Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2012 Legislature)

Section: Adult Education

Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

Assist LEAs and non-profit community-based literacy programs to fulfill their missions by providing
school districts and qualified non-profit community based literacy programs with funding and
technical assistance for:

1. The advancement of basic literacy skills, English acquisition, and high school and/or GED
completion instruction;

2. Post-secondary and career and awareness and transition services to qualified persons 16+
years of age.

3. Working partnerships in meeting the education needs of clients served by mandatory
partners - Department of Workforce Services (DWS), Office of Rehabilitation (USOR) and
Higher Education

Programs:

1. Basic literacy instruction to qualified students who are academically below the

1. 9.0 grade level instruction in reading, math and written language

2. English as a second language instruction to non-native English speakers

3. Civics instruction for non-native English speakers

4. High school completion or General Education Development (GED) test preparation

instruction

State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:

1.

Utah State Statutes: 53A-15-401-404; 53A-17a-119

Utah State Board Rule: R277-733

Federal: Workforce Investment Act Title Il (1998)(Sec 203 Adult Education Family Literacy Act
(AEFLA)

Ensure that all adult education programs are in compliance with state and federal law
Calculate and distribute program funds to:

A. School districts. MSP funds distributed on an outcomes-based formula

B. School districts and qualified non-profit, community-based literacy programs receive

AEFLA competitive grant funds

Provide technical assistance and program and data monitoring to ensure rule compliance and
set targets and recognize accomplishment.
4. Develop, house and operate the centralized student record management system. The
system ensures accurate data are collected and reported by student.
Monitor state and federal adult education funds through the reimbursement of qualified



expenses, and from the LEA Annual Financial/Annual Program Report.
5. Conduct desk and on-site program audits

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:

1. State:
A. UTREX graduation data for Higher Education and DWS
B. Out-of-school youth graduation/completer outcomes for K-12 reporting reducing the state’s
dropout rate
2. Federal: Workforce Investment Act Title Il (1998)(Sec 203) Adult Education Family Literacy Act

Develop and maintain adult education centralized real-time database for collecting and reporting of
statewide outcomes including:
a) Student demographic information

b) Student labor status at the time of enrollment

c) Academic grade level advancements

d) School diploma and GED completers

e) Students who entered post-secondary and/or career training programs
f) Students who entered employment

g) Students who retained or advanced their employment

h) Students obtaining citizenship

i) Students who are removed from public assistance

Benefits Provided by Program or Section:

State/centralized collection and reporting of program data and outcomes
Consistency of program standards implemented and maintained statewide
Technical assistance as requested or required

Maintenance of regulatory compliance

Professional development available to all based on need and monitoring findings
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All programs have the same vision, focus and goals that allow students to move from one
program to another with the same expectation/standard of program offerings and
expectations of service delivery.

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

e State Education Funds MSP $9,000,000
e State Mineral Lease $ 149,900
e Federal Funds WIA/AEFLA $ 3,169,893
e Other (Describe): 50

Total Funding $12,319,793



Section Costs:

e Personnel Costs (State MSP) .50 FTE 548,348
e Personnel Costs (St. Mineral Lease) 1.75 FTE $93,747
e Personnel Costs (Federal WIA/AEFLA) 3.50 FTE $186,308
e Travel Expenses State MSP $497

e Travel Expenses State Mineral Lease $3,851

e Travel Expenses Federal WIA/AEFLA $11,641
e Current Expenses State MSP $375

e Current Expenses State Mineral Lease $40,770
e Current Expenses Federal WIA/AEFLA $31,567
e Other Charges Indirect Costs State MSP $5,947

e Other Charges Indirect Costs State Mineral Lease $11,531
e Other Charges Indirect Costs Federal WIA/AEFLA $17,513
e Total Costs $452,095

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

Loss of regulatory function and therefore compliance and federal AEFLA funds

Loss of ability to meet Maintenance of Effort for potentially awarded federal AEFLA
funds

Loss of program continuity and ability for programs to best meet the needs of the
community

Loss of centralized adult education student level database

Potential for program funding inequities
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Without centralized oversight, coordination, and management, the distribution of funds
would cease.

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

Non-duplicated monitoring services by 51 programs

Consistency of all programs ensuring that student needs are consistently met and reported
across the state through the management of a statewide data base. Data includes reporting
of diplomas, GEDs® and academic advancement outcomes

Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:
Activities by USOE staff ensure compliance and delivery of a quality education system to students

who would otherwise go without, unable to afford the cost of private education. The results would
be:



1. Astate less likely to meet the governor's goal of increasing the number of well-educated and
qualified workforce members by 2020.

2. Economic loss statewide due to fewer well educated persons, decreased productivity and
ultimately state and local tax collections.

3. Anincrease in the number of persons accessing and relying on income assistance.

4. Adult students unable to receive a high school diploma, and therefore unable to enroll in a post-
secondary institution or obtain employment that commands more than minimum wage.

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:

1. At a minimum - increase district and non-profit community based program staff to (sample
projection based on program x FTE cost = total):

a. Complete program compliance monitoring (51x $75,000 = $3,825,000)

b. Maintain data management, student record compliance (51 x $150,000 =

c. $7,650,000)

d. Offer required professional development (including test administration training and
recalibration; curriculum development and standardization at a minimum 51 x 75,000
=$3,825,000)

Summary of Costs and Benefits:

1. Using 2010 adult education data, GED recipients earned 16.9% more than a high school
dropout and an adult education high school diploma recipient earned 24.4% more. "

2. Increase in academic levels affects the labor market participation through both taxpayer
expenditure and revenue. On the expenditure side increased employment reduces taxpayer
expenditures on human services, corrections, courts, employment and family services as well
as health services expenditures. An increase in education and subsequent employment
increases sales tax, income tax and corporate taxes.’

3. Successful student outcomes impact the community and state long term. Adult education
data trends show an increase in achieved outcomes by students entering employment,
retaining/improving employment, obtaining a GED® or high school diploma or entering post-
secondary or career training programs. This is evident in the 2010 - 2011 Utah National
Reporting System report that shows that 40% of students who set the goal to enter
employment were successful, 91% either retained or improved their employment status; 49%
of adult education students setting a high school completion goal either obtained a GED® or
adult high school diploma; and 9% who set the goal for attending a post-secondary or a
career training program were successful.®> (Note: These outcomes are significant from the
2007-2008 - first year data was maintained in a centralized adult education database and
data was matched with DWS and higher education databases - when outcomes reflected 20%
of students entered employment; 80% retained or improved employment; 32% completed at
GED® or adult high school diploma and 6% entered post-secondary or career training



programs.)

4. Workers without a high school diploma earn a median income of $20,250 compared to
$27,960 with a high school diploma and compared to $48,100 for those with a bachelor’s
degree.”

5. Graduating from high school decreases the likelihood of welfare by 77%.’

6. Each Adult Education Secondary Diploma and Utah High School Completion Diploma
generates nearly $5,215 in state income taxes annually.®

Summary of Costs and Benefits:

Costs: $452,095
Net Benefit: $11,867,698
Benefit/Cost: 26

! American Community Survey, PUMS Data, Utah, 2010

2 Economic Effects of Adult Education in Utah, Richard Fowles, University of Utah, 2012

? Utah Office of Vocational and Adult Education National Reporting Systems 2010 annual report
*Source: http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d09/tables/dt09 385.asp

*Source http://www.caputah.org/uploads/325866 Education.pdf

®Source http://jobs.utah.gov/wi/pubs/specialreports/utahhsdropouts08.pdf)



http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d09/tables/dt09_385.asp
http://www.caputah.org/uploads/325866_Education.pdf
http://jobs.utah.gov/wi/pubs/specialreports/utahhsdropouts08.pdf

Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with S.B. 2 of the 2012 Legislature)

Section: Assessment and Accountability

Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

The Utah State Office of Education Assessment and Accountability Department section is responsible
for the following:
e Qversight of all Federal and State Mandated Assessments for approximately 500,000 students
across Utah in grades 1-12. Approximately 1,200,000 assessments are administered annually.

e Qversight of the creation and distribution of required federal and state accountability reports.

e Collection, correction and distribution of all assessment data. Public and LEA data access is
provided through the Public School Gateway, and the Data Display.

¢ |Implementation of the formative assessment tool, UTIPS and its replacement, SAGE formative
assessment used by teachers in grades 1-11 in the subjects of Language Arts, Math and
Science.

State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:

The assessment section oversees the development, production, distribution and administration of all
of the following assessments required by state or federal regulations.

Assessments:
e Computer adaptive assessments in grades 3-12 in language arts, mathematics, science
e Alternate assessments for severely disabled students in grades 1-12 in language arts,
mathematics and science
e Direct Writing Assessment in grades 5 and 8
e Individual reading assessment in grades 1-3
e English language proficiency assessment in grades K-12

Regulations:
e 20USC6311, SEC. 1111 (b) (3) Academic Assessments.
e 20 USC 6311, SEC. 1111 (b) (7) Assessment of English Language Proficiency.
e 53A-1-606.7. State Board of Education required to contract for a diagnostic assessment
system for reading.
e 53A-1-607. Scoring -- Reports of results.
53A-1-904. No Child Left Behind -- State implementation
R277-402. Online Testing
R277-403. Student Reading Proficiency and Notice to Parents
R277-404. Requirements for Assessments of Student Achievement
e R277-473. Testing Procedures



e House Bill 15 (2012) Statewide Adaptive Testing

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:

Utah Comprehensive Assessment System (UCAS) reports
Annual Measurement Achievement Objectives (AMAOQ) reports

Benefits Provided by Program or Section:

Assessments created, administered and scored by the section provide both summative and formative
data to state personnel, legislators, district superintendents, principals, teachers, students and
parents. Provided valuation, reporting and data systems allows all educators in the state to make
informed decisions on how to adjust curriculum and instruction to improve student learning.

The work of the Utah State Office of Education Assessment and Accountability section benefits all
students in the state by providing teachers, students and parents with data that allow them to adjust
curriculum, instruction and learning to: meet individual student needs, maximize progress in the Utah
Core Standards, graduate/complete school with academic and life skills, and work toward further
education or careers.

School staff are provided with professional development on how to use data to inform instruction and
select interventions that may be used with a wide population of students, thereby allowing more
students to succeed in school and be prepared for career and college. The public interacts with
educated students who leave school with functional and academic skills, reducing the need for later
reliance on state/federal programs or funds.

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

e State Education Funds $ 23,980,084.00 (SB 59, HB 15, Electronic Elementary
Reading tool and Online technology funds)

e Federal Funds $ 7,205,026.59

e Other (Describe): S 177,793.80 (Mineral Lease Funds)

Total Funding $31,362,904.39

Section Costs:

e Personnel Costs S 1,547,472.06
e Travel Expenses S 30,389.44
e Current Expenses $ 27,054,441.22
e Other Charges $ 2,730,601.67

Total Costs $31,362,904.39



Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

All the major deliverables provided by the Assessment and Accountability section are required by
federal and/or state regulations. Failure to provide these required assessments and accountability
reports and the associated services would place Utah in non-compliance with federal regulation
impacting federal funding and potentially generating federal fiscal penalties.

The assessments and accountability reports provide the information necessary for legislative and
public oversight of the educational system. Without this information appropriate review and
oversight of the education budget would not be possible.

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

Cost savings are realized through a single state development of assessments which allows the initial
large fixed cost of assessments to be distributed over the entire student population of the state. The
cost per student for assessments is significantly reduced as the number of students per assessment
increases. If LEAs were required to provide the assessments, the fixed cost for each assessment
would be borne separately for each LEA which would dramatically increase the per-student cost of
the assessment.

Total cost of assessments provided by the state:

$12.6 million

Estimated cost of assessments if procured separately by each LEA:
$45 million

Estimated savings:

$32 million

Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:

Accurate data and accountability reports allow policy makers to ensure the most efficient expenditure
of educational dollars.

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:

If LEAs were responsible for procuring the required state and federal assessments the estimated cost
would be an additional $32 million dollars.

Summary of Costs and Benefits:

The Assessment and Accountability section provides all federal and state required assessments and
accountability reports in an efficient and cost effective manner. The section partners closely with
other USOE departments to provide high quality services to LEAs. The resulting assessment data and
accountability reports provide policy makers, educational leaders, teachers, parents and students
with the critical information necessary to monitor and improve performance of the educational
system at all levels from individual student to the state level.



Benefit/Cost: 19 -39



Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2012 Legislature)
Section: Teaching and Learning
Program: Beverley Taylor Sorensen Arts Learning Program
Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

The Beverley Taylor Sorenson Arts Learning Program (BTSALP) provides fine arts instruction for
children through collaborative planning, side-by side teaching and professional development in 131
schools. The program was created to enhance the social, emotional, academic, and arts learning of
students in kindergarten through grade six by integrating arts teaching and learning into core subject
areas. The placement of arts in elementary education can impact the critical thinking of students in
other core subject areas, including mathematics, reading, and science. The section Fine Arts specialist
provides oversight for implementation and compliance of the program.

The BTSALP model includes four primary areas of focus:

Integration of Arts into core subject areas as a strategy for improving the academic, social, emotional,
and arts education of students in elementary schools.

Collaborative Planning time occurs as arts specialists and classroom teachers work together to design
lessons that intentionally integrate the art core standards with other core subject matter.
Side-by-Side Teaching occurs when the arts specialists and classroom teachers blend their expertise
to conduct lessons together to improve students’ engagement and mastery of subject matter.
Professional Development is designed to provide mentoring and on-site visits in which Professional

Development Partners (PDPs) observe classrooms and offer feedback about lessons, provide
additional resources, and instruct classroom teachers.

The program is authorized through Utah State Code: 53A-17a-162. Implementation is governed by
Board Rule R277-490.

State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:

BTSALP implementation is accomplished through the following functions completed by the Teaching
and Learning section:

e Collect and report participating student data

e Prepare and implement policy and procedures to ensure compliance with 53A-17a-162 and
Board Rule R277-490

e Monitor school compliance

e Ensure that all educators working with students are appropriately licensed/endorsed for their
assignment

e Provide Technical assistance to teachers, principals, professional development providers and
LEAs

e Act as a liaison with state fine arts groups and the Beverly Taylor Sorenson Arts Foundation
e Ensure completion of performance plans and reports
e Provide general supervision of program compliance, fiscal compliance, and issue resolution



e Oversee professional development to BTSALP participants
Manage communication and completion of assighments
Coordination with other fine arts programs

Calculate and distribute funding

Monitor use of funds

e Accept and process applications for program participate

e Provide professional development for LEA leaders

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:

The Utah State Office of Education Teaching and Learning section is responsible to complete an
annual report to the legislature and to provide additional reports and information upon request. The
annual report includes:

e A third party evaluation
e Alongitudinal, mixed method study that includes systematic analysis of
o Increased student academic achievement

Increased student engagement in learning
Increased enthusiasm for the arts
Positive changes in students’ behavior
Increased participation in class activities
Willingness to try new things
Improved rates of student attendance
o Increases in student confidence and positive gains in social-emotional development
e Fidelity of implementation

O O O O O O

Benefits Provided by Program or Section:

BTSALP benefits elementary students, their teachers and the public at large. The most recent new
findings on third grade test results for students participating in the program includes:

e Students performed approximately six tenths of a point better on language arts CRTS for each
year that a school implemented the BTSALP.

e Students in schools participating in the BTSALP all four years scored an average 2.2 points
higher on language arts CRTs than students in schools that did not participate in the program.

e Students performed approximately eight tenths of a point better on math CRTs for each year
that a school implemented the BTSALP program.

e Students in schools participating in the program all four years scored an average 3.1 points
higher on math CRTs than students in schools that did not participate in the program.

Evaluations are being conducted by the Utah Education Policy Center. The evaluation is a longitudinal,
mixed method study that includes systematic analysis of interviews, focus groups, surveys, activity
logs, and student achievement data. The full technical report from last year is available upon request.
Findings from the study include:



e There was a positive, statistically significant relationship between language arts,
mathematics, and science CRT scores and levels of implementation of the BTSALP model.
e Additional observed benefits for students include:

e Increased student engagement
e Increased enthusiasm for the arts
Positive changes in students’ behavior
Increased participation in class activities
Willingness to try new things
e Improved rates of student attendance
e Increases in student confidence and positive gains in social-emotional development
e Parents and teachers pointed to BTSALP as encouraging and promoting:
v Valuable life skills such as collaboration and public speaking
v Increased opportunities to develop relationships with peers, respect for one
another’s work, and increased opportunities to participate in performances
e Strengthening of the school community
e Increased parent and community engagement
e Increased parent attendance at arts-related events
e Improved teacher collaboration and morale
e Expanding partnerships with community artists and arts organizations

“Certainly the bringing together of the school community and the parent community is one of the
best examples of success. Our school bulges at the seams with support from parents, grandparents
and others who come to celebrate their child’s learning through the arts. The arts unite us in one
large community of learning. It’s beautiful.”(Participant quote)

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

. $4,000,000 for 2013-2014
e State Education Funds

e Federal Funds $
e Other (Describe):

$

Total Funding $4,000,000

Section Costs:



e Personnel Costs $109,675.64

e Travel Expenses S 4,843.54
e Current Expenses $ 14,038.48
e Other Charges S 4,694.40

Total Costs $133,252.06

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

Failure of the section to provide the above services would result in the USOE being noncompliant with
Utah Legislative direction, the inability of LEAs to implement the program and a loss of $4,000,000 in
services to Utah children. BTSALP oversight and implementation as outlined in statute and Board rule
require the efforts of a qualified staff member working in concert with trained and assisted teachers,
principals, providers and LEA staff. The loss of the program would impact students and communities
who are benefiting from the program which could result in reduced achievement and engagement.

...BTSALP and Individual arts specialists suffer when plans for funding are at stake: “We would
love to have our arts specialist feel secure in her position from year to year. Every year we fear
that we will lose our very valuable teacher due to budget cuts. (Teacher, End of Year Survey)
“When it was found out that BTS was funded | was merrily serenaded by six of my teachers—and
ever since the kids and | seem to be getting more compliments about our work. The BTS funding
notice raised the spirits and morale of our staff at a time when both were sinking...(Principal, End
of Year Survey) (UEPC, Page 113)

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

33 Utah LEAs receive significant cost savings from the work of the Teaching and Learning section and
services associated with BTASLP, including:

e Technical Assistance ($10,000 per LEA)

e Planning and coordination of Fine Arts programs ($10,000 per LEA)
e Monitoring (510,000 per LEA)

e Professional Development ($10,000 per LEA)

e Grant allocation and management ($10,000 per LEA)

These amounts are estimated based upon current costs and the current economy of scale.
Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:

LEAs are able to avoid individual program costs amounting to $50,000 each or 33 times $50,000 which
equals $1,815,000. The work of the section ensures integrity to the purpose and implementation of
the legislative funding at minimal financial cost.

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:



$50,000 per LEA or $1,815,000 statewide.

Summary of Costs and Benefits:

USOE received $4,000,000 for implementation of the Beverley Taylor Sorenson Arts Learning
Program. The work of this section allows LEAs to focus on working with students and teachers, rather
than using their finite resources for program responsibilities. This has allowed USOE to help build an
effective Fine Arts program for elementary students. The section is efficient and has ongoing contact
with all LEAs, program providers and arts groups allowing for frequent and timely responses to LEA
needs.

Overall benefits related to program implementation:

e Positive changes in achievement

e Positive changes in school climate and culture

e Improvement in teacher morale

e Feelings of school community within the building

e Improved physical appearance of the building

e Community and parent involvement and engagement in the school

e Arts specialists contribute to mentoring, promoting high expectations for students.
e Benefit Cost =29



Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2011 Legislature)

Section: Charter Schools

Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory Provisions fulfilled:

Within the Utah State Office of Education (USOE), the Charter School Section is tasked with functions
that pertain uniquely to charter schools, in support of both charter schools and the State Charter School
Board, which is the primary authorizer of charter schools in this state. This office also advises and assists
the State Board of Education, its executive officer, its staff at the USOE and in school districts, other
charter school authorizers (including school districts and institutions of higher education), and the
Legislature and related offices regarding charter school issues. It serves as executive staff of the State
Charter School Board. Permanent assignments of the Charter School Section include:

53A-1a-501(6) - Assisting the State Charter School Board in carrying out in its statutory duties, with
respect to schools authorized by the State Board of Education, including: annual review, evaluation and
provision of legislative reports required by law; assistance to the Legislature and State Board of
Education on legislation and rules pertaining to charter schools; advice to the State Board of Education
on the funding of charter schools; maintenance of school compliance with relevant state and federal law
and regulations, and administrative rule; review and evaluation of proposals to establish charter schools
for the purpose of supporting and strengthening proposals before an applications submitted to
chartering entities; facilitation of charter school access to private sources of financing, training and
technical support; development and implementation of charter school Governing Board training
modules.

53a-1a-107 — Supporting the State board of Education in carrying out its statutory duties including
offering a public school choice program, giving students and their parents options to best meet the
student's personalized education needs, and which emphasizes the involvement of educators, parents,
business partnerships, and the community at large in decision-making at the school site.

53A-1a-513.5 — Administration of Charter school start-up grant program including: formation of
procedures for applying for and awarding grants for charter school start-up costs, and ensuring that
grant funds are spent only on permitted uses; establishment of a mentoring program for new and
existing charter schools.

53A-1a-520 — Directing charter schools in developing an accountability plan, approved by its chartering
entity, during its first year of operation; monitor compliance with accountability plans through review,
written reports and site visits; establish a review process that is required of a charter school once every
five years by its chartering entity.

53A-1a-522 — Reviewing requests by charter schools for revolving loans and make recommendations
regarding approval or disapproval of the loan applications. Staff support to Charter School Revolving

Account Committee.

53A-20b-204 — Providing expert advice and assistance to State Charter School Finance Authority
regarding Charter School Credit Enhancement Program.

53A-20b-103 — Supporting, via staff, the State Charter School Finance Authority.




State/Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by Section:

53A-1a-507; 53A-1a-520; 53A-1a-510; 53A-1a-510.5 - Annual Review and 5-year review and evaluation
of school performance; monitoring for compliance with charter and accountability requirements.

53A-1a-502.5; 53A-1a-508 — Advise State Board of Education regarding requests for increases in school
enrollment or charter medication.

53A-1a-510.5 - Management of school closure, allocation of remaining assets of closing school.
53A-1a-507; US Code 107-110 No Child Left Behind Act of 201l; 53A-1-904; Title VIl of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964; US Code 108-446, et al. Individuals with Disabilities Education Act; Section 504 of the

Rehabilitation Act of 1973; 53A-15-301 - Monitoring schools for compliance with state and federal law.

53A-1a-522 — Monitoring charter revolving loan expenditures with Board-approved application.

State/Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by Section:

53A-1a-513.5 — Report on start-up grant compliance and performance.
53A-1a-507; 53A-1a-520 — Report on required evaluation and review of schools.
53A-1a-513 - Enrollment projections provided to Common Data Committee yearly.

53A-17a-154 — Solicit, prioritize, and consolidate proposals for USTAR Centers Program.

Benefits Provided by Program or Section:

e The Charter School Section provides expert evaluation of charter school performance; technical
support to persons seeking to establish charter schools; start-up grant management technical
assistance and monitoring; management of the Revolving Loan program; monthly meetings for
Directors providing critical information and program development.

e Through Charter School Section management of the “Charter School Mentoring Program,” the
Charter School Section facilitates third-party technical support to charter schools and chartering
entities; twice-yearly financial training for school business managers.

e For each new charter school opened, per-pupil educational costs are decreased given that
charter schools are not funded for pupil transportation costs. This benefits school districts, as
expenses of transporting students’ fall when they are shifted to a charter school that does not
receive additional funding for this purpose.

e Facility financing is obtained largely from private entities, rather than from taxation of area
citizens.

e State avoids costs associated with charter school closure due to lack of governing board
member and school director knowledge and skill of operating a non-profit corporation, public
school, and medium-to-large sized business, estimated at 3% of charter school revenue

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above-noted functions:




Without oversight and facilitation provided by this section, technical assistance to charter
schools and to charter applicants would be provided commercially, by educational management
and business management organizations.

No oversight would exist regarding Start-Up Program funding of $2,405,116, if grant program
would not be implemented without implementation managed by Charter School Section of
USOE. Technical assistance offered would not then necessarily result in or be aimed at
appropriate compliance with state and federal law.

Development of new charters, and expert assistance other authorizing entities (school districts
and institutions of higher education) would not be possible, dramatically lessening the likelihood
that charter schools would be founded or operated successfully. Technical assistance rendered
would also be likely to be offered at a higher cost, given the ability of the Charter School Section
to set standard rates for services.

Oversight of compliance with Revolving Loan Program and Start-Up Grant Program
requirements would need to be passed on to another section of USOE, as a private entity could
not be in the position of assessing compliance with educational law and rule. This would lessen
the charter-specific knowledge brought to bear in assessing program compliance, and would
most likely result in an increase in fraud, waste and abuse.

Expert assistance to State Board of Education would not exist, and communication between
State Charter School Board and State Board of Education would not exist.

No unbiased expert assistance could be offered to schools or charter applicants seeking private
funding.

No expert assistance to State Charter School Board, State Charter School Finance Authority,
State Charter School Revolving Loan Committee.

In 2011, the State of Minnesota reported a finding that average per school authorizer oversight
expenditure in the previous year was $20,125. Eighteen authorizers submitted expenditure
reports. We utilize this herein to indicate the value of services provided by the section per
school. Benefit to the state of oversight services may thus be valued as $2,636,375.

$60,000 per school private sector consulting assistance completing the Charter Application;
training and assistance through the application process; corporate establishment and
administration; budget forecasting; financial set-up and reporting; bookkeeping and records
management ($10,000* average of twelve schools per year) at a total benefit of $120,000
Total value of Savings not including pass-through to external entities charged with technical
assistance to schools, $2,756,375.

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

Costs for commercially available services:

Costs to charter school applicants for technical support and application evaluation estimated at
$10,000 per applicant ($140,000 in FY13).

Costs to approved charter schools for technical support and professional development during
the planning year estimated at $15,000 per school ($225,000 in FY13).

Costs to operational charter schools for technical support (e.g., legal advice on facilities contract
and other legal questions, monthly meetings providing updates on changes to legislation and
Board Rule, training on USOE reports and data systems) estimated at $10,000 per school
(5880,000 in FY13).

Costs to operational charter schools for professional development for governing board members
and school directors (e.g., governing board online training module library, annual charter school
conference, quarterly charter school symposia) estimated at $20,000 per school ($1,760,000 in




FY13).

e Costs to USOE to hire program manager for state charter school start-up grant and charter
school mentoring program estimated at $100,000.

e Costs to USOE to hire staff for Utah Charter Finance Authority and Charter School Revolving
Account Committee estimated at $100,000.

e Costs to USOE to hire one additional staff for eight sections to provide intensive support to new
and beginning charter schools estimated at $100,000 per staff (5800,000 in FY13).

e Total Benefit Value, $4,005,000.

Total Savings and Gross Benefit: (not including savings to educational system due to increases
in number of viable charter schools): $6,761,375

Source and Amount of Funding
State Education Funds $579,000
Other S.tate Funds (pass through to Charter Schools and Training $2.500,000
Professionals)
Other (Describe)
Total including Pass Through $3,079,000
Section Costs YTD
Personnel $325,724
Travel $15,087
Current $82,772
Indirect Costs $40,064
Other (pass through to Charter Schools) $2,240,589
Total $2,704,236
Gross Benefit (see above) $6,761,375
Percentage Return on Investment (ROI)= (Savings-Costs YTD)/Costs YTD 24.88%

Implications if Section were not to provide noted functions or programs:

Summary of Costs and Benefits:

It cost approximately $791,179 to operate the State Charter School Board in FY13, including all costs
associated with the Charter School Section. The cost savings of having a Charter School Section,
dedicated to providing oversight, technical support, and professional development opportunities to
charter schools in FY13, including groups seeking to found new charter schools, saved charter schools
and the state an estimated $6,761,375, which would have been spent in obtaining similar services
commercially or otherwise.

Total Cost not including pass through dollars to schools $463,647
Gross Savings (Benefits plus Savings) $6,761,375
Net Savings (Gross Benefits minus Costs) $4,057,139
Benefits to Cost Ratio 14.58




Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2012 Legislature)

Section: Child Nutrition Programs
Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

This section administers federal food programs, which are appropriated under United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) regulations and administered by Food and Nutrition Services. The
USDA enters into agreements with state agencies, usually state education offices, to administer the
program. The State office enters into agreements with sponsors, which allow them to operate the
programs. Sponsors can be public or private, non-profit schools, non-profit community organizations or
camps, non-profit residential child care institutions, child care centers, day care homes or non-profit
homeless shelters.

The programs are designed to provide assistance in the establishment, maintenance, operation and
expansion of programs to provide children and low-income people with access to food, a healthful diet
and nutrition education. Originally, these programs were created by Congress as a measure of national
security, to safeguard the health and well-being of the nation’s children and to encourage the domestic
consumption of nutritious agricultural commodities and other food. The programs are designed to
prevent hunger, malnourishment and food insecurity.

