Revised State Template for the
Consolidated State Plan

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as
amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act

U.S. Department of Education
Issued: March 2017

OMB Number: 1810-0576

Expiration Date: September 30, 2017



Introduction

Section 8302 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by
the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA)?, requires the Secretary to establish procedures and
criteria under which, after consultation with the Governor, a State educational agency (SEA)
may submit a consolidated State plan desighed to simplify the application requirements and
reduce burden for SEAs. ESEA section 8302 also requires the Secretary to establish the
descriptions, information, assurances, and other material required to be included in a
consolidated State plan. Even though an SEA submits only the required information in its
consolidated State plan, an SEA must still meet all ESEA requirements for each included
program. In its consolidated State plan, each SEA may, but is not required to, include
supplemental information such as its overall vision for improving outcomes for all students and
its efforts to consult with and engage stakeholders when developing its consolidated State plan.

Completing and Submitting a Consolidated State Plan

Each SEA must address all of the requirements identified below for the programs that it
chooses to include in its consolidated State plan. An SEA must use this template or a format
that includes the required elements and that the State has developed working with the Council
of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO).

Each SEA must submit to the U.S. Department of Education (Department) its consolidated State
plan by one of the following two deadlines of the SEA’s choice:

e April 3,2017; or
e September 18, 2017.

Any plan that is received after April 3, but on or before September 18, 2017, will be considered
to be submitted on September 18, 2017. In order to ensure transparency consistent with ESEA
section 1111(a)(5), the Department intends to post each State plan on the Department’s
website.

! Unless otherwise indicated, citations to the ESEA refer to the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA.



Alternative Template
If an SEA does not use this template, it must:
1) Include the information on the Cover Sheet;

2) Include a table of contents or guide that clearly indicates where the SEA has addressed
each requirement in its consolidated State plan;

3) Indicate that the SEA worked through CCSSO in developing its own template; and

4) Include the required information regarding equitable access to, and participation in, the
programs included in its consolidated State plan as required by section 427 of the
General Education Provisions Act. See Appendix B.

Individual Program State Plan

An SEA may submit an individual program State plan that meets all applicable statutory and
regulatory requirements for any program that it chooses not to include in a consolidated State
plan. If an SEA intends to submit an individual program plan for any program, the SEA must
submit the individual program plan by one of the dates above, in concert with its consolidated
State plan, if applicable.

Consultation

Under ESEA section 8540, each SEA must consult in a timely and meaningful manner with the
Governor, or appropriate officials from the Governor’s office, including during the development
and prior to submission of its consolidated State plan to the Department. A Governor shall have
30 days prior to the SEA submitting the consolidated State plan to the Secretary to sign the
consolidated State plan. If the Governor has not signed the plan within 30 days of delivery by
the SEA, the SEA shall submit the plan to the Department without such signature.

Assurances

In order to receive fiscal year (FY) 2017 ESEA funds on July 1, 2017, for the programs that may
be included in a consolidated State plan, and consistent with ESEA section 8302, each SEA must
also submit a comprehensive set of assurances to the Department at a date and time
established by the Secretary. In the near future, the Department will publish an information
collection request that details these assurances.

For Further Information: If you have any questions, please contact your Program Officer at
0SS.[State]@ed.gov (e.g., OSS.Alabama@ed.gov).
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Programs Included in the Consolidated State Plan

Instructions: Indicate below by checking the appropriate box(es) which programs the SEA
included in its consolidated State plan. If an SEA elected not to include one or more of the
programs below in its consolidated State plan, but is eligible and wishes to receive funds under
the program(s), it must submit individual program plans for those programs that meet all
statutory and regulatory requirements with its consolidated State plan in a single submission.

M Check this box if the SEA has included all of the following programs in its consolidated
State plan.

or

If all programs are not included, check each program listed below that the SEA includes in
its consolidated State plan:

[0 Title I, Part A: Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies
[0 Title I, Part C: Education of Migratory Children

O Title |, Part D: Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth Who Are
Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk

O Title Il, Part A: Supporting Effective Instruction

[ Title Ill, Part A: English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic
Achievement

Title IV, Part A: Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants
Title IV, Part B: 21st Century Community Learning Centers

Title V, Part B, Subpart 2: Rural and Low-Income School Program

O O o O

Title VII, Subpart B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act: Education for
Homeless Children and Youth Program (McKinney-Vento Act)

Instructions

Each SEA must provide descriptions and other information that address each requirement listed
below for the programs included in its consolidated State plan. Consistent with ESEA section
8302, the Secretary has determined that the following requirements are absolutely necessary
for consideration of a consolidated State plan. An SEA may add descriptions or other
information, but may not omit any of the required descriptions or information for each included
program.
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Executive Summary
Overview

The State of Utah has long been involved with continually improving its public schools—seeing
that each student succeeds. Not only is success vital for each student, it is vital to the future of
Utah as a whole. For this reason, many have been involved with this improvement process: the
Governor’s Office, the State Legislature, Utah’s businesses large and small, non-governmental
agencies and organizations (including state and local Parent Teacher Associations), and the
public education community.

The Utah State Board of Education has been at the forefront of this effort. The Board created its
strategic plan, known as Education Elevated, with the help of its governing partners at the state
and federal level as well as higher education, school districts and charter schools. Most
importantly, school administrators, classroom teachers, counselors, and paraprofessionals also
played a part in the strategic plan.

The Board’s strategic plan focuses on three areas to create the greatest impact on student
success. They are:

e Education equity.
e Quality learning.
e System values.

The Utah State Board of Education is pleased that the new Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA)
aligns with the existing tenants of Utah’s strategic plan for public education and that there is
sufficient flexibility offered to Utah to use ESSA funding to achieve education equity, improve
quality learning, and advance system values. More succinctly, ESSA funding will help Utah
improve educational outcomes for its students.

Much of Utah’s proposed uses for ESSA funding will focus on our top goal, education equity.
ESSA funding is a vital component of improving equity for low-income students (Title I, Part A),
migrant students (Title I, Part C), neglected, delinquent, and at-risk students (Title |, Part D),
English language learner students (Title IIl), rural students (Title V), and homeless students (Title
ViI).

Students who have come from disadvantaged circumstances did not begin life’s race at the
same starting line as their more advantaged peers. ESSA funding uses, as outlined in this plan,
can help Utah make a difference in serving these students to see that they get equitable
resources for better success in life.

Together, Utah’s strategic plan for education and ESSA come together to support better
systems to produce better education for Utah’s public school students. Student success is not
just vital in the classroom, it is vital for their—and our—future lives.



Highlights

Title | Part A: School Accountability and School Improvement

Purpose: To provide financial assistance to local educational agencies (LEAs) and schools with
high numbers or high percentages of children from low-income families to help ensure that all
children meet challenging state academic standards.

The ESSA State Plan provides Utah the opportunity to promote our existing strategic
planning efforts to set ambitious long-term goals aiming to ensure each student
graduates from high school prepared for success.

The school accountability system described in Utah’s ESSA State Plan is representative
of a broad and concerted effort to align Utah’s system of accountability for schools into
a single, coherent system.

During the 2016-2017 school year, approximately $90 million was provided to 326 Utah
public schools to provide needed services to student populations who are at risk to
assist them in meeting state-defined academic standards.

Title | Part C: Education of Migratory Children

Purpose: Identify the academic needs and barriers to achievement and provide supplemental
supports so that highly mobile students whose families work in agriculture can achieve at the
same level of proficiency as their fellow students and graduate from high school.

The first charge of the Migrant Education Program is to identify and recruit all eligible
migratory students in the state.

During the 2016-2017 school year, USBE provided services to 20 districts and over 1,000
students.

Utah (lead State) has successfully won a competitive Migrant Education Consortium
Incentive Grant since 1995. The current online system
(http://www.migrantliteracynet.com) provides screening assessments, lessons, and
system-guided student tutorials, which allow teachers to archive and track student
progress regarding discrete reading skills.

Utah has participated in collaboration with the Interstate Migrant Education Council
(IMEC) to provide a national symposium and subsequent white paper to address
declining numbers of migratory families in the United States. The national symposium is
titled “A National Symposium: ‘The ABC’s of Education: Moving Forward Under ESSA to
Engage the Agriculture, Business, and Education Communities’ 2017” and will be held on
October 19-20, 2017. Multiple education, business, political, and government agencies
are involved as collaborative stakeholders. A subsequent white paper will be produced.



