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Abstract 

Literacy is the pillar of our society. The students who cannot read by fourth-grade are 

four times more likely to drop out of high school and live in poverty (Hartmann, 2016). 

Despite educators’ effort to remediate literacy deficiency, according to the 2015 National 

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 36% of all students, 14% of Students with 

Disabilities (SwD) and 9% of Limited English learners (LEP) were English Language 

Arts (ELA) proficient. In 2006, Utah created a Dual Language Immersion model (DLI) in 

elementary schools to promote bilingualism and biliteracy. Under this model, 50% of the 

classes were in English and the other 50% in a target language. The Utah state 

assessments, Criterion-Referenced Test (CRT) (1999-2013), and Student Achievement 

Growth and Excellence (SAGE) (2014-2017) presented a higher level of ELA 

proficiency for students in DLI programs. Therefore, the hypothesis was that DLI 

programs could enhance ELA proficiency non only for all but also for Students with 

Disabilities (SwD) and Limited English Proficient LEP students. Incidentally, there was 

no significant difference between SAGE and NAEP fourth-grade ELA test scores in 

2015. The methodology followed a qualitative descriptive study. Five interviews were 

conducted and were supported by a collection of quantitative data gathered from fourth-

grade SAGE ELA test scores from the website Datagateway and the USBOE. SAGE 

ELA test scores for All, SwD, and LEP students in DLI and non-DLI schools for years 

2014 to 2017 were recorded, analyzed, and compared. The result of the analysis 

suggested a positive relationship between DLI programs and ELA proficiency for All but 

also for SwD and LEP students in DLI programs. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction  

The lack of literacy proficiency in Grade 4 is likely to have a lifelong dire effect 

on students (Literacy statistics, 2015). The 2015 National Assessment of Educational 

Progress (NAEP) suggested a discrepancy in English Language Arts (ELA) proficiency 

level between general education, Students with Disabilities (SwD), and Limited English 

Proficient (LEP) students. The researcher’s professional experience as a special 

education, French and Title 1 teacher in high schools showed that students with lack of 

literacy were at an academic disadvantage. This led to wonder if other methods than 

remedial programs could be more effective in reaching ELA proficiency. In leading the 

research five main elements stood out: The first, was the dire effect of lack of literacy 

skills in fourth-grade. The second, was Common Core components of ELA/reading 

proficiency. The third was, the complexity of the needed neurological pathways in which 

literacy is formed and functions. The fourth, was the low return of multi-tiered systems in 

ELA remediation. And finally, the successful implementation of Utah DLI programs 

showing an increase of ELA proficiency in DLI programs. These five elements led to the 

purpose, the rational of the study and the research questions, outlined further on. 

Lack of Literacy 

Students with low reading proficiency in fourth-grade are more likely to suffer 

life long consequences such as leaving school without a high school diploma. This, in 

turn, would provide less career opportunities and thus could lead to welfare services 

("Literacy statistics,” 2015). Furthermore, fourth-grade students with low reading 

proficiency are more like to end up in prison and perpetuate illiteracy to descendants 

(“Literacy statistics,” 2015).  The National Center for Learning Disabilities (2017) 

confirms that these students “are more likely to be incarcerated, which further disrupts 

their education and contributes to high dropout rates and recidivism rates” (para. 32).   

NAEP ELA Measures for Reading  

The National Assessment on Educational Progress (NAEP) provides important 

insights on the level of literacy proficiency for fourth and eighth grade students in the 

United States (NAEP, 2016).  The NAEP reading framework was updated in 2009.  

Students were to be assessed on content with literary text, fiction, literary nonfiction, 

poetry, informational text, exposition, argumentation and persuasive text, procedural text 

and documents; on cognitive processes with cognitive targets distinguished by text type 
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such as locate/recall, integrate/interpret, and critical/evaluation; and on vocabulary and 

poetry (NAEP, 2016) (Appendix C). 

The 2015 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) indicated that a 

majority of students were under the proficient level in ELA. Only 36% of all students in 

public and non-public schools were at or above proficiency in English Language Arts 

2015 (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2015), while only 14% of 

students in special education and 9% of LEP students were at or above proficiency level 

(NAEP, 2016).  This finding suggests that students with disabilities and Limited English 

Proficiency are the most affected by a lack of literacy proficiency.  

Utah Stands on Illiteracy 

Dr. Gregg Roberts, World Language and Dual Language Immersion Specialist at 

the Utah State Office of Education, declared that “monolingualism is the illiteracy of the 

21st century” (Leite, 2013, p. 1). According to Leite (2013), this is this belief that 

prompted Dr. Roberts to create, in 2006, and roll out, in 2008, the 50/50 Dual Language 

Immersion programs in a few piloted grammar schools.  

Leite (2013) mentioned that the program started in first grade and was then 

extended to second grade the following year, then to third grade, and so on.  Students 

benefited from instruction in English and the target language. Schools offered French, 

Spanish, Portuguese or Japanese. A half-day was dedicated to instruction in English, 

while the other half of the day was instructed in the target language. Utah based the 

curriculum on an adaptation of the Common Core, called the Utah Common Core 

Standards (Leite, 2013). 

The creation of the national Common Core Standards was led by the States and is 

therefore not mandated as it is not part of No Child Left Behind or any further federal 

initiatives (Myths vs. Facts, 2019).  The Common Core Standards were drafted by 

“experts, and teachers . . .  with 41 states adopting them” (What parents should know, 

2019, p. 1).  The goal was to implement standards leading to the development of “critical 

thinking, problem-solving, and analytical skills” (p. 1).  Utah participated in the creation 

of the Common Core Standards (Utah Core Standards, 2019) and further adapted the 

Common Core Standards to their state before adopting them officially in 2008 (Utah 

Core Standards, 2019). 



UTAH’S IMMERSION MODEL AND LITERACY PROFICIENCY 
 

 

3

In 1999, Utah had already created an assessment called the Criterion-Referenced 

Tests (CRT) to assess ELA, math, and science proficiency.  They kept using CRT until 

2014, when they created another assessment, Students Assessment of Growth and 

Excellence (SAGE), based on the 2008 Utah Common Core Standards (Utah Core 

Standards, 2019). 

School Tutoring Academy (n.d.) mentioned that the English Language Arts 

(ELA) Criterion-Referenced Test (CRT) was designed in a multiple-choice format. The 

test was meant to assess whether a student became proficient in the standards defined by 

Utah.  

There “were approximately 60-70 questions on the assessment given over three 

testing sessions” (School Tutoring Academy, n.d., para. 6).  Accommodations were 

offered for students with a disability if the need for such was mentioned in their 

Individual Education Plan (IEP).  Alternate or modified assessments for students with 

more severe disabilities were provided (School Tutoring Academy, n.d.).  Scores were 

later classified by proficiency levels (School Tutoring Academy, n.d.).  Three levels of 

proficiency were defined: “Minimal, Partial, Sufficient and Substantial” (para. 8).  

Students falling in the minimal and partial categories were not considered as proficient, 

while students falling in the sufficient and substantial were deemed proficient (Shaeffer 

& Nye, 2016).  CRT assessed ELA proficiency through assessments in “phonetical 

knowledge, vocabulary, reading comprehension, analysis, evaluation, revision and 

editing processes, and the writing process” (para. 10).  

In 2014, SAGE was accepted by the State Board of Education to assess students 

in ELA proficiency. Shaeffer (2014) reported that SAGE scores were similar, within five 

points, to the scores Utah students attained in the 2015 NAEP. This 5 points difference in 

proficiency rate were deemed insignificant by the analysis provided by Achieve, which an 

independent education advocacy organization (“Utah Closes the ‘Honesty Gap,’” n.d.).  

This speaks to SAGE’s reliability (Shaeffer, 2014).  This reliability might stem from 

Utah’s instruction based on the  Utah Common Core Standards (UCCS) based on the 

national Common Core State Standards, establishing a structure for high-quality 

instruction with instruction leading to literacy proficiency (USBOE, 2017b). 
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The UCCS defines Literacy in fourth-grade by five English Language Arts (ELA) 

strands: reading literature, reading informational text, listening comprehension 

(informational), writing, and language (USOE, n.d.-a).  SAGE measures proficiency 

based on Utah's core standards (UEA, 2019).  SAGE assesses core standards proficiency 

through each strand with one or two modules (Benchmark modules: ELA grades 3-11, 

2016).  Modules’ test results are averaged within the same strand to score literacy 

proficiency for each of the strands (Individual student report, n.d.).       

The Researcher’s Experience 

During my five years as a Title 1 teacher and subsequently, as a special education 

teacher for students in ninth to twelfth grade, I noticed that a major handicap for 

academic success was a lack of literacy skills.  I also realized that remedial programs 

administered to students to enhance literacy skills had limited effects on students in ninth 

grade.  Hughes and Dexter (2017) confirmed that a third of special education students, 

despite remedial programs, failed to thrive in general education. Later, I worked as a 

French teacher and noticed that students who had low literacy proficiency in English also 

had low literacy skills in French.  Perhaps this observation suggested that a lack of basic 

literacy was an obstacle for other areas of study.  

These observations led me to wonder how to improve ELA proficiency in 

elementary school students so that students who came to the ninth grade could read at a 

ninth-grade level.  This interest directed me to examine the literature on literacy 

development in the brain, and the specific learning disabilities in reading.  

However, the true catalyst for this research came from the Utah State Board of 

Education (USBOE).  The board claimed that students in schools offering the 50/50 Dual 

Language Immersion (DLI) model, which develops bilingual students, performed better 

in the Utah state CRT assessments than students in non-DLI schools (School Tutoring 

Academy, n.d.). A further literature review on bilingualism and its neurological effects on 

brain development related to literacy suggested that becoming bilingual before the age of 

eleven strengthened literacy-related neurological pathways that are weak in students with 

learning disabilities (Society for Neuroscience, 2008).  

These reflections and discoveries were the inspirations for the research: The 

relationship between the Utah 50/50 Dual-Language-Immersion model and literacy in the 
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Alpine, Davis, and Granite school districts in Utah: Consideration for and implications of 

students with disabilities and limited English proficiency in fourth-grade. 

Potential Implications for the DLI Model 

In summary, fourth-grade is a pivotal point for gaining reading proficiency 
(Literacy statistics, 2015).  Only 36% of All students, 14% of students in special 

education, and 9% of Limited English Proficiency students were at or above proficiency 

level at the 2015 NAEP assessment (NAEP, 2016).  The Utah State Board of Education 

(2017a) claimed that students in the DLI model perform better in state assessment.  The 

benefits of the literature mentioned above might inform the observation of a positive 

relationship between the DLI model and proficiency in the CRT ELA fourth-grade 

assessment.  The results of this research could entice states to create DLI programs in 

their schools, which could lead to a decrease in the percentage of students who drop out 

of high school, poverty, while also avert the perpetuation of illiteracy.  The creation of 

DLI schools in the nation could improve NEAP ELA proficiency levels for all students.  

Finally, the creation of DLI schools could lead to a response, if not a cure, to reduce 

reading deficiencies, especially for the populations with the lowest reading scores: 

Students with Disabilities (SwD) and students with Limited English Proficiency (LEP). 

Purpose and Rationale 

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between the Utah 50/50 

dual-language immersion (DLI) model and English Language Arts (ELA) proficiency for 

All fourth-grade students with consideration of students with disabilities (SwD) and 

Limited English Proficient (LEP) students.   

The relationship will be measured by the Utah Student Assessment of Growth and 

Excellence (SAGE) test scores collected via Datagateway website and via the USBOE.  

The test scores will be collected for students in DLI and non-DLI models to compare 

ELA proficiency in these two settings and, therefore, evaluate the relationship of DLI 

model and non-DLI models on ELA proficiency. The scores of years 2014, 2015, 2016, 

and 2017 will be recorded to evaluate the relationship longitudinally as well. 

The study will be conducted in three of Utah school districts: Alpine, Davis, and 

Granite.  According to Dr. Karl H. Bowman (Bowman, interview, 2018), a world 

language and dual-language immersion specialist in teaching and learning for the Utah 
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State Board of Education, to attend a DLI school, parents can apply within and outside of 

their residential area, but the child might not get in, as a lottery system sets the 

enrollment.   

There are 899 public schools with 501 elementary schools in Utah, with 491,206 

students enrolled in 2017 in its 60 school districts (EducationBug, 2017).  Alpine school 

district enrolled 51,240 students in pre-kindergarten through twelfth grade, while Davis 

enrolled 60,749 students, and Granite enrolled 70,771 (EducationBug, 2017).  In total, 

these districts enrolled 182,760 students out of 491,206 students in the whole state of 

Utah.  Therefore, Alpine, Davis, and Granite enrolled 37.2% of Utah’s student 

population.  These districts were chosen for this study because they enrolled most 

students, and the three of them account for 33% of Utah’s DLI schools (ASD, 2017).  

The combination of these factors increases the reliability of the findings. 

The rationale for this inquiry is in four parts.  The first two rationales characterize 

a sense of urgency in education to increase literacy skills.  The third speaks to the DLI 

program as a potential solution to increase literacy proficiency, particularly for students 

scoring the lowest in the 2015 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP): 

special education and LEP students (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES]).  

The fourth is to recognize the positive impact of bilingualism on the literacy neurological 

pathways. 

The first rationale is that students who have low reading proficiency in fourth-

grade can endure long-lasting negative consequences in school and their life. The 

negative effects could also go beyond their own life by perpetuating illiteracy for 

generations (Literacy statistics, 2015).  

The second rationale is that despite federal, state, and local educational initiatives 

and educators’ efforts to support initiatives aimed at increasing literacy skills, the 2015 

NAEP shows that the students with disabilities and students with Limited English 

Proficiency are still the most affected by a lack of literacy proficiency (National Center 

for Education Statistics [NCES], 2015).  NAEP (2016) shows that only 14% of students 

in fourth-grade are at or above proficiency level and that LEP students are at an even 

lower rate of 9% while other students can see a 36% level of ELA proficiency. Therefore, 

a sense of urgency emerges around finding solutions to this problem. 
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The third rationale is that the Utah State Board of Education (USBOE, 2017a) 

claims that students participating in schools following the DLI model, which produces 

bilingual students, “performed as well or better than non-immersion students on [CRT] 

standardized tests in English/[ELA]” (p. 1). CRT was replaced by SAGE in 2014, and   

SAGE scores were only five points above NAEP test scores, giving SAGE reliability in 

assessing proficiency in ELA (Shaeffer, 2014).  The goal here is not to compare NAEP to 

SAGE but rather to give validity to SAGE as a measuring tool in ELA assessment.  

Finally, the fourth rationale is that the literature review on bilingualism and its 

neurological effect on brain development related to literacy suggests that becoming 

bilingual before the age of eleven strengthens literacy neurological pathways that are 

weak in students with learning disabilities (Society for Neuroscience, 2008).  

The third and fourth rationales led me to question whether the Utah 50/50 DLI 

model had the potential to serve the two subgroups most affected by lack of literacy 

proficiency: students with disabilities and students with LEP (NCES, 2017).   

Research Questions 

Research question #1: What is the relationship between the Utah 50/50 Dual 

Language Immersion model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite School 

Districts in Utah: Considerations and implications for students with disabilities in fourth-

grade. 

Research question #2: What is the relationship between the Utah 50/50 Dual 

Language Immersion model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite School 

Districts in Utah: Considerations and implications for students with Limited English 

Proficiency in fourth-grade. 

Research question #3: What is the relationship between the Utah non-Dual 

Language Immersion model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite School 

Districts in Utah: Considerations and implications for students with disabilities in Fourth-

grade. 

Research question #4: What is the relationship between the Utah non-Dual 

Language Immersion model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite School 

Districts in Utah: Considerations and implications for students with Limited English 

Proficiency in fourth-grade. 
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Key Terms 

Bilingualism.  Having the ability to use two languages (Weinreich, 1953). 

English Language Art (ELA).  Utah’s ELA includes reading literature, reading 

informational text, listening comprehension, language, and writing (USOE, n.d.). 

Limited English Proficiency/Limited English Proficient (LEP).  The criteria to 

select this population will only be by the label given by the district.  The level of English 

assessed through the ACCESS test will not be taken into consideration for this study.  

These are students with difficulty speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the 

English language and whose difficulties may deny him or her the opportunity to learn 

successfully in classrooms where the language of instruction is English, or which may 

deny him or her the opportunity to participate fully in society (Education Commission, 

2014). 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).  A law enacted to serve 

children with disabilities throughout the nation (U.S. Department of Education, 2017a). 

Literacy.  The ability to use printed and written information to function in society 

(White & McCloskey, 2003).  

Proficiency.  The ability to construct meaning from a text at a reading level 

higher than the students’ age (Endriss & Nygren, 1998) 

Response to Intervention (RTI).  A multi-tier approach to instruction to support 

students with learning and behavioral needs (NCLD, n.d.). 

Special Education.  Programs designed for students who are mentally, 

physically, socially, and/or emotionally delayed (What is special education? 2017). 
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 

Introduction 

Literacy is an essential part of our lives (ABC LifeLiteracyCanada, 2017). The 

National School Boards Association (Learning to read, reading to learn, 2015) adds that 

“every child should be able to read [proficiently] by [the end of] third grade, [or] they 

[would] face daunting hurdles to success in school and beyond” (p. 1). Literacy 

proficiency is defined as the ability to construct meaning from a text at a reading level 

higher than a student’s age (Endriss & Nygren, 1998). 

Illiteracy decreases possibilities of academic success, perpetuates or increases a 

lack of marketable skills, reduces financial gains, increases chances of marginalization in 

society, and increases health and safety issues (ABC LifeLiteracyCanada, 2017).   

This study focuses on the lack of literacy among fourth-grade students with 

disabilities (SwD) and Limited English Proficiency (LEP).  This national problem, as 

shown by the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 2015 scores, keeps 

educational partners brainstorming to find solutions to improve literacy proficiency 

(Transforming learning, 2015).   

The literature review will define reading, ELA, and literacy. It will describe the 

development of the literacy pathways via the findings of neuroscientists and the 

necessary steps to take to develop literacy. It will then look at the part the educational 

system is playing in developing literacy through the Common Core and their National 

and state assessments to assess the development of literacy. It will define and the Utah 

50/50 DLI model compared to the non-DLI model. It will describe the Utah Common 

Core Standards with the alignment of CRT and SAGE assessments. It will develop the 

issues of SwD and LEP students in regards to literacy. It will define Response to 

Intervention (RTI) programs and their limitations in developing literacy and will compare 

it to Utah's multi-tiered system of supports (UMTSS). Finally, the literature review will 

expose bilingualism and its misconceptions to substantiate that bilingualism has the 

inherent ability to strengthen literacy pathways. 

Definitions of Reading, ELA, and Literacy  

These terms can be confusing as they are often used interchangeably.  For this 

paper, the terms are outlined below to facilitate an understanding of the clear differences 

between them. 
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Reading.  According to Leipzig (2018), “reading is a multifaceted process 

involving word recognition, comprehension, and fluency”  (p. 1).   

ELA.  The Common Core Standards define the standards of English Language 

Arts for students in K-5 and 6-12 and literacy in history/social studies, science, and 

technical subjects.  For this research, only the ELA K-5 standards will be discussed, 

except for writing. ELA K-5 standards include: reading literature, reading informational 

text, writing, speaking and listening, and language  (Common Core Standards for English 

Language Arts & Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science, and Technical Subjects, 

2018).  It is against these standards that students are assessed to determine their level of 

proficiency 

Literacy.  According to White and McCloskey (2003), reporting on the National 

Assessment of Adult Literacy (NAAL), literacy has two components.  The first 

component is skill-based, which is the operational part of literacy: it means that one can 

read words and has a higher level of reading proficiency.  The second is task-based, 

which is the conceptual part of literacy. It specifies that one can comprehend texts and 

develop knowledge, which means that one could use written information to function in 

society, to achieve set goals, and to fully develop its potential.  

Comparing reading versus ELA versus literacy.  Reading is the ability to read  

words while inferring meaning; ELA is the ability to read, write, and speak, listening, and 

language skills, while literacy is the ability to read words with a high level of reading 

proficiency and use printed information to function in society. 

For this study, ELA will be discussed with the greatest frequency because 

students are tested in ELA through SAGE.  Therefore, the data collected will reflect 

SAGE ELA results for the years 2014 to 2017. 

Understanding Language through Findings from Neuroscience 

Acquiring rich language influences literacy proficiency. The way we acquire 

language is not fully understood (“Theories of the early stages of language acquisition,” 

2019). The main proposed theory is called the nativist theory (“Theories of the early 

stages of language acquisition,” 2019). This theory proposes that humans have genes to 

learn languages. Progress in neuroscience that stemmed from pioneers such as Paul Broca 

and Carl Wernicke and later from technological advances with FMRI’s pinpointed the 
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areas of the brain used to develop language.  These discoveries allowed for an 

understanding of the brain’s functions and the detection of brain impairements, which in 

turn could be addressed and potentially remediated.  

Language.  Molly McElroy from the University of Washington explains that 

language is a complex process that starts at conception (McElroy, 2013).  Hart and Risley 

(1995) confirmed that children exposed to rich and varied language in the first three years 

of life will have a solid base for reading. 

According to Wright (1997), language is the communication of words. A word is 

a sound associated with a script giving it a meaning. The evolution of language 

acquisition from first to twelve’s grade goes to 13,000 words to about 60,000 words 

(Wright, 1997). 

In 2008, the Utah Senate passed the International Initiatives (Senate Bill 41), 

creating funding for Utah schools to begin Dual Language Immersion programs in 

Chinese, French, and Spanish. Besides, the then-Governor Jon Huntsman Jr. initiated the 

Governor’s Language Summit and the Governor’s World Language Council, both aiming 

to create a K-12 language roadmap for Utah. These groups aimed to address the needs for 

language skills in business, government, and education. In 2010, current Governor Gary 

Herbert and State Superintendent of Public Instruction Dr. Larry Shumway issued a 

challenge to Utah educators to implement one hundred Dual Language Immersion 

programs throughout Utah by 2015, aiming to enroll 30,000 Utah students. Due to the 

early success of the program and public demand, Governor Herbert and State 

Superintendent Shumway have moved the target completion date to 2014, with a 

continuing goal to mainstream Dual Language Immersion programs throughout the Utah 

public school system. Portuguese was added to the program for the 2012-13 school 

(U.S.BOE, 2017a), this means that “children connect a new sound to meaning about 

every 90 waking minutes” (Wright, 1997, para. 9). 

The neuroscience of language. According to Carreiras  (2010),  language is one 

of the most elaborate cognitive behaviors. Pierre Paul Broca (1824-1880), a French 

neurosurgeon, was the first person to localize the language area in the brain (Wright, 

1997).  Broca worked around the time of our civil war: 1861 (Wright, 1997).  Broca 

extended a theory proposed by Franz Joseph Gall that the cortex was divided into 35 or 
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more regions. According to Gall, these were cortical organs growing with use, much as 

muscles do with exercise, which caused bumps and ridges on the skull (Wright, 1997).  

Following the extension of Gall’s theory, Broca found that speech was located in the left 

hemisphere.  His famous statement was, “we speak with the left hemisphere” (Dubuc, 

2013, para. 3).  

Ten years later, the German neurologist Carl Wernicke (1874-1977) found the 

area involved in reading comprehension to be “in the posterior portion of the left 

Temporal lobe” (Dubuc, 2013, para. 3).  Wernicke was able to make the connection 

between the production of language and the understanding of such language (Dubuc, 

2013) (Figure 1). The language, comprehension loop (Figure 1), “is found in the left 

hemisphere in about 90% of right-handed persons and 70% of left-handed persons” 

(Dubuc, 2013). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Literacy’s Pathway in the Brain 

Paul Broca was a pioneer in finding the brain area responsible for speech, and 

Carl Wernicke discovered the area of the brain responsible for speech understanding.  

These functions happen in the left hemisphere of the brain.  Later, neuroscientists 

discovered that a high volume of white and gray matter (brain tissue packed with 

information-processing nerve cells and fibers) was necessary to develop an efficient 

literacy pathway. Finally, a neuroscientist also identified that the capacity of executive 

functioning (EF) to store and dispatch information influence the level of literacy.  

 

Figure 1. 
The loop between Broca’s and Wernicke’s areas 
Cortical regions of some of the major language areas and pathways 
including the loop between the Broca’s and the Wernicke’s areas (1997).  
blob:null/79670a88-b7a7-404e-b985-9d38c8994167 Retrieved from 
http://nba.uth.tmc.edu/neuroscience/m/s4/chapter08.html  
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Left hemisphere.  The neurological pathways for literacy exist, for the majority 

of people, in the left hemisphere of the brain (Wolf, 2007).  The frontal lobe is 

responsible for speech formation in the Broca’s area (Edwards, 2017).  The parietal lobe 

is responsible for speech understanding in the Wernicke’s area (Edwards, 2017).  The 

temporal lobe is responsible for phonological awareness and decoding or discriminating 

between sounds (Edwards, 2017).  The occipital lobe is responsible for registering visual 

input (Edwards, 2017) when the reading process starts (Dehaene, 2009) (Figure 1).  A 

gyrus located in the parietal and the temporal lobes serve as a “reading integrator . . . 

linking the different parts of the brain together to execute the action of reading” (Burns, 

2012, para. 6) (Figure 2). 

 

Figure 2. 
Cerebral cortex 
Cerebral Cortex. (n.d.). [Psychology].  Retrieved from 
http://www.appsychology.com/Book/Biological/cerebral_cortex.htm 

 

Other necessary functions of the brain to develop literacy pathways: White 

matter, gray matter, and executive functioning (EF).  In the brain, white matter, gray 

matter, and the executive functioning need to work proficiently and cohesively for the 

literacy pathway to develop proficiently. 

Gray matter.   Linkersdorfer et al. (2014) reported gray matter allowed for the 

transportation of information through neuronal connections. This allows for a smoother 

pathway for reading. They added that there was a positive relationship between gray 

matter volume and reading proficiency, meaning that the thicker the gray matter was, the 

easier it was for a child to read.   

Researchers at the University of Washington confirmed these findings through 

brain imaging. They noticed that after intensive reading training, the brain’s gray matter 

increased.  They concluded that the increased in gray matter volume positively correlated 

with reading improvements. (Krafnick, Flowers, Napoliello, & Eden, 2011). Eden et al. 
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(2011), through Neuroimaging, found that a dyslexic brain had poorer connections in 

reading pathways (Figure 3). 

Figure 3 (Children’s Hospital Boston, 2007, p. 1) on the left shows the brain of a 

literate child with adequate white and gray matter. However, on the right, the picture 

shows the brain of a dyslexic child lacking white and gray matter. Children with dyslexia 

experience reading difficulties. These difficulties can stem from phonetic awareness 

impairment or letter and word recognition challenges (“Dyslexia,” 2019). 

White matter. White matter is a fatty substance in the central nervous system 

allowing messages to pass to different areas of gray matter (“White matter of the brain,” 

2019) connecting neurons (Aberkane, 2016). Torkel et al., (2000) wrote that white matter 

is an essential agent to reading ability as white matter connects visual, auditory, and 

language processing cortical areas. (Figure 3). The necessity of having wide, smooth 

white matter connecting the brain reading pathways is crucial to literacy (Edwards, 

2017).   

 

Figure 3. 
Euroimaging of white matter and gray matter on a normal child (left) versus a dyslexic 
child (right) 
In a normal brain (left), white matter (light gray) is in the interior, and gray matter (dark 
gray) is mostly on the surface.  In dyslexic patients (right), clumps of gray matter, called 
nodules (red arrows), appear deep within the brain, instead of on the surface. From “Slow 
reading in dyslexia tied to disorganized brain tracts,” by Children’s Hospital Boston, 
2007, retrieved from  https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007/12/071203164807   
        

Executive functioning (EF).  The center of executive functioning located in the 

frontal lobe is also essential for literacy proficiency (Reiter, Tucha, & Lange, 2005).  The 

executive functions encompass working memory, inhibitory control, and cognitive or 

mental flexibility (Diamond, 2013).  

Working memory stores information on the short term to diffuse the information 

to other areas of the brain to accomplish tasks such as learning, reasoning, and 

comprehension (MedicineNet, 2016).  
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Within the suite of EF abilities, inhibitory control acts as a filter for our thoughts 

and actions (Posne & Rothbart, 2000). According to Carlson & Meltzoff (2008), this 

function is an essential component in the reading process. 

Finally, cognitive or mental flexibility is the ability to carry out tasks, learn, 

remember, problem-solve and pay attention, which are crucial skills in the reading 

process (Michelon, 2006).  

To conclude, reading is a complex process for which all elements need to work 

harmoniously for a child to gain literacy proficiency.  Therefore, if one element is not 

working well, a child can suffer from a learning disability, struggling to read (Figure 4).  

 
 

Figure 4. 
Neuroimaging data with highlights of developed and underdeveloped literacy pathway 
Developed and undeveloped literacy pathways. (Nature/Nurtures effects on brain 
development - Puzzle Place by BN, 2013)  
Retrieved from http://puzzleplace13.blogspot.com/2013/01/naturenurtures-effects-on-
brain.html 

Reading: From Infancy to Proficiency 

Judith Carroll (2010) set out to create a “road map” (p. 4) to develop reading 

proficiency throughout the child’s development. (Learning to read, reading to learn, 

2015).  It starts with the child’s familial environment, beginning with the first words 

babies hear and speak.  The child must be talked to, read to, and has access to books.  

Later, a child should attend a quality preschool and attend kindergarten. Preschools and 

kindergarten institutions should be alert and responsive to eventual phonetic and 

phonological awareness deficiencies and should be able to offer research-based remedial 

programs to increase the effectiveness of implementation.  In elementary school, reading 

programs should offer research-based reading curricula in first to third grade (Carroll, 

2010).  Heckman (2011) corroborates that all children do not come to school equally 

equipped to acquire reading skills due to genetic disparities and home life differences 

(“Learning to read, reading to learn,” 2015).  
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In conclusion, parental communication, access to high-quality pre-kindergarten 

and kindergarten education, and following research-based reading programs in 

elementary school are crucial foundations for literacy proficiency.  

Utah Defined Critical Components for Developing Literacy 

The state of Utah based the ELA Utah Common Core Standards (UCCS) on 

national  ELA Common Core Standards Initiatives (CCSI) for grades K-5. The CCSI 

(2018) commented that for students to be college and career ready, they must 

demonstrate proficiency in reading, writing, speaking, listening, and language (Appendix 

A). Utah followed this direction to create the ELA Utah Common Core Standards 

(UCCS) reflecting critical components of literacy, which were based on well-established 

research findings supporting best practices (USBOE, 2018c)                                                                        

 The ELA UCCS alignment for grades K-5 includes foundational skills, language, 

reading informational, reading literature, speaking, listening, and writing (USBOE, 

2018c) (Appendix B). SAGE assesses students on the ELA UCCS expectations. 

The Utah DLI Model Compared to non-DLI Model 

Background.  According to Leite (2013) Utah has been the first state to fund 

Dual Language Immersion programs (DLI) in 2008. She added that in 2014, the state 

offered 116 programs, with an enrollment of 25,000. The programs offered Chinese, 

French, German, Portuguese, and Spanish languages. She finally, commented that “Utah 

is a leader in the movement for mainstream immersion education” (p. 1). 

Features of the DLI model compared to the non-DLI model.  The Utah 

legislative report called the Critical Language Dual Immersion Legislative Report (2013) 

explained the structure of DLI programs.  Elementary schools started with first graders, 

offering half of the instruction in the target language and half of the instruction in the 

English language.  The DLI instructional time was divided in fifths for Grades 1-3: math, 

content areas, and target language literacy were taught in the target language, 

representing half the day, and English, math and content areas were taught in the English 

language, representing the other half of the day (Critical Language Dual Immersion 

Legislative Report 2013, n.d., p. 5)  (Figure 5).  In grades 4-5, the DLI instructional time 

was divided in sixths with math, language literacy, and science representing 50% of the 

instruction in the target language, and math, ELA, and social studies including content 
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area reinforcement in English representing the other 50% of instructional time (Critical 

Language Dual Immersion Legislative Report 2013, n.d., p. 5) (Figure 6).  

Figures 5 and 6 represent the division of courses (UDLI, 2017). 

 
 
Figure 5. 

Dual language immersion instructional time: Grades 1 to 3 
Figure 6. 
Dual language immersion instructional time: Grades 4 to 5 
(Utah DLI instructional model, 2017, p. 1)  
Retrieved from http://www.utahdli.org/instructionalmodel.html  

 
Instructional time in English and the target language were divided 50/50.  

Implementing the 50/50 model in Utah has been positive for three reasons.  First, 

dedicating half of the school day to English instruction assuages parents’ fears about a 

decline in English academic achievement.  Second, allowing for a doubling of the 

number of students for each target language teacher was cost-effective.  Finally, 

replicating and sustaining the model on a large scale was feasible because it displaced 

fewer English teachers and required fewer target language teachers (Leite, 2013). 

The Utah 50/50 DLI program was defined by the CARLA Institute (Center of 

Advanced Research Language Acquisition) and the USBOE (Utah’s Statewide Dual 

Language Immersion Initiative, 2016) as a Two-Way Bilingual Immersion (TWI) 

Program.  The program had to meet all three of the following criteria for it to be a two-

way immersion program: integration, instruction, and population (Appendix D). The 

advantage of a Two-Way immersion program is that it serves two groups: English 

speakers and L2 speakers (U.S.BOE, 2017a). Therefore, these two groups were 

considered in the development of the 50/50 model. 

