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presidents, congress, governors, legislators, business
people, parents and educators have been debating,
passing laws, revising curriculum, raising graduation
requirements, and testing studentsin hopesof improving
the performance of the nation’ s public school children.

During this period of reform, school accountability
became a popular term. Many reformers argue that
improvement in public education cannot be expected
unless school s and students are held accountable.

Over the years, several ways of making schools more
accountable have been tried. These include
accountability through: performance rating; monitoring
and compliance with standards or regulations; incentive
systems; reliance on the market; changing the locus of
authority or control of schools, and changing
professional roles.

Recent studiesindicatethat theimportant components of
successful accountability systemsinclude: clear content
and achievement standards; valid testing of students to
determine if they meet those standards; reporting of
student test resultsand other characteristicsof individual
schools which impact student |earning and achievement;
asystem of rewardsfor school swhich meet the standards
andinterventionsfor school swhichdo not; and adequate
funding of all elements of the system.

Utah's 1999 L egidlature created a thirteen member Task
Force on Learning Standards and Accountability in
Public Education. The task force was given the two-year
assignment of studying student performance standards
and accountability programs and recommending an
accountability program tothe Legislature. Thetask force
has proposed | egislation for 2000 whichwill createafive-

Performance Assessment System for Students). Thefive
components of UPASS are:

1. Systematic norm-referenced achievement testing of
studentsin grades 3, 5, 8 and 11.

2. Criterion-referenced achievement testing (CRT) at the
end of every grade and basic skills course.
Constructed responsesections are to be added to the
CRTs.

3. A tenth grade basic skills competency test.

Writing assessments for studentsin grades 6 and 9.

5. Use of student behavior indicators in assessing
student performance.

»

The legislation also mandates that the State Board of
Education devel op aschool performancereport. Next year
the task force will face its greatest challenge - setting a
performance standard and establishing a system of
rewards and interventions.

« A critical challenge for the legislature will be to find

adeguate funding for UPASS, theimproved school report
cards, and, in the future, a system of rewards and
interventions.

« A well-designed accountability program could be

instrumental inensuringthat studentsleaveUtah’ spublic
education system with the basic skills necessary to
participate successfully in society. If an accountability
programisto be successful in Utah, all participantsinthe
program and the public at large must understand the
goals and objectives of the program and be confident that
the costs (both fiscal and educational) are acceptable.

UTAH FOUNDATION isaprivate, nonprofit publicser viceagency established tostudy and encour agethestudy of state

and local government in Utah, and therelation of taxesand public expendituresto the Utah economy.

UTAH FOUNDATION

10 West 100 South, Suite 323, Salt Lake City, Utah

84101-1544 (801) 364-1837



Accountability in Public Education: An Overview and Analysis

SinceaNation at Risk waspublishedin 1983,
U.S. presidents, congress, governors, legidators,
businesspeople, parentsand educators have been
debating, passing laws, revisng curriculum, raising
graduation requirements, and testing students in
hopes of improving the performance of the
nation’s public school children.

At the nationd level, Presdent Reagan made
the Department of Education acabinet level podt,
President Bush established educationd gods for
the year 2000, and today President Clinton is
pushing congress to provide funding to reduce
classszes.

States across the country have raised
graduation requirements and required studentsto
pass basic competency testsin order to graduate.
Thirty-five states have passed charter school
programs, 18 states have public school choice
(open enrollment) satewide, a few Sates have a
voucher program, three states provide education
tax deductions or credits for private education.

During this period of reform, school
accountability became a popular term.
Advocates of reform argued that improvement in
public education cannot be expected until schools
are held accountablefor educating dl students. To
address this issue, states mandated school report
cards, publication of school test scores, drop-out
and graduation rates, among other things.

Utahhasnot been Stting onthesddlinesduring
this era of reform. Below is a sdected list of
reforms implemented since the publication of A
Nation at Risk.

1 1984 - State Board of Education asks State
Office of Education to identify K-12 specific
core curricullum standards necessary for
graduation from secondary school.

1987 - State Board of Education adopts a
statewide core-curriculum for K-12.
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1988 - Increased graduation requirements.

1992 - L egidature mandates statewide open-
enrollment effective September 1993.

1990 - Began annud dtatewide testing of al
sudents in grades 5, 8, and 11 on the norm-
referenced Stanford Achievement Tedt. In
1999, the third grade was added to the annual
tedting.

1992 - Strategic Planning Act for Educationd
Excdlence passed by legidature.

1993 - Centenniad Schools Program begins
with 98 schools.

1994 - Utah's State Strategic Plan approved
by U.S. Department of Education as Utah's
preexigting Goals 2000 Plan.

1995 - Legidature passes Highly Impacted
School Program.

1996 - Legidature passesModified Centennid
School Program.

1998 - 21% Century School Program begins.
State School Board approves eight Charter
Schools.

1999 - Annud criterion-referenced testing
beginsa dl gradelevels.

1999 - Legidature creates a task force on
Leaning Standards and Accountability in
Public Education with the responghility to
develop a statewide accountability program.

As can be seen by thispartid overview, some



sgnificant efforts have been made and continueto
be made to improve the stat€'s public school
system. Higher graduationrequirements, satewide
teting on norm-referenced and criteria
referenced tests and definition of a core
curriculum are generaly recognized as important
steps forward. The development of the Highly
Impacted School Program shows appreciation of
the specia challenges faced when educating at-
risk students. Charter schools and 21% Century
Schools encourage excellence and innovation in
schools.

