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More districts 
and charter 
schools reported 
implementing 
key elements of 
the state literacy 
framework and 
meeting their 
own goals. 

oveRvIew

Utah’s K-3 Reading Improvement Program pro-
vides state matching funds to help districts and 
charter schools achieve the state’s goal of having 
third graders read at or above grade level. All 40 
Utah school districts took part in both Year 1 
(2004/05) and Year 2 (2005/06) of the program, 
and the number of participating charter schools 
increased from 10 (of 12) in Year 1 to 17 (of 20) in 
Year 2. 

With the aim of informing Utah legislators and 
education officials on program activities, use 
of funds, and outcomes, Utah’s Superintendent 
of Public Instruction, Patti Harrington, asked 
Regional Education Laboratory West at WestEd 
to review district and charter school participation 
during the first two years of the program. In early 
2006 WestEd presented its Year 1 analysis to the 
Utah State Board of Education, the state Legisla-
tive Committee on Education, and the state’s 
school districts. 

This report presents the Year 2 analysis (see box 
1 for data sources and study limitations), which 
addresses the following key questions:

How have participating school districts and •	
charter schools carried out the provisions of 
the state legislation? 

Program funds most commonly supported key 
components of the Utah K–3 Literacy Frame-
work for Successful Instruction and Intervention, 
specifically tiered literacy instruction (a targeted 
reading intervention model), small-group literacy 
instruction, and focused professional develop-
ment. More than two-thirds of program par-
ticipants also reported funding literacy coaches 
or reading specialists and training for staff to 
administer and interpret reading assessments to 
monitor student progress and guide instruction. 
Both tiered and small-group instruction were used 
more widely in Year 2 than in Year 1, as were the 
state’s Student Tutoring Achievement for Reading 
program, new basal reading programs and leveled 
reading libraries, and before- and after-school 
literacy programs.

What outcomes are evident after two years of •	
program implementation?

More participating districts and charters re-
ported meeting their self-established goals in 
Year 2, and statewide grade-level proficiency 
rates—identified through English Language Arts 
Criterion-Referenced Test (CRT) results—in-
creased slightly for grades 1 and 3 but remained 
about the same for grade 2. However, it is dif-
ficult to assess the program’s influence on these 
changes, as there is no control group and re-
searchers did not observe the local efforts under 
way in schools. The Utah State Office of Educa-
tion (USOE) should continue its efforts to ensure 
that participants implement research-based 
literacy strategies correctly and with technical 
fidelity.
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How HAve PARTIcIPATIng scHool dIsTRIcTs 
And cHARTeR scHools cARRIed oUT 
THe PRovIsIons of THe legIslATIon?

To receive program monies from the state, par-
ticipating districts must match the funds with an 
amount based on a formula.1 Most districts use 
these program monies along with other literacy-
improvement funds.2 (Appendix B reports fiscal 
2005–07 funding allocated to each district and 
charter school.)

The USOE guides implementation of the K–3 
Reading Improvement Program. Prospective 
program participants submit their literacy plans 
to the USOE for approval, and the office counsels 
participating districts and charter schools on 
research-based uses of program funds and hosts 
literacy institutes and training.

Program funds increasingly supported methods 
emphasized in the state’s literacy framework

Most program participants reported using pro-
gram funds (box 2) to implement key components 
of the state literacy framework, such as tiered 
instruction, small-group instruction, and focused 
professional development, which were each imple-
mented by more than 75 percent of participants 
(table 1). More than 70 percent also used state 
funds to pay for literacy coaches or reading spe-
cialists, and almost 70 percent of participants re-
ported using funds to train staff to administer and 

interpret the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early 
Literacy Skills (DIBELS) reading assessments to 
better monitor student progress. These were the 
most common practices in Year 1 as well.