The Center for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition (CARLA) is one of 

the U.S. Department of Education’s Title VI National Language Resource Centers, 

“whose role is to improve the nation’s capacity to teach and learn foreign languages 
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effectively” (CARLA, 2016, p. 1).  Therefore, the CARLA institute is reputable in the 

domain of language acquisition, which is a reason why CARLA was used by the state of 

Utah to increase the reliability of the 50/50 DLI program under the public eye. 

Background on Assessments: Criterion Reference Test (CRT) and Student 
Assessment of Growth and Excellence (SAGE) 

To assess students in DLI and non-DLI programs, Utah developed two major 

assessments.  The first was CRT in 1999, and the second was SAGE in 2014 (Shaeffer & 

Nye, 2016). 

CRT. ELA CRT assessed students in areas of phonetical knowledge, vocabulary, 

reading comprehension, analysis, evaluation, revision and editing processes, and the 

writing process (School Tutoring Academy, n.d.).  Figure 6 illustrates the difference in 

test scores between 3rd grade students in DLI (Dual Language Immersion) and non-DLI 

programs for year 2011-12. The figure shows that students in DLI programs scored 

higher with a ELA score of 169.01 than students in non-DLI programs with ELA a score 

of 164.13. 

 
 
Figure 7. 
ELA and Math CRT test scores differing between DLI and non-DLI students 
(Critical Language Dual Immersion Legislative Report 2013.pdf, n.d.,  
p. 19).  Retrieved from  
https://le.utah.gov/interim/2013/pdf/00003026.pdf 

The more detailed chart (Figure 6.1) shows scores in oral reading level, 

proficiency in ELA, proficiency in math, and chronic absences in DLI versus non-DLI 

schools.  The results indicate that DLI programs had a positive effect on students’ level of 

proficiency.  The Critical Language Dual Immersion Legislative report (2013)  that 

students in DLI programs could more likely reach a higher level of ELA and math 

proficiency than students in non-DLI programs. 

The 2013 report from the USBOE conveyed that the difference was significant, 

meaning that CRT test scores in ELA and math were significantly higher for students in 

DLI programs versus students who were in non-DLI programs. Finally, the USOE (2013) 
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stated that students in DLI programs were also less likely to be chronically absent than 

non-DLI students.  

  

Figure 8. 
Difference of test scores for DLI versus non-DLI students  
(Language Dual Immersion Legislative Report 2013.pdf, n.d., p. 19) 
Data Display: Retrieved from https://le.utah.gov/interim/2013/pdf/00003026.pdf  

 
Above and beyond the compelling data that students in DLI groups scored better 

in ELA than students in non-DLI groups, the Critical Language Dual Immersion 

Legislative Report (2013) also highlighted the behavioral differences between these two 

groups.  

For instance, in the same district, schools offering DLI programs reported lower 

mobility than non-DLI schools (Critical Language Dual Immersion Legislative Report 

2013.pdf, n.d.). In DLI schools, students belonging to marginalized groups performed as 

well as mainstream students (Critical Language Dual Immersion Legislative Report 

2013.pdf, n.d.). Finally, students in DLI schools acquired learning at the same expected 

rate, if not faster, than students in non-DLI schools (Critical Language Dual Immersion 

Legislative Report 2013.pdf, n.d.). 

In the same report, the Dual Language Immersion programs presented five more 

benefits. The first benefit was the acquisition of a second language while achieving high 

proficiency in both languages. The second benefit was that students in DLI programs 

achieved at the same level or higher in the standardized test than students in non-DLI 

programs. The third benefit was that students in DLI programs showed higher cognitive 

flexibility as well as heightened focus, a sharper memory, and increased problem-solving 

skills while better grasping the mechanism of the English language. The fourth benefit 

was that students in DLI schools increased their appreciation of other cultures and, 

consequently, of other people. Finally, the fifth benefit was that in a global world market, 

students who followed a DLI program would have better portability of skills by having 

acquired a second language. 
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According to Leite (2013), the 50/50 DLI model could be replicated and sustained 

on a large scale for two reasons. The first is that by adding target language teachers, it did 

not result in laying off English speaking teachers. The second is that according to Dr. 

Myriam Met, who is a nationally recognized immersion expert and who also worked on 

Utah’s DLI model commented that the cost to implement a DLI model was only $100 per 

year per student (Conley, n.d.). 

CRT 2013 versus SAGE 2014 test scores. After assessing the validity of the state 

test CRT by evaluating its alignment to the Utah Common Core Standards (UCCS), the 

Utah State Board of Education (USBOE) realized that the test needed to be adjusted to be 

more closely aligned to the UCCS. 

After running the first SAGE state assessment in 2014, the USBOE compared it to 

the 2013 CRT proficiency scores. The 2013 CRT state test showed a proficiency rate of 

83% for students in Grades 3-8, while the 2014 SAGE state test showed a proficiency 

rate of 42% (UEA, 2019). The USBOE expected this discrepancy as SAGE assessment 

aligned more closely with the rigorous Utah Common Core Standards. 

Utah SAGE: 5% points off NAEP.  Reworking the Utah State test had a positive 

effect on the validity of SAGE.  In 2015, SAGE proficiency rates matched within a 5% 

point the NAEP proficiency rate. According to Jacobsen (2015), Utah was one of the 

“truth-tellers” as the difference of test scores between NAEP and SAGE was 

insignificant.  

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 

Definition.  Cummins (1979) determined two stages in which immigrant children 

move into proficiency in a second language. The first is Basic Interpersonal 

Communication Skills (BICS). This refers to the first two years of an immigrant life in a 

foreign country, when he learns to listen and speak in a foreign language. The second is 

Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP). It refers to the ability for an 

immigrant to perform academic tasks in the target language. It can take 5-7 years for an 

immigrant to achieve this more sophisticated level of understanding and manipulating the 

language to learn academically comparably to a native speaker.  

Potential challenges with reading in a second language. Each state has 

guidelines to define the LEP population. Utah defined it by the degree by which one has 
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difficulty in speaking, reading, and writing or understanding the English language 

(Education Commission, 2014). The characteristics described above are close to the 

characteristics of the Student with Learning Disability (SLD) definition in special 

education. SLD is defined by a disorder in “psychological processes involved in 

understanding or using language is spoken or written” (Fiedler, 2019, p. 1). This disorder 

could translate in an imperfect ability to thinking, listening, speaking, reading, writing, 

and spelling (Fiedler, 2019). Therefore, low language proficiency might easily be 

misinterpreted as a Specific Learning Disability (SLD) (Wurr, 2003).  Furthermore, 

Cummins (1979) commented that it could take about two years to be performant in BICS 

while it could take 5-7 years to achieve CALP proficiency level comparable to a native 

speaker. According to Fernandez (2017), misinterpreting students' deficiencies is leading 

to a disproportionate percentage of LEP referred to special education. In turn, being 

referred to special education could be detrimental to LEP’s education as their educational 

potential might be underchallenged by emphasizing their education around language 

acquisition. 

Utah DLI programs might level the playing field between English native speakers 

and LEP students as long as the language of the LEP student is the same taught in a DLI 

school. Both LEP and English natives would be at a basic level with each language while 

having to learn both at the same time. In this case, one can infer that the 50/50 DLI model 

will have a positive impact on the LEP population in literacy proficiency. 

Language issue or learning issue.  The article Identifying Struggling Student 

(2017) reported that throughout the nation, in the year 2013-14, 9% of students were 

identified as LEP, and out of these 9%, 12% of LEP students were indentified with a 

Specific Learning Disability (SLD). 

In Utah, the rate of LEP students in special education was even higher, with 

14.4%. Furthermore, Utah identified only 5.7% of  LEP students, which is low compared 

to the nation’s average of 9%. However, out of this 5.7 %, 14.4% were identified with a 

SLD (“identifying struggling students”, 2017).  One might wonder if Utah is properly 

identifying a language issue (being LEP) with a language problem (being SLD).  

According to the 2015 NAEP test results, merely 9% of fourth-grade LEP 

students met or exceeded the proficiency level (NCES, 2017).  The same rate was true for 
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the state of Utah, where only 9% of fourth-grade LEP students were at or above 

proficiency level (NCES, 2015). 

The rate of LEP students referred to special education services, especially in Utah, 

is high. As mentioned above, there is a possibility that Utah overidentified LEP students 

for placement in special education programs. According to the English Learners and the 

Special Education Process (n.d.), a protocol needs to be followed to maybe avoid 

misidentification. The protocol is to provide language accommodations consistently, 

provide instructional interventions and strategies and monitor, document, and analyze 

progress ( (English Learners and the Special Education Process, The English Learner 

(EL), n.d.). Not following this protocol might misplace students in the educational 

system. This can lead students to have fewer academic choices and consequently to have 

less potential of achieving their life expectations.  

Special Education 

Definition and categories through IDEA.  In 1975, the federal government put 

into place the Education of Handicapped Children Act (EHCA) to support students with 

learning disabilities (What is the individuals with disabilities education act? 2017).  In 

1990, through an amendment to the law, EHCA changed its name to the Individual with 

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) (What is the individuals with disabilities education 

act? 2017).  Under the special education umbrella defined by IDEA, schools receive 

governmental funding.  This funding is allocated to serve academically-challenged 

students, and notably students with ELA deficiencies  (What is the individuals with 

disabilities education act? 2017). The goal was to give students access to the curriculum 

(What is the individuals with disabilities education act? 2017). 

Potential challenges with reading.  There are five potential challenges with 

reading as defined by the IDEA: 1) Specific learning disability (SLD), 2) Reading 

disability, 3) Dyslexia, 4) Specific reading comprehension deficits, and 5) Reading 

difficulty. 

Specific learning disability (SLD).  In 2014, across the nation, 12.9% of the 

population between the ages of 6 and 21 lived with a disability (U.S. DOE, 2016).  This 

percentage represented a staggering 6.4 million students ages 6 through 21 who, in 2014, 

received special education services for diverse disabilities (Students with disabilities, 
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2016).  Out of this 12.9%, 4.5% were referred to a specific learning disability (U.S. DOE, 

2016).  Therefore, SLD references represented 35% of all disabilities. Students with SLD 

often have an average or above-average intelligence (Types of learning disabilities, 

2017), but despite their intelligence, students cannot apply their abilities to perform 

certain academic tasks such as “reading, writing, listening, speaking, reasoning and 

math” (Specific Learning Disabilities, 2017).  

At the national level, according to the National Center for Learning Disabilities 

(2017), 2,300 million students were identified with SLD, representing 5% of public 

enrollment. The National Center for Learning Disabilities (2017) commented that one out 

of five children were affected by “reading, writing, math, organization, focus, listening 

comprehension, social skills, motor skills or a combination of these” (p. 1).   

In Utah, 48% of students with a disability were identified with an SLD, 

representing 33,584 students (The state of LD: Identifying struggling students, 2017).  

The National Center for Learning Disabilities (NCLD, 2017) reported that students with 

specific learning disabilities (SLD) faced five main challenges while being in school 

systems: First, lacking acceptance by peers. They were 31% more likely to be bullied 

than regular education students. Second, being suspended twice as much as students 

without disabilities which lead to missing class time and put them at risk of repeating a 

grade or dropping out. Third, being three times more likely to drop out than regular 

educations students. In the year 2013-14, 18% of SLD students dropped out compared to 

6.5% for the general education population. Fourth, being enrolled in a 4-year college at 

half the rate of all students, finally, leaving high school without a diploma. Over the past 

ten years, half a million students with SLD left school without a high school diploma.   

To facilitate SLD identification, IDEA identified eight categories of proficiency: 

1) basic reading skill, 2) reading comprehension, 3) reading fluency, 4) math calculation, 

5) math problem solving written expression, 6)  oral expression, and 7) listening 

comprehension (Fiedler, 2018).  A SLD could prevent proficiency in any of these eight 

categories. For this research, we will focus on the SLD affecting ELA.  

SLD could be most likely be due to an auditory processing disorder (APD) but 

could also be due to other broken pathways in the brain. These causes could lead to 

dyscalculia, dysgraphia, dyslexia, language processing disorder (LPD), non-verbal 
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learning disabilities (NVLD), and visual perceptual/visual motor deficit (Types of 

learning disabilities, 2017).  

According to the Learning Disabilities Association of America (LDA) website, 

disabilities were defined in the article, Types of learning disabilities (2017) as such: 

 Dyscalculia affects the comprehension of numbers and symbols.    

 Dysgraphia affects fine motor skills, such as handwriting. 

 Dyslexia affects language processing skills and reading proficiency 

 Language processing disorder (APD) affects the interpretation of all sounds.  

An APD prevents the connection from a sound to the letter to a group of 

sounds forming words, sentences, and texts.  

 Non-verbal learning disabilities (NVLD) affect the ability to interpret 

nonverbal cues such as body language and be well coordinated.  

 Visual perceptual/visual motor deficit affects the capacity to see every detail, 

which can lead to missing information on a text and not seeing patterns. This 

deficit could also affect the proficiency of hand/eye coordination negatively.  

Once a student is recognized as needing educational services due to one of these 

disabilities, after a protocol defined by the IDEA, he/she enters special education 

services.  An Individual Education Plan (IEP) is then drafted delineating the 

accommodations and modifications (if needed) designed to help the child have fair access 

to the curriculum (Drummond, 2017). 

Reading disability (RD).  A reading disability stems from a “neurologically-based 

processing problem” (Types of learning disabilities, 2017, para. 1).  As mentioned above, 

the brain of a struggling reader shows that the left hemisphere is underdeveloped (Austin, 

2013), whether it be by a problem with the EF, the volume of white and gray matter, the 

neurobiological wiring of the frontal lobe responsible for speech formation, the parietal 

lobe responsible for speech understanding, the temporal lobe responsible for 

phonological awareness and decoding/discriminating sounds, the occipital lobe 

responsible for registering visual input (Edwards, 2017).   

Dyslexia.  According to a study by Cutting et al. (2013), dyslexia is one of the 

most frequently-diagnosed learning disabilities. Dyslexia is determined by difficulty with 

having immediate recognition of words and thus not being able to decode words fluently 
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and accurately.  Dyslexia can be caused by phonological-to-orthographic conversions 

deficits (Fletcher et al., 1998).  Dyslexia directly affects reading and related language-

based processing skills by affecting “fluency, decoding, reading comprehension, recall, 

writing, spelling, and sometimes speech” (Types of learning disabilities, 2017, para. 11).  

Boets et al. (2013) explained that dyslexia can be a hereditary neurological disorder. 

S-RCD.  Specific reading comprehension deficit(s) (S-RCD) is the second most 

diagnosed reading disability. It refers to the difficulty in comprehending the meaning of a 

text despite having the ability to read words (Cutting et al., 2013).  Readers with S-RCD 

showed “an intact neurobiological response to word stimuli in occipitotemporal regions 

(associated with fast and efficient word processing)” (Cutting et al., 2013, p. 1) but had 

an anomaly in the inferior frontal gyrus (IFG) (Cutting et al., 2013). In FMIR, the frontal 

gyrus of proficient readers shows higher activity within the IFG (Cutting et al., 2013). 

Reading difficulty.  Contrarily to a reading disability, which stems from 

neurobiological deficiencies, reading difficulty can stem from a child’s environment. 

Lyon (2000) mentioned that a child who was raised in poverty, and therefore could have 

lacked access to books, would acquire less vocabulary than his counterparts in an 

environment providing books.  This simple fact of having books to read or not can delay 

a child acquiring phonemic awareness, which is a basis for reading.  Moreover, a child 

who is raised in a home with low verbal communication could also exhibit a lack of 

vocabulary.  Therefore, a child’s environment could lead to reading difficulty without 

necessarily meaning that a disability is involved.  

Implications of having a learning disability in ELA. Drummond (2017) mentioned 

that about 10 million children are affected by reading difficulties. However, she warns us 

that one needs to make the distinction between learning difficulties and learning 

disabilities.  As mentioned previously, according to the 2015 NAEP assessment, only 

14% of students in special education in fourth-grade were at or above ELA proficiency 

level, while 36% of students in general education in fourth-grade were ELA proficient 

(NCES, 2015, p. 10).  This discrepancy was even wider in Utah as only 12% of special 

educations students were ELA proficient, while 44% of students in the general education 

were ELA proficient (NCES, 2015, p. 10). 
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However, despite the 1975 Education of Handicapped Children Act which 

became IDEA in 1990,  granting school funding to provide support to students with a 

lack of literacy proficiency, the 2015 National Assessment of Educational Progress 

(NAEP) still showed (after 40 years) a significant gap between special education and 

non-special education students. Moreover, according to the U.S department of education, 

progress has not been made (NECS, 2017). 

Classic responses to challenges with reading: Response to Intervention (RTI) 

and its limitations.  Response to Intervention (RTI) is a classical framework for 

providing supports and services, screening for concerns, and monitoring progress to 

address targeted needs of instruction where students need it the most.  An RTI program 

requires seven components: “1) data-driven decision making, 2) curriculum, 

3)instruction, 4) assessments, 5) leadership, 6) empowering culture, and 7) professional 

learning” (National Center for Learning Disabilities, 2014, p. 14).   

The effectiveness of the implementation of an RTI program depends on two 

factors: First, the fidelity in which teachers implement the program according to the 

manufacturer and second, the frequency in which the program is administered to students 

(Hughes & Dexter, 2017). However, according to Hughes and Dexter (2017), even if a 

program is administered according to the author of the RTI program, and even if the 

program is implemented with adequate frequency, the effects were often not lasting.  

The RTI Action Network published a field study of RTI programs, reviewing the 

effectiveness of 16 different RTI models (Hughes & Dexter, 2017, para. 10).  The results 

showed that large gains in reading proficiency were noticed after 30 weeks of 

intervention.  However, Hughes and Dexter (2017) discovered that the results were not 

lasting, as students who underwent RTI learning had to receive supplemental instruction 

later on. Hughes and Dexter (2017) also mentioned that only a third of these students 

were thriving in general education.  

Christodoulou et al. (2015), neuroscientists at Harvard, researched the efficacy of 

an intensive reading intervention implemented during the non-academic summer for 

children with reading disabilities and difficulties between the ages of six to nine.  They 

found that students progressed during the intervention but that a few weeks later, students 

regressed to their previous levels of reading proficiency.  Therefore, Christodoulou et al. 
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(2015) concluded that an RTI reading program to be effective needs to provide lasting 

progress. Utah created a multi-tiered system of support (UMTSS) in the expectation that 

a solid framework would lead to student success. 

Utah multi-tiered system of supports (UMTSS): A framework for student 

success.  Even though RTI programs, according to Christodoulou et al. (2015), have a 

minimal lasting effect on students reading ability, Utah created a rigorous multi-tiered 

system of supports to reinforce the implementation of Common Core standards (“Utah 

multi-tiered system of supports: a framework for student success”, n.d.). The UTMSS, 

being a state initiative, has been implemented in DLI and non-DLI schools.  According to 

the Utah Multi-tiered System of Supports: a Framework for Student Success (n.d.), data 

analyzes, evidence-based best practices, and a system framework improved academic and 

behavioral outcomes (Appendix F).   

The UTMSS was based on the teaching of Utah Core Standards to all students 

through the first tier, providing additional support for the second tier and providing even 

more intensive support through a third tier (Utah multi-tiered system of supports: A 

framework for student success, n.d.). The UMTSS also addressed the academic and 

behavioral needs of all students.   

Bilingualism and its Effect on Reading 

Definition.  Kachru (2008) mentioned that one needs to show fluency in both 

languages to be considered bilingual. According to Hughes (1981), bilinguals could be 

divided into three categories: 1) Native English speakers who are also fluent in another 

language, 2) Foreign natives who learned English as a second language, and 3) Native 

English speakers who were raised in bilingual homes. For this research, the population 

referred to in the first category will be discussed. 

Myths and misconceptions.  According to Griffith University (n.d.), there are 

four main negative myths about bilingualism. The first myth is that a child could be 

confused by hearing both languages. The second myth is that a child’s English 

proficiency might be impaired. Consequently, the third myth is that a child could struggle 

with reading and writing. Finally, the fourth myth is that speaking two languages impedes 

language acquisition. However, neurologists can now assert that speaking multiple 

languages enrich cognitive abilities during a life span (Society for Neuroscience, 2008). 
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Bilingualism, a method to strengthen literacy pathways. Neuroscientists 

claimed that the bilingual advantage is real, as proved by a large number of studies 

(Bialystok, Craik, & Luk, 2012).  As mentioned previously, being bilingual offers three 

major benefits in literacy acquisition: 1) Increase in gray matter, 3) increase in white 

matter, and 3) stronger EF.  

The increase of gray matter volume is more significant in people who learned a 

second language before the age of five and in those who are most proficient at their 

second language (Society for Neuroscience, 2008).  This finding suggests that being 

bilingual from an early age significantly alters the brain’s structure (Society for 

Neuroscience, 2008).  Ellen Bialystok (2013) confirmed that speaking two languages and 

thus having to switch from one language to another activated functional networks in the 

bilateral frontal regions where the seat of the literacy loop as defined by Broca and 

Wernicke happens to be.  Therefore, being bilingual increases gray matter in critical areas 

of the brain used for literacy skills: reading, speaking, understanding language, and 

writing (Society for Neuroscience, 2008).  

The second benefit pertains to the increase of white matter in the brain, as 

mentioned previously. Yeatman, Dougherty, Ben-Shachar, & Wandell (2012) confirmed 

that white matter is an essential element to reading proficiency. Therefore, bilingualism 

develops white matter, which in turn, through neuronal connectivity, helps develop 

reading proficiency.  

The third benefit is shown, a previously stated, in the executive functioning part 

of the brain, particularly in the inhibitory process. The center of the executive functioning 

located in the frontal lobe is also essential for literacy proficiency (Reiter et al., 2005).  

The executive functioning contains three major functions: the working memory, the 

inhibitory control, and the cognitive/mental flexibility (Diamond, 2013).  

The working memory. As explained previously, allows us to temporarily store 

information to dispatch them in other areas of the brain for tasks such as learning, 

reasoning, and comprehending (MedicineNet, 2016). This ability is essential in academic 

tasks, including literacy, especially in reading comprehension ( (Nouwens, Groen, & 

Verhoeven, 2016). 
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The inhibitory control.  This function is essential to acquire reading and writing 

skills (Jablonski & Slawomir, 2013). According to Bialystok (2011), bilinguals must 

constantly inhibit one language from expressing themselves in the other, which makes the 

inhibitory control more efficient.  Bialystok (2011) commented that a bilingual person 

becomes proficient in selecting appropriate stimuli to generate successful responses.  

This, in turn, enhances executive functioning in bilinguals while providing an alternative 

route for students with a low verbal ability (Carlson & Meltzoff, 2008).  According to 

Bialystok (1999), having an alternative route allows bilinguals to hone this cognitive 

ability that is unavailable to monolinguals (Carlson & Meltzoff, 2008).  

The cognitive/mental flexibility. This function pertains to fluid intelligence (Gf). 

Cattell & Horn (1978) defined Gf by the capacity to conduct analytical tasks. Kyllonen & 

Harrison (2017) added that Gf allows for the use of  “inductive and deductive reasoning, 

particularly with novel material” (p. 1).  Gf is contrasted with the term crystallized 

intelligence (Gc), which measures the knowledge acquired by an individual (Cattell & 

Horn, 1978).  Gf is particularly important because it is the major determinant of 

“academic performance and performance on a standard IQ test” (Cattell & Horn, 1978, p. 

160).  Furthermore, Conway et al. (2002) found that a positive correlation existing 

between fluid intelligence and “short-term memory capacity, working memory capacity 

(WMC), and processing speed” (p. 1).  Finally, the results of the research conducted by 

Conway et al. (2002) suggested that WMC “is a good predictor of general fluid 

intelligence in young adults” (p. 1).  Blom, Kuntay, Messer, Verhagen, and Leseman 

(2014), after having administered four different working memory tasks to monolingual 

and bilingual children, found “cognitive gains in visuospatial and verbal working 

memory tasks” in bilinguals (p. 116).  To summarize, one can infer that bilingualism 

enhances fluid intelligence, which in turn enhances academic readiness and proficiency in 

literacy.  

In considering the combined findings outlined above, we can conclude that 

bilingualism enhances the cognitive abilities needed for literacy proficiency. 

Neuroplasticity and the benefits of brain training.  The brain’s ability to 

change neuronal pathways continues throughout a person’s lifetime (“Neuroplasticity,” 

n.d.). However, some neurological windows to acquire certain skills close during youth. 
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For instance, Wright (1997) mentioned that the left brain, which is the center of literacy, 

is removed in an infant; this infant will have the capacity to develop language and, 

therefore, literacy in the right hemisphere fully. However, this is not true for an adult for 

which language/literacy skills could not be recovered. In conclusion, being exposed to 

essential academic, social skills, and another language is critical to give a chance for the 

brain to develop its potential fully and possibly avoid/minimize learning disabilities in 

reading. The National Center for Learning Disabilities (2017)  supports the claim that learning 

disabilities, even when stemming from a neurobiological difference, can lessen over time with 

the right support.  

Summary of Literature Review 

Reading is a complex system involving the understanding of how language and 

reading abilities develop in the brain. Furthermore, parents and educators need to be 

aware of techniques to nurture a baby to reading proficiently.  Often terms, reading, 

literacy, and ELA are confused. However, understanding the difference between these 

three terms can help understand the skills to target to provide support in developing 

literacy proficiency.  

The Utah State Board of Education developed literacy expectations through the 

Utah Common Core Standards supported by the UMTSS.  It was then left to districts and 

schools to adapt these expectations to their needs.  To assess progress in the standards, 

Utah created CRT in 1999.  CRT was used until 2013 and was replaced by SAGE, a 

better-aligned assessment to the standards.   

The 2015 NAEP test scores suggested a low level of ELA proficiency for students 

in special education and LEP students, with an average of 14% of ELA proficiency for 

fourth-grade special education students and 9% for fourth-grade LEP students. 

Utah’s state assessments, SAGE, aligned with NAEP scores in 2015, but the 

USBOE noticed a higher level of proficiency for students in DLI programs with CRT and 

SAGE state assessments.  These results aligned with the findings from neuroscientists on 

bilingualism and the concept of neuroplasticity. 

Bilingualism develop the literacy pathways by enhancing neuronal functions. 
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Research Questions Resulting from the Literature Review 

The literature review confirmed that bilingualism offered a neuronal advantage 

regarding reading and that students in DLI programs scored higher in-state assessment 

scores as assessed by CRT and SAGE than students in non-DLI programs, raising the 

question of whether this was also true for students with disabilities and LEP students. 

Therefore, the research questions for this paper became:  

1) What is the relationship between the Utah 50/50 Dual-Language Immersion 

model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite School Districts in Utah: 

Considerations for and implications of the students with disabilities in Fourth-

grade? 

2) What is the relationship between the Utah 50/50 Dual-Language Immersion 

model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite School Districts in Utah: 

Considerations for and implications of the Limited English Proficiency in 

Fourth-grade? 

3) What is the relationship between the Utah non-Dual-Language Immersion 

model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite School Districts in Utah: 

Considerations for and implications of the students with disabilities in Fourth-

grade? 

4) What is the relationship between the Utah non-Dual-Language Immersion 

model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite School Districts in Utah: 

Considerations for and implications of the Limited English Proficiency in 

Fourth-grade? 

The state of Utah was chosen because it represented the perfect sample to 

examine the research questions. Utah created the 50/50 DLI model and rolled it out to 

more elementary schools year after year. This meant that in Utah, within the same 

district, some schools offered non-DLI programs, and some were offering DLI programs, 

rendering possible the comparison of state test scores, CRT and SAGE, in each setting. 

Test scores could also be compared for the three strands of the population: All students, 

SwD, and LEP students in DLI versus non-DLI programs. This means that variables 

would be minimized as both DLI and non-DLI programs followed the Utah Common 

Core Standards, the UMTSS, and used the same state assessments, CRT at first and then 
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SAGE. These factors rendered it possible to compare fourth-grade SAGE ELA test scores 

for DLI and non-DLI students for all students, students with disabilities, and LEP 

students. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

Introduction 

This study followed a qualitative descriptive study design and utilized quantitative 

data to support the findings.  According to Hyejin Kim, Justine S. Sefcik, and Christine 

Bradway (2016), a qualitative descriptive study is appropriate when a particular study has 

a qualitative approach with descriptions and limited data. The data collected were fourth-

grade SAGE ELA test scores for All, SwD and LEP students. These scores were gathered 

through the public website Datagateway, and via a statistician at the Utah State Board of 

Education (USBOE). Subsequently, five interviews were conducted. One with the 

founder of the Utah 50/50 DLI program and four with USBOE members working in the 

domains of SwD and LEP.  

Goal of Methodology 

The goal of the methodology was to examine the relationship between the Utah 

50/50 DLI model and SAGE ELA scores for fourth-grade students who have the lowest 

rate of proficiency in the NAEP (2016): special education and Limited English 

Proficiency students (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2015). 

Participants 

All students enrolled in fourth-grade participating in SAGE assessment in the 

Alpine, Davis, and Granite school districts were considered as participants (“Data and 

statistics,” 2019).  The number of  fourth-grade students enrolled in these three districts is 

as follow: in 2013-2014, 16,612; in 2014-2015, 16,972; in 2015-2016, 17,495; and in 

2016-2017, 17,499 (USBOE, 2018b). 

The data collected were the SAGE ELA test scores of all fourth-grade students, 

SwD and LEP students, but no names appeared as they were not included in 

Datagateway. The data collected from the USBOE were also anonymous. Finally, no 

students were interviewed. However, the founder of the 50/50 Dual language immersion 

program and four USBOE members were interviewed by phone. 

Exclusion from the study.  The only exclusion criterion results from students 

who opted out of SAGE testing.  According to Jacobsen (2015), in 2014 in Alpine, 2.78% 

of the entire population of students opted out.  The percentage rose to 3.13% in 2015.  

For Davis, 1.89% of the population opted out in 2014 and 2.42% in 2015.  Finally, for 

Granite, the percentage was 0.67% in 2014 and 1.12% in 2015.  However, the researcher 
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will not be able to determine the percentage of students who opted out specifically in 

fourth-grade each year.  Therefore, the research will be based on data found on 

Datagateway online, including only students who took the SAGE ELA tests in 2014, 

2015, 2016, and 2017.  

Qualitative Data 

Qualitative data were collected through five phone interviews with a former 

member and members of the Utah State Board Of Education (USBOE). The phone 

interviews followed a questionnaire established by the researcher. The interviews lasted 

about 20 minutes. The interviews were recoded, transcribed and reported in the 

research.The USBOE members created policies and tools for district administrators, 

school administrators, and teachers.  As such, interviewees were able to lend insight into 

what was done at the state level for SwD and LEP students to promote literacy.  

The five interviewees were Dr. Gregg Roberts, a former USBOE member and the 

founder of the 50/50 DLI model in Utah; Dr. Karl Bowman, the Dual Language 

Immersion and World Languages Specialist, Dr. Leah Voorhies, Assistant Superintendent 

for Student Supports; Dr. Christelle Estrada, Title III, English Learners, Immigrants and 

Refugees; and Kim Fratto, Education Coordinator, Special Education section, access to 

the General Curriculum, English Learners (EL), Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD), 

Response to Intervention (RTI), and Utah Multi-Tiered System of Supports (UMTSS).  

Dr. Gregg Roberts. In 2006, Dr. Gregg Roberts worked with the Utah 

Legislature and the Governor’s office to implement DLI programs in K-12 education in 

Utah (Language policy, 2018). This model saw its birth in 2008 and has been replicated 

nationally and internationally (Language policy, 2018). Dr. Roberts is now the director of 

Dual Language Studies for American Councils of International Education in Washington, 

D.C. (Roberts, personal correspondence [resume], 2019). He was the World Language & 

Dual Language Immersion Specialist for the Utah State Board of Education.The purpose 

of the phone interview was non only to obtain answers on questions that arose during the 

literature review but principaly to gain Dr. Roberts's opinion on the effect of the 50/50 

DLI model on ELA proficiency for All, SwD and LEP students. Dr. Roberts has been 

widely mediatized and thus were able to provide media sources such as podcats 

(Appendix G). 
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Dr. Karl Bowman took over Dr. Gregg Roberts’ position at the USBOE a year 

ago.  He has been a teacher and a principal in immersion schools since 1985. At that time, 

the immersion program was a 90/10 model, with 90% of instruction in English and 10% 

in the target language, shifting to a 50/50 model in 2008-09. The purpose of this phone 

interview is to get insight into the creation, implementation, and development of the DLI 

model as well as to collect opinions on the effect of the DLI model on ELA proficiency 

(Appendix H). 

Dr. Leah Woorhies is the Assistant Superintendent for Student Support (ASSS) 

at the USBOE. The purpose of the interview was to gather information on special 

education and LEP students’ proficiency levels and on measures taken to close the ELA 

proficiency gap.  Specific questions were targeted on her knowledge of the differences, if 

any, of ELA proficiency between LEP and SwD in DLI programs compared to students 

in non-DLI programs (Appendix I). 

Dr. Christelle Estrada oversees the Title III department at the USBOE.  She 

focuses on English Learners (ELs) and immigrants and refugees.The purpose of this 

interview was to understand the support provided for LEP students and the way these 

supports were implemented.  Another aim was to get information on ELA proficiency for 

LEP students in DLI programs compared to students in non-DLI programs (Appendix J). 