Title | Part D: Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth Who Are
Neglected, Delinquent or At-Risk

Purpose: Prevent youth who are at-risk from dropping out of school, provide those who have
dropped out a system of support to continue their education, and provide services to youth who
are transitioning from institutionalization to further schooling or employment.

e During the 2016-2017 school year 1,379 programs were served and over 421
certificates were earned.

e Supported regularly by stakeholder input, interagency (Department of Juvenile Justice
System/DHS) collaboration, and external consultation, Neglected and Delinquent
services complement the state Youth in Custody program and provide innovative
leadership in areas such as short-term, certified, market-sensitive programs for
incarcerated youth to increase their employability opportunities.

e Neglected and Delinquent heuristic inter-agency collaboration specifics have reduced
redundancies, increased productivity, and reduced aligned costs among state agencies
and local school districts.

e The federal Neglected and Delinquent program, in its original design, is not perfectly
suited for Utah. Therefore, USBE obtained a federal statutory waiver to some of federal
regulations in order to increase the relevancy of the law to meet the needs of Utah
students.

Title Il Part A: Supporting Effective Instruction

Purpose: Increase the academic achievement of all students by helping schools and districts
improve teacher and principal quality.

e Two new features included are support for teacher leaders and principals and revisions
to USBE licensure policies and practices.

e Additionally, the Title IIA plan supports the Board’s imperative of Educational Equity by
supporting the existence of an effective teacher in everyclassroom.

Title lll Part A Subpart I: English Language Acquisition and Enhancement

Purpose: Provide supplemental funding to increase students annual growth towards English
Language Proficiency.

e During the 2016-2017 school year, 37,010 students who are English Learners were
served.

e Individually specialized reports will provide an overview of what students can do at all
levels of English Language Proficiency, with individualized targets for annual growth so
teachers can better meet the instructional needs of each student.



e A four-year monitoring plan for exited students now includes annual conferences with
families and school teams to ensure increased access to challenging academic courses
for post-secondary and career success.

Title IV Part A: Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants

Purpose: Provide a well-rounded education for all students, including all previous “core” areas
and areas such as writing, engineering, music, technology, computer science, career and
technical education, health, and physical education.

e Improve school conditions for student learning, including student health and safety.

e Improve the use of technology in order to improve academic achievement and digital
literacy.

Title IV Part B: 21 Century Community Learning Centers

Purpose: Provide opportunities for academic enrichment, including tutorial services, to help
students in high-poverty areas and those who attend low-performing schools meet state and
local student performance standards in core academic subjects such as reading and
mathematics.

e Offer students a broad array of additional services, programs, and activities such as
youth development activities; drug and violence prevention programs; counseling
programs; art, music, recreation programs; and technology education programs; that
are designed to reinforce and complement the regular academic program.

e Utah currently has over 100 individual school or community learning centers sites,
serving over 25,000 participating students statewide.

e Offer families of students served by community learning centers opportunities for
literacy and related educational development.

Title V Part B Subpart 2: Rural and Low-Income School Program

Purpose: Help rural districts improve services for students attending rural schools serving high
numbers of students living in poverty in order to meet the State’s academic standards.

e During the 2016-2017 school year, 753 students received these additionalservices.

e The flexibility of use of these funds assists rural districts in providing services where they
are most needed.

e Three districts were awarded this grant in FY16: South Sanpete, Grand, and SanJuan.



Title VIl Subpart B: Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program, McKinney-Vento
Homeless Assistance Act

Purpose: Serves to meet student academic needs and helps create educational stability for a
student in a homeless situation.

e During the 2016-2017 school year, 13,006 students were served in 10 LEAs. The total
number of students eligible for funds was 16,563.

e This funding source is the only statewide program serving the academic needs of
homeless students.

e Under ESSA, there is a stronger tie to working with community partners to ensure that
we serve all the needs of homeless children and youth in a way that was not previously
systemic.

e USBE works very closely with Lt Gov. Spencer Cox in the Governor’s homeless
coordinating committee, as well as with various other county and city homeless
coordinating councils, to ensure that homeless students receive the proper supports for
their future success.



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

1. Challenging State Academic Standards and Assessments (ESEA section 1111(b)(1) and
(2) and 34 CFR §§200.1-200.8.)>

2. Eighth Grade Math Exception (ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(C) and 34 CFR §200.5(b)(4)):

i. Does the State administer an end-of-course mathematics assessment to meet the
requirements under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(!)(bb) of the ESEA?

M Yes
O No

ii. If a State responds “yes” to question 2(i), does the State wish to exempt an eighth-
grade student who takes the high school mathematics course associated with the
end-of-course assessment from the mathematics assessment typically
administered in eighth grade under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(1)(aa) of the ESEA and
ensure that:

a. The student instead takes the end-of-course mathematics assessment the
State administers to high school students under section
1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(l)(bb) of the ESEA;

b. The student’s performance on the high school assessment is used in the year
in which the student takes the assessment for purposes of measuring
academic achievement under section 1111(c)(4)(B)(i) of the ESEA and
participation in assessments under section 1111(c)(4)(E) of the ESEA;

c. In high school:

1. The student takes a State-administered end-of-course assessment or
nationally recognized high school academic assessment as defined in 34
CFR § 200.3(d) in mathematics that is more advanced than the assessment
the State administers under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(1)(bb) of the ESEA;

2. The State provides for appropriate accommodations consistent with 34 CFR
§ 200.6(b) and (f); and

3. The student’s performance on the more advanced mathematics assessment
is used for purposes of measuring academic achievement under section

? The Secretary anticipates collecting relevant information consistent with the assessment peer review
process in 34 CFR & 200.2(d). An SEA need not submit any information regarding challenging State
academic standards and assessments at this time.



1111(c)(4)(B)(i) of the ESEA and participation in assessments under section
1111(c)(4)(E) of the ESEA.

M Yes
O No

iii. If a State responds “yes” to question 2(ii), consistent with 34 CFR §200.5(b)(4),
describe, with regard to this exception, its strategies to provide all students in the
State the opportunity tobe prepared for and to take advanced mathematics
coursework in middle school.

Utah has worked to eliminate tracking in middle school, and has adopted an integrated
approach to mathematics in K—12. All students in Utah have access to the rigorous standards of
the Utah Core Standards for Mathematics at or above grade level. Students may work through
the standards of each grade level either with their grade or in advance of their grade, so that all
students are prepared for Secondary Math | by the ninth grade. It is this trajectory that results
in high numbers of students taking Advanced Placement (AP), International Baccalaureate (IB),
and Concurrent Enrollment coursework in eleventh and twelfth grades.

3. Native Language Assessments (ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(F) and 34 CFR §200.6(f)(2)(ii))
and (f)(4):

i. Provide its definition for “languages other than English that are present to a
significant extent in the participating student population,” and identify the specific
languages that meet that definition.

Utah defines “languages other than English that are present to a significant extent in the
participating student population” as any native language other than English spoken by five
percent or more of the participating student population statewide (i.e., students enrolled in
grades for which a statewide assessment is administered). Spanish is the only native language
spoken by more than five percent of the participating student population. See Exhibit 1 for data
on the five most common native languages spoken by participating students.

Exhibit 1: Native Languages Spoken by Participating (Tested) Students

. Participating Students
Native Language | . des 3-12 (N=435,713)
English 90.10%
Spanish 8.06%
Navajo 0.25%
Viethamese 0.13%
Arabic 0.11%

Source: UTREx year-end submissions, Fall 2016 Data

In addition to examining the native language data statewide, we also examined the data by
local educational agency (LEA) to determine whether there are a significant number of LEAs



with more than five percent of their student population speaking a language other than
Spanish. We found that just two LEAs have over five percent of their English learners speaking a
language other than Spanish. Specifically, 25 percent (747 of 2,968) of San Juan School District’s
students speak Navajo and 19 percent (41 of 215) of Utah International Charter School’s
students speak Somali.

Lastly, we examined the native language data by grade level for the grade levels in which a
statewide assessment is administered. While Spanish is the only native language that exceeds
the five percent threshold at the state level, the percent of students whose native language is
Spanish only exceeds the five percent threshold in grades 3-5. See Exhibit 2 for the percent of
the participating student population whose native language is Spanish by grade level.

Exhibit 2: Percent of Participating Student Population whose Native Language is Spanish by
Grade Level

Grade Spanish

Level (%)
3 9.5%
4 9.2%
5 7.9%
6 4.2%
7 4.5%
8 4.1%
9 3.9%
10 3.4%
11 3.2%
12 2.5%

Source: Utah State Board of Education, Spring 2017

ii. Identify any existing assessments in languages other than English, and specify for
which grades and content areas those assessments are available.

Utah does not currently administer any assessments in languages other than English. However,
Utah’s Student Assessment of Growth and Excellence (SAGE) has an on-demand Spanish
glossary translation for every subject. The SAGE is currently administered to students in grades
3-10. In addition, the SAGE is administered in braille and American Sign Language to address
the needs of students with visual and hearing impairments.



iii. Indicate the languages identified in question 3(i) for which yearly student
academic assessments are not available and are needed.