Self-reports also indicated that certain program 
practices were used more broadly among partici-
pants in Year 2 than in Year 1. Tiered instruction 
and small-group instruction—key strategies 
promoted in the state literacy framework—rose 
from approximately 60 percent and 65 percent of 
participants in Year 1 to more than 75 percent in 
Year 2. Other activities more widely implemented 
in Year 2 included the state’s Student Tutoring 
Achievement for Reading program (up from 31 
percent of participants in Year 1 to 47 percent in 
Year 2), new basal reading programs (19 percent 
in Year 1 and 28 percent in Year 2), and before- or 
after-school literacy programs (13 percent in Year 
1 and 21 percent in Year 2).

Participants applied funds across 
five program components

The legislation for the Reading Improvement 
Program requires participants to report annually 
on five aspects of their literacy plans: assessment 
tools, intervention strategies, professional de-
velopment, reading performance standards, and 
measurable goals.

Assessment tools. According to the Utah K–3 
Literacy Framework for Successful Instruction and 

BOx 1 

Data sources and study 
limitations

Data analysis relied on two sources 
of data: the year-end Annual Read-
ing Proficiency Reports, submitted 
to the Utah State Office of Education 
(USOE) in the fall of 2006 by districts 
and charter schools participating in 
Utah’s K–3 Reading Improvement 
Program, and the English Language 

Arts Criterion-Referenced Test (CRT) 
data files provided by the USOE. 

The proficiency reports contained self-
reported data from the districts and 
charter schools on proficiency goals 
and use of funds. Schools participating 
in the program are required to report 
progress annually to the state. The CRT 
scores were used to obtain aggre gated 
proficiency rates for each program 
participant in 2004, 2005, and 2006. 

Both the self-reported data and the 
CRT data were reviewed to get a 
broad view of reading and literacy 
levels in participating districts and 
charter schools. The analysis was 
limited to self-reported data (see 
appendix D). Because the researchers 
made no site visits and were unable 
to observe local implementation of 
any reported practices, this report 
cannot address the quality of local 
efforts. 
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Intervention, districts and schools are expected 
“to identify appropriate assessment tools to screen, 
diagnose, and monitor student progress” (Utah 
State Office of Education, 2005b, p. H6). With no 
statewide elementary reading test in place and no 
common assessment mandated by the program, 
participating districts and charter schools have used 
a variety of formative and summative measures to 
monitor and assess students’ reading progress.

Kindergarten. Because the statewide English Lan-
guage Arts CRT begins at grade 1, most program 

participants assess their kindergarten students 
using DIBELS, a set of standardized measures 
of early reading skills that are used to moni-
tor literacy growth over a school year. Usually 
administered in fall, winter, and spring, DIBELS 
assessments allow teachers to measure a student’s 
progress toward developmental benchmarks and 
to plan the student’s instruction accordingly. The 
DIBELS end-of-year assessments, based on nation-
ally normed benchmark scores, include three 
levels of proficiency: deficit/at risk, emergent/
some risk, and established/low risk.3 Twenty-five 

BOx 2 

K–3 Reading Improvement 
Program funding in Year 2

In Year 2 Utah disbursed nearly 
$12.3 million to its 40 districts for the 
K–3 Reading Improvement Pro-
gram, and all 40 districts matched 
the state funds, with some districts 

even exceeding the required match 
(see table). The state also disbursed 
$212,645 to 17 participating char-
ter schools (charter schools are not 
required to provide matching funds), 
for a total of $24.8 million. (Appen-
dix B shows state and local funding 
levels by individual districts and 
charter schools.)

Funding amounts in Year 2

Source amount

State funds to districts $12,287,355

district matching funds 12,348,629

State funds to charters  212,645

total $24,848,629

taBle 1 

Self-reported uses of program funds show widespread support of methods from Utah’s literacy framework

activity supported by state funds

year 1
2004/05 school year

(number = 48)a

year 2
2005/06 school year

(number = 53) a

number percent number percent

tiered literacy instruction (utah literacy model) 29 60 41 77

Small-group classroom literacy instruction 31 65 40 76

professional development for K–3 teachers on utah literacy model 33 69 40 76

literacy coaches 34 71 38 72

dynamic indicators of Basic early literacy Skills testing 32 67 37 70

alignment of literacy instruction with utah core curriculum 30 63 35 66

leveled classroom or take-home reading libraries 20 42 26 49

Student tutoring achievement for reading program 15 31 25 47

professional learning communities or study groups focused on literacy 22 46 25 47