Kim Fratto is the Education Coordinator in the Special Education Services 

Department for the USBOE.  Her responsibilities encompass access to the general 

curriculum, English Learners (ELs), Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD), Response to 

Intervention (RtI), and Utah Multi-Tiered System of Supports (UMTSS). The purpose of 

this interview was to obtain information on the measures taken to support LEP and SwD. 

It was also to collect Kim Fratto’s opinion on the effect of the DLI model for LEP and 

students with disabilities (1). 

Quantitative Data 

Measuring Literacy/ELA Proficiency 

The state of Utah assessed literacy/ELA proficiency from 2014 to 2017 with the 

state testing system SAGE (USOE, n.d.-b). The state of Utah defines ELA proficiency as 

a student’s being proficient in reading literature, reading informational text, listening 

comprehension, writing, and language (USOE, n.d.-b).  These were the modules in which 
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students were tested in SAGE state summative assessments (USOE, n.d.-a). Therefore, 

students could be classified as ELA-proficient if they showed proficiency through a 

combination of these modules. 

Summary of methodology.  The study was conducted in the years 2018-2019.  

The qualitative data were gathered through one phone interview with the founder of the 

DLI program and former USBOE member Gregg Roberts and with four phone interviews 

with Utah State Board of Education affiliates. These interviews provided information on 

DLI programs, their evolution, and their implementations.  Interviewees were asked 

about the initiatives in place from the USBOE to support SwD and LEP students. Finally, 

they were to provide information about the effect of the DLI program and the initiatives 

in place for SwD and LEP students around ELA proficiency.  

Utah Bilingual Program 

The Utah 50/50 DLI model allows students of any language background to share 

instruction in English and the target language offered by the school (Roberts, 1995). 

Under this format, students receive 50% of instruction in the target language and 50% of 

instruction in English (Watzinger-Tharp & Leite, 2017). By fourth-grade, students are 

considered bilingual (USBOE, 2017a). CRT test scores, before 2014, showed higher ELA 

proficiency for students in DLI programs than students in non-DLI programs (School 

Tutoring Academy, n.d.). The same was true for SAGE ELA test scores for all students. 

Therefore, the research questions whether the DLI program had an effect on ELA 

proficicency for SwD and LEP students. 
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Chapter 4: Results 

Introduction 

The results will identify whether or not the 50/50 DLI program has an effect on 

ELA proficiency for SwD and LEP students. 

Interviews 

The five interviews are with Dr. Gregg Roberts, founder of the DLI movement in 

Utah, and four Utah State Board of Education members: Dr. Karl Bowman, Dr. Leah 

Woorhies, Dr. Christelle Estrada and Kim Fratto. 

Dr. Gregg Roberts 

Introduction.  Dr. Gregg Roberts was at the inception of the DLI movement 

while in his post at the USBOE (Leveen & Hernandez, n.d.-a).  According to Dr. 

Roberts’ biography (Appendix N), Dr. Roberts’ major for his MA and ABD (Ph.D.) was 

in French with an emphasis on Film and Education.  He retired from his post at USBOE 

as the World Language & Dual Language Immersion Specialist to become the Director of 

Dual Language Studies for American Councils of International Education in Washington, 

D.C.  Dr. Roberts has taught at both the secondary and university levels.  He also served 

as the Granite School District’s World Language Specialist.  He was named the 2009 

National Council of State Supervisors of Foreign Language State Supervisor of the Year, 

the 2015 ACTFL Leo Benardo Award for Innovation in K-12 Language Education, and 

he is a recipient of the Palms Académiques from the French Government. 

Dr. Roberts’ goal is to expand the DLI model across America while conducting 

extensive research on the area of Dual Language instruction (Leveen & Hernandez, n.d.-

a).  In the podcast from Leveen and Hernandez (n.d.-a), Dr. Roberts reported that “most 

experts agree that there are three major goal areas for Dual Language:  Academic 

achievement, bilingual literacy, and cultural competency.” 

According to Dr. Roberts’ biography (Appendix N), while working at the 

USBOE, he designed the K-12 DLI model now used as a national and international 

model.  He is part of and has been part of many organizations such as the Flagship 

Language Acquisition Network (F-LAN), a national consortium of 25 U.S  academic 

programs to innovate language acquisition models (Van Winkle, 2017). The F-LAN was 

led by Utah and recently funded by the National Language Flagship program  (Van 

Winkle, 2017). As a project director of the F-LAN consortium, Dr. Roberts has been 
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working on programs from PreK-16. He intended to train High School proficient Chinese 

and Portuguese graduates who could reach a higher level of proficiency once graduating 

from University  (Van Winkle, 2017). The podcast from Leveen and Hernandes (n.d. -b) 

reported that Dr. Roberts also developed a system of international recruitment and 

certification programs copied in other states. The same podcast claimed 

Dr. Roberts provided the researcher with a podcast and documents supporting the 

literature review claiming that bilingualism benefited ELA proficiency. The podcast 

reported the experience of an administrator, Dr. Chris Nickels, in California with Dual 

Language Education (DLE) (Leveen & Hernandez, n.d.-b).  Dr. Nickels mentioned that 

the success of DLE regarding English literacy of LEP students and academic 

achievement, stimulated the California association for bilingual education to form their 

professional development (PD) services (Leveen & Hernandez, n.d.-b) 

The DLI program mixed native English speakers and Spanish speakers.  Dr. 

Nickels mentioned that originally the DLE programs were designed to meet the needs of 

LEP students promoting higher levels of literacy as well as higher levels of academic 

achievement.  However, when their district gathered data about assessments, they also 

realized that DLE was also beneficial for English natives, who were more proficient in 

literacy than students who were following monolingual instruction.  

Steve Leveen and Fernando Hernandez (n.d.-a), in the podcast The dual-language 

revolution begins (part 1),  reported on a conference, counting over 2,000 attendees in 

Albuquerque, New Mexico. Leveen reported on Jim Lions, executive director of the 

National Association of Bilingual Education and now the senior policy advisor to the 

Dual Language Education of New Mexico, who confirmed that “kids who were exposed 

to quality Dual Language Programs (DLP) have the highest level of English proficiency” 

(Leveen & Hernandez, n.d.-a, pt. 8:43 min).  Lions went further by affirming that LEP 

students who attended DLP programs and thus had some of their courses in their native 

language boosted their ELA proficiency in English, more so than LEP students attending 

English-only schools.  He added, “once one has experienced at least in terms of 

instruction multiple languages what is called metacognition, the big picture of the 

understanding of language grows and is heighten” (Leveen & Hernandez, n.d.-a, 9:53 



UTAH’S IMMERSION MODEL AND LITERACY PROFICIENCY 
 

 

39

min).  This explanation, from Lion, highlights a reason why DLP benefits not only LEP 

students but also English natives. 

Answering questions from the literature review. The literature review left four 

unanswered questions regarding, 1) the elaboration of the DLI programs in Utah, 2) The 

story behind the famous quote from Dr. Roberts in 2013, 3) Was the cost of 

implementation of a DLI model $100 per year per student?, and 4) Does the DLI model 

help close the ELA gap among students? The answer to these questions helped to frame 

the DLI program better and to understand the reasons why the DLI program might be 

effective in closing the ELA gap between All and SwD and LEP students. 

Quote.  Dr. Roberts’ quote monolingualism is the illiteracy of the 21st century  

“struck like a bolt of lightning internationally”  (Leveen & Hernandez, n.d.-b, 0:03 min).  

I asked Dr. Roberts what his frame of mind was at the time of the quote.  He mentioned 

that the first time he mentioned it was in 2013 at a national language conference in 

Boston.  He was on a panel when the question “How come the Americans have this snob 

affair with English only?” came about. Dr. Roberts replied instantly with this quote, 

which was then repeated all over the world.  It also became the favorite bumper sticker of 

world language teachers (Leveen & Hernandez, n.d.-b). 

Dr. Roberts thinks that DLI is a game-changer for the United States and American 

students, and has the potential to revolutionize education in America.  To this day, the 

program has 196 schools, with 39,000 students enrolled in six languages: Portuguese, 

French, German, Japanese, Spanish, and Russian (Leveen & Hernandez, n.d.-b).  

Educational members of thirty-five states and ten foreign countries visited Utah because 

of the interest of the model (Leveen & Hernandez, n.d.-b). 

Cost of implementation of DLI programs.  Dr. Roberts (2019) mentioned that the 

advertised cost of 100 dollars per year per student (Leite, 2013) was right, but only after 

seven years of implementation.  According to Dr. Roberts (interview, 2019), this cost was 

also confirmed by a top researcher out of Portland (Steele et al., 2015). 

Achievement gap.  Dr. Roberts (2019) mentioned that the DLI model can be used 

as “a school integration issue minimizing the gap between the haves and the have-not” 

(Leveen & Hernandez, n.d.-a., 22.46 min) and that the DLI model will become a norm in 

Utah (Leveen & Hernandez, n.d.-a).  
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At this time, Utah has one DLI school for four non-DLI schools.  Dr. Roberts 

thinks that this ratio could be obtained nationwide (Leveen & Hernandez, n.d.-a). 

Opinion on the effect of the DLI model on ELA proficiency.  The data from 

Malia Mcllevana (Table 50) showed that fourth-grade students following DLI courses 

performed significantly higher in ELA proficiency than fourth-grade students not 

following DLI courses.  

During the phone interview, Dr. Roberts (2019) mentioned that someone bilingual 

could understand languages and use languages, and therefore Dr. Roberts does not 

understand why people would believe that learning a second language would not improve 

their first language.  He also believes that more languages are good for all children.  

Furthermore, Dr. Roberts mentioned that language is constantly moving and shifting and 

needs to be used; therefore, Dr. Roberts thinks that we are limiting ourselves when we are 

only monolingual. Finally, Dr. Roberts thinks that bilingualism helps across disciplines 

because it makes for smarter students.  Therefore, the neurological advantage of 

bilingualism will show up in ELA, math, science, creativity, imagination, and executive 

control, among others.  Dr. Roberts (2019) thinks that learning more languages makes for 

a better overall student, including ELA proficiency. 

Summary of interview with Dr. Roberts.  Dr. Roberts (2019) was the founder of 

the DLI model when he was the World Language Specialist at the USBOE.  As such, he 

was able to answer questions about the DLI model, its history, and its efficacy regarding 

ELA proficiency in students in DLI programs, which he mentioned to be positive.  He 

has now moved on to being the Director of Dual Language Studies for American 

Councils of International Education in Washington, D.C, helping other states and 

countries to create DLI educational environments.  

Dr. Karl Bowman 

Introduction.  Dr. Bowman (2018) has a long history of education in Utah.  He 

was a pioneer in Dual Language immersion programs when Utah began a 90/10 model, 

with 90% of instruction is English and 10% in the target language. He then was part of 

the implementation of the 50/50 model in 2008-2009.   

Dr. Bowman (2018) took up his functions at the USBOE after Gregg Roberts 

retired in 2017 as Dr. Bowman (2018) has been a teacher and a principal in immersion 
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schools since 1985.  At that time, the immersion program was at a groundbreaking level, 

and Dr. Bowman was an actor in its implementation and evolution. 

Dr. Bowman (2018) is bilingual.  He was born and raised in Mexico and, as such, 

is speaking Spanish fluently.  Consequently, Dr. Bowman was involved in language 

acquisition, along with his personal life and his professional career.  

Creation, implementation, and development of the DLI program.  The creation 

of the DLI program happened in 2008 when the Utah State Senate passed the 

international initiative SB 41 (Roberts, personal correspondence [interview], 2016). 

Senate Bill 41 (SB 41) of 2008 followed Senate Bill 80 (SB 80) of 2007.  SB 80, 

The Critical Languages Program sponsored by Senator Howard Stephenson, defined the 

Utah World Language Roadmap, while SB 41, International Initiatives, led to the 

creation of Utah’s dual language immersion program in 2008 (Roberts, personal 

correspondence, 2016).  This bill allowed for the allocation of funds to begin dual 

language immersion programs in Chinese, Spanish, and French.  The development 

followed suit when Governor Huntsman, who was the governor at the time, initiated the 

governor’s language summit of creating a K-12 language roadmap for Utah.  The aim 

was to address the needs for language skills, business, government, and education.  In 

2010, the current governor Gary Herbert and the state superintendent Lary Shamway 

initiated a challenge to educators to create 100 dual language immersion programs 

throughout the state by 2015 to enroll at least 30,000 Utah students.  The goal was 

attained and surpassed as Utah can now count 224 programs and is expecting an 

enrollment of over 42,700 students for next year. According to Dr. Robets (personal 

correspondence, 2016). The program has been growing well, and it is a great success.  

According to Dr. Bowman (personal correspondence, 2016), the implementation 

of DLI programs in elementary schools was progressive.  Some monolingual elementary 

schools added two DLI programs per grade level, meaning that they created two DLI first 

grade classes, two DLI second grade classes, and so on, until the fifth grade.  Other 

schools, such as those in the Wasatch school district, adopted the DLI model in every 

school and every grade.  There are only one or two other schools and charter schools that 

are full-scale DLI models.  
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As mentioned earlier, the ELA curriculum is based on Utah Common Core 

Standards.  Dr. Bowman (2018) confirmed that the curriculum is left to the state of Utah.  

A dual immersion team at the USBOE developed the curriculum for the dual language 

immersion model on the language acquisition side.  On the English Language Arts side, 

schools had to use the Utah state model. Districts could choose from a state-approved list 

of textbooks. The Utah State Board of Education also provided professional development 

to language teachers in the expectations of implementation of the DLI model. 

However, the USBOE strongly believes in local control, and therefore each 

school district chooses its ELA model within a series of choices provided by the USBOE.  

Therefore, students can study ELA with different ELA textbooks and strategies if these 

programs meet the Utah Common Core Standards.  Dr. Bowman (2018) stated that 

whether a student was in a DLI or a non-DLI program, they were following an ELA 

curriculum in alignment with Utah Common Core Standards approved by the state. 

This information is crucial to rule out the possible discrepancies in ELA SAGE 

test scores from students in DLI and non-DLI programs.  The Common Core Standards 

are guiding ELA curriculum.  Therefore, whether students are in DLI or non-DLI 

schools, they will be subject to the same rigor in ELA programs (Bowman, interview, 

2018). 

Opinion on the effect of the DLI model on ELA proficiency.  Dr. Bowman 

(2018) has not worked directly with SAGE ELA assessments, but he does keep abreast of 

the results to assess whether the DLI programs are working. According to Dr. Bowman, 

the results are strong, meaning that students in DLI programs perform better in SAGE 

ELA assessments than students in non-DLI programs, but for political reasons, these 

findings are not yet to be published. Dr. Bowman (2018) believes that DLI programs are 

effective in increasing ELA proficiency based on his observations from his Dual 

Language Immersion and World Language Specialist role at the USBOE. 

I mentioned to Dr. Bowman that I had collected SAGE ELA test scores for 

students in fourth-grade for years 2014 to 2017 and that I received data from Malia 

Mcllevana, who is a research consultant in the data statistics department at the USBOE. I 

also commented that both showed that students in DLI programs were performing better 

overall.  Dr. Bowman (2018) added that students showed higher ELA proficiency when 
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enrolled in DLI programs regardless of their economic status, low-income or not, or 

whether students were in special education or title I and III programs.  

Summary of interview with Karl Bowman.  Dr. Bowman (2018) gave insight on 

the development of the DLI programs in Utah and was able to confirm that students in 

DLI programs showed higher ELA proficiency in SAGE test scores than students in non-

DLI programs regardless of their socio-economic background and their educational status 

(Appendix O). 

Dr. Leah Woorhies 

Introduction.  In the phone interview (2018), Dr. Leah Woorhies mentioned her 

background in school psychology and her actual position as the assistant superintendent 

for students’ support. She graduated with a doctorate in counseling psychology and did a 

post-doctorate in Educational Leadership and administration.  She was a director at a 

school of the deaf and blind.  Her first position at the USBOE was to be the coordinator 

of compliance and dispute resolution for special education, then became the director of 

special education and Finally became the assistant superintendent for students’ support.  

Dr. Woorhies has been instrumental in the redaction and implementation of the 

State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) for the children and youth with disabilities. 

SSIP is a federal requirement asking for states to define a goal. This USBOE is 

accountable for reporting the progress of this goal. In Utah, LEP is a sub-category of 

special education.  Dr. Woorhies is now on her fourth SSIP (Woorhies, interview, 2018). 

State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) and Special Education.  According to 

Dr. Woorhies, four years ago her team started with the most comprehensive study the 

USBOE had ever seen.  It was to compare special education data analysis to all general 

education data available (Woorhies, interview, 2018). 

A director, Dr. Woorhies, a coordinator, and a statistician, sat in a room and went 

over all data available for three days straight.  They looked at CRTs scores.  They then 

took these findings and gave them to 100 state groups to decide what they should be 

working on for the SSIP.  The groups determined that the biggest gap was middle school 

math (Woorhies, interview 2018). 
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After this study, the USBOE chose to work on closing the gap in middle school 

math. In the country, Utah is the only state territory working on middle school math 

(Woorhies, interview, 2018). 

Therefore, working on closing the gap in math and specifically, middle school 

math was innovative for an SSIP goal.  Dr. Woorhies (2018) has overseen writing the 

SSIP for four years, and closing the gap became the goal of indicator 3 for which USBOE 

had to track progress throughout Utah’s State Identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  The 

federal government holds states accountable for SSIP goals (Woorhies, interview, 2018). 

Even though the indicator 3 pertained to a math goal for which they were 

accountable to the state, they kept working on ELA proficiency.  The overarching goal 

was to work with all students with disabilities, develop interventions, and provide all 

teachers with professional development.  

Dr. Woorhies mentioned that LEP in Utah is part of special education.  Therefore, 

Dr. Voorhies’ department is also tracking LEP’s data. She mentioned that  LEP students 

scored the lowest at the end of the level tests. It is the reason why measures were also put 

in place to close the proficiency gap. Two of these measures were to evaluate best 

practices and provide professional development.  

Dr. Woorhies (2018) mentioned that they were not tracking test scores of DLI and 

non-DLI students specifically.  However, the population of the state of Utah, as well as 

the USBOE and policymakers, All support the DLI program.  Dr. Woorhies also 

mentioned that there is research coming from Canada about DLI and improving 

achievement for students with disabilities but that she was not privy to details.  

Dr. Woorhies (interview, 2018) confirmed that DLI and non-DLI programs ran 

simultaneously within a school because, even with grants and the money received from 

the legislator, Utah’s school districts can’t afford to have entire buildings operating as 

DLI.  The other problem encountered is that there is a lack of space to conduct DLI 

programs. 

Opinion on the effect of the DLI model on ELA proficiency. Dr. Woorhies 

mentioned that, unfortunately, she only hears about problems. She was, however, quick 

to add that there were very few considering the numbers of DLI programs in the state.  



UTAH’S IMMERSION MODEL AND LITERACY PROFICIENCY 
 

 

45

Summary of interview with Dr. Woorhies.  Speaking with Dr. Woorhies was 

instrumental in understanding what is happening at the USBOE in terms of supporting 

students with disabilities and LEP students.  Data analyses of CRT results supported the 

fact that LEP students were the group with the lowest ELA proficiency compared to 

special education students.  She Finally mentioned that she hears very few problems 

coming from schools regarding the DLI program and its effects on students. 

Dr. Christelle Estrada 

Introduction.  Dr. Estrada (2018) oversees the Title III department at the USBOE.  

She particularly works with English Learners (ELs) and immigrants and refugees.  She 

has a Doctorate in Education and Religion with emphasis on the K-12 curriculum.  She 

has been an administrator in a high school and taught in middle school.  She also taught 

at the University of Utah in a program so that teachers could obtain an advanced 

certificate in teaching English as a Second Language (ESL). 

Dr. Estrada works with resettlement agencies and other partners to identify 

promising practices when they do monitoring visits.  They also visit classrooms, talk to 

superintendents, and principals to evaluate what makes a difference for refugees, Limited 

English Proficiency (LEP) students, and immigrants.  Dr. Estrada also oversees the 

federal budget for charter schools, districts, and schools relating to the annual 

improvement plan (AIP) based on annual growth goals for English Learners.  The AIP 

makes provision for technical assistance to schools that do meet the annual goals toward 

proficiency and for those who do not meet growth and academic achievement currently 

assessed by SAGE. 

Dr. Estrada’s main missions are 1) to support ELA teachers in scaffolding 

instruction to make grade-level content comprehensible and accessible to students no 

matter what level of English proficiency a student comes into, and 2) to support teachers 

in making choices of literature appealing to students.  According to Dr. Estrada, these 

two factors are detrimental to the growth of ELA proficiency.  Furthermore, for Dr. 

Estrada, it is paramount to consider these two factors because LEP test scores in ELA are 

the lowest, coming below the test scores of students with disabilities. 

Support provided for LEP students and its implementation.  Limited English 

Proficiency students who are not yet proficient in elementary schools will have a 
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different academic path than those who became proficient in English.  Proficient students 

will then have better access to more challenging classes in middle school and advanced 

early college courses in high school.  These students will also have a better chance for 

university scholarships because they will be biliterate substantiated by the biliteracy seal 

earned by bilingual students. 

Dr. Estrada referred to an article by Cory Mitchell (2016)  to explain the value of 

the biliteracy seal. Cory Mitchell (2016)  in “Utah unveils new wrinkle for the seal of 

biliteracy honor” that “Utah was the 15th state to adopt an official seal of biliteracy, an 

honor that promotes bilingualism among K-12 students by offering special recognition 

for [any] graduates who demonstrate fluency in two or more languages” (p. 1).  The two-

tier biliteracy seal was presented by the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign 

Languages (ACTFL) and the National Association of Bilingual Education (NABE), 

the National Council of State Supervisors for Languages (NCSSFL), and TESOL 

International Association to ensure consistency in the meaning of this recognition.  The 

biliteracy seal was finalized and presented on March 10, 2015 (State guidelines for 

implementing the seal of biliteracy, 2015).         

ACTFL recognizes proficiency through four skills: Speaking, Writing, Listening, 

and Reading.  ACTFL identified ten levels of proficiency: Novice Low, Novice Mid, 

Novice High, Intermediate Low Intermediate Mid, Intermediate High, Advanced Low, 

Advanced Mid, Advanced High, and Superior (Mitchell, 2016).  The USBOE decided to 

reward students who showed proficiency in two languages, including English, at the end 

of high school with the Biliteracy Seal. The Seal was mentioned in students’ high school 

transcripts (Mitchell, 2016).  A student could also obtain a Platinum seal meaning that the 

student would have reached the Advanced Low level of proficiency as identified by 

ACTFL. Another honorable seal is the Gold seal for a student reaching an Intermediate 

Mid-level of proficiency.  These levels align with Utah’s World Language Core 

Standards (Mitchell, 2016).  Utah’s world language includes all modern and classical 

languages as well as American sign language and Indigenous languages (i.e., Navajo and 

Ute) (Mitchell, 2016). 

The obtention of the Biliteracy Seal must meet two criteria: Students must show 

English proficiency by a grade point average of 2.0 in ELA and must pass the Utah 
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Performance Assessment System (U-PASS) in ELA in Grade 11 with a level of proficient 

or above (Mitchell, 2016).  U-PASS replaced NCLB  and Utah Comprehensive 

Accountability System (UCAS) replaced U-PASS in 2011-12 (Shaeffer, 2016).  The 

UCAS developed a single comprehensive accountability system (CAS) (Shaeffer, 2016). 

Proficiency was first assessed by CRT and then by SAGE in 2014  (Shaeffer, 2016).  

According to Dr. Estrada (2018, interview), the biggest challenge in supporting 

teachers is for them to scaffold their instruction better to make the content grade-level 

appropriate, comprehensible, and accessible to LEP students. The second biggest 

challenge Dr. Estrada’s faces is to entice teachers to use relevant literature to LEP 

students. According to Dr. Estrada, scaffolding and use relevant material will increase 

ELA proficiency for LEP students. Dr. Estrada is frustrated by the resistance she 

encounters with educators. To conclude, the fact that teachers might lack flexibility in the 

content area and might lack skills in scaffolding instruction might lead to poor ELA test 

scores for LEP students.   

Dr. Estrada studies science and math with teachers who scaffolded their lessons. 

They used Lev Vygotsky’s three main concepts: a) Practice social interaction within the 

cognitive development of the child, b) Use the teacher as the more knowledgeable other 

(MKO) to show and explain concepts, and c) Be aware and know how to apply the 

principle of Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD), bringing a child from where he 

cognitively is to where he must be. Therefore, according to Dr. Estrada, educators should 

be crafting lesson plans according to these principles. (McLeod, 2014). 

Dr. Estrada has been working on sharing these as promising practices with 

universities to provide resources to future teachers to teach LEP students effectively.  

In Utah, only sixty percent of schools qualify for LEP state accountability because 

they only qualify if they have 10 English learners. State accountability means that 

districts need to report on “student academic achievement, student growth, and equitable 

educational opportunity” (U.S.B.O.E, 2019, p. 4). Therefore, districts with at least 10 

LEP students become accountable for the LEP population’s annual growth.  The account 

of LEP’S growth represents about  9% of the school’s academic grade at the end of the 

accountability season in December (Estrada, interview, 2018). Finally, it also means that 
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forty percent of schools are not required to report on “student academic achievement, 

student growth, and equitable educational opportunity” (U.S.B.O.E, 2019, p. 4). 

A state initiative allowed for an investment of millions of dollars for K-3 reading 

programs.  Schools were offered K-3 reading programs by the USBOE and could choose 

the ones making the most sense for their districts/schools.  Title III funding for the state is 

four million dollars, which, according to Dr. Estrada, is not a lot of money, especially 

when it is compared to the grant allocated to the K-3 reading program.  The grant is to 

support and provide resources to districts, schools, and teachers in improving practices 

and allow for a better outcome in ELA proficiency to LEP students.  The grant also 

allowed for collaboration between the USBOE and local agencies to better support 

students who are often traumatized concerning their experiences as refugees or living in 

poverty (Estrada, interview, 2018). 

The USBOE also provided intergenerational poverty grants and students at risk 

grants.  These were all initiated at the state administrative level and distributed to 

leadership teams to provide teachers with resources on scaffolding instruction and have 

access to high-quality experiences for students.  For instance, a couple of districts were 

able to create a center where new refugees at the junior high school could attend a 2-week 

immersion program to help them understand American schools (Estrada, interview, 

2018). 

Dr. Estrada witnessed the use of some of the best teaching methods for LEP 

students in Utah.  For instance, Park city school district created a website with a link 

leading to class content.  She observed a chemistry teacher and a writing teacher working 

together on academic writing in chemistry with the support of an English Language 

Development (ELD) specialist. This collaboration led to a higher rate of graduation for 

LEP students, 83%, while the average rate of graduation for LEP students in Utah is 67% 

(Utah 2017 graduation rates, 2017).   

Dr. Estrada also witnessed team teaching with ninth-grade biology teachers who 

put in place some of the best scaffolding practices by providing visuals helping students 

to comprehend the academic language and the content area of biology.  These findings 

were reported in the Utah Education Network website that focuses on Utah’s promising 

practices.   
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Therefore, Dr. Estrada analyzed promising practices with refugees and also 

worked with the community and community learning centers to support LEP students.  

She went on to create ESL classes for refugees and mothers so that students have support 

at home and could internalize the English language faster.  In turn, these practices have 

the potential to provide students with opportunities to access more rigorous courses and 

to better prepare for secondary education. 

Dr. Estrada, finally provided information on ELA proficiency for LEP students in 

DLI programs versus LEP students in non-DLI programs.  Dr. Estrada studied course-

taking patterns for all students.  She noticed that students who were granted a four-year 

scholarship to the University of Utah’s business school were all dual language learners. 

The USBOE and school districts have a relationship with the University of Utah 

(UU) called the Advanced Language Career Pathway.  This relationship between high 

schools and UU provides the opportunity for tenth graders to take all their academic 

courses in Spanish as well as advanced courses in Spanish and earn UU’s credits.  Next 

year, 2019-20, it will be in Mandarin (Estrada, interview, 2018). Students in this program 

have the possibility of receiving grants to enter the business school program at the 

University of Utah.  However, not all students who entered the business program were in 

the Advanced Language Career Pathways, but they were all  DLI students (Estrada, 

interview, 2018). 

The communication between high school the UU is an example of the 

commitment of the USBOE in the DLI program but also of the capacity of people to 

work together to ensure that biliteracy is of value (Estrada, interview, 2018). 

Summary of interview with Dr. Estrada.  Dr. Estrada has a longstanding history 

of working with LEP, immigrants, and refugees.  She has worked diligently in finding 

and diffusing best practices to school districts while offering training to teachers to make 

the content grade level comprehensible and accessible to LEP students. In 2015, schools, 

where best practices are applied, have an 83% graduation rate for LEP students instead of 

a 62.5% rate (Sanchez, 2017).  

Dr. Estrada (2018) confirmed that students with low ELA proficiency had limited 

access to advanced courses and limited access to university, which lead to limited choices 

not only academically but also professionally.  She also noticed that all students who had 
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access to grants were DLI students and thus were most likely to enter the University of 

Utah’s business school. 

Kim Fratto 

Introduction.  Kim Fratto is the Education Coordinator in the Special Education 

Services Department for the USBOE.  Her responsibilities are to provide access to the 

General Curriculum, work with English Learners (EL), and with students with Specific 

Learning Disabilities (SLD). She also collaborates with other departments on the 

Response to Intervention (RtI) program and Utah Multi-Tiered System of Supports 

(UMTSS).  Her professional background includes being a special education and a general 

education teacher in public and private schools in Utah.  She worked in elementary 

schools, then as an inclusion specialist, special education coordinator, administrator for a 

special school in post-high school transition school, and worked with educators to design 

a special education program for students in preschool to post-high school.  She Finally 

designed special education programs to provide a continuum from preschool to post-high 

school in her roles as teacher, inclusion specialist, and area coordinator. 

Kim Fratto’s (2018) educational background consists of a bachelor’s degree in 

special education specialized in mild and moderate disabilities, a master’s degree in 

special education with a severe emphasis, and an administrative license.  She also has an 

ESL endorsement and a secondary math endorsement for special education. 

Her role at the state of Utah is to be a state coordinator for special education.  Her 

primary responsibility is to establish effective instruction and access to core instruction 

for SwD and LEP students. 

Support provided for LEP students and its implementation. Kim Fratto and Ann-

Michelle Neal, the Education Specialist at USBOE who was awarded the Distinguished 

Service Award, created a webinar two years ago called “Supporting English Learners 

with Disabilities” (Neal, Fratto, & Steinke, n.d.).  This webinar was done in collaboration 

with the Title III department and the special education department, among others.  It 

included eight modules on issues affecting LEP and “classroom support; language 

proficiency and acquisition, assessment for LEP, […] annual language proficiency 

assessment, and the special considerations needed for LEP in referral for special 
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education eligibility” (Neal, Fratto, & Steinke, n.d.  p. 1).  Each module is organized 

around four types of tasks. 

1) Inductive tasks – Metacognition from the learner to assess their understanding 

of content. 

2) Input – Involve the learner to participate in new content within a learning task. 

3) Implementation – Practice the new material learned. 

4) Integration – Encourage learners to apply new knowledge in different 

contexts such as life and work environments (Neal, Fratto, & Steinke, n.d.  P. 

1). 

This webinar was to be used as a tool for school teams to improve their practice 

and prevent misreferral of LEP students in special education.  It also provided a protocol 

with elements to consider before referring an LEP to special education.  The goal was to 

ensure that a real disability and not just a lack of English proficiency was impeding 

academic achievement.  However, no measuring tools were conceived to evaluate the 

outcome of the webinar on the LEP and special education population. 

Kim Fratto (2018), along with a team, has been working for six years on the Utah 

Multi-tiered System Support (UMTSS).  This work has been possible through a 5-year 

grant for phase 1 and now a second 5-year grant for phase 2.  According to Fratto (2018), 

the overarching objective for these grants is to improve practices for all students, 

including LEP and students with disabilities across the state in a multi-tiered system.  

According to the strategic plan of the USBOE in 2016,       

The foundation of the Utah public education system is to provide an opportunity 

for educational excellence for each Utah student.  This requires advocacy, focus, and 

prioritization of effort [where] each student can excel, including equity of educational 

opportunities and culturally responsive practices to promote each student’s academic 

success and well-being.” This requires high-quality instruction with a focus on intended 

learning outcomes and high expectations for each student, which are key to high student 

achievement. (Utah Systems Conference, n.d., p. 3). 

The critical UMTSS 3-Tier components are: 

1) High-quality instruction 

2) Data-Based Decision Making 
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3) Team-Based Problem Solving  

4) Equitable Education for Each Student 

5) College and Career Readiness 

6) Proactive School Climate and Structure  

7) Parent and Community Involvement 

8) Supportive Leadership 

(Utah Systems Conference, n.d., p. 3) 

According to Kim Fratto (2018), the last five years before the new grant started, 

the focus was on setting up systems of support such as for building infrastructures within 

districts and charters as well as providing a multi-tiered system supporting students.  

Fratto collaborated with district and building leaders to provide them with new USBOE 

policies in implementing these changes. 

Kim Fratto’s (2018) intention was to sustain and evaluate existing implementation 

efforts with districts receiving their support.  Fratto added that they received good 

feedback coming from this collaboration.  The year before, they had about 15 to 17 

districts participating, while this year, they more than doubled their reach with 38 

districts.  

