00% 

 N/A N/A FFY 2013 Baseline data 

3B 

Assessment 

Participation 

ELA =97.01% 

Math =96.68 

95.00% 

95.00% 

Yes 

Yes 

Slippage (FFY 2012 = 99.56%) 

Slippage (FFY 2012 = 99.70%) 

3C 

Assessment 

Proficiency 

M 3-8=19.52% 

M 10=0.55% 

ELA 3-8= 16.70% 

ELA 10=12.82% 

*CAUTION: DATA 
ERRORS 

N/A N/A FFY 2013 Baseline data 

4A 

Discipline 

0.00% 0.0% Yes Maintained (FFY 2012 = 0.00%) 

4B 

Discipline 

0.00% 0.0% Yes Maintained (FFY 2012 = 0.00%) 



Utah Annual Performance Report (APR) 
FFY 2013 
Summary 
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5A 

LRE (6-21) 

>80% 

56.81% 56.81% Yes Progress (FFY 2012 = 56.35%) 

5B 

LRE (6-21) 

<40% 

13.57% ≤13.57% Yes Progress (FFY 2012 = 13.48%) 

5C 

LRE (6-21) 

Separate School 

2.59% <3.00% Yes Progress (FFY 2012 = 2.79%) 

6A 

LRE (3-5) 

33.02% 33.02% Yes Slippage (FFY 2012 = 40.58%) 

6B 

LRE (3-5) 

43.76% ≤43.76% Yes Slippage (FFY 2012 = 38.01%) 

7A 

Preschool 
Outcomes 

Positive Social 
Emotional 

90.52% 

51.20% 

90.52% 

51.20% 

Yes 

Yes 

Progress (FFY 2012 = 88.51%) 

Progress (FFY 2012 = 45.89%) 

7B 

Preschool 
Outcomes 

Acquisition and 
Use of Knowledge 
and Skills 

89.96% 

44.79% 

89.96% 

44.79% 

Yes 

Yes 

Progress (FFY 2012 = 87.95%) 

Progress (FFY 2012 = 40.30%) 

7C 90.70% 

62.97% 

90.70% 

62.97% 

Yes 

Yes 

Progress (FFY 2012 = 88.42%) 

Progress (FFY 2012 = 57.69%) 



Utah Annual Performance Report (APR) 
FFY 2013 
Summary 
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Preschool 
Outcomes 

Appropriate 
Behaviors 

8 

Parent Input 

86.06% 86.04% Yes Slippage (FFY 2012 = 89.83%) 

9 

Disproportionality 

0.0% 0.0% Yes Maintained (FFY 2012 = 0%) 

10 

Disproportionality 

0.0% 0.0% Yes Maintained (FFY 2012 = 0%) 

11 

Compliance 

99.65% 100% No Progress (FFY 2012 = 98.88%) 

12 

Compliance 

99.75% 100% No Progress (FFY 2012= 99.36%) 

13 

Compliance 

98.12% 100% No Progress (FFY 2012 = 87.72%) 

14A 

Post-School 
Outcomes 

24.50% 24.50% Yes Slippage (FFY 2012 = 27.60%) 

14B 

Post-School 
Outcomes 

67.67% 67.67% Yes Progress (FFY 2012 = 66.30%) 

14C 

Post-School 
Outcomes 

81.83% 81.83% Yes Progress (FFY 2012 = 81.01%) 
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The complete FFY 2013 APR report, with accompany details, may be found at 
http://www.schools.utah.gov/sars/Data/Performance/Reports.aspx. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
DISCUSSION/  New Board Rules and Rule Changes Needed as a Result of Legislation 
ACTION:  

 
 
Background:   
The 2015 General Session of the Legislature ended March 12, 2015.  Many bills relating to 
education were passed during the session.  It is necessary for the Board to develop new Board 
rules or make changes to existing rules to be consistent with the legislation passed. 
 
Key Points:   
Staff will provide a summary of education-related legislation passed during the 2015 Legislative 
Session and actions required by the Board as a result of that legislation. 
 
Anticipated Action: 
The Committee will review the list and give direction to staff regarding a timeline for rules to 
come to the Board and the changes required. 
 
Contact: Brad Smith, 801-5387510 

Sydnee Dickson, 801-538-7515 
Angie Stallings, 801-538-7656 



2015 Legislation Committee Assignments

NUMBER BILL NAME REP./SEN. SUMMARY Audit Finance S & A L & L

HB0030 Math Teacher Training Program Amendments Edwards
Expands a program allowing a grant to be used to assist experienced 
math teachers to become teacher leaders.

HB0033
American Indian-Alaskan Native Education 
Amendments

Draxler
Provides for American Indian – Alaskan Native Education State Plan 
and establishes duties and reporting requirements.

HB0105 S1 Antidiscrimination Modifications Miller
Adds pregnancy, childbirth, and breastfeeding to the Utah 
Antidiscrimination Act.

HB0124 S1 Education Background Check Amendments Handy
Clarifies and amends background check provisions, requirements, 
and notifications for LEAs and individuals.

HB0128 Maintenance Of Student Records Froerer
Amends provisions related to a record a school maintains to verify 
that a parent was notified of certain incidents or threats.

HB0163 Student Data Breach Requirements Knotwell
Requires notification if personally-identifiable student data is 
breached. 

HB0174, 
HB0291S3, 
HB0409S1, 
SB0121S1

Procurement Code Amendments
Stratton, 

Stuart, Snow, 
Mayne

Requires various modifications to procurement code.

HB0197 S1 Educator Licensing Amendments Coleman
Requires the State Board of Education to make certain rules 
regarding administrative or supervisory licensing; and makes 
technical changes

HB0198 Strengthening College and Career Readiness Arent
Creates a program to provide grants to local education agencies for 
professional development for school counselors.

HB0203 S1
Teacher Salary Supplement Program 
Amendments

Last
Amends provisions related to the Teacher Salary Supplement 
Program, including the amount of supplement and entity that 
distributes money for the program. 

HB0213 S2
Safe Technology Utilization and Digital Citizenship 
in Public Schools

Stratton
Amends provisions related to educational technology and school 
community council and expands uses of School LAND Trust Program 
funds. 

HB0242 State and Local Government Employee Policies Miller
Enacts language related to the accommodation of public employees 
who are breastfeeding.

HB0282 S1 Online Education Program Amendments Daw

Expands the entities that may offer secondary school level and 
concurrent enrollment courses through the Statewide Online 
Education Program and authorizes institutions within the state 
system of higher education to offer secondary school level and 
concurrent enrollment courses through the Statewide Online 
Education Program.

Bill Details Committee Assignment



2015 Legislation Committee Assignments

NUMBER BILL NAME REP./SEN. SUMMARY Audit Finance S & A L & L

Bill Details Committee Assignment

HB0345 S2 Education Abuse Policy McCay
Modifies provisions related to school personnel employment and 
licensing procedures and student abuse reporting. (UPPAC).

HB0360 S1 Utah Education Amendments Christensen

Enacts provisions related to statewide education policy; requires the 
State Board of Education to: generate a report regarding the history 
of the state public education system; create a 10-year plan; and 
report to the Education Interim Committee; removes nonvoting 
members from the State Board of Education and requires the Board 
to meet quarterly with certain individuals; amends provisions 
relating to academic standards established by the Board and 
curriculum in public schools; provides for education entities to meet 
certain requirements when establishing certain national programs or 
standard.

SB0038 Behavioral Testing And Tracking Restrictions Osmond
Eliminates references to behavioral testing or tracking in public 
schools; and makes technical changes.

SB0060 S2 American Civics Education Initiative Stephenson
Requires an individual to pass the basic civics test as a condition for 
receiving a high school diploma or adult education secondary 
diploma.

SB0204 S2 Parental Rights In Public Education Amendments Osmond
Amends provisions related to certain rights of a parent or guardian 
of a student enrolled in a public school and provisions related to 
achievement tests.

SB0235 S2 School Turnaround and Leadership Development Niederhauser
Enacts and amends provisions related to turning around low 
performing schools and developing school leaders. 

SB0245 S1 School Grading Amendments Millner

Exempts the USDB from school grading; requires the State Board of 
Education to annually evaluate the USDB in accordance with an 
accountability plan approved by the State  Board; provides an 
alternative grade distribution for the 2014-15 school year only;  
amends provisions related to calculating student growth.



BOARD MEETING

Friday, April 10, 2015

8:00 a.m. to 8:15 a.m.    
4. Opening Business

• Pledge of Allegiance
• Board Member Message
• Introduction of New Employees
• Acknowledgment of Student Artwork

8:15 a.m. to 8:25 a.m.
5. Recognition

8:25 a.m. to 8:35 a.m.
6. Public Participation/Comment

Priority shall be given to those individuals or groups, who, prior to the day of the meeting,
have submitted a request to address the Board.  Sign up is available the day of the meeting
before 8:00 a.m.

8:35 a.m. to 8:40 a.m.
7. ACTION: Approval of Appointments to the Utah State Office of Rehabilitation

8:40 a.m. to 8:45 a.m.
8. ACTION: General Consent Calendar (backup furnished electronically at Tab 8

http://www.schools.utah.gov/board/Meetings.aspx). 

8:45 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.
9. INFORMATION/ACTION: Report from North Sanpete School Board

9:00 a.m. to 9:15 a.m.
10. INFORMATION: Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind Quarterly Report Tab 10

9:15 a.m. to 11:30 a.m.
11. DISCUSSION: 2015 Legislative Session Tab 11

• Legislative Appropriations Review - USOE and USOR

BREAK

• Legislative Bill Review

11:30 a.m. to 11:45 a.m.
12. ACTION: Board Audit Committee Report

http://www.schools.utah.gov/board/Meetings.aspx.


11:45 p.m. to 11:55 p.m.
13. ACTION: Utah Professional Practices Advisory Commission Cases Tab 13

11:55 p.m. to 12:30 p.m
LUNCH

12:30 p.m. to 1:30 a.m.
14. ACTION: Committee Reports

• Finance Committee
• Law and Licensing Committee
• Standards and Assessment Committee

1:30 p.m. to 1:50 p.m.
15. INFORMATION: Update on Educator Effectiveness Tab 15

1:50 p.m. to 2:05 p.m.
16. INFORMATION: Superintendent’s Report

• Risk Mitigation Plan Tab 16

2:05 p.m. to 2:15 p.m.
17. INFORMATION: Board Chair’s Report

2:15 p.m. to 2:30 p.m.
18. INFORMATION: Board Member Closing Comments

2:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m.
19. EXECUTIVE SESSION

3:30 p.m. to 3:40 p.m.
20. ACTION: Executive Session Items

• UPPAC Cases
• Appointments

3:40 p.m.
21. ADJOURNMENT



General Consent Calendar
April 10, 2015

Backup furnished electronically at http://www.schools.utah.gov/board/Meetings/Agenda.aspx

A. Minutes of Previous Meeting Tab A

Minutes of the Utah State Board of Education meetings held January 29, 2015,
February 12, 2015, February 19, 2015, March 5-6, 2015 and March 19, 2015 are
presented for approval.

B. Monthly Budget Report Tab B

A monthly budget report is provided to give information to the Board in meeting
its fiduciary responsibilities for the Utah State Office of Education, Utah State
Office of Rehabilitation, and Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind.  It is
proposed that the Board receive the report.

C. Contracts Tab C

It is proposed that the Board approve the following contracts:

1. National Staff Development Council, $239,825, 04/01/2015 to 
03/31/2020

To support the state in auditing the quality and impact of professional
learning experienced by educators in Utah public schools.  

2. SR Plus Consulting, LLC, $92,060.41, 04/01/2015 to 03/31/2020

To provide Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) behavior support
services to local education agencies and the Utah State Office of
Education Special Education Section.

3. Echo Cunningham, $229,354.67, 04/01/2015 to 03/31/2020

To provide Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) behavior support
services to local education agencies and the Utah State Office of
Education Special Education Section.

4. iBehaveConsulting, Inc., $283,507.85, 04/01/2015 to 03/31/2020

To provide Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) behavior support
services to local education agencies and the Utah State Office of
Education Special Education Section.

http://www.schools.utah.gov/board/Meetings/Agenda.aspx
http://schools.utah.gov/board/Meetings/Agenda/docs/TABA.aspx	
http://schools.utah.gov/board/Meetings/Agenda/docs/TABA.aspx	
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5. USU Special Education & Rehab - Utah Behavior Clinic, $286,693.33,
04/01/2015 to 03/31/2020

To provide Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) behavior support
services to local education agencies and the Utah State Office of
Education Special Education Section.

6. Education Direction, $4,061,412.55, 05/01/2015 to 04/30/2020

To work with the USOE to develop and implement professional learning
experiences for schools and districts to assist them in effectively using
data to improve student achievement.

D. Contract Reports Tab D

It is proposed that the Board receive the following reports: Contracts approved
by State Superintendent or USOR Director (less than $100,000) and USOE/USOR
Expiring Contracts with Renewals.   

E. R277-114 Corrective Action and Withdrawal or Reduction of Program Funds Tab E

Rule R277-114 provides procedures for public education program monitoring
and correct action for noncompliance with identified program requirements, 
accountability standards, and financial propriety.   In its March 6, 2015 meeting,
the Board approved on second reading continuation of R277-114 consistent
with the Utah Administrative Rulemaking Act five-year review requirement, and
amendments to the rule.  No substantive changes have been made since that
time.

It is proposed the Board approve R277-114 Corrective Action and Withdrawal or
Reduction of Program Funds, as amended, and continuation of the rule, on third
and final reading.  

F. R277-459 Teacher Supplies and Materials Appropriation Tab F

In its March 6, 2015 meeting, the Board approved on second reading
continuation of R277-459 consistent with the Utah Administrative Rulemaking
Act five-year review requirement, and amendments to the rule.  The rule was
amended to clarify the funding process followed in the event that the teacher
supplies and materials appropriation is not sufficient to provide each teacher
the full amount allowed by law.  The rule title was also amended.  No
substantive changes have been made since that time.
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It is proposed that the Board approve R277-459 Teacher Supplies and Materials
Appropriation as amended, and continuation of the rule, on third and final
reading.

G. R277-474 School Instruction and Human Sexuality Tab G

In its March 6, 2015 meeting, the Board approved on second reading
continuation of R277-474 consistent with the Utah Administrative Rulemaking
Act five-year review requirement, and amendments to the rule. The rule was
updated for language and style.  No substantive changes have been made since
that time.  

It is proposed that the Board approve R277-474 School Instruction and Human
Sexuality, as amended, and continuation of the rule, on third and final reading.

H. R277-475 Patriotic, Civic and Character Education Tab H

In its March 6, 2015 meeting the Board approved on second reading
continuation of R277-475 consistent with the Utah Administrative Rulemaking
Act five-year review requirement, and amendments to the rule.  The rule was
amended to clarify who distributes the funds.  No substantive changes have
been made since that time.

It is proposed that the Board approve R277-475 Patriotic, Civic and Character
Education on third and final reading.

I. R277-516-3 Education Employee Required Reports of Arrests and Required Tab I
Background Check Policies for Non-licensed Employees - Licensed Public
Education Employee Personal Reporting of Arrests

In its March 6, 2015 meeting the Board approved amendments to R277-516-3
on second reading.  The rule was amended to expand the requirements for
licensed educator self-reporting and to broaden the list of specified offenses. 
No substantive changes have been made since that time.

It is proposed that the Board approve R277-516-3 Education Employee Required
Reports of Arrests and Required Background Check Policies for Non-licensed
Employees - Licensed Public Education Employee Personal Reporting of Arrests,
as amended, on third and final reading.

J. R277-517-5 Board and UPPAC Disciplinary Definitions and Actions - Board Tab J
Disciplinary Actions

In its March 6, 2015 meeting the Board approved amendments to R277-517-5
on second reading.  The rule was amended to provide updated language for
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Board action against an educator for failure to respond to a complaint resulting
in a default action, and an educator’s failure to appear for a disciplinary hearing. 
No substantive changes have been made since that time.

It is proposed that the Board approve R277-517-5 Board and UPPAC Disciplinary
Definitions and Actions - Board Disciplinary Actions, as amended, on third and
final reading.

K. R277-700-6 The Elementary and Secondary School Core Curriculum - High Tab K
School Requirements 

In its March 6, 2015 meeting, the Board approved amendments to R277-700-6
on second reading.  The rule was amended to modify the Utah high school
graduation requirements.  No substantive changes have been made since that
time.

It is proposed that the Board approve R277-700-6 The Elementary and
Secondary School Core Curriculum - High School Requirements, as amended, on
third and final reading.

L. Requests for Temporary Authorizations Tab L

It is proposed that the Board approve temporary authorizations for licenses as
submitted by school districts and charter schools.

M. List of Educator Licenses Processed Tab M
 

A summary of the total number of educator licenses and license areas processed
in March 2015 is provided for Board information.  It is proposed that the Board
receive the report.
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A legislative meeting of the Utah State Board of Education was held January 29, 2015 at

the Utah State Office of Education, 250 East 500 South, Salt Lake City, Utah.  Chair David

Crandall conducted.  The meeting commenced at 12:05 p.m.

Board Members Present:
Chair David L. Crandall
1st Vice Chair David L. Thomas
2  Vice Chair Jennifer A. Johnsonnd

Member Dixie L. Allen
Member Leslie B. Castle
Member Brittney Cummins

Member Linda B. Hansen
Member Jefferson Moss
Member C. Mark Openshaw
Member Spencer F. Stokes
Member Nancy Tingey (non-voting)
Member Terryl Warner

Board Members Participating Electronically
Member Laura Belnap
Member Barbara W. Corry

Member Mark Huntsman
Member Joel Wright

Board Members Excused:
Member Freddie Cooper (non-voting)
Member Kristin Elinkowski (non-voting)
Member Marlin K. Jensen (non-voting)
Member Steven R. Moore (non-voting)
Member Teresa L. Theurer (non-voting)

Executive and Board Staff Present:
Brad Smith, State Superintendent
Sydnee Dickson, Deputy Supt.
Judy Park, Associate Supt.
Bruce Williams, Associate Supt.
Lorraine Austin, Board Secretary

Emilie Wheeler, Board Communications
Specialist

Chris Lacombe, Assistant Attorney
General

Others Present:
Fawn Morgan, Lori Kimlos and Sharyl Smith - School Library PALS; D’Lynn Poll, Morgan
School District; Blake Wight; Adam Olowich; Chris Gadfrey, Utah School Employees
Association
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Opening Business 

Chair David  Crandall called the meeting to order at 12:05 p.m.  He noted that Members

Belnap, Corry, Huntsman, and Wright were participating by phone.

Nancy Tingey, the new Utah School Boards Association member appointed to the

Board, was welcomed.

Discussion with Legislator

Representative Stephen Handy was welcomed to the meeting.  He reviewed his bill, HB

49 Clean Fuel School Buses and Infrastructure.  He noted that he has worked with Utah State

Office of Education (USOE) staff and a transportation task force on this bill to accelerate clean

fuel school buses.  The bill includes grants to school districts with a match requirement. 

Representative Handy acknowledged that the Board has removed pupil transportation

from its budget priority list, but requested that the Board work with him to move the bill

forward.  He requested that USOE staff provide him with information to help educate and

support the initiative.  Superintendent Smith indicated that USOE staff will work with him to

provide information.

Budget Revisions and Prioritization  

Chair Crandall referenced a talking points sheet distributed to legislative committees

and information about the two percent budget reduction exercise called for by the Executive

Appropriations Committee of the legislature.

Associate Superintendent Bruce Williams reviewed the documents.  It was reported

that Board leadership submitted suggestions for the two percent budget reduction as the

deadline for submission was prior to a Board meeting.

The Board considered budget reductions for the Minimum School Program.

MOTION was made by Vice Chair Thomas and seconded by Member Openshaw that the

Board adopt the recommendations as submitted by Board leadership.  

Vice Chair Johnson asked for a separate discussion of each item.  Superintendent

Williams reviewed each line item. 

MOTION TO AMEND was made by Member Stokes that the following
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adjustments be made to the Minimum School Program budget reduction

recommendations: Reinstate funds for Enhancement for At Risk Students ($300,000);

reinstate funds for Youth in Custody ($1 million); reinstate funds for K-3 Reading

Improvement ($2 million); reinstate funds for Library Books and Electronic Resources

($550,00); reinstate funds for Critical Languages and Dual Immersion ($300,000), and;

reinstate funds for Early Intervention ($500,000).

MOTION was made by Vice Chair Thomas that the motion be divided.  Without

objection, the motion was divided.

Motion to amend to reinstate funds for Enhancement to At Risk Students

carried, with Member Belnap opposed.  

Motion to amend to reinstate funds for Youth in Custody carried, with Member

Belnap opposed.

Motion to amend to reinstate funds for K-3 Reading Improvement carried

unanimously.

Motion to amend to reinstate funds for Library Books and Electronic Resources

carried, with Members Allen, Castle, Corry, Crandall, Hansen, Huntsman, Stokes,

Warner and Wright in favor, and Members Belnap, Cummins, Johnson, Moss,

Openshaw  and Thomas opposed.

Motion to amend to reinstate funds for Critical Languages and Dual Immersion

carried, with Member Belnap opposed.

Motion to amend to reinstate funds for Early Intervention carried unanimously.

Motion to amend was made by Member Hansen that Matching Funds for School

Nurses ($882,000) be reinstated.  Without a second the motion did not move forward.

MOTION TO AMEND was made by Member Warner and seconded by Member

Hansen that $882,000 be moved from Adult Education to Matching Funds for School

Nurses; and that $1 million be moved from Adult Education into Enhancement for

Accelerated Students.

MOTION was made by Vice Chair Thomas that the motion be divided.  Without

objection the motion was divided.  

Motion to amend to move $882,000 from Adult Education to Matching Funds
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for School Nurses was considered.  Member Hansen voiced her strong support for

school nurses.  Member Castle mentioned that it would be helpful to know how

effective the programs are for which the Board is voting.

Motion to amend failed, with Members Hansen and Warner in favor, and

Members Allen, Belnap, Castle, Corry , Crandall, Cummins, Johnson, Moss, Openshaw,

Stokes, Thomas and Wright opposed; Member Huntsman absent.

Motion to move $1 million from Adult Education to Enhancement for

Accelerated Students carried, with Members Castle, Crandall, Hansen, Johnson, Moss,

Openshaw, Stokes, Thomas, Warner and Wright in favor, and Members Allen, Belnap,

Corry,  Cummins and Stokes opposed; Member Huntsman absent.

Member Stokes called the question.  Motion carried.

Motion to adopt the two percent adjustment, as amended, carried, with Members

Allen, Castle, Corry, Crandall, Cummins, Johnson, Openshaw, Stokes, Thomas, Warner and

Wright in favor, and Members Belnap and Hansen opposed; Members Huntsman and Moss

absent.  

The Board considered reductions to the USOE Budget.  

MOTION was made by Vice Chair Thomas and seconded by Member Stokes that the

Board adopt Board leadership’s suggestions on the USOE two percent budget reduction

adjustments, and reduce USOE Travel by $40,000, USOE Supplies by $1 million and USOE

Equipment by $100,000.

Motion carried; Chair Crandall and Members Huntsman and Moss absent.  Without

objection the amount travel was reduced was amended to $45,000.

The Board considered proposed reductions to the Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind

(USDB).  USDB Superintendent Joel Coleman explained the recommendation to cut USIMAC

because it is non-critical to the fundamental mission of USDB. 

MOTION was made by Member Stokes and seconded by Member Allen that the Board

approve the reduction of USIMAC funding by $483,999.  

Motion carried; Chair Crandall and Members Huntsman and Moss absent.

The Board considered proposed reductions to the Utah State Office of Rehabilitation

(USOR).  USOR Executive Director Russ Thelin reviewed the recommended cuts.  
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MOTION was made by Vice Chair Thomas and seconded by Member Warner that the

Board adopt the two percent cuts to USOR as proposed. 

Motion carried; Chair Crandall and Members Huntsman and Moss absent.

MOTION TO RECONSIDER was made by Member Warner and seconded by Vice Chair

Thomas that the Board reconsider the adjustments to the Minimum School Program.

Motion to reconsider carried.

MOTION was made by Member Belnap and seconded by Member Hansen that the Board

reinstate MSP funds for Charter School Local Replacement ($11,400,000).

MOTION TO AMEND was made by Member Hansen and seconded by Member

Belnap that the $11.4 million be taken out of the WPU.  

Motion to amend failed, with Members Belnap and Hansen in favor, and Members 

Allen, Castle, Corry, Cummins, Johnson, Openshaw, Stokes, Thomas, Warner and Wright

opposed.

Motion to reinstate the Charter School Local Replacement funds carried; Chair Crandall

and Members Huntsman and Moss absent.

MOTION TO RECONSIDER was made by Member Castle and seconded by Member

Warner that the Board reconsider the MSP budget reduction regarding the Educator Salary

Adjustment.  

Motion to reconsider failed, with Members Castle, Hansen, and Warner in favor, and

Members Allen, Belnap, Corry, Cummins, Johnson, Openshaw, Stokes, Thomas and Wright

opposed; Chair Crandall and Members Huntsman and Moss absent.

State School Fund Two Percent Cap Legislation

Aaron Garrett from the USOE School Children’s Trust Section gave an update on

legislation to be sponsored by Representative Rich Cunningham to increase the cap on money

that can come out of the permanent State School Fund and go to school community councils. 

Right now it is capped at two percent of the Minimum School Program.  The legislation would

raise it to five percent of the MSP.