Summer literacy program 16 33 20 38

utah principals literacy institute 19 40 20 38

new basal reading program 9 19 15 28

Before- or after-school literacy program 6 13 11 21

full-day kindergarten 7 15 9 17

a. The number of districts and charter schools that submitted completed Utah K–3 Literacy Initiative Checklists of Practices to the Utah State Office of Educa-
tion by October 20, 2006. All 40 districts are included in both 2004/05 and 2005/06, along with 8 charter schools in Year 1 and 13 in Year 2.
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districts and three charter schools reported using 
DIBELS at the kindergarten level during Year 2. 
Overall, nearly 70 percent of participants reported 
using program funds in both Year 1 and Year 2 for 
training staff to administer and interpret DIBELS.

Other kindergarten reading mea-
sures used in Year 2 include the 
USOE Kindergarten Assessments 
(pre- and post-tests), the Develop-
mental Reading Assessment, the 
Texas Primary Reading Inventory, 
the Curriculum-Based Measure-
ment, and the Qualitative Reading 
Inventory, as well as local assess-
ments developed by individual 

school districts or charter schools. Several school 
districts reported using multiple assessment 
instruments to measure kindergartners’ reading 
progress.

Grades 1–3. The Utah English Language Arts CRT 
is administered to students in grades 1–3 in the 
spring to measure their knowledge and skills in 
reading, writing, and listening, as outlined in the 
state’s Elementary Language Arts Core Curricu-
lum. The CRT measures an individual student’s 
performance against the curriculum and indi-
cates mastery of the subject matter. Although not 
focused entirely on reading, the statewide English 
Language CRT nonetheless measures such key 
literacy components as concepts of print (first 
grade), phonemic awareness (first grade), phonics, 
spelling, vocabulary, and comprehension. Perfor-
mance levels are tied to the “cut score” for passing, 
which differs at each grade level, with students 
scoring in Levels 3 and 4 on the CRT considered 
proficient on Utah’s core curriculum.4 Level 1 is 
minimal (at least one standard deviation below 
the cut score), Level 2 is partial (no more than one 
standard deviation below the cut score), Level 3 
is sufficient (equal to the cut score), and Level 4 is 
substantial (at least one standard deviation above 
the cut score).

Because the core curriculum “clearly defines 
what all students should know and be able to 

do at the various grade levels within the critical 
areas of the literacy process” (Utah State Office of 
Education, 2005b, p. H7) and because the state’s 
English Language Arts CRT is tightly aligned to 
the core curriculum, almost 90 percent of Year 2 
program participants used the summative English 
Language Arts CRT as a part of their program 
assessment strategy. However, because a gain 
score within one school year cannot be reliably 
determined using the English Language Arts CRT 
(Utah State Office of Education, 2005a, p. 4), 16 
participating districts and 6 participating charter 
schools combined multiple assessment measures 
to evaluate and monitor their students’ reading 
progress. Additional tests administered at grades 
1–3 included DIBELS, the Development Reading 
Assessment, the Qualitative Reading Inventory, 
the Iowa Test of Basic Skills, and internal district- 
or school-developed grade-level measures.

Intervention strategies. Utah’s K–3 literacy frame-
work states that “early and appropriate interven-
tion with research-based practices is critical” if all 
students are to become successful readers (Utah 
State Office of Education, 2005b, p. H2). Utah’s 
model for targeted intervention is known as tiered 
instruction. Tier 1 is reading instruction delivered 
by the classroom teacher for two to three hours 
daily; tier 2 is supplemental, small-group instruc-
tion for students who are not proficient readers; 
and tier 3 is intensive intervention with the most 
at-risk readers, often provided by a reading spe-
cialist, literacy coach, or special education teacher. 
More than 75 percent of participants reported 
using the tiered instruction model as part of their 
literacy improvement strategy in Year 2, compared 
with  60 percent in Year 1.