The program provides money to pay for meals served to eligible participants, nutrition education so
participants recognize a healthy diet and surplus food from the U.S. food supply to reduce the cost of
meal preparation. The program’s payments are made to sponsors, who serve meals to children, elderly
low income and impaired adults. Higher payments are made for meals served to low income
participants. The payments can be used by sponsors for expenses of administering or operating the
program, preparing program meals and for the cost of food served. In some cases, surplus food is
provided to the sponsors to be used in the meals. Federal funds are received by the State Office for
payments to sponsors. The funding for payment for meals is primarily federal, however states must also
provide a certain level of matching funds for the program.

The staff administering the program consists of one director and three teams with an assistant director
over each of the teams. The school team consists of seven specialists, the child care team has five
specialists and the support team has a staff of six. Specialists on the school and child care teams
perform program reviews, interpret and enforce program rules and guidance, train, and guide sponsors
through the operation of the programs and reclaim any funds to which sponsors are not entitled. The
support staff performs activities which overarch both teams, including the payment of claims, ordering
and distribution of surplus food, reviews of food distribution programs, computer support for the
program operations, grant administration, report writing and secretarial functions.

Depending upon the sponsor and program, payment may be made for breakfasts, morning snacks,
lunches, afternoon snacks, supper, or p.m. snacks. Payments are determined through a complex system
which applies different rates to certain meals. For example, reimbursement for lunches could be at any
of the following rates: .28 cents, .30 cents, $1.45, $2.53, $2.55, $2.93, $2.95, or $3.14, depending upon
the program, the person to whom the meal was served, the location of the sponsor and the type of
sponsor. State Office staff must calculate the correct reimbursement amounts, verify payments and
produce reports for USDA. State staff must have comprehensive, intensive and practical knowledge of



the requirements and regulations for the 11 federal programs administered by the unit and the ability to
apply this knowledge in complex and variable settings. This involves the ability to blend theory with
practice; the ability to judge which rule or regulation applies to a specific setting. It also requires the
ability to determine the best way to remedy a problem, situation or incident that has not been
encountered before.

USDA requires regular site reviews of all program sponsors. The quantity, content and the reporting
requirements for reviews are different, dependent upon the program. The State office staff is required
to perform nutrient analysis of planned meals for some programs, verification of eligibility, and
validation of records, procedures and claims made for meals to assure program requirements are met.
Sponsor program expenses must be authenticated and measured against program requirements.
Sponsors must demonstrate any contracts entered into by them conform to regulations.

USDA also requires the State office staff to provide supporting nutrition education to the sponsors
through regular training. Federal regulations prescribe the requirements for the content of all meals,
the requirements regarding administrative, monitoring, reporting and sponsor training. The State office
staff provides training, technical assistance and oversight required by federal regulations to ensure
sponsors follow applicable requirements. Training helps sponsor staff prepare healthful meals, and
provides nutrition education to help participants understand the link between diet and health. There
are program aids which help sponsors determine how to economically offer the meals, determine the
correct amount of food to purchase, offer recipes for food preparation, efficient program management
and teach techniques to prepare healthful meals for program recipients.

The USDA requires the State office distribute food to eligible sponsors. Commodities, which are foods
taken out of the U.S. food supply by the government to support the price of such foods, are ordered,
received, stored and distributed by our office. Some sponsors have elected to receive cash-in-lieu of
commodities. Sponsors earn commodities in accordance with the number of meals they served in prior
years. We estimate payments and place orders to provide commodities for sponsors who are new to
the program.

USDA requires states to enter into agreements to implement, manage and oversee the program. The
State office performs validation of claims for meal reimbursement, verification of program activities,
training of sponsors, collection of data from sponsors, analysis of the data collected, reporting to USDA
to seek payment for approved meals and expenses, payment of approved costs and monitoring of the
performance of sponsors. State office personnel must have knowledge of the principles, theories and
practices of education, training, food & nutrition. They must know and be able to interpret and apply
laws, rules, regulations, policies and/or procedures for different programs; they may facilitate or lead
hearings, meetings, teams or work groups; they control or manage and direct the operation of the
program or function to which they are assigned; they must have the skills and abilities to develop
approaches for implementation of an idea, program or change in operations and be able to
communicate the information and ideas clearly, and ensure compliance with the contract terms,
policies, procedures & regulations. Staff must be able to research laws, policies and procedures to
accurately determine the correct practices, judging which rule or regulation applies to a specific setting;
they must assess the need for research projects, assist with the development of tools and measurement
devices, determine the appropriate methodologies, information sources, sampling strategies and
analyze and review the findings to develop conclusions and improve programs.

The State office also distributes state matching funds obtained from state liquor taxes. These funds are
distributed to schools on a per meal basis to assist expenses associated with lunches. State office
personnel must determine the rate of at which payments will be made for meals and balance any



differences between liquor tax revenue and payments to schools at the end of the state fiscal year.

Sponsors earn money for the reimbursement of expenses for meals. For some programs, separate
federal funding is made available for sponsor program administration expenses. Administrative
expenses can be earned according to the type of program the sponsor is participating in, how many sites
they administer, the location of those sites (rural or urban) and the economic circumstances of the
residents living nearby the site. In programs without separate reimbursement for administration, the
expense of management and program operation is an allowable program expense.

The State office contract terms receive management evaluations from the Federal government regularly
to assess state program oversight and the payments made to sponsors. The State office contract to
administer the program could be cancelled if this unit was found to be negligent in carrying out the
mandated responsibilities.

USDA does not allow sponsors to self-administer the program without State office oversight. Without
state administration, USDA would not allow the program to be administered in Utah, resulting in the
loss of all program payments to the state and to sponsors.

State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:

The National School Lunch Program (Title 7 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 210) is a federally
assisted meal program operating in public and non-profit private schools and residential child care
institutions. It provides payment for nutritionally balanced, low-cost or free lunches to children each
school day. The program was established under the National School Lunch Act, signed by President
Harry Truman in 1946. Sponsors enter into agreements to participate in programs. Our office also
distributes State of Utah (liquor tax) funds to public schools for lunches.

The National School Lunch Program also offers cash reimbursement to help schools serve snacks to
children in afterschool activities aimed at promoting the health and well-being of children and youth in
our communities (After School Snack Program). A school must provide children with regularly scheduled
activities in an organized, structured and supervised environment; include educational or enrichment
activities (e.g., mentoring or tutoring programs). The programs must meet state/local licensing
requirements, if available, or state/local health and safety standards. All programs that meet the
eligibility requirements can participate in the National School Lunch Program and receive USDA
reimbursement for afterschool snacks.

Schools participating in the lunch or breakfast programs are eligible to apply for the Seamless Summer
Program. Once approved through the State office, schools serve meals free of charge to children from
low-income areas when school is not in session. They continue the same meal service rules and claiming
procedures used during the regular school year. The Seamless Summer Program offers a streamlined
approach to feeding hungry children in the community when school is not in session.

The Team Nutrition Program is an initiative of the USDA Food and Nutrition Service to support the Child
Nutrition Programs through giving state agencies curriculum to provide training and technical assistance
for foodservice, nutrition education for children and their caregivers, and school and community
support for healthy eating and physical activity. Team Nutrition awards certification to schools meeting
HealthierUS School Challenge standards. State agencies review and approve applications and forward
them to the regional office for processing. Schools can earn monetary rewards for each level of the
certification (bronze = $500, silver = $1,000, gold = $1,500 and gold of distinction = $2,000).



The National School Breakfast Program (7 CFR 220) Payment to sponsors for breakfasts which meet the
program requirements. This program promotes learning readiness and healthy eating behaviors.
Sponsors may be public or private non-profit schools and residential care centers.

Fresh Fruit & Vegetable Program (7 CFR 211) Payment to sponsors for fresh fruits & vegetables offered
to students in selected low-income elementary schools participating in the school lunch program. This
program offers a healthy snack for children. This program is different in that schools must apply for this
grant. Expenses will only be reimbursed up to the school’s total award amount.

Special Milk Program (7 CFR 215) Payment for milk for children who do not have access to other meal
programs. These programs may be offered by public or private, non-profit schools, or camps.
Reimbursement ranges from a set amount to the full price of the milk served to low income children.

The Child and Adult Food Program (7 CFR 226) provides payment for meals which improve the quality of
day care for children and impaired or elderly adults and makes care more affordable for low-income
persons. Sponsors of these programs include child care centers and family day care home sponsors,
adult day care centers and homeless shelters having children in residence.

The Summer Food Service Program (7 CFR 225) provides payment for nutritious meals served in low-
income areas when school is not in session. Sponsors allowed on this program include public and
private non-profit schools and non-profit community organizations, including churches, camps and
community organizations.

State Administrative Expense funds (7 CFR 235) describes the state responsibilities and procedures.

Cash in Lieu of Donated Foods (7 CFR 240) describes how cash payments may be made in lieu of
donated surplus foods. Child care centers receive cash-in-lieu of commodities. The State office
calculates the amounts. Payments are processed along with the payments for meals.

Determining Eligibility for Free & Reduced Price Meals (7 CFR 245) Describes procedures to be used by
sponsors and verified by the State office when certifying children for free or reduced price meals.

Food Distribution Program (7 CFR 250) The State office makes USDA’s surplus food available to sponsors
to reduce the cost of preparing program meals. The State office processes surveys of the sponsors to
determine how much of the item should be ordered and shipped to our warehouse, adjusts orders
according to other sponsor needs, coordinates and verifies orders, coordinates the shipment and
delivery of the food to lunch sponsors. The State office provides warehouse storage for foods prior to
delivery and monitors that facility. The State office enters into contracts for the storage of food and
delivery of food statewide. Sponsor use of commodities in meals is monitored by through State office
reviews.

The Emergency Food Assistance Program (7 CFR 251) distribution of USDA’s surplus food and payment
for administration expenses to assist non-profit organizations and low income households. Sponsors in
this program are community organizations (Utah Food Bank and regional pantries and food banks in
Utah).

Other specific Federal regulations which the State office must follow in the administration of the above
programs:

7 CFR 15: Nondiscrimination

7 CFR 225: Cost Principles for State, Local and Indian Tribal Governments



7 CFR 3015: Uniform Federal Assistance Regulations

7 CFR 3016: Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and Cooperative Agreements to State and
Local Governments

7 CFR 3017: Government-wide Debarment and Suspension

7 CFR 3018: Restrictions on Lobbying

7 CFR 3019: Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and Agreements with Institutions of
Higher Education, Hospitals and Other Non-Profit Organizations (ensure sponsors which fall into these
categories use these regulations)

7 CFR 3021: Government-wide Requirements for Drug-free Workplace

7 CFR 3052: Audits of States, Local Governments, and Non-Profit Organizations

USDA also issues policy bulletins, instructions and guidance (all of which have the force of regulation and
must be followed by the State office and sponsors). These are interpreted and provided to sponsors as
needed. They cover a wide range of requirements for procedures such as providing meals to children
with disabilities, entering into contracts with food service management companies and rules for
procurement of goods and services.

Utah Code Section 32B-2-304 (liquor tax funding of school lunches)

Federal regulations require reviews be conducted to provide oversight of the programs. The quantity,
content and the reporting requirements for reviews are different, dependent upon the program. The
State office performs nutrient analysis of planned meals, verification of eligibility, and validation of
claims made for meals to assure program requirements are met. Sponsor program expenses must be
authenticated and measured against program requirements; State office personnel must evaluate the
sponsor financial reports to determine compliance with the regulations. Sponsors must demonstrate
any contracts entered into by them conform to regulations. If any aspects of the reviews are not met,
State office personnel must work with sponsors to develop and implement a plan to correct the
deficiencies. Follow-up reviews are often required to confirm corrections have been made. Reviews are
required as follows:

National School Lunch or Breakfast: each sponsor must be reviewed once every three years (no more
than four years between reviews)

Summer: new sponsors must be reviewed in the first year of operation; each sponsor must be reviewed
at least once every three years (or annually, if the prior review showed significant operational
problems). At least 10% of each sponsor’s sites must be reviewed.

Seamless Summer: must be reviewed prior to or following year of the lunch or breakfast review. State
agencies are encouraged to conduct additional reviews of sponsors who have experienced management
difficulties.

Child & Adult Care Food Program: review 33.3% of all institutions each year, 15% must be
unannounced; 10% of all sponsor sites must be reviewed.

Family Day Care Home Program: review sponsors with less than 100 homes once every three years and
review 10% of all homes; review sponsors with more than 100 homes once every two years and 5% of
the first 1000 homes.

The Emergency Food Assistance Program: review 25% of sponsors and 10% of agencies having an
agreement with a sponsor. Two reviews of storage facilities are also required.

Commodities: one annual warehouse review. Commodities usage is reviewed as a part of the lunch or
breakfast reviews.

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:
Food & Nutrition Services (FNS) 640 (report of Coordinated Review Effort, annually)
FNS 777 Financial Status Report (quarterly)



FNS 742 Verification Data Reporting System (annually)

FNS 777 State Administrative Expense (SAE) (quarterly)

FNS 13 Report of State Revenue Matching (annually)

FNS 44 Report of Child and Adult Care Food Program (monthly reports of 30 and 90 day activities and
end of year close-out)

FNS 10 Report of School Program Operations (monthly reports of 30 and 90 day activities and end of
year close-out)

FNS 418 Report of Summer Food Service Program for Children (monthly reports of 30 and 90 day
activities and end of year close-out)

FNS 667 & FNS 667 American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA), Emergency Food Assistance
Program Administrative Costs (quarterly)

FNS 155, Inventory Management Register (Report of Commodity Inventory, bi-annually)

FNS 292A, Report of Commodity Distribution for Disaster Relief (submitted 45 days post disaster)
Standard Form (SF) 425 Federal Financial Report, Fresh Fruit & Vegetables, Direct Certification, and
Team Nutrition and Healthy, Hunger-Free Children’s Act (HHFCA) Six Cent grant reporting (quarterly)
Farm Service Agency (FSA)-21 Public Voucher — Commodity Programs (as needed to request
reimbursement of extra charges in connection with USDA foods)

Required by regulation to collect data from sponsors for the following reports:

Free & Reduced Price Survey (annually)

Racial/Ethnic Survey (annually)

Benefits Provided by Program or Section:

The staff of the unit is responsible for training sponsors in efficient program operation, program reviews
to assure requirements are met by sponsors, payment of valid claims to sponsors and all reporting to
USDA for the funds. These programs are the first-line defense against hunger and food insecurity in
Utah. The overall benefit of this program is that meals and food are made available to children and
older low income or impaired adults, many of whom do not have adequate resources in their homes to
provide for regular nutritious meals. Utah has a high percentage of households considered to be food
insecure (13%) and a high rate of childhood poverty (16%). These programs provide regular meals,
nutrition education and prevent hunger and food insecurity in Utah households. In 2011, the program
provided $177,593,372 to sponsors in cash and the value of surplus foods. The cash and surplus food
provided by this office reduced or paid for the cost of program meals served to children, older low
income and impaired adults throughout the State.

Detailed Lists of Sponsors, Meals Reimbursed & Jobs Funded by this Program

There were 114 sponsors of the School Lunch Program with 927 sites. In 2011, sponsors were
reimbursed 22,965,524 free meals, 5,997,125 reduced-price meals, and 28,970,274 paid meals. Severe
need reimbursement (an additional two cents per lunch) is available to sponsors which served 60% or
more free or reduced-price lunches school-wide during the second preceding year. In 2011, 14 sponsors
received severe need reimbursement. Our program paid sponsors $85,667,978 in federal funding and
$28,906,920 in state funds (liquor tax) for lunches in 2011. Funds received by schools were used to
employ over 95 program supervisors, their staff (nutritionists, coordinators and support staff), over 850
site managers in individual lunchrooms and their staff (lunchroom managers, cooks, preparation staff
and support staff). School Superintendents, business managers, principals, teachers and maintenance
staff receive partial program funding due to the nature of their assignments (assisting with the service of
school meals or the administration of the program). School cost of services used by the school meals
program are paid for by program reimbursements (equipment & equipment maintenance, waste
disposal, etc.). Indirect costs may be paid for to the extent they can be attributed to the school meal
program.



In 2011, there were 305 sites offering the School Breakfast Program. Sponsors were reimbursed for
1,890,539 free breakfasts, 362,529 reduced price breakfasts, and 990,501 paid breakfasts. Severe need
reimbursement is offered to sites which claimed 40% or more of the lunches in the second preceding
year were served to students qualifying for free or reduced-price meals. In 2011, 464 sites received
severe need. They served 6,460,826 free breakfasts, 854,529 reduced-price breakfasts and 1,299,860
paid breakfasts. Our program paid sponsors $17,105,172 for breakfasts in 2011.

There were 31 sponsors of the Special Milk Program representing 109 sites. Sponsors were reimbursed
for 424,343 half pints of milk. Our program paid sponsors $71,835 for milk in 2011.

There were seven sponsors of the Summer Food Service Program with 128 sites. The summer program
reimbursed sponsors for 1,295,752 meals (breakfast, lunch, supper & snacks) and paid them $2,022,674.
In 2011, 21 sponsors offered the seamless summer program at 128 sites served 649,495 meals
(breakfast, severe need breakfast, lunch, supper & snack). The reimbursement for seamless meals is
included in the breakfast and lunch totals, above (seamless means operating as if it was school year
lunch or breakfast). Summer programs provide employment and pay for the salaries of site managers
and for program operations with program funds. The participants in the seamless summer program
usually are employed by the school during the school year. The summer program allows them to be
employed during the summer months. For regular summer program sponsors, some are schools, but a
number of them are community based non-profit organizations. For these sponsors, the payments for
meals often mean they can expand their other feeding programs because the meals in the summer
program have been reimbursed.

Surplus foods (commodities) are provided to sponsors operating school lunch or summer meals. The
food can be used at other meals (breakfasts, snacks). Child and Adult Care Food Program sponsors
(centers only) receive cash in lieu of commodities. In 2011, the commodity value earned was .2025
cents on each lunch served. Schools also receive bonus commodities which are not charged against
their per lunch allotment. A total value of $15,911,796 ($326,174 in bonus, the remainder was normal
entitlement) in food was distributed through the State office.

There were eight sponsors of the Family Day Care Home Program representing 2,014 day care homes.
Our office reimbursed sponsors for 1,871,432 breakfasts, 2,667,235 lunches, 2,313,324 suppers and
3,848,117 snacks. Our program paid sponsors was $17,235,439 in 2011. The program funds pay for the
salaries of eight sponsor directors, their program monitors and other support staff.

There were 132 sponsors in the Child and Adult Care Food Program representing 315 sites. Sponsors
were reimbursed for 1,603,167 breakfasts, 2,126,696 lunches, 303,548 suppers and 2,587,607 snacks.
The total amount our program paid sponsors was $7,505,932 (this includes cash payments made in lieu
of commodities). The funds received by centers can be used to pay for administrative and operational
expenses, to the extent that the costs are associated with program operation.

The Emergency Food Assistance Program provides surplus foods and administrative funds which are
distributed by our office. The Utah Food Bank receives surplus foods, which are distributed to local food
banks and pantries in Utah. We also receive funds to be used for administration, of which we pass
through 100% to the nine regional food banks. In 2011, we distributed food for 12,236,130 meals for
1,895,548 people in 815,742 households (575,742 were under 18 years of age, 903,994 were from 18-64
years of age, 416,449 were over the age of 65). Commodity value was $2,373,133 and our office passed
through administrative funds of $510,848.



Federal and state funding is used to pay for the salaries, benefits and indirect costs for 22 staff.

State Systems, Rules and Sponsors

The State office staff knows how Federal payment systems work within the state system. State office
staff knows the laws and rules pertaining to different types of sponsors. Having sponsors grouped
according to their program participation and roles in the community help to create an economy of scale.
Schools, child care centers, family day care home sponsors and homeless shelters all operate very
differently. Training these entities in groups with other similar program participants makes an efficient
operation. When reviewing the sponsors, state staff knows what types of systems to expect. For
example, family day care home sponsors use different software than do schools. Staff must be familiar
with those systems and be able to work within them to assure all aspects of the program are being
attended to. Staff is also familiar with the federal organization of the programs and aware of reports
which must be submitted, questions asked, etc., depending upon the program.

Food Service as a Business

Food service operations are expected to break even after comparing sponsor food and labor costs to
money received for paid meals and reimbursements received from federal and state funds. Training is
conducted by the State office staff with groups of directors & supervisors, allowing for economical and
efficient training. Many of the schools are members of a food buying cooperative, which reduces the
costs of their food purchases. One of the schools has the capability of processing large quantities of
product and can sell them to other schools, which produces large cost savings. Training schools
together helps them share their ideas, sound business practices and allows them to run efficient
programs which do not use additional school funds.

Low Administrative Costs

The State office provides technical assistance and training regularly for program sponsors. Training for
new child care centers is offered monthly. Training for new school directors is held annually. The unit
has received grants from USDA which have paid for computer software to make school programs easier
to administer and for training to assist school lunch programs in applying for USDA awards. Program
aids teach all sponsors the best ways to achieve program efficiency and maintain low operation cost.
State staff have created on-line training so sponsors do not have to travel to attend some common
training.

Low Cost Meals

Even meals which are offered at full price to the children are subsidized by the payments made by this
program. Because of the size of the program, sponsors are able to obtain high quality foods at low cost.
The meals they make are produced in quantities which make streamlined production possible. For
parents, this means these programs provide a nutritionally balanced meal at the lowest possible price.
Program guides require food purchases are made through procurement methods that assure
competition among suppliers. Surplus food reduces the cost of producing meals.

Food Safety

Sponsors operating the program are required to adhere to good food handling processes. School food
service managers are trained in food safety and assure all foods can be traced back to the source of the
product. Food temperatures are checked to assure hot foods remain hot and cold foods remain cold in
order to prevent the growth of harmful pathogens. These practices prevent outbreaks of food
poisoning. State office staff reviews monitor the performance of sponsors and require correction if
deficits in performance are found.

Jobs



These programs provide direct employment for more than 2,150 school staff. Partial funding can be
used from the program for those with work duties assist feeding programs (superintendents, principals,
school secretaries, janitorial staff and teachers). At least 8 family day care home sponsors and their staff
of monitors (approximately 32) and their support staff (more than 8) have positions paid for with these
funds. Food banks and regional food pantries receive funds to support their staff. Federal and state
funds pay for 22 state staff to administer the program.

Nutrition

Primary benefits are program payments made to sponsors to provide meals to children, older low
income or impaired adults. The result of these meals is improved nutritional intake for those
participants. Children and older, low-income and impaired adults who participate in federally supported
meal programs have been shown to have superior nutritional intake when compared against those who
do not have access to the programs. Adequate nutrition is critical for the normal development of body
and brain. Lunches provide 1/3 of the Recommended Dietary Allowance of necessary nutrients.
Congress created these programs after investigation into the health of young men rejected in the World
War Il draft showed a connection between physical deficiencies and childhood malnutrition. These
programs provide access to balanced, nutritious meals which include protein, whole grains, fruits,
vegetables and milk. Consumption of meals containing adequate nutrition results in better health,
improved academic performance, higher levels of concentration and fewer behavioral problems.
Nutrition education provided by the program assists in developing lifelong healthy eating habits.
Wellness policies help schools address obesity problems and promote physical activity. These programs
assure adequate nutritional intake, including calories and nutrients. The programs prevent hunger and
food insecurity.

Academic Performance

Children with adequate food perform better on tests of knowledge, have better classroom attention and
higher cognitive function. Hungry children have more problems in the classroom and in learning. In
Utah, 16% of children live in poverty. Most of the participants in these programs (especially the
breakfast and summer programs) are from low income households. The food they receive helps to
support their academic performance. Strong, healthy children are ready to learn and perform better in
the classroom.

Improved Health

A diet consistent with the dietary guidelines for America is a contributing factor to overall health and a
reduced risk of chronic disease. The meals are distributed daily to children, elderly low income and
impaired adults. The lunches provide 1/3 of the minimum daily requirements for nutrients and calories.
Participants with adequate nutrition have lower rates of disease. Getting children on a healthy path
early in life helps to assure they remain healthy as adults. Fruit and vegetable consumption is important
for weight management, optimal child growth and chronic disease prevention.

Food Security

Food security is defined as access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life. It
includes the ready availability of nutritionally adequate and safe foods and an assured ability to acquire
acceptable foods in socially acceptable ways. Participation in the feeding programs administered by the
State office helps to shield children, elderly low income and impaired adults from the effects of a limited
household food supply. The program serves nearly half of the meals eaten by program participants over
the course of a week and promotes the food security of low income households. In addition, other
household members may indirectly benefit if children’s meals add to the household’s overall food
resources. The probability of children from lower income families participating in meal programs rises
when local food prices increase. In summer, meals are available in low income communities and



provide higher food security for households with children.

Lower Obesity Rates
Families who are food secure have lower rates of obesity. When protein, fruits, vegetables, whole
grains and milk are consumed in adequate amounts, participants have lower rates of obesity.

Child Privacy & Dignity Protected

For children in low-income households, meals are available at no-cost or reduced price. Because federal
rules forbid public identification of these children, the privacy and dignity of the low income child is
preserved. Not only can the child select a nutritious meal and eat with other students in a common
lunchroom, fellow students don’t know that child’s family is low income.

Special Needs

Program guidance requires sponsors to attend to the needs of any program participants with disabilities.
Meals can be modified to address any of their special dietary needs and program funds can be used to
purchase any special foods. If a physician certifies the individual as having a disability, all meal
modifications are valid program expenses.

Community Facility

Schools often serve as a hub for community activities. Lunchroom facilities and equipment can be used
after school hours by other school or community organizations. In addition, schools often serve as
emergency shelters in the event of weather related or other crisis. The equipment has been paid for
using funds provided by our programs, however it can be used by others when needed. When a disaster
has been declared, food located in school storerooms can be used by such organizations as the Red
Cross and will be reimbursed to the school by the federal government.

Agricultural Subsidies

Foods used in the commodity program are purchased by the federal government to support the prices
of agricultural products. Farmers who produce foods are guaranteed prices for their commodities which
help to cover the cost of producing them. Warehousing foods in a central location and coordinating the
delivery of food to schools provides for an economy of scale. Many schools are not large enough to
receive a full truck of food, for example, and their orders are combined with the orders of other nearby
schools to assure a full truck makes the trip and efficiently delivers the food.

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

State Education Funds S 139,500.00
State Liquor Tax Funds $ 29,542,165.02
Federal Funds $134,591,126.96
Total Funding $164,272,791.98

Section Costs:

° Federal Personnel Costs $1,172,073.14
° State Personnel Costs S 282,205.78
. Federal Travel Expenses S 42,685.84
o State Travel Expenses S 1,009.26
o Federal Current Expenses $ 416,850.52

$ 415,429.89



° State Current Expenses S 33,663.75

. Federal Other Charges (capital outlays) S 68,763.08

o State Other Charges (capital outlays) $ 151,197.44

. Federal Other Charges (Indirect costs) S 36,404.54

. State Other Charges (Indirect costs) <$29,067.97>
. State Other Charges (Recovered Audit Findings-Liquor Tax) $132,774,656.27
. Federal Flow-thru $ 28,906,920.44
. State Flow-thru $164,272,791.98
Total Costs

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

USDA does not allow sponsors to self-administer the program without State office oversight. Without
state administration, USDA would not allow the program to be administered in Utah, resulting in the
loss of all program payments.

Directors at large districts make salaries far in excess of any State office salaries. They manage the
school programs at all the schools in their districts. However, the cost of hiring any of them to assist
with state program management would be cost prohibitive. There are for-profit entities assisting the
sponsors, but they are very expensive and the result of their assistance does not necessarily result in a
better run program (food service management companies and charter school management companies).
Many times, reviews at these types of facilities result in the repayment of program funds and the need
for additional sponsor training so the sponsors correctly supervise the actions of the entity they have
hired to oversee their program operations. The USDA does not allow for-profit entities to self-manage
the program; they may only participate under the auspices of a district and the district must retain
responsibility for all program operations. There is also software used to assist sponsors in running these
programs, however, it is also very expensive and is only used by the larger sponsors (PCS, RenWeb,
Nutrikids, Minute Menu, etc.).

Without the programs administered by this office, the following would be the result:

Increased Costs

Sponsors would no longer be able to provide partial payment for salaries of school staff associated with
this program (superintendents, principals, teachers, school secretaries, custodians). Schools would need
to pay for these salaries using other funds.

Decreased Food Safety

The incidence of food poisoning would increase, as parents are often not aware of food safety when
preparing meals at home. Transporting meals from home and keeping them hot enough or cold enough
to prevent food borne illness is difficult. In the U.S., 5,000 people die each year from food poisoning.
Poisoning sends 325,000 to the hospital each year. In Utah, the cost of foodborne illnesses cost an
estimated $1.185 billion. These rates would increase.

Decreased Sponsor Resources

Program costs include kitchen equipment, such as steamers, refrigerators and warming ovens. Without
program revenue, it would not be possible to purchase quality equipment with which to prepare meals.
Sponsors would need to find other revenue with which equipment purchases could be made for the
kitchens (if schools, centers and day care homes could continue to offer meals at all).