Spanish is the language for which yearly student academic assessments are not available and
may be needed, at least in grades 3-5, because it is a language other than English that is
present to a significant extent in the participating student population.

iv. Describe how it will make every effort to develop assessments, at a minimum, in
languages other than English that are present to a significant extent in the
participating student population including by providing:

a. The State’s plan and timeline for developing such assessments, including a
description of how it met the requirements of 34 CFR § 200.6(f)(4);

b. A description of the process the State used to gather meaningful input on the
need for assessments in languages other than English, collect and respond to
public comment, and consult with educators; parents and families of English
learners; students, as appropriate; and other stakeholders; and

c. As applicable, an explanation of the reasons the State has not been able to
complete the development of such assessments despite making every effort.

Plan and timeline for developing assessments in languages other than English

Grades 3-8. USBE has begun exploring the feasibility and development of assessments in
Spanish, especially in grades 3-5, which are grades that meet the five percent threshold for
native languages that are present to a significant extent in the student population (see Exhibit
2). The Spanish language versions of the SAGE assessments could involve both the translation
and adaptation (i.e., transadaptation) of test items originally written in the source language and
the replacement of items unfit for translation with items written in the target language (i.e.,
Spanish).

In developing assessments in other languages, USBE will engage in a thoughtful process to
produce valid results that are comparable to results for the English versions. Utah will make
every effort to ensure that English learners are assessed in the language and form most likely to
yield accurate data on their knowledge and mastery of skills in academic content areas. Given
that Utah presents all content in grades K—12 in English, with the exception of a few small
programs, the ability of English learners to read and write in their native language, in addition
to speaking their native language, must be considered. As with any assessment, USBE will
include appropriate accommodations for students with disabilities in accordance with 34 CFR
§200.6(f)(4) for the inclusion of all students with disabilities in all assessments.

ACT is administered to all students in grade 11. According to the ACT website, the company will
begin providing supports on the ACT to students who are English learners starting in the fall of

2017. The goal of the supports is to help ensure that the ACT scores earned by English learners

accurately reflect what they have learned in school. Qualifying students who receive the



supports will earn college-reportable ACT scores. According to ACT, the supports for qualified
English learners will include the following:

e Additional time on the test (not to exceed time-and-a-half);
e Use of an approved word-to-word bilingual glossary (containing no worddefinitions);

e Test instructions provided in the student’s native language (including Spanish and a
limited number of other languages initially); and

e Testing in a non-distracting environment (i.e., in a separate room).

According to the ACT website, the supports will be limited to students who meet the current
definitions of an English learner under the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). Students must
apply for the English learner supports through their high school counselors’ office.

Process used to gather meaningful input on the need for assessments in languages other than
English.

As described in Section E of this document, the Title IIl ESSA Workgroup conducted a survey
about the key features of ESSA, especially the accountability for English language acquisition. 85
percent (845 of 994) of the respondents agreed that developing assessments in languages other
than English is a priority. Respondents to the survey included a wide range of stakeholders from
every region of Utah, including both community-based organizations, government and business
representation, secondary and elementary teachers, 143 parents, 132 teachers of English
learners, and 185 school and LEA administrators.

USBE will continue to gather stakeholder input on the development of assessments in
languages other than English from USBE’s Technical Advisory Committee and Assessment and
Accountability Policy Advisory Committee.?

Reasons the State has not been able to complete development of assessments in languages
other than English.

As a single state provider for the assessment in grades 3-8, Utah is presented with unique
financial and technical assistance barriers regarding developing assessments in other languages.
The 27 adaptive SAGE assessments have been under a rigorous development schedule since
their 2014 inception. Currently, direct translation of these adaptive items into another language
only partially captures the cognitive complexity of the item, and further exploration of best
practices and forward looking trends in this area will be integral to developing successful
transadaptations of assessments that will yield valid and reliable results.

3 Utah State Board Of Education Resolution No. 2016-2. Resolution Establishing The Assessment And
Accountability Policy Advisory Committee. Retrieved from https://www.schools.utah.gov/file/750929¢5-
c2a5-4e09-87e4-9d7calledb76.
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4. Statewide Accountability System and School Support and Improvement Activities
(ESEA section 1111(c) and (d)):

i. Subgroups (ESEA section1111(c)(2)):

a. List each major racial and ethnic group the State includes as a subgroup of
students, consistent with ESEA section 1111(c)(2)(B).

Utah’s accountability system disaggregates performance by the following major racial and
ethnic groups: American Indian, African American, White, Pacific Islander, Asian, Hispanic, and
Multiracial students).

b. If applicable, describe any additional subgroups of students other than the
statutorily required subgroups (i.e., economically disadvantaged students,
students from major racial and ethnic groups, children with disabilities, and
English learners) used in the Statewide accountability system.

Utah includes no additional student groups beyond statutorily required student groups in its
statewide accountability system.

c. Does the State intend to include in the English learner subgroup the results of
students previously identified as English learners on the State assessments
required under ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(!) for purposes of State
accountability (ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(B))? Note that a student’s results may
be included in the English learner subgroup for not more than four years after
the student ceases to be identified as an English learner.

M Yes
O No

d. If applicable, choose one of the following options for recently arrived English
learners in the State:

0 Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(i); or
M Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(ii); or

[0 Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(i) or under ESEA
section 1111(b)(3)(A)(ii). If this option is selected, describe how the State will
choose which exception applies to a recently arrived English learner.

Utah will assess recently arrived English learners in English language arts and mathematics
beginning in their first year of enroliment. The exception Utah has selected under ESEA section
1111(b)(3)(A)(ii) allows a state, for the purposes of accountability, to:

1) Exclude recently arrived English learners from proficiency and growth calculations in the
accountability system in first year of enroliment;
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2) Include recently arrived English learners in growth calculations in second year of
enrollment, and

3) Include recently arrived English learners in growth and proficiency calculations in the
third year of enrollment and thereafter.

ii. Minimum N-Size (ESEA section1111(c)(3)(A)):

a. Provide the minimum number of students that the State determines are
necessary to be included to carry out the requirements of any provisions
under Title |, Part A of the ESEA that require disaggregation of information by
each subgroup of students for accountability purposes.

Utah will continue to implement the practice, described in the Utah State Board of Education’s
(USBE) Accountability Technical Manual, of using an n-size of 10 as the minimum number of
students necessary to be included in an all-students group or individual student groups for
accountability purposes.

b. Describe how the minimum number of students is statistically sound.

Utah plans to use an n-size of 10 for performance to ensure maximum student group visibility
while protecting student privacy and maintaining reliability. The National Center for Educational
Statistics indicates that a minimum n-size of 10 is acceptable when applying a population
perspective to statistical soundness.* As of 2010, the most common minimum n-size among
states is a minimum n-size of 10.°

c. Describe how the minimum number of students was determined by the
State, including how the State collaborated with teachers, principals, other
school leaders, parents, and other stakeholders when determining such
minimum number.

USBE determined the minimum n-size by convening stakeholder groups (including educators,
principals, and parents) to consider the tradeoffs between inclusion, privacy, and statistical
soundness. USBE explored minimum n-sizes of 10 to 30. If USBE were to use a minimum n-size of
30, the number of indicators and student groups that could be reported on drops from 33 percent
(using a minimum n-size of 10) to 25 percent. Ultimately, stakeholder groups and USBE selected a
minimum n-size of 10 to maximize the number of schools and student groups included in
accountability determinations and reporting while maintaining statistical soundness and
protecting student privacy.

* National Center for Education Statistics. (2010, December). SLDS Technical Brief. Retrieved from
https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2011/2011603.pdf.
> Ibid.
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d. Describe how the State ensures that the minimum number is sufficient to not
reveal any personally identifiable information.

Utah recognizes that protecting the privacy of students and their personally-identifiable
information is of the utmost importance. Utah ensures the minimum number is sufficient to not
reveal any personally-identifiable information by using a system of primary and complementary
controls to protect the information. As defined by the National Center for Education Statistics,
primary suppression “refers to the process of withholding data values in public reporting data
that do not meet the threshold rule—in other words, removing data to protect the identity of
individual students.® Complementary suppression is used to prevent the reconstruction of the
missing count or percentage by, for example, summing the counts in unsuppressed categories
and subtracting that amount from the total. The primary and complementary controls that
USBE applies to ensure student data privacy are described below.