Participating districts and charter schools used a 
variety of other literacy interventions. More than 
70 percent reported using program funds to hire 
additional literacy specialists, coaches, or aides to 
assist in supplemental instruction and tutoring 
and small-group instruction and progress moni-
toring. Seventeen districts and five charter schools 
also reported using program funds to provide 
school-based reading interventions before school, 

More than 70 percent of 

participants reported 

using program funds 

to hire additional 

literacy specialists, 

coaches, or aides to 

assist in supplemental 

instruction and tutoring
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after school, or in the summer. Twenty districts 
and six charters expanded their libraries of leveled 
reading books, and 25 participants (about 47 per-
cent) implemented the Student Tutoring Achieve-
ment for Reading program, a substantial increase 
over Year 1 (31 percent). Appendix D provides ad-
ditional detail about the specific reading interven-
tions reported by program participants in Year 2.

Professional development. Utah’s literacy frame-
work recommends that schools and districts 
“should maintain a focus on high-quality instruc-
tion by organizing and allocating resources to 
provide quality professional development aligned 
with data-driven needs” (Utah State Office of 
Education, 2005b, p. H5). Most Year 2 participants 
heeded that advice, with more than 75 percent (up 
from 69 percent in Year 1) dedicating program 
funds to support professional development based 
on the Utah literacy framework.

In both Year 1 and Year 2 many districts and char-
ter schools reported using state program funds 
to employ literacy coaches or reading specialists, 
mainly to help teachers instruct students in the 
five core literacy skills identified by the National 
Reading Panel: phonemic awareness, phonics, 
reading fluency, comprehension, and vocabulary. 
Year 2 efforts also included training teachers to 
use literacy assessments, such as DIBELS and the 
Developmental Reading Assessment, in a forma-
tive way, by using the data to monitor progress, 
differentiate instruction, and design interventions 
for struggling readers.

Appendix D lists specific professional develop-
ment activities reported by each Year 2 program 
participant. (This study did not involve any site 
visits or classroom observations to evaluate these 
local efforts.)

Reading performance standards. Program par-
ticipants expected their K–3 students to meet 
primarily the eight standards (and accompanying 
objectives and indicators) included in the USOE 
Elementary Language Arts Core Curriculum, as 
they had in Year 1. Reflecting current literacy 

research, these standards cover oral language, 
concepts of print, phonological and phonemic 
awareness, phonics and spelling, fluency, vo-
cabulary, comprehension, and writing. (For 
details see the state language arts curriculum at 
www.schools.utah.gov/curr/lang_art/elem/core/
core.htm.)

Measurable goals. Participants’ literacy improve-
ment plans must incorporate specific, measurable 
goals based on student gain scores. Because there 
is no statewide standard for student progress, the 
state leaves goal setting and assessment to partici-
pants. Therefore, performance targets vary by par-
ticipant, with some districts and charter schools 
setting more ambitious goals than others.

Although the overall objective of the state’s K–3 
Reading Improvement Program is to ensure that 
all Utah third graders “read at or above grade 
level,” this term and its measurement have not 
been specifically defined. Participants gener-
ally sought continuous improvement marked by 
increases in the overall percentages of students 
reading at the proficient level, as measured by 
various assessments. Some targeted cohort gains 
(following the same group of students over time), 
while others sought grade-level improvements (for 
example, 2005/06 first 
graders performing better 
than 2004/05 first grad-
ers). Many districts and 
charter schools sought 
performance gains within 
the 2005/06 school year 
and administered pre- 
and post-assessments to 
evaluate student progress.

Program participants using DIBELS set goals 
for gains in the number of students achieving a 
benchmark score or achieving a proficiency level. 
For example, districts reported such benchmark-
related goals as “2 percent more students at 
benchmark in spring 2006 than in spring 2005” 
and “10 percent fewer students not at bench-
mark.” Others sought such proficiency-level 

Although the objective 

of the program is to 

ensure that all Utah 

third graders “read 

at or above grade 

level,” this term and its 

measurement have not 

been specifically defined
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improvements as “10 percent decrease in at risk” 
or “80 percent ‘established’ or ‘emerging’.”