Despite these efforts, both the governor and
the Legidature continue to keep education issues
on the front burner. Governor Leavitt recently
proposed a6.0 percent increase (for FY 2001) in
the Weghted Pupil Unit, the basic funding formula
for public education. Thisisthelargest increasein
severd years. The 2000 Legidature will have
severa education billsto consider, oneof whichis
the result of the work of the Task Force on
Learning Standards and Accountability in Public
Education.

The purpose of this report is to provide an
overview of the issue of school accountability,
outline what seems to be a developing consensus
about what a good accountability system looks
like, and look at the recommendations of the Task
Force. However, fird it will be helpful to have a
brief discusson of what we know about how
Utah's public education system is currently

performing.

What do Utah Test Scores Tell Us
About Utah Students?

Each year Utah Foundation produces areport
entitled Utah Statewide Testing Results The
mainfocusof thereport ison the annud statewide
testing of public school sudentsin thefifth, eighth
and eleventh grade. Thistesting program hasbeen
conducted since 1990 as mandated by the 1989
Legidature. The State Office of Education has

used a norm-referenced Stanford Achievement
Test for the entire time. In addition to andyzing
thistest, the Utah Foundation report haslooked at
other tests such as the ACT and SAT, which
college bound sudents take generdly in their
senior year, and the Nationd Assessment for
Educationd Progress (NAEP) test. For a
complete analyss of these test results, the reader
is referred to the Foundation reports.* Following
is a brief discusson of the annuad Stanford
Achievement test and the ACT and SAT test
taken by Utah's college bound students as these
tests provide sufficient data to forman opinion on
how Utah's public schools are doing.

Sanford Achievement Test - 1998 Results
Eachyear snce 1990, the Utah State Office of
Education has tested public school students in
grades 5, 8, and 11.> From1990 through 1996
the Utah State Office of Education used the Eighth
Edition of the Stanford Achievement Test and
from 1997 through 1999 they used the Ninth
Edition. Bothare norm-referenced tests.®> During
the seven years of usng the Eighth Edition, the
median composite battery test score (reported as

! Utah Foundation, Utah Statewide Testing
Results 1998, (Report 623, April 1999).

2 Utah Foundation has published the results of
these tests each year. Copies of the annual reports are
available at Utah Foundation.

® A norm-referenced achievement test is
designed so the results of the test can be readily
compared to students nationally. When the test is
designed, it is calibrated to a representative national
sample of students (the normgroup) for each grade and
subject. School results of the test are reported as
“median national percentile ranks.” The percentile rank
refersto what percentage of the national normgroup of
students achieved results below that of the median
student in the schools. Therefore, sores above 50 are
considered abovethenational averageand scoresbel ow
50 are below the national average.
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percentiles as explained in footnote 3) for Utah's
fifth grade students fluctuated narrowly between
53 and 55, with the last three years (1994-96) all
being 53. In the three years of usng the Ninth
Edition, the complete battery test score median
has falen to 50 and stayed there.

From 1990 to 1996, Utah eighth grade
students had median composite battery scores
narrowly ranging between 50 and 53. Inthe Ninth
Edition, Utah’ s eighth grade students scored a54
in 1997 and 1998 and then fell to 53 in 1999.
Eleventh grade student complete battery test
scores on the Eighth Edition were congstently
higher than ether the fifth or eighth grade scores.
Eleventhgraders scored between 53 and 56, with
1995 and 1996 being at 56. On the Ninth Edition,
Utah's deventh graders have scored higher. In
1997, they record a median score of 60.
Unfortunately eleventh grade scores have falen
for the last two years. In 1998 the median score
was 58 and in 1999 a 57. Though declining,
eleventh grade complete battery scores are the
dtate's highest with the typica Utah 11" grade
sudent scoring better than 57 percent of students
in the nationa norm group.

While looking a the Statewide results is
informaive, it is dso important to look at the
results for individual schools and didtricts. This
closer look showswhat the statewide averagesdo
not -- that there are sgnificant differencesin test
scores between schools in different districts and
among schools within didricts. This is especidly
true when looking a eementary schools.
Elementary school boundaries are small and
therefore the socioeconomic characteristics of the
students are less diverse than in junior or senior
high schools. Nationa studies show that
standardized test scores are highly correlated to
socio-economic indicators. Looking at elementary
school scoresprovidesthe opportunity to seehow
students of smilar socio-economic background
are doing.
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A good way to look at the disparity among
schools is to see the school test scores of the
state’ s second largest school digtrict. The Granite
School Didrrict is an inner-urban school digtrict
with about 73,000 students. The district has 62
elementary schools, of these, 26 schools (43
percent) had median composite scores of 40 or
below, another 26 had scores between 41 and
59. Ten schools had scores of 60 or higher.
Clearly, Granite School Didrict has a high
percentage of low performing schools, with an
equa amount in the middle range.*

Of the 26 schools scoring 40 or below, 18
have 25 percent (or higher) of low income
students®, 12 of the schools have 40 percent or
higher. Of the ten schoolswith test scores of 60 or
higher, nine have 14 percent (or less) of students
living inlow income households. These datashow
that the Granite School District has some very
high performing schools and some very low
performing schools. It also seemsclear that socio-
economic factors play a ggnificant role in test
scores in Utah as has been suggested in nationa
studies. Such important data about how Utah
schools are performing is hidden in the statewide
averages.