ACT Tests
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Associate Superintendent Judy Park reviewed information distributed about the

increased costs of the ACT tests, indicating there will not be sufficient funding for the 2015-16

school year to pay for the tests.  The contract with ACT ends in August, and Superintendent

Park recommended extending the contract for one year only, asking the legislature for

additional funding to cover the costs of the tests, then conducting a study to determine

whether SAGE results can be used to replace ACT EXPLORE and PLAN tests.  

MOTION was made by Vice Chair Thomas and seconded by Member Openshaw that the

Board add additional ACT funding of $470,000 as #2 on the one-time priority list. 

Motion carried; Chair Crandall and Members Huntsman and Moss absent.

Adjournment

MOTION was made by Member Allen and seconded by Vice Chair Thomas that the

meeting adjourn.  

Motion carried.  The meeting adjourned at 2:15.

Lorraine Austin, Board Secretary

Minutes pending approval
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A legislative meeting of the Utah State Board of Education was held February 12, 2015

at the Utah State Office of Education, 250 East 500 South, Salt Lake City, Utah.  At the request

of the Chair, Vice Chair David Thomas conducted the meeting.  The meeting commenced at

12:00 p.m.

Board Members Present:
Chair David L. Crandall
1st Vice Chair David L. Thomas
2  Vice Chair Jennifer A. Johnsonnd

Member Dixie L. Allen
Member Laura Belnap
Member Leslie B. Castle
Member Barbara W. Corry

Member Kristin Elinkowski (non-voting)
Member Linda B. Hansen
Member Mark Huntsman
Member C. Mark Openshaw
Member Teresa L. Theurer (non-voting)
Member Nancy Tingey (non-voting)
Member Terryl Warner

Board Members Excused:
Member Freddie Cooper (non-voting)
Member Brittney Cummins
Member Marlin K. Jensen (non-voting)
Member Steven R. Moore (non-voting)

Member Jefferson Moss
Member Spencer F. Stokes
Member Joel Wright

Executive and Board Staff Present:
Brad Smith, State Superintendent
Sydnee Dickson, Deputy Supt.
Bruce Williams, Associate Supt.
Lorraine Austin, Board Secretary

Emilie Wheeler, Board Communications
Specialist

Debbie Davis, USBE Internal Auditor

Others Present:
Dawn Davies, Utah PTA, Royce Van Tassel; Thalea Longhurst, Natalie Grange, Jaimie Barrett,
Roxana Orellana - USOE; Jennifer Roth, USOR;  Representative Greg Daw; Sarah Jones, Utah
Education Association; Morgan Jacobsen, Deseret News; Ben Wood, Salt Lake Tribune;
Karen Peterson, Governor’s Office.
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Opening Business

Vice Chair David Thomas called the meeting to order at 12:00 p.m.

Internal Audit Director Appointment

MOTION was made by Vice Chair Johnson and seconded by Member Openshaw that

the Board appoint Debbie Davis as the Board Internal Audit Director.

Motion carried unanimously.

Utah State Office of Rehabilitation (USOR) Update

USOR Executive Director Russ Thelin reported that USOR’s budget was submitted to the

Social Services Appropriations Subcommittee today.  The Subcommittee chairs have indicated

that USOR’s $6.3 million supplemental request is their number one priority on the one-time

funding list.  The other USOR requests are in the middle of subcommittee priority list.  Vice

Chair Johnson explained that the Subcommittee felt pushed to approved USOR’s supplemental

request as its top priority because of the current financial situation of USOR.  

Mr. Thelin distributed and reviewed copies of the motions passed by the Subcommittee

regarding USOR, including a call for and audit by the Legislative Auditor General.  

Jennifer Roth, USOR Budget Compliance Specialist, reviewed a sheet outlining USOR’s 

structural imbalance and three possible scenarios if the supplemental is fully funded, partially

funded, or not funded at all.  She reported that it is not the goal of USOR to meet Maintenance

of Effort (MOE) this year.  

Mr. Thelin reported that there is early indication that federal reallotment money will be 

available.  The fiscal representative from the federal Rehabilitation Services Administration will

be in Utah on March 11, and Mr. Thelin will meet with him to discuss a possible waiver of MOE

requirements. 

Representative Brad Daw from the Social Services Appropriations Subcommittee was

welcomed to the meeting.  He expressed that as he has talked with his colleagues and they feel 

there is every intent for USOR to rectify what went wrong, and they recognize that the services

performed by the agency are valuable.
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Vice Chair Thomas reported a concern of the Board over the federal reallocation

dollars.  Those funds are one-time funds that contributed to the structural imbalance because

it allowed USOR to add new clients on one-time money.  There is also the question of whether

accepting reallotment funds will negatively impact the MOE.  Ms. Roth explained that using the

partial funding scenario, USOR will be asking for fewer dollars so it should not impact MOE. 

The intention is to wean the agency off the reallotment funds over a two-year period.

Mr. Thelin thanked the Board for its recent rule requiring Board approval for seeking

reallotment funds.  He expressed that there were the best of intentions in the past for the use

of those funds, but without the necessary foresight.

Discussion with Legislators

Representative Brad Daw

Representative Daw reported on HB 282 Online Education Program Amendments which

will expand the statewide online education program to include Utah institutions of higher

learning, allowing them to offer rigorous and useful computer science and STEM courses to

high school students.  He expressed the real need for computer science classes to be taught in

schools and spoke of the dearth of computer science teachers.  He asked for Board support of

the bill.  He clarified that the credit will be high school credit and it will be up to the higher

education institution to determine whether to accept it as concurrent enrollment credit. 

Providers will go through the USOE and course sign up will go through the school counselors.  

Representative Daw also spoke with the Board regarding constituent concerns about

the proposed science standards.  He has elected not to run a bill regarding the standards, but

offered to bring a compromise to the Board.  He asked that when the science standards are

reviewed, three points be made very clear up front: 1) It’s not about consensus, it’s about

proving results; 2) science is never settled, and; 3) it’s always okay to ask questions.  He asked

that those three points with some explanatory text be included as part of the standards. 

Senator Aaron Osmond

Senator Osmond was welcomed to the meeting.  He reported that SB97 1  substitutest
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Property Tax Equalization Amendments passed out of the Revenue and Tax Committee.  He

reviewed the changes in the bill.  The goal is to address property tax inequity through new

revenue.

MOTION was made by Member Allen and seconded by Member Warner that the Board

support SB 97 1  Substitute. st

Motion carried unanimously.

Senator Osmond reported that he is working on a response to the issue of parental

rights, and he acknowledged that it has been very difficult.  He will fight for the right for

parents to make decisions on how their children are educated.  The challenge is that there are

conflicting sets of statutory requirements.  There are requirements that the Board assess and

evaluate through statewide assessments, but there has been incredible backlash to computer

adaptive testing.  He indicated he is receiving hundreds of emails on this topic and recounted

some negative experiences from parents and students that are opting out of tests.  He is trying

to balance parental rights with the need to assess students, and is working on legislation to

address the issues that will be more specific and directive.  He asked the Board for input.  He

informed the Board that the intent of last year’s legislation was that parents could opt out of

any exam, both formative and summative. 

Vice Chair Thomas reported that the Board discussed the situation at its last regular

Board meeting.  Superintendent Smith was directed to work with his senior staff to bring back

some language for a policy or rule for the Board to discuss and act upon.  He asked on behalf of

the Board that Senator Osmond allow the Board to take action prior to him running legislation.  

Chair Crandall acknowledged that a memo that was sent from the State Office of

Education to local education agencies regarding testing opt out was poorly worded and

contained a policy which the Board had not approved.  He thanked Senator Osmond for his

willingness in the past to allow the Board to address constituent concerns and echoed the

hope that the Senator would allow the Board the latitude to address the issue without further

legislation.  

Board members expressed that computer adaptive testing is a powerful tool to inform

teachers regarding their instruction.  They also voiced concerns that the required statewide
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assessments are being used to grade schools and evaluate teachers.

Senator Osmond asked the Board to have the discussion regarding the policy as quickly

as possible as he is compelled to put together legislation, but is willing to consider a Board

solution.

USOR Order of Selection

Executive Director Thelin explained that Order of Selection regarding service to clients is

present in all three of the funding scenarios presented earlier.  The longer they are on Order of

Selection, the greater the impact to clients.  He estimated the impact the first year would be 15

percent, and the number of clients would continue to rise if it goes into a second and third

year.  Order of Selection will be used as a tool to realign USOR so eventually it will be able to

serve all clients. 

Public Education Appropriations Report

Associate Superintendent Bruce Williams referenced the following documents that

were distributed: Public Education 2% Budget Reduction Exercise; Public Education: Committee

Chair Recommendations—Ongoing; Public Education: Committee Chair Recommendations—

One-Time; Public Education Appropriations Subcommittee Budget Motions; and Public

Education Appropriations Subcommittee Recommendations on Budget Priorities.  

Superintendent Williams reviewed today’s recommendations from the Education

Appropriations Subcommittee regarding the Minimum School Program and restoration of the

two percent cuts.  The recommendation was to restore all of the programs they were

proposing to cut.  The Committee is also recommending that money for districts to provide 50

percent of the charter school local replacement funding, estimated to be $20,555,400, be

placed into flexible reallocation to be distributed under the same method which exists now.

Superintendent Williams reported that Representative Last is sponsoring a bill that

would require all districts to contribute the full 25 percent instead of up to 25 percent and he

indicated the bill may be incorporated into the funding bill.  He reviewed two sets of motions

from the Subcommittee regarding charter school local replacement.  
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Superintendent Williams reviewed those items that are not on the list that are in

specific bills, such as the Technology Initiative and Graduation/Counselors Initiative.

Executive Session

MOTION was made by Vice Chair Johnson and seconded by Member Allen that the

Board move into Executive Session for the purpose of the discussing the character, professional

competence, or physical or mental health of individuals.  

Upon voice vote of those present, the Board moved into Executive Session at 2:05 p.m.

Members present in Executive Session included Board members Allen, Belnap, Castle, Corry,

Crandall, Elinkowski, Hansen, Huntsman, Johnson, Openshaw, Theurer, Thomas, Tingey and

Warner; and Brad Smith, Sydney Dickson, Lorraine Austin and Emilie Wheeler.

MOTION was made by Member Allen and seconded by Vice Chair Johnson that the

Board come out of Executive Session.  

Motion carried.  The Board reconvened in open meeting at 2:16 p.m.  

Adjournment

MOTION was made by Vice Chair Johnson and seconded by Member Allen that the

meeting adjourn.  

Motion carried.  The meeting adjourned at 2:16 p.m.  

Lorraine Austin, Board Secretary

Minutes Pending Approval
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February 19, 2015

The Utah State Board of Education met in a legislative meeting on February 19, 2015 at

the Utah State Office of Education, 250 East 500 South, Salt Lake City, Utah.  Chair David

Crandall conducted.  The meeting commenced at 12:05 p.m.

Board Members Present:
Chair David L. Crandall
2  Vice Chair Jennifer A. Johnsonnd

Member Dixie L. Allen
Member Laura Belnap
Member Freddie Cooper (non-voting)
Member Barbara W. Corry
Member Kristin Elinkowski (non-voting)

Member Linda B. Hansen
Member Mark Huntsman
Member Jefferson Moss
Member C. Mark Openshaw
Member Nancy Tingey (non-voting)
Member Terryl Warner

Board Participating Electronically:
Member Leslie Castle

Board Members Excused:
Vice Chair David Thomas
Member Brittney Cummins
Member Marlin K. Jensen (non-voting)
Member Steven R. Moore (non-voting)

Member Spencer F. Stokes
Member Teresa L. Theurer (non-voting)
Member Joel Wright

Executive and Board Staff Present:
Brad Smith, State Superintendent
Sydnee Dickson, Deputy Supt.
Bruce Williams, Associate Supt.
Lorraine Austin, Board Secretary

Emilie Wheeler, Board Communications
Specialist

Debbie Davis, USBE Internal Auditor

Others Present:
Jan Ferré, LCPD

Opening Business

Chair David Crandall called the meeting to order at 12:05 P.M.
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Indirect Cost Pool

Vice Chair Johnson reported that the issue was raised in the Public Education

Appropriations and Social Services Appropriations Committees about the USOE/USOR indirect

cost pool.  The Legislative Fiscal Analyst for the Social Services Committee wrote a brief on the

issue, and the committee chairs are suggesting that USOE transfer $450,000 to USOR as a

rebate for overcharging for indirect costs.  Vice Chair Johnson reported that the Board’s Audit

Committee will be discussing the issue in its meeting tonight.  

Appropriations Report

Associate Superintendent Williams distributed and reviewed information about the

General Fund and Education Fund available revenue.

Legislation

S.B. 37 Data Reporting Regarding Front-line Teachers

Chair Crandall reported that he has talked with Senator Aaron Osmond about S.B. 37. 

Senator Osmond indicated that if the Board would be willing to take up the issue independent

of legislation he would be willing to abandon the bill.  Member Openshaw recommended that

as a matter of basic policy the Board should do what they can to prevent legislation.  

Deputy Superintendent Sydnee Dickson reported that when money is appropriated to

local education agencies (LEAs) for things such as teacher supplies the legislature wants to

make sure who is being counted, as not all individuals that work in the classroom may be

teachers.  She felt it would be something that could be discussed in the legislative interim

meetings and information provided on what the USOE database holds and how teacher data is

collected and reported.  Chair Crandall noted that there are also pieces in the legislation, such

as reporting, that the Board will need to address.

Superintendent Smith reiterated the importance of having a single framework to make

sure there are consistent accounting number for teachers.  He expressed that it is something

the office can and should do.  
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H.B. 264 Competency Licensing for Educators

It was reported that H.B. 264, sponsored by Representative David Lifferth, provides that

if a particular vendor offers at least 5,000 teacher licenses nationwide and is accepted in ten

states, the Board would be obligated to accept those licenses.  Superintendent Smith

suggested that it would be more efficacious and appropriate to have that handled by the

USOE.  He thoroughly supports the notion of competency based licensure, but it seems strange

to him that the entity referenced was created by the federal Department of Education to

provide teacher licensure.   

Graduation Requirements Bills

Deputy Superindent Dickson reported that the Senator Ann Millner’s bill, S.B. 196 Math

Competency Initiative, is geared toward students achieving quantitative math competency by

the time they get to college and encourages diminishing rates of remediation.  She expressed

concern that the bill puts students into three tracks–college bound, career and technical

education, and students with disabilities.  Students planning to attend college would have to

take and pass college courses in high school, or Advanced Placement, International

Baccalaureate, etc.

Dr. Dickson also drew attention to bills that would add a Civics test and a language

requirement to graduation requirements. 

Member Allen hoped that those running the bills would take into consideration the

challenges for rural schools in providing additional courses.  

Board members and staff expressed concern over the legislature setting graduation

requirements.  Vice Chair Johnson suggested inviting the bill sponsors to discuss the

governance issues.  

Chair Crandall stated that the underlying issue with all these bills is the idea of a

graduated diploma, and the idea that a student can graduate from high school and still not be

ready for college.  An approach could be that in addition to offering diplomas, certificates with

additional requirements could be offered.  He also suggested talking to the sponsors about

taking a different approach.  It might be a good discussion for a joint meeting.
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Superintendent Smith commented that the Board and USOE have committed to doing a

zero-based budgeting process in which legislators will be invited to participate.  Part of that is

inherently involved with strategic planning.  He suggested changing the timing of discussions

with legislators, bringing legislators to the table earlier in the year, in June rather than January.

Charter School Funding

Member Corry reported that she has talked with several school district superintendents

and they are very concerned about the change to charter school funding.  She asked whether

there has been any movement about adding funding back into the charter school replacement

item.  

Chair Crandall responded that it is currently in the hands of the Executive

Appropriations Committee.  He reminded Board members that the Board recommended a

change to the way charter schools are funded.  Member Corry asked that the Board discuss

changing its recommendation, and indicated she had not realized the impact of that decision. 

She felt that after years of charters and districts working together to come up with funding, the

recommendation shouldn’t have been made without discussion with districts and charters. 

She also noted that the recommendations from the Board’s R277-419 Task Force haven’t been

considered, and suggested that the issue needs to be revisited to allow for more study. 

Vice Chair Johnson clarified that if the 50 percent funding is approved, there will be

money set aside to hold districts harmless that have many charter schools in their areas.  There

are some districts that will be advantaged by the situation.  The question is whether charters

should be funded on a statewide basis or funded based on from where the students are

coming.  The recommendation has already moved forward.  It is complex because of the way

the funding has been structured to go both into the flexible allocation fund and one-time fund

to hold districts harmless.

Chair Crandall reported that during the discussion about this issue in Executive

Appropriations, it was recommended by some committee members that since this issue is such

a big issue it be handled through legislation rather than the budget bill.  

Member Allen expressed the importance of reminding the legislature that charter
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schools have more flexibility, fewer students and more ability to change the education process

than do traditional schools.  Some districts have many charters with them, not because districts

can fund them, but because charters are held harmless.  She believes charters are wonderful,

but the burden shouldn’t be placed back on the districts.  

Member Tingey pointed out that the hold harmless provision is only for one year, while

the funding constraints will extend into the future for districts heavily hit. 

Member Moss stated that he shares the concerns and believes there would be benefit

in relaying to the legislature that the Board has some concerns, and after further discussion,

realized it is a very complex issue that was determined fairly quickly.  His recommendation

would be to slow the decision down and have more discussion because of the impacts to

districts.

Member Huntsman asked if the proposed $6.5 million is sufficient to hold districts

harmless.  A response was given that it is debatable.

Member Belnap emphasized that it comes down to our children.  When districts and

charters are not getting along it hurts the children because schools are not sharing resources or

working together because of the chasm created.  She expressed that she would love to see

charters funded through the state at the same funding level as districts.  She felt no money

should be transferred to charters from traditional schools, but doesn’t want charters hurt

either. 

MOTION was made by Member Belnap and seconded by Member Corry that the Board

direct Board leadership to meet with the Executive Appropriations Committee leadership

and/or the Executive Appropriations Committee to discuss the charter school funding issue and

express the Board’s concern that because the process is very complicated, and after further

review, the Board requests pulling back from changing the charter school funding process to

allow for a more lengthy debate.

Member Belnap also suggested discussing the bigger issue of having charters funded at

the same level as traditional schools, but not taking from each other to do that.

Superintendent Smith reported that the transfer has always been bothersome to local

school boards because they are the ones that have to pass the tax, and a piece of that is
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diverted to an entity over whom the school districts have no electoral control.  As a school

board member, he felt he was being asked to almost violate his oath of office and raise taxes,

but divert money elsewhere.  There is need for a discussion with the legislature about the

funding mechanism for charters.  

Member Elinkowski asked if the Board’s support is also tied to abolishing the October 1

funding.  A portion from the Board’s February 5, 2015 meeting minutes were read, confirming

that the Board approved adding charter school replacement funding to the flexible allocation

fund and recommending the sunset of the exemption of ADM plus growth for charter schools.  

Member Castle questioned whether the Board has a better solution to fund charters

and asked how others states are funding charters.  Superintendent Smith indicated if the

funding structure is reconsidered he would direct staff to understand how other states have

addressed the issue and look at other approaches.

Member Hansen added that the State Charter School Board discussed the issue in its

last meeting, and after listening to the charter board and local superintendents she feels it

would be better to have separate funding streams.

Member Openshaw noted that this is a policy discussion that is set by the legislature

and felt it important to recognize and thank the legislature for asking the Board for advice. 

Motion carried unanimously. 

Testing Opt Out

Member Moss asked for an update on changes to the memo that was sent from the

USOE to LEAs on opting out of testing.  Superintendent Smith reported that he has outlined a

new memo to be presented to the Board in its March meeting.  The memo will include the

following:  1) A strong recognition of parental rights; 2) a statement that assessment is a strong

part of education and the case needs to be strongly made that appropriate assessment is key

to education reform; 3) a statement that there is the safe harbor provision that provides

certain safe harbor opt outs.  The safe harbor provisions aren’t for all tests, and there are

things for which the safe harbor provision doesn’t allow opt out. 

Member Moss raised the concern that a statement has been made to districts that
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suggests there are some tests from which students may not opt out.  He has further concerns

that parents are still being told things that are exacerbating the problem.  

Superintendent Smith responded that districts and LEAs have not asked for guidance,

and he is waiting to give guidance until the Board has approved a policy.  There was ambiguity

related to the DIBELS and SAGE interim assessments.  As the DIBELS and SAGE interim windows

have closed, he didn’t feel the need to immediately send another memo to LEAs without Board

approval. 

Member Belnap reported that a concern that has been related to her from districts and

charters is that educators have been told they can’t tell students they can opt out of a test.  

Superintendent Smith responded that the Board has approved teacher rules of ethics that

indicate educators will support the assessment system approved by the state.  There is a

problem moving forward that as the evaluation system hooks in teacher performance, that

may cause an ethical problem.  

Member Castle related a conversation she had with a rural superintendent who

indicated he would appreciate some direction from the Board so districts are handling the opt

out issue in a consistent way.  He expressed his feeling that opting out of testing really

undermines the integrity of the school and education system in the state.  She supported that

statement, and referenced a suggestion she made previously that parents do have the right to

opt their children out of testing, but there should be consequences for doing so.  If students

are not tested, she thinks because of such a threat to the whole system, it should be clear that

those students have not been evaluated and vetted as other students have been. 

Member Moss asked if SAGE test are being given for every grade.  USOE Assessment

Director JoEllen Shaeffer responded that Board rule requires SAGE writing assessment in

grades 3-11.  Member Moss asked for information on the writing assessments and the context

in which testing that many grades came about.

Superintendent Smith suggested there may need to be a look at assessment strategy.  It

is deeply concerning to him that there is a percentage of students opting out, because that

compromises the system and outcomes for those students.  Information may need to be rolled

out in a different way.  
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Vice Chair Johnson also expressed concern about the addition of SAGE writing

assessments and asked for a copy of the most recent contract with AIR.  Dr. Dickson reported

that the Board signed off on the contract and it contains language pertinent to what teachers

should say.  The contract will be provided to the Board.  

Adjournment

MOTION was made by Vice Chair Johnson and seconded by Member Openshaw that

the meeting adjourn.  

Motion carried.  The meeting adjourned at 1:45 p.m. 

Lorraine Austin, Board Secretary

Minutes Pending Approval
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A legislative meeting of the Utah State Board of Education was held February 26, 2015

at the Utah State Office of Education, 250 East 500 South, Salt Lake City, Utah.  Chair David

Crandall conducted.  The meeting commenced at 12:02 p.m.

Board Members Present:
Chair David L. Crandall
2  Vice Chair Jennifer A. Johnsonnd

Member Dixie L. Allen
Member Leslie B. Castle
Member Barbara W. Corry
Member Kristin Elinkowski (non-voting)
Member Linda B. Hansen

Member Mark Huntsman
Member Jefferson Moss
Member C. Mark Openshaw
Member Spencer F. Stokes
Member Nancy Tingey (non-voting)
Member Terryl Warner
Member Joel Wright

Board Members Excused:
1st Vice Chair David L. Thomas
Member Laura Belnap
Member Freddie Cooper (non-voting)
Member Brittney Cummins

Member Marlin K. Jensen (non-voting)
Member Steven R. Moore (non-voting)
Member Teresa L. Theurer (non-voting)

Executive and Board Staff Present:
Brad Smith, State Superintendent
Sydnee Dickson, Deputy Supt.
Judy Park, Associate Supt.
Bruce Williams, Associate Supt.

Russ Thelin, USOR Executive Director
Lorraine Austin, Board Secretary
Emilie Wheeler, Board Communications

Specialist
Debbie Davis, USBE Internal Auditor

Others Present:
Jan Ferré, LCPD; DeAnnTilton; Rebecca Ivory; Sara Jones, Jay Blain, Tracey M. Watson - Utah
Education Association; Marcus Stevenson; Stuart Call; Keith Lawrence, USOE; Adam
Kolowich; Morgan Jacobsen, Deseret News; Ben Wood, Salt Lake Tribune; Liz Zentner, Utah
PTA
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Opening Business

Chair David Crandall called the meeting to order at 12:02 p.m.

SAGE Assessment System

Superintendent Brad Smith discussed a House Joint Resolution that calls on the Board

to study excessive or redundant testing.  Superintendent Smith stated that he doesn’t feel it’s

reasonable or acceptable to consider abandonment of the system and there is a need to

articulate the importance of a reasonable assessment system. He reported that he has begun

to engage with Senators Osmond and Stephenson on the issues and has committed to them

that the Board will study testing as part of its strategic plan and budgeting process. 

Vice Chair Thomas reiterated that he has also talked with Senator Osmond and the

Senator has expressed his willingness to engage with the Board.  

Discussion with Legislator

Senator Ann Millner was welcomed to the meeting.  She reviewed S.B. 196 Math

Competency Initiative, a bill she is sponsoring that focuses on math competencies and

proficiencies.  The bill outlines three approaches to math competency and the high school

environment through pathways.  Each pathway would provide different options and would

allow students to take challenge exams.  The intent is not a different diploma, but some

documentation showing that a student reached a certain competency level. 

Member Castle questioned the idea of pathways and expressed her concern that only 

students who have parents that are advocates will be directed to the higher performing

pathways, and it may be a disadvantage for students who don’t have a strong advocate.

Member Warner asked if there has been a consideration of the teacher shortages in

math.  Senator Millner responded that more professional development is needed and she is

cosponsoring a professional development bill.  She expressed that she is trying to bridge the

gap between higher and public education and welcomes further conversation.  

Member Cooper asked whether there is anything in the bill that addresses assistance to

parents who may not have the knowledge to push their children into higher achieving
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pathways.  Senator Millner responded that the framework needs to be put in place first.