With students scoring in Levels 3 and 4 on the 
CRT considered proficient on Utah’s Elementary 
Language Arts Core Curriculum, participants 
commonly sought consistent increases in the 

proportion of students scoring in this range 
at each grade level. (Improvement trajectories 
obviously differed due to varying baseline scores 
among participants.) Most districts and charter 
schools sought to have a high proportion (usu-
ally 75–90 percent) of their students achieving a 
score of proficient on the CRT, while others simply 
targeted a yearly improvement (table 2). Appen-
dix E provides additional information about the 
proficiency goals set by each Year 2 program 
participant.

Practices funded by the program generally 
aligned with national reading research

Review of the available evidence indicated that 
the literacy improvement practices funded by the 
program in Year 2 are generally aligned with strate-
gies advocated by national reading research. For ex-
ample, the federal Reading First program shares the 
K–3 Reading Improvement Program’s goal of ensur-
ing that every child read at grade level or above by 
the end of third grade. Reading First champions 
the five essential components of reading instruc-
tion as identified by the National Reading Panel, 
assessment strategies for diagnosing student needs 
and measuring progress, and professional develop-
ment that helps teachers meet the reading needs of 
individual students. Reading First’s research also 
emphasizes small-group instruction and flexible in-
class grouping based on ongoing assessment (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2002, p. 6).5

These are also the core tenets of Utah’s literacy 
framework. The USOE also offers more direct, 
hands-on support through site visits and regular 
training, which, like the state framework, have 
been designed to align with Reading First. State 
officials reported that more Utah reading teach-
ers are now discussing student instruction and 
outcomes among themselves, that ongoing assess-
ments are inspiring smarter decisions, and that 
classroom literacy instruction has become more 
focused and explicit.6

Because the analysis was limited to self-reported 
data, however, and the researchers made no site 

taBle 2 

Some school districts targeted a specific proficiency 
level on the Criterion-Referenced Test, others an 
annual gain

Specific percentage of students 
proficient in 2005/06a

cohort or 
grade-level 

gainb (2004/05 
to 2005/06)district

proficiency level
(percent)

cache 90 alpine

carbon 77 Box elder

daggett 75 davis

grand 78 duchesne

Jordan 70 emery

Juab 85 garfield

Kane 73 granite

millard 72 iron

morgan 85 logan

murray 80 Ogden

nebo 75 park city

north Sanpete 74 provo

north Summit 80 Salt lake

piute 75 South Summit

Sevier 71 tintic

South Sanpete 80 washingtonc

tooele 77

uintah 71

wasatch 72

washingtonc 80

wayne 77

Note: Beaver, Rich, San Juan, and Weber did not report using the English 
Language Arts CRT as part of their assessment strategy.

a. Proficiency targets rounded to nearest unit. For districts that targeted 
a performance range or had different proficiency goals at different 
grade levels, only the lowest goal is listed.

b. For details, see appendix E.

c. Sought either an 80 percent proficiency rate or a 10 percent gain.

Source: 2005/06 annual reading proficiency reports submitted to the 
Utah State Office of Education by October 20, 2006.
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visits, this report cannot address the quality of 
these efforts

wHAT oUTcoMes ARe evIdenT so fAR?

This section summarizes program participants’ 
K–3 literacy proficiency goals and results.7 Perfor-
mance targets varied by participant—often as a 
result of the differing literacy assessments used—
with some districts or charters reporting more 
ambitious goals than others. (Appendix E presents 
individual participants’ self-reported proficiency 
goals and results.)

More participants met self-reported goals in Year 2

Each fall participating districts and charter 
schools set their literacy goals for the coming 
school year. Of the districts and charter schools 
that participated in the first two years of the 
program, more reported meeting their grade-level 
goals in Year 2 than in Year 1 (figure 1).

Additionally, many participants reported meet-
ing their grade-level proficiency goals over both 
program years. Thirty-three districts and charter 
schools (67 percent of participants) reported meet-
ing all their kindergarten goals in both Years 1 
and 2, and 22 participants (45 percent) reported 
meeting all their proficiency goals in grades 1 
and 2 in both program years. Twenty-six districts 
and charters (53 percent of participants) reported 
meeting all of their grade 3 goals in both years. 
Twelve districts and two charter schools (29 per-
cent of participants) reported meeting all of their 
K–3 proficiency goals in both program years.