Decreased Nutritional Quality of Meals

The sponsor’s food service program costs would increase and the quality of the meals would decrease.
Without the program guides to help them keep expenses low, costs would increase. Without uniform
meal requirements, the quality of meals would be variable. This would be detrimental in multiple ways:
variable program costs, quality and loss of any economy of scale in terms of food purchasing, contracts,
and preparation. It is likely that the quality of meals offered would vary dependent upon the economic
circumstances of the community. Low income communities would not be able to support a feeding
program at all. High income communities would be able to offer programs for their children.

Increased Cost for Participants with Special Needs

The cost to children with special needs would increase. Without program requirements to provide
accommodations, the manner in which a child’s special dietary needs were addressed would be variable,
dependent upon how the sponsor chooses to accommodate (or ignore) the needs.

Decreased Participant Privacy

The privacy of a low income child would be lost. If the sponsor was able to provide food at no cost to
low income participants, it is unlikely they would do so in a way that no one else in the classroom knew
the situation. Because it would be cost prohibitive to provide meals at no cost or low cost, these
children would be at the mercy of the sponsor in terms of getting food during the school day if they
were not able to bring food from home.

Job Losses

If the section did not provide the functions, the state and sponsors would lose $161,681,576 in federal
and state funding and $15,911,796 in surplus food. That represents funding they use to purchase food,
pay staff to prepare food, pay for direct expenses, such as equipment and payroll, and pay indirect
expenses associated with the program. More than 2,150 school staff positions are funded through this
program. More than 32 family day care home sponsors and their staff have positions paid for with these
funds. Food banks and the regional food pantries receive $510,848 to assist with program
administration; without funding, those positions would be lost. Federal and state funds which pay the
salaries of 22 state staff to administer the program would be lost.

Hunger

Sponsor ability to offer food to the children would be diminished. While sponsors could charge the full
cost for meals, it is likely that families (particularly low income households) would not be able to pay for
the meals. The full cost of a meal is estimated to be $3.00-$5.00. Most schools would not be able to
provide additional funding to continue to offer the program. It is likely many schools would require
households to send meals from home. Since high percentages (48-100%) of the meals in these
programs are provided to those from low income households, it is likely the Utah children and adults in
these households would go hungry. Child care centers and day care homes would continue to offer food
to their clients, but the types of food would change from nutritious sources of protein, fresh fruits &
vegetables, milk and whole grains to less expensive foods. Residential child care centers and homeless
shelters would have to find other funding to provide food for their clients. Without the program, it is
likely that many of the current programs would cease to exist and current participants would be hungry.

Increased Food Insecurity and Poverty

The 13% of Utah’s population considered food insecure would lose access to low cost and free meals.
Food insecurity is defined as limited or uncertain availability of nutritionally adequate and safe foods or
limited or uncertain ability to acquire acceptable foods in a socially acceptable way. In Utah, 16% of
children live in poverty. The rate is highly variable, depending upon the county. In some areas, San Juan
and Iron counties, for example, the child poverty rate are much higher (21-25%). Children in counties



with higher poverty rates would suffer food insecurity and poverty at higher rates. In 2011, census data
reports 138,000 Utah children lived in poverty. Without these programs, that number would increase.
Poverty is the main cause of food insecurity and hunger. Without these programs for support, rates of
poverty, food insecurity and hunger in Utah would increase.

Food insecurity and poverty influences child health, growth and development. The effects of food
insecurity on adults in households with children can adversely impact those children in a variety of ways,
including decrease of parents’ energy for providing care and developmental stimulation. Parental
depression is associated with food insecurity and such depression has been linked with adverse impacts
on parenting, parent-child interaction and attachment, child growth, development, health and well-
being. The incidence of these would be expected to increase.

Increased Household Food Expenses

Without the feeding programs, family expenses would increase. In Utah, 37% of our population already
spends more than 30% of their income on housing. With the budget for food increasing due to the lack
of feeding programes, it is likely that more of our population would fall into poverty. When access to
nutritious meals was terminated, parents would need to provide meals for their children or sponsors
would need to come up with other methods of providing the meals. Children from low income
households would face the biggest obstacles to healthy food choices and are at greatest risk for
malnutrition. If parents were to supply the meals, the types of food provided would consist of low
quality, low cost foods. Elderly low income and impaired adults who received program meals would
need to obtain food from other places, such as food banks.

Increased Malnutrition

Children’s health would deteriorate. Iron deficiency and iron deficiency anemia are the most prevalent
nutritional deficiencies in the U.S. Iron deficiency in early life has been linked to persistent deficits in
cognition, attention and behavior even after treatment. The prevalence of anemia among children
under five years of age is 14%. This would increase. In the U.S., children hospitalized with primary
diagnoses of nutritional deficiencies had an average cost of approximately $16,000 per child. Just one of
those diagnoses alone, protein-calorie malnutrition, cost Medicaid approximately 1.25 million. Food
insecurity weakens the immune system and food insecure children are more vulnerable to infections,
and end up hospitalized with illnesses that their food secure peers fight off successfully.

More frequent doctor’s visits, and increases in other medical expenses present a heavy cost burden to
families already strapped for financial resources. Many food insecure households cannot afford health
insurance, meaning that the burden of their medical costs shifts onto state and federal taxpayers. The
time cost associated with caring for an ill child means missed days of work for parents, presenting cost
to employers and employees alike. In the worst circumstances, chronic illnesses in children from lower-
income families may cause a parent to lose a job if the job does not allow for any or enough sick days.

Poor Academic Performance

Child hunger is an educational problem. Children who enter school without proper nourishment and
support are at an early disadvantage and struggle to keep up with their more advantaged peers. One
study found that kindergartners from food insecure homes not only entered school with lower math
scores, but also learned less over the course of the school year.

Learning deficits in the earliest years of education have a cumulative effect as children continue through
elementary school and beyond. Middle and secondary school year progress depends on students
mastering basic skills and building on their knowledge over time. Food insecure children learn at a
slower rate than their peers, and coupled with their initial delay, fall further and further behind as they



progress through the system.

Poor nutrition interferes with cognitive function and performance in the areas of language,
concentration and attention and is associated with lower academic achievement. It is likely that if this
meals program were not provided, children would attend class while hungry and would suffer
performance deficits. Academic performance of the children would suffer.

Increased Obesity

Malnutrition has two faces in the United States: the under-consumption of nutrients needed to survive
and over-consumption of foods that can lead to conditions such as overweight, high cholesterol and
high blood pressure. Obesity rates would increase. Households with children are the group most likely
to be food insecure. Children whose families are food insecure are more likely to be at risk of
overweight (more than 85% of weight for age) or obesity. In Utah, 24.4% of the population is obese.
Without feeding programs to provide nutritious meals, the consumption of low cost, low nutrition foods
would increase. With the increased consumption of low cost, low nutrition foods, obesity rates would
increase.

Adults who earn less than $15,000 a year have an obesity rate of 33%. Nearly 33% of adults who did not
graduate high school are obese. These rates would increase. Obesity is associated with increased rates
of type 2 diabetes, coronary heart disease, stroke, hypertension, arthritis and obesity-related cancers.
These problems of middle-age and older adults at being found at younger ages. Obese children display
increases in blood pressure. Overweight adolescents have more Medicaid claims for diabetes, asthma
and respiratory problems than normal weight adolescents. The total estimated medical cost in the U.S.
for obesity related disease management among 6-17 year olds reached $127 million in 2003 and
continues to rise along with the prevalence of overweight and obesity within this age group. If obesity
rates increase, for every 100,000 citizens, it is estimated that 8,658 citizens would have type 2 diabetes,
16,730 would have coronary heart disease or stroke, 17,790 would have hypertension, 12,504 would
have arthritis and 2,468 would have obesity related cancers. The costs of disease due to obesity are
very high and could be expected to increase.

Increase in Emotional and Cognitive Development Problems

Obesity has a substantial negative impact on the emotional and cognitive well-being of young children.
Overweight and obese children are often stigmatized by their peers, and stigmatization can profoundly
influence their psychological and social development. Overweight children become overweight
adolescents. Poor body image can become a major focus during teen years, and leads to poor self-
esteem, emotional health problems and issues with social adjustment. Obese girls are nearly twice as
likely to have attempted suicide. Obese adolescents were more likely to perceive themselves as below
average students, and boys were twice as likely to expect to quit school.

Productivity Decreases

Economic productivity would decrease. When obesity rates increase, productivity decreases. Obese
women trying to transition from welfare to work were less likely to find employment and had lower
monthly earnings than similar non-obese women. There was a 9% difference of wages. A one point
increase in Body Mass Index (BMI) over time was associated with a $1,000 decrease in net worth on
average, holding other factors such as income constant. The major reason cited for this association was
that overweight and obese adults tended to leave school earlier than their peers. Disease and simple
inability to perform daily functions increases. If current obesity rates continue, estimates show the loss
of economic productivity would be between $390 billion and $580 billion annually in the U.S. These
costs would increase.



Increased School Dropout Rate

Utah’s rate of dropouts is about 11% of the population. Children living in low income households
perform poorly in academics. Hunger is one of the factors, poor nutrition is another, and other factors
are family instability and neighborhood dynamics. One of the reasons many children cite for dropping
out is that the family needed more income and they intended to work rather than attend school.
Unfortunately, the jobs available to those without a high school degree are often low paying positions.

Increased need for Special Educational Services

Children from food insecure households are more likely to be judged to need special educational
services. Children who are not only food insecure but also hungry are twice as likely as those who are
not hungry to be receiving special education services and twice as likely to have repeated a grade.
Special educational services cost an extra $5,918 per pupil (SY 99-00). The cost of educating a special
needs child is nearly double the annual expenditures for a child without special needs.

Decreased Lifetime Earnings

Lifetime earning capacity is determined largely by educational attainment. When human capital deficits
(e.g., health problems) interfere with cognitive development, achievement of school readiness, learning
or academic achievement, they can impact educational attainment and reduce one’s earning capacity.
Reduced earning capacity, in turn, reduces that person’s lifetime earnings, and their economic
contribution to the social and economic systems. These deficits can also have an impact on society and
future generations, as suggested by the term “cycle of poverty,” in which one generation’s poverty
present barriers to the next generation’s achievement of its potential.

Loss of Community Capacity for Emergencies

Communities would lose gathering places in case of emergency. Without equipment or surplus food
which can be used in case of a federally declared disaster, communities would need to find alternate
sources of inexpensive food and the facilities to prepare the food.

Loss of Agricultural Price Security

Without agricultural crop support, prices would vary widely, dependent upon how well or how poorly
crops and livestock did in a given year. The foods would not be available to reduce sponsor costs and
the foods could cost more (or less) dependent upon how the crop fared that year. Ranchers and
farmers would be paid less for their crops in good years and more for their crops in bad years.

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

Low Meal Costs

State agency staff pays sponsors for meals which meet the program requirements and for administrative
expenses associated with running the meal programs. The program saved public schools, private non-
profit schools, residential child care centers, camps, child care centers and day care homes and
homeless shelters direct funding of $ 161,681,576 for meals served during state FY 2011 and surplus
food valued at $15,911,796 for a total of $177,593,372. These funds reduced the costs of serving meals
to participants, paid for staff salaries, kitchen facilities, equipment and all direct expenses for food
preparation. In addition, indirect expenses could also be charged to the program to the extent to which
they could be attributed to program functions.

Efficient Operations

The program guides and training given by state staff allow the meals to be offered at the lowest possible
cost to the sponsor. Participants in the programs receive state developed on-line training, access to
program guides and manuals, and training in the use of those guides and manuals. The training assures



contracts obtain the lowest price possible for food, services and equipment, preparation methods are
efficient. Program recipes assure food is not wasted and guides assure the needed quantity (and not
more) is purchased and prepared.

Nutritious Meals

Oversight by state agency staff assures USDA program requirements are followed. Program rules,
regulations and guidance describe the content of meals which are provided under these programs. The
content is based on the Institute of Medicine and Dietary Guidelines for Americans. Participants receive
1/3 to % of their daily needs, depending upon which meals they eat. Participants receive adequate
nutrition to support their health, and studies show participants have better attention, attendance and
cognitive functions. They’re ready to learn the materials presented in the classroom.

Food Security

State health department rules describe food safety requirements. USDA rules require sponsors to have
Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point plans (HACCP). State staff oversight and monitoring assures
program rules are followed.

The purpose of these programs is to alleviate problems of food insecurity. When nutritious meals are
regularly available to program participants, it benefits the individual, their household, the school they
attend and the community at large. Efficient administration assures this program works to prevent
hunger in children, low income and impaired adults.

Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:
With competent state staff administration, the programs continue to be operated in the State of Utah.

With efficient state staff administration of the program, public and private non-profit schools,
residential child care centers, day care centers, day care homes, adult day care centers and camps have
lower operational expenses because they are reimbursed for meals and because they have the use
surplus food to make healthy meals for their participants. Sponsors receive a total of $161,681,576 in
program funds and food which they would have to find alternate funding for or cease program
operations (the amount does not include the value of surplus food). Since the cost of program meals is
estimated between $2-5 (depending upon the meal being replaced), the costs of offering meals would
increase. For example, if only the lunches served in the National School Lunch Program (57,932,923
meals) are multiplied by $3.00, it represents a figure of $173,798,769 for which sponsors would have to
seek funds elsewhere. Meals from Breakfast, Fresh Fruit & Vegetable Program, After School Snacks,
Child and Adult Care, the Summer Program, and the Special Milk Program would also need be paid for
with other funding. Other types of meals (breakfast, a.m. snack, child care and family day care lunches,
fresh fruit & vegetable snacks, afternoon snacks, suppers, p.m. snacks, special milk) would need
additional funds.

With trained staff and the instruction in the operation of efficient program operation to assist in
controlling program costs and providing for nutritious meals on a uniform basis, school and center costs
are lower.

Federal funds are used to provide meals for children in Residential Child Care Centers rather than state
funds.

School costs for no-cost or low-cost meals are paid with federal funds. Without the programs, other
funding sources would need to be found.



Food banks receive administrative funding and a significant quantity of surplus food warehoused and
delivered by this department. Without the program, alternative administration funding and a source of
food distribution would need to be located.

With the programs, the costs of malnutrition, hunger, and food insecurity are decreased.
Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:

The USDA has no provisions for a non-state agency to administer the programs. These programs would
not exist if they were not sponsored by a state agency in Utah.

Surplus Foods

There are no alternative programs to provide food for low income children in schools, day care centers,
day-care homes or for meals during the summer. There are no alternative methods of distributing
federally purchased foods to schools or to the Utah Food Bank.

Meal Costs

Costs of providing low or no-cost meals to children without the payments provided by this program
would be cost prohibitive. Schools could have meals catered or continue to provide the meals at full
cost to students. The amount spent on food by families would increase.

Nutrition

Schools and child care facilities would no longer have requirements for nutritious meals, nor would they
have the money, meaning the quality of meals provided would deteriorate. Inexpensive meals would
consist of low cost food with little nutritious content. Fruits and vegetables would not be provided.

Rates of malnutrition would increase. Rates of obesity and chronic disease, including diabetes, heart
disease and cancer, would increase. Chronic disease rates are already higher in low income counties in
Utah. Those rates would increase. Malnutrition in children results in stunted growth, and mental and
physical disabilities.

Without nutritional support, low income children’s academic performance would decline. Drop-out
rates would increase. In Utah, 5-11% of students drop out of school. Students who do not complete
their high school education are very costly to the State. Estimates show they earn $7,536 less each year
than students who complete high school.

Health

The life expectancy and health of low income individuals is less than that of middle and high income
Americans. Low income Americans are more likely to use prescription and non-prescription
medications, have higher rates of tobacco use and higher rates of obesity. For white females without a
high school diploma, they average a lifespan is five years shorter and for white males it was three years
shorter when compared to those with a diploma. The cost of a year of quality life is estimated at
$50,000 per individual. Although overall, Utah has very long life expectancy, there is great disparity in
our state dependent upon the living conditions of the individual.

Obesity is an important factor in preventable death in the United States. The highest rates of obesity
occur among population groups with the highest poverty rates. Most of the participants in the federal
feeding programs are low income. In Utah, adolescents (grades 9-12), 10.5% were overweight and 6.4%
were obese. Childhood overweight/obesity leads to adult overweight/obesity. In Utah, 56.9% of adults



were overweight and 22.5% of adults were obese. Children who are obese at age six are 50% more likely
to be obese as adults. Among overweight children, ages 10-15, 80% were obese at age 25. Children
who are obese are more than twice as likely to die before the age of 55. Around 70% of obese youths
have at least one additional factor for cardiovascular disease. Obesity shortens people’s lives by three
to 12 years when compared to normal weight peers. An obese person’s yearly medical expense is
estimated to be $4,871 when compared to $3,442 for a patient at a healthy weight.

Of children who are diagnosed with diabetes, 85% are obese. In 2002, the medical costs of diabetes per
person were estimated to be $13,243 per person (versus $2,560 per person for those without diabetes).

Heart disease and cancer rates are higher in people who are overweight and obese. The antioxidants
present in fruits and vegetables are protective. Diets which are of poor quality lack potassium, calcium,
vitamins A, C, and D. Overweight and obese children often show signs of blood vessel damage, which is
a precursor to heart disease. The cost of ongoing care for one person with heart disease is 4.8 million
over a lifetime (this figure includes diagnostic tests, surgery, hospital and doctor visits, physical therapy,
drugs, and ongoing care). Adequate nutrition lowers the rates of preventable disease in all age groups.
The incidence and prevalence of preventable diseases in Utah would increase without programs to
assure access to nutritious meals, especially for the low-income population.

Food Safety
Food poisoning rates would increase. Currently, CDC estimates that each year roughly 1 in 6 Americans
(or 48 million people) gets sick, 128,000 are hospitalized, and 3,000 die of foodborne diseases.

Equipment & Community Functions

Schools are the center of some small town activities. The school kitchen is often used for community
functions and serves as an emergency shelter in times of need. Without program support to purchase
equipment for the kitchens, the community would lack the capability to prepare food

Summary of Costs and Benefits:

Without these programs, sponsors would lose $177,593,372 in cash and the value of food. Over 2,204
jobs would be lost. Schools, residential child care institutions, camps, child care centers, day care
homes, summer programs and the Utah food bank costs would be far higher if they had to self-fund the
programs. Without funding, many programs would simply cease to exist. Children, low income senior
citizens and adults with special needs would likely go hungry. Food insecurity would increase, child
academic progress would suffer and a host of problems associated with poor health, hunger and poverty
in Utah would increase. The State costs to administer this program are only $774,745.

One in seven Utah households struggles with hunger. The programs administered by the staff of this
department provide funds for sponsors to offer low-cost and no-cost meals to Utah’s children, senior
citizens and adults with special needs to protect them from experiencing hunger. Sponsor management
and training by twenty-two State office staff assures the programs operate in a cost-efficient manner,
following the applicable federal rules, regulations, guidance and policy and benefiting from the program
aids and training. Through this program, public and private non-profit schools, residential child care
centers, child care centers, day care homes, camps, food banks and homeless shelters received
$177,593,372 in cash and the value of food for meals offered in their programs. The payment for meals,
food provided and the oversight and training for efficient administration of the program help to assure
Utah’s children, low income seniors and adults with special needs are well-fed, healthy and ready to
learn. The State office staff administers, trains, oversees and makes payments to the sponsors at a cost
of $774,745. The USDA has no provision for a non-state agency to administer the programs; if state



funding was not available, the program would not exist and federal funds would not be available.

Totals
Costs S 774,745. (State costs only; no Federal flow through)
Benefits $177,593,372.

Benefit/Cost Ratio 229/1



Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2012 Legislature)
Section: Teaching and Learning
Program: Concurrent Enrollment
Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

The Concurrent Enrollment Program provides challenging college-level course work for students. There
are 67 LEAs that participate in the Concurrent Enrollment program. Concurrent Enrollment provides
transition college courses that can be applied to post-secondary education. The section Early College
Specialist provides oversight for implementation and compliance of the program.

The program is authorized through Utah State Code: 53A-17a-120, 53A-15-101 ,53A-1-401,
53A-1-402. Implementation is governed by Board Rule R 277-713
State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:

The Concurrent Enrollment Program implementation is accomplished through the following functions by
the Teaching and Learning section:

e Collect and report participating student data

e Prepare and implement policy and procedures to ensure compliance with 53A-17a-120, 53A-15-
101 ,53A-1-401, 53A-1-402, and Board Rule R 277-713

e Monitor LEA compliance

e Ensure that all educators working with students are appropriately licensed/endorsed for their
assignment

e Provide technical assistance to LEAs

e Act as liaison with the Utah System of Higher Education

e Ensure completion of performance reports

e Qversee professional development for Concurrent Enrollment Coordinators

e Monitor use of funds

e Calculate and distribute funding

e Review and approve new concurrent enrollment courses

e Verify college credits earned by public education students

e Maintain the master list of courses approved for Concurrent Enroliment

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:

The Utah State Office of Education Teaching and Learning section is responsible to provide any reports
or information to the legislature upon request.

Benefits Provided by Program or Section:

The Concurrent Enrollment Program benefits secondary students, their parents and the public at large.



The two performance measures are:

o The number of students participating in the Concurrent Enrollment Program.
o The number of students earning post-secondary credit.

Summary of effectiveness and progress :
Five year history of performance measure data, including target accomplishments:

Year # of students # earned credits
12-13 27,444 189,417
11-12 27,012 189,387
10-11 26,170 185,881
09-10 28,185 194,614
08-09 27,444 188,221
07-08 28,277 191,564

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

e State Education Funds $8,599,164
e Federal Funds S0

e Other (Describe)

e Total Funding $8,599,164

Section Costs:

e Personnel Costs $65,149

e Travel Expenses $1,581

e Current Expense $1,234

e Program $8,531,200
e Total $8,599,164

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

Failure of the section to provide the above services would result in the USOE being noncompliant with
Utah Legislative direction, and the inability of LEAs to implement the program. The Concurrent
Enrollment Program oversight, implementation and verification of earn credits requires the efforts of a
qualified staff member working in concert with the Utah System of Higher Education and LEAs. The loss
of the program would impact student’s post-secondary aspirations and college completion rates in the
state.

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:
67 Utah LEAs receive significant cost savings from the work of the Teaching and Learning section and
Services associated with the Concurrent Enrollment Program, including:

e Technical Assistance (510,000 per LEA)
e Planning and coordination of the Concurrent Enrollment Program ($10,000 per LEA)
e Monitoring ( $10,000 per LEA)



e Verification of earned credit with USHE ( $10,000)
e Professional Development for CE Coordinators ($10,000)

These amounts are estimated based upon the current costs and the current economy of scale.
Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:

LEAs are able to avoid individual program cost amounting to $50,000 each or 67 times $50,000 which
equals $3,350,000. The work of the section ensures integrity to the purpose and implementation of the
legislative funding at minimal financial cost.

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:
$50,000 per LEA or $3,350,000 statewide.
Summary of Costs and Benefits:

USOE received $8,599,164 for implementation of the Concurrent Enrollment Program. The work of this
section allows LEAs to focus on teaching the courses and ensuring success for the students, rather than
using their finite resources for program requirements. This has allowed USOE to help build an effective
and exemplary Concurrent Enrollment Program for secondary students. The section is diligent and
efficient at working with LEAs and USHE Institutions to ensure student success and build student
aspirations for post-secondary education.

Overall Benefits related to program implementation:

e Increased numbers of students enter post-secondary institutions
e Increased academic achievement

e Increased college readiness skills

e Cost savings to families

e Increased teacher content knowledge

e Promoting high expectations for students

e Creating a college going culture in high school

e Increased college knowledge for both students and parents

Benefit-Cost: 125



Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2012 Legislature)

Section: Career and Technical Education

Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:
Functions

The Career and Technical Education section provides leadership, service and accountability for
programs that prepare learners for life, work and careers. Career and technical education (CTE)
provides students with rigorous and coherent content that includes: (1) technical skills and knowledge
necessary to succeed in careers, (2) workplace basics necessary for success in any occupation or career
(such as communication skills, problem-solving, teamwork, the ability to use technology, and the ability
to find and use information), and (3) real-world contexts in which academic skills can be made more
relevant to students. CTE is a critical component of the total education and workforce development
system in Utah. CTE is essential to the state’s ability to prepare and sustain a skilled workforce and
compete in a global economy.

The purpose of Career and Technical Education (CTE) is to ensure that every student has the opportunity
to explore career areas that will equip him or her with the academic knowledge, technical and
employment skills vital for entry into the evolving workforce of the 21st century. CTE is an essential
component of the total educational system in Utah and is critical to the state’s ability to compete in a
global economy. Career and Technical Education activities include:

e Introduce students to career options

e Assist in development of career goals

e Provide technical skills

e Provide occupation-specific skills

e Prepare students for further education and training

e Create Pathways to success for every secondary student by providing him or her with the
technical skills and academic knowledge needed to prepare for future employment and/or a
successful transition to post-secondary education

e Provide students with technical training to prepare for a successful career. The structured
training each student receives gives them the tools needed to be successful in a career after
high school and/or further his or her post-secondary education, whether technical school,
two-year college, or four-year college. Each student is encouraged to explore various CTE
Pathways and to develop the essential skills to enter today’s competitive job market with
confidence

e Provide courses and pathways consistent with industry standards. Exploratory courses begin
in the seventh grade, and subsequent courses teach students specific job readiness and job
skills, which can lead to employment and post-secondary education

The Career and Technical Education state staff provide leadership, service and accountability to ensure
quality programs. Functions of the section include:



Oversee the administer $12 million federal Carl Perkins Career and Technical Education Act
Oversee the administration of state CTE funding to districts

Leadership and management of the CTE programs

Compliance with state law, federal law and Utah State Board policy

Work with Utah State Board of Education, legislators, and state agencies

Establish standards in collaboration with the Department of Workforce Services, business
and industry, post-secondary institutions, and the Office of Economic Development
Provide professional development to 2,500 CTE teachers annually

Provide leadership and technical assistance to 40 school districts, 109 high schools, 142
middle/junior high schools, and charter schools.

Conduct bi-monthly meetings with the CTE district and higher education directors
Conduct monthly meetings with the CTE consortium

Oversee coordinators, specialists, and support staff

Establish policy and standards for programs

Develop curriculum resources

Provide reports to the legislature regarding secondary CTE

Web pages maintained for LEAs

Provide information resources to high school students, parents, and counselors

CTE Directors information and web page information

Assist educators in obtaining CTE secondary teaching licenses and CTE endorsements.
Establish and maintain High School to College and Career Pathways with post-secondary
institutions linking high school programs to post-secondary programs culminating in
certificates or degrees

Coordinate the CTE Student Organizations

Management of the federal provisions of Civil Rights for Carl D. Perkins Federal Vocational
Act

Sserve as liaisons to state and national professional organizations and university
programs

Aassist with teacher preparation

Manage teacher licensure and endorsements in CTE areas

Provide ability for students to earn certifications

CTE Pathways include the following four key elements:
1. Content and Standards — This allows students to...

a.
b.

Recognize connections between academic and technical content

Demonstrate mastery of academic and technical content that is aligned with industry
standards

Build confidence to compete for high skill, high wage, high demand occupations
Apply learning through authentic experiences

2. Alignment and Articulation - This allows students to...

a.

b.
C.
d

Never need to take a remedial course

Continually progress in knowledge and skills when ready

Earn high school or college credit based on performance

Make the connection between educational preparation and entry into a career



3. Accountability and Assessment - This allows students to...

a.
b.
C.

Monitor their own progress through their demonstration of attaining standards
Demonstrate their technical and academic proficiency in meaningful ways
Adapt their program to meet their personal goals based on industry requirements

4. Student Support Services - This allows students to...

a.
b.

Programs

Identify the career path options they can follow to a chosen career

Receive reliable information about careers and possible financial options for postsecondary
education

Take ownership of their education through maintaining a current education plan and/or
portfolio

Agricultural Education: Encompasses agricultural business and management, agricultural
engineering, animal science, and horticulture.

Business Education: Encompasses accounting, administrative procedures/office support
positions, banking and finance, business computer technology, communications, and Web
page design.

Family and Consumer Sciences Education: Encompasses child development/child care, food
and nutrition, food services/ culinary arts, hospitality, interior design, and fashion design.
Health Science Education: Encompasses biotechnology, dental assisting, emergency medical
technician, medical assisting, nurse assisting, and pharmacy technician.

Information Technology Education: Encompasses database development, digital media,
network design, programming and software engineering, technical support, and Web
development.

Marketing Education: Encompasses advertising and promotion, e-commerce marketing,
fashion merchandising, sports and entertainment marketing, and travel and tourism.

Skilled and Technical Sciences Education: Encompasses a wide range of trades including auto
mechanics, carpentry, commercial art and photography, commercial aviation, cosmetology
and barbering, drafting, fire science, law enforcement, and welding.

Technology and Engineering Education: Encompasses materials, processes, and technologies
used in manufacturing, construction, transportation, communication, and engineering-
related technologies.