American College Testing Program (ACT)
The most widely used national test that Utah
high school seniors voluntarily take is the test
adminigered by the American College Testing
(ACT) program. About 28 statesusethe ACT as
the standard college entrance exam. In 1999,
therewere 22,190 Utah students (68 percent) that
took the ACT. Smilar high percentages of Utah

4 For amore completeanalysisof thisissuesee
Utah Foundation, Utah Statewide Testing Results 1998,
(Report 623, April 1999).

® Low income is defined as the percent of the
student body who qualify for free or reduced pricesmeal
programs.



seniors take the exam every year. Thisisamuch
higher percentage of students than take the ACT
nationdly. A larger than norma group of test-
takers in Utah means that the dtate's average
scores are probably lower than they would be if
the same percentage of studentswereto take the
test in Utah as do nationdly.

Over the last 11 years, Utah college-bound
seniors have consstently scored above the
nationa average. In 1988, Utah's average score
was 20.9, whilethe national averagewas20.8. In
1999, Utah senior’'s average score was 21.4,
while the national averagewasto 21.0. It appears
that those Utah students planning on college are
improving their pogition in relation to the college-
bound seniors nationwide. According to the State
Office of Education, “The large percentage of
Utah students taking the test makes the overal
high scores even more impressive.”®

Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT)

Another college entrance exam is the
Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT) administered
by the Coallege Entrance Examination Board. Itis
not required by any of Utah's colleges or
univerdties, but is the primary college entrance
examinaion used by many of the nation’s dite
collegesand universities. For thesereasons, fewer
Utah students take the SAT (about 4 percent)
than nationdly and those that do are generdly a
select group of students aiming for the better out-
of-state colleges, acknowledges the State Office
of Education.

Beaing taken by Utah's top students, it would
be expected that Utah's scores should be better

6 Barbara J. Lawrence, “ Utah ACT Performance
for 1998-99,” (Utah State Office of Education, August,
1999, pl).

" This should not be confused with the
Standard Achievement Test (SAT) used in the annual
statewide testing program in grades 5, 8, 11.

than nationa scores and they are. Utah's 1999
SAT scores were again well above the national
average. Utah students had an average verba
score of 570 and amathematics score of 568. By
comparison, studentsnationally had averba score
of 505 and mathematics score of 511.

What do all these measurements mean?

What then does the data show regarding how
Utah schools are doing? The annud Stanford
Achievement Test indicatesthat on average Utah
fifth grade students performed at the nationa
average. In the eighth grade median scores are
dightly above the nationa average. Inthe deventh
grade, Utah students perform the best of thethree
grades and several points above the national
average.

As mentioned previoudy, these datewide
averages areimportant measurements but they do
mask the significant range of school scores that
exig in the sate, especidly in inner-city schools.
Furthermore, the test scores show no significant
improvement over the eight years the Sanford
Achievement Test has been administered in how
Utah students compare to students nationally.

This does not mean that Utah studentsin 1998
are not doing better than their predecessors in
1990°. It must be remembered these are norm-
referenced tests and the Eighth and Ninth Editions
of thetest are very different. For each edition, the
test measures how students taking that particular
test compare to the norm group who took the
same test. When the average median score in
Utah is above 50, it indicates that the median

& Norm referenced tests are designed to
spread scores over a curve. If a particular test
guestion becomes too easy (too many students are
able to answer it correctly), that question is made
more difficult on subsequent tests so that the scores
will once again be spread across a curve. Norm
referenced testsgenerally become more difficult over
time.
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student in Utah performed better than haf or more
of the students in the nationa norm group.

Given the low leves of per pupil expenditures
and large class szes, on the one hand, and Sate
average test scores generdly above nationd
averages, on the other hand, the case can be
made that Utah’s schools are doing an adequate
job given ther limited resources. As mentioned,
these state averages do mask the fact that some
Utah schoals are performing significantly below
the nationa average and, in addition, Utah has a
relatively smdl minority populaionand low levels
of poverty compared with the nation as awhole.
Since both of these factors tend to be closdly
related to low test scores, one could argue that
Utah's test scores should be higher than the
nationa average given Utah’ smore homogeneous
demographic make-up.

If Utah’'s demographic make-up has helped
Utah teachers succeed in an environment of large
class 9zes and low per pupil funding, that
advantage is beginning to dwindle. In the 1990s,
Utah's public school enrollments have become
more racidly and ethnicdly diverse. Hispanic,
Asa/Pacific Idander, black and AmericanIndian
students now make up 11.3 percent of Utah's
student population as opposed to 7.4 percent in
1990. The increase in diversty is one of many
factors which educators must adjust to as Utah
enters the new century.®

The current bottom line is that even though
some Utah schools are scoring lower than the
nationd average, as a whole the median Utah
gudent performs at or dightly above the nationa
average. Utah college bound students score quite
wedl in relaion to other college bound students.
Given these facts, what benefits might come from
indituting an “accountability sysem” in Utah?