The USBOE also worked on setting up pre-service and in-service sessions to 

ensure that educators coming out of colleges and universities could understand MTSS. 

These sessions were to provide a common language when referring to multi-tiered 

education.  

At the USBOE, departments decided to work across teams to solve educational 

issues at the state level.  This collaboration gave birth to a two-day conference every June 

called the Utah Systems Conference.  The 2018 conference presented three areas of 

focus: “Collective Efficacy, Aligning Systems and Equitable Access” (Utah Systems 

Conference, n.d., p. 3).  Seven hundred and ten participants were present at the 2018 

Systems Conference. According to Fratto, this number attests to the value of the 

information coming from this collaboration.  

Finally, Kim Fratto (2018, interview) mentioned that the MTTS was also to 

provide academic and behavioral support to building capacity among personnel, 

including special ed, general ed, and parent educators. 
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Closing the gap in ELA proficiency for LEP and students with disabilities.  Kim 

Fratto (2018) and her team created webinars supporting English Learners with 

Disabilities and worked on the UMTSS. They collaborated with Title III and thus 

Christelle Estrada’s department in giving them information and feedback from the field.  

They collaborated on professional development to bring awareness of some of the 

challenges limiting English proficiency and, more particularly, limiting English 

proficiency for LEP students with disabilities.  Dr. Estrada’s and Fratto’s department 

share emails and phone calls from the public to respond with the same language 

regarding specific issues in a precise and concise manner (Fratto, interview, 2018).  

Knowledge of the DLI and how it affects special education and LEP students 

regarding ELA proficiency.  Fratto’s department does not track data, but in her opinion, 

the DLI program is helpful to special education and LEP students (Fratto, interview, 

2018). 

Summary of the phone interview with Kim Fratto.  The USBOE works across 

departments to ensure that all students are held to high standards through best practices.  

The UMTSS is proof that the state believes in observing and disseminating best practices 

throughout the state.  The webinar “Supporting English Learners with Disabilities” offers 

a checklist to assess whether or not an LEP student should be referred to special 

education services. 

The Utah System Conference and its vast number of participants prove that not 

only many of the leaders are interested in new and innovative teaching techniques leading 

to higher proficiency level for all students, but that they also believe that everyone has a 

stake in improving educational outcome in Utah.  

Quantitative Data 

Introduction 

The elementary schools are for K-6 students in Utah.  DLI elementary schools 

mean that these schools have DLI programs but also non-DLI programs.  DLI schools 

have two classes per grade following the DLI model, while the others follow regular all-

English programs.  For instance, these schools could have two first-grade classes with 

DLI programs and three first-grade classes with non-DLI programs.  Therefore, DLI 

schools have DLI and non-DLI students (“Data and statistics,” 2019). 
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Datagateway 

Data for this research were collected through the public website Datagateway 

where SAGE ELA test scores are published.  The researcher gathered DLI and non-DLI 

fourth-grade SAGE ELA scores for years 2014 to 2017 to evaluate whether fourth-grade 

SAGE ELA test scores were higher in DLI schools, as the literature review and the 

interviews suggest. And see if it is also true for SwD and LEP students. 

Datagateway does not separate SAGE ELA test scores for students in DLI versus 

non-DLI programs.  Therefore, the data collected will be for students in DLI schools 

versus students in non-DLI schools.  

The data collected are the fourth-grade SAGE ELA test scores of Alpine, Davis, 

and Granite school districts for All students, LEP and SwD, for the years 2014 to 2017.  

Alpine School District  

Introduction.  Alpine school district counts 57 elementary schools.  Five schools 

are offering Chinese programs, four schools are offering Spanish programs, and one 

school is offering Portuguese.  Therefore, 10 out of 57 schools are offering DLI programs 

in their schools (Table 35). 

Enrollment in the Alpine district.  Alpine school districts enrolled 5,806 fourth-

grade students in 2014; 5,935 in 2015; 6,244 in 2016 and 6,297 in 2017 (Table 1).  This 

district tends to welcome an increasing number of students each year.  The average class 

size in fourth-grade is high, with an average of 28 students per class (Table 1).  The 

student-teacher ratio from year 2014 to year 2017, went from 23.05 students per teacher 

to 24.64 per teacher (Table 1).  

Table 1. 

Alpine Fourth Grade Enrollment 

Alpine 2013-2014 2014-
2015 

2015-
2016 

2016-
2017 

Average 2014 
to 2017 

Enrollment fourth-grade 5,806 5,935 6,244 6,297 6,071 
Median class size fourth-
grade 29 28 28 28 28 

Schools by LEA Elementary  54 56 58 58 57 

Student teacher ratio 23.05 23.22 22.58 24.64 23 

Elementary: Incidents of 
prohibited behavior 73 93 45 39 63 

      

Incidents of prohibited behavior in the Alpine district.  Despite the high 

number of students per class, the incidents of prohibited behavior in the district decreased 

dramatically within the four years of 2014 to 2017, going from 73 to 39 (Table 1).  The 
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most significant change was in the number of bullying incidents.  It went from 50 in 2014 

to 13 in 2017 (Table 33).  

Enrollment in Alpine DLI schools.  In 2013-14, 5,808 students were enrolled in 

DLI schools, including 749 students enrolled in fourth-grade (Table 34).  In 2014-15, 

6,871 students were enrolled in DLI school, including 931 enrolled in fourth-grade (Table 

34).  In 2015-16, 7,132 students were enrolled in DLI schools, including 994 enrolled in 

fourth-grade (Table 34).  Finally, in 2016-17, 7,578 students were enrolled in DLI 

schools, including 1,123 enrolled in fourth-grade (Table 34). Therefore, the total 

enrollment in DLI schools went up over 30 % in these four years for all students and over 

49% for fourth-grade students. 

The percentage per year of fourth-grade students enrolled in DLI school to 

students enrolled in DLI schools was: in 2013, 12.9%; in 2014, 13.5%; in 2015, 13.9%; 

and in 2016, 14.8% Meaning that in 2013 about 12.9% of students were in fourth-grade, 

etc. (Table 34). 

Student Growth Percentile (SGP) in the Alpine district.  According to the 

Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI), the SGP “describes a student’s 

growth by comparing academic peers to academic peers with similar prior test score”  

(Student growth percentiles, 2016, para. 1). 

In the school year 2013-14, the Student Growth Percentile (SGP) for fourth-grade 

students was 52% in non-DLI schools versus 49.22% in DLI schools ( 

 

Table 2).  In 2014-15, the SGP for fourth-grade students was 47.57% in non-DLI 

schools versus 48.95% in DLI schools ( 

 

Table 2).  In 2015-16, the Student Growth Percentile (SGP) for fourth-grade 

students was 53.15% versus 51.6% in DLI schools ( 

 

Table 2).  In 2016-17, the Student Growth Percentile (SGP) for fourth-grade 

students was 53.66% versus of 57.55% in DLI schools ( 

 

Table 2). 
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The average SGP from 2014 to 2017 was 51.6% in non-DLI schools versus 

51.83% in DLI schools ( 

 

Table 2).  Therefore, the SGP is higher in DLI schools compared to non-DLI 

schools. 

 

Table 2. 

SGP non-DLI versus DLI Schools 

Alpine SGP SGP SGP SGP SGP 

SGP 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 Average growth 

Non-DLI 52.00% 47.57% 53.15% 53.66% 51.60% 

DLI 49.22% 48.95% 51.60% 57.55% 51.83% 

2013-14 Alpine Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for Non-DLI Schools (Table 
35) 

Introduction.  According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2013-

14, the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on 44 schools was of 45.44% in non-

DLI schools.  This included the calculation of the midrange point for Cedar Valley 

schools showing a range of 21-29%.  The midrange point became 25% and was included 

in the total average of calculation of ELA proficiency, giving a 45.44% level of 

proficiency (Table 35). 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) in fourth-grade (Table 35).  Datagateway 

collected data for LEP.  Ten schools, Bonneville, Freedom, Geneva, Greenwood, Lindon, 

Mount Mahogany, Scera Park, Sharon, Suncrest, and Westmore, showed a range of ELA 

proficiency going from ≤10% to 21-29%.  A 13% level of ELA proficiency was found in 

calculating the average of the midrange points of the ten schools.  The 34 other schools 

showed N<10. 

Therefore, LEP students, on average, showed 10% of ELA proficiency while the 

average for all students showed an average level of proficiency of 45.44%. This 

represents a significant gap.   

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Alpine district. Datagateway 

collected data for students with disabilities (Table 35).  Thirty-six schools were reported 

with a range going from ≤10% to 60-69%.  A 21.83% level of ELA proficiency was 
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found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the 36 schools (Table 35).  The 

eight other schools showed N<10 (Table 35). 

Therefore, students with disabilities, on average, showed 21.83% of ELA 

proficiency while the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 

45.44% (Table 35).  This represents a significant gap.  However, one must consider that 

44 schools were represented when calculating ELA proficiency for All students, while 36 

schools were represented in calculating special education ELA level of proficiency.  

Summary: Alpine non-DLI schools 2013-14 (Table 35).  In 2013-14 in non-DLI 

schools, the level of ELA proficiency for All students was 45.44%.  The level of ELA 

proficiency for LEP students was 13%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for SwD 

calculated was 21.83%.  These results show that the level of ELA proficiency in non-DLI 

schools SwD students and LEP students was lower than ELA proficiency for All 

students. The results also show that LEP students scored much lower than students with 

disabilities, with 13% versus 21.83%. These findings are aligned with the literature 

review which stated that LEP students were scoring lower than SwD students. 

 Introduction. According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2013-

14, the SAGE proficiency level for All students in fourth-grade was 41.14% in the 9 DLI 

schools (Table 36). 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) in fourth-grade in the Alpine district 

(Table 36).  Datagateway collected data for LEP.  Two schools, Cherry Hill and Windsor 

show a range of proficiency of ≤20%.  In calculating the average of the midrange points 

of these two schools, we find a 10% level of ELA proficiency for fourth-grade students.  

The seven other schools showed N<10. 

Therefore, LEP students, on average, showed 10% of ELA proficiency, while the 

average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 41.44%.  This 

represents a significant gap.   

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Alpine district (Table 36).  

Datagateway collected data for students with disabilities.  Four schools were reported 

2013-14 Alpine Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for DLI Schools (Table 36. 
 
Alpine DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores and SGP 2013-14 

 



UTAH’S IMMERSION MODEL AND LITERACY PROFICIENCY 
 

 

58

with a range of a midrange ≤20%, meaning that the average scores were under or equal at 

20%.  A 10% level of ELA proficiency was found in calculating the average of the 

midrange points of the four schools.  The five other schools yielded N<10. 

Therefore, students with disabilities, on average, showed 10% of ELA proficiency 

while the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 41.14%.  

This represents a significant gap.  However, one must consider that nine schools were 

represented when calculating ELA proficiency for All students, while four schools were 

represented in calculating special education ELA level of proficiency.  

Summary: Alpine DLI school 2013-14 (Table 36. 

 

Alpine DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores and SGP 2013-14 

 

 

In 2013-14 in DLI schools, the level of ELA proficiency calculated for ten schools 

was 41.14%.  For LEP students, the level of ELA proficiency calculated for two schools 

showed a level of proficiency of 10%, and for SwD, the level of ELA proficiency 

calculated on four schools was 10%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency 

between All students and the subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students 

scoring the lowest.  

Therefore, in non-DLI schools, students showed a higher level of ELA 

proficiency for All students, with 45.44% compared to 41.14%.  A higher level of ELA 

proficiency for LEP students is revealed, with 13% in non-DLI schools versus 10% in 

DLI schools.  The same is true for the special education population showing a higher 

level of proficiency in DLI schools with 21.83% versus 10%.  However, one must be 

cognizant of the lack of data, especially for LEP and SwD in DLI and non-DLI schools.   

This analysis showed that the non-DLI model had a positive relationship with 

literacy proficiency for All students, LEP, and SwD students. The average score for All, 

SwD, and LEP students in non-DLI schools was 26.75% (Table 35) versus 20.38% in 

DLI schools (Table 36). The average showed that the non-DLI program had a positive 

relationship with literacy proficiency 
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2014-15 Alpine Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for Non-DLI Schools (Table 
37) 

Introduction.  According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2014-

15, the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on 45 schools was 43.16% in non-

DLI schools.  This included the calculation of the midrange point for Cedar Valley 

schools showing a range of ≤20%.  The midrange point became 10% (by taking 0% 

scores + 20% scores and averaging the sum) and was included in the total average of 

calculation of ELA proficiency, giving a 43.16% level of ELA proficiency (Table 37). 

Limited English Proficiency in fourth-grade in the Alpine district (Table 37).  

Datagateway collected data for LEP.  Ten schools, Bonneville, Deerfield, Geneva, 

Greenwood, Mount Mahogany, Sharon, Suncrest, Vineyard, Westfield, and Westmore, 

showed a range of ELA proficiency going from ≤10% to 49%.  A 17.4% level of ELA 

proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of these ten 

schools.  The 35 other schools showed N<10. 

Therefore, LEP students, on average, showed 17.4% of ELA proficiency while 

the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 43.16%.  This 

represents a difference in ELA proficiency of 25.76% between the two groups. 

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Alpine district (Table 37).  

Datagateway collected data for students with disabilities.  Thirty-nine schools were 

reported with a range going from ≤10% to 50-59%.  A 21.1% level of ELA proficiency 

was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the 36 schools.  The eight 

other schools showed N<10. 

Therefore, in Alpine, students with disabilities, on average, showed 21.83% of 

ELA proficiency while the average for All students showed an average level of 

proficiency of 43.16%.  This represents a significant gap.  However, one must consider 

that 45 schools were represented when calculating ELA proficiency for All students, 

while 39 schools were represented in calculating special education ELA level of 

proficiency.  

Summary: Alpine non-DLI schools 2014-15 (Table 37). In 2014-15 in non-DLI 

schools, the level of ELA proficiency calculated for 45 schools was 43.16%.  The level of 

ELA proficiency for LEP students calculated for ten schools was 17.4%.  Finally, the 

level of ELA proficiency for SwD calculated on 39 schools was 21.12%.  This shows a 
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difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the subcategories of students, 

SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  

It also shows that LEP students scored lower than students with disabilities, with 

17.4% versus 21.17%, which is in alignment with the literature review stating that LEP 

students were scoring lower than SwD students. 

2014-15 Alpine Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for DLI Schools (Table 38) 

Introduction.  According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2014-

15, the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on ten schools was 44.90% in DLI 

schools (Table 38).  

Limited English Proficiency in fourth-grade in the Alpine district. 

Datagateway collected data for LEP.  Three schools, Alpine, Cherry Hill and Winsor, 

showed a range of ELA proficiency going from ≤20% to 30-39%.  A 23.17% level of 

ELA proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the three 

schools.  The seven other schools showed N<10 (Table 38).   

Therefore, LEP students, on average, showed 23.17% of ELA proficiency, while 

the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 44.90%.  This 

represents a difference in ELA proficiency of 21.73% between the two groups. 

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Alpine district (Table 38). 

Datagateway collected data for Students with disabilities.  Eight schools were reported 

with a range going from ≤20% to 30-39%.  A 19.88% level of ELA proficiency was 

found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the eight schools.  The two 

other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, students with disabilities, on average, showed 19.88% of ELA 

proficiency while the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 

44.90%.  This represents a significant gap.  However, one must consider that ten schools 

were represented when calculating ELA proficiency for All students, while eight schools 

were represented in calculating special education ELA level of proficiency. 

Summary: Alpine DLI schools. In 2014-15 in DLI schools, the level of ELA 

proficiency calculated on 45 schools was 43.16%.  The level of ELA proficiency for LEP 

students calculated on ten schools was 17.4%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for 

SwD calculated on 39 schools was 21.12%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency 
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between ALL students and the subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP 

students scoring the lowest. It also shows that LEP students scored lower than students 

with disabilities, with 17.4% versus 21.12%, which is in alignment with the literature 

review stating that LEP students were scoring lower than SwD students (Table 38). 

Summary: Alpine 2014-15 for non-DLI versus DLI schools (Table 37 and 

Table 38).  In 2014-15 in non-DLI schools, the level of ELA proficiency for All students 

calculated on 45 schools was 43.16%.  For LEP students, the level of ELA proficiency 

calculated on 10 schools showed a level of proficiency of 17.4%, and for SwD, the level 

of ELA proficiency calculated on 39 schools was 21.12%.  This shows a difference of 

ELA proficiency between ALL students and the subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, 

with LEP students scoring the lowest.  

In 2014-15 in DLI schools, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on ten schools 

was 44.90%.  For LEP students, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on three schools 

showed a level of proficiency of 23.17%, and for SwD, the level of ELA proficiency 

calculated on eight schools was 19.88%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency 

between All students and the subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students 

scoring the lowest.  

Therefore, in DLI schools, students showed a higher level of ELA proficiency for 

All students, with 44.90% compared to 43.16% in non-DLI schools.  DLI schools show a 

higher level of ELA proficiency for LEP students, with 23.17% versus 17.4% in non-DLI 

schools.  However, the special education population showed a higher level of proficiency 

in non-DLI schools, with 21.12% versus 19.88% in DLI schools.  Finally, one must be 

cognizant of the lack of data, especially for LEP and the special education population.  

This analysis showed that the DLI model had a positive relationship with literacy 

proficiency for All students and LEP students. The average score for All, SwD, and LEP 

students in non-DLI schools was 27.22% (Table 37) versus 29.31% in DLI schools 

(Table 38). The average showed that the DLI program had a positive relationship with 

literacy proficiency.  

2015-16 Alpine Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for Non-DLI Schools (Table 
39) 

Introduction. According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2015-

16, the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on 46 schools was of 46.93% in non-
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DLI schools.  This included the calculation of the midrange point for Cedar Valley 

schools showing a range of ≤20%.  The midrange point became 10% and was included in 

the total average of calculation of ELA proficiency, giving a 46.93% level of proficiency. 

Limited English Proficiency in fourth-grade in the Alpine district (Table 39).  

Datagateway collected data for LEP.  Eleven schools, Barrets, Bonneville, Cedar Ridge, 

Geneva, Greenwood, Mount Mahogany, Sharon, Suncrest, Vineyard, Westfield, and 

Westmore, show a range of proficiency going from ≤10% to 50-59%.  A 17.18% level of 

ELA proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of these 11 

schools.  The 35 other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, LEP students, on average, showed 17.18% of ELA proficiency, while 

the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 46.93%.  This 

represents a difference in ELA proficiency of 29.75% between the two groups. 

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Alpine district (Table 39).  

Datagateway collected data for SwD. Thirty-eight schools were reported with a range 

going from ≤10% to 60-69%.  A 22.81% level of ELA proficiency was found in 

calculating the average of the midrange points of the 38 schools.  The eight other schools 

showed an N<10. 

Therefore, students with disabilities, on average, showed 22.81% of ELA 

proficiency, while the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 

46.93%.  This represents a significant gap.  However, one must consider that 46 schools 

were represented when calculating ELA proficiency for All students, while 38 schools 

were represented in calculating special education ELA level of proficiency.  

Summary: DLI versus non-DLI in 2015-16 (Table 39).  In 2015-16 in non-DLI 

schools, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on 46 schools was 46.93%.  The level of 

ELA proficiency for LEP students calculated on 11 schools was 17.18%.  Finally, the 

level of ELA proficiency for SwD calculated on 38 schools was 22.81%.  This shows a 

difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the subcategories of students, 

SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest. It also shows that LEP students 

scored much lower than Students with disabilities, with 17.18% versus 22.81%, which is 

in alignment with the literature review stating that LEP students were scoring lower than 

SwD students. 
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2015-16 Alpine Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for DLI Schools (Table 40) 

Introduction.  According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2015-

16, the average level of ELA proficiency for All students in fourth-grade was of 45.14% 

in DLI schools.  

Limited English Proficiency in fourth-grade in the Alpine district (Table 40).  

Datagateway collected data for LEP.  Four schools, Alpine, Cascade, Cherry Hill, and 

Windsor, show a range of proficiency going from ≤10% to 21-29%.  An 11.25 % level of 

ELA proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the four 

schools.  The six other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, LEP students, on average, showed 11.25 % of ELA proficiency, while 

the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 45.14%.  This 

represents a difference in ELA proficiency of 33.89 % between the two groups. 

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Alpine district (Table 40).  

Datagateway collected data for Students with disabilities.  Nine schools were reported 

with a range going from ≤20% to 30-39%.  An 18.78% level of ELA proficiency was 

found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the nine schools.  The other 

school showed an N<10. 

Therefore, students with disabilities, on average, showed 18.78% of ELA 

proficiency while the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 

45.14%.  This represents a significant gap.  However, one must consider that ten schools 

were represented when calculating ELA proficiency for All students, while nine schools 

were represented in calculating special education ELA level of proficiency.  

Summary: DLI schools 2015-16 in the Alpine district (Table 40).  In 2015-16 

in DLI schools, All students’ level of ELA proficiency calculated on ten schools was 

45.14%.  The level of ELA proficiency for LEP students calculated on four schools was 

11.25%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for SwD calculated on nine schools 

was18.78%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest. It also 

shows that LEP students scored lower than Students with disabilities, with 13% versus 

21.83%, which is in alignment with the literature review stating that LEP students were 

scoring lower than SwD students. 
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Summary: year 2015-16 non-DLI versus DLI schools (Table 39 and Table 40).  

In 2015-16 in non-DLI schools, for All fourth-grade students, the level of ELA 

proficiency calculated on 46 schools was 46.93%.  For fourth-grade LEP students, the 

level of ELA proficiency calculated on 11 schools showed a level of proficiency of 

17.18% and for fourth-grade SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on 38 schools 

was 22.81%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All  students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  

In 2015-16 in DLI schools, the level of ELA proficiency for All fourth-grade 

students calculated on 10 schools was 45.14%.  For fourth-grade LEP students, the level 

of ELA proficiency calculated on 3 schools showed a level of proficiency of 11.25% and 

for SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on 9 schools was 18.78%.  This shows 

a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the subcategories of students, 

SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  

Therefore, in non-DLI schools, All students showed a higher level of ELA 

proficiency with 46.93% versus 45.14% in DLI schools.  Fourth-grade LEP students in 

non-DLI schools showed a higher level of ELA proficiency with 17.18% versus 11.25% 

in DLI schools.  Finally, the fourth-grade special education population showed a higher 

level of proficiency in non-DLI schools with 22.81% versus 18.78% in DLI schools.  

However, one must be cognizant of the lack of data especially for LEP and SwD in DLI 

and non-DLI schools.   

This analysis showed that the non-DLI model had a positive relationship with 

literacy proficiency for All students, LEP and SwD students. The average score for All, 

SwD and LEP students in non-DLI schools was 28.97% (Table 39) versus 25.06 % in 

DLI schools (Table 40). The average showed that the non-DLI program had a positive 

relationship with literacy proficiency. 

2016-17 Alpine Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for Non-DLI Schools (Ta 

Table 3) 

Introduction (Ta 

Table 3).  According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2016-17 

the average level of ELA proficiency calculated over 47 schools was 47.46% that of non-

DLI schools.  
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Limited English Proficiency (LEP) in fourth-grade in the Alpine district (Ta 

Table 3).  Datagateway collected data for LEP.  Eleven schools, Bonneville, 

Central, Geneva, Greenwood, Mount Mahogany, Ridgeline, Scera Park, Sharon, 

Suncrest, Vineyard, and Westmore show a range of proficiency going from ≤10% to 50-

59%.  A 17.59% level of ELA proficiency was found in calculating the average of the 

midrange points of these 11 schools.  The 36 other schools showed a N<10. 

Therefore, LEP students on average showed 17.59% of ELA proficiency while 

the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 47.46%.  This 

represents a significant gap.   

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Alpine district (Ta 

Table 3).  Datagateway collected data for Students with disabilities.  Forty 

schools were reported with a range going from ≤10% to 50-59%.  A 22.81% level of 

ELA proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the 38 

schools.  The 7 other schools showed a N<10. 

Therefore, Students with disabilities on average showed 22.63% of ELA 

proficiency while the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 

47.46%.  This represents a significant gap.  However, one must consider that 47 schools 

were represented when calculating ELA proficiency for All students while 40 schools 

were represented in calculating special education ELA level of proficiency.  

Summary: Non-DLI schools 2016-17 (Ta 

Table 3).  In 2016-17 in non-DLI schools, the level of ELA proficiency calculated 

on 47 schools was 47.46%.  The level of ELA proficiency for LEP students calculated on 

11 schools was 17.59%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for SwD calculated on 40 

schools was 22.63%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students 

and the subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest. It 

also shows that LEP students scored lower than Students with disabilities, with 17.59% 

versus 22.63%, which is in alignment with the literature review stating that LEP students 

were scoring lower than SwD students. 
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2016-17 Alpine Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for DLI Schools (Table 4) 

Introduction. According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2016-

17, the average level of ELA proficiency for All students in fourth-grade in 10 DLI 

schools was of 48.15% in DLI schools.  

Limited English Proficiency in fourth-grade in the Alpine district (Table 4).  

Datagateway collected data for LEP.  Two schools: Cherry Hill and Windsor, schools 

show a range of proficiency going from ≤10% to ≤20%.  A 7.5 % level of ELA 

proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the two 

schools.  The eight other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, LEP students, on average, showed 7.5% of ELA proficiency, while the 

average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 48.15%.  This 

represents a difference in ELA proficiency of 40.65% between the two groups. 

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Alpine district (Table 4).  

Datagateway collected data for Students with disabilities.  Eight schools were reported 

with a range going from ≤20% to 50-59%.  A 26.13% level of ELA proficiency was 

found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the eight schools.  The other 

school showed an N<10. 

Therefore, students with disabilities, on average, showed 26.13% of ELA 

proficiency, while the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 

48.15%.  This represents a significant gap.  This gap shows a truer difference between All 

students and SwD students' ELA proficiency scores as ten schools were represented 

while eight schools were represented in calculating special education ELA level of 

proficiency.  

Summary: Alpine DLI schools 2016-17 (Table 4).  In 2016-17 in DLI schools, 

All fourth-grade students’ level of ELA proficiency calculated on ten schools was 

48.15%.  The level of ELA proficiency for LEP students calculated on two schools was 

7.5%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for SwD calculated in eight schools was 

26.13%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest. It also 

shows that LEP students scored lower than students with disabilities, with 7.5% versus 
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26.13%, which is in alignment with the literature review stating that LEP students were 

scoring lower than SwD students. 

Summary:  Alpine 2016-17 non-DLI versus DLI schools (Ta 

Table 3 and Table 4).  In 2016-17 in non-DLI schools, for All fourth-grade 

students, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on 47 schools was 47.46%.  For fourth-

grade, LEP students, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on 11 schools showed a 

level of proficiency of 17.59%, and for fourth-grade SwD, the level of ELA proficiency 

calculated on 40 schools was 22.63%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency 

between All students and the subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students 

scoring the lowest.  

In 2016-17 in DLI schools, the level of ELA proficiency for All fourth-grade 

students calculated on ten schools was 48.15%.  For fourth-grade, LEP students, the level 

of ELA proficiency calculated on two schools showed a level of proficiency of 7.5%, and 

for SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on eight schools was 26.13%.  This 

shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the subcategories of 

students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  

Therefore, in DLI schools, All fourth-grade students showed a higher level of 

ELA proficiency with 48.15% versus 47.46%.  Fourth-grade LEP students in non-DLI 

schools showed a higher level of ELA proficiency, with 17.59% versus 7.5% in DLI 

schools.  Finally, the fourth-grade special education population showed a higher level of 

proficiency in DLI schools, with 26.13% versus 22.63% in non-DLI schools.  However, 

one must be cognizant of the lack of data, especially for LEP and SwD in DLI and non-

DLI schools.   

This analysis showed that the DLI model had a positive relationship with literacy 

proficiency for All and LEP students. The average score for All, SwD, and LEP students 

in non-DLI schools was 29.22% (Ta 

Table 3) versus 27.26% in DLI schools (Table 4). The average showed that the 

non-DLI program had a positive relationship with literacy proficiency.Ta 

Table 3. 

Alpine non-DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores and SGP 2016-17 

Alpine schools 

  

  

Nb of schools:  
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47 ALL LEP Midrange LEP SwD Midrange SwD SGP 

Barratt  34.60% N<10  30-39% 34.50% 54.50% 

Bonneville  46.80% <=20% 10.00% N<10  64.00% 

Cedar Ridge  57.70% N<10  40-49% 44.50% 44.00% 

Cedar Valley  21-29% N<10  N<10  65.00% 

Central  38.20% <=20% 10.00% N<10  52.00% 

Deerfield  58.40% N<10  40-49% 44.50% 59.50% 

Dry Creek  50.90% NR  40-49% 44.50% 28.00% 

Eagle Valley  44.30% N<10  <=20% 10.00% 71.00% 

Eaglecrest  63.80% N<10  40-49% 44.50% 64.50% 

Foothill  44.60% N<10  40-49% 44.50% 50.00% 

Forbes  41.20% N<10  <=20% 10.00% 60.00% 

Fox Hollow  45.00% N<10  <=20% 10.00% 55.50% 

Freedom  59.90% N<10  40-49% 44.50% 73.00% 

Geneva  38.10% 30-39% 34.50% <=20% 10.00% 67.00% 

Greenwood  35.80% 11-19% 15.00% <=20% 10.00% 44.00% 

Grovecrest  46.80% N<10  <=20% 10.00% 43.50% 

Hidden Hollow  66.90% N<10  21-29% 25.00% 77.50% 

Highland  64.50% N<10  21-29% 25.00% 54.50% 

Hillcrest  56.60% N<10  50-59% 54.50% 59.00% 

Legacy  55.00% N<10  30-39% 34.50% 64.00% 

Lehi  36.40% N<10  <=20% 10.00% 27.00% 

Lindon  67.90% N<10  <=20% 10.00% 80.00% 

Manila  57.10% N<10  21-29% 25.00% 72.00% 

Meadow  48.80% N<10  21-29% 25.00% 48.00% 

Mount Mahogany  
33.10% <=20% 10.00% 21-29% 25.00% 27.50% 

Mountain Trails  27.20% N<10  21-29% 25.00% 29.00% 

North Point  56.20% N<10  21-29% 25.00% 43.00% 

Northridge  36.00% N<10  <=20% 10.00% 35.50% 

Orem  60.40% N<10  N<10  75.50% 

Pony Express  32.40% N<10  21-29% 25.00% 34.00% 

Ridgeline  56.80% 50-59% 54.50% 21-29% 25.00% 47.00% 

River Rock  68.20% N<10  21-29% 25.00% 72.00% 

Sage Hills  37.80% N<10  21-29% 25.00% 37.00% 

Saratoga Shores  43.50% N<10  30-39% 34.50% 52.00% 

Scera Park  49.20% <=20% 10.00% N<10  58.00% 

Sego Lily  44.40% N<10  11-19% 15.00% 43.50% 

Sharon  31.30% 11-19% 15.00% 21-29% 25.00% 68.00% 

Shelley  52.10% N<10  11-19% 15.00% 46.00% 

Snow Springs  60.20% N<10  <=20% 10.00% 66.00% 

Springside  45.50% N<10  <=20% 10.00% 49.50% 

Suncrest  7.60% <=10% 5.00% <=20% 10.00% 24.00% 

Thunder Ridge  34.50% N<10  <=10% 5.00% 31.00% 
Traverse 

Mountain  56.00% N<10  <=20% 10.00% 64.50% 

Valley View  50.00% N<10  N<10  60.00% 

Vineyard  28.30% <=10% 5.00% <=10% 5.00% 36.00% 

Westfield  69.80% N<10  N<10  86.50% 

Westmore  43.30% 20-29% 24.50% <=20% 10.00% 59.00% 

       
Nb of schools 47   11   40 47 

Ratio of schools 
represented vs all 
schools  

 23.40%  85.11%   
AVERAGE 47.46% #DIV/0! 17.59% #DIV/0! 22.63% 53.66% 
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Table 4. 

Alpine DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores and SGP 2016-17 

Alpine schools             

Nb of schools:       
10 ALL LEP Midrange LEP SwD Midrange SwD SGP 

Alpine   (Chinese) 
54.80% NR  30-39% 34.50% 45.00% 

Aspen  (Chinese) 
55.00% N<10  N<10  81.00% 

Black Ridge 
(Chinese) 39.70% N<10  21-29% 25.00% 57.00% 

Cascade (Chinese) 
50.00% N<10  50-59% 54.50% 67.50% 

Riverview 
(Chinese) 43.80% N<10  <=20% 10.00% 35.50% 
Cherry Hill 
(Spanish) 35.90% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 30.50% 

Harvest (Spanish) 
48.30% N<10  21-29% 25.00% 62.50% 

Orchard (Spanish) 
64.60% N<10  N<10  79.00% 

Windsor (Spanish) 
37.90% <=10% 5.00% 21-29% 25.00% 73.50% 

Rocky Mountain  
(portuguese) 

51.50% N<10  21-29% 25.00% 44.00% 

       
Nb of schools 10   2   8   

Ratio of schools 
represented vs all 
schools  

 20.00%  80.00%   
AVERAGE 48.15%   7.50%   26.13% 57.55% 

Davis School District 

Introduction.  Davis district counts 62 elementary schools.  Four schools are 

offering Chinese programs, five schools are offering Spanish, and three schools are 

offering French (Table 6).  Therefore, 12 out of 62 schools are offering DLI programs in 

their schools.  Furthermore, seven schools offer instruction year-round, including 4 with 

DLI programs: 1 offering Chinese and 3 offering Spanish.  The number of students in 

DLI schools is 7,132 students. 