Primary controls
1) Underlying counts for group or student group totals are not reported.
2) If areporting group has one or more groups with 10 or fewer students, the results of the
group(s) with 10 or fewer students are recoded as “N<10”
Complementary controls:
1) For groups with 300 or more students, apply the following suppressionrules:
a. Values of 99% to 100% are recoded to 299%
b. Values of 0% to 1% are recoded to <1%
2) For groups with 100 or more than but less than 300 students, apply the following
suppression rules:
a. Values of 98% to 100% are recoded to 298%
b. Values of 0% to 2% are recoded to <2%
3) For groups with 41 or more but less than 100 students, apply the following suppression

rules:
a. Values of 95% to 100% are recoded to >295%

b. Values of 0% to 5% are recoded to <5%

® National Center for Education Statistics. (2017). Best Practices for Determining Subgroup Size in
Accountability Systems While Protecting Personally Identifiable Student Information. Retrieved from
https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2017/2017147.pdf.
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4) For groups with 21 or more but less than 40 students, apply the following suppression
rules:

a. Values of 90% to 100% are recoded to >290%
b. Values of 0% to 10% are recoded to £10%

5) Recode the percentage in all remaining categories in all groups into intervals as follows
(11-19,20-29, ... 80-89)

a. For groups with 11 or more but less than 20 students, apply the following
suppression rules:

i. Values of 80% to 100% are recoded to >80%
i. Values of 0% to 20% are recoded to <20%

ii. Recode the percentage in all remaining categories in all groups into intervals as
follows (21-29,30-39, . ..70-79)

USBE will also ensure that personally identifiable information is protected by conducting a
quality control check of the accountability reports, with data and privacy experts, prior to public
release.

e. If the State’s minimum number of students for purposes of reporting is lower
than the minimum number of students for accountability purposes, provide
the State’s minimum number of students for purposes of reporting.

Utah’s minimum number of students for reporting is the same as the minimum number of
students for accountability.

iii. Establishment of Long-Term Goals (ESEA section1111(c)(4)(A)):

a. Academic Achievement. (ESEA section1111(c)(4)(A)(i)(!)(aa))

1. Describe the long-term goals for improved academic achievement, as
measured by proficiency on the annual statewide reading/language arts
and mathematics assessments, for all students and for each subgroup of
students, including: (i) baseline data; (ii) the timeline for meeting the long-
term goals, for which the term must be the same multi-year length of time
for all students and for each subgroup of students in the State; and (iii) how
the long- term goals are ambitious.

Utah has engaged with the Governor and the Legislature to set long-term goals for education in
Utah. Utah’s long-term goals, described in USBE’s strategic plan and other joint strategic
planning efforts, are a reflection of our expectations of excellence for each student and equity
in educational outcomes. The goals are ambitious and they will require us to stretch beyond
what we would predict based on current trends. We believe we can achieve these ambitious
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goals if we make changes to current practice and implement strategies for improving student
outcomes.

Grades 3-8. Utah’s academic achievement goal for grades 3-8 is to cut by one-third the deficit
between 100 percent and the state’s proficiency rate for all students and student groups by
2022. Utah’s English language arts proficiency rate in 2016 was 46 percent (rounded), which
represents a proficiency deficit of 54 percent. Cutting the proficiency deficit by one-third would
mean reaching a proficiency rate of 64 percent by 2022. Utah’s mathematics proficiency rate in
2016 was 49 percent (rounded), which represents a proficiency deficit of 51 percent. Cutting
the proficiency deficit by one-third would mean reaching a mathematics proficiency rate of 66
percent by 2022.

Utah’s long-term goals for science are not described in this document because ESSA does not
require states to set long-term goals for improved academic achievement in science. Utah is
incorporating the long-term goals for science into USBE’s strategic plan.

See Exhibits 3 and 4 for the baseline and long-term English language arts and mathematics
goals for grades 3-8 for all student groups (rates are extended to one decimal point for
increased accuracy and transparency).

Exhibit 3: English Language Arts Proficiency Goal by Student Group (Grades 3-8)

Baseline® Long:term

Student Group (2016) (%) Goal (2022)
(%)
All students 46.1 64.1
Economically disadvantaged students 30.6 53.7
Students with disabilities 13.9 42.6
English learners 12.5 41.7
African American/Black 24.4 49.6
Asian 53.3 68.9
Hispanic/Latino 25.2 50.1
American Indian/Alaska Native 20.8 47.2
Multi-race, Non-Hispanic 48.9 66.0
Native Haw./Pacific Islander 28.0 52.0
White 51.6 67.7

# Extended to one decimal point.
Source: Utah State Board of Education, Spring 2017
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Exhibit 4: Mathematics Proficiency Goal by Student Group (Grades 3-8)

Baseline® ong:-term

Student Group (2016) (%) Goal (2022)
(%)
All students 49.4 66.2
Economically disadvantaged students 33.8 55:9
Students with disabilities 18.8 45.9
English learners 16.6 44.4
African American/Black 24.5 49,7
Asian 57.4 71.6
Hispanic/Latino 26.3 50.8
American Indian/Alaska Native 21.7 47.8
Multi-race, Non-Hispanic 49.5 66.3
Native Haw./Pacific Islander 29.9 53.3
White 55.5 70.3

® Extended to one decimal point.
Source: Utah State Board of Education, Spring 2017

Cutting the proficiency deficit by one-third for all students and student groups by 2022 is
ambitious. Based on 2015-2016 school year student performance on the English language arts
assessment, a school with a 64 percent proficiency rate is in the 92" percentile of schools.
Therefore, to achieve our long-term goal for English language arts of 64 percent proficiency by
2022, we will need to increase our proficiency rate as a state to the level of performance that
the school at the 92" percentile is currently achieving. Or, put another way, 92 percent of
schools will need to improve to achieve this goal whereas 8 percent of schools have
demonstrated that this level of performance is possible. To achieve our long-term goal for
mathematics of 66 percent proficiency by 2022, we will need to increase our proficiency rate as
a state to the level of performance that the school at the 89" percentile is currently achieving.
Strategic planning efforts in the state, including USBE’s Strategic Plan, will provide a theory of
action to this end.

High School

Utah’s academic achievement goal for high schools is to cut by one-third the deficit between
100 percent and the percent of students achieving a compaosite score of at least 18 on the ACT
by 2022. A composite score of 18 on the ACT was selected because it is recognized as the
minimum score required for entrance by most two-year colleges or four-year universities. The
current percent of students taking the ACT who achieve a composite score of at least 18 is 65
percent (rounded), which represents a deficit of 35 percent. Cutting the deficit by one-third
would mean reaching a rate of 77 percent (rounded) by 2022.
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See Exhibit 5 for the baseline and long-term goals for all student groups (rates are extended to
one decimal point for increased accuracy and transparency).

Exhibit 5: ACT Goal by Student Group (Percent Achieving at least an 18 Composite Score)

Baseline® Long-term

Student Group (2016) (%) Goal (2022)
(%)
All students 65.4 76.8
Economically disadvantaged students 43.9 62.6
Students with disabilities 14.1 42.7
English learners 7.7 38.5
African American/Black 36.9 57.9
Asian 68.2 78.8
Hispanic/Latino 7.7 58.5
American Indian/Alaska Native 29.2 52.8
Multi-race, Non-Hispanic 37.7 58.5
Native Haw./Pacific Islander 453 63.5
White 71.8 81.2

? Extended to one decimal point.
Source: Utah State Board of Education, Spring 2017

Cutting the deficit between 100 percent and the percent of students achieving a composite
score of at least 18 on the ACT by one-third for all students and student groups by 2022 is
ambitious. Based on 2015-2016 school year student performance on the ACT, a school with 77
percent of the school’s students achieving a composite score of at least 18 was in the 85"
percentile of schools. Therefore, to achieve our long-term goal for ACT of 77 percent of
students achieving a composite score of at least 18 by 2022, we will need to increase our rate
as a state to the level of performance that the school at the 85 percentile is currently
achieving. Put another way, 85 percent of schools will need to improve to achieve this goal
whereas 15 percent of schools have demonstrated that this level of performance is possible.
Strategic planning efforts in the state, including USBE’s Strategic Plan, will provide a theory of
action to this end.

2. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward meeting the long-
term goals for academic achievement in Appendix A.

3. Describe how the long-term goals and measurements of interim progress
toward the long- term goals for academic achievement take into account
the improvement necessary to make significant progress in closing
statewide proficiency gaps.
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Cutting the deficit between 100 percent and the current rate by one-third for all students and
student groups sets the same goal for all students but requires greater rates of improvement
for student groups that reach proficiency at lower rates. For example, the deficit for English
language arts proficiency between the all students group (46 percent proficient) and those
students in the economically disadvantaged student group (31 percent proficient) was 14
percentage points in the 2015-2016 school year. If each group were to cut their proficiency
deficit by one-third in six years, the resulting gap between the all-students group (64 percent
proficient) and the economically-disadvantaged group (54 percent proficient) would then be 10
percentage points (one-third of the current gap).

b. Graduation Rate. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(i)(1)(bb))

1. Describe the long-term goals for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation
rate for all students and for each subgroup of students, including: (i)
baseline data; (ii) the timeline for meeting the long-term goals, for which
the term must be the same multi-year length oftime for all students and for
each subgroup of students in the State; and (iii) how the long-term goals
are ambitious.