®For a more detailed discussion of thisissue
see, “Utah Statewide Testing Results 1998,” Research
Report, 623, Utah Foundation.
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What is accountability?

The I'ssue of Accountability

Theideaof schoolsbeing accountable (ableto
prove that they are doing the job of educating
sudents) is not anew idea. Infact it isavery old
one. In 19" century England, schools were
adminigered under an incentive sysem cdled
“payment by results” School inspectors gave
standards tests to each student and the schools
were paid based on how well the students
performed.

Criticismdeve oped quickly over thisapproach
to education accountability becauseit wasclaimed
that teachers began dropping indruction in
disciplinestha were not on the test. The State of
New York, in 1879, implemented the “Regents
exams’ with the idea that such testing would
improve accountability. In the 1920s, with
business at the pinnacle of respect, business cost-
accounting techniques began being applied to
school systems in order to develop greater
accountability for the fiscd resources schools
received.

For many years, schools in the United States
were held accountable, being judged mainly on
the process by which children wereeducated. The
ideawas that if good text bookswere being used,
adequate time was dlowed for ingtruction, etc.,
educators were doing what they should be.

In 1970, with the publication of the book
Every Kid a Winner by Leon Lessnger, the
discussion of accountability in education took on
a revised meaning. The author, associate
commissoner of the U.S. Office of Education,
argued tha learning should be measured in
quantifidble terms that could be related to cost
datements. Lessinger dated that “instead of
cartifying that a student has spent o much timein
school or taken so many courses, the schools
should be certifying that he is able to perform
gpecific tasks. Just as a warranty certifies the



qudity and performance of a car, a diploma
should certify a youngster’s performance as a
reader, awriter, adriver, and so on...”*°

Lessinger promoted the idea that the outcome
of efforts to educate students was a better way to
judge the vaue of the system. He argued that if a
good process was not achieving the desired
results, the process should be changed.

Following the publication of aNation at Risk,
in 1983, a new wave of accountability initiatives
began. Since then, several approaches to
accountability have developed. They can be
summarized as follows™:

» Accountability through performance
rating - This includes such measures as
statewide assessments, school and district
report cards, and performance indicators.
This accountability component is
paticularly important because dl other
accountability approaches rely to some
extent onthisprocessof making information
readily available to the public.

» Accountability through monitoring and
compliance with standards or
regulations- Thisisan auditing and budget
review approach the focus of which is
compliance with set standards of
performance which outline what should be
learned and how well. Thisapproach relies
on performance reporting.

» Accountabilitythroughincentivesystems
- The main concept here is reward for

0 Michael W. Kirst, Accountability:
Implicationsfor State and Local Policymakers, Office of
Educational Research and Improvement, U.S.
Department of Education, 1990), p. 3.

% Michael W. Kirst, Accountability:
Implications for State and Local Policymakers, p.7-10.

results. Geneadly specific levds of
accomplishment  are established and
rewarded when they are achieved. Teacher
merit pay, bonuses, school awards, and
recognition are examples.

» Accountability through reliance on the
market - This approach relies on
competitionto cresteaccountability withthe
options including open enrollment among
the public schools, introducing education
dternatives such as charter schools and
magnet schools, and alowing vouchersand
tuition tax credits for students who attend
private schools.

» Accountability through changing the
locus of authority or control of schools-
The argument here is that schools will
become more accountable when the locus
of authority is changed. Parent-advisory
councils, community-controlled schools,
even date take-overs or privatization are
the proposed options.

* Accountability through changing
professional roles - This more recent
approach argues for teachers reviewing
each other for tenure or dismissd like
univergties do. Another approach is for
experienced or outstanding teachersto help
colleagues who ae judged ineffective.
Devolution of educationd policy decisons
are also part of this approach. Here site-
based education policy is made with the
teachers playing a sgnificant part in the
development of the palicy.

There are numerous approaches to
implementing greater school accountability. Many
of the six approaches mentioned can be used in
combination. Severd recent sudies of the various
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accountability programs have come to the
conclusion that there are certain elements which
help make accountability programs successful.

Important Elements of an
Accountability System

According to these dtudies, the important
components of successful systems include:

1. Clear content and achievement standards.

2. Vdid testing of sudentsto determineif they
meet those standards.

3. Reporting of student test results and other
characterigtics of individua schools which
impact student learning and achievemen.

4. A system of rewards for schools which
meet the sandards and interventions for
schools which do not.

5. Adeguate funding of al dements of the
sysem.

Content & Achievement Standards

Since 1987, the Utah State Office of Education
has worked to develop clear content standards,
that is to establish a core curriculum. Utah has a
core curriculum which outlines what udents
should learn in each subject a each grade leve.
This core curriculum has been evauated by
independent researchersand hasreceived passing
marks. Whilethereisroomfor someimprovement
and updating in the future, Utah’ s core curriculum
outlines the goals of Utah' s public schools asthey
educate sudents. Having this in place puts Utah
one sep ahead in the development of an
accountability system.

However, Utah has not established what an
acceptable or passingleve of sudent achievement
should be. Thisistheleve of achievement dl Utah
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students should be able to reach in each gradeor
before they leave the public school system. The
standard must be linked to what is being taught in
the classoom, namey, the core curriculum.
Egablishing the standard is anecessary step Utah
will have to teke.