Enrollment in Davis district.  Davis school districts enrolled 5,368 fourth-grade 

students in 2013-14; 5,555 in 2015; 5,716 in 2016 and 5,722 in 2017 (Table 41).  The 

tendency of this district is also to welcome an increasing number of students each year.  

The median size class in fourth-grade is high, with an average of 27 students per class 

(Table 41).  This district increased its numbers of elementary schools to accommodate the 

demand.  They went from 59 to 62 elementary schools (Table 41).  The student-teacher 

ratio stayed constant, with about 24 students per teacher (Table 41).  
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Incidents of prohibited behavior in Davis school district.  Despite the high 

number of students per class, the incidents of prohibited behavior regressed for the first 

three years, going from 103 to 82 but saw a surge in the year 2016-2017 with 129. The 

“bullying” category went from 37 in 2016 to 68 in 2017, and the category “other 

weapons” went from 22 in 2016 to 42 in 2017 (Table 42). The differences in these two 

categories explain the surge of year 2016-2017.  

Enrollment in Davis DLI schools (Table 43). In 2013, 8.852 students were 

enrolled in DLI schools, while 1,282 students were enrolled in fourth-grade (Table 43).  

To avoid this problem, in 2014, 9,034 students were enrolled in DLI school while 1,279 

were enrolled in fourth-grade. In 2015, 9,393 students were enrolled in DLI schools, 

while 1,385 were enrolled in fourth-grade (Table 43).  Finally, in 2016, 9,553 students 

were enrolled in DLI schools, while 1,400 were enrolled in fourth-grade (Table 43).   

The percentage per year of fourth-grade students enrolled in DLI school to 

students enrolled in DLI schools was: in 2013, about 14.5%; 2014, about 14%; in 2015, 

about 15% and in 2016, about 15% (Table 43).   

Student Growth Percentile (SGP) in the Davis’ district.  In the year 2013-14, 

the Student Growth Percentile (SGP) for fourth-grade students was 50.4% in non-DLI 

schools and was 45.30% in DLI schools (Table 5).  In 2014-15, the SGP for fourth-grade 

students was 53.48% in non-DLI schools and was 45.5% in DLI schools (Table 5).  In 

2015-16, the Student Growth Percentile (SGP) for fourth-grade students was 53.18% and 

was 48.36% in DLI schools (Table 5).  In 2016-17, the Student Growth Percentile (SGP) 

for fourth-grade students was 50.44% and was 45.96% in DLI schools (Table 5).   

Table 5. 

SGP 2014-2017 non-DLI versus DLI Schools 

DAVIS 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 Average 
growth 

Non-DLI 50.40% 53.48% 53.18% 50.44% 51.88% 

DLI 45.30% 45.50% 48.36% 45.96% 46.28% 

2013-14 Davis Fourth-grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for Non-DLI schools (Table 6) 

Introduction.  According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2013-

14, the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on 49 schools for All students in 

fourth-grade was 47.22% in non-DLI schools (Table 6). 
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Limited English Proficiency (LEP) in fourth-grade (Table 6).  Datagateway 

collected data for LEP.  Seven schools, Antelope, Creekside, Holt, Mountain view, So 

Clearfield, Vae View, and Wasatch, show a range of proficiency of ≤20%.  A 10% level 

of ELA proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of these 

seven schools. The 42 other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, LEP students, on average, showed 10% of ELA proficiency while the 

average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 47.22%.  This 

represents a significant gap.   

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Davis school district (Table 

6).  Datagateway collected data for students with disabilities.  Thirty-two schools were 

reported with a range going from ≤20% to 40-49%.  A 20.19% level of ELA proficiency 

was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the 32 schools.  The 17 

other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, students with disabilities, on average, showed 20.19% of ELA 

proficiency, while the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 

47.22%.  This represents a significant gap.  However, one must consider that 49 schools 

were represented when calculating ELA proficiency for All students, while 32 schools 

were represented in calculating special education ELA level of proficiency.  

Summary: Davis non-DLI schools 2013-14 (Table 6).  In 2013-14 in non-DLI 

schools, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on 49 schools was 47.22%.  The level of 

ELA proficiency for LEP students calculated on seven schools was 10%.  Finally, the 

level of ELA proficiency for SwD calculated on 32 schools was 20.19%.  This shows a 

difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the subcategories of students, 

SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest. It also shows that LEP students 

scored much lower than Students with disabilities, with 10% versus 20.19%, which is in 

alignment with the literature review stating that LEP students were scoring lower than 

SwD students. 

2013-14 Davis Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for DLI Schools (Table 7) 

Introduction. According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2015-

16, the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on ten schools for All students in 

fourth-grade was of 42.93% in DLI schools.  
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Limited English Proficiency in fourth-grade in the Davis’ school district 

(Table 7).  Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade LEP.  Two schools: Foxboro and 

Lincoln schools show a range of proficiency going from ≤11-19% to 30-39%.  A 24.75 % 

level of ELA proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of 

the two schools.  The eight other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, LEP students, on average, showed 24.75% of ELA proficiency while 

the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 42.93%.  This 

represents a difference in ELA proficiency of 18.18% between the two groups. 

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Davis’ school district (Table 

7).  Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade students with disabilities.  Ten schools 

were reported with a range going from ≤20% to 30-39%.  A 20.75% level of ELA 

proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the ten 

schools.  

Therefore, students with disabilities, on average, showed 20.75% of ELA 

proficiency while the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 

42.93%.  This represents a significant gap.  

Summary: Davis DLI schools 2013-14 (Table 7).  In 2013-14 in DLI schools, 

All fourth-grade students’ level of ELA proficiency calculated on ten schools was 

42.93%.  The level of ELA proficiency for LEP students calculated on two schools was 

24.75%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for SwD calculated on ten schools was 

20.75%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest. It also 

shows that students with disabilities scored lower than LEP, with 20.75% versus 24.75%, 

which is not in alignment with the literature review. 

Summary: Davis 2013-14 non-DLI versus DLI schools (Table 6 and Table 7).  

In 2013-14 in non-DLI schools, for All fourth-grade students, the level of ELA 

proficiency calculated on 49 schools was 47.22%.  For fourth-grade, LEP students, the 

level of ELA proficiency calculated on seven schools showed a level of proficiency of 

10%, and for fourth-grade SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on 32 schools 

was 20.19%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  



UTAH’S IMMERSION MODEL AND LITERACY PROFICIENCY 
 

 

73

In 2013-14 in DLI schools, the level of ELA proficiency for All fourth-grade 

students calculated on ten schools was 42.93%.  For fourth-grade, LEP students, the level 

of ELA proficiency calculated on two schools showed a level of proficiency of 24.75%, 

and for SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on ten schools was 20.75%.  This 

shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the subcategories of 

students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  

Therefore, in non-DLI schools, All fourth-grade students showed a higher level of 

ELA proficiency, with 47.22% versus 42.93% in DLI schools.  Fourth-grade LEP 

students in DLI schools showed a higher level of ELA proficiency with 24.75% versus 

10% in non- DLI schools.  Finally, the fourth-grade special education population showed 

a higher level of proficiency in DLI schools with 20.75% versus 20.19% in non-DLI 

schools.  However, one must be cognizant of the lack of data, especially for LEP and 

SwD in DLI and non-DLI schools.   

This analysis showed that the DLI model had a positive relationship with literacy 

proficiency for LEP and SwD students. The average score for All, SwD, and LEP 

students in non-DLI schools was 25.8% (Table 6) versus 29.48% in DLI schools (Table 

7). The average showed that the DLI program had a positive relationship in literacy 

proficiency. 

Table 6. 

Davis non-DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA and SGP Scores 2013-14 

Davis schools           
Nb of schools: 

      
50 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 

Adams  37.20% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 64.00% 
Adelaide  31.60% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 40.00% 
Antelope  43.00% <=20% 10.00% N<10   63.00% 
Bluff Ridge  57.60% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 48.00% 
Boulton 69.90% NR   <=20% 10.00% 55.00% 
Bountiful  49.00% NR   <=20% 10.00% 44.00% 
Centerville 62.50% N<10   N<10   65.00% 
Clinton  30.00% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 54.00% 
Columbia  46.60% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 50.00% 
Cook  34.80% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 39.00% 
Creekside  44.70% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 43.50% 
Crestview  20-29% N<10   N<10   47.00% 
Doxey  20.00% N<10   N<10   37.00% 

East Layton  
55.00% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 44.50% 

Ellison Park  
62.70% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 78.00% 

Endeavour  70.10% NR   40-49% 44.50% 78.00% 
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Davis schools           
Nb of schools: 

      
50 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 

Farmington  
59.00% N<10   N<10   54.50% 

Fremont  30-39% N<10   N<10   50.00% 
HC Burton  52.70% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 39.00% 
Hill Field  28.80% N<10   N<10   37.00% 
Holbrook  42.10% NR   N<10   42.00% 
Holt  21.20% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 34.50% 

 Kay's Creek  
NR NR   NR     

Kaysville  54.80% NR   <=20% 10.00% 58.00% 
King  53.80% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 60.00% 
Knowlton  58.10% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 51.00% 
Lakeside  55.90% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 56.00% 
Layton  33.00% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 47.00% 

Meadowbrook  
30-39% N<10   N<10   32.00% 

Mountain View  
48.70% <=20% 10.00% N<10   45.00% 

Oak Hills  57.70% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 65.00% 
Orchard  52.40% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 45.50% 
Parkside  42.30% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 53.00% 
Reading  53.30% NR   40-49% 44.50% 45.50% 

Snow Horse  
74.00% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 73.00% 

So Clearfield  
30.30% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 30.00% 

South Weber  
45.00% NR   30-39% 34.50% 47.50% 

Sunset  32.70% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 50.00% 
Taylor  63.80% N<10   N<10   64.00% 
Tolman  40-49% N<10   N<10   35.50% 
Vae View  16.70% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 22.00% 

VAlley View  
84.10% N<10   N<10   58.00% 

Wasatch  36.00% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 65.50% 

Washington  
30-39% N<10   N<10   59.00% 

West Bountiful  
42.00% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 54.50% 

West Clinton  
50.40% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 53.00% 

West Point  
46.40% N<10   N<10   48.50% 

Whitesides  
40.70% N<10   N<10   60.50% 

Windridge 62.00% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 57.50% 

Woods Cross  
25.00% N<10   N<10   26.00% 

       

Nb of schools 49   7   32 49 

Ratio of schools 
represented vs All 
schools  

  14.29%   65.31%     

AVERAGE 47.22%   10.00%   20.19% 50.40% 

AVERAGE for ALL, 
LEP and SwD 

    25.80%       
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Table 7. 

Davis DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA and SGP Scores 2013-14  

 Davis schools           

Nb of schools: 
      

12 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 
JP Stewart 
(Chinese) 53.30% NR   30-39% 34.50% 48.00% 

Syracuse (Chinese) 
47.00% N<10   20-29% 24.50% 51.00% 

Heritage (Chinese) 
45.60% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 40.50% 

Muir (Chinese) 
44.20% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 40.00% 

Morgan (French) 
46.50% N<10   20-29% 24.50% 42.50% 

Foxboro (French) 
39.10% 30-39% 34.50% 20-29% 24.50% 49.00% 

Odyssey (French) 
NR NR   NR   NR 

Eagle Bay (Spanish)  
64.10% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 62.00% 

Sand Springs 
(Spanish)  

37.50% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 44.00% 

Buffalo Point 
(Spanish)  

31.00% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 31.00% 

Lincoln (Spanish)  
21.00% 11-19% 15.00% <=20% 10.00% 45.00% 

Canyon Creek 
(Spanish)  

NR NR   NR   NR 

              

Nb of schools 10   2   10   

Ratio of schools 
represented vs All 
schools  

  20.00%   100.00%     

AVERAGE 42.93%   24.75%   20.75% 45.30% 

AVERAGE for ALL, 
LEP and SwD 

    29.48%       

2014-15 Davis Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for Non-DLI Schools (Table 8) 

Introduction. According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2014-

15, the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on 49 schools for All students in 

fourth-grade was 47.27% in non-DLI schools.  

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) in fourth-grade in the Davis’ 2013-14 

school district (Table 8).  Datagateway collected data for LEP.  Five schools: Adelaide, 

Crestview, Vea View, Wasatch, and Washington show a range of proficiency going from 

≤20% to 30-39%.  A 17.9% level of ELA proficiency was found in calculating the 

average of the midrange points of these five schools.  The 44 other schools showed an 

N<10. 
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Therefore, LEP students, on average, showed 17.9% of ELA proficiency while 

the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 47.27%.  This 

represents a significant gap.   

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Davis’ school district (Table 

8).  Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade Students with disabilities.  Thirty-one 

schools were reported with a range going from ≤10% to 40-49%.  A 17.76% level of 

ELA proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the 31 

schools.  The 18 other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, students with disabilities, on average, showed 17.76% of ELA 

proficiency while the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 

47.27%.  This represents a significant gap.  However, one must consider that 49 schools 

were represented when calculating ELA proficiency for All students, while 31 schools 

were represented in calculating special education ELA level of proficiency.  

Summary: Davis non-DLI schools 2014-15 (Table 8).  In 2014-15 in non-DLI 

schools, the level of ELA proficiency of fourth-grade students calculated on 49 schools 

was 47.27%.  The level of ELA proficiency for LEP students calculated on five schools 

was 17.9%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for SwD calculated on 31 schools was 

17.76%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest. It also 

shows that LEP students scored a little higher than Students with disabilities, with 17.9% 

versus 17.76%, which is not in alignment with the literature review. 

2014-15 Davis Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for DLI Schools (Table 9) 

Introduction. According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2014-

15, the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on 11 schools for All students in 

fourth-grade was 48.23% in DLI schools.  

Limited English Proficiency in fourth-grade in the Davis district (Table 9).  

Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade LEP.  One school: Fox Lincoln school 

shows a range of proficiency of ≤20%.  A 10 % level of ELA proficiency was found in 

calculating the average of the midrange point of this school.  The nine other schools 

showed an N<10. 
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Therefore, fourth-grade LEP students, on average, showed 10% of ELA 

proficiency, while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average level of 

proficiency of 48.23%.  This represents a difference in ELA proficiency of 38.23% 

between the two groups. 

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Davis’s school district (Table 

8).  Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade students with disabilities.  Ten schools 

were reported with a range going from ≤10% to 21-29%.  A 14% level of ELA 

proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the ten 

schools.  

Therefore, fourth-grade students with disabilities, on average, showed 14% of 

ELA proficiency while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average level 

of proficiency of 48.23%.  This represents a significant gap.  

Summary: Davis DLI schools 2014-15 (Table 9).  In 2014-15 in DLI schools, 

All fourth-grade students’ level of ELA proficiency calculated on 11 schools was 

48.23%.  The level of ELA proficiency for LEP students calculated on one school was 

10%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for SwD calculated in ten schools was 14%.  

This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the subcategories 

of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest. It also shows that 

students with disabilities scored higher than LEP, with 14% versus 10%, which is in 

alignment with the literature review stating that LEP students were scoring lower than 

SwD students. 

Summary: Davis 2014-15 non-DLI versus DLI schools (Table 8 and Table 9).  

In 2014-15 in non-DLI schools, for All fourth-grade students, the level of ELA 

proficiency calculated on 49 schools was 47.27%.  For fourth-grade, LEP students, the 

level of ELA proficiency calculated on five schools showed a level of proficiency of 

17.9%, and for fourth-grade SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on 31 schools 

was 17.76%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between ALL students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  

In 2014-15 in DLI schools, the level of ELA proficiency for All fourth-grade 

students calculated on 11 schools was 48.23%.  For fourth-grade,, LEP students, the level 

of ELA proficiency calculated on one school showed a level of proficiency of 10%, and 
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for SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on ten schools was 14%.  This shows a 

difference of ELA proficiency between ALL students and the subcategories of students, 

SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  

Therefore, in DLI schools, All fourth-grade students showed a higher level of 

ELA proficiency with 48.23% versus 47.27% in non-DLI schools.  Fourth-grade LEP 

students in non-DLI schools showed a higher level of ELA proficiency, with 17.9% 

versus 10% in DLI schools.  Finally, the fourth-grade special education population 

showed a higher level of proficiency in non-DLI schools with 17.76% versus 14% in DLI 

schools.  However, one must be cognizant of the lack of data, especially for LEP and 

SwD in DLI and non-DLI schools.   

This analysis showed that the non-DLI model had a positive relationship with 

literacy proficiency for LEP and SwD students. The average score for All, SwD, and LEP 

students in non-DLI schools was 27.64% (Table 8) versus 24.08% in DLI schools (Table 

9). The average showed that the non-DLI program had a positive relationship with 

literacy proficiency. 

Table 8. 

Davis non-DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA and SGP Scores 2014-15  

Alpine schools                                                                            
Nb of schools: 

      
50 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 

Adams  39.30% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 47.50% 
Adelaide  37.80% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 57.00% 
Antelope  50.40% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 64.50% 
Bluff Ridge  56.10% NR   20-29% 24.50% 51.50% 
Boulton 63.30% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 57.00% 
Bountiful  60.00% NR   N<10   65.50% 
Centerville 59.10% NR   30-39% 34.50% 55.00% 
Clinton  35.00% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 63.50% 
Columbia  46.80% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 52.50% 
Cook  36.20% N<10   <=10% 5.00% 43.50% 
Creekside  46.90% N<10   N<10   45.50% 
Crestview  25.00% 30-39% 34.50% N<10   24.00% 
Doxey  20.80% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 44.50% 
East Layton  56.00% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 39.00% 
Ellison Park  61.50% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 75.50% 
Endeavour  69.10% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 68.50% 
Farmington  59.50% N<10   N<10   79.50% 
Fremont  43.90% N<10   N<10   65.00% 
HC Burton  56.00% NR   N<10   49.00% 
Hill Field  47.10% NR   21-29% 25.00% 31.00% 
Holbrook  40.90% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 30.00% 
Holt  29.40% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 73.00% 
 Kay's Creek  NR NR   NR   NR 
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Alpine schools                                                                            
Nb of schools: 

      
50 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 

Kaysville  65.10% N<10   N<10   63.00% 
King  36.80% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 65.00% 
Knowlton  38.50% N<10   N<10   48.00% 
Lakeside  54.30% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 55.00% 
Layton  38.70% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 51.00% 

Meadowbrook  
43.10% N<10   N<10   41.00% 

Mountain View  
51.00% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 31.00% 

Oak Hills  52.40% N<10   N<10   63.00% 
Orchard  53.50% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 53.00% 
Parkside  32.00% N<10   N<10   48.00% 
Reading  53.80% NR   30-39% 34.50% 46.50% 
Snow Horse  62.50% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 62.50% 
So Clearfield  26.60% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 42.50% 

South Weber  
52.30% NR   <=20% 10.00% 62.00% 

Sunset  20-29% N<10   N<10   29.00% 
Taylor  66.00% N<10   N<10   81.50% 
Tolman  52.70% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 61.00% 
Vae View  13.60% <=20% 10.00% <=10% 5.00% 39.00% 
Valley View  71.00% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 42.00% 
Wasatch  36.10% 21-29% 25.00% 11-19% 15.00% 63.50% 
Washington  25.00% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 28.50% 

West Bountiful  
63.20% N<10   N<10   58.00% 

West Clinton  
33.10% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 42.00% 

West Point  43.00% NR   N<10   62.50% 
Whitesides  50.00% NR   N<10   61.00% 
Windridge 63.80% NR   N<10   85.00% 

Woods Cross  
50.70% N<10   N<10   54.00% 

       

Nb of schools 49   5   31   

Ratio of schools 
represented vs 
All schools  

    10.20%   63.27%   

AVERAGE 47.27%   17.90%   17.76% 53.48% 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD     27.64%       
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Table 9. 

Davis DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA and SGP Scores 2014-15 

Davis 
schools 

                                                
          

No. of 
schools:       

12 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 
JP Stewart 
(Chinese) 56.70% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 42.00% 
Syracuse 
(Chinese) 45.90% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 53.50% 
Heritage 
(Chinese) 47.10% NR   21-29% 25.00% 30.00% 
Muir 
(Chinese) 64.40% NR   N<10   61.00% 
Morgan 
(French) 60.80% NR   21-29% 25.00% 39.50% 
Foxboro 
(French) 35.60% N<10   ≤10% 5.00% 44.00% 
Odyssey 
(French) 42.00% NR   ≤20% 10.00% 40.00% 
Eagle Bay 
(Spanish)  55.90% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 55.00% 
Sand Springs 
(Spanish)  55.20% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 39.50% 
Buffalo 
Point 
(Spanish)  45.60% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 50.00% 
Lincoln 
(Spanish)  21.30% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 46.00% 
Canyon 
Creek 
(Spanish)  NR NR   NR   NR 

              
No.  Of 
schools 11   1   10   
Ratio of 
schools 
represented 
versus All 
schools    9.09%   90.91%     

AVERAGE 48.23%   10.00%   14.00% 45.50% 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD     24.08%       

2015-16 Davis Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for Non-DLI Schools (Table 
10). 

Introduction.  According to the website Datagateway, in 2015-16, the average 

level of ELA proficiency calculated on 50 schools for All students in fourth-grade was 

48.9% compared to non-DLI schools.  

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) in fourth-grade in the Davis’ school 

district (Table 10).  Datagateway collected data for LEP.  Seven schools: Adelaide, 

Knowlton, So Clearfield, Vea View, Wasatch, Washington, and West Point show a range 

of proficiency going from ≤20% to 40-49%.  A 16.58% level of ELA proficiency was 

found in calculating the average of the midrange points of these seven schools.  The 43 

other schools showed an N<10. 
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Therefore, LEP students, on average, showed 16.58% of ELA proficiency, while 

the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 48.9%.  This 

represents a significant gap.   

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Davis’ school district (Table 

10).  Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade Students with disabilities.  Thirty-five 

schools were reported with a range going from ≤20% to 70-79%.  A 19.7% level of ELA 

proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the 35 

schools.  The 15 other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, students with disabilities, on average, showed 19.7% of ELA 

proficiency while the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 

48.9%.  This represents a significant gap.  However, one must consider that 50 schools 

were represented when calculating ELA proficiency for All fourth-grade students, while 

35 schools were represented in calculating special education ELA level of proficiency.  

Summary: Davis non-DLI schools 2015-16 (Table 10).  In 2015-16 in non-DLI 

schools, the level of ELA proficiency of fourth-grade students calculated on 50 schools 

was 48.9%.  The level of ELA proficiency for LEP students calculated on seven schools 

was 16.58%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for SwD calculated on 35 schools was 

19.7%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest. It also 

shows that LEP students scored a little lower than SwD, with 16.58% versus 19.7%, 

which is in alignment with the literature review stating that LEP students were scoring 

lower than SwD students. 

2015-16 Davis fourth-grade SAGE ELA test scores for DLI schools (Table 11) 

Introduction. According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2015-

16, the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on 11 schools for All students in 

fourth-grade was 49.56% in DLI schools.  

Limited English Proficiency in fourth-grade in the Davis district (Table 11).  

Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade LEP.  Two schools, Foxboro and Lincoln, 

show a range of proficiency going from ≤20% to 21-29%.  A 17.5 % level of ELA 

proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange point of this school.  

The nine other schools showed N<10. 
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Therefore, fourth-grade LEP students, on average, showed 17.5% of ELA 

proficiency, while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average level of 

proficiency of 49.56%.  This represents a difference in ELA proficiency of 32.06% 

between the two groups. 

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Davis district (Table 11).  

Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade students with disabilities.  Eleven schools 

were reported with a range going from ≤11-19% to 40-49%.  An 18.55% level of ELA 

proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the 11 

schools.  

Therefore, fourth-grade students with disabilities, on average, showed 18.55% of 

ELA proficiency while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average level 

of proficiency of 49.56%.  This represents a significant gap.  

Summary: Davis DLI schools 2015-16 (Table 11).  In 2015-16 in DLI schools, 

All fourth-grade students’ level of ELA proficiency calculated on 11 schools was 

49.56%.  The level of ELA proficiency for LEP students calculated on two schools was 

17.5%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for SwD calculated on 11 schools was 

18.55%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest. It also 

shows that students with disabilities scored higher than LEP, with 18.55% versus 17.5%, 

which is in alignment with the literature review stating that LEP students were scoring 

lower than SwD students. 

Summary: Davis 2015-16 non-DLI versus DLI schools (Table 10 and Table 

11).  In 2015-16 in non-DLI schools, for All fourth-grade students, the level of ELA 

proficiency calculated on 50 schools was 48.9%.  For fourth-grade, LEP students, the 

level of ELA proficiency calculated on seven schools showed a level of proficiency of 

16.58%, and for fourth-grade SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on 35 schools 

was 19.7 This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  

In 2015-16 in DLI schools, the level of ELA proficiency for All fourth-grade 

students calculated on 11 schools was 49.56%.  For fourth-grade, LEP students, the level 

of ELA proficiency calculated on two schools showed a level of proficiency of 17.5%, 
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and for SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on 11 schools was 18.55%.  This 

shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the subcategories of 

students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  

Therefore, in DLI schools, All fourth-grade students showed a higher level of 

ELA proficiency with 49.56% versus 48.9% in non-DLI schools.  Fourth-grade LEP 

students in DLI schools showed a higher level of ELA proficiency, with 17.5% versus 

16.58% in non-DLI schools.  Finally, the fourth-grade special education population 

showed a higher level of proficiency in non-DLI schools, with 19.7% versus 18.55% in 

DLI schools.  However, one must be cognizant of the lack of data, especially for LEP and 

SwD in DLI and non-DLI schools.   

This analysis showed that the DLI model had a positive relationship with literacy 

proficiency for All students and LEP students. The average score for All, SwD, and LEP 

students in non-DLI schools was 28.39% (Table 10) versus 28.54% in DLI schools 

(Table 11). The average showed that the DLI program had a positive relationship with 

literacy proficiency. 

Table 10. 

Davis non-DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA and SGP Scores 2015-16 

Davis schools             
No.  Of schools:       

50 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 

Adams  43.90% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 57.50% 
Adelaide  32.10% ≤20% 10.00% 21-29% 25.00% 32.00% 
Antelope  50.00% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 67.00% 

Bluff Ridge  43.70% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 52.50% 
Boulton 60.90% N<10   N<10   52.00% 

Bountiful  34.00% N<10   N<10   43.00% 
Centerville 42.90% N<10   N<10   45.00% 

Clinton  50.80% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 62.00% 
Columbia  56.70% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 40.00% 

Cook  37.70% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 41.00% 
Creekside  45.30% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 47.50% 
Crestview  45.80% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 60.00% 

Doxey  37.70% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 37.00% 
East Layton  66.20% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 53.00% 
Ellison Park  56.30% N<10   20-29% 24.50% 73.00% 
Endeavour  79.80% N<10   70-79% 74.50% 67.00% 
Farmington  51.90% NR   ≤20% 10.00% 53.50% 

Fremont  50-59% N<10   N<10   58.00% 
HC Burton  74.80% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 73.00% 
Hill Field  34.70% N<10   20-29% 24.50% 50.00% 
Holbrook  44.10% N<10   N<10   44.00% 

Holt  25.70% N<10   N<10   49.00% 
 Kay’s Creek  NR NR   NR   NR 

Kaysville  67.10% NR   N<10   76.00% 
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Davis schools             
No.  Of schools:       

50 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 

King  36.90% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 49.00% 
Knowlton  58.60% 30-39% 34.50% 30-39% 34.50% 48.00% 
Lakeside  54.10% N<10   20-29% 24.50% 50.00% 
Layton  48.00% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 57.50% 

Meadowbrook  44.40% N<10   N<10   50.00% 
Mountain View  58.40% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 45.00% 

Oak Hills  68.00% NR   N<10   61.00% 
Orchard  54.70% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 53.00% 
Parkside  46.40% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 57.00% 
Reading  51.30% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 49.00% 

Snow Horse  73.10% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 72.00% 
So Clearfield  24.60% 21-29% 25.00% ≤20% 10.00% 26.50% 
South Weber  50.40% NR   ≤20% 10.00% 57.00% 

Sunset  33.30% N<10   N<10   38.50% 
Taylor  55.80% N<10   N<10   61.50% 

Tolman  41.70% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 32.00% 
Vae View  19.70% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 44.00% 

Valley View  72.30% NR   N<10   52.00% 
Wasatch  46.00% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 67.50% 

Washington  40-49% ≤20% 10.00% N<10   50.00% 
West Bountiful  43.70% N<10   N<10   47.00% 
West Clinton  55.00% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 64.50% 
West Point  53.60% 40-49% 44.50% ≤20% 10.00% 56.00% 
Whitesides  40.30% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 72.00% 
Windridge 56.50% N<10   20-29% 24.50% 58.00% 

Woods Cross  29.20% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 55.00% 

       

No.  Of schools 49   7   35 49 
Ratio of 
schools 
represented 
versus All 
schools    14.29%   71.43%    

AVERAGE 48.90%   16.58%   19.70% 53.18% 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD     28.39%       
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Table 11. 

Davis DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores and SGP 2015-16 

Davis schools             
No.  Of 
schools:       

12 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 
JP Stewart 
(Chinese) 52.10% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 41.00% 
Syracuse 
(Chinese) 47.90% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 52.00% 
Heritage 
(Chinese) 54.10% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 25.50% 
Muir 
(Chinese) 57.00% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 52.50% 
Morgan 
(French) 54.20% NR   ≤20% 10.00% 33.00% 
Foxboro 
(French) 46.50% ≤20% 10.00% 21-29% 25.00% 55.00% 
Odyssey 
(French) 45.80% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 58.50% 
Eagle Bay 
(Spanish)  54.20% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 69.50% 
Sand Springs 
(Spanish)  51.10% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 46.00% 
Buffalo Point 
(Spanish)  50.00% N<10   11-19% 15.00% 51.00% 
Lincoln 
(Spanish)  32.30% 21-29% 25.00% ≤20% 10.00% 48.00% 
Canyon 
Creek 
(Spanish)  NR NR   NR   NR 

              
No.  Of 
schools 11   2   11   
Ratio of 
schools 
represented 
versus All 
schools    18.18%   100.00%     

AVERAGE 49.56%   17.50%   18.55% 48.36% 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD     28.54%       

2016-17 Davis Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for Non-DLI Schools (Table 
44) 

Introduction. According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2016-

17 the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on 50 schools for All students in 

fourth-grade was 48.01% in non-DLI schools.  

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) in fourth-grade in the Davis’ school 

district (Table 44).  Datagateway collected data for LEP.  Twelve schools: Adelaide, 

Centerville, Colombia, Creekside, Holt, Kaysville, Knowlton, Layton, So Clearfield, Vae 

View, Wasatch, and Windridge show a range of proficiency going from ≤20% to 50-

59%.  A 22.38% level of ELA proficiency was found in calculating the average of the 

midrange points of these 12 schools.  The 38 other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, LEP students, on average, showed 22.38% of ELA proficiency, while 

the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 48.01%.  This 

represents a significant gap.   
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Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Davis’ school district (Table 

44).  Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade students with disabilities.  Thirty-six 

schools were reported with a range going from ≤10% to 60-69%.  A 16.71% level of 

ELA proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the 36 

schools.  The 14 other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, students with disabilities, on average, showed 16.71% of ELA 

proficiency, while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average level of 

proficiency of 48.01%.  This represents a significant gap.  However, one must consider 

that 50 schools were represented when calculating ELA proficiency for All students, 

while 36 schools were represented in calculating special education ELA level of 

proficiency.  

Summary: Davis non-DLI schools 2016-17 (Table 44). In 2016-17 in non-DLI 

schools, the level of ELA proficiency of fourth-grade students calculated on 50 schools 

was 48.01%.  The level of ELA proficiency for fourth-grade LEP students calculated on 

12 schools was 22.38%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for fourth-grade SwD 

calculated on 36 schools was 16.71%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency 

between All students and the subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students 

scoring the lowest. It also shows that LEP students scored higher than students with 

disabilities, with 22.38% versus 16.71%, which is not in alignment with the literature 

review. 

2016-17 Davis Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for DLI schools (Table 45) 

Introduction. According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2016-

17, the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on 12 schools for All students in 

fourth-grade was of 50.25% in DLI schools.  

Limited English Proficiency in fourth-grade in the Davis’ school district 

(Table 45).  Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade LEP.  One school: Foxboro and 

Lincoln schools show a range of proficiency of 21-29%.  A 25% level of ELA 

proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange point of this school.  

The ten other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, fourth-grade LEP students on average showed 25% of ELA 

proficiency, while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average level of 
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proficiency of 50.25%.  This represents a difference in ELA proficiency of 25.25% 

between the two groups. 

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Davis’ school district (Table 

45).  Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade students with disabilities.  Eight 

schools were reported with a range going from ≤20% to 40-49%.  An 18.69% level of 

ELA proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the eight 

schools.  

Therefore, fourth-grade students with disabilities, on average, showed 18.69% of 

ELA proficiency, while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average 

level of proficiency of 50.25%.  This represents a significant gap.  