Utah’s graduation rate goal is to cut by one-third the graduation deficit between 100 percent
and the state’s graduation rate for all students and student groups by 2022. Utah’s graduation
rate for the 2016 school year was 85 percent (rounded), which represents a graduation deficit
of 15 percent (rounded). Cutting the graduation deficit by one-third would mean reaching a
graduation rate of 90 percent by 2022. To reach a graduation rate of 90 percent, we will need
to increase our graduation rate by approximately .8 percentage points each year. That is an
increase of approximately 350 additional graduates each year. When this goal is reached,
approximately 2,100 more students will have graduated.

See Exhibit 6 for the baseline and long-term goals for graduation for all student groups (rates
are extended to one decimal point for increased accuracy and transparency).

Exhibit 6: Utah’s Graduation Rate Goal by Student Group

Baseline? Long-term

Student Group (2016) (%) Goal (2022)
(%)
All students 85.2 90.1
Economically disadvantaged students 75.6 83.7
Students with disabilities 70.2 80.1
English learners 65.7 77.1
African American/Black 74.1 82.7
Asian 89.7 93.1
Hispanic/Latino 75.1 83.4
American Indian/Alaska Native 71.4 80.9
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Baseline? CORgEKEOT

Student Grou Goal (2022

P (2016) (%) (;,o) )
Multi-race, Non-Hispanic 81.5 87.7
Native Haw./Pacific Islander 84.6 89.7
White 87.9 91.9

? Extended to one decimal point.
Source: Utah State Board of Education, Spring 2017

This goal is ambitious. If Utah were to achieve a state graduation rate of 90 percent, it would
place Utah’s graduation rate in the top 5% percentile of states compared with 2015 nationwide
state graduation rates. Moreover, current nationwide graduation trends show a slowing in the
increase of graduation rates.” If Utah were to follow this national trend, the 2022 graduation
rate would be predicted to be in the range of 85.5 to 88.5 percent. Achieving a graduation rate
of 90 percent will require USBE and local educational agencies to implement changes and
initiatives that would increase the percentage of graduates above the current trajectory.
Strategic planning efforts in the state, including USBE’s Strategic Plan, will provide a theory of
action to this end.

2. If applicable, describe the long-term goals for each extended-year adjusted
cohort graduation rate, including (i) baseline data; (ii) the timeline for
meeting the long-term goals, for which the term must be the same multi-
year length of time for all students and for each subgroup of students in the
State; (iii) how the long-term goals are ambitious; and (iv) how the long-
term goals are more rigorous than the long-term goal set for the four-year
adjusted cohort graduation rate.

Several ESSA stakeholder working groups, including the Students with Disabilities Working
Group, Accountability Working Group, and English Learner Working Group, recommended
setting long-term goals for extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rates. Those goals are not
described here as ESSA does not require states to set long-term goals for extended-year cohort
graduation rates. Extended-year graduation rate goals will be incorporated into USBE’s strategic
plan if the Board chooses to establish them.

3. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward the long-term goals
for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate and any extended-year
adjusted cohort graduation rate in Appendix A.

4. Describe how the long-term goals and measurements of interim progress
for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate and any extended-year

" U.S. Department of Education. (2016, September). Public high school 4-year adjusted cohort
graduation rate, by race/ethnicity and selected demographics for the United States, the 50 states, and
the District of Columbia. Retrieved from

https://nces.ed.gov/ccd/tables/ACGR _RE and characteristics 2014-15.asp.
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adjusted cohort graduation rate take into account the improvement
necessary to make significant progress in closing statewide graduation rate

gaps.

Cutting the graduation deficit by one-third for all students and student groups sets the same
goal for all students but requires greater rates of improvement for student groups that
graduate from high school at lower rates. For example, the gap between the all-students group
(approximately 85 percent graduation rate) and those students in the economically
disadvantaged student group (approximately 76 percent graduation rate) was 9 percentage
points in the 2015-2016 school year. If each group were to cut their graduation deficit by one-
third in six years, the resulting gap between the all-students group (90 percent graduation rate)
and the economically-disadvantaged group (84 percent graduation rate) would then be 6
percentage points (one-third of the current gap).

c. English Language Proficiency. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(ii))

1. Describe the long-term goals for English learners for increases in the
percentage of such students making progress in achieving English language
proficiency, as measured by the statewide English language proficiency
assessment including: (i) baseline data; (ii) the State- determined timeline
for such students to achieve English language proficiency; and (iii) how the
long-term goals are ambitious.

Utah’s long-term English language proficiency goal is to increase the percentage of students
who are making adequate progress toward English language proficiency to the level of
performance of a school who is currently performing at the 75t percentile by 2022. Adequate
progress toward English language proficiency is measured according to performance on the
World-class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA) ACCESS for ELLs assessment and is
defined as either achieving a score that is .4 proficiency levels higher than the previous year’s
score or achieving a proficiency level of 5 or greater. Currently, 57 percent of
elementary/middle school students (grades 3—-8) are making adequate progress toward English
language proficiency. In contrast, the current percentage of high school students (grades 9-12)
making adequate progress toward English language proficiency is 31 percent. The long-term
goal for elementary/middle schools is 73 percent. The long-term goal for high schools is 40
percent.

Utah has set separate long-term goals for elementary/middle schools and high schools for two
main reasons. First, the baseline for high schools is much lower than the baseline for
elementary/middle schools and we are striving to set ambitious yet reasonable goals.
Additionally, the state’s accountability system distinguishes these two types of schools.

2. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward the long-term goal
for increases in the percentage of English learners making progress in
achieving English language proficiency in Appendix A.

See Appendix A.

20



iv. Indicators (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(B))

a. Academic Achievement Indicator. Describe the Academic Achievement
indicator, including a description of how the indicator (i) is based on the long-
term goals; (ii) is measured by proficiency on the annual Statewide
reading/language arts and mathematics assessments; (iii) annually measures
academic achievement for all students and separately for each subgroup of
students; and (iv) at the State’s discretion, for each public high school in the
State, includes a measure of student growth, as measured by the annual
Statewide reading/language arts and mathematics assessments.

Consistent with Utah’s long-term goals, Utah measures academic achievement according to
proficiency on the state’s annual English language arts and mathematics assessments. Utah's
Student Assessment of Growth and Excellence (SAGE) is currently administered to students in
grades 3 through 10 to measure academic achievement in the areas of English language arts
and mathematics. Beginning in 2017-2018, in accordance with State law, the State will:

e Continue to administer SAGE to students grades 3 through 8 (UCA Sections53A-1-604);

e Administer an assessment that is predictive of a student’s success on the ACT to
students in grades 9 and 10 (UCA Section 53A-1-611.5); and

e Administer the ACT to students in grade 11 (UCA Sections 53A-1-611).

The achievement indicator will measure proficiency on the statewide assessments in English
Language Arts and mathematics for students in grades 3—10 and will include all students and
student groups who take the assessment.

The achievement indicator measures a school’s performance against a certain standard of
performance at one point in time. This indicator evaluates the performance of a school’s
students relative to a certain standard of proficiency. In accordance with state law, points are
allocated for this indicator in proportion to the percentage of students who score proficient or
above on a statewide assessment (UCA Section 53A-1-1108, as in effect November 1, 2017).
Proficiency levels for the SAGE assessment were established through a rigorous standard-
setting process involving educators and stakeholders that represent the diversity of the state.

For each public high school in the State, Utah includes a measure of student growth, as
measured by annual statewide assessments using the same method as the Other Academic
Indicator for non-high schools, described in Section A.4.iv.b of this document.

b. Indicator for Public Elementary and Secondary Schools that are Not
High Schools (Other Academic Indicator). Describe the Other
Academic indicator, including how it annually measures the
performance for all students and separately for each subgroup of
students. If the Other Academic indicator is not a measure of
student growth, the description must include a demonstration that
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the indicator is a valid and reliable statewide academic indicator that
allows for meaningful differentiation in school performance.

As the Other Academic Indicator, for elementary schools and secondary schools that are not
high schools, Utah will continue the practice of including student growth in the state
accountability system for all schools. As opposed to the proficiency measure described above,
the student growth indicator measures a school’s performance against the amount of students’
academic progress between two points in time. This recognizes a school’s success in producing
sizable performance gains with their students and encouraging schools to distribute their effort
more broadly across the entire student body.