Vice Chair Johnson expressed concerns about the expected competencies in the bill for

those that are college-bound and indicated that a large contingency of students now would not

meet that requirement.  There is also a bill that would require four years of math, and there

are a lack of resources to achieve that goal on the part of the system.  She asked whether the

Senator would consider looking at proficiency on SAGE scores in Math III as an addition to the

bill, and whether needed resources will be addressed.  Senator Millner indicated she is willing

to consider changes.

Deputy Superintendent Dickson thanked Senator Millner for engaging with the Board. 

She asked for clarification on the implementation timeline, which would start with the junior

class of the 2016-17 school year.  Something this substantial is usually backmapped to a

freshman class so they would have four years to map the courses.  Senator Millner responded

that with the options such as Advanced Placement, International Baccalaureate, and Math I, II,

and III it seems there are elements already in place to implement the requirements faster.  

R277-404 Requirements for Assessment of Student Achievement

Superintendent Smith Brad distributed a pre-draft of Board rule R277-404 for Board

member review.  The rule will be discussed in the upcoming March 5-6 Board meeting. 

Vice Chair Thomas asked if Senator Osmond has reviewed the draft and if it addresses

his concerns.  Superintendent Smith responded that the Senator has seen a preliminary version

and since that time Superintendent Smith edited the draft to strengthen the parental rights

portion.  Senator Osmond has given an indication that if the Board adopts the rule, he will

remove the portion on parental rights from his bill.

Appropriations Committee Update

Chair Crandall reported that he and Vice Chair Johnson met with the chairs of the

Appropriations Committee last Friday.  They were unable to discuss with them the charter

schools local replacement issue because of the attention given to concerns regarding the Utah

State Office of Rehabilitation (USOR).  He did talk with Speaker Greg Hughes and Senate
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President Wayne Niederhauser individually about the Board’s desires regarding local

replacement.  They echoed the Executive Appropriations Committee feeling that since the local

replacement change is a policy change, they would rather have it addressed in legislation.  

Vice Chair Johnson reported on the conversation regarding USOR.  She indicated the

Appropriations Committee chairs are very upset, as they have been told for the third time that

if they give more money to USOR the problems will be fixed.  She did her best to assert that

changes are being made.  Chair Crandall also reported that there is no trust in the numbers

being reported for the shortfall.  The Appropriations Committee and Social Services

Appropriations Subcommittee chairs are gravely concerned and there is not certainty that

USOR’s requested supplemental will be funded.

Vice Chair Johnson reported that the Audit Committee will be discussing USOR issues

further and will provide the Board an update in its next meeting.  

Budget Priorities

Chair Crandall reported that Senator Hillyard has asked the Board to prioritize its

request for the $30 million backfill if Utah does not receive an Elementary and Secondary

Education Act waiver and if the money were to come from the Education Fund.  Vice Chair

Thomas reminded the Board that they already prioritized the $30 million as one-time priority

#3.  He would be more comfortable with one-time monies being used for the backfill, as last

year all the one-time monies went to higher education.  

Legislation

Board leadership explained that there are bills that are tied to the Board’s legislative

funding priorities, and though the Board may not have taken a position on those specific bills,

they have represented those Board priorities to legislators.  If the Board does not have a

position or priority, Board leadership is not stating a Board position.  

There are two specific bills that are tied to the Board and that staff have helped to

craft—Senator Last’s professional learning grant bill and Senator Stephenson’s digital

technology bill.   
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Superintendent Smith reported that when he is asked to make comment at the

legislature, he prefaces those comments with the statement that the Board has not taken a

position on the bill.  In the case of Senator Stephenson’s digital technology bill, he knew the

Board had taken a position in favor with the caveat that certain portions related to Board

control were changed.  He has endeavored as positively as he can to help legislators craft bills,

or commit to having the Board address issues in rulemaking.  As a result, the Board will see

several items coming forward for rulemaking that are reflective of the process to engage with

legislators and relieve pressures they are receiving from constituents.  

HB 345 1  Substitute Abuse Policyst

Superintendent Smith distributed and reviewed HB 345 S1 Abuse Policy for Educators. 

The  bill primarily provides some amendments to the governance structure of the Utah

Professional Practices Advisory Commission (UPPAC) as it relates to rulemaking, and also

includes provisions that provide that for certain sorts of conduct an educator is barred from

reentry into the profession for life. 

Member Stokes expressed concern over the amount of time spent on UPPAC cases in

Board meetings and that a requirement that the Board hear every case would be too

cumbersome.  He supported the Board having rulemaking authority and setting some

guidelines.  He expressed concern over wording in Line 177 and throughout the bill of

“immoral, unprofessional or incompetent behavior,” and feels that the specificity removes the

rulemaking authority of the Board.  

Member Castle questioned the practice of UPPAC following the criminal outcomes in

making its decisions, although that is not required.  She expressed concern over educators

making plea arrangements in cases so they not will lose their licenses.  

Member Warner stated that she feels the Board and UPPAC have improved in the

handling of cases, and likes the way the Board is headed.  She is in support of rulemaking for

UPPAC being with the Board.  She also suggested that the bill include educators on the sex

offender registry.  

Vice Chair Thomas voiced that he is supportive of the Board having rulemaking
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authority to the extent possible.  He is opposed to legislation that ties the Board’s hands and

makes the decisions for the Board.  He felt a lifetime ban outlined in law ties the hands of the

Board.  There are many situations that could come up for which the Board should have

discretion.  

MOTION was made by Member Stokes and seconded by Member Moss that the  Board

support HB 345 1  Substitute and authorize the Superintendent and Board leadership to workst

with the sponsor to incorporate the changes suggested by Board members.  

Member Allen questioned whether peer oversight on UPPAC is provided for. 

Superintendent Smith reported that the bill does not address membership and is not intended

to eliminate teachers from UPPAC.  It may be appropriate to broaden the size of UPPAC.

Vice Chair Johnson requested that Rebecca Ivory give a summary of the background on

the bill.  Mrs. Ivory was invited to address the Board.  She noted that her husband is

Representative Dan Ivory, and indicated that he had started on the bill before she got involved. 

She recounted her experience of being sexually abused by a teacher for many years and of the

effect it has had on her life.  She noted that the procedures in place now haven’t allowed the

Board to see the victims.  She indicated the legislation gives the Board the choice to revoke an

educator license or to not reinstate if there has been felony sexual misconduct.

Member Wright thanked Mrs. Ivory for her courage in speaking out.  

Motion carried unanimously.

HB 263 State School Board Powers Modifications

Vice Chair Thomas reported that this bill, sponsored by Representative Norman

Thurston, attempts to modify what “general control and supervision” means in the

Constitution in regards to the Board and is directly  contrary to the USBA v. USBE case from

2001 and the ruling of the Utah Supreme Court.  This is an attempt to say the Board’s powers

originate in the legislature instead of state statute.  It passed out of the House committee 12-0. 

MOTION was made by Vice Chair Thomas and seconded by Member Allen that the

Board oppose HB 263.  

Vice Chair Johnson voiced that she would prefer the Board hearing from the sponsor
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before opposing.  She doesn’t see that this changes the Board’s authority in any large sense.  

Chair Crandall acknowledged that there is probably not time for the Board to meet with

Representative Thurston.

MOTION TO AMEND was made by Member Stokes and seconded by Member

Allen that the Board direct Board leadership to have a conversation with Representative

Thurston to determine the reason for the bill and seek changes that are consistent with

the Board’s constitutional powers, and that the Board oppose the bill if no changes are

made.  

Motion to amend carried.

Motion as amended carried unanimously.

Other Legislation

Deputy Superintendent Dickson alerted the Board that there are several bills about

graduation requirements and licensure that are gaining some traction.  If the graduation

requirements bills pass, math requirements would increase and a language requirement and

civics test would be added. 

Members Hansen and Warner questioned why the Board is not taking more positions

on bills and expressed discomfort about Board members and staff testifying before legislative

committees when the Board has not taken a positions.  

Vice Chair Johnson expressed that the Board as a body doesn’t have the authority to tell

each other how to act.  She would prefer that rather than taking positions the Board partner

with legislators in the formation of concepts.  She has heard from numerous sources that are

positive about the way the Board is working with the legislature.  She reiterated that Board

leadership is working hard to move the concepts for which the Board is supportive.  

Member Stokes commented that the process is so fluid and moves so rapidly that he

doesn’t support the Board taking positions on bills.  In years past, the image of the Board was

that the Board took positions without talking to legislators and were negative about legislators. 

He supports the process of asking legislators to bring issues early to the Board to allow the

Board to support legislators where possible.   He would like it to get to the point where
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legislators would not file an education bill without talking first to the Board.  

Adjournment

MOTION was made by Vice Chair Johnson and seconded by Member Warner that the

meeting adjourn.

Motion carried.  The meeting adjourned at 2:05 p.m.

Lorraine Austin, Board Secretary

Minutes pending approval
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BOARD STUDY SESSION, MARCH 5, 2015

A Study Session of the Utah State Board of Education was held March 5, 2015 at the Utah

State Office of Education, 250 East 500 South, Salt Lake City, Utah.  At the direction of the

Chair, Second Vice Chair Jennifer Johnson conducted.

Those attending included Board Members Dixie Allen, Leslie Castle,  Brittney Cummins,

Barbara Corry, Linda Hansen, Mark Huntsman, Jennifer Johnson, Jefferson  Moss, Mark

Openshaw, Teresa Theurer, Nancy Tingey and Terryl Warner.  Board and State Office of

Education staff attending included Sydnee Dickson, Bruce Williams, Judy Park, Lorraine Austin,

Emilie Wheeler, Chris Lacombe, Nicole Call, Sarah Young, Ricky Scott, Travis Rawlings and

Robert Austin.  Others attending included Jay Blain, UEA; Bonilynn Henrie and Sharon Zenger,

USDBEA; Joylin Lincoln; Nathan Andelin, Relational Data Corp.; and Tina Smith, UAPCS.

Vice Chair Johnson called the meeting to order at 4:03 p.m.

Standards Revision Process and Timeline

Deputy Superintendent Sydnee Dickson gave a presentation on standards setting and the

standards review process.  

Member Moss asked for a comparison with how other states revise standards.  He also

indicated it would be helpful for staff to report why standards are being adopted, how it will be

done, and why it is an improvement.  

Member Cummins questioned whether too much pedagogy is include in the standards

and asked if there could be separation between pedagogy, teaching methods, and standards. 

USOE Teaching and Learning Director Diana Suddreth clarified that pedagogy and teaching

methods are not included in the standards.  Deputy Superintendent Dickson informed the

Board there has been some confusion because what has been presented to the Board in the

past were standards plus material for teacher assistance.  In the future just the standards and
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objectives will come to the Board.  

Dr. Dickson requested input from the Board on what they would like to receive as far as

standards and what should be posted to the public.  She clarified that teacher resources are

developed to ensure the standards are actualized in the classroom.  

Member Hansen commented that it has been extremely helpful for her as a parent to

have access to the standards.  Vice Chair Johnson reported that she has talked to some parents

that feel overwhelmed by the standards because they are highly detailed and not easy to

consume. 

Deputy Superintendent Dickson reviewed the Board-approved revision schedule and

asked for input.  It was noted that there is a matrix on the Board website with the timeline.  

Member Moss asked if the standards review committee looks at the current standards or

looks at proposed changes to standards, and what happens with the feedback they give.  

Member Allen expressed that she has found with the 90-day public review there has been

a communication gap between staff, the districts, and the public receiving notification. 

Member Moss asked how feedback is received from the public and how that feedback is

incorporated into the standards.  He asked if the Board receives public feedback before it is

incorporated into the standards.  Dr. Suddreth indicated that feedback is incorporated prior to

standards coming to the Board unless there is a broad or controversial concept; then Board

input will be sought.  She felt it would be helpful for the Board to give input along the way. 

Member Moss requested that the Board be engaged all through the process.  Dr. Dickson

indicated the Board will be engaged early on in the process to give direction.  

Member Cummins suggested an addition to the process, that an item come to the Board

prior to the beginning of a standards revision process to inform the Board about why revisions

are needed.  The Board would then give approval for the revision process to start.  After

approval is given, the standards review committee would meet and a report would come back

to the Board with the standards review committee feedback.

Member Castle asked for more focus on diversity in the standards review committee

membership.

Member Hansen suggested that before a standards review committee is convened, staff
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come to the Board with a recommendation to convene the committee.  

Mark Huntsman suggested that a flow chart be developed that would allow Board

members to track where the specific standards being revised are in the process and

pinpointing when the Board is expected to make decisions.  Dr. Dickson indicated she will have

staff design a specific time frame once the Board gives the green light to start the revisions

process.  

Member Cummins suggested adding into the timeline set by the Board a review of the

standards review committee and adding interim times for the Board to check in on the process. 

This would allow the Board to handle public concerns in a more timely manner.  Dr. Dickson

will revise the timeline accordingly.  It will be up to the Board to decide whether reports go to

the full Board or a committee.

Vice Chair Johnson recommended that as the membership of several of the upcoming

standards review committees has already been determined, those committees be invited to

come to Board meeting when the standards review request initially comes to the Board.

MOTION was made by Member Castle and seconded by Member Huntsman that the

meeting adjourn.  

Motion carried.  The meeting adjourned at 5:53 p.m.  

Board Committee Meetings

The Board’s Finance Committee, Law and Licensing Committee, and Standards and

Assessment Committees met following the Study Session.
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UTAH STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION MEETING, MARCH 6, 2015

A regular meeting of the Utah State Board of Education was held March 6, 2015 at the

Utah State Office of Education, 250 East 500 South, Salt Lake City, Utah.  Chair David Crandall

conducted.  The meeting commenced at 8:00 a.m.

Board Members Present:
Chair David L. Crandall
1st Vice Chair David L. Thomas
2  Vice Chair Jennifer A. Johnsonnd

Member Dixie L. Allen
Member Laura Belnap
Member Leslie B. Castle
Member Barbara W. Corry
Member Brittney Cummins
Member Linda B. Hansen

Member Mark Huntsman
Member Marlin K. Jensen (non-voting)
Member Steven R. Moore (non-voting)
Member Jefferson Moss
Member C. Mark Openshaw
Member Spencer F. Stokes
Member Nancy Tingey (non-voting)
Member Terryl Warner
Member Joel Wright

Board Members Excused:
Member Freddie Cooper (non-voting)
Member Kristin Elinkowski (non-voting)
Member Teresa L. Theurer (non-voting)

Executive and Board Staff Present:
Brad Smith, State Superintendent
Sydnee Dickson, Deputy Supt.
Judy Park, Associate Supt.
Bruce Williams, Associate Supt.
Joel Coleman, USDB Superintendent
Lorraine Austin, Board Secretary

Emilie Wheeler, Board Communications
Specialist

Debbie Davis, Board Interim Internal
 Auditor

Chris Lacombe, Assistant A.G.
Nicole Call, Assistant A.G.

Others Present:

  Lisa Nentl-Bloom, Utah Education Association; Michelle Rodgers; Cheryl Phipps, Utah PTA;
Heather Gardner; Lydia Nuttall; Cindy Davis; Elizabeth Lim; LeAnn Wood

Opening Business

Chair David Crandall called the meeting to order at 8:00 a.m.  Member Mark Openshaw

led those present in the Pledge of Allegiance.
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Board Member Message

Member Linda Hansen related an experience she had at a book drive at a local

elementary school.  When the children taking the books realized they could keep them, there

was joy on their faces.  She learned that there are children that live around her that have needs

she didn’t know about.  She related the experience to the Board, noting that as the Board sits

in meetings without children before them, it may be easy to forget about the students.  She

encouraged Board members to remember that what they do does trickle down to the children

and that the Board is needed.

Introduction of New Employees

Human Resources Director Dave Rodemack introduced new USOE employees Ricky

Scott and Abigail Miller.  

Assistant Attorney General Nicole Call, who will be working with the Board, was also 

introduced.

Acknowledgment of Student Artwork

Arts Specialist Cathy Jensen acknowledged the art work hung in the Board Room from

Summit Academy Charter School, Oakwood Elementary School, and HMK Elementary School. 

Changes to Agenda

Updates to the agenda were noted.  Additions included Appointment of a TEC

Representative and an update of the University of Phoenix-Utah Accreditation.  Items 2-B, 2-C

and 2-D were removed from the Finance Committee.  The changes were appropriately noticed

as required.

Recognition/Achievement Spotlight

Former Board Member Dean Rowley was thanked for his service on the Board.   Mr.

Rowley was the appointed Utah School Boards Association representative and served from

2011 through 2014.  He was given a piece of original children’s art work.  He commented that it
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was a pleasure for him to serve on the Board and he appreciated the experience.  

Deputy Superintendent Sydnee Dickson spotlighted the winners of the Utah LEGO

League State Championship.  On January 31 Team Jedi won the first place champions award. 

Each team built LEGO robots and developed innovation presentations.  The team will compete

this summer in the first world festival in St. Louis, Missouri.  Team members included Tavo

Estrada, Onalee Estrada, Kim, Katie and Allison Drennan, Jacob Anderson and Nicole Brooks. 

These young innovators and their coaches were applauded by the Board and presented with a

Certificate of Excellence.

Executive Session

MOTION was made by Vice Chair Johnson and seconded by Member Huntsman 

that the Board move into Executive Session for the purpose of discussing the character,

professional competence, and physical or mental health of individuals.

Upon voice vote of the members present, the Board moved into Executive Session at

8:16 a.m.  Those present included Members Allen, Belnap, Castle, Corry, Crandall, Cummins,

Hansen, Huntsman, Johnson, Jensen, Moore, Moss, Openshaw, Stokes, Thomas, Tingey,

Warner and Wright; and Brad Smith, Sydnee Dickson, Lorraine Austin, Emilie Wheeler, Chris

Lacombe and Nicole Call.

MOTION was made by Member Openshaw seconded by Member Wright that the Board

come out of Executive Session.

Motion carried.  The meeting reconvened in open session at 9:00 a.m.

Public Comment

Lydia Nuttall, parent - reported about a book she found about the Pledge of Allegiance

where the page with the phrase “under God, indivisible” had been ripped out.  She questioned

what will happen to the nation if freedom from religion is supported.  She expressed the desire

to meet with the Governor and various organizations to promote liberty and justice for all in

every aspect of life, and invited Board members to join with her.

Cindy Davis, parent - asked the Board to listen to those in true Title I schools as it



DRAFT
Utah State Board of Education Meeting Minutes -7- March 5-6, 2015

considers the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) waiver.  She suggested that if

the Board uses the same  strong language used in the last waiver request, the Board will not

have to request $30 million in funding from the legislature.  She asked the Board to give those

students every opportunity.  

Dawn Davies, Utah PTA - relayed that PTA respectfully requests that the Board reapply

for the ESEA waiver.  Utah will maintain greater flexibility through its ability to use Title I funds

at its discretion.  She questioned whether Congress will reauthorize the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act, and asked the Board to weigh very strongly the needs of students

and move to reapply for the waiver. 

Lisa Nentl-Bloom, Utah Education Association - updated the Board on the work UEA is

doing with an assessment literacy task force.  The goal is to develop curriculum to help their

members use assessment to identify if students are achieving.  This task force is almost finished

with developing the curriculum and will train through spring and summer.  She thanked the

Board and Superintendent for the opportunity to collaborate with them during the legislative

session.  She also extended an offer from UEA to assist with rulemaking needed as a result of

bills passed.  

Jason Benson, parent - asked the Board to apply to for a waiver renewal of ESEA.  As a

principal of a Title I school, he sees the needs of those students who don’t always have 

support at home.  He is fighting for those students, and feels the responsibility to provide

educational opportunities for them.  He invited the Board to spend a day at his school with the

teachers.  

Michelle Rodgers - expressed that as a former educator and now parent of three

children it’s hard to ignore things happening at her local schools.  Half the teachers have left

since the adoption of the Common Core.  She proposed that the things being done today that

are wrong will continue if the ESEA waiver is continued, and asked the Board to vote for Utah’s

children by voting against any waiver.

Elizabeth Lim, advocate against sex abuse - shared that since Utah has implemented

Aaron’s Law a sex abuse prevention program is needed.  She shared a book she has written,

SCREAM. RUN. TELL. to teach children about sex abuse. 
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General Consent Calendar

MOTION was made by Member Openshaw and seconded by Member Corry that the

Board approve the General Consent Calendar.   

Motion carried unanimously.

A. Minutes of Previous Meeting

Minutes of the State Board of Education meeting held February 6, 2015 were 
approved.

B. Monthly Budget Report

The Board received the monthly budget report. 

C. Contracts

The Board approved the following contracts:

1. Precision Exams LLC, $393,691, 02/01/2015 to 1/31/2020

To provide assistance to USOE in the development of the General Financial
Literacy Assessment Training.

This contract was mistakenly listed as a receivable on the Consent Calendar of
the Board’s January 8, 2015 meeting, and the Board approved it as such.  It was
resubmitted as a regular contract.

2. Educational Research and Training Corporation, $595,000, 03/20/2015 to
03/19/2020, federal

To provide online Migrant Achievement and Performance System (MAPS)/State
Migrant Education Program comprehensive needs assessment, State Service
Delivery Plan, Migrant Education Program Evaluation, and Prospective Re-
interview.  

3. Utah Parent Center, $180,000, 03/09/2015 to 03/09/2020, federal

To provide information and training to parents of children with disabilities
through the Parent Training Information (PTI) Project of the Utah Parent Center.

http://www.schools.utah.gov/board/Meetings.aspx.
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D. Contract Report

The Board received the report, Upcoming Contracts with Renewals. 

E. Work Incentives Planning and Assistance Program (WIPA) Grant

The Board approved the Utah State Office of Rehabilitation (USOR) applying for
renewal of the federal WIPA grant, and receipt of the grant funds. 

F. R277-116 Utah State Board of Education Internal Audit Procedure

In its February 6, 2015 meeting, the Board approved amendments to R277-116
on second reading.  The rule was amended to bring it into consistency with the
Board Bylaws and update definitions of the Audit Committee and Internal
Auditor. 

The Board approved R277-116 Utah State Board of Education Internal Audit
Procedure, as amended, on third and final reading.

G. R277-504 Early Childhood, Elementary, Secondary, Special Education (K-12), and
Preschool Special Education (Birth-Age 5) Licensure

In its February 6, 2015 meeting, the Board approved amendments to R277-504
on second reading.  The rule was amended to clarify the expectation of
technology instruction for educator preparation programs to include instruction
in the use of software for personalized learning.  Amendments also updated
language regarding working with students with disabilities to include positive
behavior supports and Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS). 

The Board approved R277-504 Early Childhood, Elementary, Secondary, Special
Education (K-12), and Preschool Special Education (Birth-Age 5) Licensure, as
amended, on third and final reading.

H. R280-200 Rehabilitation

In its February 6, 2015 meeting, the Board approved amendments to R280-200
on second reading.  A new section was added to give clarity to the authority
required for the State Office of Rehabilitation to make application for new
federal grants or reallotment funding.  

The Board approved R280-200 Rehabilitation, as amended, on third and final
reading.
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I. Requests for Temporary Authorizations

The Board approve temporary authorizations for licenses as submitted by school
districts and charter schools.

J. List of Educator Licenses Processed
 

The Board received the summary of the total number of educator licenses and
license areas processed in February 2015.

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Flexibility Renewal

Superintendent Brad Smith reported that staff has prepared a request to renew the

ESEA waiver with the understanding that it will not be submitted unless the Board approves.  

The due date for submitting the request is March 30, 2015.  He reminded them that the Board

sought $30 million from the legislature to backfill any potential loss of funding flexibility that

would be caused by the lack of a waiver, but it does not appear that any appropriation for that

$30 million request has been made.  

Superintendent Smith presented three potential courses of action:  

1.  The Board could instruct the Superintendent to do nothing.  The effect would be

that no waiver renewal of ESEA would be sought and, therefore, the provisions of currently

existing law, in particular No Child Left Behind (NCLB), would be implemented.  It’s unclear

what that implementation would look like because under NCLB every school would be deemed

a failing school.  As there would be no non-failing schools it is unclear how the transportation

requirement would be met.

2.  The Board could direct him to finalize the application for a full waiver to be

exempted from NCLB provisions for the next three years.  The assertion of a waiver is subject

to conditions posed by U.S. Department of Education.  However, if a waiver were granted

under the same terms and conditions accepted for the waiver last year, there would be a

strong assertion of state sovereignty with the provision that the Board retain the complete

right to alter assessments, evaluations, education standards, or any other aspect of the Utah

education system without the opportunity of the federal government to cut off funding or take
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other punitive action. 

3.  The Board could request a partial or mini-waiver.  The Board could request that

specific obligations under NCLB be waived such as the obligation to implement evaluation or a

particular assessment system under the statute be waived.   The Board could also request a full

waiver for less than three years. 

Member Belnap asked for clarification about Utah’s obligation to the federal

government whether it seeks the waiver or not.  It was clarified that Utah will be under federal

obligation in either circumstance because of the federal dollars received.  The Board has a

choice of the set of federal regulations by which it will be governed.   Superintendent Smith 

reported that the amount of federal money Utah receives will not change if a waiver isn’t

granted.  It Utah is granted a waiver, local education agencies (LEAs) will retain local flexibility

to spend Title I funds, as appropriate under the law, as they see fit.  However, if Utah is not

under a waiver and a school is designated a failing school under NCLB, then NCLB dictates how

the school must spend some of its Title I money.  This would include paying the transportation

costs from a failing school to a non-failing school, and providing remedial or after-school

programs.  NCLB dictates a number of remedial measures for schools that are deemed failing

under the law.

Member Moss reiterated that there would not be a loss of funds without a waiver. 

Superintendent Smith confirmed that and noted that the purpose of requesting the $30 million

from the legislature was to make sure there would be no loss of flexibly available funds. 