More Criterion-Referenced Test proficiency 
gains at grades 1 and 3

The research team used elementary students’ 
English Language Arts CRT scaled scores to 
obtain proficiency rates for each district or charter 
school participating in the program in 2004, 
2005, and 2006 and then calculated changes in 
proficiency rates from 2004 to 2005 and 2005 to 

2006 (figure 2). Twenty-six Utah school districts 
(65 percent) increased their first grade proficiency 
rate from 2005 to 2006, 
up from 17 (43 percent) 
between 2004 and 2005. 
Similarly, 24 districts 
(60 percent) increased 
their third grade profi-
ciency rate from 2005 
to 2006, whereas 20 (50 
percent) had done so the previous year. At grade 
2, however, only 19 districts (48 percent) increased 
their proficiency rate from 2005 to 2006, down 
from 23 (58 percent) the previous year.

After Year 1 of the program 77.3 percent of first 
graders were considered proficient on the English 
Language Arts CRT. After Year 2 the share rose 
to 77.9 percent (figure 3). Slight proficiency rate 
increases were also found at grade 3 and for all 
participating K–3 students. These increases were 
statistically significant.8 At grade 2 the overall 
proficiency rate decreased slightly (from 79.8 
percent to 79.6 percent), but the difference was not 
statistically significant. Because of data limita-
tions, English Language Arts CRT proficiency 
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More participants reported meeting self-reported 
proficiency goals in Year 2 than in Year 1

Note: Totals are based on the 40 districts and 9 charter schools that 
submitted both Year 1 and Year 2 goal reports to the Utah State Office 
of Education.
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rates are compared for different student cohorts 
at each grade level (for example, for 2004/05 and 
2005/06 first graders). Thus, while it may be rea-
sonable to assume that the characteristics of each 
Utah grade-level cohort are similar, the grade-level 
comparisons should be interpreted with caution. 
Isolating the Reading Improvement Program’s 
influence on statewide English Language Arts CRT 
results was beyond the scope of this study.

Limitations of the study and 
impLications for further research

After the implementing legislation was passed in 
2004, the K–3 Reading Improvement Program was 

immediately embraced, with all 
40 of the state’s school districts 
signing on. As a result, no control 
group exists for comparison, and it 
is impossible to contrast partici-
pants and nonparticipants. Thus, 
any relationship subsequently 
identified between the program 

and student achievement outcomes is correla-
tional at best and does not imply that the program 
caused the results. The English Language Arts 
CRT changes discussed in this report could have 
been influenced by any number of factors.9

Through statewide training USOE officials have 
worked to align program implementation with 
research-based strategies. However, the research 
team for this report did not conduct site visits 
to observe local implementation of reported 
activities, as this was beyond the scope of the 
study. As a result, it was not possible to evalu-
ate the quality of the literacy efforts under way 
in schools and classrooms. In all likelihood the 
quality of these local efforts varied. Utah should 
continue its efforts to see that districts and 
charter schools have the capacity to ensure that 
school staff implement research-based literacy 
strategies correctly and with technical fidelity. 
The state may also want to consider support-
ing more research on program implementation, 
including site visits, to evaluate the quality of 
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Overall grade-level Criterion-Referenced Test 
proficiency rates rose more in Year 2 than in Year 1, 
except at grade 2

Note: All district students taking the English Language Arts Criterion-
Referenced Test in the specified years were included in the calculations. 
These district (noncharter) students constitute most of the relevant pop-
ulation. The data compare different student cohorts at each grade level 
(for example, 2004/05 first graders and 2005/06 first graders) because 
data limitations did not permit tracking the same cohorts over time.

a. Statistically significant at the 5 percent level using a z-test.
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Criterion-Referenced Test proficiency rates increased 
more in Year 2 than in Year 1 in grades 1 and 3, but 
not grade 2

Note: All 40 districts participated in both program years. Participat-
ing charter schools were excluded because their smaller enrollments 
tended to dramatically shift their proficiency rates from year to year. In 
part because of the relatively small number of districts in Utah, none of 
the year-to-year changes were statistically significant at the 5 percent 
level using a z-test.
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local efforts and the extent to which they meet 
the spirit of the law.