CTE Introduction Program: provides junior high students with the direction, decision making,
and planning needed in order to select their career path. Self-knowledge, Education and
occupation exploration, and career planning are integrated through the curriculum.

Skill Certificate Program: provides skill certificates in courses and programs in grades 9-12.
The Skill Certificate exams verify skill attainment and, where available, industry exams are
offered. This accountability system assures that all courses and programs in the state are
consistently teaching to the standards established by experts in that occupational area.
Work-based Learning: provides students opportunities to see how classroom instruction
connects to the world of work and future career opportunities through
internships/apprenticeships, job shadowing, career fairs/guest speakers, field studies and
clinical work experiences.

Career and Technical Student Organizations (CTSOs): provide a unique program of career
and leadership development, motivation and recognition exclusively for middle/junior high
and secondary students enrolled in career and technical education programs. CTSOs develop
and expand occupational competencies related to a particular career and technical subject



matter and help students gain leadership skills making them more employable, preparing
them to become productive citizens, and assisting them in assuming positive roles in the
home and community.

Statutory Provisions Fulfilled

Federal Carl Perkins Act requires administration of the funds for both secondary and higher
education

State law requires administration and approval of Career and Technical Education funding to
LEAs including summer agriculture

State Code 53A Chapter 1 Administration of Public Education at the State Level

Criteria WPU for CTE

CTE Alternatives

WPU for State Set A Side

Utah State Board of Education Rules

R277-911. Secondary Career and Technical Education. (Download the RTF File)

R277-914. Applied Technology Education (ATE) Leadership. (Download the RTF File)
R277-915. Work-based Learning Programs for Interns. (Download the RTF File)

R277-916. Technology, Life, and Careers, and Work-Based Learning Programs. (Download the
RTF File)

R277-462. Comprehensive Counseling and Guidance Program. (Download the RTF File)
Federal Legislation

Public Law 109-270 Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education, Reauthorized August 12,
2006

State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:

e Ensure career and technical education programs are in compliance with state and federal
statute and policy

o Distribute federal funds to school districts, the Utah College of Applied Technology, and the
Utah System of Higher Education institutions.

e Ensure quality programs through technical assistance to LEAs, UCAT and USHE.

e Development of programs in charter schools for CTE courses grades 7-12 and
comprehensive guidance programming and funding

e Program monitoring for relevance, relationship to economy and rigor.

e Program and financial monitoring to ensure compliance and target accomplishment.

e Standard development and curriculum resource development with higher education and
business and education

e Rigorous Pathway/Programs of Study development grades 7 through 16 through post-
secondary programs with articulation and concurrent enrollment.

e Monitor and expand opportunities for students in nontraditional careers for males and
females

e Reporting to the federal government data and targets and working with the grant recipients
on targets and accountability measures.

e Fiscal monitoring of both state and federal adult education funds through reimbursement of
qualified expenses.


http://www.livepublish.le.state.ut.us/lpBin22/lpext.dll?f=templates&fn=main-j.htm&2.0
http://le.utah.gov/~code/TITLE53A/htm/53A12015.htm
http://le.utah.gov/~code/TITLE53A/htm/53A12016.htm
http://www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code/r277/r277-911.htm
http://www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code_rtf/r277-911.rtf
http://www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code/r277/r277-914.htm
http://www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code_rtf/r277-914.rtf
http://www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code/r277/r277-915.htm
http://www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code_rtf/r277-915.rtf
http://www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code/r277/r277-916.htm
http://www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code_rtf/r277-916.rtf
http://www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code/r277/r277-462.htm
http://www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code_rtf/r277-462.rtf
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=109_cong_public_laws&docid=f:publ270.109.pdf

e Program compliance monitoring assuring appropriate usage of state and federal funds
through both desk audits and on-site program monitoring

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:

The Utah State Office of Education uses a four-phased approach to maintaining program and
performance accountability, including:
e Annual Membership Reporting
e Teacher qualifications
e Teacher/course/membership reporting
e State specialist review and approval
e On-site auditing
e Annual Self-Evaluation—Standards
Entered by teacher online — focus on standards
Summary report to USOE specialists/CTE directors
Used to develop in-service, technical assistance, goal setting, and program improvement
e On-Site Evaluation—Standards
Six-year cycle
Instructor self-evaluation
State specialist on-site evaluation
Feedback/improvement
- Summary report
- Improvement plan to address needs
- Continuous improvement and follow-up
e Student Performance on Core Indicators
Academic and skill achievement (standardized tests for academic, skills tests for skills)
Completion (graduation)
Placement
Training for nontraditional careers

Evaluation and performance improvements that are data-driven, using targets, performance results,
performance gaps, and continuous improvement plan. The section also provides extensive financial
monitoring.

Reports are sent to the U.S. Department of Education annually regarding accountability measures of
placement, completion, concentration, enrollment, etc of secondary and post-secondary programs.

Data is sent to USOE from the post-secondary institutions and LEAs regarding performance measures.
The data is used to work with the local recipients on a continuous improvement plan.

Skill Certification exams are given to high school students at the end of each semester or end of course.
Exams are given on line and data is given to students, teachers, school, district and state. Data provide
information for teacher to improve their instruction and outcomes.

OCR site reviews are conducted through the section through provisions of the Federal Carl Perkins
Education act. Reports are provide the institutions and provided the Federal Government.



Benefits Provided by Program or Section:

e Student preparation for careers and college work

Accountability across the state in all LEAs

Consistency of program standards implemented and maintained statewide

Technical assistance as requested/required

Maintenance of regulatory compliance

e Professional development available to all programs based on program needs and monitoring
findings

e State collection and reporting of program data and outcomes

e Consistent standards aligned with needs of business and industry, post-secondary education
and workforce projections.

e Unnecessary duplication of programs

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

State Education Funds MSP $ 1,918,700
Federal Funds (estimate) 11,421,833
State Funding Pass Through 9,538,167

341,000

Other (On line Testing CTE, flow through):

Total Funding S 23,219,700

Section Costs:

Personnel Costs S 2,382,254
Travel Expenses $ 69,043
Current Expenses z gggléig
Other Charges !
Total Costs $ 3526875

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

e Loss of program accountability, relevance and rigor

e Potential for discrimination

Loss of regulatory function and federal Perkins funds

Loss of ability to meet Maintenance of Effort (MOE) for potentially awarded federal funds
Loss of program continuity and ability for programs to best meet the needs of the state
Loss of centralized accountability measures and data



e Potential for program funding inequities
e Potential for economic loss because Utah citizens will not prepared for employment, post-
secondary education and to meet the demands of business and industry

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

e Non-duplicated services in CTE courses and pathways

e LEAs are not providing courses and programs that do not align in a CTE Pathway that leads to
career and college.

e Consistency of all programs assuring that student needs and industry standards are met without
wasted funding on programs not aligned to needs of post secondary education programs and
needs of the workforce.

e When students are unprepared at high school graduation to enter the workforce or to enter
post-secondary education they will be entering unprepared to earn a living wage creating
situations where Utah citizens may require more public assistance and students may access
post-secondary training which is another cost to tax payers and to the individual student.

Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:

e State less likely to meet Utah’s Goal of having 66% of Utah’s population with a post-
secondary degree or certificated.

e Economic loss because of a poorly training workforce in high demand CTE occupations

e Lossin federal funds.

e Notin compliance with state and federal statutes.

e School districts unable to keep pace with changes in technology and needs of business and
industry.

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:

e Forty one school districts and charter schools providing professional development for 2,500
teachers annually with staffing and programing at $4 million annually.

e Loss of Federal funding for higher education, UCAT and public education $12 million
annually.

e Forty one school districts and charter schools establishing individual linkages with business
and industry and Department of Workforce Services to establish and maintain CTE standards
$2 million annually.

o The Department of Workforce Services establishing staffing to meet the needs of 41 school
districts individually $2 million annually.

e The Utah College of Applied Technology and the Utah System of Higher Education additional
staffing costs to meet the coordination and articulation needs with school districts would be
10 FTE at $1.5 million annually.

e Forty one school districts and charter schools creating their own accountability system for
industry certification would cost $5 million annually.



Summary of Costs and Benefits:

Career and technical education programs provide skills for students to directly enter the workforce or
articulate in a CTE Pathway into post-secondary education. One of the missions of CTE is to give
students the skills they need to be in a productive career which has tremendous economic benefits to
the state and to individual Utah citizens. The leadership, accountability and service the CTE section
provides to meet these goal provide a coordinated, non-duplicated system with LEAs not needed to use
their resources to coordinate professional development, establish standards, provide accountability
measures and ensure quality.

Benefit/Cost: 8.15



Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2012 Legislature)

Section: Data and Statistics

Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

Data and Statistics define, collect, review, analyze and report a variety of data on individual students,
teachers and schools statewide including their demographics, enrollment, test scores, achievement and
many other data items within, and as required by, Utah State law, Board Rule, Federal law, and national
mandate. The Section collaborates with Utah State Office of Education (USOE), Local Education Agency
(LEA), private entities, Legislative, and Governor’s stakeholders to address issues of quality education
data in a secure and changing environment. The data are used to regularly inform the public and
decision makers throughout the system, and are used to distribute over $4.5 billion in state and federal
funds.

State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:

53A-17a-101 et seq. State Board of Education to administer the Minimum School Program
53A-13-202 Driver Education

53A-17a-106 and R277-419 Establish standards for student membership data that is the basis for
determining WPUs in the Minimum School Program

53A-17a-107 and R277-486 Professional Staff Cost

53A-17a-109 and R277-445 Necessarily Existent Small Schools Program

53A-17a-153 and R277-110 Legislative Supplemental Salary Adjustment

53A-17a-135 and R277-459 Classroom Supplies and Materials appropriation

R277-484 Enforce timelines for data submission

Public Law 112-74 Title I, Parts A Education Finance Incentive Grants and C Migrant Education, Programs
Neglected and Delinquent, Per Pupil Expenditure and the McKinney-Vento Homeless programs

51-2a-201and 53A-19 Receive LEA financial statements

53A-15-1210 Direct Providers to administer state-designated assessments consistent with R277-404 and
R277-473 for online courses using Local Education Agency (LEA) adopted and state-approved
assessments

53A-15-1213 Online courses

53A-15-1209 Establish and administer pupil membership rules

Data and Statistic performs data audits to improve data quality for the following:
e (lass size averages, including secondary courses
e Graduation rate calculation
e Dropout/transfer codes
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Limited English Proficient (LEP) students not assessed on the Utah Academic Language
Proficiency Assessment (UALPA)

Participation codes used on CRT assessments

Schools included in school directory

Membership

UTREx data submissions

Schools’ Utah Comprehensive Accountability System (UCAS)
Addresses in CACTUS

Directed Writing Assessment(DWA)

ED Facts congruency analyses

Title lll Immigrant counts

Teacher Salary data

Data submitted in Federal reports

Race/Ethnicity data reported according to the new Federal guidelines
Students identified as full academic year

USOE Data Display

Data Gateway

Attendance data

Consolidated Student Profile Reports (CSPR)

Researcher Datasets

Development of Utah Data Alliance (UDA)

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:

Data are used in final reports to:

53A-1-301 Superintendent’s Annual Report, statistical and financial data

Utah Department of Health, Immunization Status Report

Part B of Title VI of ESEA, US Department of Education, Data for Federal Eligibility determination
of Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) grant awards

Coordination of the EDFacts report, including Fall Enrollment and other information by LEA
Public Law 112-74 Title I, Parts A Education Finance Incentive Grants and C Migrant Education,
Programs Neglected and Delinquent, Per Pupil Expenditure and the McKinney-Vento Homeless
programs

US Census Bureau School District Review Program, school district boundaries changes

US Department of Education, ESEA allocation updates

National Center for Education Statistics, US Department of Education, Federal Code Title 13-
Section182, preparation and submission of the National Public Education Financial Survey

US Census Bureau annual financial report

Edulobs

Federal Funding Accountability Act

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act

Including, but not limited to:
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e Achievement Gap Report

State Accountability including UCAS and School Grades
Class Size

Staff Ratios

Graduation and Dropout

Student Enrollment

Student Membership

Enrollment Projections by District and Charter School
Advance Placement (AP) Summary

American College Test (ACT)

e Direct Writing Assessment (DWA)

e Reading on Grade Level

e State Literacy Report

e PK-—20 Student Longitude Data System research
e lLanguage Arts proficiency

e Scholastic Achievement Test (SAT)

e State Core Summative Assessment reports

e Utah Alternative Assessment

o UALPA

e Optional Extended Kindergarten

e College Readiness of Utah Students

e Senior Year Mathematics

Benefits Provided by Program or Section:

All of the education data, millions of data bits by student, staff and location as required by state and
federal law, and Board Rule are collected, verified, reviewed, analyzed, formatted, reported by
experienced and well-educated staff, including but not limited to:

e C(Class size averages, including secondary courses

e Graduation rate calculation

e Dropout/transfer codes

e Limited English Proficient (LEP) students not assessed on the Utah Academic Language
Proficiency Assessment (UALPA)

e Participation codes used on CRT assessments

e Schools included in school directory

e Student Membership, Attendance and Enrollment

e UTREx data submissions

Schools’ Utah Comprehensive Accountability System (UCAS)

School and district addresses in CACTUS

e Directed Writing Assessment(DWA)

e ED Facts congruency analyses

e Title lll Immigrant counts

e Teacher Salary data
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e Data submitted in Federal reports

Race/Ethnicity data reported according to the new Federal guidelines

Students identified as full academic year

USOE Data Display, a variety of reports available electronically and in hard copy
Public School Data (PSD) Gateway

e Consolidated Student Profile Reports (CSPR)

e Researcher Datasets

e Development of Utah Data Alliance (UDA)

Staff works with state and local public and private stakeholders to coordinate issues regarding data,
define data elements, collection tools, timing, and enforce LEA penalties if needed.

LEA staff members are trained twice annually and as needed at a variety of Data, UASBO and Charter
School conferences.

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

e State Education Funds $ 435,300
e Federal Funds S 36,921
e Other (Describe): S 0

S 472,221

Total Funding

Section Costs:

e Personnel Costs $ 357,200
e Travel Expenses S 1,329
e Current Expenses $ 30,200
e Other Charges $ 83,492

$472,221

Total Costs

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

e The public education system would be out of compliance with a variety of state and federal
laws, State Board Rules, and financial sanctions would result

e Over $4.5 billion in state and federal funds would lack basis for distribution

e Statistical and financial data would be unavailable

e  Without the distribution of funds, schools could not operate

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:
LEAs receive statistical assistance and training for which they would otherwise have to pay an estimated

69



$10.8 million. Each LEA would need to hire at least a .75 FTE highly-skilled data and statistics
professional that commands approximately $60.00 an hour wage plus benefits, or $123,000 per LEA.
Economies of scale are experienced by the collection, analysis and reporting of LEA data at one location,
by a few with high degrees of technical expertise and experience.

Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:

Without data rules, procedures and reviews, errors would be rampant, and data inconsistent across
LEAs.

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:

If these functions were to be privatized, an estimated contract expense would be $1.2 million for a firm
with less knowledgeable personnel.

Summary of Costs and Benefits:

The work of this section fulfills the need of federal, state and local decision makers to have accurate and
uniformed data in a timely manner. This allows LEAs to focus on their primary function of educating
students, rather than using their finite resources for administrative data responsibilities. This has
allowed the USOE to build an effective and proactive general system of monitoring, auditing, and

reporting data.

The section operates with ultimate efficiency. It has an ongoing contact with all LEAs, allowing for
proactive management, and frequent and timely responses to LEA needs for technical assistance.

Total Benefits: $493,164 - $1,200,000

Total Costs: $472,221
Benefit/Cost: 1.08-2.5
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Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2012 Legislature)

Section: Teaching & Learning
Program: Dual Language Immersion, World Languages and Foreign Exchange Students

Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

Dual Langquage Immersion

The Foreign Language Specialist in the section of Teaching and Learning oversees programs and
functions related to Dual Language Immersion as outlined in Utah Code 53A-15-105, State Board Rule
277-488, and United States Department of Defense (Startalk grants for teachers and students). In
addition, this program entails working with teachers to ensure they are highly qualified to serve
students through appropriate endorsements as outlined in Utah Code 53A-6 and Board rule 277-502.

Who is served? 23 LEAs, teachers, students

How many served last school year? 156 schools, 468 teachers, approximately 15,500 students

How supported?

The USOE World Language & Dual Immersion Specialist closely monitors all schools and meets regularly
with school principals and district administrators. USOE provides state-level leadership for the rapidly
increasing number of Dual Immersion programs in Utah schools in the research, planning, professional
development and curriculum development phases. For example, the USOE has: (1) developed a generic
model language and literacy framework that is aligned to the Utah Core Curriculum; (2) developed
language-specific versions of that framework in Chinese, French, and Spanish; (3) developed materials to
enable the teaching of other content areas, e.g. math, science, art, health and social studies, in Chinese,
French, and Spanish so half of the school day can be taught in those languages while still enabling
children to meet state standards in all content areas; (4) developed a model for the preparation and on-
going support of Dual Immersion teachers, instructional leaders, and principals.

In addition, the USOE World Language & Dual Immersion Specialist closely monitors all schools and
meets regularly with school principals and district administrators. USOE provides state-level leadership
for the rapidly increasing number of Critical Language programs in Utah schools.

Finally, the USOE World Language and Dual Immersion Specialist closely monitors two Startalk grants
annually awarded to the USOE from the National Security Agency (US Defense Department) for Chinese
Dual Immersion students and teachers. The USOE Specialist also serves as an advisor and presenter for
the four Startalk grants awarded annually to Brigham Young University from the National Security
Agency for secondary Chinese and Arabic teachers, and secondary Chinese and Arabic students.



World Lanquages

Who is served? LEAs, teachers, students

How many served last school year? 84 LEAs, 807 teachers, 104,812 students

How supported?

The Utah State Office of Education provides high-quality World Language programs in 12 different
languages that implement the Utah Core Standards in World Languages and serves the needs of the
students of Utah. The World Languages Specialist is an indispensable part of a quality language
program. The World Languages Specialist promotes high expectations for all students; supports a
positive caring climate for learning in an orderly, purposeful environment; communicates with LEAs
and the community; works as a member of the USOE team to carry out the State School Board’s
mission; and sets and carries out goals for personal professional development.

Foreign Exchange Program:

State Statute (funding and Board responsibilities) 53A-2-206, State Board Rule 277-612

State funding for J-1 foreign exchange students is limited to a total of 328 students. The quota or
allocation of J-1 foreign exchange students per public school district/charter is set by the USOE no later
than April 1. Public school districts/charters will be reimbursed the equivalent of the current year’s value
of the Weighted Pupil Unit for each foreign exchange student. Verification of the J-1 foreign exchange
student will be based on the October 1 Report and funding will be based on the End of Year Report.

World Language endorsement:

53A-6 (section in code regarding licensure and endorsements)
Board rules R277-500, R277-501, R277-502, R277-503, R277-510, R277-520

Dual Lanquage Immersion endorsement:

53A-6 (section in code regarding licensure and endorsements)
Board rules R277-500, R277-501, R277-502, R277-503, R277-510, R277-520

State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:

The specialist:

e Develops an appropriate budget, seeks additional funding, and manages grants to bring
innovative programs, courses, and techniques to the State of Utah.
e Provides leadership in the ongoing and implementation of World Languages programs that



meets the needs of all students as well as the critical language needs of the United States.

e Supports and monitors work of teachers acquiring language endorsements as required in Utah
Code 53A-6.

e Provides professional development for instructional improvement based on current research,
trends in language teaching, and LEA needs.

e Serves as a liaison with appropriate district, state, national and international agencies and
universities.

e Serves as a source of specialized information on second language acquisition.

e Serves as a consultant on World Language issues for the Utah State Office of Education, State
School Board, State Legislature, and Governor’s Office.

e Stays knowledgeable about the development of learning materials by publishers and others, as
well as supervising the approval of appropriate textbooks, ancillary materials, and technology on
the State approved instructional materials list.

e Provides leadership in developing and carrying out statewide co-curricular and extracurricular
for World Languages activities for students.

e Serves as a resource on effective language instruction, national issues, and related legislation for
all USOE staff and the community.

e Stays abreast of trends and issues in language education and brings innovation and renewal to
instruction.

e Collaborates with district administrators and teachers to promote instructional consistency and
a shared direction with colleagues in other content areas on interdisciplinary curriculum and
professional development.

e Stays actively involved in national language organizations and provide up-to-date knowledge to
the state.

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:

e Legislative Report on the Critical Language/Dual Immersion Program which is a Legislative
Initiative 53A-15-105

e Legislative Report on the Critical Language Program which is a Legislative Initiative 53A-15-105

e Legislative Report on the J-1 Foreign Exchange Student Program as required by the Legislature
53A-2-206

e Federal Report on Critical Language Programs to the National Security Agency as part of the
Startalk grants for Chinese and Portuguese

e Federal Report on K-12 Chinese Language Programs to the US Defense Department as part the
Language Flagship grant with Brigham Young University

Benefits Provided by Program or Section:

Dual Language Immersion and Critical Language Program:

In a rapidly expanding global society and marketplace, Utah is implementing research-based language
initiatives, Critical Languages & Dual Immersion, which meets the demands of academic rigor and global
competency in the 21st Century. Utah’s governmental representatives, educational leaders and parents



are turning to Dual Immersion programs to enhance the future economic development of Utah!
Empirical research over the past forty years has substantiated the efficiency and effectiveness of
immersion programs. The program is designed to prepare Utah’s next generation for the competitive
world workforce.

Dual immersion programs offer students the opportunity to become proficient in a second language
while attaining high levels of academic achievement. In addition to the academic, linguistic and cultural
benefits, immersion students consistently demonstrate enhanced critical thinking and cognitive skills. In
the words of Sen. Howard Stephenson, “in this increasingly competitive world, it is critical for Utah
students to be able to deliver services and information in various languages and appreciate the
subtleties of doing business in other cultures, much of which is learned through foreign language study.”

Student Outputs and Participating LEA Outputs

Performance Measure 1: Utah students in Dual Immersion programs will reach age-appropriate levels of
proficiency in the languages they are studying, and will meet all core content-area standards as required
by Utah State law.
Measure 1.1 The Utah model for K-12 Dual Immersion program is a statewide model of a well-
articulated sequence of language study that reflects current research in foreign language
education; provides an uninterrupted pathway for students to meet the National Standards for
Foreign Language Learning; and prepares
Measure 1.2 The immersion programs uses performance assessments to measure learning,
inform instruction and improve student proficiency in the target languages in a constant loop of
assessment, feedback, and adjustment.
Measure 1.3 The Utah K-12 Dual Immersion program prepares students to reach the Advanced
level of proficiency in the targeted languages by grade 12.
Measure 1.4 The Utah K-12 Dual Immersion program prepares students to meet all content area
standards required by state law.

Performance Measure 2: Program teachers will be well prepared to teach in a standards-based

immersion program that reflects best practices and current research in second language acquisition.
Measure 2.1 Teachers are knowledgeable about and skillful in teaching, assessment, and
instructional planning through an on-going, job-embedded professional development program.

Performance Method 3: The project will collaborate and share with the profession nationally its
activities and products during the 3-year FLAP period and beyond.
Measure 3.1 The project shares in the state and nation the results and products of the project,
including the generic and the language-specific literacy frameworks and curricula as well as the
principles and processes developed for immersion programs.
Measure 3.2 Project staff collaborates with institutions of higher education and other districts
and states working to develop and evaluate frameworks and curricula in the target languages.



Utah University K-16 Partners: Brigham Young University, University of Utah, Utah State University,

Utah Valley University and Weber State University.

Five year history of performance measure data, including target accomplishments:

Professional Development Highlights (teachers)

2007-08: Startalk Secondary Chinese (BYU) — 18 teachers
Startalk Secondary Arabic (BYU) — 4 teachers
Chinese EdNet facilitators (UEN) — 12 teachers
Dual Immersion Training — 62 administrators

2008-09: Startalk Chinese Dual Immersion Training — 18 teachers

Startalk Secondary Chinese (BYU) — 14 teachers

Startalk Secondary Arabic (BYU) — 6 teachers

Ongoing Dual Immersion PD — 64 teacher

Annual Utah Dual Immersion Institute — 197 teachers and administrators
2009-10: Startalk Chinese Dual Immersion Training — 44 teachers and aides

Startalk Secondary Chinese (BYU) — 22 teachers

Startalk Secondary Arabic (BYU) — 7 teachers

Ongoing Dual Immersion PD — 122 teacher

Annual Utah Dual Immersion Institute — 268 teachers and administrators

Utah Dual Immersion Advisory Council — 52 district administrators and principals
2010-11: Startalk Chinese Dual Immersion Training — 72 teachers and aides

Startalk Secondary Chinese (BYU) — 13 teachers

Startalk Secondary Arabic (BYU) — 5 teachers

Ongoing Dual Immersion PD — 241 teacher

Annual Utah Dual Immersion Institute — 375 teachers and administrators

Utah Dual Immersion Advisory Council — 91 district administrators and principals
2011-12: Startalk Chinese Dual Immersion Training — 82 teachers and aides

Startalk Portuguese Immersion Training — 22 teachers and aides

Startalk Secondary Chinese (BYU) — 13 teachers

Startalk Secondary Arabic (BYU) — 5 teachers

Ongoing Dual Immersion PD — 241 teacher

Annual Utah Dual Immersion Institute — 555 teachers and administrators

Utah Dual Immersion Advisory Council — 123 district administrators and principals

Startalk Summer Camp Highlights (students)

2007-08: Startalk Secondary Chinese — 22 students
Startalk Secondary Arabic Students — 16

2008-09: Startalk Chinese Dual Immersion — 411 students
Startalk Secondary Chinese — 44 students
Startalk Secondary Arabic Students — 20




2009-10: Startalk Chinese DLI — 1150 students

Startalk Secondary Chinese — 72 students
Startalk Secondary Arabic Students — 19

2010-11: Startalk Chinese DLI — 1945 students

Startalk Secondary Chinese — 80 students
Startalk Secondary Arabic Students — 24

2011-12: Startalk Chinese DLI — 1115 students

Startalk Portuguese DLI — 102 students
Startalk Secondary Chinese — 80 students
Startalk Secondary Arabic Students — 24

World Lanquages

Curriculum design and implementation

Provides leadership in the ongoing design and implementation of a variety of World Language
programs and courses that meet the needs of all students as well as the critical language needs
of the community, state, and nation.

Provides leadership in selecting course goals, objectives, and teaching and assessment activities
that foster success for students with differing learning styles, abilities and interests.

Provides leadership in the continuous development, distribution and implementation of
curriculum guides for each language course.

Promotes instructional strategies that lead to real language proficiency in culturally authentic
situations.

Systematically and continuously monitors instructional processes to ensure that language class
activities are related to desired program outcomes.

Works with LEAs to ensure that curriculum accountability and revision are continuous and
responsive to student needs.

Gathers and compiles assessment and other data for use in program improvement.

Makes suggestions for updating language programs to include the latest technology, such as
multimedia and telecommunications.

Promotes collaboration with other departments to integrate language study with other
curricula.

Confers with LEA administrators to interpret assessment data, instructional procedures, and
student progress along with teacher effectiveness.

Facilitates articulation between levels.

Professional Development and Educator Quality

Provides professional development and instructional improvement activities based on current
research, trends in World Languages teaching, and LEA needs.

Assists in improving the World Languages through leadership of the State World Languages
Coordinators’ Committee comprised of LEA and university representatives.

Provides and communicates opportunities for professional growth through state university
partners.

Oversees the World Language endorsement and the SAEP program.

Participates, as appropriate, in teacher recruitment and placement of International Guest



Teachers in Utah Schools

Teaching materials approval

e Supervises the statewide adoption of textbooks and ancillary materials for each course on the
State approved list.

e Researches and recommends appropriate materials, supplies, and technology pertinent to each
language program.

e Disseminates instructional resources to support LEAs in accomplishing instructional goals

Statewide activities

e Provides leadership in developing and carrying out statewide World Languages curricular and
extracurricular activities for students.

e Information and advocacy

e Communicates regularly with LEA personnel about local and state requirements concerning
World Languages education as well as providing updates on national issues and legislation
affecting language programs.

e Serves as a liaison among LEAs, universities, the USOE, and the community.

e Articulates the language program goals and objectives to parents and community leaders and
solicits their support in realizing program goals and objectives.

e Serves as a resource on effective language instruction to all LEAs and the community.

Responsibility for Leadership

e If the various parts of a World Languages supervisor's job form the woof of the job's fabric, then
the responsibility for leadership forms the warp. These characteristics are found throughout the
effective supervisor's work.

e Innovator and creator of new programs for early language learning, for example, Dual
Immersion.

e Stays abreast of trends and issues in World Languages education.

e Brings innovation and renewal to instruction.

e Designs and implements new programs, courses, and activities to meet student and societal
needs.

e Seeks innovations in delivery of instruction and brings to the LEAs knowledge of effective
materials, methods, and strategies that encourage successful learning for all students.

e Stays knowledgeable about the development of learning materials by publishers and colleagues
in other schools.