Member Moss asked if there would be an enforceable mechanism for the use of those funds

that are required to be set aside for failing schools under NCLB.  Superintendent Smith

indicated that the measures that are most the clear are remedial measures such as after-school

programs.  Transportation to non-failing schools is not clear.  

Member Moss noted that North Dakota has received mini-waivers for its rural schools

and suggested that Utah could pursue mini-waivers for specific areas.  Member Castle

expressed that she is not supportive of moving away from a relationship with the federal

government.  She suggested that prior to making a decision the Board talk with local

superintendents and local school board members to address their needs.
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Vice Chair Johnson asked if there is a different deadline than March 30 for mini-waivers.

Superintendent Smith was not aware of different time frame.  He noted that North Dakota

sought mini-waivers b outside of the deadline.

Member Warner questioned who, under NCLB, would make the decision regarding

school support teams and how are the teams funded.  Superintendent Smith responded that

the local education agency (LEA) would hire school support teams using Title I funds received

by the LEA.  Every school in Year 1 School Improvement would have to hire a school support

team. 

Member Stokes asked for clarification if the waiver has anything to do with the

Common Core.  Superintendent Smith responded that the conditions the U.S. Department of

Education purport to impose when a waiver is sought is for a state to adopt more rigorous

education standards.  No specific standards are listed.  The waiver Utah received last year

reserves the right for Utah to unilaterally change its standards as it chooses.   Also, NCLB

explicitly forbids the federal government from requiring states to adopt particular curricular

standards.  Member Stokes commented that if Utah doesn’t ask for a waiver it would still need

standards.  

Vice Chair Thomas informed that last year he crafted the language for the waiver to

ensure that the Board has authority for certifying that its standards are college and career

ready without asking for approval from Higher Education. 

Member Stokes asked what Utah would be getting out of by not requesting the

identical waiver as the one now in place.  There was some suggestion that Utah might not have

to comply with requirements for an assessment system or teacher evaluation system under

NCLB.  Deputy Superintendent Dickson clarified that with the waiver all that it required now

regarding educator evaluation is that we report what system is in place and outline how we’re

determining student growth.  Utah’s educator evaluation system is a result of legislation (SB

64, 2012 Legislative Session) and Board rule (R277-531).  Nothing in the federal law dictates 

performance pay.  She also reported that if Utah was to go back to NCLB without the waiver,

28 schools would be planning for restructuring in school year 2015-16.  

Associate Superintendent Judy Park reported that the assessment system required
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under NCLB and state law was not affected by the flexibility waiver.  The piece that was

changed with the waiver was the accountability system.  NCLB has a required system to which

states must adhere; the waiver allows states to develop their own accountability systems.  

Chair Crandall asked whether under the waiver Utah could change the teacher

evaluation system and assessment system without approval from the federal government.  Dr.

Park responded that NCLB requires certain assessments and the waiver doesn’t change that

requirement.  The requirement is for assessment in grades 3-8 and once in high school for

language arts, math and science.  

Member Coleman commented that it seems everything education has been doing for

the last eight or nine years has been under the instigation of the federal government.  He

thinks we have squandered those years without reaching consensus on a direction. 

Superintendent Smith expressed that he shares many of the deep-seated concerns

about federal overreach.  However, as a superintendent he knows that strong assessment

systems, strong evaluation systems and standards-based education constitute a set of reforms

that he believes are essential to producing students that are ready to compete and flourish in

the modern world.  

Member Cummins asked if Utah goes back under NCLB whether the school

improvement status for schools would be retroactive, and if so, what the cost would be for the

restructuring process.   Associate Superintendent Park confirmed that placing schools in school

improvement would be retroactive.  ESEA and Special Programs Director Ann White informed 

that one school has gone through that process and it was costly, but she didn’t have the dollar

amounts.  It was clarified that the cost of restructuring has not been figured into the cost of

not renewing the waiver.

Member Cummins asked if, under NCLB, specific schools would lose funding because of

the requirement to spread funds among more schools.  Superintendent Smith responded that

some schools could experience a diminution and redirection of funds.  

Assistant Attorney General Chris Lacombe discussed his legal analysis regarding the

legality of seeking a waiver.  In Utah Code 53A-1-903 it suggests the Board is obligated to seek

a waiver; however, in 53A-1-904, the statute states it is only necessary to seek a waiver if the
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federal government is violating NCLB Section 9527.  The Section states the federal government

can’t mandate standards and curriculum, among other things.  There is a plausible argument

that if the Board believes the federal government, through NCLB and the waiver, is violating

states rights to make standards, they need to seek a waiver from the law.  He felt a more

persuasive interpretation is from 53A-1-903 that indicates a waiver from federal regulation

must be sought, but doesn’t designate whether a full or partial waiver is required.  

Vice Chair Johnson referenced a document the Board received last month from Utah

Attorney General Reyes which states:  “There may be federal entanglements with ESEA waiver

conditions that require Utah to adopt and implement college and career ready standards. 

Since 2012 the U.S. Department of Education has issued Utah an ESEA waiver from No Child

Left Behind requirements.  In August 2014 Utah requested a one-year waiver extension which

is currently being reviewed by the U.S. Department of Education.  Under this waiver Utah must

comply with the four waiver principles.  One of those four principles is ‘college and career

ready expectations for all students.’  This principle requires Utah ‘adopt college and career

ready standards in at least reading, language arts, and mathematics, transitioning to and

implementing such standards statewide for all students in schools.’  These ESEA waiver

principles and conditions are not part of No Child Left Behind’s express statutory terms.  As a

result a plausible argument exists that ESEA waiver conditions are U.S. Department of

Education requirements and are not authorized by Congress in No Child Left Behind.  In

addition, Utah has been arguably coerced into complying with these ESEA waiver principles.” 

She brought this to the Board’s attention as it considers federal entanglements.  

Vice Chair Johnson questioned why the state of Washington lost its waiver and if it was

over an educator evaluation issue.   Dr. Dickson couldn’t address it in detail but responded that

she understands one of the sticking points was student growth.   Regarding student growth the

waiver uses the term “significant” in regards to student growth, and there is no clear

understanding of the term.  Utah did not set a specific growth percentage because there is no

research that shows student growth is attributable to the success of a teacher in a significant

way.  Some other states that did not use a percentage were not successful in obtaining a

waiver.  In her conversation with the federal government they felt that what is outlined in Utah
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Code and Board rule is significant enough that they allowed Utah to work towards a floor of

forty percent.  However, in subsequent conversations with the Department of Education, and

in a meeting with the Governor and Department representatives, it was made very clear that

Utah would control the student growth piece.

Chair Crandall and Member Moss asked if Utah would lose its waiver if growth isn’t

included in its accountability system.  Dr. Dickson clarified that Utah would lose the waiver if it

doesn’t have an evaluation system.  Components of the system have been changed with

affecting the waiver.  Dr. Dickson could not definitively confirm what the Department of

Education will do if additional changes are made to Utah’s system, but stated that it is the one

principal for which staff has had a great deal of dialogue with the Department, and there was

more concern with the time line than the components.

Member Moss expressed concern that staff does not know if Utah will lose its waiver if

specific changes are made.  Superintendent Smith reiterated that under the existing waiver

Utah has reserved its right to make changes to the evaluation system, and the Department

unequivocally and unambiguously granted the waiver under those conditions.  He interpreted

that acceptance to mean Utah can make changes to the system without loss of the waiver. If a

further renewal of the waiver is sought on the same basis, he would stand by the same answer. 

Under implementing regulations it seems clear to him that in order to maintain a waiver under

the regulations Utah would have to have an evaluation system that has to have student growth

as part of the evaluation system.   However, it appears that in granting Utah’s waiver, a waiver

of this foundational level has also been granted.  

Member Moss further questioned if the waiver would only remain in place until Utah

such time as Utah made a change on growth in its evaluation system.  Superintendent Smith

responded that given that the Department accepted the language without qualification he

doesn’t believe they could enforce that in court.  Dr. Dickson added that there was

inconsistency in how waivers were approved or disapproved, and there is not a set standard.

Member Stokes noted that in Attorney General Reyes’ document on federal

entanglements referenced earlier, it also states that “federal entanglements are debatable as

to standards.  No entanglement exists with respect to curriculum.”
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MOTION was made by Member Stokes and seconded by Vice Chair Thomas that the

Board authorize the State Superintendent to apply for a one-year Elementary and Secondary

Education Act (ESEA) flexibility waiver renewal, under the same conditions as the last waiver,

unless the legislature provides adequate funding to replace funding flexibility lost by not

seeking the ESEA waiver.

Member Stokes clarified that the intent is for the Board not to seek a waiver if the

funding is approved.  

Member Cummins asked if there is an alternate plan if the waiver is not granted.  

Superintendent Smith responded that if a waiver request is not granted and another option

were offered, he would come to the Board for approval prior to accepting anything outside the

terms of the motion.

Vice Chair Johnson pointed out that there is currently a lawsuit pending with respect to

the waivers.  She expressed interest in understanding how this would play out and questioned

what the fallout would be if the quid pro quo nature of the waivers is invalidated.  

Superintendent Smith responded that the existing lawsuit is the matter of Jindahl v. USA,

seeking to declare that the entire waiver process is unconstitutional.  The legal rationale has

been captured in an upcoming Vanderbilt Law Review article entitled, “Federalizing Education

by Waiver.”   The underlying argument is that the entire waiver process is unconstitutional 

because it seeks to impose by giving a waiver, provisions that Congress has never enacted and

under terms and conditions that Congress has never provided the Secretary of Education the

authorization to do.  If that were correct the entire waiver process is unconstitutional, and

therefore, the government would have given states something for which they had no

authorization; therefore, the waiver would have no effect and all states would be back under

NCLB as if no waiver had been extended.  One of the things that struck him as he read the

article was that there is strong lack of judicial precedent.

Member Hansen expressed support for the waiver whether the $30 million is

appropriated or not.  She is not in favor of the way schools are defined under NCLB and the

schools that are really in need of improvement will not be identified.  Under the waiver, the

correct schools are identified and get the help they need.  
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Member Castle asked if Utah goes back under NCLB, who is generally favored by the

shift in funding.   Superintendent Smith replied that funding for some schools will be reduced

because there is the potential spreading of the funding over a greater number of recipients.  

If the legislature appropriates $30 million and Utah doesn’t seek the waiver, the $30 million

will represent new money into the system.  Although under NCLB some Title I money would be

redirected, schools would also receive flexible money from the $30 million. 

Member Corry questioned why a three-year waiver wouldn’t be sought.  Member

Stokes replied that a one-year waiver provides the Board with flexibility.  

Member Belnap asked the Board to wait to vote on the motion until all Board member

questions were answered. 

MOTION was made by Vice Chair Johnson and seconded by Member Moss that the

Board take a short break.  

Motion carried.  The Board took a five-minute break and reconvened at 10:50 a.m.

Member Belnap asked whether contingencies could be sought from No Child Left

Behind if the Board does not seek a waiver.  Superintendent Smith indicated it could be

possible, but stated it seems the Board’s negotiating power would be at its lowest point if the

Board has not sought a waiver. 

Member Warner questioned if it could cost schools more money than they will receive

to implement corrective action.  Superintendent Smith indicated it would depend on their plan. 

Member Huntsman reported that every one of the ten districts he represents are in

favor of the Board seeking the waiver, and indicated it would really hurt them if it is not

granted.  He expressed support for the waiver. 

MOTION TO AMEND was made by Member Cummins and seconded by Member

Warner that the Board apply for a one-year ESEA waiver, under the same conditions as the last

waiver, without the condition of money from the legislature.

Member Stokes spoke against the motion to amend.  He felt that by adding the piece

about the legislative appropriation it allows the Board to involve the legislative body, and the

appropriation would give the Board more flexibility in working with failing schools.  Member

Openshaw supported the idea of bringing new money into the system.  Vice Chair Johnson also
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spoke against the amendment.

Member Cummins expressed a concern that with the legislative appropriation, the

money would only be infused into the system for one year. 

Motion to amend failed, with Member Cummins, Corry, Hansen, Huntsman and Warner

in favor, and Members Allen, Belnap, Castle, Crandall, Johnson, Moss, Openshaw, Stokes,

Thomas and Wright opposed.

Motion carried, with Members Allen, Castle, Corry, Hansen, Huntsman, Openshaw,

Stokes, Thomas and Warner in favor, and Members Belnap, Crandall, Johnson, Moss and

Wright opposed.  

Member Stokes suggested that a letter be sent to the Executive Appropriations

Committee outlining the action of the Board and again requesting the funding.  

Risk Mitigation Plan Update

Associate Superintendent Bruce Williams gave an overview of the USOE Risk Mitigation

Plan and presented a time line and status of work on the plan.  Vice Chair Johnson distributed

graphs showing the number of FTEs at the USOE and the number of local education agencies

they serve.  

Superintendent Williams reported that there are rent savings due to bonds on the

building being paid off, and he suggested that the savings could be refocused to assist with risk

mitigation.  There is intent language being considered by the Public Education Appropriations

Subcommittee to allow the use of that money for risk mitigation.  The Board also approved the

hiring of two additional auditors using one-time money.  If more funding is appropriated the

hope is to cover those costs using ongoing money.  

Vice Chair Johnson emphasized the importance of the Board understanding the risks

and time line of the risk mitigation, and ensuring that there is adequate response by the Board

and Office.  

Superintendent Williams noted that the first thing identified in the risk report is roles,

responsibilities and communications, and it was noted that Superintendent Smith is working to

give management a clear direction. 
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Chair Crandall handed the gavel to Vice Chair Johnson and left the meeting.  Vice Chair

Thomas, Members Openshaw and Stokes, and Superintendent Smith also left the meeting for

the purpose of participating in legislative meetings.  

Member Warner asked where the discretionary funds approved for risk mitigation are

listed in the USOE budget.  Superintendent Williams responded that those funds are under the

Administration area, but are not broken out.  He indicated he could provide a report showing

the breakdown of those funds.   

Vice Chair Johnson asked Internal Auditor Debbie Davis for a description of risk

assessment.  Ms. Davis informed that risk assessment is a tool that management and internal

auditors use.  A risk assessment looks at an organization and identifies areas where there may

be problems and opportunities that aren’t being taken.  Once a risk assessment is done

management performs risk mitigation and the auditors determine where audits are needed. 

Risk assessments should be done on an annual basis.  Mr. Williams reported that he and the

internal auditors are working closely together to ensure they’re moving forward on addressing 

the issues and hope to create an environment where risks are minimized.  

Vice Chair Johnson asked what the responsibility of the Board is regarding the risks

identified.  Ms. Davis responded that the Board is charged with governance and is responsible

for the use of funds.  Ultimately assessing and monitoring risk is a management function which

is delegated by the Board. 

Vice Chair Johnson noted that the Board needs to reflect on what is has done to

address concerns with respect to role clarity. 

Member Moore expressed appreciation for the update on the plan.  He noted that two

things—a compensation plan and UCA monitoring system—have been accomplished since the

plan came out last October.  The rest of the work seems to be pending legislative

appropriation, and he asked if there is an alternate plan for completing the work without the

appropriation.  He also questioned whether things could be done now without waiting on the

resources.  

Superintendent Williams responded that Superintendent Smith is taking the risk

assessment very seriously, but many items are based on funding and would be very difficult to
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implement with additional funding.   Deputy Superintendent Dickson also reported on

Superintendent Smith’s intention to conduct a zero-based budgeting and reprioritization

process.  More dialogue on that process will begin after the legislative session.  

Mr. Williams also reported that the plan will be considered as the budgeting process for

next fiscal year is conducted.  It appears right now that there will be funding to address most of

the problems.  Some will be done through reallocation and some through additional funding.  

Member Belnap asked how USOR is notifying the public  of services they are no longer

able to provide.  Superintendent Williams reported that the biggest issue is with Vocational

Rehabilitation services.  Those clients already in the pipeline will still have services.  It appears,

based on information he has received, that there will be a legislative appropriation of $6.3

million for Vocational Rehabilitation, which would allow for continued services through the end

of the fiscal year.  This will be a temporary fix.  The Board will have to consider whether USOR

should accept federal reallotment funding.  

Member Belnap reported that she has gotten calls from USOR clients indicating that

their counselors are cancelling appointments and telling them not to come in.  Stacy Cummins,

USOR, explained that this shouldn’t be happening.  The USOR is on Order of Selection, but

there are still pending services.  

Vice Chair Johnson asked Board members to contact Board leadership with additional

questions about USOR.

Member Moss left the meeting.

Utah Professional Practices Advisory Commission Cases

MOTION was made by Member Allen and seconded by Member Corry that the Board

accept the UPPAC recommendation in Case No. 12-1105 and suspend the educator’s Level 1

Secondary Education License for no less than three (3) years from the date of Board action

pursuant to a stipulated agreement.  Reinstatement, following a UPPAC hearing and

recommendation, is subject to Board approval.

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Openshaw, Stokes and Thomas absent.  
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MOTION was made by Member Allen and seconded by Member Corry that the Board

accept the recommendation in UPPAC Case No. 13–1178 and suspend the educator’s Level 2

Secondary and Career and Technical Education License for eighteen (18) months from 

August 1, 2014 pursuant to a stipulated agreement.  Reinstatement, following a UPPAC hearing

and recommendation, is subject to Board approval.

Without objection, the case was referred to Executive Session for discussion.  

Executive Session

MOTION was made by Member Allen and seconded by Member Huntsman that the

Board move into Executive Session for the purpose of discussing the character, professional

competence, and physical or mental health of individuals.  Upon voice vote of those Members

present, the Board moved into Executive Session at 12:03 p.m.

Those present in Executive Session included Members Allen, Belnap, Castle, Corry,

Cummins, Hansen, Huntsman, Jensen, Johnson, Moore, Tingey, Warner and Wright; and

Sydnee Dickson, Lorraine Austin, Chris Lacombe, Nicole Call, Ben Rasmussen, Rachel Terry, and

Nicole Ferguson.  

Member Wright left the meeting.  

MOTION was made by Member Huntsman and seconded by Member Cummins that the

Board come out of Executive Session.

Motion carried.  The Board reconvened in open meeting at 1:27 p.m. 

Executive Session Items

UPPAC Cases

Motion to accept the UPPAC recommendation in Case No. 13-1178 failed, with

Members Allen, Corry and Huntsman in favor, and Members Belnap, Castle, Cummins, Hansen,

Johnson, and Warner opposed; Members Crandall, Moss, Openshaw, Stokes, Thomas and

Wright absent.
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Appointments

MOTION was made by Member Hansen and seconded by Member Allen that the Board

appoint Melissa Schindler to the State Rehabilitation Council and the Statewide Independent

Living Council as the VR 121 representative.  

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

Committee Reports

STANDARDS AND ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE

Committee Chair Laura Belnap reported on the following items from the Committee.

R277-700-6 The Elementary and Secondary School Core Curriculum - High School Requirements

Rule R277-700-6 was amended to reflect changes the Board made in Utah high school

graduation requirements, recognizing the General Financial Literacy course as an independent

course separate from any core area, and adding a half unit of credit to the Social Studies

graduation requirement.  The Committee approved amendments to R277-700-6 on first

reading.  

MOTION from Committee that the Board approve R277-700-6 The Elementary and

Secondary School Core Curriculum - High School Requirements on second reading. 

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

Social Studies Performance Standards Update

The Committee received a report regarding the revision process of the Secondary Social

Studies Standards.  Committee Chair Belnap thanked staff for their work on the standards.  

The Committee asked for a one-page monthly summary from the USOE Teaching and

Learning Section regarding standards revision.

Standards Review Committee Recommendations for Elementary Mathematics

The Committee received a report from the Standards Review Committee with

recommendations for changes to the Elementary Mathematics Standards.  A draft of the
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Standards will be presented in the May Board meeting.  

The Committee gave direction to staff for additional changes to the Standards.

Standards Review Committee Recommendations for Secondary Mathematics

The Committee received a report from the Standards Review Committee with

recommendations for changes to the Secondary Mathematics Standards.  A draft of the

Standards will be presented in the May Board meeting.  

The Committee asked for a revised draft with particular focus on revising and aligning

the Precalculus and Secondary I Honors, II Honors, and III Honors standards; revising and

aligning the Statistics and Probability Standards across secondary courses; considering moving

some of the standards in Secondary II to other courses; and revising ambiguous standards.

Utah Multi-Tiered System of Supports (UMTSS)

Two years ago the USOE received a five-year State Personnel Grant from the U.S.

Department of Education to provide leadership and support for local education agencies in

sustained implementation of evidence-based practices.  Members of the UMTSS team provided

the Committee with information about the grant and reviewed the progress of

implementation.

FINANCE COMMITTEE

Committee Member Mark Huntsman reported on the following items from the

Committee.

USOR Quarterly Budget Review

The committee received a budget report from the Utah State Office of Rehabilitation. 

The Committee requested that the USOR budget review be provided on a monthly basis.

R277-114 Corrective Action and Withdrawal or Reduction of Program Funds

The Committee reviewed R277-114 consistent with the Utah Administrative Rulemaking
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Act five-year review requirement.

The Committee approved on first reading continuation of R277-114 with an additional

amendment to the rule as follows: Line 130 was changed to read, “The State Superintendent

may withhold, reduce or terminate . . .”  

MOTION from Committee that the Board approve continuation of R277-114 Corrective

Action and Withdrawal or Reduction of Program Funds, and amendments to the rule, on second

reading.  

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

FY 2015 USBE/USOE Budget Amendment

The Committee reviewed information about the USOE budget.

MOTION from Committee that the Board authorize hiring new internal auditors using the

high end of the salary schedule analysis provided by the Board Internal Audit Director.

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

MOTION from Committee that the Board authorize hiring a Financial Manager II in

Internal Accounting using the rent savings in the Indirect Cost Pool.

Member Belnap asked if this is a new position, and Associate Superintendent Williams

indicated that it is.

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

It was reported that a demonstration/training will be provided to the Board in its April

meeting regarding the BASE accounting system.  

Finance Committee Requests for Data

The following requests for data were received by the Committee:

• An inventory of the services that the USOE provides to schools that aren’t required

by statute.

• A recommendation of software that may need to be purchased.

• A report on how much CDA and RDA money has been approved over the last ten to

twenty years and the different types of projects that are being approved.
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• A report of the transportation percent paid to school districts and who determines

the transportation rate.

• Regular budget workshops.  

• Finalization of pupil accounting data.

Taxing Entity Committee Alternate Representative Appointment

MOTION from Committee that the Board appoint Daniel Ellis as the Board’s alternate

Taxing Entity Committee representative. 

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

LAW AND LICENSING COMMITTEE

Committee Member Terryl Warner reported on the following items from the Committee.

Addition or Change to Board Rule for Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind (USDB)

Calculation of the Weighted Average Salary Adjustment (WASA) for USDB Educators

(contracted) in Accordance with Utah Code 53A-25b-402

Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind Superintendent Joel Coleman spoke to the

Committee regarding a proposal to add the USDB calculation of the weighted average salary

adjustment (WASA) for USDB contracted educators to Board rule.  The Board submits an

annual proposal to the legislature; however, there is a two-year difference in the request, the

availability of relevant data in mid-to-late-November, and the application of the wage

adjustments.  The formula for WASA is set forth in statute and the proposed rule would define

the process. 

A question was raised as to whether putting the calculation in rule would set a precedent

for the need for additional rules regarding other financial computations.  Assistant Attorney

General Chris Lacombe was asked to provide research information to the Board on this issue,

and to work with Superintendent Coleman to draft a rule for consideration at a future meeting.

R277-475 Patriotic, Civic and Character Education
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The Board reviewed R277-475 Patriotic, Civic and Character Education consistent with the

Utah Administrative Rulemaking Act five-year review requirements, and reviewed suggested

amendments from staff.

The Committee made additional amendments outlined on a distributed sheet.  The

Committee approved R277-475 for continuation and amendment on first reading,

MOTION from Committee that the Board approve continuation of R277-475 Patriotic,

Civic and Character Education, and amendments to the rule, on second reading. 

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

R277-517-5 Board and UPPAC Disciplinary Definitions and Actions—Board Disciplinary Actions

The Committee reviewed proposed amendments to R277-517-5 to provide updated

language for Board action against an educator for failure to respond to a complaint resulting in

a default action, and an educator’s failure to appear for a disciplinary hearing.  

The Committee approved amendments to R277-517-5 on first reading.

MOTION from Committee that the Board approve R277-517-5 Board and UPPAC

Disciplinary Definitions and Actions—Board Disciplinary Action, as amended, on second reading.

Member Corry asked if there was representation from the Utah Education Association at

the Committee meeting.  Member Warner responded that UEA was there and voiced some

concerns about revocation.  It was explained to them that there have been issues where the

Board does not have the option to revoke the license of an educator who doesn’t respond to

the Utah Professional Practices Advisory Commission, but can only suspend the license for five

years.  This rule change provides greater flexibility to the Board.  

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

R277-516-3 Education Employee Required Reports of Arrests and Required Background Check

Policies for Non-licensed Employees—Licensed Public Education Employee Personal Reporting of

Arrests

The Committee reviewed proposed amendments to R277-516-3 to expand the

requirements for licensed educator self-reporting from not only reports of arrest, but also
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citations and charges; and broadening of a list of specified offenses to report to make the

offenses consistent with the educator ethics standards in R477-515.

The Committee approved the proposed amendments to R277-516-3, and additional

amendments outlined on a distributed sheet, on first reading.  

MOTION from Committee that the Board approve R277-516–3 Education Employee

Required Reports of Arrests and Required Background Check Policies for Non-licensed

Employees—Licensed Public Education Employee Personal Reporting of Arrests, as amended, on

second reading.