To balance transparency and validity/reliability, and in accordance with state law, points will be
indexed for this indicator based on:

e Whether a student’s performance on statewide assessment is equal to or exceeds the
student’s growth target; and

e The amount of growth students make on a statewide assessment compared to their
academic peers (UCA Section 53A-1-1108, as in effect November 1,2017).

The methodology for determining whether a student’s performance on a statewide assessment
is equal to or exceeds the student’s growth target is the Adequate Growth Percentile (AGP)
methodology. The AGP methodology involves setting targets toward proficiency for each
student and a timeframe to reach those targets. Utah will calculate an AGP for each student
based on a three-year timeline for students to catch up (i.e., reach academic proficiency) or
keep up (i.e., maintain academic proficiency). AGP is converted to a student growth target
(SGT), equivalent to a scale score on a statewide assessment, for reporting and to improve the
ease of interpretation by educators, parents, and students.

The methodology for determining the amount of growth students make on a statewide
assessment compared to their academic peers is the Student Growth Percentile (SGP)
methodology. The SGP describes how typical or atypical a student’s growth is by examining the
students’ current achievement relative to the students’ academic peers—those students who
had similar performance on statewide assessments in the previous year.? This score is reported
as a percentile on a scale from 1-99.

As is current practice, Utah’s Student Assessment of Growth and Excellence (SAGE) will be used
to calculate growth for grades 4 through 8. Student performance on the growth indicator can
be disaggregated and reported for each student group to the extent that 10 or more students in
each student group participate in the assessment.

& Betebenner, D.W. (2011). A technical overview of the student growth percentile methodology: student
growth percentiles and percentile growth projections/trajectories. Retrieved from
http://www.nj.gov/education/nijsmart/performance/SGP_Technical Overview.pdf.
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¢. Graduation Rate. Describe the Graduation Rate indicator, including a
description of (i) how the indicator is based on the long-term goals; (ii) how
the indicator annually measures graduation rate for all students and
separately for each subgroup of students; (iii) how the indicator is based on
the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate; (iv) if the State, at its
discretion, also includes one or more extended-year adjusted cohort
graduation rates, how the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate is
combined with that rate or rates within the indicator; and (v) if applicable,
how the State includes in its four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate and
any extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rates students with the most
significant cognitive disabilities assessed using an alternate assessment
aligned to alternate academic achievement standards under ESEA section
1111(b)(2)(D) and awarded a State-defined alternate diploma under ESEA
section 8101(23) and (25).

Consistent with Utah’s long-term goals, Utah includes the four-year cohort graduation rate in
the state’s accountability system. Our long-term graduation goal is to increase our graduation
rate from 85 percent to 90 percent by 2022. By including graduation rates as an indicator in the
accountability system, schools will be encouraged to increase their graduation rates. This in
turn will help to increase Utah’s overall graduation rate and thus to reach its long-term
graduation goal, which is based on the same calculation method.

Utah’s accountability system incorporates graduation rate for high schools as an indicator of
student postsecondary readiness. Points are awarded in proportion to the percentage of
students who graduate within four years. To recognize a school’s success in graduating students
in five years, in accordance with state law, up to 10 percent of the points allocated for high
school graduation may be awarded to a school for the school’s five-year cohort graduation
rate.’

Graduation rates for each public high school in the state are calculated annually using the
standard federal 4-year adjusted cohort guidelines. Using the federal four-year adjusted rate
keeps the graduation rates consistent from year to year as well as from school to school. This
ensures the reliability of the graduation rate. Validity is achieved through Board rules that
outline the minimum standards for a student to be considered a graduate (Section R277-700).
Graduation rates can be disaggregated for each student group to the extent that 10 or more
students in each student group participate in the assessment. Calculations are consistent for all
high schools throughout the state.

Schools report final graduation rates for a given cohort in October of the following school year.
For this reason, this indicator acts as a delayed or lagged indicator, and the graduation rate
assigned for any given year is determined by the graduation rate from the prior year. For

? State law authorizes USBE to award up to 10 percent of the points allocated for high school graduation
to a school for the five-year cohort graduation rate (UCA Section 53A-1-1108, as in effect November 1,
2017).
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example, the accountability report for the 2017-2018 school year will reflect the graduation
rate from the 2016-2017 school year.

d. Progress in Achieving English Language Proficiency (ELP) Indicator. Describe
the Progress in Achieving ELP indicator, including the State’s definition of ELP,
as measured by the State ELP assessment.

Utah’s accountability system includes progress in achieving English language proficiency (ELP)
as an indicator across all schools in the state with at least 10 English learners consistent with
the state-determined minimum n-size. Utah defines ELP as earning a proficiency level of five as
measured by the WIDA ACCESS for ELLs assessment, which is administered annually to all
English learners in the state. This assessment measures academic language development in the
domains of reading, writing, listening, and speaking.

In accordance with state law, points within the state accountability system for this indicator will
be awarded to schools proportional to the percentage of students who make adequate
progress toward ELP as measured by the WIDA ACCESS for ELLS assessment (UCA Section 53A-
1-1108, as in effect November 1, 2017). Consistent with Utah’s long-term goals for ELP
described in Section 4.iii.c., adequate progress toward ELP is defined as either achieving a score
that is .4 proficiency levels higher than the previous year’s score or achieving a proficiency level
of 5 or greater. The methodology for determining the percentage of students who make
adequate progress toward ELP is to:

e Step 1—Determine the denominator by identifying for each school the number of
English learners: with prior year and current year academic English assessment scores in
the form of WIDA proficiency levels; and whose prior year score was below 5.0 (and
were therefore not already considered fluent); and

e Step 2—Determine the numerator by identifying for each school the number of
students identified under Step 1 who attained: a current year score that is at least 0.4
proficiency levels higher than their prior year score; or at least a 5.0 proficiency level.

e. School Quality or Student Success Indicator(s). Describe each School Quality
or Student Success Indicator, including, for each such indicator: (i) how it
allows for meaningful differentiation in school performance; (ii) that it is
valid, reliable, comparable, and statewide (for the grade span(s) to which it
applies); and (iii) of how each such indicator annually measures performance
for all students and separately for each subgroup of students. For any School
Quality or Student Success indicator that does not apply to all grade spans,
the description must include the grade spans to which it does apply.

In addition to the school quality indicators described here, state law also provides schools the
opportunity to select other indicators local communities value to highlight on the school’s
report card (UCA Section 53A-1-1112, as in effect November 1, 2017).
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School Quality and Student Success

Equitable Educational Opportunity: Utah’s accountability system includes an equitable
educational opportunity indicator as measured by growth of the lowest-performing 25 percent
of students in a school, according to scores on statewide assessments from the previous school
year. Growth is calculated using the SGP methodology described in Section A.4.iv.b of this
document. In accordance with state law, points will be allocated to a school based on how
much student achievement increased as compared to other students with similar prior
assessment scores (UCA Section 53A-1-1108 as in effect November 1, 2017).

Although the lowest-performing 25 percent of students are included in the growth indicator
described in Section A.4.iv.b of this document, growth among the lowest-performing students
is included as a separate indicator to emphasize the importance of improving the performance
of the school’s lowest-performing students. This indicator recognizes that even if a school is
doing fairly well overall, there are likely students who would benefit from additional
attention/interventions to perform comparably to their peers. Conversely, it allows poorer-
performing schools to focus first (not exclusively) on those students most at risk for school
failure and not dilute their efforts by trying to focus everywhere at once.

Indicator allows for meaningful differentiation in school performance. The equitable educational
opportunity indicator meaningfully differentiates schools by demonstrating varied results
across schools in the system. Modeling the distribution of points earned for this indicator
among elementary and middle schools indicates that school performance on this indicator
ranges from 5 out of 25 points to 25 out of 25 points and does not simply represent a constant
within the system (see Exhibit 7).

Exhibit 7: Estimation of Point Distribution for Lowest Quartile Growth for Elementary and
Middle Schools (2015-16)

Lowest Quartile Points (Possible 25)

Source: Utah State Board of Education, Spring 2017

Indicator is valid, reliable, comparable, and statewide. The equitable educational opportunity
indicator is a valid and reliable measure of the learning gains of a student who is low-
performing compared to other students in a school. The equity indicator is comparable and
statewide because all schools that enroll students in any of grades 4 through 11 have a student
population who scored in the bottom 25 percent the previous school year. Other methods for
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defining low-performing, such as defining the group based on below proficient performance, do
not apply to all schools in a uniform way because the percentage of students scoring below
proficient varies widely among schools.

Indicator annually measures performance for all students and separately for each student
group. The equitable educational opportunity indicator measures performance for all students
to which the indicator applies and can be measured separately for each student group.