Summary: Davis DLI school 2016-17 (Table 45).  In 2016-17 in DLI schools, 

All fourth-grade students’ level of ELA proficiency calculated on 12 schools was 

50.25%.  The level of ELA proficiency for LEP students calculated on two schools was 

25%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for SwD calculated on eight schools was 

18.69%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest. It also 

shows that SwD scored lower than LEP, with 18.69% versus 25%, which is not in 

alignment with the literature review. 

Summary: Davis 2016-17 non-DLI versus DLI schools (Table 44 and Table 

45).  In 2016-17 in non-DLI schools, for All fourth-grade students, the level of ELA 

proficiency calculated on 50 schools was 48.01%.  For fourth-grade, LEP students, the 

level of ELA proficiency calculated on 12 schools showed a level of proficiency of 

22.38%, and for fourth-grade SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on 36 schools 

was 16.71%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  

In 2016-17 in DLI schools, the level of ELA proficiency for All fourth-grade 

students calculated on 12 schools was 50.25%.  For fourth-grade, LEP students, the level 

of ELA proficiency calculated on two schools showed a level of proficiency of 25%, and 

for SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on eight schools was 18.69%.  This 

shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the subcategories of 

students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  
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Therefore, in DLI schools, All fourth-grade students showed a higher level of 

ELA proficiency with 50.25% versus 48.01% in non-DLI schools.  Fourth-grade LEP 

students in DLI schools showed a higher level of ELA proficiency with 25% versus 

22.38% in non-DLI schools.  Finally, the fourth-grade special education population 

showed a higher level of proficiency in DLI schools, with 18.69% versus 16.71% in DLI 

schools.  However, one must be cognizant of the lack of data, especially for LEP and 

SwD in DLI and non-DLI schools.   

This analysis showed that the DLI model had a positive relationship with literacy 

proficiency for All students, LEP, and SwD students. The average score for All, SwD, 

and LEP students in non-DLI schools was 29.03% (Table 44) versus 31.31% in DLI 

schools (Table 45). The average showed that the DLI program had a positive relationship 

with literacy proficiency. 

Granite School District 

Introduction.  Granite school district counts 59 elementary schools.  Two schools 

are offering Chinese programs, nine schools are offering Spanish programs, and two 

schools are offering French.  Therefore, ten out of 59 schools are offering DLI programs 

in their schools (Table 12). 

Enrollment in the Granite’s school district.  Granite school districts enrolled 

5,438 fourth-grade students in 2014; 5,482 in 2015; 5,535 in 2016 and 5,480 in 2017 

(Table 46).  The tendency of this district was to welcome an increasing number of 

students from 2014 to 2016 but then saw a slight decrease in enrollment in 2017 (Table 

46).  The median size class in fourth-grade is high, with an average of 26 students per 

class (Table 46).  This district kept the same number of elementary open, 63, during these 

four years (Table 46).  The student-teacher ratio kept constant with about 22 students per 

teacher (Table 46)  

Incidents of prohibited behavior in the Granite’s school district.  The Granite 

school district saw bullying decrease of about 1/3 in 4 years, going from 162 cases to 45 

cases, while tobacco offenses decreased by half going from 33 to 16, and assaults went 

from 262 to 221.  In general, offenses went from 519 to 364 in 4 years, which represents 

a decrease of about 15%. 
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Enrollment in DLI schools in the Granite’s school district.  In 2013, 9,496 

students were enrolled in DLI schools, while 1.296 students were enrolled in fourth-grade 

(Table 48).  In 2014, 9,575 students were enrolled in DLI school, while 1,335 were 

enrolled in fourth-grade (Table 48).  In 2015, 9,535 students were enrolled in DLI 

schools, while 1,355 were enrolled in fourth-grade (Table 48).  Finally, in 2016, 9,518 

students were enrolled in DLI schools, while 1,421 were enrolled in fourth-grade (Table 

48). 

The percentage of students enrolled in DLI schools to fourth-grade students 

enrolled in DLI school is: in 2013, about 13.5%; 2014, about 14%; in 2015, about 14%, 

and in 2016 about 15% (Table 48). 

Student Growth Percentile (SGP) in the Granite’s school district.  In the year 

2013-14, the Student Growth Percentile (SGP) for fourth-grade students was 43.01% in 

non-DLI schools and was of 40.62% in DLI schools (Table 12).  In 2014-15, the SGP for 

fourth-grade students was of 49.94% in non-DLI schools and was of 49.04% in DLI 

schools (Table 12).  In 2015-16, the Student Growth Percentile (SGP) for fourth-grade 

students was 46.00% and was 44.58% in DLI schools (Table 12).  In 2016-17, the 

Student Growth Percentile (SGP) for fourth-grade students was 46.02% and was off 

47.5% in DLI schools (Table 12).  

The average SGP from 2014-2017 was 46.24% in non-DLI schools and 45.44% in 

DLI school (Table 12). 

Table 12. 

Student Growth Percentile (SGP) 2013-17 

          Average  

GRANITE SGP 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 growth 

Non-DLI 43.01% 49.94% 46.00% 46.02% 46.24% 

DLI 40.62% 49.04% 44.58% 47.50% 45.44% 

      

2013-14 Granite Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for Non-DLI Schools (Table 
13) 

Introduction.  According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2013-

14 the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on 49 schools for All students in 

fourth-grade was of 26.27% in non-DLI schools.  

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) in fourth-grade in the Granite’s school 

district (Table 13).  Datagateway collected data for LEP.  Thirty-eight schools show a 
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range of proficiency, going from ≤7.3% to 11-19%. An 8.35% level of ELA proficiency 

was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of these 38 schools.  The 11 

other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, LEP students, on average, showed 8.35% of ELA proficiency while 

the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 26.27%.  This 

represents a significant gap.   

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Granite’s school district 

(Table 13).  Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade Students with disabilities.  

Thirty-one schools were reported with a range going from ≤10% to 30-39%.  An 11.11% 

level of ELA proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of 

the 31 schools.  The 18 other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, students with disabilities, on average, showed 11.11% of ELA 

proficiency, while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average level of 

proficiency of 26.27%.  This represents a significant gap.  However, one must consider 

that 49 schools were represented when calculating ELA proficiency for All students, 

while 31 schools were represented in calculating special education ELA level of 

proficiency.  

Summary: Granite non-DLI schools 2013-14 (Table 13).  In 2013-14 in non-

DLI schools, the level of ELA proficiency of fourth-grade students calculated on 49 

schools was 26.27%.  The level of ELA proficiency for fourth-grade LEP students 

calculated on 38 schools was 8.35%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for fourth-

grade SwD calculated on 31 schools was 11.11%.  This shows a difference of ELA 

proficiency between All students and the subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with 

LEP students scoring the lowest. It also shows that LEP students scored lower than 

students with disabilities, with 8.35% versus 11.11%, which is in alignment with the 

literature review stating that LEP students were scoring lower than SwD students. 

2013-14 Granite Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for DLI Schools (Table 14) 

Introduction. According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2013-

14, the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on 13 schools for All students in 

fourth-grade was of 30.22% in DLI schools.  
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Limited English Proficiency in fourth-grade in the Granite’s school district 

(Table 14).  Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade LEP.  Ten schools show a range 

of proficiency going from ≤5 to 30-39%.  A 10.92% level of ELA proficiency was found 

in calculating the average of the midrange point of this school.  The three other schools 

showed an N<10. 

Therefore, fourth-grade LEP students, on average showed 10.92% of ELA 

proficiency, while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average level of 

proficiency of 30.22%.  This represents a difference in ELA proficiency of 19.3% 

between the two groups. 

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Granite’s school district 

(Table 14).  Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade students with disabilities.  Ten 

schools were reported with a range going from ≤10% to 50-59%.  A 13.95% level of 

ELA proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the ten 

schools.  

Therefore, fourth-grade students with disabilities, on average, showed 13.95% of 

ELA proficiency, while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average 

level of proficiency of 30.22%.  This represents a significant gap.  

Summary: Granite DLI schools 2013-14 (Table 14).  In 2013-14 in DLI 

schools, All fourth-grade students’ level of ELA proficiency calculated on 13 schools 

was 30.22%.  The level of ELA proficiency for LEP students calculated on ten schools 

was 10.92%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for SwD calculated in ten schools was 

13.95%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest. It also 

shows that students with disabilities scored higher than LEP, with 13.95% versus 

10.92%, which is in alignment with the literature review stating that LEP students were 

scoring lower than SwD students. 

Summary: Granite 2013-14 non-DLI versus DLI schools (Table 13 and Table 

14).  In 2013-14 in non-DLI schools, for All fourth-grade students, the level of ELA 

proficiency calculated on 49 schools was 26.27%.  For fourth-grade, LEP students, the 

level of ELA proficiency calculated on 38 schools showed a level of proficiency of 

8.35%, and for fourth-grade SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on 31 schools 
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was 11.11%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  

In 2013-14 in DLI schools, the level of ELA proficiency for All fourth-grade 

students calculated on 13 schools was 30.22%.  For fourth-grade, LEP students, the level 

of ELA proficiency calculated on ten schools showed a level of proficiency of 10.92%, 

and for SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on ten schools was 13.95%.  This 

shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the subcategories of 

students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  

Therefore, in DLI schools, All fourth-grade students showed a higher level of 

ELA proficiency with 30.22% versus 26.27% in non-DLI schools.  Fourth-grade LEP 

students in DLI schools showed a higher level of ELA proficiency with 10.92% versus 

8.35% in non-DLI schools.  Finally, the fourth-grade special education population 

showed a higher level of proficiency in DLI schools, with 13.95% versus 11.11% in non-

DLI schools.  However, one must be cognizant of the lack of data, especially for LEP and 

SwD in DLI and non-DLI schools.   

This analysis showed that the DLI model had a positive relationship with literacy 

proficiency for All students, LEP, and SwD students. The average score for All, SwD, 

and LEP students in non-DLI schools was 15.25% (Table 13) versus 18.36% in DLI 

schools (Table 14). The average showed that the non-DLI program had a positive 

relationship with literacy proficiency. 
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Table 13. 

Granite non-DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA and SGP Scores 2013-14 

Granite schools             
No.  Of schools:       

50 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 

Academy Park 8.80% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 19.00% 
Arcadia 19.20% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 49.50% 
Beehive 26.40% ≤10% 5.00% N<10   54.00% 
Bennion 32.50% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 61.00% 
Carl Sandburg 29.20% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 48.00% 
Copper Hills 25.70% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 40.00% 
Cottonwood 71.60% N<10   N<10   65.00% 
Crestview 48.50% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 46.00% 
David Gourley 17.90% 11-19% 15.00% ≤20% 10.00% 53.00% 
Douglas T.  
Orchard 16.50% ≤10% 5.00% 11-19% 15.00% 38.00% 
Eastwood 59.40% N<10   N<10   61.00% 
Elk Run 20.00% ≤20% 10.00% ≤10% 5.00% 35.00% 
Fox Hills 41.40% ≤10% 5.00% 21-29% 25.00% 38.00% 
Gearld L.  
Wright 21.90% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 33.00% 
Harry S.  
Truman  23.20% ≤20% 10.00% N<10   46.00% 
Hartvingsen  NR NR   NR     
Hillside 9.00% ≤5% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 29.00% 
Howard R.  
Driggs  53.30% NR   N<10   45.00% 
Hunter 26.10% 11-19% 15.00% N<10   44.00% 
Jackling 6.90% ≤10% 5.00% N<10   35.50% 
James E.  Moss 6.00% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 34.00% 
Jim Bridger 25.30% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 41.00% 
John C.  
Fremont 21.90% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 42.00% 
Lake Ridge 17.60% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 33.00% 
Lincoln 19.70% 17.90% 17.90% ≤10% 5.00% 40.00% 
Magna 23.70% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 44.50% 
Oakridge 60.50% N<10   N<10   45.00% 
Oakwood 68.70% N<10   N<10   60.00% 
Oquirrh Hills 20.40% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 49.00% 
Philo T.  
Farnsworth 12.90% ≤10% 5.00% ≤10% 5.00% 37.00% 
Pioneer 9.50% ≤10% 5.00% ≤10% 5.00% 40.00% 
Pleasant Green 13.80% ≤10% 5.00% ≤10% 5.00% 36.00% 
Plymouth 18.50% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 36.00% 
Redwood 8.20% ≤5% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 29.00% 
Robert Frost 16.10% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 34.00% 
Rolling 
Meadows 15.10% ≤20% 10.00% N<10   40.00% 
Roosevelt 18.10% ≤10% 5.00% N<10   47.00% 
Rosecrest 46.00% N<10   N<10   62.00% 
Silver Hills 17.60% 11-19% 15.00% ≤20% 10.00% 57.00% 
South Kearns 20.00% ≤10% 5.00% N<10   45.00% 
Taylorsville 25.00% 11-19% 15.00% ≤20% 10.00% 38.00% 
Thomas W.  
Bacchus 14.30% N<10   N<10   34.00% 
Twin Peaks 37.10% N<10   N<10   36.50% 
Upland Terrace 54.40% ≤20% 10.00% N<10   51.00% 
West Valley 18.80% 7.30% 7.30% ≤20% 10.00% 29.00% 
Westbrook 26.90% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 35.00% 
Western Hills 17.40% ≤10% 5.00% N<10   61.50% 
Whittier 18.20% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 37.00% 
Woodrow 
Wilson 19.80% 12.20% 12.20% N<10   45.50% 
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Granite schools             
No.  Of schools:       

50 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 

Woodstock 38.30% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 48.50% 

       

No.  Of schools 49   38   31   
Ratio of schools 
represented 
versus All 
schools      77.55%   63.27%   

AVERAGE 26.27%   8.35%   11.11% 42.97% 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD     15.25%       

Table 14. 

Granite DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA and SGP Scores 2013-14 

Granite schools             
No.  Of schools:       

13 ALL LEP 
LEP 

Range SwD   SGP 
Calvin Smith 
(Chinese) 32.30% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 46.5% 
Spring Lane 
Chinese) 47.30% N<10   N<10   58.0% 
Diamond Ridge 
(French) 30.50% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 33.0% 
Morningside 
(French) 67.60% N<10   50-59% 54.50% 66.0% 
Vista (Spanish) 28.40% 11-19% 11-19% ≤20% 10.00% 44.0% 
William Penn 
(Spanish) 51.30% ≤20% 10.00% N<10   40.0% 
Mill Creek 
(Spanish) 20.40% 30-39% 34.50% ≤20% 10.00% 25.5% 
Valley Crest 
(Spanish) 29.10% ≤20% 10.00% N<10   44.0% 
Monroe 
(Spanish) 14.60% 9.30% 9.30% ≤20% 10.00% 40.5% 
Granger 
(Spanish) 14.50% 5.80% 5.80% ≤20% 10.00% 34.0% 
Hillsdale 
(Spanish) 15.60% ≤5 2.50% ≤20% 10.00% 27.0% 
Stansbury 
(Spanish) 18.90% 6.20% 6.20% ≤10% 5.00% 26.0% 
West Kearns 
(Spanish) 22.30% 10.00% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 43.5% 

 
      

No.  Of schools 13   10   10   
Ratio of schools 
represented 
versus All 
schools    76.92%   76.92%     

AVERAGE 30.22%   10.92%   13.95% 40.62% 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD     18.36%       

2014-15 Granite Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for Non-DLI Schools (Table 
15) 

Introduction (Table 15).  According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 

2018a), in 2014-15, the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on 49 schools for All 

students in fourth-grade was 29.38% in non-DLI schools.  

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) in fourth-grade in the Granite district 

(Table 15).  Datagateway collected data for LEP.  Thirty-nine schools show a range of 
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proficiency going from ≤6% to 21-29%.  A 9.89% level of ELA proficiency was found in 

calculating the average of the midrange points of these 39 schools.  The ten other schools 

showed an N<10. 

Therefore, LEP students, on average, showed 9.89% of ELA proficiency while 

the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 29.38%.  This 

means that a difference of 19.49% exists between the two groups. 

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Granite’s school district 

(Table 15).  Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade Students with disabilities.  

Thirty-seven schools were reported with a range going from ≤10% to 50-59%.  A 13.59% 

level of ELA proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of 

the 37 schools.  The 12 other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, students with disabilities, on average, showed 13.59% of ELA 

proficiency, while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average level of 

proficiency of 29.38%.  This represents a significant gap.  However, one must consider 

that 49 schools were represented when calculating ELA proficiency for All students, 

while 37 schools were represented in calculating special education ELA level of 

proficiency.  

Summary: Granite non-DLI schools 2014-15 (Table 15).  In 2014-15 in non-

DLI schools, the level of ELA proficiency of fourth-grade students calculated on 49 

schools was 29.38%.  The level of ELA proficiency for fourth-grade LEP students 

calculated on 39 schools was 9.89%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for fourth-

grade SwD calculated on 37 schools was 13.59%.  This shows a difference of ELA 

proficiency between All students and the subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with 

LEP students scoring the lowest. It also shows that LEP students scored lower than 

students with disabilities, with 9.89% versus 13.59%, which is in alignment with the 

literature review stating that LEP students were scoring lower than SwD students. 

2014-15 Granite Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for DLI Schools (Table 16). 

Introduction. According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2014-

15, the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on 13 schools for All students in 

fourth-grade was of 30.72% in DLI schools.  



UTAH’S IMMERSION MODEL AND LITERACY PROFICIENCY 
 

 

96

Limited English Proficiency in fourth-grade in the Granite’s school district 

(Table 16).  Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade LEP. Ten schools show a range 

of proficiency, going from ≤10% to 16.4%.  A 9.96% level of ELA proficiency was 

found in calculating the average of the midrange point of this school.  The three other 

schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, fourth-grade LEP students, on average, showed 9.96% of ELA 

proficiency, while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average level of 

proficiency of 30.72%.  This represents a difference in ELA proficiency of 20.76% 

between the two groups. 

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade (Table 16).  Datagateway collected 

data for fourth-grade students with disabilities.  Six schools were reported with a range 

going from ≤20% to 21-29%.  A 14.92% level of ELA proficiency was found in 

calculating the average of the midrange points of the six schools.  

Therefore, fourth-grade students with disabilities, on average, showed 14.92% of 

ELA proficiency, while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average 

level of proficiency of 30.72%.  This represents a significant gap.  

Summary: Granite DLI schools 2014-15 (Table 16).  In 2014-15 in DLI 

schools, All fourth-grade students’ level of ELA proficiency calculated on 13 schools 

was 30.72%.  The level of ELA proficiency for LEP students calculated on ten schools 

was 9.96%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for SwD calculated in 6 schools was 

14.92%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest. It also 

shows that students with disabilities scored higher than LEP, with 14.92% versus 9.96%, 

which is in alignment with the literature review stating that LEP students were scoring 

lower than SwD students. 

Summary: Granite 2014-15 non-DLI versus DLI schools (Table 15 and Table 

16).  In 2014-15 in non-DLI schools, for All fourth-grade students, the level of ELA 

proficiency calculated on 49 schools was 29.38%.  For fourth-grade, LEP students, the 

level of ELA proficiency calculated on 39 schools showed a level of proficiency of 

9.89%, and for fourth-grade SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on 37 schools 
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was 13.59%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  

In 2014-15 in DLI schools, the level of ELA proficiency for All fourth-grade 

students calculated on 13 schools was 30.72%.  For fourth-grade, LEP students, the level 

of ELA proficiency calculated on ten schools showed a level of proficiency of 9.96%, 

and for SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on six schools was 14.92%.  This 

shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the subcategories of 

students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  

Therefore, in DLI schools, All fourth-grade students showed a higher level of 

ELA proficiency with 30.72% versus 29.38% in non-DLI schools.  Fourth-grade LEP 

students in DLI schools showed a higher level of ELA proficiency, with 9.96% versus 

9.89% in non-DLI schools.  Finally, the fourth-grade special education population 

showed a higher level of proficiency in DLI schools with 14.92% versus 13.59% in non-

DLI schools.  However, one must be cognizant of the lack of data, especially for LEP and 

SwD in DLI and non-DLI schools.   

This analysis showed that the DLI model had a positive relationship with literacy 

proficiency for All students, LEP, and SwD students. The average score for All, SwD, 

and LEP students in non-DLI schools was 17.62% (Table 15) versus 18.53% in DLI 

schools (Table 16). The average showed that the DLI program had a positive relationship 

with literacy proficiency. 
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Table 15. 

Granite non-DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA and SGP Scores 2014-15 

Granite schools             
Nb of schools:       

50 
ALL LEP 

LEP 
Range SwD   SGP 

Academy Park 13.10% <=10% 5.00% <=20% 10.00% 22.00% 

Arcadia 33.30% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 44.00% 

Beehive 22.90% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 44.00% 

Bennion 29.00% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 56.00% 

Carl Sandburg 19.70% 11-19% 15.00% <=20% 10.00% 65.00% 

Copper Hills 25.00% <=10% 5.00% <=20% 10.00% 49.50% 

Cottonwood 71.40% NR   N<10   75.00% 

Crestview 57.70% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 59.50% 

David Gourley 21.30% <=10% 5.00% <=20% 10.00% 63.50% 

Douglas T. Orchard 
17.10% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 52.00% 

Eastwood 54.00% N<10   N<10   62.00% 

Elk Run 33.30% 21-29% 25.00% <=20% 10.00% 51.50% 

Fox Hills 43.70% <=10% 5.00% <=20% 10.00% 54.50% 

Gearld L. Wright 19.40% <=10% 5.00% <=10% 5.00% 36.00% 

Harry S.Truman  32.30% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 77.00% 

Hartvingsen  NR NR   NR   NR 

Hillside 17.90% 8.10% 8.10% <=20% 10.00% 49.00% 

Howard R.Driggs  65.10% N<10   50-59% 54.50% 51.00% 

Hunter 32.40% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 52.00% 

Jackling 12.80% <=20% 10.00% N<10   17.00% 

James E. Moss 13.40% <=10% 5.00% <=20% 10.00% 50.50% 

Jim Bridger 24.40% <=10% 5.00% <=20% 10.00% 41.00% 

John C. Fremont 28.90% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 44.00% 

Lake Ridge 41.30% N<10   N<10   70.00% 

Lincoln 13.00% <=10% 5.00% <=20% 10.00% 53.50% 

Magna 22.40% <=20% 10.00% <=10% 5.00% 53.50% 

Oakridge 62.30% N<10   N<10   53.00% 

Oakwood 59.70% N<10   N<10   60.00% 

Oquirrh Hills 17.60% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 36.00% 
Philo 

T.Farnsworth, 18.90% 20-29% 24.50% <=20% 10.00% 49.00% 

Pioneer 25.30% <=10% 5.00% <=20% 10.00% 57.00% 

Pleasant Green 15.10% <=10% 5.00% <=20% 10.00% 51.00% 

Plymouth 18.70% <=10% 5.00% <=20% 10.00% 38.00% 

Redwood 9.90% 6.00% 6.00% <=10% 5.00% 42.00% 

Robert Frost 23.60% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 31.00% 

Rolling Meadows 
40.60% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 51.00% 

Roosevelt 18.20% 11-19% 15.00% <=20% 10.00% 37.00% 

Rosecrest 61.20% N<10   50-59% 54.50% 64.50% 

Silver Hills 15.30% 11-19% 15.00% N<10   75.00% 

South Kearns 7.50% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 43.00% 

Taylorsville 22.70% <=10% 5.00% <=20% 10.00% 45.00% 
Thomas W. 

Bacchus 11.10% <=10% 5.00% N<10   25.00% 

Twin Peaks 30.40% <=20% 10.00% N<10   58.50% 

Upland Terrace 67.40% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 71.00% 

West Valley 7.00% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 18.00% 

Westbrook 35.00% 20-29% 24.50% <=20% 10.00% 65.00% 

Western Hills 26.20% 21-29% 25.00% N<10   56.00% 

Whittier 19.00% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 57.00% 
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Granite schools             
Nb of schools:       

50 
ALL LEP 

LEP 
Range SwD   SGP 

Woodrow Wilson 
13.10% <=5% 2.50% N<10   22.00% 

Woodstock 49.10% N<10   N<10   49.00% 

              

Nb of schools 49   39   37 49 

Ratio of schools 
represented vs all 
schools    79.59%   75.51%     

AVERAGE 29.38%   9.89%   13.59% 49.94% 

Table 16. 

Granite Fourth Grade ELA Test Scores DLI Schools 2014-15  

Granite schools 
             

Nb of schools:         

13 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 
Calvin Smith 
(Chinese) 42.90% N<10   N<10   35.50% 
Spring Lane 
Chinese) 37.80% N<10   N<10   54.00% 
Diamond Ridge 
(French) 33.90% <=20% 10.00% 21-29% 25.00% 39.00% 
Morningside 
(French) 66.30% N<10   N<10   49.00% 

Vista (Spanish) 35.10% <=10% 5.00% <=20% 10.00% 61.00% 
William Penn 
(Spanish) 37.20% <=20% 10.00% N<10   47.00% 
Mill Creek 
(Spanish) 20.00% <=20% 10.00% N<10   54.00% 
Valley Crest 
(Spanish) 25.00% <=10% 5.00% N<10   46.00% 

Monroe (Spanish) 
27.10% 16.40% 16.40% N<10   63.50% 

Granger (Spanish) 
14.40% 9.20% 9.20% <=20% 10.00% 49.00% 

Hillsdale (Spanish) 
17.90% 8.10% 8.10% <=20% 10.00% 47.50% 

Stansbury 
(Spanish) 17.10% 9.80% 9.80% <=20% 10.00% 35.00% 
West Kearns 
(Spanish) 24.60% 16.10% 16.10% 20%-29% 24.50% 57.00% 

              

Nb of schools 13   10   6 13 

Ratio of schools 
represented vs all 
schools    76.92%   46.15%     

AVERAGE 30.72%   9.96%   14.92% 49.04% 

2015-16 Granite Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for Non-DLI Schools (Table 
17). 

Introduction.  According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2015-

16, the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on 49 schools for All students in 

fourth-grade was 27.38% in non-DLI schools.  

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) in fourth-grade for Granite’s school 

district (Table 17).  Datagateway collected data for LEP.  Thirty-nine schools show a 
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range of proficiency, going from ≤6.5% to 30-39%.  A 10.01% level of ELA proficiency 

was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of these 39 schools.  The ten 

other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, LEP students, on average, showed 10.01% of ELA proficiency, while 

the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 27.38%.  This 

represents a significant gap.   

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Granite’s school district 

(Table 17).  Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade students with disabilities.  

Thirty-two schools were reported with a range going from ≤10% to 30-39%.  A 10.91% 

level of ELA proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of 

the 32 schools.  The 17 other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, students with disabilities, on average, showed 10.91% of ELA 

proficiency, while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average level of 

proficiency of 27.38%.  This represents a significant gap.  However, one must consider 

that 49 schools were represented when calculating ELA proficiency for All students, 

while 32 schools were represented in calculating special education ELA level of 

proficiency.  

Summary: Granite non-DLI schools 2015-16 (Table 17).  In 2015-16 in non-

DLI schools, the level of ELA proficiency of fourth-grade students calculated on 49 

schools was 27.38%.  The level of ELA proficiency for fourth-grade LEP students 

calculated on 39 schools was 10.01%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for fourth-

grade SwD calculated on 32 schools was 10.91%.  This shows a difference of ELA 

proficiency between All students and the subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with 

LEP students scoring the lowest. It also shows that LEP students scored lower than 

students with disabilities, with 10.01% versus 10.91%, which is in alignment with the 

literature review stating that LEP students were scoring lower than SwD students. 

2015-16 Granite Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for DLI Schools (Table 18) 

Introduction. According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2015-

16, the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on 13 schools for All students in 

fourth-grade was 29.75% in DLI schools.  
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Limited English Proficiency in fourth-grade in the Granite’s school district 

(Table 18).  Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade LEP.  Eleven schools show a 

range of proficiency, going from ≤5% to 30-39%.  A 13.9% level of ELA proficiency 

was found in calculating the average of the midrange point of these 11 schools.  The two 

other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, fourth-grade LEP students, on average, showed 13.9% of ELA 

proficiency, while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average level of 

proficiency of 29.75%.  This is a truer representation of the gap in ELA proficiency 

between All students and LEP students as 13 schools were represented when calculating 

ELA proficiency for All students while 11 schools were represented in calculating the 

LEP ELA level of proficiency.  It means that the weight of All students is almost 

equivalent to the weight of LEP students, giving truer results.  

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Granite’s school district 

(Table 18).  Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade students with disabilities.  Ten 

schools were reported with a range going from ≤10% to 40-49%.  A 15.9% level of ELA 

proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the ten 

schools.  

Therefore, fourth-grade students with disabilities, on average, showed 15.9% of 

ELA proficiency while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average level 

of proficiency of 29.75%.  This represents a significant gap.  

Summary: Granite DLI schools 2015-16 (Table 18).  In 2015-16 in DLI 

schools, All fourth-grade students’ level of ELA proficiency calculated on 13 schools 

was 29.75%.  The level of ELA proficiency for LEP students calculated on 11 schools 

was 13.9%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for SwD calculated on ten schools was 

15.9%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest. It also 

shows that students with disabilities scored higher than LEP, with 15.9% versus 13.9%, 

which is in alignment with the literature review stating that LEP students were scoring 

lower than SwD students. 

Summary: Granite 2015-16 non-DLI versus DLI schools (Table 17 and Table 

18).  In 2015-16 in non-DLI schools, for All fourth-grade students, the level of ELA 
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proficiency calculated on 49 schools was 27.38%.  For fourth-grade, LEP students, the 

level of ELA proficiency calculated on 39 schools showed a level of proficiency of 

10.01%, and for fourth-grade SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on 32 schools 

was 10.91%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  

In 2015-16 in DLI schools, the level of ELA proficiency for All fourth-grade 

students calculated on 13 schools was 29.75%.  For fourth-grade, LEP students, the level 

of ELA proficiency calculated on 11 schools showed a level of proficiency of 13.9%, and 

for SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on ten schools was 15.9%.  This shows 

a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the subcategories of students, 

SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  

Therefore, in DLI schools, All fourth-grade students showed a higher level of 

ELA proficiency, with 29.75% versus 27.38% in non-DLI schools.  Fourth-grade LEP 

students in DLI schools showed a higher level of ELA proficiency with 13.9% versus 

10.01% in non-DLI schools.  Finally, the fourth-grade special education population 

showed a higher level of proficiency in DLI schools with 15.9% versus 10.91% in non-

DLI schools.  However, one must be cognizant of the lack of data, especially for LEP and 

SwD in DLI and non-DLI schools.   

This analysis showed that the DLI model had a positive relationship with literacy 

proficiency for All students, LEP, and SwD students. The average score for All, SwD, 

and LEP students in non-DLI schools was 16.1% (Table 17) versus 19.85% in DLI 

schools (Table 18). The average showed that the DLI program had a positive relationship 

with literacy proficiency. 

Table 17. 

Granite non-DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA and SGP Scores 2015-16 

Granite 
             
No.  Of 
schools:       

50 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 

Academy Park 8.70% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 21.50% 
Arcadia 36.50% 21-29% 25.00% N<10   50.00% 
Beehive 11.20% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 46.00% 
Bennion 37.60% ≤20% 10.00% N<10   59.00% 

Carl Sandburg 18.90% ≤20% 10.00% N<10   64.00% 
Copper Hills 27.90% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 49.00% 
Cottonwood 79.70% NR   N<10   72.00% 

Crestview 54.30% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 28.00% 
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Granite 
             
No.  Of 
schools:       

50 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 

David Gourley 20.70% 9.10% 9.10% ≤20% 10.00% 64.50% 
Douglas T.  
Orchard 35.00% 30-39% 34.50% ≤20% 10.00% 34.00% 

Eastwood 53.00% N<10   N<10   54.00% 
Elk Run 26.50% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 35.00% 
Fox Hills 41.90% ≤10% 5.00% 20-29% 24.50% 42.00% 
Gearld L.  
Wright 18.40% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 33.00% 
Harry S.  
Truman  28.20% ≤20% 10.00% N<10   34.00% 

Hartvingsen  NR NR   NR   NR 
Hillside 9.70% 6.50% 6.50% ≤20% 10.00% 53.50% 

Howard R.  
Driggs  67.70% N<10   N<10   75.50% 
Hunter 34.20% 11-19% 15.00% ≤20% 10.00% 60.00% 
Jackling 10.90% ≤10% 5.00% N<10   31.00% 

James E.  Moss 18.30% 7.30% 7.30% ≤20% 10.00% 51.00% 
Jim Bridger 31.70% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 41.00% 

John C.  
Fremont 12.20% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 35.00% 

Lake Ridge 18.10% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 49.00% 
Lincoln 21.30% 11-19% 15.00% ≤20% 10.00% 56.00% 
Magna 16.90% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 36.00% 

Oakridge 63.20% N<10   N<10   46.00% 
Oakwood 61.70% N<10   N<10   62.00% 

Oquirrh Hills 13.00% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 27.00% 
Philo T.  

Farnsworth, 20.00% ≤10% 5.00% ≤10% 5.00% 47.50% 
Pioneer 15.70% ≤10% 5.00% N<10   37.00% 
Pleasant 

Green 20.90% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 49.00% 
Plymouth 12.20% ≤5% 2.50% ≤20% 10.00% 31.00% 
Redwood 9.00% ≤5% 2.50% ≤20% 10.00% 36.00% 

Robert Frost 15.40% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 53.00% 
Rolling 

Meadows 25.30% 11-19% 15.00% ≤20% 10.00% 43.50% 
Roosevelt 7.60% ≤10% 5.00% N<10   31.00% 
Rosecrest 42.00% NR   ≤20% 10.00% 55.00% 
Silver Hills 12.50% ≤20% 10.00% N<10   50.00% 

South Kearns 9.70% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 23.00% 
Taylorsville 18.80% 11-19% 15.00% N<10   33.50% 
Thomas W.  