Collaborator with other curriculum areas and departments

o  Works with colleagues in other departments on interdisciplinary projects, curriculum and
professional development.

e Assists with programs, such as at risk programs, which provide services to language minority
students.

e (Collaborates with LEAs, universities and teachers to promote instructional consistency and a



shared direction.

Project manager of grants and other extramural programs

e Seeks outside funding for World Languages program improvement.
e Manages procured grants to bring innovative courses and instructional techniques to the state
and LEAs.

Liaison with appropriate national and international agencies and with universities

e Represents the state in its relations with federal and international agencies concerning World
Languages education.

e Brings to the state needed information such as regulations, standards, accountability, and
available help.

e Cooperates with college and university staff to optimize articulation.

Spokesperson for the State

e Explains the State's World Languages program to parents, news media, governmental officials
and community leaders.

Spokesperson for the language discipline

e Serves as a source of specialized information on World Languages teaching and learning for the
USOE, State School Board members, and the community.

e Speaks at conferences and meetings and serves on local, regional, and national committees and
task forces.

The overarching intent of world language instruction in secondary levels 1 — 6 is to educate students
linguistically and culturally to communicate successfully in a pluralistic American society and abroad.
This imperative envisions a future in which all students will develop and maintain proficiency in English
and at least one other world language. The purposes and uses of world languages are as diverse as the
students who study them. Some students study another language in hopes of finding a rewarding career
in the international marketplace or government service. Others are interested in the intellectual
challenge and cognitive benefits that accrue to those who develop competency in multiple languages.
Still other students seek greater understanding of other peoples and cultures. Many learners approach
world language study, as they do other courses, simply to fulfill a requirement. Regardless of the reason
for study, world languages have something to offer everyone.

World language instruction in Utah secondary schools is implemented as a sequence of levels | - VI. The
levels of language instruction are based on the content of the curriculum and the time involved in the
instruction. Because the implementation of world language programs varies greatly from one context to
another and entry into a world language program can occur at various grades during secondary school.



Some of the Performance Measures are:

1. Develop competency in more than one language and culture
a. Communicate with other people in other cultures in a variety of settings.
b. Look beyond their own customary border.
c. Develop insight into their own language and culture.
d. Act with greater awareness of self, of other cultures, and their own
relationship to those cultures.
Gain direct access to additional bodies of knowledge.
Participate more fully in the global community and marketplace.

S0

2. Demonstrate understanding of the nature of language

a. Understand that language enhances and identifies human beings as meaning
makers.

b. Understand that language is the vehicle for constructing knowledge, acquiring
skills and developing habits of mind.

c. Understand that language captures and records human aspirations and
imagination.

d. Understand that language is continuously evolving as a reflection of human
evolution.

e. Understand that language acquisition is not a matter of refining skills, but of
increasing confidence, insight, and discernment.

f. Understand that language conveys the depth of human experience, evoking
both emotion and reason.

3. Understand and use oral language skills to communicate in the target language
a. Give and seek information in conversations, in-group discussions and in oral
presentations.
Use questioning techniques to gain information.
Participate in and report on small group learning activities.
Develop and deliver individual presentations.
Plan, present, and critique the oral delivery of information and persuasive
argument.
f.  Plan, present and critique dramatic readings of literary selections.
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4. Use the skills, strategies, and processes of reading in the target language
a. Develop an enjoyment for reading as a lifelong way to learn.

Access background knowledge to prepare to read and enjoy texts.
Use meta-cognition strategies during reading to monitor comprehension.

Improve comprehension by using strategies when meaning breaks down.
Retain information from and respond to text after reading.

ma oo

5. Use the skills, strategies, and processes of writing in the target language
a. Develop a distinctive writing voice.
b. Understand that writing is a process of skills, strategies, and practices for
creating, revising, and editing a variety of texts.



Develop reflective abilities and meta-awareness about writing.

Use writing to discover and explore ideas.

Develop collaborative writing skills to prepare for workplace writing.

Understand that writing is a tool for thinking: solving problems, exploring

issues, constructing questions, and addressing inquiry.

g. Understand that reading and writing are interrelated: writers approach new
reading experiences with enhanced appreciation for the text.

h. Appreciate the value of personal writing and writing-to-learn in daily

applications of knowledge.

Do o0

Five year history of performance measure data, including target accomplishments:

Student Enrollment
2006-07: 78,878
2007-08: 92,194
2008-09: 95,535
2009-10: 98,209
2010-11: 104,812

Professional Development Highlights (teachers)

2007-08: Utah Foreign Language Association Conference — 302 teachers
FLES Project Training — 168 teachers
Teaching World Language Standards — 19 teachers
UU Tanner Humanities Teacher Workshop (French) — 23 teachers
UU Tanner Humanities Teacher Workshop (Spanish) - 24 teachers
BYU Spanish Teachers Workshop — 14 teachers

2008-09: Utah Foreign Language Association Conference — 315 teachers
UU Tanner Humanities Teacher Workshop (French) — 19 teachers
UU Tanner Humanities Teacher Workshop (Spanish) - 26 teachers
UU Tanner Humanities Teacher Workshop (German) — 18 teachers
Methods of Teaching American Sign Language — 32 teachers
BYU German Film Project — 16 teachers
BYU Spanish Teachers Workshop - 21 teachers
LinguaFolio Assessment Workshop — 80 teachers
SWCOLT Conference — 185 teachers
Teaching ACTFL Standards — 76 teachers

2009-10: Utah Foreign Language Association Conference — 405 teachers
UU Tanner Humanities Teacher Workshop (French) — 25 teachers
UU Tanner Humanities Teacher Workshop (Spanish) - 22 teachers
UU Tanner Humanities Teacher Workshop (German) — 21 teachers
BYU Spanish Teacher Workshop — 29 teachers
BYU French Teacher Workshop — 12 teachers



2010-11:

2011-12:

LinguaFolio Assessment Workshop — 68 teachers

Authentic Language Assessment — 76 teachers

Talking Up a Storm Workshops — 64 teachers

Utah Foreign Language Association Conference — 453 teachers

UU Tanner Humanities Teacher Workshop (French) — 18 teachers
UU Tanner Humanities Teacher Workshop (Spanish) - 19 teachers
UU Tanner Humanities Teacher Workshop (German) — 16 teachers
Improving Oral Language Production Workshop — 89 teachers

BYU Spanish Teacher Workshop — 38 teachers

BYU French Teacher Workshop — 25 teachers

Authentic Language Assessment — 71 teachers

Utah Foreign Language Association Conference — 410 teachers

UU Tanner Humanities Teacher Workshop (French) — 14 teachers
UU Tanner Humanities Teacher Workshop (Spanish) - 15 teachers
UU Tanner Humanities Teacher Workshop (German) — 12 teachers
BYU Spanish Teacher Workshop — 44 teachers

BYU French Teacher Workshop — 22 teachers

Authentic Language Assessment — 158 teachers

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

e State Education Funds e 51,080,600
e Federal funds e S 81,000

Section Costs:

Personnel Costs e S 131,000

Travel Expenses e S 6,000

Current Expenses e S 3,097

Program e 51,090,400 (out to LEAS)
Total Costs $1,230,497

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

States that depend on generalists to oversee their World Language (WL) and Dual Language Immersion
(DLI) programs miss out on the knowledge and ability that a WL & DLI specialist offers. It is impossible
to have the depth of knowledge in every content subject area that is necessary for an effective
instructional program and up to date effective strategies using technology. The USOE needs a WL & DLI
specialist who is knowledgeable about current research and practice in the field and who disseminates
that knowledge to LEAs throughout the State of Utah. Utah would not be a recognized national leader



in WL and DLI without a specialist at the USOE.

o The Dual Language Immersion program would have neither oversight nor leadership. There
would be nobody to report to the legislature on the effective implementation of the legislative
funded Dual Language Immersion/Critical Languages program.

. World Languages programs would not as effectively produce career and college ready
students and there would be no coordination of articulation K-12. In addition, there would be
a lack of ability by the USOE to work with universities for K-16 proficiency based language
learning.

. The J-1 Foreign Exchange program would be suspended. LEAs would lack a central point of
coordination for foreign high school students studying in Utah. Also, there would be no
oversight or management of the 328 WPU dedicated to this program by the Legislature.

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

Dual Language Immersion: $900,000 LEAs would have the burden of developing curriculum and
materials, providing professional development in the target language, recruiting and retaining teachers,
reporting to the legislature, etc.

World Languages: $400,000 LEAs would need to coordinate with universities, create proficiency based
standards, developing formative and summative assessments in target language.

Foreign Exchange Student program: $50,000 No administration of 328 WPU for program or coordination
with LEAs for placement and regulation of students.

Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:

Dual Language Immersion: $500,000 LEAs and SEA avoid relying on vendors and third party for
developing K-6 curriculum in target language.

World Languages: $200,000 Reliance on outside vendors for providing costly professional development
and pacing guides for proficiency in licenses.

Foreign Exchange Student program: $30,000 SEA and LEAs avoid issues with non-compliance of federal
and state policies and procedures working with foreign students in the visa and placement process.

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:

Loss of federal grants from the US Defense Department and National Security Agency in the amount of
$460,000.



Summary of Costs and Benefits:

The savings to both the USOE and Utah LEAs for the combined position of the World Languages and Dual
Language Immersion Specialist far outweighs the salary, expenses and compensation for this position.
Dual Immersion programs would likely not exist as setting up a program is time-intensive at the LEA
level and takes a great deal of support from a state specialist. LEAs would have to go through the
expensive and extensive process of issuing visas for Visiting Guest Teachers and students by contracting
with a third party permitted by the Federal government. The teaching of World Languages in a 21%
Century competency based model requires extensive professional development and updating of
materials. LEAs would incur this cost and for charters and small or rural districts, this would be a
daunting financial burden.

Net Benefit: $1,090,400

Benefit/Cost: 7.78



Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2012 Legislature)

Section: Teaching and Learning
Program: Entry Years Enhancement

Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

The Early Years Enhancement (EYE) program provides professional support for new or returning Level 1
educators as they work to advance to a Level 2 license. The program was created to assist new and
returning teachers as they begin to teach. EYE includes mentoring, testing, evaluation, monitoring to
ensure three years of successful and effective teaching and the development of a professional portfolio.
Public benefit is obtained as educators are successfully retained as effective teachers and those who do
not succeed are helped to explore other alternatives.

The program is authorized through Utah State Code Section 53A-9-103(5) which directs a program of
evaluation and mentoring for beginning teachers designed to assist those beginning teachers in
developing the skills required of capable teachers; Section 53A-6-102(2)(a)(iii) which finds that the
implementation of progressive strategies regarding induction, professional development and evaluation
are essential in creating successful teachers; Section 53A-6-106 and Board Rule R277-552.

State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:

EYE program implementation is accomplished through the following functions completed by the
Teaching and Learning section:

Gather information about beginning teachers and their mentors

Prepare and implement procedures to ensure compliance with Board Rule R277-552
Support LEAs in implementing the program

Ensure that all EYE educators are working with a qualified mentor

Provide Technical assistance to teachers, principals, and LEAs

Provide general supervision of program compliance and issue resolution

Oversee professional development to LEA EYE representatives

Manage communication and completion of assighnments

Facilitate LEA collaboration and program development for induction activities

e Provide professional development for LEA leaders

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:

The Utah State Office of Education Teaching and Learning section is responsible to provide reports and
information upon request.

Benefits Provided by Program or Section:

The Entry Years Enhancement (EYE) program serves all Level 1 Utah educators, all district and
charter EYE Coordinators, all district and charter H.R. directors and their staffs, as well as all
students who are in the classrooms of Level 1 teachers. Public benefit is obtained as educators are
successfully retained as effective teachers and those who do not succeed are helped to explore



other alternatives.

How many served last school year?
12,933 Level 1 educators in all Utah districts and Charter Schools
92 Entry Years Enhancements district and charter school program coordinators
96 new EYE mentors in comprehensive EYE professional development
41 district Human Resources Directors
Members of the Utah State Board of Education
Utah State Office of Education Administrators

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

e State Education Funds S
e Federal Funds $96,843.99
e Other (Describe): S

Total Funding $96,843.99

Section Costs:

e Personnel Costs $65,723.52
e Travel Expenses S 72.42
e Current Expenses $ 3,234.00
e Program Costs $27,814.05

Total Costs $96,843.99

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

Failure of the section to provide the above services would result in the USOE being noncompliant with
Utah Legislative direction, the inability of LEAs to implement the program and a loss of services that
benefit Utah children. EYE oversight and implementation require the efforts of a qualified staff member
working in concert with teachers, mentors, principals, and LEA staff. The loss of the program would
impact students and communities who are benefiting from the program which could result in reduced
achievement and satisfaction.

Examples of lost benefit include

e All LEAs would be without technical assistance for implementing the EYE requirements or
support to meet the needs of local programs.

e HRdirectors, district/charter program coordinators would be without various professional
development opportunities and ongoing consultation on the licensing and development needs
of beginning teachers.

e LEAs would have the burden of counseling hundreds of Level 1 EYE teachers as they progress
toward upgrade to a Level 2 Utah Educator License.

e Fewer Utah educators holding a Level 1 license would upgrade to a Level 2, leading to high
educator turnover rates and less effective instruction for students.

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

136 LEAs receive significant cost savings from the work of the Teaching and Learning section and
services associated with EYE, including:



e Technical Assistance ($10,000 per LEA)
e Professional Development ($10,000 per LEA)

These amounts are estimated based upon current costs and the current economy of scale.

Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:

LEAs are able to avoid individual program costs amounting to $20,000 each or 136 times $20,000 which
equals $2,720,000. The work of the section ensures integrity to the purpose and implementation of the
program at minimal financial cost.

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:

$20,000 per LEA or $2,720,000 statewide.

Summary of Costs and Benefits:

The work of this section allows LEAs to focus on working with teachers, rather than using their finite
resources for program responsibilities. This has allowed USOE to help build an effective EYE program.
The section is efficient and has ongoing contact with all LEAs allowing for frequent and timely responses

to LEA needs.

Benefit-Cost: 27



Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2013 Legislature)

Section: Education Equity

Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

Federally Mandated State Education Agency (SEA) K-12 Civil Rights Compliance Monitoring - Title VI,
Title IX, Section 504, Title VII (EEO):

Education Programs and Activities Covered by Title IX
Programs and activities which receive ED funds must operate in a nondiscriminatory manner.
(http://www?2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/tix_dis.html)

SECTION 504 OF THE REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973

This policy interpretation applies to any public or private institution, person, or other entity that
receives or benefits from HEW financial assistance. For further information, see definition of "recipient"
at 45 CFR section 84.3(f).

Authority: Regulation issued under section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 45 CFR §84.22 and
appendix A.

(http://www?2.ed.gov/policy/rights/reg/ocr/frn-1978-08-14.html)

PART 100—NONDISCRIMINATION UNDER PROGRAMS RECEIVING FEDERAL ASSISTANCE THROUGH
THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION EFFECTUATION OF TITLE VI OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964

A local educational agency (as defined in 20 U.S.C. 8801), system of vocational education, or other
school system

TITLE 34—EDUCATION

PART 100—NONDISCRIMINATION UNDER PROGRAMS RECEIVING FEDERAL ASSISTANCE THROUGH
THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION EFFECTUATION OF TITLE VI OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964

This regulation applies to any program to which Federal financial assistance is authorized to be extended
to a recipient under a law administered by the Department.

(Authority: § 602, 604, Civil Rights Act of 1964; 78 Stat. 252, 253; 42 U.S.C. 2000d-1, 2000d-3)

(http://www?2.ed.gov/policy/rights/reg/ocr/edlite-34cfr100.htmI#S4)

As the unfunded federally mandated SEA, the Utah State Office of Education, is required to have staff
(the Education Equity Section), to address Title VI (Race, National Origin, Sex) issues/concerns, and
serve as the state Title IX Coordinator and Section 504 Monitoring Officers, who respond to all K-12 civil
rights inquiries and complaints, and route them accordingly.


http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/tix_dis.html
http://www2.ed.gov/policy/rights/reg/ocr/frn-1978-08-14.html
http://www2.ed.gov/policy/rights/reg/ocr/edlite-34cfr100.html#S4

It is also responsible for maintaining an updated directory of similar positions required for all Local
Education Agencies (LEAs), including 41 districts and charter schools, and maintain a record of updated
guidance and complaint prevention training to LEA monitoring officers, administrators and teachers.

July 1, 2012-June 30, 2013

Receiving, logging and routing civil rights inquires and complaints:

Phone/Email Inquiries — 268 Total hours 1086
Formal Complaints — 11 Total hours 110
Referred to Spec. Ed. — 2 Total hours 2
General phone calls/emails 1671 Total hours 112
Totals 1,952 3,262

Note: The Section Civil Rights Database, for all K-12 LEAs, contains a detailed record of above
information to track the inquiries/complaints process through complaint resolution and monitor trends
and patterns, that is made available to the Region VIII, Office for Civil Rights (OCR), on request, and
which helps prioritize the guidance technical assistance trainings for LEAs.

Maintain and Share Most Current Civil Rights Guidance Information with LEAs
Review all weekly hard copy and electronic guidance information, posted on agency website, and notify
all LEAs of important federal guidance updates and changes.

Publications Research Time Total hours - 373
Civil Rights Executive Summaries Total hours - 180
Updates (see p.2 database sheet) Total hours - 60

Total 613

Statewide, Regional, and Local Civil Rights Guidance and Complaint Prevention Training
Note: Includes preparation and presentation facilitation time

Statewide Guidance Trainings- 5 Total hours - 400
Regional Guidance Trainings - 6 Total hours - 165
District/School Trainings - 4 Total hours- 80
Totals 14 645
All Other Equity Related Training and Projects

Respecting Ethnic And Cultural Heritage State Initiative

Maintain REACH Trainings Database - Total hours 80
REACH/Prevention Training Sessions - Total hours 475
Update REACH TOT (Training of Trainers) Manual Total Hours 100
Martin Luther King Essay Contest - Total hours 255
Living Traditions Public School Day - Total hours 42

Total 952



Other Section Functions
Coalition of Minorities Advisory Committee Liaison Role

CMAC Meetings Total hours 381

USOE Meetings Total hours 142

Total 523

Complaints:

2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-Current
Section 504 3 4 4
Title VI 3 5 1
Title IX 2 2 1

Note: Since January, 2009, there have been ten new Offices for Civil Right (OCR) "Dear Colleague
Letters" sent to all Local Education Agencies (LEAs), which include all school districts and charter schools,
throughout the country. These "Letters" constitute updated and revised civil rights requirements that
impact the protected classes listed above, which schools are expected to follow. These new guidance
expectations have resulted in an unprecedented rise in the number of inquiries and complaints made at
the State level, by parents of students and educators in the K-12 school system, as they become more
aware of their rights and responsibilities from these "Letters". For example, Section 504
inquiries/complaints, under Title Il of the American Disabilities Amendment Amendments Amended Act
(ADAAA), impacting students with disabilities, now include 19 new "physical or mental impairments"
qualifying disabilities such as asthma, allergies, etc. This non-exhaustive list is being added to yearly, and
as the education public becomes aware of them, it is anticipated that the number of inquiries and
complaints to the Utah State Office of Education will increase accordingly.

Dear Colleague Letters:

e January 9, 2009, Clarification of Anti-Discrimination Laws:

http://www?2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-20090108.html

e October 26, 2010,Bullying of Protected Class Students:

http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201010.pdf

e April 4, 2011, Sexual Harassment Including Sexual Violence:

http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201104.pdf

e May 6, 2011, Provide Equal Access to All Students:

http://www?2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201101.pdf

e December 2, 2011, Further Diversity or Reduce Racial Isolation

http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201111.pdf

e January 25, 2013: Students with Disabilities in Extracurricular Athletics:

http://www?2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201301-504.pdf

e April 24, 2013, Retaliation is Also a Violation of Federal law:


http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-20090108.html
http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201010.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201104.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201101.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201111.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201301-504.pdf

http://www?2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201304.html

e June 25, 2013, Success of Pregnant and Parenting Students Under Title IX

http://www?2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201306-title-ix.pdf

e August 20, 2013, Bullying of a Student With a Disability:

http://www?2.ed.gov/policy/speced/guid/idea/memosdcltrs/bullyingdcl-8-20-13.pdf

e January 8, 2014, Nondiscriminatory Administration of School Discipline

http://www?2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201401-title-vi.pdf

Benefits Provided by Program or Section

The USOE 24-hour complaint processing time results in average of 3-6 days of missed class time for
impacted protected class students “equal education opportunity” protection rights vs. average of Region
VI, OCR complaint processing time of 30 to 60 days.

Civil rights guidance and complaint prevention training and technical assistance keeps LEAs current with
latest federal guidance updates which has resulted in fewer Region VIII, OCR, Utah specific LEA
compliance reviews. The last protected class OCR reviews were for Title VI, National Origin (ELL student
services) years, 2000-2006, and administrators and teachers better prepared to maintain federally
required “safe/non-hostile learning environments for all students.

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

e State Education Funds $ 370,000
e Federal Funds
e Other (Describe)

Total Funding

Section Costs:

e Personnel Costs $ 285,630.91
e Travel Expenses $ 3,145.25
e Current Expenses S 46,091.24
e Other Charges $ 35,132.60
Total Costs $ 370,000.00

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

There would be a dramatic increase of civil rights complaints filed directly with the Region VIII, OCR,
resulting in significantly more missed classroom days for impacted protected class students , and/or
their trying to function in a hostile teaching and learning school and classroom learning environment.
The district/charter school administration time to investigate and resolve state level processed civil
rights complaints would rise from an average of 20 total hours to an average of 60 — 80 hours, if


http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201304.html
http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201306-title-ix.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/policy/speced/guid/idea/memosdcltrs/bullyingdcl-8-20-13.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201401-title-vi.pdf

complaints were filed and investigated at the Region VIII, OCR level. (There are 5 states in Region VIII).
Without the direct civil rights complaint prevention training for K-12 educators, administrators would
be less prepared to meet their monitoring responsibilities to develop and maintain the federally
required “equal education opportunity rights” for Title VI, Title IX, and Section 504 (which includes
Special Education students), and for teachers to maintain non-hostile (harassment and bullying),
inclusive learning environments for all students.

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

LEAs, which include districts and charter schools, are able to access state developed civil rights
complaint prevention trainings and certified trainers, at little or no cost, resulting in direct savings from
their professional development budgets.

Total Cost Savings for complaint prevention training only:

If these costs were privatized, it is estimated that the additional cost of 2.0 private sector FTEs would be
needed. Each LEA would have to assume cost for certified trainers to train staff. These private sector
trainings would, on average be $200.00 per participant x 40 participants x 41 districts = $328,000 + 98
charter schools x 4 participants each @ $200.00 =$156,880. There most likely would be travel cost as
well. For an average2 day conference, flights would be $400.00, per diem of $46.00 X3=5138.00, and
lodging $130.00 x 3=5390.00 for a total of $928.00. 41 school districts X $928.00=538,048 and 98
charter schools x$928.00= $90,944 Total =128,992.00

Total

$484,880.00 +128,992.00= $613,872.00

Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:

By having the federally required State Education Agency (SEA) Title VI, Non-discrimination, Title IX and
Section 504 Monitoring Officers, the USOE avoids the potential loss of federal education funds,
estimated to be $462 million.

With parental option to file federal level civil rights complaints, and lawsuits, LEAs, are able to save
potential in house legal counsel fees, and court costs estimated to be $450 per hour x 42 complaints

resulting in legal actions totaling $6.3 million.

Total Costs Avoided: $468 million

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:
If the Section were privatized the alternative costs would be 3 FTEs x $150 per hour totaling $936,000.

Total Alternative Costs: $936,000

Total Cost: $370,000
Net Benefit: $936,000 - $468 million



Benefit divided by Cost: 2.5to 1267 (including loss of federal funds)



Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with S.B. 2 of the 2012 Legislature)

Section: Teaching and Learning
Program: Educational Technology

Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

The purpose of the Educational Technology Specialist, within the Teaching and Learning section, is to
provide leadership and vision to assist districts and schools in effectively leveraging technology tools and
resources to improve teaching and learning. The specialist and support staff directly indirectly impacts
all 41 schools districts, 86 charter schools, over 600,000 students and 70,000 school personnel.
Statutory provisions include allocating and monitoring funds for online testing as outlined in 53A-1-708
and selecting and monitoring schools who have been awarded Smart School Technology grants as
outlined in 53A-1-709.

State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:

1. The Educational Technology specialist created the application and allocation tables for the
distribution of funds provided as outlined in Utah Code 53A-1-708, Grants for online testing. This
bill allocated $7.6 million to districts and schools to acquire needed technology to deliver annual
academic achievement tests to students. The work impacts all 41 districts and 86 charter schools.

2. The Educational Technology specialist fulfilled statute requirements with the Governor’s Office of
Economic Development (GOED) to implement the Smart School Technology Program outlined in
53A-1-709. The Educational Technology specialist in collaboration with GOED will continue to work
with the three selected schools and the awarded vendor, iSchool Campus, to ensure that this
program succeeds. The specialist is also working with Southern Utah University (SUU) to
implement a comprehensive evaluation on the impact of this program on teaching and learning in
selected schools over the next three years as required by the law. Oversight of this program
impacts over 1600 students and over 150 teachers and other personnel in the three selected
schools.

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:

The Education Technology specialist is tasked with the following reports required annually by the
Department of Education:

1. Internet Access Specifications: number of Internet Connected Computers to be reported.
(Education Data Exchange Network (EDEN) X162 Internet Access XML Specifications)

2. Federal Report on the number of teachers and students proficient with using technology
Approve technology plans for all 41 districts and 86 charter schools as mandated by the Federal



E-Rate Program which brings an approximate total of $16 million annually to the state. (ESEA
Title Il Part D Section 2402)

4. Acquire and report key data on the progress of schools in acquiring and using technology in
teaching and learning. Each year the specialist reports the number of computers, status of
school networks, etc. in all of the nearly 1000 schools around the state as needed by both
internal and external policymakers, including the legislature to make decisions regarding
educational technology in schools.

Benefits Provided by Program or Section:
Three Key Benefits:

1. Establishing Vision of and Planning for the future
(See attached Technology Standards 2012)

2. Facilitating Collaboration and Cooperation between districts, schools and the state
3. Providing Economies of Scale

Internally the Educational Technology section assists in developing and supporting Board policy,
collaboration with staff in other sections, supporting departments with updated technology tools and
training, and supporting the overall mission and vision of the Board and Superintendent regarding high
quality instruction.

Additionally this section provides to all education stakeholders (over 600,000 students and 70,000
employees) direction in educational technology that improves overall learning. Online coursework,
infusion of digital media, and technology tools are areas of focus for the overall service provided to
LEAs. USOE staff has provided leadership at a national level as well; using examples of innovation in
school based technology integration as beacons for schools in the state and the nation to follow.

The Educational Technology section promotes the use of digital media, and current tools based on
technology (i.e., iPods, iPads, and other devices), so that students are more engaged in curriculum and
have access to more resources than ever before. Our Ed. Tech staff provides sought after professional
development to districts and schools and provides support that is cutting edge.

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

e State Education Funds $209,702
e Federal Funds
e Other (Describe):

Section Costs:



e Personnel Costs $ 113,502

e Current Expenses S 1,800 (office expenses)
e Program $ 94,400
Total Costs $ 209,702

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

Utah is noted nationally as a leader in the effective use of technology in teaching and learning. The
Educational Technology specialist convenes district and school stakeholders. Districts and schools
working together under the leadership of the educational technology specialist have been able to
leverage the power of the community to avert duplication of effort, reduce costs for software through
state cooperative contracts, and create a unified vision of how technology can improve teaching and
learning. Without the guidance of this specialist, this statewide education community would be
jeopardized which could result in higher costs to the state in utilizing technology in teaching and
learning. Lack of a unified vision between the state and local districts and schools will increase the
amount of time it will take to reach the goals of fully realizing the power of technology to improve
teaching and learning.

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

e The Educational Technology specialist has negotiated the following state software contracts for
Districts and Schools resulting in the collective savings of millions of dollars to the taxpayers of
Utah which fund education.

Microsoft Select Agreement (All Microsoft software)

License provides deep discounts on all Microsoft products to for all computers/servers in K-12
schools

Savings to districts and schools: Approximately $1.0 million)

Based on at least 20,000 licenses of Office and/or Windows at $100 full price, no
education/government discount)

SketchUp Pro (3D modeling software)

License provides free access to 100% of all computers in K-12 schools
Savings to districts and schools: Approximately $1.0 million
(Based on at least 2000 computers at $500 per seat no education/government discount))

VMWare Server Virtualization

License provides deep discounts on server virtualization software, reducing the need for districts
and schools to add additional hardware.



Savings to districts and schools: Approximately $2.5 million
(Based on at least 500 servers at $5000 not needing to be purchased)

ESRI ArcGIS Version 10 (Geographic Information Software)

License provides free access to 100% of all computers in K-12 schools
Savings to districts and schools: Approximately $1.0 million
(Based on at least 1000 computers at $1000 per seat)

This software is also used by many districts to plan and monitor student transportation resulting
in additional savings in fuel, maintenance, and time.