Valid Testing

Teding is the traditiond way Sudent
achievement has been assessed. Accountability
programs depend on various assessment
indruments (tests) to determine what students
know and can do. These tests must be vaid and
reliable. Validity meansthat atest measures what
it is supposed to measure. Rdiability means that
the results from the testing could be closdly if not
exactly reproduced by administering the test a
second time under Smilar circumstances. Proper
devdopment and piloting of any assessment
ingrument used to measure student achievement
is critical to the success and credibility of an
accountability system.

As mentioned, since 1990, Utah students in
fifth, eighth, and eeventh grade have taken the
Sanford Achievement Test. Last year, the
Legidature added an additiona grade (third) to
the norm referenced test group, required criterion
referenced tests (CRT) to begivenindl gradesin
basic skill courses, and asked the State Office of
Education to develop a tenth grade basic ills
test. The reasons for these additions will be
discussed in detail later in the report. The norm
referenced test is consdered vaid and reliable
and has a nine year history. Utah's CRTs have
been reviewed by an independent agency and
found to be adequate with some minor changes.
This is a good beginning as Utah tries to assess
just what students know and can do.

Reporting

For schools to be accountable, test results
mus be made public for each school. Other
informetion about the school which might have an



impact on student performance or which reflects
other messures of student achievement must dso
be given to the public. In Utah, school digtricts
have been releasing an annud performance report
gnce 1990 which contains some of this
information. Whenthesereports are coupled with
some form of school choice as they are in Utah,
parentsare empowered to select good schoolsfor
their sudents.

However, didrict-wide information, while
hdpful, does not give enough detail to promote
individua school accountability or truly informed
school choice. Reports which detail performance
a individud schools are preferable. Current
reporting requirements aso lack uniform data
collection and reporting specifications.

Rewards & Interventions

A system of rewards and interventions is one
of the most important dements of an
accountability system. Schools who meet the
established standard should be rewarded. These
rewards can be symbolic (postive rankings and
public recognition), monetary or acombination of
both. Various types of monetary rewards have
been tried. Generdly, ether dl teachers in
successful schools receive bonuses or the school
receivesasumto be used toimprovefacilitiesand
resources. Thereiscurrently no evidencethat one
type of reward is more effective than another in
motivating schools to be successful.

Once schools not meseting the standards are
identified by the accountability program, the date
must decide how to help those schools meet the
gandards in the future. Many types of
interventions have been tried in other states with
varying degreesof success. Current research does
not show that one system of intervention is best
but does show that interventions work best when
they are seen as offers of help rather than as
punishment.

Outcome-based accountability systems are
very new and are based on the premise that dl

dudents will meet higher standards of
achievement. Schools mugt be given the training
they need to meet those gods. Interventions must
indude ample opportunities for teachers and
adminigrators to learn how to use test results to
adjugt ingruction, learning improved methods for
working with students who are struggling, and
preparing the schoal to function successfully once
the intervention period is completed.

Students who are struggling may need to be
taught in different ways, receive more one on one
indruction or tutoring. Classes teaching critical
subject areasmay need to be smaler. Regardiess
of what the components are of the system of
rewards and interventions, they must be fair and
condstent and based on clearly understandable
rules.

Since Utah has not established a performance
standard, to date, no consistent attempt has been
made to reward or intervene in schoolswhich are
performing well or poorly. Once a performance
standard for Utah students is established, a fair
and consigtent reward/intervention program must
be the next step.

Adequate Funding

The reason many states have adopted and
other doates are considering accountability
programsis that citizens want to know that their
education tax dollas are beng wel spent.
Accountability programs help citizens see just
what student outcomes are being achieved with
their education tax dollars.

Proponents of accountability programs would
argue that when fundsfor education arelimited (as
they are in Utah), it is especidly important that
those funds are producing the desired outcomes.
However, accountability programs cost money.
Teding, rewards, and interventions can carry a
sgnificant pricetag. Each important dement of an
accountability system must be adequately funded
if the system isto be successful.

With a basic underganding of the important
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dements that schould be included in an
accountability program, it is now possibleto ook
more closdly a what Utah's task force is
recommending.

Task Force on Learning Standardsand
Accountability in Public Education

The 1999 legidature created the thirteen
member Task Force on Learning Standards and
Accountabilityin Public Education. Thetask force
is made up of three members of the Senate, five
members of the House of Representatives, the
governor or his designee, two members of the
State Board of Education and two loca school
board members. The task force was given the
two-year assgnment of studying (with input from
groupsincluding education professionds, colleges
and universities, sudents and parents) student
performance standards and accountability
programs dready in place and “proven to be
successful,” measurable objectives of student
performance that can be validated and “proven
education sysems that have successfully
incorporated standards, testing, and locd
autonomy to raise student achievement.”

From this research, the task force is to make
recommendations to the legidature that will
enhance student achievement in every public
schoal inthe state by adopting learning standards,
implementing assessment methods tied with the
state learning standards, outline a program for
assiging schools which do not meet the learning
dandards, and recognize and reward schools
which do meet the standards. The goal stated in
the legidation wasto have “ an effective Satewide
gandards and accountability program in public
education functioning by July 1, 2000.” The task
force was asked to issue two reports. The first
report to be due no later than November 30,
1999 and the second, due no later than
November 30, 2000.