Member Corry asked if the Utah Education Association was present in the Committee and

was informed they were.  

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

R277-474 School Instruction and Human Sexuality

The Committee reviewed R277-474 consistent with the Utah Administrative Rulemaking

Act five-year review requirement, and amendments suggested by staff.  The Committee made

additional amendments outlined on a distributed sheet.

The Committee approved on first reading continuation of and amendment to R277-474.

MOTION from Committee the Board approve R277-474 School Instruction and Human

Sexuality, as amended, and continuation of the rule, on second reading.

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

R277-459 Teacher Supplies and Materials Appropriation

The Committee reviewed R277-474 Classroom Supplies Appropriation consistent with the

Utah Administrative Rulemaking Act five-year review requirement, and proposed amendments

suggested by staff, including a change to the rule title.  The Committee made an additional

amendment on line 72 to change “shall” to “may.”  

The Committee approved amendments to R277-474, and continuation of the rule, on first

reading.

MOTION from Committee that the Board approve R277-474 Teacher Supplies and



DRAFT
Utah State Board of Education Meeting Minutes -28- March 5-6, 2015

Materials Appropriation, as amended, and continuation of the rule, on second reading.

Motion carried; Members Crandall, Moss, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

Member Castle reminded the Board that there has been a discussion about rules being

rewritten for specific style and other changes.  Vice Chair Johnson reported that she has

discussed the needs with Superintendent Smith, and he will work on it when the new Associate

Superintendent starts.  

University of Phoenix Utah Accreditation Update

In its December 5, 2014 meeting, the Board was informed that USOE placed the

University of Phoenix Utah on probationary status, consistent with R277-502, due to a denial of

accreditation from the Council for Accreditation of Education Preparation (CAEP).  

The Committee was apprised that the University appealed the CAEP decision and the

appeal was granted.  Since the granting of the appeal places the University of Phoenix back in

the status of being a candidate for accreditation, USOE is removing the probation.  If the

University of Phoenix is approved for accreditation, they will work with USOE to present their

program to the Board for final approval.

R277-404 Requirements for Assessment of Student Achievement

Associate Superintendent Judy Park reported that Senator Aaron Osmond has put forth

legislation that would add additional language around parents being able to excuse their

children from testing.  In conversation with Senator Osmond and the Board, the Senator

indicated that if the Board were to put the language into a Board rule, he would pull the

language from his bill. 

A draft of R277-404 Requirements for Assessment of Student Achievement was

distributed.  Superintendent Park reviewed the major amendments to the rule.

1.  Parents must complete a form on an annual basis to exempt their children from

testing.  The reason it must be done annually is because schools systems aren’t set up to carry

information such as the opt out from year to year. 

2.  A consistent form must be used for opt out. Dr. Park expressed that a consistent form
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would provide clarity between parents and the school regarding for which specific assessments

the opt out request is being made.

3.  A requirement has been added that the school must receive the opt out form at least

five days prior to the assessment.  This will help ensure that parents wishes are implemented. 

4) Consequences of a student opting out of a test are governed at the local level.  

Member Hansen questioned whether the form would be a checklist of tests for which

students could opt out.  Dr. Park responded that a checklist would be challenging as there are

different tests for each grade.  She clarified that the rule only covers statewide assessments,

and that it is a local decision how to handle opt out of other assessments.  

Member Cummins pointed out that paragraphs A and C in Section 6 seem to contradict

each other.  Superintendent Park responded that the difference is in the consequences for

students.  

Member Castle stated she would support Section 6-A being removed, because she is not

sure if parents are primarily responsible for their children’s education—at least financially. 

Assistant Attorney General Chris Lacombe verified that it has been established in Utah statute

that parents are primarily responsible for their children’s education.  He described paragraph A

as preparatory language or an introduction.  There is no legal requirement or obligation in

paragraph A.  Member Castle asked what the rights and duties of education entities are and

questioned why those aren’t stated in the beginning of the rule.  Mr. Lacombe responded that

state statute is couched in terms of parent rights.  

Member Tingey commented that if a student is absent and then returns to school there

are often makeup days.  She asked how that should be addressed in the rule.  Dr. Park

suggested that the process outlined in the rule, with the parent filling out the form, would be

that the way to handle that situation.  

Member Cummins pointed out that if a parent keeps a child home rather than using the

opt out process, there could be a significant number of absences along with the penalties

associated. 

Member Belnap suggested that lines 48 and 49 be changed to SAGE rather than just

summative.  SAGE would include both formative and summative tests.  Dr. Park responded that
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the term “SAGE” is used for a variety of things including a tool teachers use to develop quizzes

assignments test.  

Member Belnap requested that the Board approve the opt out form, and suggested it be

a simple checklist.  She expressed concern over the requirement to submit the form five days

prior to a test as it takes away flexibility for parents.

Members Moss and Wright joined the meeting by phone.

Member Huntsman expressed concern regarding the roll out of the rule, and felt it could

be perceived that assessment isn’t important to the Board.  He asked whether district

superintendents and other educators have been involved in the process.  

Dr. Park responded that teachers use assessment data for a variety of purposes and can

provide teachers with valuable information.  The question is how to support both parents in

their rights and educators in their tasks.  

Member Hansen asked how quickly the Board will need to approve the rule in response

to Senator Osmond’s legislation.   Vice Chair Johnson recommended passing the rule on first

reading or first and second reading today and bringing it back for third reading in April.  Dr.

Park expressed her feeling that Senator Osmond would recognize that timeline as good faith.  

Member Tingey felt there should be just one form for both state and local opt out.  

Member Moss questioned whether Senator Osmond is comfortable with the rule.  He

also asked if local education agencies have concerns about assessment using the SAGE

platform, and wondered if there will be any push back from LEAs by not allowing individual

schools to opt out because of the Board’s platform.  

Superintendent Park reported that Senator Osmond is comfortable with the language.  As

far as what this would mean for formative assessments, the definition in the law is for state

required assessments, which are formative.  If that were to be broadened to teacher-created

assessments it could mean any tests teachers give on a daily basis, and would be very

problematic for schools and districts.  It is within schools’ and districts’ purview to not

participate in SAGE interim tests that are not required.  

Without objection the discussion was tabled to allow for discussion of the Board retreat.
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Board Retreat

Dates were considered for a two-day strategic planning retreat for the Board in April.  It

was determined that the Board Secretary will send out a poll on dates.  

Member Allen left the meeting.  

R277-404 Discussion continued

Member Castle asked why, when students are opting out of a test, instruction must be

provided for them during the time other students are taking the assessment, since other

students are not receiving instruction then.  She opined that parents that sign forms opting

their children out of tests acknowledge that they understand what is being lost by opting out of

the test.

MOTION was made by Member Belnap and seconded by Member Warner that the Board

approve R277-404 Requirements for Assessments of Student Achievement, as amended, on first

reading, and that the rule come back to the Standards and Assessment Committee in the

Board’s April meeting for further review and amendment.

Member Cummins asked that it be clarified that the rule only applies to state

administered summative tests.  Vice Chair Johnson reported that the rule was intentionally

written with regard to state administered tests and was specifically drafted to allow for local

policy to govern local assessments.  

Member Wright left the meeting.

Member Corry commented that the DIBELS assessment is required by state law, and

questioned whether parents opting out of DIBELS would be in violation of the law.   Assistant

A.G. Lacombe responded that it depends what is being considered.  There is also a statute that

gives parents the right to opt out of tests that are administered statewide.  Language in line

220 of the rule was written to deal with some ambiguity as to what is a statewide test, and

defines it as an “assessment mandated by the Board or state statute.” 

Member Hansen commented that by not including formative tests it gives control back to

local education agencies.  

Vice Chair Johnson indicated she will make a personal invitation to Senator Osmond to
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speak to the Standards and Assessment Committee in April, should the motion pass. 

Member Warner asked for verification that Senator Osmond is comfortable with the

language limiting the opt out to only a portion of SAGE tests.  Dr. Park replied that he is

comfortable with the portion in the rule regarding state mandated assessments.  She is not

sure if he has seen the language in Section 6-A regarding parent responsibility.  Member

Warner mentioned that the Senator’s bill covers interim, formative, and summative tests and

commented they are all connected to SAGE.  She wondered if he would be comfortable with

those not being included in the rule.  

Member Huntsman asked when the rule would be implemented, and Dr. Park indicated

probably fall 2015.  

Member Moss verified that the rule can still be changed in the next meeting after talking

with Senator Osmond.  

Motion carried; Members Allen, Crandall, Openshaw, Stokes, Thomas and Wright absent.

Legislative Items

Associate Superintendent Bruce Williams distributed information and gave an update of

the Board’s legislative funding requests.  

He reported that the $6.3 million for USOR was approved.  Vice Chair Johnson suggested

it would be important for the Governor to sign that bill as soon as possible so USOR services

could be restored for this fiscal year.  

Vice Chair Johnson acknowledged the work of staff during the session.  

Dr. Dickson expressed thanks to members of the legislature who have reached out to the

Board and USOE.  She has had many personal opportunities to speak to them at length and

they have been very engaging and good to work with. 

Audit Committee Report

Vice Chair Johnson handed the gavel to Member Terryl Warner in to report on the  Audit

Committee meeting held March 19, 2015. 

The Committee discussed role clarity, expectations and procedures and several other
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items including a report from School Children’s Trust Section Director Tim Donaldson about

potential land exchanges.  She reiterated that any member of the Board can attend the Audit

Committee, but it is preferred that advance notice is given.  Board members may also receive

materials received by the Audit Committee.  

Vice Chair Johnson reported that following the Audit Committee meeting the Board

received working papers with respect to audits that are pending the response of management. 

Vice Chair Johnson took back the gavel.

Update on Educator Effectiveness

This item was postponed until next month.

Superintendent’s Report

No report was given.

Board Chair’s Report

Vice Chair Johnson reported on some things being discussed by the Board Executive

Committee. 

Chair Crandall has requested a legislative post-mortem at the next regular meeting. 

It was reported that several Board members will be attending the National Association of

State Boards of Education (NASBE) Legislative Conference March 22-23.  They will also be

visiting Utah’s Congressional Delegation.  

It was reported that NASBE will hold training for new Board members in the summer.  

Board Member Closing Comments

Member Hansen questioned whether the Board will be meeting on March 19 as

scheduled.  Vice Chair Johnson indicated Board that members should make themselves

available.  The meeting will be held at the call of the Chair. 

Adjournment
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MOTION to adjourn was made by Member Castle and seconded by Member Corry.  

Motion carried.  The meeting adjourned at 3:36 p.m.  

Lorraine Austin, Board Secretary

Minutes pending approval
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A legislative meeting of the Utah State Board of Education was held March 19, 2015 at

the Utah State Office of Education, 250 East 500 South, Salt Lake City, Utah.  Chair David

Crandall conducted.  The meeting commenced at 12:00 p.m.

Board Members Present:
Chair David L. Crandall
First Vice Chair David Thomas
Second Vice Chair Jennifer A. Johnson
Member Dixie L. Allen
Member Laura Belnap
Member Leslie B. Castle
Member Freddie Cooper (non-voting)
Member Brittney Cummins

Member Kristin Elinkowski (non-voting)
Member Linda B. Hansen
Member Mark Huntsman
Member Jefferson Moss
Member C. Mark Openshaw
Member Nancy Tingey (non-voting)
Member Terryl Warner

Board Members Participating Electronically
Member Barbara W. Corry
Member Teresa L. Theurer (non-voting)
Member Joel Wright

Board Members Excused:
Member Marlin K. Jensen (non-voting)
Member Steven R. Moore (non-voting)

Member Spencer F. Stokes

Executive and Board Staff Present:
Brad Smith, State Superintendent
Sydnee Dickson, Deputy Supt.
Bruce Williams, Associate Supt.
Lorraine Austin, Board Secretary

Emilie Wheeler, Board Communications
Specialist

Debbie Davis, Board Internal Auditor

Others Present:
Superintendent McKell Withers, Salt Lake City School District; David Jones, Attorney
General’s Office; Jay Blain, Utah Education Association; Allison Nicholson, UEPC; Erin
Preston; Morgan Jacobsen, Deseret News; Ben Wood, Salt Lake Tribune; Keith Lawrence,
USOE; Karen Peterson
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Opening Business

Chair David Crandall called the meeting to order at 12:00 p.m.

HB 360 1  Substitute Utah Education Amendments st

Superintendent Brad Smith gave overview of HB 360S01 which involves a number of

substantive amendments to the education code.  The bill codifies what the Board has already

started doing with respect to a ten-year plan and provides some specificity to that process. 

One of the prime concerns is regarding the requirement for the Board to obtain approval from

the legislature for its ten-year plan.

The bill reorganizes the Board with respect to the non-voting members.  Also, with

respect to national education programs, the bill requires varying levels of either Board,

gubernatorial or legislative approval.  A concern is that the Governor has no normal

constitutional authority over education.  There is an extensive section defining the difference

between education standards and education curriculum, and Superintendent Smith

commented that this could be very useful for the Board in keeping faith with their

constituents.

Superintendent Smith reported that he met yesterday with the bill’s sponsor,

Representative LaVar Christensen, to review the concerns.  Representative Christensen has

been gracious in being willing to sit down to explore those concerns and to commit to

rerunning further legislation to correct the potential constitutional difficulties that have been

identified.

Representative Christensen was welcomed to the meeting.  He thanked the Board for

the opportunity, and expressed that he didn’t feel there were any constitutional issues in the

bill.  He stated the importance of elected representatives working together.  He expressed that

he is passionate about Article X of the Constitution and about upholding the authority of the

State Board.  The education Code hasn’t been updated in 60 years, and there is no genesis in

the beginning of that Code.  The bill takes some guiding principles and moves them to the front

of the Code and calls it a mission statement, or preamble.  
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Representative Christensen addressed the various concerns regarding the bill.  He

noted that the phrase “core curriculum standards” is found throughout the education Code. 

This phrase is causing discomfort with the public.  The bill makes it clear standards are at the

state level and curriculum is at the local level.  

The Representative pointed out that Section 53A-1-9 has existed for ten years.  Initially

federal programs were solely coming from the U.S. Department of Education.  Now programs

are coming from other entities.  The changes in the legislation still defer to the Board. 

He noted that the Board has until November 2016 to finalize its ten-year plan, and also

to report a history going back 15 years.  He felt this was a huge endorsement of the State

Board.  He explained that in line 110 the language regarding the report to the Education

Interim Committee should have been changed from review and approval to review and

recommendations.  He indicated there is time to change the language in another legislative

session prior to the due date of the plan, and stated a willingness to do so.  He expressed his

hope that this reassures the Board.  

The Representative addressed the concern about requiring Governor approval for

federal education agreements or national programs.  The purpose of having Governor approval

is to ensure that someone doesn’t try to circumvent the process. 

Vice Chair Thomas asked in terms of defining national programs how this would impact

things such as the ACT test, where there is a requirement for all students to take the ACT test

and the Board has received a specific appropriation to administer the test.  He questioned

whether the appropriation would suffice as compliance.  Representative Christensen

responded that if the Board would like a short list of things that might be identified as a

national program he would consider that. 

Representative Christensen stated that he feels the Board and legislature are more

united than they have ever been.  He sincerely believes that to not embrace this bill would be

catastrophic and a step backwards.  Every bill that gets added keeps being tacked to the end of

the Code and a review is overdue.  

Vice Chair Thomas indicated that the Board would welcome him working with

Superintendent Smith and the Board’s attorneys on changes to the bill.  
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Member Allen reported that the Utah School Boards Association has a concern that

there are some non-voting members on the Board that the legislation removes from the Board.

Those representative inform the Board and help the Board do a better job.  Representative

Christensen responded that he formed an education committee in his district a year ago, and

the committee has met twice a month leading up to the legislative session.  In that group there

was a strong consensus that there are benefits for the Board to meet with other education

professionals.  This is something that is not lost in the bill.  He was considering the most pure

implementation of Article X of the Constitution.  If keeping those members is something the

Board wants, it could be done during the next session.  The legislation provides for the Board

to meet frequently with those education groups to receive their input, and nothing is lost by

removing those appointed members named in statute.  

Member Allen also noted that there are appointed members of the Board—the Utah

School Boards Association and the Coalition of Minorities Advisory Council—that are not

mentioned in the bill.  Representative Christensen responded that the Board can appoint those

members on their own; only the ones designated in statute were included in the bill.

Member Hansen thanked Representative Christensen for coming.  She commented that

though she is glad to see him today, she wished he had spoken with the Board earlier.  She

encouraged more interaction with the Board in the future when he is sponsoring education

bills.  She hoped he feels welcome to discuss bills with the Board to avoid the situation of the

Board considering a veto request.  Representative Christensen thanked her for the invitation. 

He expressed appreciation for the extensive and thorough interaction with the Board Chair and

State Superintendent throughout the session.

Member Castle voiced her appreciation for the Representative’s responses.  She voiced

that she is not sure there is a bill that is going to protect the Board or system from the ravages

of a legislature that won’t protect public education from interest groups that are shrill or

extreme.  She hoped that the Governor and legislature will listen to the Board and the public

that want education funded at a different level.  She is hoping for a relationship with legislators

that will protect the education system.  She expressed that she is happy to support this bill

because she believes the Representative is willing to work with the Board.  
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Representative Christensen responded that he loves public service, the people and the

principles.  He asked the Board to not get too discouraged.  He reiterated that there is a

generous window of time to make changes and a funded resource to give the Board the help it

needs to accomplish the requirements of the bill.

Vice Chair Johnson asked if Board members could attend his community education

meetings.  He indicated he would be happy for them to attend. 

Member Cooper pointed out that the Coalition of Minorities Advisory Council

representative, an ex-officio member of the Board, is not included in the bill.  The

Representative responded that he could include it if the Board wishes.  The Board doesn’t need

permission from statute to add ex-officio members or meet with anyone they want.  Member

Allen also noted that the Utah School Boards Association representative to the Board isn’t

included, and expressed the importance of the relationship between the state and local

boards. 

Adjournment

MOTION was made by Member Openshaw and seconded by Vice Chair Johnson that

the meeting adjourn.  

Motion carried.  The meeting adjourned at 12:50 p.m. 

Lorraine Austin, Board Secretary

Members pending approval



% of FY Complete - 67%
# of FTE Staff - 1098.75

Original Current Current Month YTD Budget % of Budget
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Expenditures Encumbrance Balance Spent

EXPENDITURES
Salaries 58,299,000                59,069,400                4,267,400                   34,933,500                 -                               24,135,900              59.1%
Benefits 31,843,100                33,231,200                2,378,300                   19,512,800                 -                               13,718,400              58.7%
Purchased Services 56,124,900                59,618,700                4,065,800                   32,130,200                 324,100                      27,164,400              54.4%
Travel 1,731,800                   1,804,700                   93,500                        788,100                       1,900                          1,014,700                 43.8%
Supplies & Materials 14,624,200                18,604,400                1,583,100                   8,376,200                   401,500                      9,826,700                 47.2%
Unallocated Expenses 7,591,500                   4,056,100                   1,100                           42,600                         100                              4,013,400                 1.1%
Equipment 3,600,200                   3,422,600                   155,100                      2,026,000                   512,000                      884,600                    74.2%
Capital Expenditures 626,000                      591,800                      -                               38,100                         52,400                        501,300                    15.3%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 174,440,700              180,398,900              12,544,300                 97,847,500                 1,292,000                   81,259,400              55.0%

Grants & Transfers to Other Agencies 134,795,300              125,934,500              6,933,600                   54,922,700                 -                               71,011,800              43.6%
Flow Through Funds to LEAs 3,182,148,300           3,716,944,700           268,587,900              2,064,808,400            -                               1,652,136,300         55.6%
    TOTAL EXP. & FLOW THROUGH 3,491,384,300           4,023,278,100           288,065,800              2,217,578,600            1,292,000                   1,804,407,500         55.2%

Original Current Current Month Budget
REVENUES Budget Budget Revenue YTD Revenues Encumbrance Balance % Received
State Sources 2,915,381,800           3,239,747,600           240,899,400              1,936,938,700            734,000                      1,302,074,900         59.8%
Federal Sources 508,585,100              708,623,800              41,941,400                 250,210,300               241,300                      458,172,200            35.3%
Other Sources 67,417,400                74,906,700                5,225,000                   30,429,600                 316,700                      44,160,400              41.0%
TOTAL REVENUES & SOURCES 3,491,384,300           4,023,278,100           288,065,800              2,217,578,600            1,292,000                   1,804,407,500         55.2%

Utah State Board of Education Financial Report
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Agency Totals
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% of FY Complete - 67%
Budget Expenditures

1,568,000           779,100               # of FTE Staff - 5
Board of Education

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries 451,500              451,200              259,800               -                    191,400              57.58%
Benefits 338,700              339,000              188,200               -                    150,800              55.52%
Purchased Services 24,200                54,900                54,700                 200                   -                       100.00%
Travel 76,600                81,200                81,200                 -                    -                       100.00%
Supplies & Materials 175,800              512,600              117,800               75,200              319,600              37.65%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment 23,500                23,300                2,000                   -                    21,300                8.58%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 1,090,300           1,462,200           703,700               75,400              683,100              53.28%
Flow Through 105,800              105,800              -                        -                    105,800              0.00%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 1,196,100           1,568,000           703,700               75,400              788,900              49.69%

Budget Expenditures
9,366,300           5,027,800            # of FTE Staff - 45

Administration 9,041,300           4,897,300            
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries 2,866,200           2,965,600           1,872,700            -                    1,092,900           63.15%
Benefits 1,492,900           1,496,000           958,800               -                    537,200              64.09%
Purchased Services 1,589,900           3,157,900           654,000               2,500                2,501,400           20.79%
Travel 16,600                24,000                11,500                 -                    12,500                47.92%
Supplies & Materials 339,100              999,000              960,100               38,900              -                       100.00%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment 770,300              398,800              174,300               224,500            -                       100.00%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 7,075,000           9,041,300           4,631,400            265,900            4,144,000           54.17%
Flow Through 62,500                325,000              130,500               -                    194,500              40.15%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 7,137,500           9,366,300           4,761,900            265,900            4,338,500           53.68%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
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% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

24,419,800        14,208,400          # of FTE Staff - 28
Assessment and Accountability

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries 1,802,600           1,781,800           1,110,300            -                    671,500              62.31%
Benefits 1,019,400           1,010,400           611,200               -                    399,200              60.49%
Purchased Services 16,146,500         18,976,100        11,077,300          -                    7,898,800           58.38%
Travel 171,700              189,500              13,300                 -                    176,200              7.02%
Supplies & Materials 262,000              158,200              25,800                 100                   132,300              16.37%
Unallocated Expenses -                       38,000                -                        -                    38,000                0.00%
Equipment 35,500                70,600                25,300                 4,200                41,100                41.78%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 19,437,700         22,224,600        12,863,200          4,300                9,357,100           57.90%
Flow Through 2,189,900           2,195,200           1,340,900            -                    854,300              61.08%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 21,627,600         24,419,800        14,204,100          4,300                10,211,400         58.18%

Budget Expenditures
4,456,500           2,349,700            # of FTE Staff - 7

Charter School Board
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries 493,200              642,700              257,600               -                    385,100              40.08%
Benefits 278,500              279,000              137,900               -                    141,100              49.43%
Purchased Services 703,900              989,800              41,100                 -                    948,700              4.15%
Travel 32,400                32,400                16,200                 -                    16,200                50.00%
Supplies & Materials 241,300              236,900              22,500                 1,000                213,400              9.92%
Unallocated Expenses 15,900                15,900                -                        -                    15,900                0.00%
Equipment 10,000                16,400                14,000                 2,300                100                      99.39%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 1,775,200           2,213,100           489,300               3,300                1,720,500           22.26%
Flow Through 2,243,400           2,243,400           1,857,100            -                    386,300              82.78%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 4,018,600           4,456,500           2,346,400            3,300                2,106,800           52.73%
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% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

295,605,300      100,729,400        # of FTE Staff - 23
Child Nutrition Programs

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries 1,330,300           1,849,200           711,900               -                    1,137,300           38.50%
Benefits 701,600              961,800              407,100               -                    554,700              42.33%
Purchased Services 216,700              805,200              232,000               300                   572,900              28.85%
Travel 74,400                110,800              36,900                 -                    73,900                33.30%
Supplies & Materials 257,200              288,200              215,500               800                   71,900                75.05%
Unallocated Expenses 94,900                93,900                -                        -                    93,900                0.00%
Equipment 40,000                84,000                43,400                 40,600              -                       100.00%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 2,715,100           4,193,100           1,646,800            41,700              2,504,600           40.27%
Flow Through 194,555,100       291,412,200      99,040,900          -                    192,371,300       33.99%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 197,270,200       295,605,300      100,687,700        41,700              194,875,900       34.08%

Budget Expenditures
30,904,900        11,851,800          # of FTE Staff - 41.1

Career and Technology Education
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries 2,433,800           2,879,200           1,523,600            -                    1,355,600           52.92%
Benefits 1,294,400           1,423,100           833,900               -                    589,200              58.60%
Purchased Services 151,200              159,000              91,900                 -                    67,100                57.80%
Travel 127,100              108,400              59,800                 -                    48,600                55.17%
Supplies & Materials 985,200              865,300              233,300               -                    632,000              26.96%
Unallocated Expenses 44,500                636,800              -                        -                    636,800              0.00%
Equipment 70,200                73,000                19,900                 800                   52,300                28.36%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 5,106,400           6,144,800           2,762,400            800                   3,381,600           44.97%
Flow Through 23,241,700         24,760,100        9,088,600            -                    15,671,500         36.71%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 28,348,100         30,904,900        11,851,000          800                   19,053,100         38.35%