OnTrack: Utah’s Professional Learning Center

The Educational Technology specialist monitors the technology for the OnTrack Professional
Learning Center portal. OnTrack’s growth as a professional learning portal began with a total
redesign beginning in the April of 2009. Over the course of the last three years, 35 plus trainings
have been held for staff both within the agency and across the state for districts and charter
schools, reaching nearly 500 participants. Essentially starting from zero, once these participants
were trained in using the system, they were able to begin creating professional development
courses for educators. Over 2288 courses to date have been created since November of 2010,
the ostensible start of full functionality of the system.

Over 20,955 educators have logged into the system to access their individual records, search for
professional development, and/or register for courses

Savings to districts and schools: Approximately $210,000 annually by having the state provide a
centralized system for access to quality professional learning opportunities for teachers,
administrators and other school personnel

e The Educational Technology specialist initiated within the Teaching and Learning department at
USOE the vision, tools and resources necessary to pioneer and implement digital educational
resources.

The potential savings in this area are very large. For example current math textbooks for o
grade students cost on average at least $50 per student. The textbook created by USOE will
have a cost of only $5 per, only if it is printed. It is free if delivered electronically.

Potential Savings: $2.16 million

Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:

By providing the 41 districts and 86 charter schools access to negotiated state licenses for software, the
state has been able to save millions of dollars, allowing districts and schools to use the savings to
purchase additional computers and other need infrastructure to support teaching and learning with



technology.

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:

The state software licenses have saved the state alternative costs of approximately $5 million just in the
last 3 years.

The Educational Technology specialist, through the regular convening of district and school technology
leader, have allowed this community to share best practices and solutions to avoid the costly duplication
of effort, and the adoption of inadequate or ineffective technology implementations and practices.

Summary of Costs and Benefits:

By staying tightly focused on three key areas, Vision and Planning, Collaboration and Cooperation and
Economies of Scale, the Educational Technology specialist is able to assist USOE, districts and schools to
maximize limited resources and to better leverage the power of technology tools and resources to
improve teaching and learning for over 600,000 students and 24,000 teachers in every part of the state.

The Educational Technology specialist supports the Utah education system as it equips students with the
technology skills and resources necessary to successfully live, learn, and work in the 21st century. The
specialist serves as the vision leader for educational technology in Utah and supports local educational
technology decisions and educational technology planning by convening people, sharing understandings
and organizing economies of scale cooperation.

The total cost of the Educational Technology program is $118,000 annually. The work of the specialist
has directly and indirectly saved Utah schools nearly $6 million through negotiating reduced rates on
software for schools and providing tools and resources that have improved both the quality and
efficiency of educational programs by better leveraging technology.



Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2012 Legislature)

Section: Teaching and Learning
Program: Educator Effectiveness for High Quality Education

Program Description:

To ensure that high quality instruction is available to every Utah student, the Utah Effectiveness Project
for High Quality Education was instituted in 2010 by the Utah State Board of Education (State Board Rule
R277-530) to guide the development of quality teaching and quality leadership efforts statewide. The
project began with the Utah Effective Teaching Standards and the Utah Educational Leadership
Standards. These two sets of standards provide a basis for a coherent system for all state and local
educators as they develop a vision of an effective statewide system of educator effectiveness. The
program outlines three components for effective educator evaluation (Demonstration of Professional
Accomplishment, Student Growth, and Stakeholder Input). The Educator Effectiveness program serves
all students (approx. 600,000), teachers (approx. 30,000), and educational leaders (approx. 1,400) in the
state and also supports the work of ten teacher and educational leadership preparation programs in the
state.

Program Structure:
e Utah Teaching and Leadership Standards and descriptive rubrics
e A model Educator Evaluation System for teachers and educational leaders
e Alignment with teacher and educational leadership preparation programs
e Professional learning opportunities for all aspects of the program
e Development of opportunities for professional advancement

The activities of the program are authorized by the following Statutory Provisions:
Title 53A Chapter 6 Educator Licensing and Professional Practices Act;

53A-8a. (formerly known as SB64)

53A-6-102. Legislative findings on teacher quality;

53A-6-104. Board licensure;

53A-6-107. Program approval;

53A-6-108. Prohibition on use of degrees or credit from unapproved institutions;
53A-6-110. Administrative/supervisory letters of authorization;

53A-6-204. Contracts for acceptance of educational personnel;

53A-6-402. Evaluation information on current or prospective school employees — Notice to employee —
Exemption from liability;

R277-502. Educator Licensing and Data Retention;

R277-503. Licensing Routes;

R277-505. Administrative License Area of Concentration and Programs;

R277-530. Utah Effective Teaching and Educational Leadership Standards;
R277-531. Public Educator Evaluation Requirements (PEER).

Title lla

No Child Left Behind. Utah Waiver

Elementary and Secondary Education Act



State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:

The Educator Effectiveness Program is accomplished through the following functions completed by the
Teaching and Learning section:

e Monitors and supports districts as they revise their educator evaluation programs to meet the
requirements of Utah Code 53a and State Board Rule R277-531.

e  Monitors the activities of The Public Education Evaluation Requirements (PEER) Committee
instituted by State Board of Education to provide leadership for the ongoing approval of district
Educator Evaluation plans and program implementation.

e Monitors compliance with the No Child Left Behind, Utah waiver.

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:

Report compliance with No Child Left Behind, Utah Waiver.

53A-8a-410. Report of educator ratings.

Report of district program compliance to USOE administration and Utah State Board of
Education as requested.

Benefits Provided by Program or Section:

The Educator Effectiveness program :

e Creates a cohesive and aligned statewide system for improving educator effectiveness.

e Uses teaching and educational leadership standards to make decisions about preparation
programs, evaluation tools, professional development, licensing, recognition, and other related
programs and requirements.

e Designs and implements rigorous, transparent, and fair evaluation systems for educators and
educational leaders.

e Ensures instructional and leadership effectiveness by using multiple assessment measures,
including performance observation, student growth measures, and stakeholder input measures.

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

e State Education Funds S 96,679
e State Appropriation Funds $ 175,394
e Federal Funds S

e Other (Describe):

Total Funding

Section Costs:



Personnel Costs $ 177,625

Travel Expenses S 4,000

Current Expenses S 26,668

Other Charges $ 87,780
Total Costs $272,073

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

If the above services, activities, and leadership were not provided:

It would be necessary for LEAs to meet State Board and Utah Code requirements without the
expertise of state facilitation, consultation, and professional development. Each district would
need to develop, adapt, or adopt evaluation programs. Such an undertaking would require
additional staff members in each district, additional professional development for existing and
new employees.

LEAs would plan, develop, and implement evaluation systems without statewide standards,
observation measurement tools, evaluation model system, or statewide growth measures.
Uniform statewide data would not be available.

LEAs would not have the benefit of collaborative groups or the leadership to share planning with
like districts as they develop new evaluation systems.

LEAs would be conducting development work individually to meet State Board requirements.
The reliability, validity, and comparability of the teaching and leadership standards, evaluation
systems, and growth measures would be in question.

The progress toward educator effectiveness in the state of Utah would be intermittent, not
consistent, and no statewide measurement date would exist to provide assurance of
comparability.

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

The savings to the public education system in Utah as a result of the activities provided by the Educator
Effectiveness project:

Each LEA would research, plan, develop, pilot, implement, and evaluate its own evaluation
system for teachers and education leaders. If this were accomplished with just one additional
staff member per district, the total would be approximately $5,600,000. If two staff members or
support staff members were also needed, the total could exceed $10,000,000. The addition of
similar work done by Charter LEAs would increase the total further.

Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:

The costs which, without the services described above, would be incurred state-wide:

The cost of educators 1) not being held to high standards and expectations, 2) not being
evaluated by valid and reliable measurement tools and growth measures, and 3) not using
system-wide methods of evaluation to gather comparable data on educator quality and



effectiveness would be incurred.

The impact of this Educator Effectiveness Project on the number of students in Utah Public
Education is also significant. The number of students last year in our schools was 576,827. If
each of these students failed to be college and career ready (CCR) because we neglected to
increase educator effectiveness, then the cost of this is more than enormous. Hypothetically, if
even 10% of our students failed to be College and Career Ready, then the cost to the 57,682 for
a life-time could be upwards to $900,000 each if each working year, a student could lose
$30,000 in annual income for 30 years.

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:

The costs which, without the services described above, would be incurred state-wide:

The best alternative to providing the services, activities, and leadership by the personnel doing the
Leadership Preparation and Effectiveness Project would be to have a private or not-for-profit
consulting/facilitation firm assist LEAs with standards, evaluation, and student growth. The cost of this
alternative method would include:

Time spent facilitating all 41 districts and 95 charters —

Time and materials for training, planning, developing, implementing standards, evaluation
systems, and student growth measures —

Time spent piloting and evaluating the LEA evaluation systems —

The cost of these services over a five year timeframe (similar to this five year project)
comparable to the services provided by the personnel doing this program times 112 LEAs =
$15,660,176 times five years = $78,300,880 compared to $699,115.

Summary of Costs and Benefits

Estimated System Savings and Alternative Costs:

(S 78,300,880 - $699,115)= $ 77,601,765
Plus, Cost Avoidance: $ 15,000,000
Net Benefit of position to State: $92,601,765

Benefit-Cost to State over time: 339



Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2012 Legislature)

Section: Educator Licensing
Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

The Educator Licensing section provides oversight and implementation of Utah Code Title 53A, Chapter
6 and Utah Administrative Rules R277-500 through R277-527. This involves all procedures and
mechanisms utilized in the issuance of new Utah educator licenses, adding new credentials to existing
licenses, and the renewal of Utah educator licenses. This section is unique in providing daily face to face
customer assistance, a line dedicated to answering licensing questions, developing and monitoring plans
of assistance for educators earning a license through an alternative route, managing large amounts of
data regarding licensure, and conducting audits to ensure appropriate compliance with licensing policy
and procedures.

Additionally, the section implements the background check requirements of Utah law; see 53A-6-401,
53A-1a-512.5, and 53A-3-410.

The section also provides data to the Utah Department of Human Resources for administration of the
Teacher Salary Supplement Program for Math and Science teachers (see 53A-17a-156).

State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:

The Educator Licensing section carries out functions of educator licensing associated with Utah Code
Title 53A, Chapter 6 and Utah Administrative Rules R277-500 through R277-527. A time intensive
function also includes providing data to the School Finance section of USOE for appropriate distribution
of various legislative funding sources (Professional Staff Costs, Legislative Salary Adjustment, Supplies
and Materials Funding), as well as reporting data as requested for legislative reporting associating with
teacher licensure.

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:

State reporting occurs each year in the Teacher Quality report. The ask from the Education Interim
Committee regarding the focus of the report varies from year to year. In addition, annual reports to
Education Appropriations contain information about licensure fees and adjustments to fee schedules.
The Educator Licensing section is responsible for data connected to the federal Higher Education
Opportunity Act (Public Law 110-335; HEOA); also known as Title Il reporting. This reporting is in
relation to licensure issuance and university teacher preparation program performance. The data is
shared with Utah public and private universities and is reported back to the federal government for
compliance purpose.

The federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) — (United States Code Title 20 Section 7801)
calls for reporting from SEAs on Highly Qualified Teachers and Equitable Distribution of teachers in



schools with high incidence of serving families at or below the poverty line. Data is reported to the
Department of Education (federal) as part of a yearly report associated with Title lIA funding that
supports ensuring teachers are qualified in the subjects they are assigned to teach.

Benefits Provided by Program or Section:

The section allows for the review of educator licensure applications to ensure that all state
requirements are met before the issuance of a new or amended license. This process ensures that all
state laws and rules are followed which ensures that educators working in Utah public schools or
accredited private schools meet the minimum requirements necessary to provide service to Utah
students.

The section allows for a thorough review of a licensure applicants background, including the review of
expunged records (77-40-109(2)), to ensure that licensed employees are appropriately screened prior to
being given unsupervised access to Utah students.

The section provides alternative routes to licensure that allow non-traditional teacher candidates to
meet the requirements for licensure without completing a full traditional preparation program. This
includes working with universities and other institutions of higher education to ensure that appropriate
courses are available for these working professionals. This service is of additional importance to our
charter schools and small, rural school districts in allowing them to hire individual in hard-to-fill
positions and provide them with the tools and training necessary to both meet state requirements and
be successful in teaching Utah students.

The section facilitates data collection on educators working in Utah that allows for comparability
between Utah LEAs. Data is provided to the general public, the Utah State Legislature, and LEAs
themselves. Data is also provided to individuals requesting information under Utah code title 63G-2
(GRAMA).

The section helps facilitate Utah universities’ and the USOE ARL’s ability to submit HEOA Title Il reports
to the state in conjunction with Westat and ETS (which also works with ACTFL and ABCTE). The
collection of reports allows the USOE to complete the federally required state report under this law.

The section is responsible for implementation of the “Utah Plan to Ensure High Quality Teachers for All
Utah Students” required under ESEA (see http://www?2.ed.gov/programs/teacherqual/hgtplans/ut.pdf ).
The section is also responsible for establishing and maintaining definitions of “Highly Qualified” status
for Utah teachers and the reporting of the number of classes taught by HQ teachers in the state each
year.

The section helps LEAs recruit and facilitate the hiring of teachers through a contract with
www.teachers-teachers.com. For the 2012 school year, 53% of new hires in districts or regional service
centers and 68% of new hires in charter schools were registered with teachers-teachers.

The section is responsible for managing the Educator Assessments used to meet the testing
requirements in Utah law. This includes facilitation of assessment reviews and establishing both initial
and finalized passing standards. It also includes advocating to testing companies when Utah’s
assessment needs are not met by existing assessments for the creation of new tests (see the creation of


http://www2.ed.gov/programs/teacherqual/hqtplans/ut.pdf
http://www.teachers-teachers.com/

the ETS Praxis |1 5031 Elementary: Multiple Subjects test).

The section is responsible for ensuring that Utah teacher preparation programs in IHEs have met all
requirements in board rule for such programs to recommend individuals for a Utah Educator license and
that such individual have met all requirements for a Utah Educator license: This involves establishment
of licensure procedures for licensure candidates as described above but also includes training of IHEs
regarding Utah licensure requirements, communication with IHEs regarding requirement changes (i.e.
adjustment of passing scores on teacher assessments) and effective dates, and participation in the
program’s CAPE accreditation process.

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

e State Education Funds S0

e Federal Funds S0

e Other (Describe): $1,612,677.00 (Licensing/Background check fees)
Total Funding $1,612,677.00

Section Costs:

e Personnel Costs $1,033,924.27
e Travel Expenses $7,358.07
e Current Expenses $63,360.00
e Other Charges S
Total Costs $1,104,642.34

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

Without the fundamental licensure procedures listed above LEAs or consortia of LEAs would have to
fund and provide evaluation services to ensure that educators working in their schools met the
requirements established by the Utah State Board of Education and to establish individual guidelines for
subject endorsements and other aspects of licensing that are not specifically detailed in Board rule. This
duplication of service would exponentially increase the cost involved in these processes. Licensure may
not be transferrable between LEAs as some LEAs might interpret board rule differently than others and
therefore the pool of applicants for small charter schools or rural districts would decrease greatly as
many new educators would focus effort in meeting licensure requirements for the larger, more urban
districts.

This would also cause a fundamental difference in qualifications of teachers in various LEAs over time as
requirements become less and less centralized. This difference in qualification would make the state
vulnerable to lawsuits from students/parents with unequal access to qualified teachers; a civil rights
issue.

In addition, unless some type of information sharing agreement was established between all LEAs then it
would be possible that an educator dismissed from a position for cause, which is not necessarily a
criminal conviction, but would result in a license revocation or suspension; may be able to meet
licensure requirements for another LEA and secure employment.



If a centralized educator licensure/data system (CACTUS) was not provided, again, LEAs or consortia of
LEAs would have to duplicate this service in order to provide and track educator qualifications.
Additionally, any requests for data from the public or from the legislature would have to solicit
information from each LEA and then manually compile the data while compensating for system
differences and limitations.

If the state did not submit the HEOA Title Il report, the state could be fined by the federal government
for non-compliance. If the state did not have any central authority to submit such a report, students at
Utah universities may become ineligible for federal funding for student aid (Pell grants, Stafford loans,
etc.).

Failure to implement the HQ plan noted above and the HQ reporting required by ESEA would jeopardize
the funding that the state and LEAs receive under ESEA; specifically under Title Il of ESEA.

If the section did not provide an alternative route to licensing (ARL) the only route to meeting Board
licensure requirements through university programs. University programs would have no incentive to
create or maintain “competing” alternative programs as they do now. Many working professionals
would be unable to simultaneously work and be prepared as an educator; thus decreasing our pool of
potential educators.

Without the section to act as a contracting agent for Utah LEAs, LEAs or consortia of LEAs would have to
provide funding to pay for recruiting services and programs (similar to those provided by www.teachers-
teachers.com). This would increase the overall cost of providing these services and would greatly
decrease the out-of-state recruiting ability of medium to small LEAs.

If the section did not manage educator assessments, including standards, then, again, LEAs or consortia
of LEAs would have to fill all aspects of this requirement, including review of assessments and
establishing passing standards. This could also lead to inconsistent standards and vulnerability to
lawsuits based on unequal access to qualified teachers (see above) and limitation of license
transferability (see above).

If the section did not work with universities regarding requirements, accreditation, and procedures not
only would LEAs or consortia of LEAs have to fill these roles, but it would also increase personnel costs at
universities as they would need to track multiple licensing requirements, guidelines, and procedures. It
is possible that rather than incurring the increased cost that universities would focus on meeting the
needs of the large LEAs leaving the medium to small LEAs with a smaller and smaller pool of candidates
meeting their requirements.

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:
Minimum 2 FTE (1 specialist, 1 support) per small LEA/Charter (112): $19,376,000

Minimum 4 FTE (2 specialist, 2 support) per medium to large LEAs (14): $4,844,000

Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:


http://www.teachers-teachers.com/
http://www.teachers-teachers.com/

Potential Lawsuits regarding child abuse if Background Checks are not performed; estimate 6 million
children per year involved in child abuse report out of 75 million children in the U.S. (8%), estimate
47,000 reports of abuse to students in Utah schools (8% of student population), estimate 10,000 of
those involving teachers; awards ranging from settlements ($25,000 per) to severe awards
(>$1,000,000) and including legal fees; averaging to $100,000 per suit: ~$1,000,000,000

Potential civil rights lawsuits regarding inequitable distribution of qualified teachers: rulings of such
lawsuits may or may not result in monetary damage, but would cost resources to defend against such
lawsuits: $5,000,000

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:

HEOA Title Il noncompliance fee, ~$28,000 per IHE and state: $308,000

Loss of access to federal Pell Grants for Utah IHE students: estimate 158,000 IHE students in Utah out of
21,000,000 IHE students in US, 0.75238%, percentage of federal allocation: ~$310,000,000

Loss of LEA ESEA Title Il funding (not including state administration funding) for noncompliance with HQ
plan: ~15,000,000

Summary of Costs and Benefits:

Funding Generated: $1,6635,495.00 (Does not include UPPAC fees)
Section/Program Cost: $1,359,025

Section/Program Savings: $24,220,000

Section/Program Cost Avoidance: > $1,000,000,000

Alternative Costs: $325,308,000



Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2012 Legislature)

Section: Utah Electronic High School

Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

e The Utah Electronic High School (EHS) provides accredited high school credit recovery, credit
acceleration, and original credit to Utah minors and adults.

e The EHS student body includes students enrolled in public, private, and home schools as well as
adults seeking high school credit.

e EHS works in partnership with local schools. Credit earned at EHS is recorded on the student’s
transcript at their school of record and is applied toward the student’s requirements for
graduation.

e During FY 13, EHS provided services year round July 1, 2012 - June 30, 2013.
e During FY 13, EHS offered a diploma track for adults and for home-schooled minors.
o During FY 13, EHS provided the classroom portion of Driver Education to Utah residents.

The program is authorized by Utah state code:
e 53A-15 sections 1000-1008 (Electronic High School) and
e 53A-13 section 209 (Driver Education)

Implementation is governed by the following board rules:
e R277-725 Electronic High School
e R277-604.5 Utah Electronic High School (EHS) Students
e R277-419 Pupil Accounting

State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:

e Provides open-entry/open-exit 9-12 grade level courses to Utah students
o Coordinates the statewide Utah Electronic High School infrastructure

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:

The Utah State Office of Education Teaching and Learning section provides data upon request to
administrators, legislators and public entities.

Benefits Provided by Program or Section:
ACCREDITED HIGH SCHOOL CREDIT
For 18 years, EHS has provided a flexible online option for students to earn high school credit year round.

Since 2004, 52,937 students have earned EHS credit.

CURRICULUM



The EHS high school developed curriculum is open for Utah teachers and public schools to use and/or
adapt to meet local needs. All improvements EHS continues to make to the curriculum are shared under
the Creative Commons license. Districts do not have to get ‘permission’ to use the EHS curriculum in
their own programs. To some degree, these districts used some EHS curriculum for their own programs:
Nebo, Weber, Davis, Jordan, Murray, Park City, Tooele, and Granite. Using EHS-created curriculum frees
the district from the cost/burden of ‘renting’ curriculum from a commercial vendor.

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, etc.):

State Legislative Funds
State Appropriation Funds
Federal Funds

Other (carry-over at Fiscal Agent LEA):

Total Funding

Section Costs:

Faculty/etc. Costs at Fiscal Agent LEA
Personnel Costs at USOE
Administrative costs at USOE

Faculty Costs at USOE

Return to Driver Ed

Total Costs

Carry forward to FY14

$ 1,005,700
$ 75,99
$ 99,597
$ 1,447,656
$2,628,949

$ 1,162,849
$ 383,324
$ 47,315
$ 340,446
$ 420,394
$ 2,354,328
$ 274,621

(Federal Mineral Lease)

(Jul-Feb)

(Mar-Jun)

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

In FY13, 10,556 students would not have earned an average of a semester’s worth of high school online

credit in the EHS open-entry/open-exit format.

District online programs would not have the EHS curriculum to jump-start their own programs.

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

EHS has a cost savings of about 50% of other Utah virtual schools. For example, in FY11, the Utah Virtual
High School expenditures were $11,347,699 for the average daily membership of 2,015. Assuming 6
successful credits per student per year, the cost per student was $5,390.49. The Utah Electronic High
School total expenditures for FY11 were approximately $2.5 million. EHS students (FTE 1,014) were
successful in earning the equivalent of 6 full credits each. The approximate cost per student per year was

$2,465.50.

For FY13 (July 1, 2012 - June 30, 2013) 8,559 students earned 18,267 quarter credits at EHS. This number



does not include driver education completions. (2,345 completions)

Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:

EHS helps Utah students graduate from high school on-time by providing year-round open-entry/open-
exit credits for their transcripts.

EHS helps Utah students graduate from high school early, In past seven years, over 5,000 early graduates
also earned credit from EHS.

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:

The monies expended for EHS services stayed inside Utah to pay for Utah teachers to develop curriculum
to deliver online instruction to Utah students. The cost for the equivalent number of credits for those
students would have been born by local districts.

Summary of Costs and Benefits:

EHS provides flexible online credits at no cost to districts for students pursuing high school diplomas
from their local high schools. High school graduates contribute in the state economy more effectively
than students who fail to earn diplomas.



Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2012 Legislature)

Section: Teaching and Learning
Program: Elementary Mathematics Core Curriculum Support

Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

The Utah State Office of Education Teaching and Learning Elementary Mathematics Specialist reports
to the STEM Coordinator who in turn reports to the Director of Teaching and Learning. The Specialist
provided technical support and leadership in the development and improvement of mathematics
education in the elementary schools in the state. The Specialist plans, develops, promotes,
implements, and evaluates programs in mathematics. The Specialist provides training and
professional development for LEA Math Coordinators, District Curriculum Directors, principals,
teachers, and parents. The Specialist communicates the Core Standards and associated pedagogy
through e-mail, social media, telephone, and in person. The Specialist coordinates with Institutions of
Higher Education to improve the preparation of pre-service and in-service teachers, administrators,
and other school personnel. The Specialist plans and implements professional development with LEA
leaders, principals, and teachers.

State Math Educational Coordinating Committee — This is a committee of mathematics leaders and
coordinators from each of the LEA’s in the state. The Specialist meets with them four times a year
(minimum) to provide professional development, information on the mathematics core, get input on
proposed board rule changes, provide legislative and board updates, and maintain a lively sense of
community.

Core Academy — Kindergarten Through Fifth Grade Mathematics — One thousand two hundred and
fifty six teachers were trained this last summer in the core academy. The focus was on understanding
the content and teaching of the Utah Core State Standards. In addition, over 500 mathematical units
were written based on the core standards which will be available to teachers after editing and
piloting. The units will be linked to the standards on the UEN website.

Utah Core State Standards Transition: Provided leadership and content expertise to assist LEA
leaders, principals, and teachers in transitioning to the Utah Core State Standards in Mathematics.
Activities included leading teacher/math coach committees in vetting and revising instructional and
assessment tasks created in the Core Academy, writing and revising Parent Guides for each grade
level and publishing them in Spanish, creating open education resources for students and teachers,
providing professional development in person and on-line, working on teacher professional
development modules to be delivered on-line.



Vetting Mathematical Tasks Written in the Core Academy: Conducted two 2-day workshops and one
1-day workshop in which teachers and math coaches carefully examined the tasks written in the 2011
and 2012 core academies, ranked them according to a rubric and determined which should be kept,
fixed, or discarded.

Elementary Principals Mathematics and Science Leadership Academy — Provided learning
experiences for elementary school principals to strengthen their leadership in assisting their students
to excel in Mathematics and Science studies. In the last three years 105 principals have “graduated”
from the academy. It appears that the academy is one-of-a-kind. We have been unable to find
another professional development offering like it in the United States.

Elementary Mathematics Endorsement: Elementary teachers may take 18 semester hours of courses
which qualify them for an endorsement in elementary mathematics. The program raises their level of
content expertise as well as their pedagogical skills in mathematics. The program was created and is
administered, monitored and improved by this section. In the last two years the frameworks were
revised and common assessment items were written for mid-term and final exams. Instructors were
given guidelines on using the assessments.

STEM Activities: Worked with two elementary schools and two universities on their transition to
STEM schools. Served on the advisory board for Westridge, one of the two schools named above.
Collected research and materials for the schools and gave advice and counsel on their operation.

Planned and Conducted Professional Development: Planned and conducted mathematics
professional development for Wayne County School District and the Utah Professional Development
Center.

Overall Leadership Activities: Provided many other learning opportunities for LEA mathematics
leaders, teachers, and parents through conference presentations, e-mails, phone calls, and personal
contact. Serve on task forces with the USHE system to “tune” the elementary education teacher
education system. Serve on other committees as needed. Serve on a national level state collaborative
sponsored by the Council of Chief State School Officers. Maintain the integrity of the core curriculum
by clarifying its intent.

Statutory provisions:

Utah Code Annotated 53A-1-302

Board Rules on Core R277-700, R277-519

Board Rules on Licensing R277-500, R277-501, R277-502, R277-503, R277-510, R277-520
Utah Code on Licensing 53A-6

Board Rules on Instructional materials R277-269



State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:
The Teaching and Learning Section Elementary Mathematics Specialist:

e Ensures that instructional materials recommended are aligned to the Utah Core State
Standards.

e Maintains the integrity of the core standards by monitoring published versions

e Ensures that information disseminated to LEAs is evidence-based and up to date.

e Meets regularly with LEA mathematics coordinators to conduct professional development
and give updates on board rules, legislation, and best practice.

e Provides guidance to LEAs on core standards, board rules, and accepted procedures

e Ensures that elementary mathematics endorsement applications are processed according to
established rules and procedures.

e Monitors instruction in elementary mathematics endorsement classes to ensure quality and
compliance with approved course frameworks

e Acts as a liaison with the Elementary Education Majors Committee of the Utah System of
Higher Education.

e Directs preparation of professional development materials for the Core Academy and other
workshops and courses, including on-line courses and ensures the materials are aligned to the
core standards.

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:

The Utah State Office of Education Teaching and Learning Section is responsible to provide reports on
request.

Benefits Provided by Program or Section:

1. A total of 1265 teachers completed the Core Academy sessions in elementary mathematics this
summer. Evaluations showed that 92% of participants felt they would be able to apply what they
learned and that 85% are ready to apply what they learned.

2. This year 48 teachers from around the state were trained to facilitate professional development on
the core standards in mathematics. They then facilitated the sessions of the core academy, giving
them valuable experience toward conducting follow-up professional development in their LEA's.

3. Approximately 500 mathematical units in grades Kindergarten through six were written this
summer by Core Academy participants and facilitators. Those units cover the entire breadth of the
Utah Core State Standards in mathematics in grades K-5.