Members of the task force met throughout
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1999. In addition to their regular meetingsthe task
force held a two-day symposum during which
they heard testimony concerning accountability
programs in other states. In September and
October of 1999, they held a series of public
hearings throughout the State where citizens were
alowed to comment onaconceptud outlineof an
accountability program presented by the task
force. Thetask force put in alot of time reading,
Sudying, and listening and areto be complimented
for the thoroughness of ther investigations into
what should and is being done with accountability
programs in other states and what Utah citizens
think about accountability in education.

Proposed House Bill 144

At the end of November, the task force
presented its first report to the Legidature's
Educati onlnterim Committeea ongwith proposed
legidationintheform of House Bill 144. Thefocus
of thisfirgt report and theaccompanying legidation
is the assessment portion of the proposed
accountability program. The legidation outlines a
five-part assessment program to be known as
UPASS (Utah Performance Assessment System
for Students). The five components of UPASS
are

1. Systematic norm-referenced achievement
testing of studentsin grades 3, 5, 8 and 11
(third grade testing begins in the fdl of
2000).

2. Criterion-referenced achievement testing
(CRT) at the end of every grade and basic
skills course (beginning in the fal of 2001).
Badc <Kills courses include reading,
languege arts, math and science.
Condtructed response sections are to be
added to the CRTs as a pilot during two
school years (2001-03) and to beincluded
on al tests 2003-04 and beyond.



3. A tenth grade basic skills competency test
(beginning with the 2002-03 schoal yesr).

4. Writing assessments for sudents in grades
6 and 9 (beginning 2001-02).

5. Use of dudent behavior indicators in
assess ng student performance (beginningin
2001-02).

Since 1990, the state has been administering
and reporting on the norm-referenced testing of
students in grades 5, 8, and 11. In 1999, the
legidature al so passed House Bill 33 which added
the third grade to the norm-referenced testing
program, required statewide administration and
reporting of CRTsin dl grade levels and courses
in basc skills areas, and indructed the State
Board of Education to develop the tenth grade
basic skillscompetency test. CRTswereadded to
the date testing program because they are
designed to test student mastery of Utah's core
curriculum. The tenth grade basic sKills test will
ensure that Utah students who recelve a high
school diploma have mastered the desired basic
ills and will also motivate students to reach that
god. All of these are multiple choice tests.

One objection to multiple choice tests is that
they are, by their nature, not able to measure
some important aspects of student performance.
Writing ability is one of these. The congtructed
response sections to be added to the CRT under
House Bill 144 and the sixth and ninth grade
writing tests would provide vauable information
on student writing skills. Thisisan areawhere the
current norm-referenced testing indicates students
need improvement. The congtructed response
quesions dso yidd more information on
comprehengon, problem solving, critica thinking
ability and other educationa gods than do the
muitiple choice tests. Studies of assessment
programs indicate that when multiple measures
(types of tests, samples of student work, etc.) are

used, a more accurate picture of what students
know and can do can be obtained.

In addition to establishing UPASS, House Bill
144 requiresthat school digtrictsreport their CRT
scores on ther annua peformance reports
beginning with the report to be issued in January
2001 for the 1999-2000 school year. The State
Board of Education, in collaboration with the
school didtricts, is to develop a school
performance report containing information on
each school in each school digrict which will
include many of the measures currently included
ontheschool digtrictsannua performancereports
plus other measures (some of which are to be
determined during the second year of the task
force).

The board will design data collection forms
and procedures, collect and compilethedata The
information will be sent in report form to the
digricts who are responsible for digtributing the
information to the residence of each student. The
firg reports will be issued during October 2002
for the 2001-02 school year. Thisreport will take
the place of the school digtrict annual performance
report and will provideinformation on aschool by
school basis and will include Didrict and State
aggregated totds.

The find section of the bill outlines the work
that remains for the task force during its second
year. Among theitemsthetask forcewill continue
to study are;

1. Recognition and rewards to schools and
school didricts who display exemplary
gudent performance or show sgnificant
improvement or gains in student
performance,

2. Interventions, including identification of
resources to assist schools whose students
are not achieving acceptable levels of
performance,

Utah Foundation, December 1999 167



3. Determining what an acceptable level of
performanceis,

4. How best to in-service teachers and
administrators to maximizethe usefulness of
the system,

5. Discontinuing socid promations,

6. Udng parentd satisfaction surveys as a
component of assessing school
performance, and

7. How to implement public awareness
programs about the benefits of UPASS.

The task force is to complete itswork and report
its findings by November 30, 2000.

An Evaluation of House Bill 144

An examination of the contents of the
proposed House Bill 144 and the time frame
gpecified in the bill makes it clear that the task
force decided the god of the 1999 legidation to
have a statewide standards and accountability
program functioning by July 1, 2000 was too
amhbitious. The proposed legidation deas only
with the assessment system (UPASS) and
performance reports for schools and school
digtricts. As mentioned, many of the eements of
the assessment systemwere put in place by House
Bill 33in 1999, however, the new eements shed
some light on what the task force learned during
their year-long sudies. The new dements of the
assessment system are:

1. The constructed response sections which
are to be added to the CRTs,

2. The incluson of science as a basc ills
Course,

3. Writing assessments for students in grades
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6 and 9 (beginning 2001-02).

