
 

 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Members, Utah State Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Scott Jones 
  Deputy Superintendent of Operations 
 
DATE:  June 9-10, 2016 
 
ACTION:    Aspire System 

 
  
Background:  
During the May 2016 Utah State Board of Education meeting it was decided to not charge a fee 
for use of the Aspire system to the LEAs. The Board wanted the Office of the Legislative Auditor 
to conduct their Audit prior to a final decision on whether or not to charge the fee. The fee is in 
the State Fiscal Year 17 fee schedule. The audit will likely not finish until well after the start of 
the 2017 calendar year so it is unlikely that the fee will get charged during State Fiscal Year 17. 
 
Board Strategic Plan:  
This item supports the following imperative(s) and strategies in the Board’s Strategic Plan:  

· System Values 
· Funding 

Anticipated Action:  
The Finance Committee will discuss this particular issue again along with the possibility of 
receiving input from a legislator or legislators. The committee may then make 
recommendations to the Utah State Board of Education on whether or not to remain with the 
Course of Action determined during the May 2016 Board Meeting or to pursue other or 
additional Courses of Action. 
 
Contact: Scott Jones, Deputy Superintendent of Operations, 801-538-7514 



FAQ           

 What is Aspire? 

Aspire is the state of Utah’s student information system. LEAs (Local Education Agencies) have the 
option to use the Aspire student information system or purchase a different student information system 
of their choosing. 

 How many developers work on Aspire? 

Seven developers are programming Aspire at USOE.  

 How does Aspire interface with the state UTREx daily data collection for reporting? 

 Aspire uses a SIF agent that serves as a “translator” between the data software’s that are submitted to 
the state by all LEAs (local education agencies) to interface with the state UTREx data collection.   
This data are used for reporting to the federal, state, local governments and for funding purposes. 

 What is SIF?  

 SIF (Schools Interoperability Framework) translates and integrates data between schools.   
This integration via SIF benefits schools to exchange student information securely and efficiently in 
sharing data no matter what student information system is used. 

 What does Aspire offer an LEA (local education agency)? 

Academic Intervention Tracking 
Assessment Imports 
Attendance Tracking 
Behavior Tracking 
College and Career Tracking 
Enrollment  
Food Service 
Food Service data – importing from Department of Workforce Services direct certification data for 
students eligible for free meals for the state Child Nutrition Food Service Department 
Parent / Guardian Notifications of student academic summary information 
Scheduling 
Teacher Grade Books 
UTREx SIF daily submission for state and federal reporting for funding 
 
 



 What software does Aspire interface with? 

UTREX 

Canvas –interface with Grade Book data via SIF compatibility 

 

 Who can use Aspire software? 

Any public education institution in the state of Utah can use the state’s Aspire software. 

 

 Who do I contact if our LEA wants to use Aspire? 

Derek Howard - Manager of Aspire - 801-538-7614 
Derek.Howard@schools.utah.gov 
 

Who do I contact for Aspire help and more information?   

USOE - General Support number: 801-538-7800 

 

mailto:Derek.Howard@schools.utah.gov


Aspire Fee Implementation 
Analysis  
Courses of Action

Implementation of the ASPIRE Fee
Presented to the Utah State Board of Education Finance 

Committee during the May 2016 meeting



FACTS

ñ The Aspire fee exists in the Schedule of Fees 
approved by the legislature-implementation can 
occur in SFY 17
ñ The implementation of the fee will result in a, 

“negative appropriation,” of ~$820,000.00 
effective SFY 18
ñ Many stakeholders oppose the implementation of 

the fee
ñ Fee is calculated at $4.50 per student
ñ The findings of the Free Market Protection and 

Privatization Board are recommendations-the 
USBE has the final say on implementation
ñ The mandatory public hearing on implementation 

did occur

ASSUMPTIONS

ñ The data supplied to the Free 
Market  Protection and 
Privatization Board is accurate-
seven IT positions ~$820,000.00
ñ The intent is to get an audit 

completed
ñ Current users of Aspire will seek 

other alternatives (a fact?)

Facts and Assumptions



Courses of Action(COA)
ñ COA #1: Title:  Implement the fee in SFY 17 and do or do not require 

mandatory participation by LEAs
ñ COA #2:  Title:  Implement the fee in SFY 18 and do or do not require 

mandatory participation by LEAs
ñ COA #3:  Title: Do not implement the fee

COMMON TO ALL THREE COAs

ñ The understanding is that prior to the implementation, or not, an audit is to 
occur-no audit is currently scheduled to determine if the data provided to the 
Free Market Protection and  Privatization Board is accurate



ADVANTAGES

ñ Meets intent or 
recommendation of the 
Privatization Board
ñ Supported by the current fee 

schedule for SFY 17
ñ Increases USBE revenue without 

a “negative appropriation” in 
effect until SFY 18

DISADVANTAGES
ñ Mandated participation by LEAs 

negates the intent of the 
Privatization Board
ñ LEAs will likely seek other 

alternatives 
ñ RIF of personnel identified as 

supporting the ASPIRE 
process/system

COA #1
Implement the fee in SFY 17 and do or do not 

require mandatory participation by LEAs
Action: Implement the fee in SFY 17



ADVANTAGES
ñ Meets intent or recommendation of the 

Free Market Protection and Privatization 
Board-albeit sometime later
ñ Supported by the current fee schedule 
ñ Allows an additional SFY to ensure timely 

RIF of positions related to the support to 
Aspire processes/systems if LEAs choose 
to not continue in Aspire beginning in SFY 
18
ñ Mandated participation by LEAs ensures 

sufficient funding to cover 
positions/system costs

DISADVANTAGES
ñ Mandated participation by LEAs 

potentially negates the intent of 
the Free Market Protection and  
Privatization Board
ñ LEAs will likely seek other 

alternatives 
ñ RIF of positions identified as 

supporting the Aspire 
process/system will occur if all LEAs 
decide to pursue other systems

COA #2
Implement the fee in SFY 18 and do or do not 

require mandatory participation by LEAs
Action: Implement the fee in SFY 18



ADVANTAGES

ñ Continues a “service oriented” 
approach to LEAs
ñ Sustains positions to support the 

use of Aspire by existing LEAs

DISADVANTAGES
ñ Potential for push back from the 

Free Market Protection and 
Privatization Board and/or external 
stakeholders interested in 
providing the service to LEAs 
ñ No control for decreased use over 

time by the existing LEAs despite 
not implementing the fee-causing 
strain on continued use of state 
funds for IT positions

COA #3
Do not Implement the Fee

Action: No implementation of the fee (status quo)



DISCUSSION
Questions/Concerns
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