Science Achievement and Growth: Utah’s accountability system includes science achievement
and growth as an indicator of student success for all schools. For this indicator, points are
awarded for science achievement proportional to the percentage of student who score
proficient or above on annual state administered science assessments. Points are awarded for
growth in science assessments using the same method described in Section A.4.iv.b Other
Academic Indicator for Non-High Schools.

Indicator allows for meaningful differentiation in school performance: The Science Achievement
and Growth indicator is applied to all schools in the state and is weighted equally to
performance on English language arts and mathematics assessments. The science achievement
and growth indicator meaningfully differentiates schools by demonstrating varied results across
schools in the system.

Exhibit 8: Estimation of Point Distribution for Science Achievement and Growth (2015-16)
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Source: Utah State Board of Education, Spring 2017

Indicator is valid, reliable, comparable, and statewide: This indicator is applicable to all schools
with students in any of grades 4 through 10 in the state. The same method for calculating
achievement and growth in English language arts and mathematics is applied to the science
achievement and growth indicator, ensuring the indicator is valid and reliable.

Indicator annually measures performance for all students and separately for each student
group: The science achievement and growth indicator measures performance for all students to
which the indicator applies and can be measured separately for each studentgroup.

Postsecondary Readiness: Utah’s accountability system includes a postsecondary readiness
indicator as measured by readiness coursework completion, ACT performance, and graduation
rates, which is described in Section A.4.iv.c. The postsecondary readiness indicator is included
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to promote preparation for the transition from high school to the multiple pathways after
graduation. Points are allocated for the readiness coursework metric in proportion to the
percentage of students who complete at least one of the following:

e A “C” grade or better in an Advanced Placement course;

e A “C” grade or better in an International Baccalaureate course;
e A “C” grade or better in a concurrent enroliment course; or

e A career and technical education pathway.

Points are allocated for the ACT metric in proportion to the percentage of students who achieve
a composite score of 18 or higher.

Indicator allows for meaningful differentiation in school performance. The postsecondary
readiness indicator meaningfully differentiates schools by demonstrating varied results across
schools in the system. Modeling the distribution of points earned for the readiness coursework
metric show that schools’ performance on the readiness coursework metric ranges from 1.3 out
of 25 to 25 out of 25 and does not simply represent a constant within the system (see Exhibit
9).

Exhibit 9: Estimation of Points Distribution for Readiness Coursework Metric for Utah High
Schools (2015-2016)
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Source: Utah State Board of Education, Spring 2017

Similarly, modeling the distribution of points earned for the ACT metric show that schools’
performance on the ACT metric ranges from 2.5 out of 25 to 25 out of 25 and does not simply
represent a constant within the system (see Exhibit 10).
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Exhibit 10:Estimation of Points Distribution for ACT metric (2015-2016)
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Source: Utah State Board of Education, Spring 2017

Indicator is valid, reliable, comparable, and statewide. The postsecondary readiness indicator,
including the ACT and readiness coursework metrics, is a valid measure of postsecondary
readiness. A composite score of 18 on the ACT is a valid measure of college readiness because a
composite score of 18 is recognized as the minimum score required for entrance by most two-
year colleges or four-year universities. Also, research indicates that students who took AP
courses performed better academically in their first year in college and had higher probabilities
of graduating college within 5 years when compared with students who did not take AP
courses.' Research also indicates that students who take occupation-specific vocational
courses for at least one-sixth of their courses in high school earned approximately 12 percent
more one year after graduating from high school compared to those students who took less or
no occupation-specific courses. This was found true for both students who did and did not
pursue post-secondary education.

This indicator is reliable as coursework data and ACT performance is reported to the state. This
allows the state to validate and audit the data for consistency. Moreover, the state calculates
the indicator the same for each school allowing for uniformity from school to school. The ACT is

1 pougherty, C., Mellor, L., & Jian, S. (2006, February). The Relationship Between Advanced Placement
and College Graduation. National Center for Educational Accountability. Retrieved from MSPnet.

Ewing, M., & Howell, J. (2015). Is the Relationship Between AP Participation and Academic Performance
Really Meaningful? Retrieved from research.collegeboard.org.

Morgan, R., & Ramist, L. (1998). Advanced Placement Students in College: An investigation of Course
Grades at 21 Colleges. Princeton: Educational Testing Service.

"1 Bishop, J. H., & Mane, F. (2004). The impacts of career-technical education on high school labor
market success. Economics of Education Review, 23, 381-402.
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administered statewide, so the indicator is applicable for each high school with at least the
minimum n-size of students.

Indicator annually measures performance for all students and separately for each student
group. The postsecondary readiness indicator measures performance for all students and can
be measured separately for each student group. The readiness coursework metric is calculated
using a cohort that has graduated to ensure that students included in the calculation have had
four years of high school to complete the readiness coursework. As a result, the readiness
coursework metric is lagged one year, similar to the graduation indicator. The ACT metric is also
lagged to align with the readiness coursework metric and graduation metric.

v. Annual Meaningful Differentiation (ESEA section1111(c)(4)(C))

a. Describe the State’s system of annual meaningful differentiation of all public
schools in the State, consistent with the requirements of section 1111(c)(4)(C)
of the ESEA, including a description of (i) how the system is based on all
indicators in the State’s accountability system, (ii) for all students and for
each subgroup of students. Note that each state must comply with the
requirements in 1111(c)(5) of the ESEA with respect to accountability for
charter schools.

USBE will meaningfully differentiate all schools, including charter schools, using all the
indicators in the State’s accountability system. Student performance on each of the indicators is
aggregated at the school and district levels to determine school performance on each indicator.
Each indicator is then multiplied by its appropriate weighting, then all indicators are added to
determine a total.

As part of the statewide school accountability system, in accordance with state law, the state
assigns grades to schools (on an A to F scale) at both the elementary and secondary levels (UCA
Section 53A-1-1105, as in effect November 1, 2017). The grade is based on the school’s total
score across the indicators described in state law and Section A.4.iv of this document. The
system was revised during the 2017 general legislative session (2017 General Session SB 220)
and will go into effect for the 2017-2018 school year, although USBE is not required to assign
letter grades until the 2018-2019 school year.

In accordance with state law, USBE engaged in a criteria/standard setting process to establish
the performance thresholds or cut scores for assigning letter grades (UCA 53A-1-1113.5). Over
50 stakeholders were involved in the process to establish a system for assigning a school a
letter grade based on evaluating the school’s performance against specific criteria, as opposed
to normative approaches reflecting how many schools policymakers believe should be eligible
for each rating category. The Board approved the recommendations resulting from the
standard setting process at its August 2017 Board meeting. The criterion-based approach to
establishing cut scores will enable the state to avoid changing the cut scores on a regular basis
as school performance improves, which is critical to our stakeholders.

We illustrate the revised system for elementary and middle schools in Exhibit 11 using 2016
performance data. The results demonstrate that schools are normally distributed (skewness =
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-.09; kurtosis = .25) with respect to their total scores. This suggests that the state’s
accountability system produces not only meaningful but readily interpretable differentiation
among schools.

Exhibit 11: Evidence of meaningfully differentiating schools performance through state’s
accountability system (estimation using 2016 performance data)
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Source: Utah State Board of Education, Spring 2017

b. Describe the weighting of each indicator in the State’s system of annual
meaningful differentiation, including how the Academic Achievement, Other
Academic, Graduation Rate, and Progress in ELP indicators each receive
substantial weight individually and, in the aggregate, much greater weight
than the School Quality or Student Success indicator(s), in the aggregate.

Utah assigns substantial weight to each indicator in its statewide school accountability system.
For purposes of this document, performance on science assessments has been described under
the school quality and student success indicator section, per the U.S. Department of
Education’s interpretation of ESSA provisions that describe the academic achievement indicator
as a measure of proficiency on English language arts and mathematics. However, when
performance on science assessments is included in the academic achievement and other
academic (growth) indicators, the Academic Achievement, Other Academic, Graduation Rate,
and Progress in English Language Proficiency indicators each receive substantial weight
individually and much greater weight than the School Quality or Student Success indicators in
the aggregate. The weightings described here are consistent with state law (UCA Title 53A,
Chapter 1, Part 11, School Accountability System, as in effect November 1,2017).

Academic Achievement. As described in Section A.4.iv.a of this document, points are allocated
to schools for academic achievement in proportion to the percentage of the school’s students
who score at or above the proficient level on a statewide assessment of English language arts
and mathematics. This percent is calculated out of all the school’s students participating in the
assessment. The maximum number of total points possible for academic achievement is 37
points, which is 25 percent of the total points awarded for elementary and middle schools
(grades 3-8).