 -

 50,000,000

 100,000,000

 150,000,000

 200,000,000

 250,000,000

 300,000,000

Comparison of Budget and Actuals

Budget

Expenditures

 -

 10,000,000

 20,000,000

 30,000,000

 40,000,000

Comparison of Budget and Actuals

Budget

Expenditures



Page 5 of 12

% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

4,923,900           2,740,000            # of FTE Staff - 37
District Computer Services

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries 2,384,900           2,171,900           1,394,500            -                    777,400              64.21%
Benefits 1,363,500           1,411,800           764,600               -                    647,200              54.16%
Purchased Services 29,000                29,000                2,500                   700                   25,800                11.03%
Travel 5,500                   5,500                  400                       -                    5,100                   7.27%
Supplies & Materials 233,500              530,100              376,100               13,500              140,500              73.50%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment 186,300              318,500              166,600               14,000              137,900              56.70%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 4,202,700           4,466,800           2,704,700            28,200              1,733,900           61.18%
Flow Through 479,700              457,100              7,100                   -                    450,000              1.55%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 4,682,400           4,923,900           2,711,800            28,200              2,183,900           55.65%

Budget Expenditures
3,396,000           991,300               # of FTE Staff - 0

Educational Contracts
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Benefits -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Purchased Services -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Travel -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Supplies & Materials -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Flow Through 3,137,800           3,396,000           991,300               -                    2,404,700           29.19%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 3,137,800           3,396,000           991,300               -                    2,404,700           29.19%
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% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

415,900              230,900               # of FTE Staff - 3
Educational Equity

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries 196,700              195,000              121,100               -                    73,900                62.10%
Benefits 111,600              111,500              70,000                 -                    41,500                62.78%
Purchased Services 6,600                   11,700                3,800                   -                    7,900                   32.48%
Travel 3,400                   3,300                  2,000                   -                    1,300                   60.61%
Supplies & Materials 25,600                52,200                14,100                 1,600                36,500                30.08%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment 2,700                   700                     300                       100                   300                      57.14%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 346,600              374,400              211,300               1,700                161,400              56.89%
Flow Through 41,300                41,500                17,900                 -                    23,600                43.13%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 387,900              415,900              229,200               1,700                185,000              55.52%

Budget Expenditures
171,163,400      58,701,300          # of FTE Staff - 18.25

ESEA and Special Programs
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries 1,604,000           1,068,800           618,800               -                    450,000              57.90%
Benefits 16,400                551,000              351,500               -                    199,500              63.79%
Purchased Services 322,000              369,100              119,300               12,300              237,500              35.65%
Travel 61,700                100,100              26,900                 -                    73,200                26.87%
Supplies & Materials 477,500              626,500              174,600               100                   451,800              27.89%
Unallocated Expenses 1,900,200           1,272,500           -                        -                    1,272,500           0.00%
Equipment 20,300                76,900                24,300                 15,100              37,500                51.24%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 4,402,100           4,064,900           1,315,400            27,500              2,722,000           33.04%
Flow Through 79,649,300         167,098,500      57,358,400          -                    109,740,100       34.33%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 84,051,400         171,163,400      58,673,800          27,500              112,462,100       34.30%
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% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

3,390,900           1,454,300            # of FTE Staff - 0
Fine Arts (POPS)

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Benefits -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Purchased Services -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Travel -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Supplies & Materials -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Flow Through 3,325,000           3,390,900           1,454,300            -                    1,936,600           42.89%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 3,325,000           3,390,900           1,454,300            -                    1,936,600           42.89%

Budget Expenditures
29,631,100        16,421,700          # of FTE Staff - 4.4

Grants and Contracts
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries 231,600              263,200              113,000               -                    150,200              42.93%
Benefits 101,400              118,500              51,500                 -                    67,000                43.46%
Purchased Services 21,929,700         21,491,800        12,384,600          167,500            8,939,700           58.40%
Travel 15,300                15,000                200                       -                    14,800                1.33%
Supplies & Materials 4,224,200           5,103,500           2,852,800            -                    2,250,700           55.90%
Unallocated Expenses 257,700              262,500              2,500                   -                    260,000              0.95%
Equipment 328,300              328,300              299,800               -                    28,500                91.32%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 27,088,200         27,582,800        15,704,400          167,500            11,710,900         57.54%
Flow Through 1,440,200           2,048,300           549,800               -                    1,498,500           26.84%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 28,528,400         29,631,100        16,254,200          167,500            13,209,400         55.42%
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% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

35,647,700        10,880,200          # of FTE Staff - 36.5
Instructional Services-Teaching and Learning

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries 1,908,800           1,708,900           1,028,500            -                    680,400              60.18%
Benefits 974,900              842,400              555,600               -                    286,800              65.95%
Purchased Services 758,100              1,107,000           384,900               900                   721,200              34.85%
Travel 70,900                66,000                49,500                 -                    16,500                75.00%
Supplies & Materials 1,838,800           2,220,500           376,100               -                    1,844,400           16.94%
Unallocated Expenses 500,000              27,100                -                        -                    27,100                0.00%
Equipment 7,700                   9,100                  3,800                   1,800                3,500                   61.54%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 6,059,200           5,981,000           2,398,400            2,700                3,579,900           40.15%
Flow Through 32,072,700         29,666,700        8,479,100            -                    21,187,600         28.58%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 38,131,900         35,647,700        10,877,500          2,700                24,767,500         30.52%

Budget Expenditures
282,500              171,200               # of FTE Staff - 2

Law and Legislation
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries 150,400              150,300              96,900                 -                    53,400                64.47%
Benefits 79,100                78,800                53,300                 -                    25,500                67.64%
Purchased Services 7,900                   7,300                  1,300                   -                    6,000                   17.81%
Travel 4,200                   3,900                  1,500                   -                    2,400                   38.46%
Supplies & Materials 7,700                   8,900                  4,400                   200                   4,300                   51.69%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment 2,400                   2,200                  -                        -                    2,200                   0.00%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 251,700              251,400              157,400               200                   93,800                62.69%
Flow Through 30,800                31,100                13,600                 -                    17,500                43.73%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 282,500              282,500              171,000               200                   111,300              60.60%
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% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

13,756,000        3,865,100            # of FTE Staff - 17.2
Licensing and UPPAC

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries 845,300              990,200              506,300               -                    483,900              51.13%
Benefits 515,900              512,600              284,200               -                    228,400              55.44%
Purchased Services 832,600              760,800              242,500               48,200              470,100              38.21%
Travel 12,700                12,400                3,500                   -                    8,900                   28.23%
Supplies & Materials 180,200              393,700              139,200               5,800                248,700              36.83%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment 2,000                   18,900                18,800                 100                   -                       100.00%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 2,388,700           2,688,600           1,194,500            54,100              1,440,000           46.44%
Flow Through 6,206,900           11,067,400        2,616,500            -                    8,450,900           23.64%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 8,595,600           13,756,000        3,811,000            54,100              9,890,900           28.10%

Budget Expenditures
3,108,199,700   1,863,712,600    # of FTE Staff - 0

Minimum School Program
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Benefits -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Purchased Services -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Travel -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Supplies & Materials -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Flow Through 2,788,612,900   3,108,199,700   1,863,712,600    -                    1,244,487,100   59.96%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 2,788,612,900   3,108,199,700   1,863,712,600    -                    1,244,487,100   59.96%
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% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

3,152,200           1,451,200            # of FTE Staff - 16
School Finance

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries 1,033,300           1,021,800           627,900               -                    393,900              61.45%
Benefits 584,900              589,000              360,800               -                    228,200              61.26%
Purchased Services 276,900              465,300              3,900                   -                    461,400              0.84%
Travel 47,600                49,400                18,200                 -                    31,200                36.84%
Supplies & Materials 64,400                64,700                11,000                 100                   53,600                17.16%
Unallocated Expenses 13,700                -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment 15,200                15,300                3,100                   1,200                11,000                28.10%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 2,036,000           2,205,500           1,024,900            1,300                1,179,300           46.53%
Flow Through 733,800              946,700              425,000               -                    521,700              44.89%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 2,769,800           3,152,200           1,449,900            1,300                1,701,000           46.04%

Budget Expenditures
771,700              429,600               # of FTE Staff - 4

School Trust Lands
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries 280,500              283,200              177,300               -                    105,900              62.61%
Benefits 152,800              157,200              98,600                 -                    58,600                62.72%
Purchased Services 68,600                66,100                33,700                 600                   31,800                51.89%
Travel 12,000                19,800                12,000                 -                    7,800                   60.61%
Supplies & Materials 39,100                27,400                5,700                   -                    21,700                20.80%
Unallocated Expenses 15,000                -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment 2,300                   4,000                  1,400                   -                    2,600                   35.00%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 570,300              557,700              328,700               600                   228,400              59.05%
Flow Through 138,100              214,000              100,300               -                    113,700              46.87%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 708,400              771,700              429,000               600                   342,100              55.67%
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% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

2,600,000           1,811,200            # of FTE Staff - 0
Science (Isee)

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Benefits -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Purchased Services -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Travel -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Supplies & Materials -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Unallocated Expenses -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Equipment -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
Flow Through 2,600,000           2,600,000           1,811,200            -                    788,800              69.66%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 2,600,000           2,600,000           1,811,200            -                    788,800              69.66%

Budget Expenditures
161,978,500      56,795,800          # of FTE Staff - 22.6

Special Education
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries 1,822,300           1,517,400           929,100               -                    588,300              61.23%
Benefits 846,400              829,200              500,700               -                    328,500              60.38%
Purchased Services 5,215,200           2,496,000           961,300               -                    1,534,700           38.51%
Travel 163,800              149,300              55,300                 -                    94,000                37.04%
Supplies & Materials 282,000              537,900              215,500               5,400                317,000              41.07%
Unallocated Expenses 4,318,400           1,133,200           -                        -                    1,133,200           0.00%
Equipment 41,700                113,600              84,800                 5,800                23,000                79.75%
Capital Expenditures -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 12,689,800         6,776,600           2,746,700            11,200              4,018,700           40.70%
Flow Through 132,975,300       155,201,900      54,037,900          -                    101,164,000       34.82%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 145,665,100       161,978,500      56,784,600          11,200              105,182,700       35.06%
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% of FY Complete - 67%

Department Budget & Expenditures Breakdown
Fiscal Year 2015

Month Ending Febrary 28, 2015
Budget Expenditures

33,227,600        19,384,300          # of FTE Staff - 332
Schools for Deaf and Blind

Original Year-to-date Budget %
Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent

Salaries 15,473,700         15,480,400        9,331,000            -                    6,149,400           60.28%
Benefits 8,717,100           8,726,400           5,225,400            -                    3,501,000           59.88%
Purchased Services 4,899,500           5,009,600           3,194,600            17,300              1,797,700           64.11%
Travel 462,300              459,700              248,400               1,900                209,400              54.45%
Supplies & Materials 2,197,700           2,858,500           863,800               69,700              1,925,000           32.66%
Unallocated Expenses -                       250,000              1,100                   -                    248,900              0.44%
Equipment 238,700              412,200              403,200               9,000                -                       100.00%
Capital Expenditures 26,000                30,800                -                        18,900              11,900                61.36%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 32,015,000         33,227,600        19,267,500          116,800            13,843,300         58.34%
Flow Through -                       -                      -                        -                    -                       0.00%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 32,015,000         33,227,600        19,267,500          116,800            13,843,300         58.34%

Budget Expenditures
78,796,200        44,850,000          # of FTE Staff - 461.7

State Office of Rehabilitation
Original Year-to-date Budget %

Description Budget Budget Expenditures Encumbrances Balance Spent
Salaries 22,989,900         23,648,600        14,253,300          -                    9,395,300           60.27%
Benefits 13,253,800         13,793,300        8,059,400            -                    5,733,900           58.43%
Purchased Services 2,946,200           3,662,000           2,646,800            73,500              941,700              74.28%
Travel 373,700              374,100              151,400               -                    222,700              40.47%
Supplies & Materials 2,792,800           3,120,400           1,767,800            189,100            1,163,500           62.71%
Unallocated Expenses 431,300              326,200              39,000                 100                   287,100              11.99%
Equipment 1,803,200           1,457,000           741,100               192,600            523,300              64.08%
Capital Expenditures 600,000              561,000              38,100                 33,500              489,400              12.76%
         TOTAL EXPENDITURES 45,190,900         46,942,600        27,696,900          488,800            18,756,900         60.04%
Flow Through 37,901,400         31,853,600        16,664,300          -                    15,189,300         52.32%
         Total Exp. & Flow Thru 83,092,300         78,796,200        44,361,200          488,800            33,946,200         56.92%
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Agency 
Contract # Vendor

Original 
Contract

Previous 
Amendment 

Amount

Current 
Amendment 
Amount

Total Contract 
Amount

Expiration Contract 
Dates Contract Purpose

136036 MicroScribe Publishing 35,000.00 $70,000.00 $35,000.00 140,000.00 06/30/16 services for students with special needs
new Active Re-Entry 6,500.00 6,500.00 10/15/18 ASPIRE

126299 Cohne, Kinghorn P.C. 0.00 $100,000.00 100,000.00 03/19/17
UPPAC/pick up last two yr renewal option - 
name change

Contracts approved by State Superintendent or USOR Director  (less than $100,000) 



USOE/USORAgency  Contracts w/Renewals

Contract 
Number

Vendor Name Section Contract Monitor Contract 
Begin Date

Contract End 
Date

Status Comments

 
146378 Old Dominion CNP Barbie Faust 8/1/2014 7/31/2015



R277. Education, Administration.
R277-114. Corrective Action and Withdrawal or Reduction of Program
Funds.
R277-114-1. Authority and Purpose.

A. This rule is authorized by Utah Constitution Article X,
Section 3 which vests general control and supervision of public
education in the Board and by Section 53A-1-401(3) which allows the
Board to adopt rules in accordance with its responsibilities.

B. The purpose of the rule is to provide procedures for public
education Program monitoring and corrective action for
noncompliance with identified Program requirements, Program
accountability standards, and financial propriety.

R277-114-2. Definitions.
A. “Board” means the Utah State Board of Education.
B. “Program” means a public education project or plan under

the direction of the Board.
C. “Recipient” means an LEA or a school.
D. “State Superintendent” means the State Superintendent of

Public Instruction as defined under Section 53A-1-301, or his or
her designee.

R277-114-3. State Superintendent Responsibilities.
A. Program Monitoring
(1) For each Program, the State Superintendent shall design

and implement a consistent monitoring program that includes
standards for both Program outcomes and Program financial
compliance.

(2) The State Superintendent shall notify all Recipients of
the initiation of or changes to any monitoring program.

(3) The State Superintendent shall monitor compliance with
Program outcomes, reporting requirements, and financial compliance.

B. Corrective Action Plans
(1) The State Superintendent shall place a Recipient on a

corrective action plan when a Recipient does not demonstrate
satisfactory Program outcomes, demonstrates noncompliance with
Program requirements or allowable Program expenditures, or does not
comply with requests to provide accurate and complete Program or
financial information.

(2) The State Superintendent shall clearly outline in a
corrective action plan all areas of noncompliance and establish a
reasonable time frame for the Recipient to correct identified
issues.

(3) The State Superintendent shall give notice and copy of the
corrective action plan in writing to the Recipient administrators
and respective LEA board.

C. The State Superintendent may withhold, reduce or terminate
funding for Recipient noncompliance.

D. The State Superintendent shall report to the Board monthly
about the status of noncompliant Program Recipients.



R277-114-4. Recipient Appeals.
A Recipient may file an appeal to the Board of any adverse

decision of the State Superintendent resulting from a corrective
action plan or withholding of funds.  An appeal must be made in
writing and within 30 days of the date of the State
Superintendent's action.

KEY: programs, noncompliance, corrective action
Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendment: 2015
Notice of Continuation: 2015
Authorizing, and Implemented or Interpreted Law: Art X Sec 3;
53A-1-401(3)



R277.  Education, Administration.
R277-459. Teacher Supplies and Materials Appropriation.
R277-459-1.  Authority and Purpose.

A. This rule is authorized under Utah Constitution Article X,
Section 3 which gives general control and supervision of the public
school system to the Board, by Section 53A-1-402(1)(b) which
directs the Board to establish rules and minimum standards for
school programs, and by state legislation which provides a
designated appropriation for teacher supplies and materials.

B. The purpose of this rule is to distribute money through
LEAs to classroom teachers for school materials, supplies, field
trips, and purposes or equipment that protect the health of
teachers in instructional or lab settings or in conjunction with
field trips.

R277-459-2.  Definitions.
A.  “Board” means the Utah State Board of Education.
B.  “Classroom teacher” definition criteria:
(1) Eligible teachers shall be in a permanent teacher position

filled by one teacher or two or more job-sharing teachers employed
by a school district, the Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind,
or charter schools.

(2) Eligible teachers are licensed personnel, and paid on a
school district’s salary schedule or a charter school’s salary
schedule.  

(3)  Teachers shall be employed for an entire contract period. 
(4)  The teacher’s primary responsibility shall be to provide

instructional or a combination of instructional and counseling
services to students in public schools.

C.  “Comprehensive Administration of Credentials for Teachers
in Utah Schools (CACTUS)” means the electronic file maintained on
all licensed Utah educators.  The file includes such as:

(1)  personal directory information;
(2)  educational background;
(3)  endorsements;
(4)  employment history;
(5)  professional development information; and
(6) a record of disciplinary action taken against the

educator.  All information contained in an individual's CACTUS file
is available to the individual, but is classified private or
protected under Section 63G-2-302 or 305 and is accessible only to
specific designated individuals.

D.  “Field trip” means a district, or school authorized
excursion for educational purposes.

E. “LEA” means a local education agency, including local
school boards/public school districts, charter schools, and, for
purposes of this rule, the Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind.

F.  “Teaching supplies and materials” means both consumable
and nonconsumable items that are used for educational purposes by
teachers in classroom activities and may include such items as:

(1)  paper, pencils, workbooks, notebooks, supplementary books
and resources;

(2)  laboratory supplies, e.g. photography materials,
chemicals, paints, bulbs (both light and flower), thread, needles,



bobbins, wood, glue, sandpaper, nails and automobile parts;
(3)  laminating supplies, chart paper, art supplies, and

mounting or framing materials;
(4)  The definition of teaching supplies and materials should

be broadly construed in so far as the materials are used by the
teacher for instructional purposes or to protect the health of
teachers in instructional or lab settings, or in conjunction with
field trips.

G.  “USOE” means the Utah State Office of Education.

R277-459-3.  Distribution of Funds.
A. The Board may distribute funds to LEAs based on data

submitted to the CACTUS database.
B. LEAs shall distribute funds for classroom supplies

consistent with the amounts for salary schedule steps and teaching
assignments as appropriated.

C.  Individual teachers shall designate the uses for their
allocations consistent with the criteria of this rule.  LEAs and
other eligible schools may develop policies, procedures and
timelines to facilitate the intent of the appropriation.

D.  Each LEA shall ensure that each eligible individual has
the opportunity to receive the proportionate share of the
appropriation. If the appropriation is not sufficient to provide
each teacher the full amount allowed by law, teachers on salary
steps one through three shall receive the full amount allowed with
the remaining money apportioned to all other teachers.

E.  If a teacher has not spent or committed to spend the
individual allocation by April 1, the school or LEA may make the
excess funds available to other teachers or may reserve the money
for use by eligible teachers the following year.

F.  These funds shall supplement, not supplant, existing funds
for identified purposes.

G.  These funds shall be accounted for by the LEA or eligible
school using state and school district procurement and accounting
policies.

H.  The funds and supplies purchased with the funds are the
property of the LEA.

(1) Employees do not personally own materials purchased with
designated public funds.

(2) An LEA may by policy allow individual teachers to use
supply funds to protect teacher health with consumable materials
that may not be able to be reused by the school.

R277-459-4.  Other Provisions.
A. LEAs shall allow, but not require, teachers to jointly use

their allocations.
B. LEAs may carry over these funds, if necessary.

KEY:  teachers, supplies
Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendment: 2015
Notice of Continuation: 2015
Authorizing, and Implemented or Interpreted Law:  Art X Sec 3; 53A-
1-402(1)(b)



R277.  Education, Administration.
R277-474. School Instruction and Human Sexuality.
R277-474-1.  Authority and Purpose.

A.  This rule is authorized by Utah Constitution, Article X,
Section 3 which vests general control and supervision of public
education in the Board, Section 53A-13-101(1)(c)(ii)(B) which
directs the Board to develop a rule to allow local boards to adopt
human sexuality education materials or programs under Board rules
and Section 53A-1-401(3) which allows the Board to adopt rules in
accordance with its responsibilities.

B.  The purposes of this rule are:
(1) to provide requirements for the Board, LEAs and individual

educators to select instructional materials about human sexuality
and maturation;

(2) to provide notice to parents/guardians of proposed human
sexuality and maturation discussions and instruction; and

(3) to provide direction to public education employees
regarding instruction and discussion of maturation and human
sexuality with students.

R277-474-2.  Definitions.
A. “Board” means the Utah State Board of Education.
B. “Curriculum materials review committee (committee)” means

a committee formed at the district or school level, as determined
by the local board of education or local charter board, that
includes parents, health professionals, school health educators,
and administrators, with at least as many parents as school
employees.  The membership of the committee shall be appointed and
reviewed annually by August 1 of each year by the local board,
shall meet on a regular basis as determined by the membership,
shall select its own officers and shall be subject to Sections 52-
4-1 through 52-4-10.

C. “Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act” is a state
statute, Sections 53A-13-301 and 53A-13-302, that protects the
privacy of students, their parents, and their families, and
supports parental involvement in the public education of their
children.

D. “Human sexuality instruction or instructional programs”
means any course, unit, class, activity or presentation that
provides instruction or information to students about sexual
abstinence, human reproduction, reproductive anatomy, physiology,
pregnancy, marriage, childbirth, parenthood, contraception, or
HIV/AIDS and other sexually transmitted diseases.  While these
topics are most likely discussed in such courses as health
education, health occupations, human biology, physiology,
parenting, adult roles, psychology, sociology, child development,
and biology, this rule applies to any course or class in which
these topics are the focus of discussion.

E. “Instructional Materials Commission” means an advisory
commission authorized under Section 53A-14-101.

F. “LEA” means a local education agency, including local
school boards/public school districts, charter schools, and, for
purposes of this rule, the Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind.

G. “Maturation education” means instruction and materials used



to provide fifth or sixth grade students with age appropriate,
accurate information regarding the physical and emotional changes
associated with puberty, to assist in protecting students from
abuse and to promote hygiene and good health practices.

H. “Medically accurate” means verified or supported by a body
of research conducted in compliance with scientific methods and
published in journals that have received peer-review, where
appropriate, and recognized as accurate and objective by
professional organizations and agencies with expertise in the
relevant field, such as the American Medical Association.

I. “Parental notification form” means a form developed by the
USOE and used exclusively by LEAs or Utah public schools for
parental notification of subject matter identified in this rule. 
Students may not participate in human sexuality instruction,
maturation education, or instructional programs as identified in
R277-474-2D without prior affirmative parent/guardian response on
file.  The form:

(1)  shall explain a parent's right to review proposed
curriculum materials in a timely manner;

(2)  shall request the parent's permission to instruct the
parent's student in identified course material related to human
sexuality or maturation education;

(3)  shall allow the parent to exempt the parent's student
from attendance for class period(s) while identified course
material related to human sexuality or maturation education is
presented and discussed;

(4)  shall be specific enough to give parents fair notice of
topics to be covered;

(5)  shall include a brief explanation of the topics and
materials to be presented and provide a time, place and contact
person for review of the identified curricular materials;

(6)  shall be on file with affirmative parent/guardian
response for each student prior to the student's participation in
discussion of issues protected under Section 53A-13-101; and

(7)  shall be maintained at the school for a reasonable period
of time.

J. “Professional development” means training in which Utah
educators may participate to renew a license, receive information
or training in a specific subject area, teach in another subject
area or teach at another grade level.

K. “Utah educator” means an individual such as an
administrator, teacher, counselor, teacher's assistant, or coach,
who is employed by a unit of the Utah public education system and
who provides teaching or counseling to students.

L. “Utah Professional Practices Advisory Commission (UPPAC)”
means a Commission authorized under 53A-6-301 and designated to
review allegations against educators and recommend action against
educators' licenses to the Board.

M. “USOE” means the Utah State Office of Education.

R277-474-3.  General Provisions.
A.  The following may not be taught in Utah public schools

through the use of instructional materials, direct instruction, or
online instruction:



(1)  the intricacies of intercourse, sexual stimulation or
erotic behavior;

(2)  the advocacy of homosexuality;
(3)  the advocacy or encouragement of the use of contraceptive

methods or devices; or
(4)  the advocacy of sexual activity outside of marriage.
B.  Educators are responsible to teach the values and

information identified under Section 53A-13-101(4).
C.  Utah educators shall follow all provisions of state law

including parent/guardian notification and prior written parental
consent requirements under Sections 76-7-322 and 76-7-323 in
teaching any aspect of human sexuality.

D.  Course materials and instruction shall be free from
religious, racial, ethnic, and gender bias.

R277-474-4.  State Board of Education Responsibilities.
The Board shall:
A.  develop and provide professional development and

assistance with training for educators on law and rules specific to
human sexuality instruction and related issues.

B.  develop and provide a parental notification form and
timelines for use by LEAs.

C.  establish a review process for human sexuality
instructional materials and programs using the Instructional
Materials Commission and requiring final Board approval of the
Instructional Materials Commission's recommendations.