4. Vetted over 1000 mathematical tasks and prepared them for publishing on the UEN web site.

5. In the past fiscal year 28 principals attended the Elementary Principals Mathematics and Science
Leadership Academy. Evaluations were overwhelmingly positive and indicate that principals are ready
to move forward with assisting teachers in changing their practice in mathematics.

6. In this fiscal year 250 currently practicing elementary teachers earned elementary mathematics
endorsement.

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

e State Appropriation Funds $39,000.00
e Federal Funds $10,000.00
e Other (Describe): $

Total Funding $49,000.00

Section Costs:

e Personnel Costs $135,874.34
e Travel Expenses S 3,886.17
e Current Expenses $  5,664.00
e Other Charges $ 17,391.92

Total Costs $162,816.43

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

Since most LEAs have limited or no professional development funds activities like the core academy
would be impossible. There would be no possibility of uniform standards or training across the state.
LEAs receiving lower per pupil receipts could offer relatively fewer professional development
opportunities to their staff, eventually leading to legal challenges given inequalities district to district.
LEAs would have to shoulder all professional development costs. There would be no statewide
principal’s academy, therefore administrator training in best administrative practice in mathematics
and science would be stymied. Coordination of unit creation would not exist and those units, even if
they were created, would be available to the teachers in the LEA rather than widely across the state.
When those plans are in the UEN database and linked to the standards they will be used extensively.
That would not happen without statewide programs like the core academy. There would not have
been a revised Elementary Mathematics Endorsement, nor would the endorsement continue to be
monitored, improved and approved through collaboration of LEAs and higher education with USOE
staff.



Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

Professional Development: Core Academy cost versus consultant costs — for elementary mathematics
the cost of the Core Academy was $231,603.78. A comparable training from a commercial vendor
costs $500 per participant, not counting logistics. 1256 participants at $500 each = $628,000. Cost
savings are estimated at $396,396.22

Elementary Principals Mathematics and Science Leadership Academy: The academy costs $30,000 a
year to run. This includes all materials, travel, lodging, meals, and fees for presenters. A comparable
program at the Principal Training Center for International Schools costs $1995 per participant for 7
days without lodging. The extrapolated cost for 10 days is $2850. We accommodated 28 principals
this year. 28 principals x $2850 = $79,800. Add in lodging for half the participants (14) at $95 per day
for 7 days = $9310. Total cost is $89,110. Total cost savings for 28 principals is $59,100.

Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:

Elementary Mathematics Endorsement Costs: 250 endorsements at one hour processing per
endorsement is 250 hours at $38 per hour. If the cost were passed on to LEA’s there would be a cost
of at least $9500.

Curriculum Delivery — each of the 500 units developed this summer was written by a team of teachers
at the core academy, for an estimated cost of nothing since all the development was done on-line.
Development in the districts would cost an estimated $500 per unit, for a total cost avoidance of
$250,000.

Vetting Math Tasks — each of the 1000 math tasks vetted this year was done in a one or two day
workshop. The workshop cost is the cost of a substitute per teacher and travel costs. Estimated sub
costs per day are $100, and average travel reimbursement is $25, for a total of $12,500 for 4 vetting
workshops. If LEAs vetted the tasks individually the cost could amount to $1,700,000. Total estimated
cost avoidance is $1,687,500

Event planning services $500 x 30 events (done by assistant) = $15,000
Accounting functions done by assistant (participant travel and reimbursement services = $20,000
Estimated cost avoidance to districts is estimated at $35,000

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:

$2,437,496.22



Summary of Costs and Benefits:

Costs are $162,816. Benefits are estimated to be $2,437,496. The benefit-cost: 14.9



Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2012 Legislature)

Section: Teaching and Learning
Program: Enhancement for Accelerated Students Program

Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

The Enhancement for Accelerated Students Program encompasses the following programs: Advanced
Placement, Gifted and Talented and International Baccalaureate.

Advanced Placement - The sections Gifted and Talented specialist provides 131 schools with
information about Advancement Placement courses, professional development opportunities, student
recruiting strategies, and data regarding Advance Placement exam pass rates. Advanced Placement
courses provide challenging college —level experiences that assist students in developing successful
college readiness skills.

Gifted and Talented — The program provides gifted and talented support to 131 schools in the following
areas: learning and development of accelerated students, identification assessments, curriculum
planning and instruction, programming options and professional development.

International Baccalaureate — The sections Gifted and Talented Specialist provides 11 schools with
information about International Baccalaureate programs and courses, professional development
opportunities, student recruiting strategies and data regarding exam pass rates.

The program is authorized through Utah State Code Sections: 53A-17a165, 53A-1-401(3),
Implementation is governed by Board Rule R277-707.

State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:

Enhancement for Accelerated Students Program implementation is accomplished through the following
functions completed by the Teaching and Learning section:

e Collect and report participating student data

e Prepare and implement policy and procedures to ensure compliance with : 53A-17a165, 53A-1-
401(3), and Board Rule R277-707

e Monitor school compliance

e Ensure that all educators working with students are appropriately licensed/endorsed for their
assighment

e Provide technical assistance to teachers, principals, and LEAs

e (Calculate and distribute funding



e Monitor use of funds

e Provide Professional development for LEA leaders

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:

The Utah State Office of Education teaching and Learning section is responsible to complete an annual
report to the legislature and to provide additional reports and information upon request. The annual

report includes the following performance criteria:

Number of identified students disaggregated by subgroups;
Graduation rates of identified students;

Number of AP classes taken, completed, and exams passes with a score of 3 or above by
identified students;

o Number of IB classes taken, completed, and exams passed with a score of 4 or above by
identified students;

O O O O

Benefits Provided by Program or Section:

Summary of effectiveness and progress:

Gains in proficiency in mathematics.

Advanced Placement:

Year Number of Test Takers Number of Exams Passed +3
12-13 20,622 22,383
11-12 19,002 20,883
10-11 17,163 18,672

International Baccalaureate:

Year Number of Students Number of Exams Passed with +4
12-13 1,132 1,406

11-12 1,124 1,240

10-11 891 944

Number of Concurrent Enrollment classes taken and credit earned by identified students;
ACT or SAT data;
Gains in proficiency in language arts; and

Gifted and Talented: District Charter
Performance Criteria

Number of identified students K-12 whose academic achievement is 108,439 10,946
accelerated

Total Elementary Students (K-6) 19,238 4,461
Total Middle/Junior High Students (7-9) 33,662 2,748
Total High School Students (10-12) 55,539 3,737




Demographics

proficiency in Mathematics CRT

Multi-racial 2,886 198
Hispanic/Latino 10,348 1,036
Black/African American 852 139
Asian 3,353 395
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1,493 167
American Indian/Alaskan Native 707 63
White 88,748 8,905
Other 54 43
Total 108,439 10,946
Seniors & Graduation

Total number of identified students who started the academic year as 18,080 814
a senior

Total number of identified students who graduated 17,549 797
Advanced Placement

Total number of identified students taking AP classes 29,327 753
Total number of identified students completing AP classes 27,740 686
Total number of identified students passing AP exams with a score of 3 14,360 417
or higher

International Baccalaureate

Total number of identified students taking IB classes 2,029 293
Total number of identified students completing IB classes 1,950 293
Total number of identified students passing IB exams with a score of 4 1,365 No exams*
or higher

Concurrent Enrollment

Total number of identified students taking Concurrent Enrollment 21,379 1,396
courses

Total number of identified students completing Concurrent Enrollment 21,980 1,383
courses

Total number of identified students earning credit in Concurrent 21,173 1,357
Enrollment courses

ACT

Math (22) 15,319 871
English (18) 23,467 1,128
Reading (21) 20,220 943
K-12 Program

Total number of identified students who gained or topped out in 47,127 6,731

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

State Education Funds $ 4,047,861

Federal Funds SO




Other (Describe): S0

Total Funding $4,047,861

Section Costs:

Personnel Costs $65,149
Travel Expenses S 1,581
Current Expenses $ 1,234
Program $ 3,979,897
Total Costs $4.047,861

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

Failure of the section to provide the above services would result in the USOE being noncompliant with
Utah Legislative direction, the inability of LEAs to implement the program. He Enhancement of
Accelerated Students Program oversight and implementation as outlined in statue and Board rule
require the efforts of a qualified staff member working in concert with trained teachers, principals, and
LEA staff. The loss of the program would impact students and communities who are benefiting from the
program which could result in reduced achievement and poor post-secondary participation.

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

131 Utah LEAs receive significant cost savings from the work of the Teaching and Learning section and
services associated with the Enhancement of Accelerated Students Program, including:

e Technical Assistance (510,000 per LEA)
e Monitoring (510,000 per LEA)
e Professional Development ($10,000 per LEA)

These amounts are estimated based upon current costs and current economy scale.



Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:

LEAs are able to avoid individual program costs amounting to $30,000 each or 131 times $30,000 which
equals $3,930,000. The work of the section ensures integrity to the purpose and implementation of the
legislative funding at minimal financial cost.

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:

$30,000 per LEA or $ 3,930,000 statewide.

Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:

LEAs are able to avoid individual program costs amounting to $30,000 each or 131 times $30,000 which
equals $3,930,000. The work of the section ensures integrity to the purpose and implementation of the
legislative funding at minimal financial cost.

Summary of Benefits and Costs:

Net Benefits: $3,930,000

Benefit/Cost: 59



Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of 2012 Legislature)

Section: ESEA and Special Programs, Instructional Programs

Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

The Federal Programs Section provides state leadership and collaboration, transparency, oversight,
support and professional development to Local Education Agencies (LEAs) as they implement programs
associated with the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. The funding for these federal programs
is available only with State Education Agency oversight. The federal and state programs assigned to
this section include the following:
o Title I, Part A—Improving the Academic Achievement of the Disadvantaged =
$88,031,798 — serving approximately 104,000 students
o Title I School Improvement
o Title | Preschool Programs
o Title | Parental Involvement
e State Funded Para-Professional Supplement to Title | Schools in Improvement =
$300,000 - serving approximately 6,400 students

e Title I, Part C— Migrant Education Program =
$1,807,025 —serving approximately 1,100 eligible students
o Title |, Part C — Migrant Education Program — Consortium Leader, Multi-State Initiative
$60,000 - serving approximately 600 students
e Title lll, Part A — English Language Learner Services =
$4,203,597 - serving approximately 58,000 students. Services provided through SIOP
(Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol) and WIDA (World-Class Instructional Design and
Assessment) training is implemented state-wide, affecting nearly all teachers and students.
o Title lll, Immigrant Services
o Title lll Parental Involvement
o Teacher Qualifications — ELL Endorsement
o Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP)
o World-class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA) standards
e Title IV, Part B— 21" Century Community Learning Centers =
$7,061,349 — serving approximately 25,000 students
e Title VII, Part A - American Indian Education Program =
$1,356,033 - serving approximately 7,400 students
e Homeless Education — Title VII, Part B— McKinney-Vento Federal Grant =
$394,145 - serving approximately 12,000 students
e State funded Enhancement for At-Risk Students Program =
$23,384,300 - serving approximately 40,000 students
o Math, Engineering, Science Achievement Program (MESA) — 13 LEAs continuing
services
o Highly Impacted Schools — 23 LEAs continuing services
o ELL Family Literacy Centers — 10 LEAs continuing services



o Gang Prevention: Competitive Grants — 10 LEAs; Discretionary Fund Grants — 5 LEAs
o Other targeted services to at-risk students — 33 LEAs providing services

These programs are mandated by the following code(s):

Utah Constitution, Article X, Section 3, which vests general control and supervision of public education
in the Utah State Board of Education:

Public Law 97-110 (federal law) Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as reauthorized
34 C.F.R. Section 200 (federal regulation) Title I--Improving the Academic Achievement of the
Disadvantaged

53A-1-901-904 (state statute) Implementing Federal Programs

R277-404 (board rule) Requirements for Assessments of Student Achievement

R277-425 (board rule) Budgeting, Accounting, and Auditing for Utah School Districts

R277-426 (board rule) Definition of Private and Non-Profit Schools for Federal Program Services
R277-470 (board rule) Charter Schools

R277-510 (board rule) Educator Licensing - Highly Qualified Assignment

34 C.F.R. Section 200 (federal regulation) Title |, Part C - Improving the Academic Achievement of the
Disadvantaged; Migrant Education

34 C.F.R. Section 3101-3102 (federal regulation) Title Ill, Part A — Language Instruction for Limited
English Proficient and Immigrant Students

R277-112 (board rule) Prohibiting Discrimination in the Public Schools

R277-716 (board rule) Alternative Language Services for Utah Students

34 C.F.R. Section 200 (federal regulation) Title IV, Part B, 21* Century Community Learning Centers
34 C.F.R. Section 200 (federal regulation) Title VII, Part B — Education for Homeless Children and
Youths

R277-616 (board rule) Education for Homeless and Emancipated Students

Subpart 1; 20 U.S.C. 7421-7429, 7491-7492 - Office of Indian Education Title VIl Indian Education
Formula Grant

53A-17a-161 English Language Learner Family Literacy Centers Program (Previous State Statute)
R277-715 English Language Learner Family Literacy Centers Program (Previous Board Rule, no specific
funding but program still supported based on LEA request)

R277-46 Highly Impacted Schools (Previous Board Rule, no specific funding but program still supported
based on LEA request)

53A-17a-121 (State Statute) State Appropriations for At-Risk Programs (previous statute)

R277-717 (Board Rule) Math engineering Science Achievement (MESA) (previous rule)

R277-708 Enhancement for At-Risk Students (New Board Rule)

R277. Education, Administration. Ensure that all identified ELL/LEP students receive English language
development services

R277-524. Paraprofessional/Paraeducator Programs, Assignments, and Qualifications

R277-716-4A(3) (Board Rule) State ESL Endorsement requirements provided through Educator ELL
Endorsement Process management

R277-716 (Board Rule) WIDA training and implementation, SIOP training and implementation

State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:

Federal TITLE Programs



(TITLE I, Part A) - College and Career Ready

Title I, Part A provides Utah with Federal funds each year to help higher poverty schools provide
supplemental educational services to meet the needs of educationally disadvantaged students;
incorporate consistency in Title | preschools and ensure Federally mandated Parental involvement
is addressed in every LEA and School program.

(TITLE I, Part C) - Migrant Education

The goal of the Migrant Education Program is to ensure that all migrant students reach
challenging academic standards and graduate with a high school diploma or complete a GED that
prepares them for responsible citizenship, further learning, and productive employment.

(TITLE Ill, Part A) - ELL Services

Title Ill, Part A: This program is designed to improve the education of limited English proficient
(LEP) children and youths by helping them learn English and meet challenging state academic
content and student academic achievement standards. The program provides enhanced
instructional opportunities for immigrant children and youths. Funds are distributed based on a
formula that takes into account the number of immigrant and LEP students in the state.

(TITLE IV, Part B) - 21st Century

The 21st Century Community Learning Centers Program is a competitive federal grant for LEAs
and Community or Faith-Based Organizations to serve students and their families attending
schools with poverty levels of 40 percent or higher outside of regular school hours.

(TITLE VI, Part A) - Indian Education

It is the purpose of this part to support the efforts of local educational agencies, Indian tribes and
organizations, postsecondary institutions, and other entities to meet the unique educational and
culturally related academic needs of American Indian and Alaska Native students, so that such
students can meet the same challenging State student academic achievement standards as all
other students are expected to meet.

(TITLE 11V, Part B) - Homeless Education

Under the McKinney-Vento Homeless Children and Youths Program, State educational agencies
(SEAs) must ensure that homeless children and youth have equal access to the same free public
education, including a public preschool education, as is provided to other children and youth.
States must review and undertake steps to revise any laws, regulations, practices, or policies that
may act as barriers to the enrollment, attendance, or success in school of homeless children and
youth.

State Programs

The MESA Program - Utah MESA is a member of MESA USA, a partnership of MESA programs
from several states. The programs are based on a common academic enrichment model to
support students so they excel in math and science. MESA USA serves as an arena for the
programs to share best practices to continually refine and improve the MESA model. The


http://www.schools.utah.gov/fsp/College-and-Career-Ready.aspx
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organization also seeks to establish new programs to reach more students who need MESA’s
services. This program was previously required by Utah Legislature, and although the specific
funding has been withdrawn, the LEAs still look for program consistency and management, which
this section’s Education Specialist provides through support of the Enhancement for At-Risk
funding.

The SIOP Program Training and Implementation - Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol®
(SIOP®) provides concrete examples of the features of Sheltered Instruction that can enhance and
expand teachers’ instructional practice. The protocol is composed of thirty features grouped into
eight main components: Lesson Preparation, Building Background, Comprehensible Input,
Strategies, Interaction, Practice and Application, Lesson Delivery, and Review and

Assessment. These components emphasize the instructional practices that are critical for second
language learners as well as high-quality practices that benefit all students.

The WIDA Program Training and Implementation — Utah State Board of Education has adopted
the WIDA standards World-class Instructional Design and Assessment of teaching and assessing
students learning a second language. The WIDA ELP Standards along with their strands of model
performance indicators-which represent social, instructional and academic language-have been
augmented by TESOL as the national model.

ELL Family Literacy Centers — These centers provide interactive literacy activities between parents
and their children; training for parents on how to be the primary teacher for their children, and to
be full partners in the education of their children; parent literacy training that leads to economic
self-sufficiency; and an age-appropriate education to prepare children for their success in school
and life experiences. Student extended-day or year around services include: tutoring, optional
extended kindergarten and credit recovery. Program focus is on parent outreach through home
visits, newcomer programs, early childhood education, and planning strategies to meet the
English Language Learner needs. Parent skill enhancements include: assisting in computer
literacy/workforce skills, high school courses targeted to obtain a GED, and translation services.
This program was previously required by Utah Legislature, and although the specific funding has
been withdrawn, the LEAs still look for program consistency and management, which the USOE
Education Specialist provides through support of the Enhancement for At-Risk funding.

Highly Impacted Schools — These are schools that have been determined to be the most highly
impacted by students who need to overcome compacted obstacles of poverty, ethnical minority,
and frequent mobility that results in poor academic achievement, as defined by state statute and
the state board rule. This program was previously required by Utah Legislature, and although the
specific funding has been withdrawn, the LEAs still look for program consistency and
management, which the USOE Education Specialist provides through support of the Enhancement
for At-Risk funding.



State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:

o All following items require the gathering, analysis, interpretation and submission of required
data points to the Federal Government. The USOE creates the mechanisms and consistent
business rules to accomplish this.

e 21st Century Community Learning Center (21° CCLC) competitive grant application process
through the Utah Consolidated Application (UCA).

e 21st CCLC grantee budget report.

e 21st CCLC grant recipients program evaluation.

e 21st CCLC Profile and Performance Information and Collection System (PPICS).

e 21st CCLC grantee self-evaluation on Utah Afterschool Program Quality Assessment and
Improvement Tool.

e Federally required monitoring of 21*' CCLC grantee programs through the Tracker/Desktop
Monitoring Instrument (DMI).

e LEATIitle I Plan & Application for Funds through Utah Consolidated Application (UCA).

e Title | Maintenance of Effort Report - Generated at the USOE and based on LEA previous
reporting points.

e Title | Private School Report.

e Title | Statistical Performance Report.

e Title | Comparability Report.

e Title | Desktop Monitoring Report and Documentation Report, submitted by LEAs through the
Tracker/Desktop Monitoring Report (DMI).

e Title I Schools in Improvement - Revised school improvement plan is required of those 24
schools newly identified as Focus schools. Budgets accompany all school improvement plans.
Quarterly reports are completed by the School Support Team leader. Reports are sent to the
school, district, and to the USOE through the Tracker/Desktop Monitoring Instrument (DMI).

e ARRA SIG applications have identified Priority Schools under an ESEA Waiver granted to the
State of Utah. There are specific requirements for reporting and accountability associated with
this voluntary, competitive application. Reports are sent to the USOE through the
Tracker/Desktop Monitoring Instrument (DMI).

e LEATItle Ill Plan & Application for Funds Utah Consolidated Application (UCA).

o Title lll Desktop Monitoring Report and Documentation Report to be implemented into the
Tracker/Desktop Monitoring Instrument (DMI).

e Title lll District in Improvement - These are LEAs who have failed Annual Measurable
Achievement Objectives (AMAOs) two and four years in a row. They have submitted a district
improvement plan with a budget last year and are implementing this year. A progress
report/personal meeting is due annually.

e MAPS/Teacher ratings — Student Level data elements required by the federal Consolidated
State Performance Report (CSPR) that are not obtained through the Utah Data Warehouse -
this information is reported through the MAPS system by participating LEAs and shared within
the Migrant Consortium of Western States.

e Title I, Part C— LEA Plan and Migrant Education Application through the Utah Consolidated
Application (UCA).

e Title I, Part C - Desktop Monitoring Report and Documentation Report completed by the LEAs
through the Tracker/Desktop Monitoring Instrument (DMI).

e National Certificates of Eligibility (COE) entered through the MAPS Utah Migrant Education



data system.

McKinney-Vento Homeless Sub-Grant Application process managed by the USOE every 3 years
to determine eligible LEAs based on Federal guidance.

LEA Homeless Evaluation reflects the accumulation of data gathered at the LEA level.
McKinney-Vento Homeless “Point-in-Time Report” is a snapshot of all eligible students within
LEAs.

McKinney-Vento “Homeless Cumulative Report” is a total count of all students served
throughout Utah for each school year.

Evaluation of the ELL Family Literacy Centers is managed through contract and reports
submitted by an outside evaluation team. The USOE constructed the RFP for services
requested by Utah State Legislature that required evaluation of previously funded ELL Family
Literacy Centers from an outside, unbiased source. The USOE ensures that the contract
recipient provides consistent clear and fair analysis, and provides all information requested by
the Utah State Legislature regarding the program implementation, use and constructive
outcomes. This reduces the burden on each participating LEA by managing the contract (as
directed legislatively), setting up a budget, and processing invoices submitted by the outside
contractor.

Implementation and support of ELL learning software, Imagine Learning, is managed through
contract and reports submitted by an outside provider. The USOE constructed the RFP for
services requested by Utah State Legislature that required development and implementation
of ELL learning software from an outside source. The USOE ensures that the contract recipient
provides consistent and fair services, provides all information requested by the Utah State
Legislature regarding the program implementation, use and constructive outcomes. This
reduces the burden on each participating LEA by managing the contract (as directed
legislatively), setting up a budget, and processing invoices submitted by the outside contractor.

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

State Education Funds S 23,684,300
Federal Funds $ 101,497,914
Other (Describe): S

Total Funding $125,182,214

Section Costs:

All Personnel Costs (Salary and Benefits)  $ 1,516,525

All Travel Expenses $52,922

All Current Expenses (includes contracts) ~ $ 501,396

All Other Charges (Indirect Costs) $ 152,733
Total Costs $2,223,576

Remainder of Funding Sources above go directly to LEAs: $122,958,638 (98.23%)



Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

Impact on Utah Students:

The students served by the Federal and Special programs group are historically at-risk populations that
without significant supports tend not to achieve academic success, English proficiency, or graduate
from high school. Current research from the Department of Workforce Services highlights the impact
on employability and income earned for those who do not successfully graduate from high school.

Employment Rates:
e For students that have not received a high school diploma, the unemployment rate in 2011
was 14.1%
e For those who have a high school diploma, the unemployment rate drops to 9.4%
e For those who have received a bachelor’s degree, the unemployment rate further drops to
4.9%
Annual Income:
e For students that have not received a high school diploma, the average annual income in 2011
was $23,452
e For those who have a high school diploma, the average annual income increases to $33,176
e Forthose who have received a bachelor’s degree the average annual income is $54,756

In summary, the interventions available to help at-risk students achieve academic success, including
high school graduation and moving on to graduate from college reduces unemployment by more than
half and increases personal income by more than 100%.

Data also shows that a larger percent of youth who do not graduate from high school are involved in
criminal activities that lead to incarceration. Each incarcerated individual will serve as a burden on the
State. It is estimated that each inmate in the Utah State Prison costs the state approximately $70,000 a
year.

Impact on Utah Districts and Charter Schools:

The Utah State Office of Education fulfills critical roles in the approval, monitoring, and technical
assistance to Local Education Agencies (LEAs). These roles are required by federal statute in
association with federal funding to education. Federal requires LEAs to receive grants and submit all
required documentation to the U.S. Department of Education through the State Education Agency
(SEA). LEAs are not permitted to submit plans, applications, compliance monitoring reports, statistical
data, and reimbursement requests directly to the U.S. Department of Education. Each LEA would have
to negotiate with the U.S. Department of Education to identify an acceptable third party to perform
the roles of the SEA. This process would be costly, time consuming, and would require additional staff
and/or contracting with outside providers to fulfill requirements. All Federal Programs are
administered by staff who are funded through the small (1% and 5%) SEA administrative set-aside of
federal funds. In the event that the SEA did not perform these tasks, the costs of the following required
SEA responsibilities would be passed on to each LEA:

e Title I School Improvement Responsibilities: LEAs would be responsible to hire an outside
agency (with knowledge of all Title | school improvement requirements and fiscal issues
associated with approved expenditure of funds); to provide professional development; conduct
onsite monitoring; prepare monitoring reports; provide technical assistance; monitor
reimbursement requests before sending them to the US Department of Education for approval
to avoid mismanagement of funds; all LEA plans would have to be approved by the US
Department of Education. All questions would have to be directed to the US Department of




Education; to send and receive information through the US Department of Education would
result in major delays for the LEAs. The US Department of Education would also have to hire
additional personnel in order to handle the additional correspondence from state LEAs.

Title | Compliance Monitoring: LEAs would need to develop a Title | monitoring system to meet
federal regulations.

Federal Student Loan Forgiveness: A third party contractor would need to be hired to manage
the teacher loan forgiveness program.

21 Century Community Learning Centers (21* CCLC): Grantees would be responsible to hire
outside agencies to provide professional development; conduct onsite monitoring; prepare
monitoring reports; provide technical assistance; monitor reimbursement requests before
sending them to the U.S. Department of Education for approval to avoid mismanagement of
funds. All 21* CCLC applications and budgets/budget revisions would have to be approved by
the US Department of Education, and all questions/requests for technical assistance would
have to be directed to the U.S. Department of Education. To send and receive information
through the U.S. Department of Education would result in major delays in services and funding
for 21° CCLC grantees, and thus delay services to Utah students and their families.

Migrant Education Program: Title I, Part C grantees would be responsible to hire outside
agencies to provide professional development; conduct comprehensive needs assessments,
service delivery plans and evaluations; conduct onsite monitoring; prepare monitoring reports;
provide technical assistance; monitor reimbursement requests before sending them to the U.S.
Department of Education for approval to avoid mismanagement of funds. All Migrant
Education applications, budgets, and subsequent revisions would have to be approved by the
US Department of Education, and all questions and requests for technical assistance would
have to be directed to the U.S. Department of Education. To send and receive information
through the U.S. Department of Education would result in major delays in services and funding
for Migrant Education grantees, and thus delay services to Utah students and their families.
Title I, Part C; Section 9302 of Title IX; Section 421(b) of GEPA and 34 CFR 76.700 — 76.783 and
80.3 delineate that only an SEA may receive a MEP grant from the Department. LEAs, other
public agencies, and private nonprofit organizations, including institutions of higher education,
may only participate in the program through sub-grants or contracts with SEAs.

McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program: Title VII, Part B grantees would be responsible
to hire outside agencies to provide professional development; conduct comprehensive needs
assessments, service delivery plans and evaluations; conduct onsite monitoring; prepare
monitoring reports; provide technical assistance; monitor reimbursement requests before
sending them to the U.S. Department of Education for approval to avoid mismanagement of
funds. All McKinney-Vento Homeless Education applications and budgets/budget revisions
would have to be approved by the US Department of Education, and all questions/requests for
technical assistance would have to be directed to the U.S. Department of Education. To send
and receive information through the U.S. Department of Education would result in major
delays in services and funding for McKinney-Vento Homeless Education grantees, and thus
delay services to Utah students and their families.




e Federal Grants Management: Grant recipients must implement internal controls to minimize
the cost of the use of money to the U.S. Government. These controls include: accounting and
administrative controls from an outside agency/organization/CPA firm, and provides
reasonable assurance that all Federal assets, including funds, are safeguarded against waste,
loss, unauthorized use, or misappropriation. While the need for internal controls may seem
burdensome or restrictive, their value should be obvious. The Federal Financial Management
Requirements would not be followed if the LEAs and CBOs were to receive the federal grants
directly, since any LEA disbursement is in the reimbursement basis. For this reason each
outside agency/organization/CPA firm would essentially have to meet all SEA requirements,
with the commitment to follow and provide the internal control and assurances required to
manage Federal Funds.

e Title lll Compliance Requirements: Grantees would be responsible to hire outside agencies to
provide professional development; conduct comprehensive needs assessments, service
delivery plans and evaluations; conduct onsite monitoring; prepare monitoring reports;
provide technical assistance; monitor reimbursement requests before sending them to the U.S.
Department of Education for approval to avoid mismanagement of funds. All LEA Plan and
funding applications, budgets, and subsequent revisions would have to be approved by the US
Department of Education, and all questions and requests for technical assistance would have
to be directed to the U.S. Department of Education. To send and receive information through
the U.S. Department of Education would result in major delays in services and funding for Title
[, Part A, and Title Ill, Immigrant grantees, and thus delay services to Utah students and their
families. 34 CFR 76.700 — 76.783 and 80.3 delineate that only an SEA may receive a Title lll,
Part A grant from the Department. Local educational agencies (LEAs), other public agencies,
and private nonprofit organizations, including institutions of higher education, may only
participate in the program through sub-grants or contracts with SEAs.

o Title VIl — Indian Education: LEAs would be required to secure the necessary academic support,
support from the community, and support from Utah Indian Tribes and the Higher Education
programs. The professional staff at the schools, school districts, and agencies in Utah will not
receive the updated information currently provided by SEA staff. A third party consultant
would need be contracted to exercise all functions of the Title VII program.