For high schools, the academic achievement indicator includes both academic achievement and
growth. Points are allocated to schools for achievement proportionate to the percentage of the
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school’s students who score at or above the proficient level on statewide English language arts
and mathematics assessments. Points are allocated for growth based on whether a student’s
performance on statewide assessments is equal to or exceeds the student’s academic growth
target and how much a student’s achievement increased over the course of the year as
compared to other students within the state with similar prior assessment scores. The
maximum number of total points possible for academic achievement and growth in English
language arts and mathematics for high schools is 75 points, which is 33 percent of the total
points awarded for high schools (grades 9-12).

Other Academic Indicator for Non-High Schools: Growth. As described in Section A.4.iv.b of
this document, points are allocated to elementary and middle schools for growth based on
whether a student’s performance on a statewide assessment of English language arts or
mathematics is equal to or exceeds the student’s academic growth target and how much the
student’s achievement increased in comparison to other students with similar, prior
assessment scores. The maximum number of total points possible for academic growth in
English language arts and mathematics is 38 points, which is 25 percent of the total points
awarded for elementary and middle schools (grades 3-8).

School Quality / Student Success Indicators. The School Quality and/or Student Success
indicator is defined by the state as: 1) Equitable Educational Opportunity as defined by growth
of the lowest performing 25% of students within a school; 2) Science Achievement and Growth;
and 3) Postsecondary Readiness for high schools. Weighting of each of these indicators is
described below.

Equitable Educational Opportunity. As described in Section A.4.iv.e of this document, points
for this indicator are allocated to a school based on how much a student in the lowest
performing 25 percent grew compared to other students with similar, prior assessment scores.
The maximum number of total points possible is 25 points, or 17 percent of the total points
awarded for elementary and middle schools (grades 3—8) and 6 percent of the total points
awarded for high schools (grades 9-10).

Science Achievement and Growth. As described in section A.4.iv.e, points for this indicator are
allocated to a school proportionate to the percent of students who score proficient on a science
assessment. Also, points for this indicator are allocated to a school proportionate to the
percent of students who demonstrate sufficient growth on statewide science assessments. The
maximum number of total points possible for science achievement is 19, or 13 percent of the
total points possible awarded for elementary and middle schools (grades 3—8) and 11 percent
of the total points possible for high schools (grades 9—10). The maximum number of total points
possible for science growth is 19, or 12 percent of the total points possible awarded for
elementary and middle schools (grades 3-8) and 11 percent of the total points possible for high
schools (grades 9-10). Science achievement and growth combined account for 24 percent of
the total points possible for elementary and middle schools and 22 percent of the total points
possible for high schools.

Progress toward English Language Proficiency. As described in Section A.4.iv.d of this
document, points for this indicator are allocated proportional to the percentage of English
learners making adequate progress toward fluency in English as measured by the annual
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assessment given to all English learners. The maximum number of points possible for this
indicator is 13 points, or 9 percent of the total points awarded for elementary and middle
schools (grades 3-8) and 6 percent of the total points possible for high schools (grades 9-12).
This indicator applies to all schools with 10 or more English learners. For schools with less than
10 English learners, these points are removed from the total number of points possible
(denominator) resulting in the other indicators accounting for greater weight in the overall
determination (see Exhibits 12 and 13).
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Exhibit 12: Weighting of Indicators—Elementary and Middle Schools
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Postsecondary Readiness. High schools may earn additional points in the State accountability
system for postsecondary readiness based on three metrics: 1) performance on a college
readiness assessment (as described in Section A.4.iv.e of this document), 2) graduation rate (as
described in Section A.4.iv.e of this document), and 3) performance in readiness coursework (as
described in Section A.4.iv.e of this document). Each of the postsecondary readiness indicators
are equally weighted, having 25 total points possible and accounting for 11 percent of the total
points possible awarded for high schools. The combined maximum number of total points
possible for postsecondary readiness is 75 points, or 33 percent of the total points awarded.
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Exhibit 13: Weighting of Indicators—High Schools
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c. If the State uses a different methodology or methodologies for annual
meaningful differentiation than the one described in 4.v.a. above for schools
for which an accountability determination cannot be made (e.g., P-2 schools),
describe the different methodology or methodologies, indicating the type(s)
of schools to which itapplies.

State law requires USBE to include all public schools in the state in the accountability system. To
appropriately assess the educational impact of a school that serves a special student population
state law authorizes the Board to use other indicators or different weightings than the
weightings described in Section A.4.v.b. (UCA Section 53A-1-1104, as in effect November 1,
2017). Currently, USBE uses different indicators and weightings for schools that are classified as
alternative schools or schools who primarily serve students with disabilities. USBE will
determine whether to continue the current alternative system or modify it in light of recent
accountability system changes.

vi. Identification of Schools (ESEA section1111(c)(4)(D))

a. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the State’s
methodology for identifying not less than the lowest-performing five percent
of all schools receiving Title I, Part A funds in the State for comprehensive
support and improvement, including the year in which the State will first
identify such schools.

The following principles, developed based on stakeholder input, guided Utah’s decisions
regarding identification and exit criteria for low performing schools:

1) There should be one accountability and school improvement system for the state.

2) Identification for improvement status should align with the ratings in the state’s
accountability system.

3) Expectations for identification and exiting improvement status should be clear, easy for
schools to understand, and transparent.

4) Exit criteria should be based on the reason for which a school was identified.

5) To the extent possible, exit criteria should reflect actual, sustained improvement, not
normative criteria comparing a school with other schools’ performance.

State law requires USBE to annually identify a school for improvement if the school falls into the
lowest-performing 3 percent for two consecutive school years, regardless of whether the

school is a Title | school (UCA Title 53A, Chapter 1, Part 12, School Turnaround and Leadership
Development Act). State law also requires USBE to assign schools a rating of, A, B, C, D, or F
based on the school’s performance on the indicators in the state’s accountability system (UCA
Section 53A-1-1105). Utah’s proposal for identification of schools for improvement status
attempts to align with current efforts within the state, namely State Turnaround.
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In accordance with state law, USBE engaged in a criteria/standard setting process to establish
the performance thresholds or cut scores for assigning ratings. Over 50 stakeholders were
involved in the process to establish a system for assigning a school a rating based on evaluating
the school’s performance against specific criteria, as opposed to normative approaches
reflecting how many schools policymakers believe should be eligible for each rating category.
The criterion-based approach to establishing cut scores for ratings creates stability in the
State’s school rating system, thereby avoiding frequent fluctuation in cut scores as school
performance improves across the state. This criterion-based approach achieves the priority of
clear and transparent expectations for identification and exiting improvement status, which is
critical to stakeholders.

To promote alignment with the state’s accountability system, any school that is assigned the
lowest rating in the state’s accountability system (currently an “F” letter grade, defined as
“critical needs” schools) for two consecutive years will be identified for comprehensive support
and improvement. This method provides a criterion-based measure for identifying schools for
comprehensive support and improvement. This definition includes but is not limited to Title |
schools. If less than 5 percent of schools are identified using the criterion-based measure in any
given year, Utah will move to a relative measure to identify schools for improvement,
identifying schools that are in the lowest performing 5 percent of schools for two consecutive
years.*? Utah will identify schools according to this methodology on an annual basis beginning
with the 2018-2019 school year.

Utah identifies a school for comprehensive support and improvement if the school consistently
meets the identification criteria for two consecutive years. This enables the state to target
critical resources for schools that consistently demonstrate the need for comprehensive
intervention (i.e., schools that are assigned an “F” rating and are therefore schools with critical
needs).

This methodology also allows the state to alert schools in the first year of meeting this criterion
so that they may initiate school improvement efforts on their own. Using this methodology
does not ensure that identification of the lowest 5 percent in any given year. However,
modeling using past performance data indicates that cumulatively over the course of three
years, this method will reliably identify approximately 6 percent of schools.

b. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the State’s
methodology for identifying all public high schools in the State failing to
graduate one third or more of their students for comprehensive support and

12 Utah may need to pursue a legislative change to enable the state to provide adequate funding to
identify non-Title | schools that are assigned the lowest rating in the state’s accountability system or that
fall into the lowest 5 percent of all schools. If it is not possible to identify all schools that meet the
criteria regardless of Title | status, Utah will identify at least the lowest 5 percent of all Title | schools
over the course of three years.
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improvement, including the year in which the State will first identify such
schools.

Utah will identify all public high schools for comprehensive support and improvement by
identifying schools with a four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate of less than or equal to 67
percent for two consecutive school years. Utah will identify schools with graduation rates at or
below 67 percent for comprehensive support and improvement every two years beginning in
school year 2018-19.

¢. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the
methodology by which the State identifies public schools in the State
receiving Title |, Part A funds that have received additional targeted support
under ESEA section 1111(d)(2)(C) (based on identification as a school in which
any subgroup of students, on its own, would lead to identification under ESEA
section 1111(c)(4)(D)(