D.  approve only medically accurate human sexuality
instruction programs.

E.  receive and track parent and community complaints and
comments received from LEAs related to human sexuality
instructional materials and programs.

R277-474-5. LEA Responsibilities.
A. Annually each LEA shall require all newly hired or newly

assigned Utah educators with responsibility for any aspect of human
sexuality instruction to attend state-sponsored professional
development outlining the human sexuality curriculum and the
criteria for human sexuality instruction in any courses offered in
the public education system.

B.  Each LEA shall provide training consistent with R277-474-
5A at least once during every three years of employment for Utah
educators.

C. Local school boards and local charter boards shall form
curriculum materials review committees (committee) at the district
or school level as follows:

(1)  The committee shall be organized consistent with R277-
474-2B.

(2)  Each committee shall designate a chair and procedures.
(3)  The committee shall review and approve all guest speakers

and guest presenters and their respective materials relating to
human sexuality instruction in any course and maturation education
prior to their presentations.

(4)  The committee shall not authorize the use of any human
sexuality instructional program or maturation education program not



previously approved by the Board, approved consistent with R277-
474-6, or approved under Section 53A-13-101(1)(c)(ii).

(5)  The district superintendent or charter school
administrator shall report educators who willfully violate the
provisions of this rule to the Commission for investigation and
possible discipline.

(6)  The LEA shall use the common parental notification form
or a form that satisfies all criteria of the law and Board rules,
and comply with timelines approved by the Board.

(7)  Each LEA shall develop a logging and tracking system of
parental and community complaints and comments resulting from
student participation in human sexuality instruction, to include
the disposition of the complaints, and provide that information to
the USOE upon request.

D.  If a student is exempted from course material required by
the Board-approved Core Standards consistent with Sections 53A-13-
101.2(1), (2) and (3), the school shall:

(1) waive the participation requirement; or
(2) provide a reasonable alternative to the requirement.

R277-474-6.  Local Board or Local Charter Board Adoption of Human
Sexuality Education and Maturation Education Instructional
Materials.

A.  A local board may adopt instructional materials under
Section 53A-13-101(1)(c)(iii).

B.  Materials that are adopted shall comply with the criteria
of Section 53A-13-101(1)(c)(iii) and:

(1) shall be medically accurate as defined in R277-474-2H.
(2) shall be approved by a majority vote of the local board

members or local charter board members present at a public meeting
of the board.

(3) shall be available for reasonable review opportunities to
residents of the district or parents/guardians of charter school
students prior to consideration for adoption.

C.  The LEA shall comply with the reporting requirement of
Section 53A-13-101(1)(c)(iii)(D).  The report to the Board shall
include:

(1) a copy of the human sexuality instructional materials and
maturation education materials not approved by the Instructional
Materials Commission that the local board or local charter board
seeks to adopt;

(2) documentation of the materials’ adoption in a public board
meeting;

(3) documentation that the materials or program meets the
medically accurate criteria of R277-474-2H;

(4) documentation of the recommendation of the materials by
the committee; and

(5) a statement of the local board’s or local charter board’s
rationale for selecting materials not approved by the Instructional
Materials Commission.

D.  The local board’s or local charter board’s adoption
process for human sexuality instructional materials and maturation
education materials shall include a process for annual review of
the board’s decision.



R277-474-7.  Utah Educator Responsibilities.
A.  Utah educators shall participate in training provided

under R277-474-5A.
B.  Utah educators shall use the common parental notification

form or a form approved by their employing LEA, and timelines
approved by the Board.

C.  Utah educators shall individually record parent and
community complaints, comments, and the educators' responses
regarding human sexuality instructional programs.

D.  Utah educators may respond to spontaneous student
questions for the purposes of providing accurate data or correcting
inaccurate or misleading information or comments made by students
in class regarding human sexuality.

KEY:  schools, sex education
Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendment: 2015
Notice of Continuation: 2015
Authorizing, and Implemented or Interpreted Law:  Art X Sec 3; 53A-
13-101(1)(c)(ii)(B); 53A-1-401(3)]



R277.  Education, Administration.
R277-475.  Patriotic, Civic and Character Education.
R277-475-1.  Authority and Purpose.

A.  This rule is authorized by Utah Constitution Article X,
Section 3 which vests general control and supervision of the public
school system under the Board, by Section 53A-13-101.6 which
directs the Board to provide a rule for a program of instruction
within the public schools relating to the flag of the United
States, and by Section 53A-1-401(3) which allows the Board to adopt
rules in accordance with its responsibilities.

B.  The purpose of this rule is to provide direction for
patriotic education programs in the public schools.

R277-475-2.  Definitions.
A.  “Board” means the Utah State Board of Education.
B.  “Character education” means reaffirming values and

qualities of character which promote an upright and desirable
citizenry.

C. “Civic education” means the cultivation of informed,
responsible participation in political life by competent citizens
committed to the fundamental values and principles of
representative democracy in Utah and the United States.

D.  “LEA” means a local education agency, including local
school boards/public school districts, charter schools, and, for
purposes of this rule, the Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind.

E.  “Patriotic” means having love of and dedication to one's
country.

F. “Patriotic education” means the educational and systematic
process to help students identify, acquire, and act upon a
dedication to one's country.

R277-475-3.  Patriotic Education.
An LEA shall teach patriotic education in the social studies

curricula of kindergarten through grade twelve.  All educators
shall have responsibility for patriotic, civic and character
education taught in an integrated school curriculum and in the
regular course of school work.

R277-475-4. School Responsibilities and Required Instruction.
A. Patriotic, civic and character education programs shall

meet the requirements of Sections 53A-13-101.4, 53A-13-101.6, and
53A-13-109.

B. An LEA shall teach students the history of the flag,
etiquette, customs pertaining to the display and use of the flag,
and other patriotic exercises consistent with Section 53A-13-
101.6(2).

C. The school shall provide the setting and opportunities to
teach by example and role modeling patriotic values associated with
the flag of the United States.

D. The USOE shall, under the direction of the Board, provide
guidelines for both elementary age students and secondary students
about the flag and patriotic exercises.

E. Instruction in United States history and government shall
include:



(1) a study of forms of government including:
(a) a republic;
(b) a pure democracy;
(c) a monarchy; and
(d) an oligarchy.
(2) political philosophies and economic systems including:
(a) socialism;
(b) individualism; and
(c) free market capitalism.
(3) the United States’ form of government, a compound

constitutional republic.

R277-475-5. Requirements.
A.  Education about the flag and the Pledge of Allegiance to

the Flag shall be taught and modeled following the plan of the
social studies Core Curriculum in grades kindergarten through six.

B.  The Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag shall be recited by
students at the beginning of each school day in each public school
classroom in the state, consistent with Section 53A-13-101.6(3).

C. At least once a year students shall be instructed that:
(1) participation in the Pledge of Allegiance is voluntary and

not compulsory;
(2) it is acceptable for an individual to choose not to

participate in the Pledge of Allegiance for religious or other
reasons; and

(3) students should show respect for individuals who
participate and individuals who choose not to participate.

D.  A public school teacher shall strive to maintain an
atmosphere among students in the classroom that is consistent with
the principles described in R277-475-5C.

R277-475-6.  Parental Responsibilities.
A.  An LEA shall adequately notify students and parents of

lawful exemptions to the requirement to participate in reciting the
Pledge.

B.  A school may require an annual written request from a
student’s parent or legal guardian if a student or the student’s
parent or legal guardian requests that the student be excused from
reciting the Pledge.

R277-475-7.  Civic Engagement.
A. A public school shall display IN GOD WE TRUST, the national

motto of the United States, in one or more prominent places in each
school building, consistent with Section 53A-13-101.4(6).

B.  Civic and character education shall be achieved through an
integrated school curriculum and in the regular course of school
work.

C.  Instruction in United States history and government shall
be taught consistent with the Utah social studies core curriculum
and Section 53A-13-101.4.

D. An LEA shall make information about the flag, respect for
the flag and civility toward all during patriotic activities
available on the LEA’s website.



R277-475-8.  Reporting Requirements.
A.  The Board shall submit a report to the Education Interim

Committee consistent with Section 53A-13-109(7).
B.  Each school district and the State Charter School Board

shall submit a report to the Lieutenant Governor and the Commission
on Civic and Character Education consistent with Section 53A-13-
109(6).

KEY: curricula, patriotic education, civic education, character
education
Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendment: 2015
Notice of Continuation: 2015
Authorizing, and Implemented or Interpreted Law:  Art X Sec 3; 53A-
13-101.6; 53A-1-401(3)



R277.  Education, Administration.
R277-516. Education Employee Required Reports of Arrests and
Required Background Check Policies for Non-licensed Employees.
R277-516-3. Licensed Public Education Employee Personal Reporting
of Arrests.

A. A licensed educator who is arrested, cited or charged with
the following alleged offenses shall report the arrest, citation,
or charge within 48 hours or as soon as possible to the licensed
educator's district superintendent, charter school director or
designee:

(1) any matters involving an alleged sex offense;
(2) any matters involving an alleged drug-related offense;
(3) any matters involving an alleged alcohol-related offense;
(4) any matters involving an alleged offense against the

person under Title 76, Chapter 5, Offenses Against the Person;
(5) any matters involving an alleged felony offense under

Title 76, Chapter 6, Offenses Against Property;
(6) any matters involving an alleged crime of domestic

violence under Title 77, Chapter 36, Cohabitant Abuse Procedures
Act; and

(7) any matters involving an alleged crime under federal law
or the laws of another state comparable to the violations listed in
R277-516-3A(1)-(6).

B.  A licensed educator shall report convictions, including
pleas in abeyance and diversion agreements within 48 hours or as
soon as possible upon receipt of notice of the conviction, plea in
abeyance or diversion agreement.

C.  The district superintendent, charter school director or
designee shall report conviction, arrest or offense information
received from licensed educators to the USOE within 48 hours of
receipt of information from licensed educators.  The USOE shall
develop an electronic reporting process on the USOE website.

D. The licensed educator shall report for work following the
arrest and notice to the employer unless directed not to report for
work by the employer, consistent with school district or charter
school policy.

KEY: school employees, self reporting
Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendments: 2015
Notice of Continuation: June 10, 2014
Authorizing, and Implemented or Interpreted Law: Art X Sec 3; 
53A-1-301(3)(a); 53A-1-301(3)(d)(x); 53A-1-402(1)(a)(i); 53A-1-
402(1)(a)(iii)



R277.  Education, Administration.
R277-517.  Board and UPPAC Disciplinary Definitions and Actions.
R277-517-5. Board Disciplinary Actions.

A. Board disciplinary actions:
(1) The Board may suspend an educator's license consistent

with R277-517-1G:
(a) A suspension may be recommended by a Stipulated Agreement

negotiated between UPPAC and an educator; or
(b) A suspension may be recommended following an

administrative hearing under the provisions of R686-100;
(c) A suspension may include specific conditions which shall

be satisfied by the educator prior to requesting a reinstatement
hearing from UPPAC under R686-100;

(d) A suspension shall provide a minimum time period after
which the educator may request a reinstatement hearing from UPPAC.

(2) The Board may revoke an educator's license:
(a) A revocation is permanent, except as provided under

R277-517-5A(2)(c) below;
(b) A revocation is required under Section 53A-6-405(2);
(c) An individual whose license has been revoked may seek

reinstatement of his license only in the following limited
circumstances:

(i) the individual provides evidence of mistake or false
information that was critical to the revocation action;

(ii) the individual identifies material procedural UPPAC or
Board error in the revocation process.

(3) If a complaint is filed against an educator and the
educator fails to respond to the complaint or fails to appear for
a hearing before the Board or UPPAC, the Board may revoke or
suspend the educator’s license.  This action may be taken only if
UPPAC has documentation of attempts to contact the educator,
consistent with 686-100.

(4) The Board may reinstate an educator's license:
(a) An educator may request a reinstatement hearing following

a license suspension. The reinstatement request shall be made
consistent with R686-100.

(b) An educator has a reasonable expectation of a
reinstatement hearing, consistent with due process and
reinstatement hearing conditions set by UPPAC, but no expectation
of license reinstatement by the Board.

(c) An educator whose license has been suspended and the
reinstatement denied by the Board may request an additional 
reinstatement hearing once every 24 months unless otherwise
directed by the Board.

(d) An educator requesting a reinstatement hearing shall have
a criminal background check, that was conducted not more than six
months prior to the requested hearing, on file with the USOE. The
background check and review of any offenses must be completed prior
to reinstatement.

(e) Prior to sending a reinstatement recommendation to the



Board for its consideration, UPPAC shall provide evidence to the
Board of its consideration of Board-identified criteria central to
the Board's authority to reinstate an educator's license.

D.  The Board has sole discretion in final administrative
decisions.

E. The Board shall send written notice to an educator of Board
action no more than 30 days following the Board's final action.

F. The Board shall send written notice of an educator’s
license suspension or revocation to an educator’s former employer
if the employer was a public or private school.

KEY: educator, professional, standards
Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendments: 2015
Authorizing, and Implemented or Interpreted Law: Art X Sec 3;
53A-1-402(1)(a); 53A-6; 53A-1-401(3)



R277.  Education, Administration.
R277-700. The Elementary and Secondary School Core Curriculum.
R277-700-6.  High School Requirements.

A.  The Board shall establish Core Standards and a Core
Curriculum for students in grades 9-12.

B. Students in grades 9-12 shall earn a minimum of 24 units of
credit through course completion or through competency assessment
consistent with R277-705 to graduate.

C. Grades 9-12 Core Curriculum credits from courses approved
by the Board, as specified:

(1) Language Arts (4.0 units of credit):
(a) Ninth grade level (1.0 unit of credit);
(b) Tenth grade level (1.0 unit of credit);
(c) Eleventh grade level (1.0 unit of credit); and
(d) Twelfth grade level (1.0) Unit of credit) consisting of

applied or advanced language arts credit from the list of Board-
approved courses using the following criteria and consistent with
the student’s SEOP/Plan for College and Career Readiness:

(i) courses are within the field/discipline of language arts
with a significant portion of instruction aligned to language arts
content, principles, knowledge, and skills; and

(ii) courses provide instruction that leads to student
understanding of the nature and disposition of language arts; and

(iii) courses apply the fundamental concepts and skills of
language arts; and

(iv) courses provide developmentally appropriate content; and
(v) courses develop skills in reading, writing, listening,

speaking, and presentation;
(2) Mathematics (3.0 units of credit) met minimally through

successful completion of a combination of the foundation or
foundation honors courses, Algebra 1, Geometry, Algebra 2,
Secondary Mathematics I, Secondary Mathematics II, Secondary
Mathematics III as determined in the student’s SEOP/Plan for
College and Career Readiness. After the 2014-2015 school year
Mathematics (3.0 units of credit) shall be met minimally through
successful completion of a combination of the foundation or
foundation honors courses Secondary Mathematics I, Secondary
Mathematics II, and Secondary Mathematics III.

(a) Students may opt out of Algebra 2 or Secondary Mathematics
III with written parent/legal guardian request.  If an opt out is
requested, the third math credit shall come from the advanced and
applied courses on the Board-approved mathematics list.

(b) 7th and 8th grade students may earn credit for a
mathematics foundation course before ninth grade, consistent with
the student's SEOP/Plan for College and Career Readiness and if at
least one of the following criteria is met:

(i) the student is identified as gifted in mathematics on at
least two different USOE-approved assessments;

(ii) the student is dual enrolled at the middle school/junior
high school and the high school;

(iii) the student qualifies for promotion one or two grade
levels above the student’s age group and is placed in 9th grade;

(iv) the student takes the USOE competency test in the summer
prior to 9th grade and earns high school graduation credit for the



courses.
(c) Other students who successfully complete a foundation

course before ninth grade shall still earn 3.0 units of credit by
taking the other foundation courses and an additional course from
the advanced and applied Board-approved mathematics list consistent
with the student's SEOP/Plan for College and Career Readiness and
the following criteria:

(i) courses are within the field/discipline of mathematics
with a significant portion of instruction aligned to mathematics
content, principles, knowledge, and skills;

(ii) courses provide instruction that lead to student
understanding of the nature and disposition of mathematics;

(iii) courses apply the fundamental concepts and skills of
mathematics;

(iv) courses provide developmentally appropriate content; and
(v) courses include the five process skills of mathematics:

problem solving, reasoning, communication, connections, and
representation.

(c) Students who are gifted and students who are advanced may
also:

(i) Take the honors courses at the appropriate grade level;
and

(ii) Continue taking higher level mathematics courses in
sequence through grade 11, resulting in a higher level of
mathematics proficiency and increased college and career readiness.

(d) A student who successfully completes a Calculus course has
completed mathematics graduation requirements, regardless of the
number of mathematics credits earned.

(e) Students should consider taking additional credits during
their senior year that align with their postsecondary career or
college expectations.  Students who desire a four year college
degree in a science, technology, engineering or mathematics (STEM)
career area should take a calculus course. 

(3) Science (3.0 units of credit):
(a) at a minimum, two courses from the science foundation

areas:
(i) Earth Systems Science (1.0 units of credit);
(ii) Biological Science (1.0 units of credit);
(iii) Chemistry (1.0 units of credit);
(iv) Physics (1.0 units of credit);
(v) Computer Science; and
(b)  one additional unit of credit from the foundation courses

or the applied or advanced science list determined by the LEA board
and approved by the Board using the following criteria and
consistent with the student’s SEOP/Plan for College and Career
Readiness:

(i) courses are within the field/discipline of science with a
significant portion of instruction aligned to science content,
principles, knowledge, and skills; and

(ii) courses provide instruction that leads to student
understanding of the nature and disposition of science; and

(iii) courses apply the fundamental concepts and skills of
science; and

(iv) courses provide developmentally appropriate content; and



(v) courses include the areas of physical, natural, or applied
sciences; and

(vi) courses develop students’ skills in scientific inquiry.
(4) Social Studies (3.0 units of credit):
(a) Geography for Life (0.5 units of credit);
(b) World Civilizations (0.5 units of credit);
(c) U.S. History (1.0 units of credit);
(d) U.S. Government and Citizenship (0.5 units of credit);
(e) Social Studies (0.5 units of credit per LEA discretion).
(5) The Arts (1.5 units of credit from any of the following

performance areas):
(a) Visual Arts;
(b) Music;
(c) Dance;
(d) Theatre;
(6) Physical and Health Education (2.0 units of credit):
(a) Health (0.5 units of credit);
(b) Participation Skills (0.5 units of credit);
(c) Fitness for Life (0.5 units of credit);
(d) Individualized Lifetime Activities (0.5 units of credit)

or team sport/athletic participation (maximum of 0.5 units of
credit with school approval).

(7) Career and Technical Education (1.0 units of credit):
(a) Agriculture;
(b) Business;
(c) Family and Consumer Sciences;
(d) Health Science and Technology;
(e) Information Technology;
(f) Marketing;
(g) Technology and Engineering Education;
(h) Trade and Technical Education.
(8) Educational Technology (0.5 units of credit):
(a) Computer Technology (0.5 units of credit from a Board-

approved list of courses); or
(b) successful completion of Board-approved competency

examination (credit may be awarded at the discretion of the LEA).
(9) Library Media Skills (integrated into the subject areas).
(10) General Financial Literacy (0.5 units of credit).
(11) Electives (5.5 units of credit).
D.  Board-approved summative adaptive assessments shall be

used to assess student mastery of the following subjects:
(1) reading;
(2) language arts through grade 11;
(3) mathematics as defined under R277-700-6C(2); and
(4) science as defined under R277-700-6C(3).
E. LEA boards may require students to earn credits for

graduation that exceed minimum Board requirements.
F. Additional elective course offerings may be established and

offered at the discretion of an LEA board.
G.  Students with disabilities served by special education

programs may have changes made to graduation requirements through
individual IEPs to meet unique educational needs.  A student’s IEP
shall document the nature and extent of modifications and
substitutions or exemptions made to accommodate a student with



disabilities.
H.  The Board and USOE may review LEA boards’ lists of

approved courses for compliance with this rule.
I.  Graduation requirements may be modified for individual

students to achieve an appropriate route to student success when
such modifications:

(1) are consistent with the student’s IEP or SEOP/Plan for
College and Career Readiness or both;

(2) are maintained in the student’s file and include the
parent’s/guardian’s signature; and

(3) maintain the integrity and rigor expected for high school
graduation, as determined by the Board.

KEY:  curricula
Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendment: 2015
Notice of Continuation: March 12, 2013
Authorizing, and Implemented or Interpreted Law:  Art X Sec 3; 53A-
1-402(1)(b); 53A-1-402.6; 53A-1-401(3)

















 

 250 East 500 South   P.O. Box 144200   Salt Lake City, UT   84114-4200     Voice: (801) 538-7517   Fax: (801) 538-7768 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 9-10, 2015 
 
INFORMATION: Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind (USDB) Quarterly Report   

 
 
Background:   
USDB provides special education and related services to Utah students with sensory 
impairments under the direction of the State Board of Education, and is advised by the USDB 
Advisory Council.  The USDB Superintendent or designee will report on activities and concerns 
quarterly. 
 
Key Points:   
The USDB Superintendent or designee will provide the Standards and Assessment Committee 
with an update on the Advisory Council membership and activities, current Memorandums of 
Understanding (MOUs) impacting services to USDB students, the USDB budget, and a review of 
2015 Utah legislation that impacts USDB. 
 
Anticipated Action:    
The Board will receive the information provided and request additional information as needed. 
  
Contact: Glenna Gallo, 801-538-7757 
 



USDB Quarterly Report 
April 10, 2015 

 
1. Advisory Council Membership and Activities (Attached) 

a. Member Roster 
b. Member Term Document 
c. Current AC Bylaws 
d. UT Code 53A-25b-201 

 
2. Current MOUs impacting services to USDB students (found on website or links below) 

a. University of Utah 
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/usdb/pages/42/attachments/original/1422635757/UofU_MO
U_(1).pdf?1422635757 
b. DSBVI 
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/usdb/pages/42/attachments/original/1422635678/DSBVI_M
OU.pdf?1422635678 
c. Utah State University 
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/usdb/pages/42/attachments/original/1422637324/USU_MOU
_2014-2015.pdf?1422637324 

 
3. USDB Budget 

The quarterly budget for USDB will be reviewed by the finance committee in May. 
 

4. Review of 2015 Legislation impacting USDB 
a. HB 172 - Payroll Service Amendments (Spendlove) - (-$15,000.00 from Base 

Budget) 
b. SB 001-Base Budget (Item 14)-$30,723,900 

i. $23,707,200 from Education Funds 
ii. $94,500 Federal Funds 
iii. $1,138,600 Dedicated Credits (Estimated) 
iv. $3,934,500 Revenue Transfers (Estimated) 
v. $1,250,000 Revenue Transfers-Medicaid Specific (Estimated) 
vi. $599,100 FY 15 Carry Forward (Estimated) 

c. HB 002-Public Education Budget Amendments (Item 12)-$1,852,000 
i. $1,200,000 from Education Funds (on going) 

1. $300,000 for additional FTEs 
2. $484,000 provided back to base budget from 2% exercise 
3. $240,000 additional USIMAC positions 
4. $131,000 Steps and Lanes (includes 0.4334%) adjustment 
5. $45,000 Salt Lake Campus (O&M) 

ii. $652,000 from Education Funds (one time) 
1. $350,000 USIMAC Braille Embossers 
2. $347,000 Modular Classrooms (Orem) 

https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/usdb/pages/42/attachments/original/1422635757/UofU_MOU_(1).pdf?1422635757
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/usdb/pages/42/attachments/original/1422635757/UofU_MOU_(1).pdf?1422635757
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/usdb/pages/42/attachments/original/1422635678/DSBVI_MOU.pdf?1422635678
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/usdb/pages/42/attachments/original/1422635678/DSBVI_MOU.pdf?1422635678
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/usdb/pages/42/attachments/original/1422637324/USU_MOU_2014-2015.pdf?1422637324
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/usdb/pages/42/attachments/original/1422637324/USU_MOU_2014-2015.pdf?1422637324


3. -$45,000 adjustment for Salt Lake Campus O&M-building will not 
be operational in FY 16-Goes operational in FY 17 so O&M will 
begin 

iii. HB 008-State Agency and Higher Education Compensation (Item 
169)-$522,100 

1. This bill: 
2.      ▸     provides funding for a 2.25% general salary increase for 

state employees; 
3.      ▸     provides funding equivalent to a 0.75% cost of living 

allowance for targeted market comparability adjustments to 
certain state agency employees; possibly to Financial Analysts in 
USDB 

4.      ▸     provides funding for a 4.9% increase in health insurance 
benefits rates for state and higher education employees; 

5.      ▸     provides funding for reductions in unemployment rates for 
state employees; 

6.      ▸     provides funding for retirement rate changes for certain 
state employees; 

7.      ▸     provides appropriations for an up-to $26 per pay period 
match for qualifying state employees enrolled in a defined 
contribution plan; and 

8.      ▸     provides appropriations for rate impacts associated with 
compensation of internal service fund employees. 