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

If the Federal and Special Programs section of the USOE were to be eliminated, the state savings would
be minimal. Almost all of the section personnel costs of $2,223,576 come from the mandated federal
set-aside for state administration of federal programs. Approximately 75% of the section’s
administrative costs are from federal funding sources. If LEAs were to hire additional staff or contract
with third-party providers to fulfill the same required functions that the SEA provides, the costs to LEAs
would exceed the proportional amount of additional administrative funds that they would receive in
federal grants.



Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:

In reviewing the roles and responsibilities of the staff in the Federal and Special Programs section, all
job descriptions and individual work assignments align with federal education program requirements.
The USOE does not believe that the section could reduce program or system functions without putting
federal education funds at risk.

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not Performed:

In reviewing the roles and responsibilities of the staff in the Federal and Special Programs section, all
job descriptions and individual work assignments align with federal education program requirements.
The USOE does not believe that the section could reduce program or system functions without putting
federal education funds at risk.

Summary of Costs and Benefits:

The enduring benefit of having a better prepared populace in terms of literacy, numeracy, and high
school graduation impacts both the general economy and the individual opportunities and livelihood
for generations. Students who historically have been underperforming can meet rigorous standards
and access college and career opportunities that reduce unemployment and increase personal income.
The state and federal investments of approximately $130 million and the $2.2 million that the USOE
utilizes to support local education agencies provide a high return on investment (for every $1 spent on
administration, LEAs receive nearly $70 in funding for student services); more students achieve
literacy, graduate from high school, and go on to college. Additionally, far fewer youth end up in the
corrections system as a result of successful education programs; saving the State of Utah significant
financial resources.



Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2012 Legislature)

Section: Teaching and Learning
Program: Fine Arts and POPS

Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

Professional Outreach Programs in the Schools/Arts Subsidy—this program provides professional arts
experiences for all of Utah school children over a three year rotation. Participating professional
organizations are: Shakespeare Festival, Utah Opera, Utah Symphony, Ballet West, Repertory Dance
Theatre, Tanner Dance/Children’s Dance Theatre, Ririe-Woodbury Dance Company, Springville Museum
of Art, Utah Museum of Fine Art, Utah Festival Opera and ARTS, Inc.

Fine Arts Endorsements ensures the highly qualified status of teachers in the areas of music, theatre,
dance and visual arts.

Fine Arts Core Standards ensures high standards for learning in the fine arts.

State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:
All of these functions are regulated by State Code and/or Board Rule.

R277-700  Core Standards
e Ensure high quality curriculum and instruction in the arts in Utah’s schools
e Comply arts as NCLB core subjects
R277-520  Teacher Licensure and Endorsements
e Ensure highly qualified arts teachers in Utah’s schools
R277-444  Professional Outreach Program in the Schools (POPS)
e Report annually to legislature
e Ensure fidelity to the use of legislative funds

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:

Professional Outreach Programs in the Schools is reported on a yearly basis to the State Board of
Education as well as the education committee of the state legislature.

Fine Arts Endorsements are part of the Federal NCLB reporting requirements of highly qualified




teachers. It is also part of the Board’s commitment to “provide high quality instruction for all Utah
Children.”

Benefits Provided by Program or Section:

POPS/Arts Subsidy:

Ensure fidelity to the use of legislative funds by participating organizations
Ensure compliance with implementation requirements

Ensure compliance with re-designation procedures

Coordinate accessibility for all Utah children

Ensure appropriate programming with relevance to state core standards
Collaborate with combined organizations for sustainability and consistency

Fine Arts Endorsement:

Ensures highly qualified arts teachers in schools

Provide consistent expectations for endorsement requirements

Respond to changes needed in requirements through collaboration with districts/schools
Provide professional development opportunities for teachers seeking endorsements
Collaborate with higher education in endorsement requirements and course offerings
Increase the capacity of elementary classroom teachers to deliver quality arts instruction
through Level 1 endorsement program

Fine Arts Core Standards:

Develop fine arts core standards consistent with current national trends
Align fine arts core standards with college and career ready standards
Provide consistent standards in the arts for all Utah children

Respond to changes needed with implementation of technology in the field

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

State Education Funds $33,313.02
Federal Funds

State Appropriation Funds
Total Funding $33,313.02

Section Costs




e Personnel Costs $27,418.91
e Travel Expenses $ 1,210.89
e Current Expenses $ 3,509.62
e Other Charges $ 1,173.60
e Total Costs $33,313.02

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

If the section were not to provide the above noted functions, each LEA would develop fine arts core
standards and teaching qualifications on their own. The arts core standards and endorsements help to
ensure the civic compact described in the constitutions and defined in the Board Mission of “Providing
high quality instruction for all Utah Children” and “Establishing curriculum with high standards and
relevance for all Utah Children.”

USOE coordinates the efforts of the POPS organizations giving Utah Children exposure to the magic of
the ballet, opera, symphony, theatre, or visual works of work produced and performed by professionals.
Code requires the POPS organizations to reach each school and district in a three year rotation. USOE
reporting ensures equal access to the programs.

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

System savings from the section functions equal the amount required for each LEA and/or school to
develop and implement fine arts core standards and endorsement programs. There is definite economy
of scale in having this function at the USOE level.

The fiscal cost for individual to perform the functions of this position could be calculated by considering
the cost of turning the oversight of each element of this position by each LEA in the state (42
districts, including the Utah School for the Deaf and Blind, and 94 Charter Schools). An
approximation of the cost when calculated using an average hourly rate of $40/hour x # hours x the
number of LEAs (136 or as indicated) to determine the cost of turning the oversight over to them
instead of using an efficiency of scale model.

e Endorsements: review and determine compliance. Includes reviewing requirements,
coordinating with universities and providers to ensure all curriculum and syllabi are
appropriate, aligned with current research, and equitable through all systems. All LEAs
have Fine Arts endorsements (Dance, Music Theatre and Visual Art) some time and
would therefore need to continually update and review the endorsement.

3 hours x 136 LEAS x $40/hour = $16,320

e Development of core standards:

136 LEAs X 80 hours X $40 X 4 Art Disciplines = $1,720,800

e POPS Coordination and reporting:

136 LEAs X 10 hours X $S40 = $54,400




Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:
Fine Arts Endorsements/Core Standards:

Title llA of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act requires teachers to be properly endorsed for
their content area. Schools and districts would lose federal funding as well as pro staff costs if teachers
are not properly endorsed. State funding for pro staff cost would be around $1,300 per teacher as well
as thousands in federal funds.

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:

Core Standards $1,720,800
Endorsements S 16,320
Cost avoidance S 50,000
POPS Coordination S 54,400
STATEWIDE TOTAL $1,841,520

Summary of Costs and Benefits:

The work of Teaching and Learning allows LEAS to focus on working with students and teachers, rather
than using their finite resources to duplicate work that can be in an economy of scale. The section is
efficient and has ongoing contact with all LEAs and program providers allowing for frequent and timely
responses to LEA needs.

The following is a one-page report of the POPS organizations. Their full reports are available upon
request:

“Professional Outreach Programs in the Schools (POPS) is a consortium of 10 professional arts
organizations in Utah. POPS has an ongoing partnership with Utah Public Schools, Utah State
Office of Education, and the Utah State Legislature to provide critical arts learning experiences
to Utah’s students and teachers. We enhance student learning and teacher effectiveness, and
align our programs with the Utah State Core Standards to provide experiences with
professional artists through innovative, interactive arts education programs.

“Specific criteria are required of each organization within the POPS group. Organizations must
have a statewide programming plan, must match funding from the legislature by a minimum
1:1 ratio, represent a professional model of excellence, be accountable to the State Office of
Education through annual reports, and be accountable to each other through a peer
evaluation process.

“Each of the organizations engaged in the POPS groups has repeatedly demonstrated excellence
in each of these categories. Each discipline offers programs to every school district in the state




on a 3-year rotational system and leverages the funds from the legislature with private,
corporate, individual and foundation support, often in excess of the 1:1 ratio required. We are
each using and/or creating nationally recognized and accredited arts education programs
executed by professional and certified educators and performers. We meet with the State Office
of Education quarterly to ensure streamlined and efficient scheduling and documentation
practices. Prior to the beginning of each school year we work collectively to create a peer
evaluation schedule to ensure diverse and enriched art experiences as well as educational
soundness.

“In addition to peer evaluations, each organization is required, as a component of its annual
report to the State Office of Education, to engage in and report on self-evaluations. This
component is broken down into categories of Cost-Effectiveness, Procedural Efficiency,
Collaborative Practices, Educational Soundness, Professional Excellence, and Goals/Plans for
continued Evaluation and Improvement. This reporting practice encourages us to not only
strive for best practices but also for the flexibility to remain current and effective.”

Total Students Reached 2012-2013 428,752
Total Teachers Reached 2012-2013 22,890
Instructional Hours 2012-2013 14,807

Benefit-Cost: 54




Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2012 Legislature)

Section: Teaching and Learning
Program: Health and Physical Education

Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

The Health and Physical Education Program provides support and leadership for K-12 students through
planning, cooperation, and professional development for 136 districts. The program provides schools
with guidelines that support mental, social, and physical well-being, state-wide training for school
personnel, parents, and other state agencies. This program coordinates with colleges, universities and
other educational institutions to improve the pre-service and in-service education for teachers. The
Health and Physical Education specialist provides oversight for implementation and compliance of the
program.

Health and Physical Education includes the following primary areas of focus:

Integration of Physical Activity and Health into core subject areas in order to improve academic, social,
emotional, and behavior in elementary schools.

Peer Planning to work together in designing lessons that integrate activity with other subject lessons.
Professional Development designed to promote increased activity and healthy behaviors in K-12
students.

The program is authorized through Utah State Code 53a-1-302. Implementation is governed by the
following Board Rules: Board Rules on Licensing R277-500, R277-501, R277-502, R277-503, R277-510,
R277-520; Utah Code on Licensing 53A-6; Board Rules on Instructional materials R277-269

State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:

e Ensure that all educators working with students are appropriately licensed/endorsed for their
assighment

e Act as a liaison with state health groups

e Ensure completion of performance plans and reports

e Qversee professional development

e Accept and process teacher endorsements

e Provide professional development for LEA leaders

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:

The Utah State Office of Education Teaching and Learning section is responsible to complete an annual
report to the legislature and to provide additional reports and information upon request. The annual
report includes:

e State: Yearly LEA report on status of human sexuality instruction
e Federal: Bi-annual School Health Profiles Survey



e Federal: Bi-annual State Level School Health Policies and Practices

Benefits Provided by Program or Section:

o Develop and periodically revise core standards to guide health and physical education
instruction

e Provide free and inexpensive professional development opportunities for health and physical
educators

e Provide state-required sex education law and policy trainings

o Develop teaching and assessment resources for the state’s educators

e Review transcripts, develop State Approved Endorsement Plans, and track progress of
candidates seeking endorsements in health and physical education

e Develop Board Rule and supporting resources for implementation of new law

e Foster relationships with higher education and community health agencies to enhance health
and physical education instruction

e Chair health-related committees

e Participate as a member of health-related committees

e Be available to respond to questions in person, on the telephone and through email

e Present current content information to teachers, parents, administrators and legislators

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

e State Education Funds S

e Federal Funds S

e State Appropriation Funds $ 124,887.93
Total Funding $124,887.93

Section Costs:

e Personnel Costs $104,800.47

e Travel Expenses S 2,617.00

e Current Expenses S 4,056.00 (Rent,Phone)

e Other Charges $ 13,414.46 (Indirect Cost)
Total Costs $124,887.93

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

Failure of the section to provide services to LEAs would result in failure of USOE to oversee and insure
quality certification of teachers, lack of updated health and physical education resources and updates,
teachers unfamiliar with state law and policy for human sexuality, lack of guidelines from state core
standards. The loss of program would result in diminished health and wellness of our children.

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

By virtue of the Health and Physical Education specialist providing professional development, training in
human sexuality law and policy, courses for health and physical education endorsements, providing
materials and teaching resources, LEAs receive significant cost savings including:

e Professional development ($60,950.00)



e Human Sexuality Law and Policy ($7,000.00)

e Summer Endorsement courses for Health and Physical Education ($40,000.00)
e Materials for implementation($10,000)

e Pilot Study for Physical Activity and Academic Success ($15,000.00)

Estimated Program or Systems Cost Avoidance From Section Functions:

LEAs can avoid potential lawsuits for student injuries sustained due to unsafe environments, improperly
trained personnel, outdated curriculum or improper supervision: $100,000.00- $500,000.00 per
incident (estimate). Following State Law and Policy can avoid potential lawsuits due to inappropriate
information and behaviors in human sexuality instruction: $100,000.00 per incident (estimate). The
work of the section ensures integrity and understanding of implementation of school policy and
curricula.

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:

Avoidance of law suits, providing teachers with current policy and laws, and endorsement courses are
potentially millions as indicated above.

Summary of Costs and Benefits:

The work of this section allows LEA’s to focus on working with students and teachers, rather than using
their resources for program responsibilities. This has allowed USOE to help build a strong support
system for physical education and health for K-12 students. This section is supportive if all LEA programs
and responds to LEA needs for schools.

Total State Expenditures (State funds and section costs): $124,887.93

Estimated alternative service costs: $359,500

Estimated Cost Avoidance: $2,000,000

Net Benefit of position to state: $2,234,612

Benefit-Cost: 17.9



Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with S.B. 2 of the 2012 Legislature)

Section: Information Technology

Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

The Information Technology Section at the Utah State Office of Education provides applications, support
and network infrastructure to the USOE. IT collects data for and computes innumerable student,
educator and school statistics including state and federal accountability reports. IT is directly or
indirectly involved in all technology and data activity throughout the USOE. The IT section also provides
the entire Web presence, network infrastructure and internet access for all the USOE sections and the
state Superintendent.

The Utah State Office of Education Information Technology section develops, maintains and supports
the following applications:
Accountability applications —
AYP, U-PASS, UCAS, Appeals app, AMAQO Title llI
Assessment system
Program applications —
CACTUS —Teacher licensing
PATI — Program Approval — CTE
SSID — Statewide Student ID
RIMS — Instructional Materials
LEA applications —
Aspire — Student Information System
Financial applications —
BASE, C8 — Accounting
Transportation — School bus information
APR & AFR — Annual Program & Annual Financial Reports
UPEFS — New collection for APR & AFR
Warehouse — Feed into financial calculations as well as Superintendent’s Annual
Report
YEWS — Year-End Web Survey
MSP — Minimum School Program
Federal reporting —
EdFacts / EDEN application — Federal data warehouse
TEDI — Special Ed Program C to B transition
Web applications and reports that fulfill state and federal requirements
Perkins
USOR -
IRIS — Integrated Rehabilitation Information System
USOE —
Website
UTREx — Student data collection infrastructure
Data Warehouse — UTREx data matched to assessment, College Board, higher ed, etc.
Network infrastructure and security



All activities of this section are directly linked back to state and federal requirements, such as:
State legislation:
e 53A-1 - Administration of Public Education at the State Level
e 53A-3 —Local School Boards (Accountability Reports)
e 53A-6 — Educator Licensing and Professional Practices Act (CACTUS, Online Renewals, University
Recommends, TrueNorth Logic)
e 53A-11 —Students in Public Schools (UTREx infrastructure)
e 53A-14 — State Instructional Materials Commission (RIMS — Instructional Materials)
e 53A-17a— Minimum School Program Act (UTREXx)
e 53A-24 —State Office of Rehabilitation Act (IRIS, BLISS, etc.)

Federal legislation:

e ESEA Sections: 1111(b)(2)(E-H); 1116(b)(c); 6213(b); 6224(e); 1114(a)(1); 1003(a); 1117(c)(2)(A);
2141; 6123; 1003(g); 4201(b)(1)(A); and 4204(b)(2)(A) — No Child Left Behind accountability
reporting, EdFacts (electronic federal extracts/reports - some 100+ files)

e PL107-110, The Elementary and Secondary Act, Part A, Subpart 1, SEC. 1111. STATE PLANS. (h)
REPORTS. (C) REQUIRED INFORMATION — UTREX incident data

e Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Improvement Act of 2006, Section 113
Accountability (b)(4)(C): categories of students described in section 1111(h)(1)(C)(i) of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 — UTREx & PATI

State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:

e Collecting and reporting state and federal data

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:

All state and federal reports that require student and/or teacher data are performed by the IT section.
e Accountability reporting
e Financial reporting
e Student achievement reporting

Benefits Provided by the Program or Section:

The work of the information Technology section benefits not only the USOE, but also LEAs. Semi-annual
data conferences are held along with monthly meetings with districts and charter schools. Some of the
more important benefits are:

e Network and Data Security

e Support for all applications and technology used at the USOE & USOR

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):



e State Education Funds
e Federal Funds 4,156,717.00

e Other (Describe): Indirect Cost 1,875,837.00
One time FIS 347,351.00

2,670,695.00

wvr N Wn

Total Funding S 9,050,500.00

Section Costs:

e Personnel Costs S  4,606,443.00
e Travel Expenses S 10,685.00
e Current Expenses S 652,184.00
e Other Charges — Capital Outlays $ 129,739.00
Indirect Costs S 359,436.00

Flow Thru S 3,292,013.00

Facilities Construction $ 0.00

Total Costs $ 9,050,500.00

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

e Many of the sections and programs would not be able to perform their duties and functions
without the support of IT.

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

e Average contractor salaries for developers in the current market - $137.50/hr. Average USOE
developer salary - $42.70/hr. (including benefits). Savings of $94.79/hr./developer. Currently,
we have 20+ developers making the annual savings approximately $3,943,246 on developers
alone.

e Average contractor salaries for support personnel in the current market - S85/hr. Average USOE
support salary - $38.82/hr. (including benefits). Savings of $46.18/hr./developer. Currently, we
have 10+ support personnel making the annual savings approximately $960,544.

Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:

e LEAs spend millions of dollars every year on student information systems. They are able to use
the Aspire application at no cost to the LEA.

e IT provides a significant amount of help to districts and charters on how to most efficiently
report the information required to the USOE. This allows them to rely on the USOE instead of
hiring this expertise at the local level.

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:

e Alternative costs are listed above as contractors would be required to perform the tasks now
performed by IT.



Summary of Costs and Benefits:

e The IT section is an essential section in the state office as well as being an integral part of the
LEAs’ data and reporting needs. This section allows the LEAs to focus on the data driven
decision making process for how to improve teaching methods based on student performance.
The IT section also allows the other sections and programs within the USOE to focus on their
tasks without worrying about security, data storage needs, internet access, etc.



Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2012 Legislature)

Section: Teaching and Learning
Program: Instructional Materials Review

Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled:

The Utah State Instructional Materials Commission was created by the legislature in 1907, to function as
a group of appointed educators and lay citizens who would ensure that Utah’s schools have the best
available instructional materials, and to eliminate inferior or undesirable materials.

The Instructional Materials Commission was placed under the direction of the State Board of Education
in 1987. The Board has charged the Commission with determining what instructional materials should
be recommended for use in the public elementary and secondary schools. It is the Commission’s duty to
oversee the review of all submitted instructional materials. Such materials should implement the aims,
purposes, and objectives of the appropriate courses of study, as determined by the State Board.
Through the Instructional Materials Center at USOE, curriculum advisory committees are appointed to
assist in this effort, with help from the content area specialists at the State Office of Education. The
advisory committees are made up of master teachers from around the state who come together to
review, in a team setting, the submitted materials. The curriculum content specialist and his assistant,
administer and perform executive functions for the Commission to see that the entire review process is
smooth and seamless.

The 11 member Commission meets twice a year to make final recommendations to the State Board of
Education on the most recently reviewed materials. After sending final recommendations to the State
Board, the Commission posts the instructional material evaluations on the Internet where they can be
accessed by districts, teachers and parents. At that point begins a new instructional material adoption
cycle, which culminates at the end of the next six-month period in final recommendations of new
materials to the State Board.

References:
Utah Code: Title 53A-14 State Instructional Materials Commission
Utah Administrative Code, Rule R277-469 Instructional Materials Commission Operating Procedures

State and/or Federal Regulatory Functions Performed by the Section:

Section 53A-14-102 specifies that the State Board of Education will recommend materials for use in the
public schools. Items recommended are listed for 5 years. Items may be removed from the list if they
are deemed unsatisfactory. Schools have discretion to select materials it deems appropriate for
instruction.

The rest of section 53A-14 outlines procedures for bidding and contractual arrangements. It also

requires that materials that are “recommended primary” must be accompanied by alignments that
show locations of parts of the curriculum to the core.

State and/or Federal Reporting Requirements Performed by the Section:



Reports are prepared for the Utah State Board of Education in June and December of each year, listing
the materials reviewed and the accompanying recommendations for each. The reviews are then posted
on the public website at http://delleat.schools.utah.gov/rims/index.html

Benefits Provided by Program or Section:

All 1072 public schools in Utah can access the online database through the site listed above. There are
currently 4404 reviewed titles in the Recommended Instructional Materials Search (RIMS) database.
151 teachers and curriculum specialists participated in last year’s reviews, with an average of 800 hours
of work per review cycle (semi-annual). There are 359 publishers registered in our database, and the
average participation in a given review is about 35. In the fiscal year 2013, entries for reviewed titles
totaled 1350.

The collaborative action of the reviewers, together with the supervision of the Instructional Materials
Commission benefits schools in Utah by performing a cost effective service that saves them time,
energy, and resources, while providing them with a reliable and useful tool to begin the process of
selecting instructional materials. Reviews are conducted at least annually for every curriculum area,
insuring that publishers have the opportunity to provide the most current educational materials. It is
widely used and accepted, as evidenced by over 60,000 hits for FY2013 on the website for the USOE
instructional materials center at http://www.schools.utah.gov/curr/imc . In 2012, Alpine school district
ordered over 36,000 instructional items (including student texts, teacher editions, digital and online
resources, and numerous ancillary materials) from publishers, totaling nearly $2,000,000.

The number and variety of curriculum materials created for use in the schools is expanding
exponentially. A great number of them are now digital, and are designed for use on electronic devices
used by students. Connections have been made with hundreds of publishers through the well-
established review process that have provided access to a great wealth of these materials. Many
districts in the state require that items be selected from our list of recommended materials, which
encourages publishers to submit samples and go through the review process. The reviews encompass
all type of materials that are designed as courseware and that meet state core standards and objectives.

The curriculum content specialist in instructional materials is currently serving as president of the State
Instructional Materials Review Association, a collaborative organization of representatives from 22
states. Utah plays a significant role in contributing and sharing information about the criteria and
elements leading to best practices in the review of instructional materials.

Source and Amount of Funding (Education Fund, Federal Funds, Etc.):

e State Education Funds $129,145
e Federal Funds S
e Other (Describe): S
Total Funding $129,681 (FY 2013)

Section Costs:


http://delleat.schools.utah.gov/rims/index.html
http://www.schools.utah.gov/curr/imc

e Personnel Costs $100,995

e Travel Expenses $ 500
e Current Expenses $ 2,331
e Other Charges $ 25,855
Total Costs $129,681 (FY2013)

Implications if the Section were not to provide the above noted functions or programs:

Each school or district would have to organize its own review process with all the attendant steps,
including: (1) notification to publishers of upcoming reviews, (2) receiving “intent to bid” and bid forms,
(3) receiving and organizing sufficient samples and alignments to allow for multiple reviewers to
evaluate the materials, (4) making contractual arrangements with publishers, (5) holding evaluation
meetings with qualified, organized review teams for all affected subject areas, (6) organizing quality
control groups to oversee the process, (7) arranging for local administrative approval of selected
materials, (8) posting listed reviews and processes to a publicly accessible database, (9) arranging for
appeals of reviews from publishers, (10) registering NIMAS files with NIMAC.

Without the state serving as a central facilitator for this work, there would also be no representation in
national collaborative organizations, notably the State Instructional Materials Review Association
(SIMRA). Connection with this organization has saved USOE time and resources through the sharing of
information from other states.

Estimated Program or System Savings from Section Functions:

The review of instructional materials at USOE saves districts and schools considerable time in the
curriculum selection and adoption process. Arrangements are made from a single location with
publishers as well as district review personnel to coordinate the reviews. Reviewers are brought in from
various grade levels, subject, and geographical areas to insure that different points of view are
represented. Some districts in the state are not equipped to do this on their own. District technology
resources are saved through the use of a centrally located, current, and universally accessible database.
Personnel at USOE maintain the resources and coordinate all of the events pertaining to the review,
with minimal burdens placed on local districts.

Publishers are saved time and expense by providing resources to a single location rather than for each
district or school in the state.

Teachers and students are saved time by being able to access reviews of preselected materials that are
compared and aligned to core objectives and rated to assist in academic achievement.

Estimated Program or System Cost Avoidance from Section Functions:

If districts and charter schools had to do this process without the collaborative meetings organized at
USOE, the review steps would be repeated 136 times. Additionally each would need to accommodate
numerous interactions with publishers that occur on a daily basis, and set up procedures to accomplish
the reviews through a clearly defined process.

The information under “Summary of Costs and Benefits” listed below describes the amount of time and



the expense expended by the State Office of Education in organizing and executing the reviews.
Districts and schools avoid spending similar amounts of time on the process by utilizing the service
offered through the Instructional Materials Center.

Estimated Alternative Costs if the Section Functions or Programs were not performed:

If the USOE instructional materials reviews were not performed, schools and districts would have to
arrive at their own selection process, unless they decided not to have a selection process and left it to
the teachers themselves to determine what curriculum materials they would use. This would place an
enormous burden on teachers to find and validate such resources, especially in the age when much is
available in a digital format, and there are resources available from many less than reputable sources.
Although the state process is not comprehensive, it does involve the major publishers in the industry,
and it provides guidelines that can be used in selection. It provides a clearing house that all publishers
can participate in to provide educators with vetted materials. Without this process, districts and schools
would be much more liable in the face of complaints regarding curriculum.

If the reviews were conducted by a private agency, there would likely be the loss of neutrality or an
unbiased point of view. A business would be interested in profit and their reviews would likely reflect
that. It would be very difficult for a private business to maintain contacts with all the independent
publishers. The business would also need to have close contact with schools to secure all the
information relating to core standards, and would likely need to hire educators who are resident experts
in the curricular areas considered. The costs of hiring personnel, arranging for locations to store
samples, making meeting arrangements at a rented location, developing an online database, and the
other items listed in the Implications box would result in much higher costs to conduct the review than
what is currently accomplished at the State Office of Education.

Summary of Costs and Benefits:

In Fiscal year 2013, the total cost of the review process from the Utah State Office of Education was
calculated at $129,681. Reviewers (151) participated in the evaluation sessions and averaged 5 hours
each, for a total of 755 hours spent examining materials. The Curriculum Content Specialist and the
Office Assistant combined for 2188 hours spent relating to the review process. The total number of
hours accumulated in the Instructional Materials Review then totals 2,943, breaking down the cost per
hour of the review process to $44.06. This results in a $29.44 cost per review item posted in the RIMs
database for 2013. Each item is generally evaluated by 3 reviewers, which would mean the cost per
reviewer would be $9.81 (average review time per series, including several items, per reviewer is about
one hour). The reviews are available to all 1094 schools in the state. A conservative estimate of the
benefit per year, not including lawsuits, would be 3 volunteers multiplied by 4 hours per month at $10
per hour, resulting at a cost for each LEA of $181,440. The benefit ratio per district would then be
181,440/129,681, but would obviously be much, much more when you consider that there are 41
districts plus charter schools, or a total of 136 LEAs in the state.

The main benefit to educational patrons in Utah is a database of recommended materials that ensure
that Utah’s schools have the best available instructional materials, with inferior or undesirable materials
eliminated. Schools and districts can rely on the recommendations for the selection of appropriate,
core-aligned materials for instruction. It is an established process that has served Utah education well in
the past and continues to adapt to new advances in technology that are producing a flood of resources
for instruction.



Benefit-Cost: Approximately 59



Benefit-Cost Report for Programs within USOE
(In compliance with SB 2 of the 2012 Legislature)

Section: Internal Accounting

Description of Section Functions, Programs and Statutory provisions fulfilled :

Maintains and provides accounting functions as generally required by any organization. Track
approximately 100 sources of funding and the disposition of each funding source with detailed
ac