4. Use of dudent behavior indicators in
assessing student performance .

As discussed, the addition of the writing
assessments and  the congtructed  response
portions of the CRT to the Statewide testing
program will make it possible to obtain a more
accurate edimate of sudent performance
datewide. The down dde of usng multiple
measures is that they add to the cost of the
program. The constructed response portions of
the CRTsand the writing assessment will be much
more expengve to score than a multiple choice
test. Such assessments require highly trained
readers to evauate each writing sample. At least
two readers must read each sample to be sure it
is judged fairly. These tests will provide very
vauable information about student progress but
they dso require a substantia investmen.

The addition of sciencetothelist of basic skills
courses which will be tested by the CRT is dso
meeningful. Utah hasestablished acorecurriculum
which covers many areas including language arts,
meath, science, socia studies, music, art. etc. Just
which of these subjects are “basic” has been the
subject of many debates over the years.

Thetask force heard commentsthat to become
citizens of the modern world, it is important for
sudents to have an understanding of the basic
principles of science which play such animportant
part in everyday life. The NAEP and norm-
referenced tests cover science, and the CRT test
should also assess the state’'s science curriculum.
In the future, the state may want to add other
areas such as socid science (including higtory,
civics, and geography) to the ligt of basc skills
COUrSes.

The phase in period of the various éements of
the assessment system over the next four yearsis
important. Developing tests that meet the
requirements of religbility and vaidity takes time.



Thetestsmust be piloted beforethey arefinalized.
Commercid tests such as the norm-referenced
test the ate has been usng (Stanford 9) have
been carefully developed and piloted. Tests
produced by the state such asthe CRTS, the tenth
grade basic kills tedt, etc., must meet the same
standards. The four-year phasein of the UPASS
gystem hopefully dlows enough time for the
important development work and piloting of each
of the assessmentsto be accomplished beforethe
tests are findized. This work should not be
rushed if the assessments are to be vdid and
relidble measures of student performance. Test
results should not be used to evaluate school
performance until the tests have been adequately
piloted and tested.

Student behavior indicators have not been
defined in the proposed legidation. These
measures are intended to add some degree of
sudent and parent accountability to the system.
During the public hearings, the task force
discussed using absenteeism and graduation rates
as measurements of student behavior. An exact
definition of what isto beincluded in this e ement
of UPASS must be developed during the next
year before it can be adequately evauated.

Performance Reports

Currently, annua school digtrict performance
reports are required to include norm-referenced
test scores and trends, ACT (college entrance
exam) scores and trends, AP (Advanced
Placement) data including number of tests taken
and the percentage who passed, enrollment data,
attendance data, expenditures, pupil-teacher
ratios, education and experience information on
daff, some student demographicinformation, etc.
School didtricts must publish their report by
January 15 of each year and may add any
additional information beyond what is required
thet they wish.

Since each school digtrict compiles their own
dataand prepares the report in whatever format

they choosg, it isdifficult to compare one district
with another. Under the proposa in HB144, the
statewould assumetheresponshility for collecting
the data Uniform collection indruments and
sysems would be put in place, the state would
compile the dataand send the report to the school
digtrict by October 1 for the previous school year.
The didtrict would berespons blefor disseminating
the information to each student household before
November 30.

The information would be reported school by
school and totaled by digtrict and a the tateleve.
This would make it easier for citizens to make
school to school and district to  district
comparisons. Providing adequate and
understandable information to dl the parties
involved in education in the dae (students,
parents, educators, business etc.) that accurately
portrays what schools are accomplishing is, as
discussed earlier, a key element of a workable
accountability program.

While assessments and performance reports
are important parts of accountability systems
which promote accountability by reporting
outcomes, there is much work ill to be done
before Utah will have a working accountability
program. Two of the most important € ements of
accountability programs the task force will be
working on during the next year are establishing
state standards and preparing interventions for
schools who do not meet those standards.

Utah has a core curriculum and a means of
testing that curriculum (the CRT). With the other
assessmentsof the UPASS system, Utah will have
agood idea of what students know and can do.
The quedtion remaining is, a what leve should
Utah students perform in order for schools to be
considered successful?

Some dates have set high standards and
expect al students to meet those standards right
away. Other states begin with lower standards
giving schoolsachanceto adjust to new programs
and ideasand then raisethose standards, requiring

Utah Foundation, December 1999 169



improved performance over time. Stll, other
dtates take improvement from year to year into
congderation in addition to raw test scores. The
task force (after receiving input from educators,
parents, the business community, and the public)
will suggest what standard of performance
conditutes a “successful” school during the
upcoming yesr.

The task force will aso have the difficult task
of recommending an effective and affordable
system of rewards and interventions. Some of the
possble eements of such a system have been
mentioned. However, Utah's system, to be
successtul, should aso include a “last resort”
intervention.

Schools who fall to meet the sandard even
after afair intervention period should face stronger
sanctions. In many of the dates currently usng
accountability programs, the last resort is to
reconditute a school. This means bringing in a
new adminigtration and teaching staff and Sarting
over. There is currently no proof that
reconditution is effective in rasng sudent
achievement.

Over thenext few years, sudiesshould beable
to determineif sudent achievement doesimprove
in schools where recongtitution has been used.
Clearly, interventions should be designed so that
such drastic measures would seldom be used.
However, schools should not be alowed to fall
year after year and, on occasion, drastic measures
may benecessary to prevent that from happening.