The stated goal of the legislation is to ensure that 
all Utah third graders are “reading at or above 
grade level,” yet the state has not specifically 
defined what this means. Doing so would be an 
important step forward, helping participants to set 
clearer goals and strengthening evaluation efforts. 
And finally, to allow for more insightful evalua-
tion in the future, as Utah policymakers consider 
legislating any new program, they may also want 
to consider how to measure that program’s effects. 
Possible scenarios might include mandating a 
detailed evaluation procedure in the statute or 
specifying the allocation of program funds based 
on specific criteria.

noTes

Utah Code 53A–17a–151: “Each local school 1. 
board may levy a tax rate of up to .000121 per 
dollar of taxable value for funding the school 
district’s K–3 Reading Improvement Program. 
The levy authorized under this section is in 
addition to any other levy. . . . A local school 
board shall establish its board-approved levy 
under this section by June 1 to have the levy 
apply to the fiscal year beginning July 1 in 
that same calendar year.”

Local literacy improvement efforts in Utah 2. 
are supported by a variety of funding sources, 
including local taxes and levies; federal Read-
ing First monies; Title I and special education 
funds; trust funds; and Parent Teacher Associ-
ation, community, and business contributions.

DIBELS assesses initial sounds fluency, 3. 
phoneme segmentation fluency, letter nam-
ing fluency, nonsense word fluency, and oral 
reading fluency. For more information about 
DIBELS, visit the DIBELS Web site, hosted by 
the University of Oregon Center on Teach-
ing and Learning, http://dibels.uoregon.edu/
index.php.

The Utah Elementary Language Arts Core 4. 
Curriculum describes the research base 
underlying each of the state’s eight standards 
and includes suggestions for teacher delivery, 
assessment, differentiation, and home con-
nections. It is available online at www.schools.
utah.gov/curr/lang_art/elem/core/core.htm.

In 2005/06 Reading First supported literacy 5. 
training in 18 schools across Utah’s Duchesne, 
Granite, North Sanpete, Ogden, Salt Lake, 
and San Juan districts. For more informa-
tion about Reading First in Utah, visit www.
schools.utah.gov/curr/readingfirst/about.htm.

December 2006 interview with Lynne 6. 
Greenwood, USOE elementary language arts 
specialist and chief program officer.

At the request of Utah Superintendent of Pub-7. 
lic Instruction Patti Harrington, the research 
team investigated the relationship between 
program activities and student achievement 
gains. To do so, the team employed a statis-
tical method known as hierarchical linear 
modeling (HLM) to examine how certain 
school characteristics and district program 
activities were descriptively related to English 
Language Arts CRT scores (aggregated to the 
school level). However, the available data had 
two major limitations: 1) For participating 
districts, the data lacked school-level infor-
mation about program activities; and 2) they 
lacked a clear set of comparison districts for 
examining the relationship between various 
program activities and school-level gains. 
Because of these limitations, the findings were 
not sufficient to warrant any inferences about 
such relationships. Thus, the HLM results are 
not included in this report.

Slightly different z-test calculations were 8. 
used for figures 2 and 3. The z-test for figure 
2 assessed the proportion differences for two 
dependent samples, while the z-test for figure 
3 assessed the proportion differences from 
two independent samples. This methodology 
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is described in further detail in Hinkle, Wi-
ersma, and Jurs (1998).

For example, some of the literature suggests 9. 
that small improvements may be due simply 
to the consistent application of statewide 
accountability policies and assessments. 

Research by the University of Colorado’s 
Robert Linn on behalf of the federally funded 
Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, 
and Student Testing (www.cse.ucla.edu/) has 
shown that some year-to-year improvements 
are to be expected as teachers and principals 
grow more accustomed to statewide tests.
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