Bacchus 12.30% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 37.50% 
Twin Peaks 15.80% N<10   N<10   52.00% 

Upland 
Terrace 48.50% N<10   N<10   58.50% 

West Valley 36.50% 20-29% 24.50% ≤10% 5.00% 41.00% 
Westbrook 35.10% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 65.50% 

Western Hills 25.50% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 51.00% 
Whittier 22.40% 11-19% 15.00% ≤20% 10.00% 55.50% 

Woodrow 
Wilson 16.10% 8.60% 8.60% N<10   33.00% 

Woodstock 43.10% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 61.50% 
              

No.  of schools 49   39   32 49 
Ratio of 
schools 
represented 
versus All 
schools    79.59%   65.31%     

AVERAGE 27.38%   10.01%   10.91% 46.00% 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD     16.10%       
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Table 18. 

Granite DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA and SGP Scores 2015-16 

Granite 
schools             
Nb of schools:       

13 ALL LEP LEP Range SwD   SGP 
Calvin Smith 
(Chinese) 56.80% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 63.50% 
Spring Lane 
Chinese) 50.00% N<10   N<10   46.50% 
Diamond 
Ridge (French) 34.30% 20-29% 24.50% N<10   47.00% 
Morningside 
(French) 44.40% 30-39% 34.50% <=20% 10.00% 42.00% 
Vista (Spanish) 28.00% 11-19% 15.00% <=20% 10.00% 46.00% 
William Penn 
(Spanish) 52.80% <=20% 10.00% 40-49% 44.50% 50.00% 
Mill Creek 
(Spanish) 18.50% <=20% 10.00% N<10   36.00% 
Valley Crest 
(Spanish) 16.30% <=10% 5.00% <=20% 10.00% 30.00% 
Monroe 
(Spanish) 17.70% 14.10% 14.10% <=10% 5.00% 43.00% 
Granger 
(Spanish) 14.00% 6.30% 6.30% 11-19% 15.00% 45.00% 
Hillsdale 
(Spanish) 9.70% 6.50% 6.50% <=20% 10.00% 38.50% 
Stansbury 
(Spanish) 7.80% <=5% 2.50% <=10% 5.00% 24.00% 
West Kearns 
(Spanish) 36.50% 20-29% 24.50% <=10% 5.00% 68.00% 
              

Nb of schools 13   11   10   
Ratio of 
schools 
represented vs 
All schools    84.62%   76.92%     

AVERAGE 29.75%   13.90%   15.90% 44.58% 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD     19.85%       

2016-17 Granite Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for Non-DLI Schools (Table 
19) 

Introduction. According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2016-

17, the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on 49 schools for All students in 

fourth-grade was of 26.03% in non-DLI schools.  

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) in fourth-grade in the Granite’s school 

district (Table 19).  Datagateway collected data for LEP.  Thirty-nine schools show a 

range of proficiency going from ≤5% to 21-29%.  A 10.21% level of ELA proficiency 

was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of these 39 schools.  The ten 

other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, LEP students, on average, showed 10.21% of ELA proficiency, while 

the average for All students showed an average level of proficiency of 26.03%.  This 

represents a significant gap.   
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Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the district in the Granite’s 

school district (Table 19). Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade Students with 

disabilities.  Thirty schools were reported with a range going from ≤10% to 60-69%.  A 

13.43% level of ELA proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange 

points of the 30 schools.  The 19 other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, students with disabilities, on average, showed 13.43% of ELA 

proficiency, while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average level of 

proficiency of 26.03%.  This represents a significant gap.  However, one must consider 

that 49 schools were represented when calculating ELA proficiency for All students, 

while 30 schools were represented in calculating special education ELA level of 

proficiency.  

Summary: Granite non-DLI schools 2016-17 (Table 19).  In 2016-17 in non-

DLI schools, the level of ELA proficiency of fourth-grade students calculated on 49 

schools was 26.03%.  The level of ELA proficiency for fourth-grade LEP students 

calculated on 39 schools was 10.21%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for fourth-

grade SwD calculated on 30 schools was 13.43%.  This shows a difference of ELA 

proficiency between All students and the subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with 

LEP students scoring the lowest. It also shows that LEP students scored lower than 

students with disabilities, with 10.21% versus 13.43%, which is in alignment with the 

literature review stating that LEP students were scoring lower than SwD students. 

2016-17 Granite Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores for DLI Schools (Table 20) 

Introduction. According to the website Datagateway (USBOE, 2018a), in 2016-

17, the average level of ELA proficiency calculated on 13 schools for All students in 

fourth-grade was of 32.23% in DLI schools.  

Limited English Proficiency in fourth-grade in the Granite’s school district 

(Table 20).  Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade LEP.  Nine schools show a 

range of proficiency going from ≤5% to 25.3%.  An 18.36% level of ELA proficiency 

was found in calculating the average of the midrange point of these nine schools.  The 

four other schools showed an N<10. 

Therefore, fourth-grade LEP students, on average, showed 12.93% of ELA 

proficiency, while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average level of 
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proficiency of 32.23%.  This represents a difference in ELA proficiency of 19.3% 

between the two groups. 

Students with disabilities in fourth-grade in the Granite’s school district 

(Table 20).  Datagateway collected data for fourth-grade students with disabilities.  

Seven schools were reported with a range going from ≤10% to 30-39%.  An 18.36% level 

of ELA proficiency was found in calculating the average of the midrange points of the 

seven schools.  

Therefore, fourth-grade students with disabilities, on average, showed 18.36% of 

ELA proficiency while the average for All fourth-grade students showed an average level 

of proficiency of 32.23%.  This represents a significant gap.  

Summary: Granite DLI schools 2016-17 (Table 20).  In 2016-17 in DLI 

schools, All fourth-grade students’ level of ELA proficiency calculated on 13 schools 

was 32.23%.  The level of ELA proficiency for LEP students calculated on nine schools 

was 12.93%.  Finally, the level of ELA proficiency for SwD calculated on seven schools 

was 18.36%.  This shows a gap between the whole and the subcategories of students.  It 

also shows that students with disabilities scored higher than LEP, with 18.36% versus 

12.93%, which is in alignment with the literature review stating that LEP students were 

scoring lower than SwD students. 

Summary: Granite 2016-17 non-DLI versus DLI schools (Table 19 and Table 

20).  In 2016-17 in non-DLI schools, for All fourth-grade students, the level of ELA 

proficiency calculated on 49 schools was 26.03%.  For fourth-grade LEP students, the 

level of ELA proficiency calculated over 39 schools showed a level of proficiency of 

10.21%, and for fourth-grade SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on 30 schools 

was 13.43%.  This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the 

subcategories of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  

In 2016-17 in DLI schools, the level of ELA proficiency for All fourth-grade 

students calculated on 13 schools was 32.23%.  For fourth-grade, LEP students, the level 

of ELA proficiency calculated on nine schools showed a level of proficiency of 12.93%, 

and for SwD, the level of ELA proficiency calculated on seven schools was 18.36%.  

This shows a difference of ELA proficiency between All students and the subcategories 

of students, SwD and LEP, with LEP students scoring the lowest.  
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Therefore, in DLI schools, All fourth-grade students showed a higher level of 

ELA proficiency with 32.23% versus 26.03% in non-DLI schools.  Fourth-grade LEP 

students in DLI schools showed a higher level of ELA proficiency with 12.93% versus 

10.21% in non-DLI schools.  Finally, the fourth-grade special education population 

showed a higher level of proficiency in DLI schools with 18.36% versus 13.43% in non-

DLI schools.  However, one must be cognizant of the lack of data, especially for LEP and 

SwD in DLI and non-DLI schools.   

This analysis showed that the non-DLI model had a positive relationship with 

literacy proficiency for All students, LEP, and SwD students. The average score for All, 

SwD, and LEP students in non-DLI schools was 16.56% (Table 19) versus 21.17% in 

DLI schools (Table 20). The average showed that the DLI program had a positive 

relationship with literacy proficiency. 

Table 19. 

Granite non-DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA and SGP Scores 2016-17 

Granite 
schools             
No.  Of 
schools:       

50 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 

Academy Park 11.10% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 37.00% 
Arcadia 11.30% ≤20% 10.00% N<10   37.50% 
Beehive 11.10% ≤10% 5.00% N<10   43.00% 
Bennion 33.30% 21-29% 25.00% N<10   42.00% 
Carl Sandburg 18.20% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 56.50% 
Copper Hills 20.90% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 54.50% 
Cottonwood 65.40% N<10   N<10   80.00% 
Crestview 63.70% N<10   60-69% 64.50% 56.00% 
David Gourley 25.80% 15.60% 15.60% ≤20% 10.00% 56.00% 
Douglas T.  
Orchard 16.40% ≤10% 5.00% 20-29% 24.50% 52.00% 
Eastwood 67.20% N<10   N<10   56.00% 
Elk Run 25.70% 20-29% 24.50% ≤20% 10.00% 51.00% 
Fox Hills 47.00% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 51.00% 
Gearld L.  
Wright 29.00% 11-19% 15.00% ≤10% 5.00% 47.50% 
Harry S.  
Truman  12.10% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 26.50% 
Hartvingsen  NR NR   NR     
Hillside 14.30% 10.20% 10.20% ≤20% 10.00% 37.00% 
Howard R.  
Driggs  65.60% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 60.50% 
Hunter 20.30% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 47.00% 
Jackling 5.60% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 26.50% 
James E.  
Moss 17.90% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 29.00% 
Jim Bridger 13.70% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 44.00% 
John C.  
Fremont 22.00% ≤20% 10.00% N<10   35.00% 
Lake Ridge 13.00% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 28.00% 
Lincoln 16.90% 11-19% 15.00% ≤20% 10.00% 42.50% 
Magna 10.00% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 44.00% 
Oakridge 59.00% N<10   N<10   38.00% 
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Granite 
schools             
No.  Of 
schools:       

50 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 

Oakwood 47.40% N<10   N<10   38.00% 
Oquirrh Hills 11.30% ≤10% 5.00% N<10   17.50% 
Philo T.  
Farnsworth, 25.60% 11-19% 15.00% ≤20% 10.00% 59.00% 
Pioneer 25.30% 11-19% 15.00% N<10   46.00% 
Pleasant 
Green 27.70% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 55.00% 
Plymouth 13.90% ≤5% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 35.00% 
Redwood 17.00% 11.10% 11.10% ≤20% 10.00% 50.50% 
Robert Frost 23.30% 21-29% 25.00% ≤20% 10.00% 54.00% 
Rolling 
Meadows 37.20% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 51.00% 
Roosevelt 10.20% ≤10% 5.00% N<10   38.00% 
Rosecrest 54.10% N<10   N<10   65.00% 
Silver Hills 7.70% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 53.50% 
South Kearns 11.80% ≤10% 5.00% N<10   40.00% 
Taylorsville 17.90% 11-19% 15.00% ≤20% 10.00% 38.00% 
Thomas W.  
Bacchus 9.70% ≤10% 5.00% N<10   37.50% 
Twin Peaks 21.40% ≤20% 10.00% N<10   66.00% 
Upland 
Terrace 39.70% N<10   N<10   45.50% 
West Valley 17.10% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% 38.00% 
Westbrook 39.50% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 72.50% 
Western Hills 23.80% 20-29% 24.50% N<10   37.00% 
Whittier 12.40% ≤10% 5.00% 20-29% 24.50% 39.00% 
Woodrow 
Wilson 16.70% 12.10% 12.10% N<10   39.00% 
Woodstock 48.20% N<10   N<10   62.00% 

              

No.  Of schools 49   39   30 49 
Ratio of 
schools 
represented 
versus All 
schools      79.59%   61.22%   

AVERAGE 26.03%   10.21%   13.43% 46.02% 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD     16.56%       

Table 20. 

Granite DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA and SGP Scores 2016-17 

Granite 
schools             
No.  Of 
schools:       

13 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 
Calvin Smith 
(Chinese) 54.30% N<10   N<10   64.00% 
Spring Lane 
Chinese) 30.80% N<10   N<10   41.00% 
Diamond 
Ridge (French) 45.30% ≤20% 10.00% 20-29% 24.50% 53.00% 
Morningside 
(French) 58.80% N<10   N<10   56.00% 
Vista (Spanish) 35.40% 11-19% 15.00% N<10   35.00% 
William Penn 
(Spanish) 54.00% ≤20% 10.00% 30-39% 34.50% 65.00% 
Mill Creek 
(Spanish) 18.30% ≤10%   N<10   27.00% 
Valley Crest 
(Spanish) 21.50% 11-19% 15.00% N<10   45.50% 
Monroe 
(Spanish) 24.40% 16.40% 16.40% 11-19% 15.00% 64.00% 
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Granite 
schools             
No.  Of 
schools:       

13 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 
Granger 
(Spanish) 27.40% 25.30% 25.30% ≤20% 10.00% 44.00% 
Hillsdale 
(Spanish) 9.90% 6.10% 6.10% ≤20% 5.00% 37.00% 
Stansbury 
(Spanish) 10.50% ≤5% 2.50% ≤10% 5.00% 28.00% 
West Kearns 
(Spanish) 28.40% 16.10% 16.10% 30-39% 34.50% 58.00% 
              

No.  Of schools 13   9   7   
Ratio of 
schools 
represented 
versus All 
schools    69.23%   53.85%     

AVERAGE 32.23%   12.93%   18.36% 47.50% 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD     21.17%       

2014 to 2017 Alpine, Davis and Granite School Districts: Average of Fourth-Grade 
ELA Proficiency per District and per Strand: All students, LEP, SwD and SGP 2014 
to 2017 Alpine. 

All students.  The average of SAGE ELA test scores shows that fourth-grade 

students in non-DLI schools have a higher level of proficiency than fourth-grade students 

in DLI schools with 45.75% versus 44.83% within the four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 

21). 

LEP.  The average of SAGE ELA test scores shows that fourth-grade students in 

non-DLI schools have a higher level of proficiency than fourth-grade students in DLI 

schools with 16.29% versus 12.98% within the four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 21). 

SwD.  The average of SAGE ELA test scores shows that fourth-grade students in 

non-DLI schools have a higher level of proficiency than fourth-grade students in DLI 

schools with 22.1% versus 18.7% within the four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 21). 

The average of ELA test scores for fourth-grade students for All, LEP and SwD, 

is inferior in DLI schools versus non-DLI schools with 25.5% versus 31.02% within the 

four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 21). 

SGP.  The average student growth is superior in DLI schools versus non-DLI 

schools, with 51.83% versus 51.60% within the four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 21). 

Table 21. 

Alpine Average Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores 2014-17 

ALPINE   Non- DLI       DLI     

  ALL LEP SwD SGP ALL LEP SwD SGP 

2014 45.44% 13.00% 21.83% 52.00% 41.14% 10.00% 10.00% 49.22% 

2015 43.16% 17.40% 21.12% 47.57% 44.90% 23.17% 19.88% 48.95% 
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2016 46.93% 17.18% 22.81% 53.15% 45.14% 11.25% 18.78% 51.60% 

2017 47.46% 17.59% 22.63% 53.66% 48.15% 7.50% 26.13% 57.55% 

                  

Average 45.75% 16.29% 22.10% 51.60% 44.83% 12.98% 18.70% 51.83% 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD   31.02%         25.50%   

2014-2017 Davis 

All students.  The average of SAGE ELA test scores shows that fourth-grade 

students in non-DLI have a higher level of proficiency than fourth-grade students in DLI 

schools with 47.85% versus 47.74% within the four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 22). 

LEP.  The average of SAGE ELA test scores shows that fourth-grade students in 

DLI have a higher level of proficiency than fourth-grade students in non-DLI schools 

with 19.31% versus 16.72% within the four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 22). 

SWD.  The average of SAGE ELA test scores shows that fourth-grade students in 

non-DLI have a higher level of proficiency than fourth-grade students in DLI schools 

with 18.59% versus 18.00% within the four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 22). 

The average of ELA test scores for fourth-grade students for All, LEP and SwD, 

is superior in DLI schools versus non-DLI schools with 28.35% versus 27.72% within the 

four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 22). 

SGP.  The average student growth is inferior in DLI schools versus non- DLI 

schools with 46.28% versus 51.88% within the four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 22). 

Table 22. 

Davis Average Fourth Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores 2014-17 

DAVIS   Non- DLI       DLI     

  ALL LEP SwD SGP ALL LEP SwD SGP 

2014 47.22% 10.00% 20.19% 50.40% 42.93% 24.75% 20.75% 45.30% 

2015 47.27% 17.90% 17.76% 53.48% 48.23% 10.00% 14.00% 45.50% 

2016 48.90% 16.58% 19.70% 53.18% 49.56% 17.50% 18.55% 48.36% 

2017 48.01% 22.38% 16.71% 50.44% 50.25% 25.00% 18.69% 45.96% 

                  

Average 47.85% 16.72% 18.59% 51.88% 47.74% 19.31% 18.00% 46.28% 

AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD 

   27.72%      28.35%     

2014-2017 Granite 

All students.  The average of SAGE ELA test scores shows that fourth-grade 

students in DLI have a higher level of proficiency than fourth-grade students in non-DLI 

schools with 30.73% versus 27.27% within the four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 23).  
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LEP.  The average of SAGE ELA test scores shows that fourth-grade students in 

DLI have a higher level of proficiency than fourth-grade students in non-DLI schools 

with 11.93% versus 9.62% within the four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 23). 

SWD.  The average of SAGE ELA test scores shows that fourth-grade students in 

DLI have a higher level of proficiency than fourth-grade students in non-DLI schools 

with 15.78% versus 12.26% within the four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 23). 

The average of ELA test scores for fourth-grade students for All, LEP and SwD, 

is superior in DLI schools versus non-DLI schools with 19.48% versus 16.38% within the 

four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 23). 

SGP.  The average student growth is inferior in DLI schools versus non-DLI 

schools, with 45.44% versus 46.23% within the four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 23). 

Table 23. 

Granite Average Fourth Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores 2014-17 

GRANITE   Non- DLI       DLI     

  ALL LEP SwD SGP ALL LEP SWD SGP 

2014 26.27% 8.35% 11.11% 42.97% 30.22% 10.92% 13.95% 40.62% 

2015 29.38% 9.89% 13.59% 49.94% 30.72% 9.96% 14.92% 49.04% 

2016 27.38% 10.01% 10.91% 46.00% 29.75% 13.90% 15.90% 44.58% 

2017 26.03% 10.21% 13.43% 46.02% 32.23% 12.93% 18.36% 47.50% 

                  

Average 27.27% 9.62% 12.26% 46.23% 30.73% 11.93% 15.78% 45.44% 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD   16.38%       19.48%     

2014 to 2017 Alpine, Davis and Granite School Districts: Average of Fourth-Grade 
ELA Proficiency for All Three Districts per strand: All students, LEP, SwD and 
SGP for DLI Versus Non-DLI Schools 

2014 to 2017 average level of fourth-grade ELA proficiency for the combined four 
years. 

All students.  The average of ELA proficiency shows that fourth-grade students in 

DLI schools have a higher level of proficiency than fourth-grade students in non-DLI 

schools with 41.1% versus 40.29% within the four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 24). 

LEP.  The average of ELA proficiency shows that fourth-grade students in DLI 

schools have a higher level of proficiency than fourth-grade students in non-DLI schools 

with 14.74% versus 14.21% within the four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 24). 

SWD.  The average of ELA proficiency shows that fourth-grade students in non-

DLI schools have a higher level of proficiency than fourth-grade students in DLI schools 

with 17.65% versus 17.49% within the four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 24). 



UTAH’S IMMERSION MODEL AND LITERACY PROFICIENCY 
 

 

112

The average of ELA test scores for fourth-grade students for All, LEP, and SwD 

is superior in DLI schools versus non-DLI schools with 24.44% versus 24.05% within the 

four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 24). 

SGP.  The average student growth is superior in non-DLI schools versus DLI 

schools, with 49.9% versus 47.85% within the four years of 2014 to 2017 (Table 25). 

Table 24. 

Alpine, Davis and Granite Average Fourth Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores 2014-17 

    Non- DLI       DLI     

The 3 districts ALL LEP SwD SGP ALL LEP SwD SGP 

Average  40.29% 14.21% 17.65% 49.90% 41.10% 14.74% 17.49% 47.85% 
Difference DLI/non 
DLI 0.81% 0.53% -0.16% -2.05%         
AVERAGE for ALL, LEP 
and SwD  24.05%       24.44%     
Difference DLI/non-
DLI      

            
0.40%         

Bold shows lower scores for students in DLI vs. non-DLI      

Table 25. 

SGP of Three Districts, non-DLI and DLI 

SGP ALPINE DAVIS GRANITE Average 

non-DLI 51.60% 51.88% 46.24% 49.91% 

DLI 51.83% 46.28% 45.44% 47.85% 

Bold shows lower scores comparatively speaking DLI versus non-DLI  

Table 26. 

Difference in Fourth Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores non-DLI 

versus DLI Alpine, Davis and Granite Schools Combined 2014-17 

  
Non-DLI 
schools DLI schools 

Discrepancy non-DLI vs. DLI 
schools 

ALPINE 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD 31.02% 25.50% 5.52%   
DAVIS 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD 27.72% 28.35% -0.63%  
GRANITE 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD 16.38% 19.48% -3.10%  

Total average 25.04% 24.44% 0.60%   
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2014 to 2017 Ratio of DLI Schools Versus Non-DLI Schools 

Alpine district.  The ratio for the Alpine district of non-DLI schools versus DLI 

schools is about 4.53 to 1 for the years 2014 to 2017 (Table 49).  It means that for 1 DLI 

school represented, 4.53 non-DLI schools are represented (Table 49). 

Davis district.  The ratio or Davis district of non-DLI schools versus DLI schools 

is about 4 to 1 for the years 2014 to 2017 (Table 49).  It means that for 1 DLI school 

represented, four non-DLI schools are represented (Table 49). 

Granite district.  The ratio for the Granite district of non-DLI schools versus DLI 

schools is about 3.84 to 1 for the years 2014 to 2017 (Table 49).  It means that for 1 DLI 

school represented, 3.84 non-DLI schools are represented (Table 49). 

2014-2017 summary of fourth-grade ELA proficiency in DLI versus non-

DLI-schools.  The average ratio of DLI schools versus non-DLI schools. The 

conclusion is that because DLI schools contain non-DLI programs, data mining favors 

the results of the ELA proficiency of students in fourth-grade in non-DLI programs 

(Table 49). 

Table 27. 

Average Ratios of DLI Schools versus non-DLI Schools for All Three 

Districts for All, LEP and SwD  

YEARS 2014-2017 All LEP Swd 

Alpine average 21.42% 26.14% 18.68% 

Davis average 22.33% 23.45% 29.29% 

Granite Average  26.53% 25.81% 25.76% 

Average for All 3 districts 23.43% 25.13% 24.58% 

Average Ratio for the 3 districts 1/4.26 1/3.98 1/4.07 

Average ratio for the 3 strands in %   24.38%   

Average ratio for the 3 strands  as a ratio   1/4.10   

Percentage of Schools Reporting LEP Versus SwD SAGE ELA Test Scores per 
Districts 

2014-2017 Alpine. 

DLI schools.  The percentage of DLI schools reporting SAGE ELA proficiency 

test scores for LEP was 26.11%, meaning that only 26.11% of schools, while 73.61% of  

DLI schools reported SwD SAGE ELA test scores for the same years (Table 28).  

Non-DLI schools.  The percentage of non-DLI schools reporting SAGE ELA 

proficiency test scores for LEP was 23.07%, meaning that only 23.07% of schools 
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reported SAGE ELA test scores for years 2014 to 2017, while 84.6% of schools reported 

SwD SAGE ELA test scores for the same years (Table 28). 

Table 28. 

Alpine Percentage of Schools Represented in LEP and SwD Fourth 

Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores (Data from Table 35, Table 36, Table 37, Table 38, Table 

39, Table 40, Ta 

Table 3, and Table 4) 

ALPINE DLI Non- DLI 

Percentage LEP SwD LEP SwD 

2014 22.22% 44.44% 22.73% 81.82% 

2015 22.22% 80.00% 22.22% 86.67% 

2016 40.00% 90.00% 23.91% 84.78% 

2017 20.00% 80.00% 23.40% 85.11% 

     

Average 26.11% 73.61% 23.07% 84.60% 

Difference 3.05%  -10.99%    
DLI vs  non-DLI            

2014-2017 Davis. 

DLI schools.  The percentage of DLI schools reporting SAGE ELA proficiency 

test scores for LEP was 15.99%, meaning that only 15.99% of schools reported SAGE 

ELA test scores for the years 2014 to 2017, while 89.4% of schools reported SwD SAGE 

ELA test scores for the same years (Table 29).  

Non-DLI schools.  The percentage of non-DLI schools reporting SAGE ELA 

proficiency test scores for LEP was 15.7%, meaning that only 15.7% of schools reported 

SAGE ELA test scores for the years 2014 to 2017, while 68% of schools reported SwD 

SAGE ELA test scores for the same years (Table 29). 

Table 29. 

Percentage of DLI and Non-DLI Schools Reporting SAGE ELA 

Proficiency Test Scores 

DAVIS DLI Non- DLI 

Percentage LEP SwD LEP SwD 

2014 20.00% 100.00% 14.29% 65.31% 

2015 9.09% 90.91% 10.20% 63.27% 

2016 18.18% 100.00% 14.29% 71.43% 

2017 16.67% 66.67% 24.00% 72.00% 

          

Average 15.99% 89.40% 15.70% 68.00% 
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2014-2017 Granite. 

DLI schools.  The percentage of DLI schools reporting SAGE ELA proficiency 

test scores for LEP was 76.92%, meaning that 76.92% of schools reported SAGE ELA 

test scores for years 2014 to 2017, while 63.46% of schools reported SwD SAGE ELA 

test scores for the same years (Table 30).  

Non-DLI schools.  The percentage of non-DLI schools reporting SAGE ELA 

proficiency test scores for LEP was 79.08%, meaning that 79.08% of schools reported 

SAGE ELA test scores for years 2014 to 2017, while 66.33% of schools reported SwD 

SAGE ELA test scores for the same years (Table 30).  

Table 30. 

Percentage of DLI Schools Reporting SAGE ELA Proficiency 

Test Scores 

GRANITE   DLI   Non- DLI 

Percentage LEP SwD LEP SwD 

2014 76.92% 76.92% 77.55% 63.27% 

2015 76.92% 46.15% 79.59% 75.51% 

2016 84.62% 76.92% 79.59% 65.31% 

2017 69.23% 53.85% 79.59% 61.22% 

          

Average 76.92% 63.46% 79.08% 66.33% 

2014-2017 summary for all three districts. 

DLI Schools.  The percentage of DLI schools reporting SAGE ELA proficiency 

test scores for LEP was 39.67%, meaning that 39.67% of schools reported SAGE ELA 

test scores for the years 2014 to 2017, while 68.82% of schools reported SwD SAGE 

ELA test scores for the same years (Table 31).  

Non-DLI schools.  The percentage of non-DLI schools reporting SAGE ELA 

proficiency test scores for LEP was 39.28%, meaning that 39.28% of schools reported 

SAGE ELA test scores for the years 2014 to 2017, while 72.98% of schools reported 

SwD SAGE ELA test scores for the same years (Table 31).  

The results show that 1/3 (39.47%) of DLI and non-DLI school combined 

reported LEP results, while over 2/3 (70.9%) of DLI and non-DLI schools reported SwD 

results (Table 31). 
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Table 31. 

Percentage of Schools Represented in LEP and SwD for the Three Districts 

  DLI Non- DLI 

Percentage LEP SwD LEP SwD 

ALPINE 26.11% 73.61% 23.07% 84.60% 

DAVIS 15.99% 89.40% 15.70% 68.00% 

GRANITE 76.92% 43.46% 79.08% 66.33% 

     

Average 39.67% 68.82% 39.28% 72.98% 

     
  LEP SwD 

Average for 
DLI and non-
DLI schools 

39.48% 70.90% 

2014-2017 Effect of DLI Model on ELA Proficiency for All Fourth-Grade Students 
with Considerations for LEP and SwD 

From 2014 to 2017, on average, Alpine enrolled 6,071 fourth-grade students per 

year (Table 1), including an average of 949 students in DLI schools (Table 34).  Davis 

enrolled 5,590 fourth-grade students per year (Table 41), including an average of 1,336 

students in DLI schools (Table 43).  Finally, Granite enrolled 5,484 fourth-grade students 

per year (Table 44), including an average of 1,352 students in DLI schools (                 Table 

47).  

The ratio of DLI schools versus non-DLI schools for Alpine is about 1 to 4.53, for 

Davis 1 out of 4, and Granite 1 out of 3.84 (Table 34). Consequently, the sample size of 

non-DLI schools was larger than the one of DLI schools, increasing the reliability of the 

non-DLI schools’ sample.  Furthermore, each DLI schools have two classes in each grade 

following the DLI program, while the others followed the non-DLI program. Therefore, 

the average of fourth-grade SAGE ELA test scores in DLI schools included DLI and non-

DLI students misrepresenting the true average of SAGE ELA test scores in DLI schools. 

The true average would be the average of fourth-grade SAGE ELA test scores for 

students in DLI programs. 

Finally, the average of Student Growth Percentile (SGP) for the three districts 

shows that the SGP for All students is lower in DLI schools with 47.85% versus 49.91% 

in non-DLI schools (Table 24).  The difference of 2.05% is minimal (Table 24). The SGP 

for LEP is higher in DLI schools with 14.74% versus 14.21% in non-DLI schools (Table 

24). The difference of .58% is minimal. At last, the SGP for SwD is lower in DLI 



UTAH’S IMMERSION MODEL AND LITERACY PROFICIENCY 
 

 

117

schools, with 17.49% versus 17.65% in non-DLI schools. The difference of .16% is 

minimal.  

On average, the percentage of schools reporting fourth-grade SAGE ELA test 

scores for LEP is 39.67% for DLI schools versus 39.28% for non-DLI schools.  For SwD, 

the figure is 68.82% in DLI schools versus 72.98% in non-DLI schools (Table 31).  It 

means that on average for DLI and non-DLI schools combined, only 39.47% of schools 

reported fourth-grade SAGE ELA proficiency results for LEP students while 70.9% of 

schools reported SwD fourth-grade SAGE ELA proficiency results (Table 31).  

Table 

26). 

Research 
Consultant at 
the USBOE 

Introduc

tion.  Malia 

Mcllevana, a 

research consultant in the department of Data and Statistics at the USBOE, was able to 

provide more refined data and add valuable information to the results analyzed through 

the collection of data of Datagateway. 

According to McLlevana (personal interview, April 18, 2018), Davis District did 

not report any students with grade 4 DLI course codes before the 2017 school year.  

Alpine District more than doubled the number of students reported with DLI course 

codes in the 2017 school year as compared with previous school years.  Furthermore, 

some of the data is not available due to low n-sizes (Table 50). 

Identification of students in DLI programs versus non-DLI programs. 

McLlevana could identify fourth-grade students in DLI programs versus students in non-

DLI programs by looking at their course code.  A student was identified in a DLI 

program if he was enrolled in a DLI course for at least 60 calendar days = 45 days of 

schools = ¼ of the school year. 

Outcome of analysis.  The results confirmed that fourth-grade students taking 

DLI courses performed better in SAGE ELA tests than fourth-grade students taking only 

In summary, four major factors are to be considered with the 
collection of data.  The first, is the ratio of non-DLI schools versus 
DLI schools.  On average, the ratio is four non-DLI schools to 1 DLI 
school.  The second factor is that within DLI schools, only two 
classes per grade follow a DLI program, implying that not every 
student in DLI schools is following a DLI program, giving more 
weight to non-DLI schools.  The third is that the percentage of 
schools represented in LEP (39.47%) and SwD (70.9%) for the three 
districts is lower than for All students, providing a discrepancy in the 
results. The final factor is that the fourth-grade data show that, on 
average, All, LEP, and SwD students in the non-DLI program have a 
higher ELA proficiency level than their counterparts in DLI programs 
by 0.06% ( 
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regular classes (Table 50). The data analysis below will reflect the findings shared by 

McLlevana. 

2014 to 2017 Alpine Fourth-Grade SAGE ELA Proficiency Test Scores DLI Versus 
Non-DLI Students per Districts and per Strands: All, LEP and SwD Students 

2014 Alpine fourth-grade SAGE ELA proficiency test scores. 

ALL fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 

61% SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 

46% SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

LEP fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year were not 

reported due to a low n-size while students in non-DLI programs reported a 2% SAGE 

ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

SwD fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year were not 

reported due to a low n-size while students in non-DLI programs reported a 21% SAGE 

ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

2015 Alpine fourth-grade SAGE ELA proficiency test scores. 

ALL fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 

59% SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 

45% SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

LEP fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year were not 

reported due to a low n-size while students in non-DLI programs reported a 6% SAGE 

ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

SwD fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year were not 

reported due to a low n-size while students in non-DLI programs reported a 21% SAGE 

ELA proficiency test score (Table 50) 
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2016 Alpine fourth-grade SAGE ELA proficiency test scores. 