Adeguate Funding

No accountability program will be successful
unless it is adequately funded. The anticipated
annua cogts associated with proposed House Bill
144 areshownin Table 1 (page 172). Note that
some of the expenses related to the assessment
program pertain to tests already part of Utah law
as contained in House Bill 33 passed in 1999.
Other costs are associated with the new
assessments and new data collection required to
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produce the state’ sschool by school performance
reports. InFY 1998, $1.677 billion dollarsof sate
money was spent on public education in Utah.
This does not include locad government
expenditures which were about $700 million.

The ongoing annuad cods of the UPASS
testing program will bedmost $7.5 millionin state
fundsand an additiond $1.4 millioninloca school
digtrict funds. The required state monies represent
a 0.5 percent increase over current expenditures
and loca funding would have to increase by 0.2
percent. In Utah, where such a large percentage
of the gate' s population is made up of school age
children, adequately funding educdion is a
continud problem. Should thelegidature consider
funding this expensve UPASS sysem?

Proponents of accountability programs would
argue that when funds for education are tight, it is
especidly important that those funds are
producing the desired outcomes. Opponents of
the new assessment system argue that the norm-
referenced tests used in Utah for years, which are
relaively inexpensve, dready provide enough
information about student outcomes to make
comparisons. Thisistrue to some degree. Norm-
referenced tests do provideinformation about the
generd knowledge of Utah students and how that
compares to the knowledge of students in the
nationd norm group. They facilitate some
comparison of Utah students to other students.
However, what they cannot do, is provide
information about how much of Utah's core
curriculum studentshave mastered and wherethey
ill need work.

Criterion referenced tests fill this important
need. So why not just use CRTs? CRTs do not
provide information comparing Utah's core
curriculum to the curriculums of other states. The
best information is obtained by using both the
CRTs and norm-referenced tests as outlined in
House Bill 33 and UPASS. The vdid reasonsfor
adding additional measures of student
performance (writing assessments, tenth grade



basc <kills etc) to the testing program were
discussed earlier. Norm-referenced or CRT tests
done provide such a limited view of gtudent
performance, an accountability program based on
that limited view would lack some credibility.

The same is true of the costs associated with
the data collection program. Without uniform
standardsfor collecting, compiling, and publishing
data no vaid comparisons can be made. When
school performance cannot be compared, it is
dfficut to judify any sysem of rewards,
interventions, or sanctions.

If the legidature does decide to fund an
accountability program, the key to the program’s
success will be adequate funding for the
intervention programs which will bring low
performing schools up to the state standard. The
elements and costs of this intervention program
have not yet been identified but will likey be
ggnificat. An accountability program will only
improve student performance if schools have the
resources (text books, supplies, adequate
fadilities, teacher training, time for tutoring,
incentivesfor improved parenta involvement, etc.)
that will dlow every student to meet the standard.
The legidature will be accountable for finding the
long-termfunding necessary to makethe program
a success.

Conclusion

Utah Foundation believesthat awell-designed
accountability program could be insrumentd in
enauring that sudents leave Utah's public
educationsystemwith the basic skillsnecessary to
participate successfully in society. Such a system
must include dl of the five key dements: content
and achievement standards, testing, reporting, a
systemof rewardsand interventionsand adequate
funding.

It is important to note that accountability
programs are quite new. In some cases these
programs seem to be successful in improving
student performance. These reported

improvements are currently being tested by
independent researchers for their vaidity. While
the logic behind accountability programs is
impressive, there is no “proof” yet that they are
effective in improving sudent performance in the
long term.

When the task force was established, it was
charged with studying and implementing “ proven”
programs. Thisisnot currently possible. Utah will
have to work to establish a system based on the
best information avalable to dae, carefully
monitor the results over time, and be willing to
make adjustments, if needed, to meet the desired
objectives.

One find note, House Bill 144 mentions that
the task force will, in the next year, study how to
implement public awareness programs about the
benefits of UPASS. This is an important part of
deve oping an accountability system that must not
be overlooked.

In other States, some resistance to testing,
rewards, and interventions has come from the
public who fdt they were I€eft out of the decision-
meking process and did not like the elements of
their sate’'s program. Law suits over testing and
performance standards have been filed.

If an accountability program isto be successful
in Utah, al participants in the program and the
public a large must understand al the e ements of
the program (their goas and objectives) and be
confident that the costs (both fiscad and
educationd) associated with the program are
acceptable. With broad support from educators,
parents, students, and the public a large,
implementing an accountability system in Utah
could have avery positiveimpact on achieving the
god of helping Utah students leave schools with
the basic knowledge and skills that will enable
them to succeed.
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Table 1

Annual Costs Associated with Proposed
House Bill 144 for Assessing, Evaluating
and Reporting Student Performance

| Annual Cost |

Norm Referenced Tests $135,000
CRT With Constructed Response 5,210,700
CRT Science Assessment 78,000
10th Grade Basic Skills Test 17,500
6th & 9th Grade Writing Assessment 830,000
Staff Development & Public Information 1,000,000
Other Support Costs 256,200

Subtotal - State Costs $7,527,400
District Costs 1,426,600
Total $8,954,000

Source: Utah State Office of Education