9. From Education Fund
416,100 
From Education Fund, One-time 87,700 
From Federal Funds 2,600 
From Dedicated Credits Revenue 15,700 
Schedule of Programs: 
Instructional Services 263,900 
Support Services 258,200 
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Wayne Andrus 
190 North 200 West 
Manila, Utah  84064 
E-mail: wandrus@dsdf.org 
Work: (435) 784-3174 Ext 280 
 
 
Laura Belnap 
845 East 1500 South 
Bountiful, Utah  84010 
Email: lbelnap@utahonline.org 
Work: (801) 699-7588 
 
 
Suzy Blackham 
755 Lake Circle 
Salt Lake City, UT  84106 
E-mail: suzyb@usdb.org 
Work:   (801) 791-2112 
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Cell: (801) 910-2624 
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Tony Jepson 
2056 W Carriage Avenue 
Salt Lake City, UT  84065 
E-mail:  tony@ufbvi.org 
Work: (801) 209-8492 
Home:  (801) 254-0774 
Cell:   (801) 209-8492 
 
Donald Liveley 
4977 West Muirkirk Road 
West Jordan, Utah  94081-4828 
E-mail: dliveley1951@gmail.com 
Work:  (801) 557-1602 
Home: (801) 849-8124 
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Jenifer Lloyd 
7200 Reindeer Drive 
Cottonwood Heights, UT  84121-4451 
E-mail:  lloydhound@comcast.net 
Work Phone: (801) 716-4607 
Fax: (801) 974-5563 
Home: (801) 733-9594 
Cell: (801) 698-4030 
 
 
Dan Mathis 
2421 W. 1830 S. 
Syracuse, UT  84075 
E-mail: dvmas17@gmail.com 
Work: (801) 663-7281  

   Fax:  (801) 593-2460 
Home:   (801) 416-3520 
Home:    (801) 331-5530 VP 
 
 
Sandra Ruconich 
1904 East Millbrook Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT  84106 
E-mail: sruconich@gmail.com 
Work Phone: (801) 599-1958 
Home: (801) 461-0265 
Cell: (801) 599-1958 
 
 
Tamara Flint, Administrative Assistant 
USDB 
742 Harrison Blvd. 
Ogden, UT  84404-5298 
E-mail: tamaraf@usdb.org 
Work: (801) 629-4712  

 or  1–(800) 990-9328 
Fax: (801) 629-4896 
Cell: (801) 631-0709 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ADVISORY COUNCIL MEMBERS BY DESIGNATION & TERMS  
Revised July 1, 2014  

  
Member 

 
Designation 

Joined 
Council 

 
Term 

Term 
Ends 

1 
 
 

Tony Jepson, Chair Blind Adult Sept. 2011 
 

1 Year 
2 Year 
1 Year 

June 2012 
June 2014 
June 2015 

2 Sandra Ruconich 
 

Blind Adult July 2012 
 

(1st) 2 Year 
(2nd)2 Year 

June 2014 
July 2014 
June 2016 

3 Donald Liveley Hard of Hearing Adult July 2014 First 1 Year June 2015 
4 Dan Mathis 

 
Deaf Adult October 2013 9 mo finished 

Jeff Pollock 
2 Year 

June 2014 
 
July 2014 
June 2016 

5 Jennifer Chapman Lloyd Parent of a Deafblind Child 
 

July 2012 First 2 Year 
(2nd) 2 Year 

June 2014 
July 2014 
June 2016 

6 Melanie Hooten 
 

Parent of a Deafblind Child July 2014 First 1 Year July 2014 
June 2015 

7 Chris Bischke, Vice Chair 
 

Interested or Knowledgeable Individual April 2013 
 
 
July 2014 

15 mo finished 
Marty Blairs 
appnt. 
2 Year 
 

June 2014 
 
 
June 2016 

 
8 Richard Gurgel 

 
Interested or Knowledgeable Individual July 2014 First 1 Year June 2015 

9 Wayne Andrus Recommended Special Ed Director Daggett County October 2014 First 2 Years June 2016 
10 Chris Edwards Interested or Knowledgeable Individual November 

2014 
First 2 Years June 2016 

      
      

Non-
Voting 

Suzy Blackham 
 

USDB Teacher October 2012 First 2 Year 
1 Year  

June 2014 
June 2015 

Non-
Voting 

Laura Belnap State Board of Education  Non-Voting 
 

January 2015 No term 
specified 

No term 
specified 



    
 

  

 
According to the bylaws of the Utah State Schools for the Deaf and the Blind Advisory Council, Article III: Membership, 

1. The Council is composed of at least six, but not more than eleven voting members who are appointed by the State Board of 
Education. Six voting members are specifically identified in Utah Code and five voting members are identified by these 
bylaws. Voting members identified by the bylaws may change as recommended by the Council and approved by the State 
Board of Education. 
 

2. 2. Advisory Council membership shall include: 
2.1 two members who are blind; 
2.2 two members who are deaf; and, 
2.3 two members who are deafblind or parents of a deafblind child. 

 
3. The Board may appoint other Advisory Council members who have an interest in and knowledge of the needs and education of 

students who are deaf, blind, or deafblind. 
 

4. The Council may recommend that the State Board of Education create non-voting Council positions and/or appoint non-voting 
members to fill those positions. Current non-voting membership consists of: 
4.1 a person with expertise in school finance; 
4.2 a member of the State Board of Education; and, 
4.3 a representative of the USDB educators. 
 



Updated March 27, 2014

BYLAWS
OF 

THE UTAH SCHOOLS FOR THE DEAF AND THE BLIND
ADVISORY COUNCIL

ARTICLE I
STATUTORY AUTHORITY

1. The Advisory Council is established by act of the Utah State 
Legislature and incorporated in the Utah Code 53A-25b-203.  

ARTICLE II
PURPOSE

1. The purpose of the Council is to advise the Utah State Board of 
Education and the USDB Superintendent and associate superintendents.  

2. The Council shall advise and make recommendations to the Board, 
superintendent, and associate superintendents regarding;
2.1. staff positions;
2.2. policy;
2.3. budgets; and,
2.4. operations.

3. The Council shall advise the Board, superintendent, and associate 
superintendents as to:
3.1. the needs of those children who are deaf, blind, and deafblind; 

and,
3.2. the appropriate programs and services to address individual 

needs consistent with:
3.2.1. state and federal laws;
3.2.2. rules; and,
3.2.3. regulations.

4. The Council shall also advise and make recommendations to the 
State Board regarding the continued employment of the USDB 
Superintendent and associate superintendents.

5. The Council may assume duties, responsibilities and functions as 
authorized and delegated to the Council by the State Board of Education.



ARTICLE III
MEMBERSHIP

1. The Council is composed of at least six, but not more than eleven 
voting members who are appointed by the State Board of Education.  Six 
voting members are specifically identified in Utah Code and five voting 
members are identified by these bylaws.  Voting members identified by 
the bylaws may change as recommended by the Council and approved 
by the State Board of Education.

2. Advisory Council membership shall include:
2.1. two members who are blind;
2.2. two members who are deaf; and,
2.3. two members who are deafblind or parents of a deafblind child.

3. The Board may appoint other Advisory Council members who have an 
interest in and knowledge of the needs and education of students who are 
deaf, blind, or deafblind.  

4. The Council may recommend that the State Board of Education create 
non-voting Council positions and/or appoint non-voting members to fill 
those positions.  Examples of non-voting membership include:
4.1. a person with expertise in school finance; 
4.2. a member of the State Board of Education; and,
4.3. a representative of the USDB educators.

5. The Superintendent of the Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind 
shall be an ex-officio, non-voting member of the Council.  Associate 
superintendents assist the Superintendent as staff to the Council.

6. Subcommittees may be created as needed.

7. The term of appointment for each member shall be two years and 
members may serve no more than three consecutive terms. 
7.1. In order to provide for staggered terms, the board shall appoint 

at least one council member in June of each year with the term of 
office to begin on July 1 of the year of appointment.

7.2. Current members of the council shall continue in office until 
expiration of their terms and until their successors are appointed.

7.3. The Council shall seek nominations to fill vacant positions and 
make recommendations to the State Board for filling vacant positions.

7.3.1. Nominations may come from any individual or group interested 
in the operations of the Utah Schools for the Deaf and Blind.



7.3.1.1. Where applicable, nominations will be for specific 
Council  positions as outlined in Article III above.

7.3.1.2. Nominations will not be considered without the consent 
of the individual being nominated.

7.3.2. Nominees may be discussed in an executive session of the 
Council.

7.3.3. Action to recommend nominees to the State Board for 
appointment will occur in an open meeting of the Council.

7.4. The Council may recommend that the State Board dismiss a 
Council member.

7.4.1. Causes for dismissal include:
7.4.1.1. violation(s) of these bylaws; 
7.4.1.2. violation(s) of the Ethical Standards listed in Section VI;
7.4.1.3. inconsistent attendance at Council Meetings (attendance 

at 80% of scheduled meetings is expected); and,
7.4.1.4. other causes as determined by the Council.

7.4.2. Consideration of recommended dismissal may be discussed in 
an executive session.

7.4.3. Action to recommend dismissal of a Council member to the 
State Board will occur in an open meeting of the Council.

7.4.3.1. Action to recommend dismissal of a Council members 
must be approved by at least a 2/3 majority (8 of 11) of all 
voting members of the Council.

7.4.4. The State Board of Education may also remove Council 
members independent of a recommendation by the Council.

 
8. A member appointed to fill a vacancy occurring prior to the expiration 

of a predecessor's term is to be appointed for the remainder of that term. 

9. As per State Board Rule 277-800, Advisory Council members may 
also serve as School Community Council members.

10. Liaisons shall be appointed representing the State Superintendent of 
Public Instruction and the Special Education unit of the State Office of 
Education. 

ARTICLE IV
MEETINGS

1. The Council shall generally meet monthly, except July and December], 
but must meet at least ten times during a fiscal year. 
1.1. Special meetings may be called as needed.  Members unable 

to attend in person may arrange to participate by electronic means if 



available.   

2. A meeting held during the month of September shall be designated as 
the annual meeting.  

3. A quorum shall consist of a majority of the voting Council members.  
3.1. In the event a quorum is not present, agenda items may be 

reviewed and recommendations confirmed at the next meeting.

4. Each voting member of the Council shall have one vote.  Non-voting 
members can offer comments and recommendations but they have no 
vote, nor can they make motions or seconds to motions.
4.1. No member may vote by proxy
4.2. No member may vote in absentia.
4.3. Members participating by electronic means may vote if their 

electronic participation is in real time.
4.4. If the Council Chair is a non-voting member and a vote of the 

Council results in a tie vote, the Chair cannot vote to break the tie and 
the item being considered will be determined to have failed.

5. No member of the Council shall vote on any matter that would provide 
financial benefit to the member or otherwise give the appearance of a 
conflict of interest under State law.  

6. Executive sessions may be held with a two-thirds vote of attending 
voting members.  Items for discussion are restricted to:
6.1. discussion of the character, professional competence, or 

physical or mental health of an individual;
6.2. strategy sessions to discuss collective bargaining;
6.3. strategy sessions to discuss pending or reasonably imminent 

litigation;
6.4. strategy sessions to discuss the purchase, sale, exchange or 

lease of real property if public discussion of the transactions disclose 
the appraisal or estimated value of property under consideration, or 
prevent the public body from completing the transaction on the best 
possible terms.

7. Executive sessions are held consistent with the purposes outlined 
previously and consistent Utah Code.   In all matters, role of the Council 
as an advisory body to the State Board of Education and the 
Superintendency of USDB must be maintained.



ARTICLE V
OFFICERS

1. The members of the Council shall elect a Chair and Vice Chair at its 
June meeting.  Council officers may be non-voting members of the 
Council.

2. Chair:  The chair shall :
2.1. preside at meetings of the Council;
2.2. assure that all recommendations of the Council are submitted 

to the State Board of Education;
2.3. be the spokesperson for the Council in matters dealing with 

public and or press;
2.4. appoint committee chair person(s) and member(s);
2.5. give general direction to work of the Council; and,
2.6. perform other duties as may be assigned by action of the 

Council, the State Board or as may be necessary.
2.7. The term of the chair shall be for one year.  In the event that a 

vacancy occurs prior to the end of term for the chair, the vice-chair 
shall take over the chairmanship for the unexpired portion of the term 
at the next meeting.

3. Vice Chair: The vice chair shall:
3.1. Assist the chair
3.2. Perform the duties of the chair in his/her absence
3.3. The term on the vice-chair shall be for one year.  In the event 

that a vacancy occurs prior to the end of the term of the vice-chair, 
the Council shall elect one of its members to fill the office for the 
unexpired term at the following meeting.

4. The Chair shall annually appoint a parliamentarian.
4.1. The parliamentarian need not be a member of the Council but 

should be someone who attends Council meetings on a regular basis.

ARTICLE VI
ETHICAL STANDARDS

1. The Council adopts the following Ethical Standards.  Council members 
shall:
1.1. Represent the USDB Advisory Council with dignity and integrity.
1.2. Be at meetings on time, eager and prepared.
1.3. Help focus meetings on important matters, remembering that 

the student is always our most important matter.
1.4. Value and respect the diverse opinions of others and resolve 

conflict amicably with civility and responsibility.



1.5. Listen closely to others, being careful about interrupting or 
dominating discussions.

1.6. Have the courage to be understood.
1.7. Avoid surprises - Collaborate and receive information from our 

constituents.  As a Council, communicate frequently through proper 
channels with school staff, Board members, the Governor, the 
Legislature, and the press. 

1.7.1. If a Council member is contacted by a legislator or the media, 
inform and invite the chairperson to participate if possible.

1.8. Represent the needs of all USDB students and families in the 
state --- as well as local interests --- without partisanship.

1.9. Seek to understand the feelings and opinions of the citizens 
and constituents.

1.10. Pursue accountability by appropriate evaluation and 
measurement.

1.11. Achieve unity.

ARTICLE VII
RESOURCES

1. The Council shall rely upon the Utah Schools for the Deaf and the 
Blind to provide resources necessary for conducting the affairs of the 
Council.  The resources may include:
1.1. meeting space;
1.2. clerical support;
1.3. professional staff;
1.4. materials and supplies;
1.5. postage and mailing services;
1.6. copying services; and,
1.7. meeting expenses.  

2. Reimbursement shall be based upon actual expenses incurred or shall 
be in accordance with established State of Utah Division of Finance 
reimbursement rates, rules and regulations.  

ARTICLE VIII
AMENDMENTS

1. These bylaws may be amended by a two-thirds majority vote of the 
Council members at any regular meeting provided that notice of the 
proposed change(s) was given with meeting notification.    The State 
Board of Education shall be provided notice of any amendments to these 
bylaws.





ARTICLE IX
DISSOLUTION

1. In the event that legislative changes no longer mandate the existence 
of the Council, the Council may be dissolved by action of the State Board.  
At dissolution any records or properties held by the Council shall be 
transferred to an entity of similar purpose or be returned to the source 
from whence they came.  The records shall revert to the custody of the 
State Board or to the custodian of the State's historical archives. 

Adopted by the USDB Institutional Council November 18, 2004
Amended January 20, 2005

Amended April 21, 2005
Amended May 19, 2005

Amended and approved by the Advisory Council – December 10, 2009
Amended and approved by the Advisory Council – March 27, 2014



53A-25b-201.   Authority of the State Board of 
Education -- Rulemaking -- Superintendent -- Advisory Council. 
 

(1)  The State Board of Education is the governing board of the Utah Schools for the 
Deaf and the Blind. 

(2) (a)  The board shall appoint a superintendent for the Utah Schools for the Deaf and 
the Blind. 

(b)  The board shall make rules in accordance with Title 63G, Chapter 3, Utah 
Administrative Rulemaking Act, regarding the qualifications, terms of employment, and duties 
of the superintendent for the Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind. 

(3)  The superintendent shall: 
(a)  subject to the approval of the board, appoint an associate superintendent to 

administer the Utah School for the Deaf based on: 
(i)  demonstrated competency as an expert educator of deaf persons; and 
(ii)  knowledge of school management and the instruction of deaf persons; 
(b)  subject to the approval of the board, appoint an associate superintendent to 

administer the Utah School for the Blind based on: 
(i)  demonstrated competency as an expert educator of blind persons; and 
(ii)  knowledge of school management and the instruction of blind persons, including an 

understanding of the unique needs and education of deafblind persons. 
(4) (a)  The board shall: 
(i)  establish the Advisory Council for the Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind and 

appoint no more than 11 members to the advisory council; 
(ii)  make rules in accordance with Title 63G, Chapter 3, Utah Administrative 

Rulemaking Act, regarding the operation of the advisory council; and 
(iii)  receive and consider the advice and recommendations of the advisory council but is 

not obligated to follow the recommendations of the advisory council. 
(b)  The advisory council described in Subsection (4)(a) shall include at least: 
(i)  two members who are blind; 
(ii)  two members who are deaf; and 
(iii)  two members who are deafblind or parents of a deafblind child. 
(5)  The board shall approve the annual budget and expenditures of the Utah Schools for 

the Deaf and the Blind. 
(6) (a)  On or before the November interim meeting each year, the board shall report to 

the Education Interim Committee on the Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind. 
(b)  The report shall be presented verbally and in written form to the Education Interim 

Committee and shall include: 
(i)  a financial report; 
(ii)  a report on the activities of the superintendent and associate superintendents; 
(iii)  a report on activities to involve parents and constituency and advocacy groups in 

the governance of the school; and 
(iv)  a report on student achievement including: 
(A)  student academic achievement data, including longitudinal data for both current 

and previous students served by the Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind; 
(B)  graduation rates; and 
(C)  students exiting the Utah Schools for the Deaf and the Blind and their educational 



 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM: Brad C. Smith 
 Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE: April 10, 2015 
 
DISCUSSION:  Legislative Session Review 

 
 
Background:   
The 2015 General Session of the 61st Legislature was held January 26, 2015 through March 12, 
2015.  Prior to the Session, the Board identified budget priorities and priorities for legislation 
for consideration by the legislature. 
 
Key Points:   
Board members will be provided with information regarding appropriations and legislation 
affecting the Utah public education system and the Utah State Office of Rehabilitation.  The 
Public Education Summary – General Session of the Utah Legislature 2015 can be found at 
http://schools.utah.gov/law/Legislative-Session/Summaries/2015.aspx.   
 
Anticipated Action: 
Board members will review the results of the session, identify successes, and consider changes 
for improving the process. 
 
Contact: Superintendent Brad Smith, 801-538-7510 
  Bruce Williams, 801-538-7514 

 250 East 500 South   P.O. Box 144200   Salt Lake City, UT   84114-4200     Voice: (801) 538-7517   Fax: (801) 538-7768 

http://schools.utah.gov/law/Legislative-Session/Summaries/2015.aspx


 

 250 East 500 South   P.O. Box 144200   Salt Lake City, UT   84114-4200     Voice: (801) 538-7517   Fax: (801) 538-7768 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 10, 215 
 
ACTION:  Utah Professional Practices Advisory Commission Cases 

 
 
Background:  The Utah Professional Practices Advisory Commission (UPPAC) is advisory to the State 
Board of Education in making reports and recommendations regarding educator licensing to the 
Board.  Each month a report of UPPAC actions is given to the Board, and specific cases with 
recommended actions, including suspension, revocation, and reinstatement of educator licenses, 
are brought to the Board for review and action. 
 
Key Points:  The Board has instituted a process for review and action on UPPAC cases.  Generally, 
the first month a case comes to the Board with a recommendation from UPPAC the Board reviews 
the case in an executive session.  Action is taken on the case in a subsequent meeting.  Occasionally 
the Board will take action on a case under review the first time it is reviewed.   
 
The following cases are submitted to the Board for action:   

· Case No. 10-965 
· Case No. 14-1218 
· Case No. 12-1058 

The following new case is submitted to the Board for review/possible action: 

· Case No. 14-1226 
 

Anticipated Action:  The Board will consider action on UPPAC cases. 
 
Contact: Ben Rasmussen, 801-538-7835 



 

 

MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Benjamin Rasmussen, Executive Secretary 

Utah Professional Practices Advisory Commission (UPPAC) 
 
SUBJECT: Recommendation of the Utah Professional Practices Advisory Commission 

(UPPAC) 
 
DATE:  April 10, 2015 
 
The following recommendations of the Utah Professional Practices Advisory Commission 
(UPPAC) are transmitted for review and action by the Utah State Board of Education: 
 

• Case No. 10-965 
The Commission recommends reinstatement of the educator’s Utah Level 2 School 
Psychologist License that was suspended pursuant to a stipulated agreement in 
UPPAC Case No. 10-965 dated January 6, 2011. A reinstatement hearing was held 
January 7, 2015. UPPAC concluded that reinstatement is appropriate based on 
evidence and testimony presented at the reinstatement hearing. Reinstatement, 
following a UPPAC hearing and recommendation, is subject to Board approval. 

• Case No. 12-1058 
The Commission recommends suspension of the educator’s Level 2 Secondary 
Education License. UPPAC recommends that the educator’s license be suspended 
for five (5) years with extensive conditions from the date of Board action pursuant 
to a stipulated agreement. Reinstatement, following a UPPAC hearing and 
recommendation, is subject to Board approval. 

• Case No. 14-1218 
The Commission recommends suspension of the educator’s Level 2 School 
Counselor License in UPPAC Case No. 14-1218. UPPAC recommends that the 
educator’s license be suspended for at least one (1) year from the date of Board 
action pursuant to a stipulated agreement. Reinstatement, following a UPPAC 
hearing and recommendation, is subject to Board approval. 

• Case No. 14-1226 
The commission recommends suspension of the educator’s Level 2 Education 
License. UPPAC recommends that the educator’s license be suspended for two (2) 
years with conditions from the date of Board action pursuant to a stipulated 
agreement.  Reinstatement, following a UPPAC hearing and recommendation, is 
subject to Board approval.  
 

 



 

 250 East 500 South   P.O. Box 144200   Salt Lake City, UT   84114-4200     Voice: (801) 538-7517   Fax: (801) 538-7768 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Brad C. Smith 
  Chief Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  April 10, 2015 
 
INFORMATION: Update on Educator Effectiveness 

 
 
Background:   
The Board has taken an active role in promoting best practices for educator evaluation. In 2012, Board 
Rule 277-531 Public Educator Evaluation Requirements (PEER) and S.B. 64 Public Education Employment 
Reform (2012 General Legislative Session) were adopted and implemented, providing additional 
direction for USOE staff to create a model system and provide guidance to LEAs.  

Key Points: 
The Board is also tasked in R277-531 with setting percentages for the three components of the overall 
educator effectiveness rating.  
 
Anticipated Action:  
Staff will provide a brief overview of the Educator Effectiveness project and an update of progress thus 
far.  This will provide a backdrop for pending Board decisions.  
 
Contact: Sydnee Dickson, 801-538-7515 
 



 
 

 
Dates 

 
Educator Evaluation Development and Implementation Timeline 

 

                            USOE                                                                               LEAs 

Nov. 2011 
through 
Feb. 2012 
 

· Engage stakeholder groups (parents, teachers, principals, 
associations, superintendents, higher education, business 
community, students, ethnic minority community, 
advocates for students with disabilities, the USOE staff) 

· Begin on-going Communication Plan with stakeholders 
· Determine guiding factors for selecting observation 

instruments  
· Refine work of targeted measurement tools 
· Determine high leverage instructional strategies for 

summative tool 
· Determine processes for teaching and leadership 

evaluations 
· Determine levels of performance that match Board 

requirements   
· Determine weights for the measures  
· Ensure validity and usefulness of the measures and 

determine how reliability will be determined through pilots 
· Establish data infrastructure  
· Establish data validation process  
· Determine criteria for confidentiality 
· Develop online resources for self-assessment, professional 

growth plans, and PD360 resources aligned with standards 
 

· LEAs select representation for LEA Joint Educator 
Evaluation Committee 

· LEAs send JEEC members’ names to the USOE 
· Convene LEA JEEC committee to analyze current LEA 

practices 
· Determine roles and responsibilities of stakeholders on 

LEA JEEC 
 

Mar.  2012 · Decide where and when to pilot the system 
· Hold 2nd USOE Educator Evaluation Summit 

· Give input to the USOE model 



Through 
June 2012 

· Roll out measurement elements to system for feedback 
· Determine factors to consider when evaluating the system  
· Determine what resources are available to evaluate the 

system 
· Report to stakeholders 
· Prepare districts for 2012-13 pilot 
· Develop and provide professional development for model 

tools and resources 
· Train stakeholders on data base for inputting performance 

levels for educators 

· Determine to adopt the USOE model or develop LEA 
model 

· Discuss policy that will list consequences for failure to 
meet performance levels  

· Determine training needs and criteria for selecting 
evaluators 

· Plan how evaluation results will be used 
· Establish a plan for assessing the LEA selected 

evaluation system 

2012-2013 · Support pilots with technical assistance 
· Provide technical assistance to non-pilot schools 
· Build capacity in LEA evaluation liaisons 
· Monitor evaluators reliability 
· Gather and analyze data from pilot districts 
· Provide professional development for teachers and leaders on SLO and SGP process 

2013-2014 · Statewide implementation of model system or LEA developed systems 
· Gather data from all LEA evaluation systems 
· Analyze data and make adjustments to the USOE and LEA systems where needed 
· Continue development of SLOs and pilot new SAGE assessment system 

2014-2015 · Develop, refine, field test, and pilot SLOs for student growth measure 
· Full implementation of observation tools aligned with UETS and UELS 
· Electronic platforms selected by districts 
· Districts begin SLO development using SLOs and USOE SLO Toolkit 
· USOE conducts Comprehensive Pilot in selected districts to determine weights of three components 
· USOE Rater Certification process in place by June 30, 2015 
· Rater Certification events scheduled in districts statewide to support rater development 
· Utah Professional Development Standards approved by legislature 



2015-2016 · Full implementation of growth as a component of evaluations for all teachers and principals, including personnel decisions 
· Percentages of components weights set by State Board 
· Component and summative ratings of teachers and leaders reported in CACTUS 
· All raters of observation tools certified by June 30, 2016 
· USOE and districts assess professional developments needs based on evaluation data 

2016-2017 · First use of data (2016-2017 assessment and evaluation data) for informing regarding performance pay. 
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