ALL fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 

52% SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 

48% SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

LEP fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year were not 

reported due to a low n-size while students in non-DLI programs reported a 3% SAGE 

ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

SwD fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 

31% SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 

20% SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

2017 Alpine fourth-grade SAGE ELA proficiency test scores. 

ALL fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 

54% SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 

48% SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

LEP fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 7% 

SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 2% 

SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

SwD fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 

33% SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 

21% SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

2014 Davis fourth-grade SAGE ELA proficiency test scores.  

ALL fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year were not 

reported due to low n-size while students in non-DLI programs reported a 47% SAGE 

ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 



UTAH’S IMMERSION MODEL AND LITERACY PROFICIENCY 
 

 

120

LEP fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year were not 

reported due to a low n-size while students in non-DLI programs reported a 4% SAGE 

ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

SwD fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year were not 

reported due to a low n-size while students in non-DLI programs reported a 21% SAGE 

ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

2015 Davis fourth-grade SAGE ELA proficiency test scores. 

ALL fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year were not 

reported due to low n-size while students in non-DLI programs reported a 48% SAGE 

ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

LEP fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year were not 

reported due to a low n-size while students in non-DLI programs reported a 6% SAGE 

ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

SwD fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year were not 

reported due to a low n-size while students in non-DLI programs reported a 17% SAGE 

ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

2016 Davis fourth-grade SAGE ELA proficiency test scores. 

ALL fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year were not 

reported due to low n-size while students in non-DLI programs reported a 51% SAGE 

ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

LEP fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year were not 

reported due to a low n-size while students in non-DLI programs reported a 9% SAGE 

ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 
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SwD fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year were not 

reported due to a low n-size while students in non-DLI programs reported a 21% SAGE 

ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

2017 Davis fourth-grade SAGE ELA proficiency test scores. 

ALL fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 

58% SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 

48% SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

LEP fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported an 

18% SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 

12% SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

SwD fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 

33% SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 

19% SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

2014 Granite fourth-grade SAGE ELA proficiency test scores. 

ALL fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified as being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 

44% SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 

26% SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

LEP fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 5% 

SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 12% 

SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

SwD fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 

21% SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 

8% SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 
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2015 Granite fourth-grade SAGE ELA proficiency test scores. 

ALL fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 

46% SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 

29% SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

LEP fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 0% 

SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 1% 

SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

SwD fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 

29% SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 

10% SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

2016 Granite fourth-grade SAGE ELA proficiency test scores. 

ALL fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 

43% SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 

27% SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

LEP fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 5% 

SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 3% 

SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

SwD fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 

24% SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 

9% SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

2017 Granite fourth-grade SAGE ELA proficiency test scores.  

All fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 

49% SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 

27% SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 
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LEP fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 7% 

SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 2% 

SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

SwD fourth-grade students.  Students who, through their course code, were 

identified of being enrolled in DLI courses for at least ¼ of the school year reported a 

43% SAGE ELA proficiency test score while students in non-DLI programs reported a 

10% SAGE ELA proficiency test score (Table 50). 

Summary of Fourth-Grade ELA SAGE Test Scores for Students in DLI Versus 
Non-DLI Programs 

Introduction.  The difference in fourth-grade SAGE ELA test scores between 

students attending DLI courses versus students not attending DLI courses is visible 

despite the lack of data from Alpine and Davis school districts.  

Alpine 2014 to 2017: fourth-grade students 

All students.  The average ELA proficiency score in DLI school is 57% for 

students taking at least ¼ school year DLI courses versus 47% for students not taking 

DLI courses.  Creating a difference of 10% in favor of students taking DLI courses 

(Table 50).  

LEP.  The difference is 4% (7%-3%) in favor of students taking DLI courses 

(Table 50). 

SwD.  The difference is 11% (32%-21%), still in favor of students taking DLI 

courses (Table 50). 

Davis 2014 to 2017: fourth-grade students 

All students.  The average ELA proficiency score in DLI school is 58% for 

students taking at least ¼ school year DLI courses versus 49% for students not taking 

DLI courses.  Creating a difference of 10% in favor of students taking DLI courses 

(Table 50).  

LEP.  The difference is 10% (18%-8%) in favor of students taking DLI courses. 

SwD.  The difference is 14% (33%-20%) (due to rounding numbers, the 

difference is 14% instead of 13%) still in favor of students taking DLI courses (Table 50). 
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Granite 2014 to 2017: fourth-grade students 

All students.  The average ELA proficiency score in DLI school is 46% for 

students taking at least ¼ school year DLI courses versus 27% for students not taking 

DLI courses.  Creating a difference of 18% in favor of students taking DLI courses (due 

to rounding numbers, the difference is 18% instead of 19%) (Table 50).  

LEP.  The difference gap is 1% (3%-2%) in favor of students taking DLI courses.  

SwD.  The difference is 20% (29%-9%), still in favor of students taking DLI 

courses (Table 50). 

These results support the literature review and the phone interviews by 

demonstrating that students in DLI programs perform better in ELA proficiency than 

students not attending DLI courses. 

Results of Quantitative and Qualitative Analysis 

Results of quantitative data analysis. The data analysis from Datagateway 

supports a null hypothesis as the P-value is greater than 0.05 for all three groups: All, 

LEP, and SwD.  The P-value was 0.826 for All students (Table 32), 0.813 for LEP 

students (Table 51) and 0.932 for SwD (Table 52).  The average p-Value for the three 

groups was 0.85 (Table 53).  It means that the probability for students to have a higher 

level of ELA proficiency in DLI schools versus non-DLI schools is insignificant in the 

three groups; All, LEP, and SwD.  

Table 32. 

All Students: The Significance of the Study from Datagateway  

 
  

Summary 
Alpine non-DLI 
schools 

Summary 
Davis non-
DLI schools 

Summary 
Granite non-
DLI schools 

Summary 
Alpine DLI 
schools 

Summary 
Davis DLI 
schools 

Summary 
Granite DLI 
schools Significance 

 
ELA 
proficiency 

ELA 
proficiency 

ELA 
proficiency 

ELA 
proficiency 

ELA 
proficiency 

ELA 
proficiency P-value 

  ALL students ALL students ALL students ALL students 
ALL 
students 

ALL 
students   

2013-2014 45.44% 47.22% 26.27% 41.14% 42.93% 30.22%  

2014-2015 43.16% 47.27% 29.38% 44.90% 48.23% 30.72%  

2015-2016 46.93% 48.90% 27.38% 45.14% 49.56% 29.75%  

2016-2017 47.46% 48.01% 26.03% 48.15% 50.25% 32.23%  
Average on 4 
years 45.75% 47.85% 27.27% 44.83% 47.74% 30.73%   
Significance 
or P-value             0.826097165 
Ratio of DLI schools versus non 
DLI schools           1/4.53 
DLI schools have 2 classes per 
grade DLI, the others run on 
non-DLI model             

The data analysis from Malia Mcllevana at the USBOE rejects the null 

hypothesis, meaning that a significant difference exists with a P-value less than 0.05 for 
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all three groups: All, LEP, and SwD.  The P-value was 0.01 for All students, 0.01 for 

LEP students, and 0.0003 for SwD students.  The average P-value for the three groups 

was 0.01.  It means that the probability for students to have a higher level of ELA 

proficiency in DLI programs versus non-DLI programs is significant (Table 54).  The 

lack of data provided by the three districts can also influence the results.  However, this 

data included only students in DLI programs versus non-DLI programs instead of 

students in DLI schools versus non-DLI schools. 

Results of qualitative data analysis. The USBOE led by Gregg Robert worked 

consistently since 2006 to put into place a solid 50/50 DLI program based on Utah 

Common Core Standards.  Test assessments were modified to match the rigor of the 

curriculum, going from CRT to SAGE.  The combination of best practices and rigorous 

curriculum aligned to the Common Core Standards was viewed as promoting students’ 

achievement. This led to the conclusion that the DLI model played a positive role in ELA 

proficiency.  
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between the Utah 50/50 

dual-language immersion (DLI) model and English Language Arts (ELA) proficiency for 

All fourth-grade students with consideration of students with disabilities (SwD) and 

Limited English Proficient (LEP) students.  The relationship was measured by the Utah 

Student Assessment of Growth and Excellence (SAGE) test scores collected via 

Datagateway website and the USBOE.  

Four research questions were drafted to respond to the purpose of the study. 

Research question #1: What is the relationship between the Utah 50/50 Dual 

Language Immersion model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite School Districts 

in Utah: Considerations and implications for students with disabilities in fourth-grade? 

Research question #2: What is the relationship between the Utah 50/50 Dual 

Language Immersion model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite School Districts 

in Utah: Considerations and implications for students with Limited English Proficiency in 

fourth-grade? 

Research question #3: What is the relationship between the Utah non-Dual 

Language Immersion model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite School Districts 

in Utah: Considerations and implications for students with disabilities in Fourth-grade? 

Research question #4: What is the relationship between the Utah non-Dual 

Language Immersion model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite School Districts 

in Utah: Considerations and implications for students with Limited English Proficiency in 

fourth-grade? 

The research followed a methodical collection of data to answer the research 

questions. The collection of data was performed in three areas, which were: a) interviews 

from the founder of the Utah DLI program and four USBOE members, b) fourth-grade 

SAGE ELA test scores in DLI and non-DLI schools for All, SwD and LEP students in 

the Alpine, Davis, and Granite school districts for years 2014 to 2017 through 

Datagateway website and c) fourth-grade SAGE ELA test scores for All, SwD and LEP 

students in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite school districts for years 2014 to 2017 for 

students attending DLI programs and non-DLI programs. 
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The findings from Datagateway website revealed that non-DLI schools were still 

prominent in Utah. An average ratio on the number of DLI schools versus non-DLI 

schools for the three districts was calculated below.   

The average ratio for the three districts was 1 DLI school to 3.98 non-DLI schools 

for LEP students, meaning that for one DLI schools, there were 3.98 non-DLI schools 

(Table 27). The average ratio for SwD students was 1 DLI school for 4.07 non-DLI 

schools (Table 27). Consequently, the sample size of non-DLI schools was larger than the 

one of DLI schools, increasing the reliability of the non-DLI schools’ sample. 

Furthermore, DLI schools included DLI and non-DLI students, as only two classes per 

grade followed the DLI model. Therefore, the average of fourth-grade SAGE ELA test 

scores in DLI schools, provided by Datagateway, included DLI and non-DLI students 

misrepresenting the true average of SAGE ELA test scores in DLI schools. The true 

average would be the average of fourth-grade SAGE ELA test scores for students 

attending the DLI model, which were provided by the USBOE. 

Answering Research Question #1 

The first question in this study was: What is the relationship between the Utah 

50/50 Dual Language Immersion model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite 

School Districts in Utah: Considerations and implications for students with disabilities 

(SwD) in fourth-grade. 

Introduction. As mentioned above, there were 1 DLI per 4.07 non-DLI schools. 

Within the DLI schools, the average percentage of schools for the three districts reporting 

SwD test scores for the years 2014 to 2017 was 73.61% (Table 28).  

An SGP for years 2014 to 2017 for SwD students in DLI schools and non-DLI 

schools was calculated and analyzed. The data was collected through Datagateway 

website. This was to evaluate if SwD students in DLI schools were making gains in ELA 

proficiency more rapidly than SwD students in non-DLI schools. The SGP presented a 

difference of .16% in favor of non-DLI schools (Table 24). Therefore, this data showed 

that there was no significant advantage in the progression of acquiring ELA proficiency 

for an SwD attending a DLI school.  

Answering the question through the interviews. The interview with the founder 

of the Utah DLI model allowed for the elaboration of a timeline related to the creation 
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and implementation of the DLI model. Gregg Roberts mentioned that through his 

findings, DLI programs led to a positive effect on ELA proficiency. 

The four subsequent interviews with USBOE members gave insight on ELA 

expectations with the implementation of a rigorous ELA curriculum based on Utah 

common core standards. The interviews also provided information on the type of support 

offered to districts for SwD students. The main program was the implementation of the 

UMTSS to support districts, schools, teachers, SwD, and LEP students. Even though 

UMTSS was a supporting tool, they all thought that the DLI model was positively 

affecting literacy proficiency for SwD students. 

Answering the question through Datagateway website. The systematic 

collection of fourth-grade SAGE ELA test scores in DLI schools versus non-DLI schools 

for SwD identified a null-hypothesis with a P-value of 0.932 (Table 52). Accepting the 

null-hypothesis means that there was no significant difference in ELA proficiency, 

whether an SwD attended a DLI school or a non-DLI school. This led to the conclusion 

that DLI schools had no effect on ELA proficiency for SwD. 

Answering the question through the USBOE. The collection of data gathered 

from the USBOE consultant of SwD fourth-grade SAGE ELA test scores in DLI and 

non-DLI schools identified a rejected null-hypothesis with a P-value of .003. Accepting 

the rejected null-hypothesis means that there was a significant difference in ELA 

proficiency, whether a SwD student attended a DLI program or a non-DLI program. This 

led to the conclusion that DLI programs had a positive effect on literacy proficiency for 

SwD students. 

Conclusion of research question #1. In conclusion, two results emerged when 

data were gathered for SwD students in DLI schools or DLI programs. The first presented 

a null-hypothesis, while the second  rejected the null-hypothesis. The null-hypothesis 

suggested that whether a SwD student attended a DLI or a non-DLI school did not affect 

ELA proficiency. However, the rejected null-hypothesis suggested that a SwD student 

attending a DLI program had a positive effect on ELA proficiency. Therefore, the 

rejected null-hypothesis stands as the USBOE SAGE ELA test scores only represent 

students in DLI and non-DLI programs. 
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The SGP calculated from the Datagateway suggested that attending a DLI school 

had an inverse effect on the growth of ELA proficiency for SwD. However, this same 

calculation was not possible for students attending a DLI program as the SGP for students 

in DLI programs was not provided by the USBOE. 

The interview with the founder of the DLI model, Gregg Roberts revealed a 

positive relationship between DLI models and ELA proficiency for SwD. The four 

subsequent interviews with the USBOE members agreed with Dr. Roberts 

Answering Research Question #2 

The second question in the study was:  What is the relationship between the Utah 

50/50 Dual Language Immersion model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite 

School Districts in Utah: Considerations and implications for students with Limited 

English Proficiency (LEP) in fourth-grade. 

Introduction. As mentioned above, there was 1 DLI school for 3.98 non-DLI. 

Within the DLI schools, the average percentage of schools for the three districts reporting 

LEP test scores for the years 2014 to 2017 was 26.11% (Table 28).  

An SGP for years 2014 to 2017 for LEP students in DLI schools and non-DLI 

schools was calculated and analyzed. The data was collected through Datagateway 

website. This was to evaluate if LEP students in DLI schools were making gains in ELA 

proficiency more rapidly than LEP students in non-DLI schools. The SGP presented a 

difference of .53% in favor of DLI schools (Table 24). Therefore, this data showed that 

there was no significant advantage in the progression of acquiring ELA proficiency for an 

LEP attending a DLI school.  

Answering the question through the interviews. The interview with the founder 

of the Utah DLI model allowed for the elaboration of a timeline related to the creation 

and implementation of the DLI model. Gregg Roberts mentioned that through his 

findings, DLI programs led to a positive effect on ELA proficiency. 

The four subsequent interviews with USBOE members gave insight on ELA 

expectations with the implementation of a rigorous ELA curriculum based on Utah 

common core standards. The interviews also provided information on the type of support 

offered to districts for LEP students. The main program was the implementation of the 

UMTSS to support districts, schools, teachers, SwD, and LEP students. Even though 
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UMTSS was a supporting tool, they all thought that the DLI model was positively 

affecting literacy proficiency for LEP students. 

Answering the question through Datagateway website. The systematic 

collection of fourth-grade SAGE ELA test scores in DLI schools versus non-DLI schools 

for LEP students identified a null-Hypothesis with a P-value of .813 (Table 51). 

Accepting the null-hypothesis means that there was no significant difference in ELA 

proficiency, whether an LEP student attended a DLI school or a non-DLI school. This 

leads to the conclusion that DLI schools had no effect on ELA proficiency for LEP 

students. 

Answering the question through the USBOE. The collection of data gathered 

from the USBOE consultant of LEP fourth-grade SAGE ELA test scores in DLI and non-

DLI schools identified a rejected null-hypothesis with a P-value of .018 (Table 54). 

Accepting the rejected null-hypothesis means that there was a significant difference in 

ELA proficiency, whether a SwD student attended a DLI program or a non-DLI program. 

This led to the conclusion that DLI programs had a positive effect on literacy proficiency 

for LEP students. 

Conclusion of research question #2. In conclusion, two results emerged when 

data were gathered for LEP students in DLI schools or DLI programs. The first presented 

a null-hypothesis, while the second rejected the null-hypothesis. The null-hypothesis 

suggested that whether a LEP student attended a DLI or a non-DLI school did not affect 

ELA proficiency. However, the rejected null-hypothesis suggested that a LEP student. 

Therefore, the rejected null-hypothesis stands as the USBOE SAGE ELA test scores only 

represent students in DLI and non-DLI programs attending a DLI program had a positive 

effect on ELA proficiency.  

The SGP calculated from the Datagateway suggested that attending a DLI school 

had an inverse effect on the growth of ELA proficiency for LEP students. However, this 

same calculation was not possible for students attending a DLI program as the SGP for 

students in DLI programs was not provided by the USBOE. 

In the interview with the founder of the DLI model, Gregg Roberts revealed a 

positive relationship between DLI models and ELA proficiency for LEP students. The 

four subsequent interviews with the USBOE members agreed with Dr. Roberts. 
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Answering Research Question #3 

The third question in the study was: What is the relationship between the Utah 

non-Dual Language Immersion model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite 

School Districts in Utah: Considerations and implications for students with disabilities 

(SwD) in Fourth-grade. 

Introduction. As mentioned above, there was 1 DLI school for 4.07 non-DLI 

schools. Within the non-DLI schools, the average percentage of schools for the three 

districts reporting SwD test scores for the years 2014 to 2017 was 84.6% (Table 28).  

An SGP for years 2014 to 2017 for SwD students in DLI schools and non-DLI 

schools was calculated, analyzed, and reported in question #1. The SGP presented a 

difference of .16% in favor of non-DLI schools (Table 24). Therefore, this data showed 

that there was no significant advantage in the progression of acquiring ELA proficiency 

for an SwD attending a non-DLI school.  

Answering the question through the interviews. As mentioned in question #1, 

the interviews favored the DLI program regarding ELA proficiency for SwD students. 

Answering the question through Datagateway website.  The systematic 

collection of fourth-grade SAGE ELA test scores in DLI schools versus non-DLI schools 

for SwD identified a null-hypothesis with a P-value of 0.932 (Table 52). Accepting the 

null-hypothesis means that there is no significant difference in ELA proficiency, whether 

an SwD attends a DLI school or a non-DLI school. This leads to the conclusion that non-

DLI schools had no effect ELA proficiency for SwD students. 

Answering the question through the USBOE.  As mentioned in question #1, the 

data consultant from the UBOE provided fourth-grade SAGE ELA test scores for SwD 

students in DLI and non-DLI programs.  

The data analysis of SwD fourth-grade SAGE ELA test scores students in a DLI 

program versus students in a non-DLI program resulted in a P-value of .003, meaning 

that the null-hypothesis identified a rejected the null-hypothesis. Accepting the rejected 

null-hypothesis means that there was a significant difference in ELA proficiency, whether 

a SwD student attended a DLI program or a non-DLI program. This led to the conclusion 

that non-DLI programs had a inverse effect on ELA proficiency for SwD students. 
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Conclusion of research question #3. In conclusion, two results emerged when 

data were gathered for SwD students in DLI schools or DLI programs. The first presented 

a null-hypothesis, while the second rejected the null-hypothesis. The null-hypothesis 

suggested that whether a SwD student attended a DLI or a non-DLI school did not affect 

ELA proficiency. However, the rejected null-hypothesis suggested that a SwD student 

attending a DLI program had a positive effect on ELA proficiency. Therefore, the 

rejected null-hypothesis stands as the USBOE SAGE ELA test scores only represent 

students in DLI and non-DLI programs. 

The SGP calculated from the Datagateway suggested that attending a non-DLI 

school had a positive effect on the growth of ELA proficiency for SwD. However, this 

same calculation was not possible for students attending a non-DLI program as the SGP 

for students in non-DLI programs was not provided by the USBOE. 

The interview with the founder of the DLI model, Gregg Roberts revealed a 

positive relationship between DLI models and SwD literacy proficiency. The four 

subsequent interviews with the USBOE members agreed with Dr. Roberts. 

Answering Research Question #4 

The fourth question in the study was: What is the relationship between the non-

Dual Language Immersion model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite School 

Districts in Utah: Considerations and implications for students with Limited English 

Proficiency (LEP) in fourth-grade. 

Introduction. As mentioned in question #2, there was 1 DLI school for 3.98 non-

DLI schools. Within the non-DLI schools, the average percentage of schools for the three 

districts reporting LEP test scores for the years 2014 to 2017 was 23.07% (Table 28).  

As mentioned in question #2, an SGP for the years 2014 to 2017 for LEP students 

in DLI schools and non-DLI schools was calculated and analyzed. Therefore, this data 

showed that there was no significant advantage in the progression of acquiring ELA 

proficiency for an LEP attending a non-DLI school.  

Answering the question through the interviews. As mentioned in question #2, 

the interviews favored the DLI program regarding ELA proficiency for SwD students. 

This was also true for LEP students. 
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Answering the question through Datagateway website. As mentioned in 

question #2, the systematic collection of fourth-grade SAGE ELA test scores in DLI 

schools versus non-DLI schools for LEP identified a null-hypothesis with a P-value of 

0.813 (Table 51). Accepting the null-hypothesis means that there was no significant 

difference in ELA proficiency, whether a LEP student attended a DLI school or a non-

DLI school. This leads to the conclusion that non-DLI schools had no effect on ELA 

proficiency for LEP students.  

Answering the question through the USBOE. The collection of data gathered 

from the USBOE consultant of LEP fourth-grade SAGE ELA test scores in DLI and non-

DLI schools identified a rejected null-hypothesis with a P-value of .018 (Table 54). 

Accepting the rejected null-hypothesis means that there was a significant difference in 

ELA proficiency, whether a SwD student attended a DLI program or a non-DLI program. 

This led to the conclusion that non-DLI programs had an inverse effect on literacy 

proficiency for LEP students. 

Conclusion of research question #4. In conclusion, two results emerged when 

data were gathered for LEP students in DLI schools or DLI programs. The first presented 

a null-hypothesis, while the second rejected the null-hypothesis. The null-hypothesis 

suggested that whether a LEP student attended a DLI or a non-DLI school did not affect 

ELA proficiency. However, the rejected null-hypothesis suggested that a LEP student 

Therefore the rejected null-hypothesis stands as the USBOE SAGE ELA test scores only 

represent students in DLI and non-DLI programs. Attending a DLI program had a 

positive effect on ELA proficiency.  

The SGP calculated from the Datagateway suggested that attending a non-DLI 

school had a positive effect on the growth of ELA proficiency for LEP students. 

However, this same calculation was not possible for students attending a non-DLI 

program as the SGP for students in non-DLI programs was not provided by the USBOE. 

In the interview with the founder of the DLI model, Gregg Roberts revealed a 

positive relationship between DLI models and ELA proficiency for LEP. The four 

subsequent interviews with the USBOE members agreed with Dr. Roberts. 
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Conclusion 

The research shows that there is a positive relationship between the DLI model 

and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite School Districts in Utah for LEP and SwD 

students.  This was confirmed by the fourth-grade SAGE ELA test scores provided by the 

USBOE and by the interviews with the founder of the DLI program, Gregg Roberts, as 

well as with the four USBOE members. It was also confirmed by the research on 

neuroscience, claiming that bilingualism was strengthening the literacy’s pathway in the 

brain. 

The implication of this study is for educators to consider DLI programs as a way 

to increase literacy proficiency for All students, including LEP and SwD students.  

Study Design Limitations 

This study design presented four limitations: 1) The major limitation was the 

limited access to individual test scores for LEP students and SwD. 2) Datagateway 

provided ELA test scores by schools and not by students. The ELA test scores in DLI 

schools included test scores for students in DLI and non-DLI programs, as DLI schools 

included only two classes per grade in the 50/50 DLI model. Therefore, having test scores 

for students in DLI schools as a whole instead of having test scores of students in DLI 

versus non-DLI programs presented a limitation. 3) The districts had a stringent process 

to allow a researcher to access data and school personnel. After having filled out a 

request for each district and discussed with the research committees of the Alpine, Davis, 

and Granite districts, two out of three districts refused access, and one accepted access to 

staff interviews. However, nor the administrative staff nor the teachers answered the 

surveys but two teachers. Finally, 4) the data provided by the USBOE, through 

McLlevania while more precise, were contingent on the data provided by the districts, 

meaning that McLevania could not verify the data received. 

Impact of Limitations 

These limitations did not allow the researcher to get individual data from students. 

Individual student data would provide a more accurate picture of the impact of DLI 

programs on SAGE ELA test scores for All, SwD, and LEP students.   
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Suggested Further Research 

Utah is at this time undergoing a longitudinal study called “Studying the effects of 

Dual Language Immersion in Utah Public Schools” by the American Councils Research 

Center.  

The American Councils Research Center (ARC) is pleased to announce the 

launch of a two-year collaborative investigation of dual-language immersion (DLI) in 

Utah Public Schools, funded by the Institute of Education Sciences (IES), U.S.  

Department of Education.  The new project will build on the results of a recently 

completed, IES-funded four-year investigation of dual-language immersion in the 

Portland Public Schools.  That study, reported in the American Educational Research 

Journal 2017, found significant effects of enrollment in dual-language immersion on 

literacy.  Another study, conducted in Utah and published in the International Journal of 

Bilingualism and Bilingual Education in 2016, found that fourth-grade DLI students 

outperformed their non-DLI peers in math achievement.  

The study will examine Utah’s DLI expansion, including an assessment of causal 

effects on student academic achievement and an examination of the mechanisms by 

which DLI yields those effects.  The research will incorporate all 41 districts in the state, 

22 of which currently offer DLI (American Councils Editorial Staff, 2017, para. 1). 

According to Gregg Roberts, the results of that study will be published in 2020 or 

2021.  Researchers of the American Councils Research Center have access to all data and 

will be able to confirm or deny the findings of the research conducted with the public 

website and with the data provided by the research consultant.  

Further Implications 

The outcome from the literature review on bilingualism and its effect on reading 

English showed that students in DLI programs or bilingual students performed better in 

ELA and therefore had a higher level of proficiency than monolingual students. 

According to the neuroscientists, the higher level of ELA proficiency is because learning 

a second language develop the literacy pathway as well as executive functioning. The 

data analysis from the USBOE showed that students in the 50/50 Utah DLI program 

showed a higher level of proficiency in ELA than students in non-DLI programs.  
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Therefore, the hope for this study is to guide policymakers as well as 

administrators, general education teachers, and LEP and special education teachers 

realize that perhaps one should look beyond classical methods already in place, such as 

RTI programs, to develop literacy skills, especially for SwD and LEP students. This in 

turn, could improve not only their academic outcome but also their social insertion to 

society.  
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Appendix A 

English Language Arts Standards  

Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening, & Language 

The descriptions that follow are not standards themselves but instead offer a 
portrait of students who meet the standards set out in this document.  As students advance 
through the grades and master the standards in reading, writing, speaking, listening, and 
language, they can exhibit with increasing fullness and regularity these capacities of the 
literate individual. 

They demonstrate independence. 

Students can, without significant scaffolding, comprehend and evaluate complex 
texts across a range of types and disciplines, and they can construct effective arguments 
and convey intricate or multifaceted information.  Likewise, students are able 
independently to discern a speaker’s key points, request clarification, and ask relevant 
questions.  They build on others’ ideas, articulate their own ideas, and confirm they have 
been understood.  Without prompting, they demonstrate command of standard English 
and acquire and use a wide-ranging vocabulary.  More broadly, they become self-directed 
learners, effectively seeking out and using resources to assist them, including teachers, 
peers, and print and digital reference materials. 

They build strong content knowledge. 

Students establish a base of knowledge across a wide range of subject matter by 
engaging with works of quality and substance.  They become proficient in new areas 
through research and study.  They read purposefully and listen attentively to gain both 
general knowledge and discipline-specific expertise.  They refine and share their 
knowledge through writing and speaking. 

They respond to the varying demands of audience, task, purpose, and discipline. 

Students adapt their communication in relation to audience, task, purpose, and 
discipline.  They set and adjust purpose for reading, writing, speaking, listening, and 
language use as warranted by the task.  They appreciate nuances, such as how the 
composition of an audience should affect tone when speaking and how the connotations 
of words affect meaning.  They also know that different disciplines call for different 
types of evidence (e.g., documentary evidence in history, experimental evidence in 
science). 

They comprehend as well as critique. 

Students are engaged and open-minded—but discerning—readers and listeners.  
They work diligently to understand precisely what an author or speaker is saying, but 
they also question an author’s or speaker’s assumptions and premises and assess the 
veracity of claims and the soundness of reasoning. 

They value evidence. 

Students cite specific evidence when offering an oral or written interpretation of a 
text.  They use relevant evidence when supporting their own points in writing and 
speaking, making their reasoning clear to the reader or listener, and they constructively 
evaluate others’ use of evidence. 

They use technology and digital media strategically and capably. 

Students employ technology thoughtfully to enhance their reading, writing, 
speaking, listening, and language use.  They tailor their searches online to acquire useful 
information efficiently, and they integrate what they learn using technology with what 
they learn offline.  They are familiar with the strengths and limitations of various 
technological tools and mediums and can select and use those best suited to their 
communication goals. 

They come to understand other perspectives and cultures. 
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Students appreciate that the twenty-first-century classroom and workplace are 
settings in which people from often widely divergent cultures and who represent diverse 
experiences and perspectives must learn and work together.  Students actively seek to 
understand other perspectives and cultures through reading and listening, and they are 
able to communicate effectively with people of varied backgrounds.  They evaluate other 
points of view critically and constructively.  Through reading great classic and 
contemporary works of literature representative of a variety of periods, cultures, and 
worldviews, students can vicariously inhabit worlds and have experiences much different 
than their own. 
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Appendix B:  

Key Features of the Standards  

(ELA-standards (1).pdf) (Throndsen & Suddreth, n.d.)  

 

 

Key features of the standards (ELA-standards (1).pdf) (Throndsen & Suddreth, 
n.d.) (2) 

Vertical Alignment for Grades K-5 

Foundational Skills:  

Phonics and Words Recognition  

Standard 3 

Fourth-grade: Know and apply grade-level phonics and word analysis skills in 
decoding words.  Use combined knowledge of all letter-sound correspondences, 
syllabication patterns, and morphology (e.g., roots and affixes) to read accurately 
unfamiliar multisyllabic words in context and out of context. 

Fluency Standard 4 

Fourth-grade: Read with sufficient accuracy and fluency to support 
comprehension.  Read on-level text with purpose and understanding.  Read on-level prose 
and poetry orally with accuracy, appropriate rate, and expression on successive readings.  
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Use context to confirm or self-correct word recognition and understanding, rereading as 
necessary. 

Language:  

Anchor Standard 1: Demonstrate command of the conventions of standard English 
grammar and usage when writing or speaking 

Fourth-grade: a.  Fluently, independently, and legibly write all upper- and lower-
case cursive letters.  B.  Produce grade-appropriate text using legible cursive.  C.  Use 
relative pronouns (who, whose, whom, which, that) and relative adverbs (where, when, 
why).  D.  Form and use the progressive (e.g., I was walking; I am walking; I will be 
walking) verb tenses.  E.  Use modal auxiliaries (e.g., can, may, must) to convey various 
conditions.  F.  Order adjectives within sentences according to conventional patterns 
(e.g., a small red bag rather than a red small bag).  G.  Form and use prepositional 
phrases.  H.  Produce complete sentences, recognizing and correcting inappropriate 
fragments and run-ons.  I.  Correctly use frequently confused words (e.g., to, too, two; 
there, their). 

Anchor Standard 2: Demonstrate command of the conventions of standard English 
capitalization, punctuation, and spelling when writing 

Fourth-grade: a.  Use correct capitalization.  B.  Use commas and quotation marks 
to mark direct speech and quotations from a text.  C.  Use a comma before a coordinating 
conjunction in a compound sentence.  D.  Use grade- appropriate words correctly, 
consulting references as needed. 

Anchor Standard 3: Apply knowledge of language to understand how language 
functions in different contexts, to make effective choices for meaning or style, and to 
comprehend more fully when reading or listening. 

Fourth-grade: a.  Choose words and phrases to convey ideas precisely.  B.  
Choose punctuation for effect.  C.  Differentiate between contexts that call for formal 
English (e.g., presenting ideas) and situations where informal discourse is appropriate 
(e.g., small-group discussion). 

Key features of the standards (ELA-standards (1).pdf) (Throndsen & Suddreth, 
n.d.) (3) 

 

Anchor Standard 4: Determine or clarify the meaning of unknown and multiple-
meaning words and phrases by using context clues, analyzing meaningful word parts, and 
consulting general and specialized reference materials, as appropriate 

Fourth-grade: Determine or clarify the meaning of unknown and multiple-
meaning words and phrases based on grade 4 reading and content, choosing flexibly from 
an array of strategies.  A.  Use context (e.g., definitions, examples, or restatements in 
text) as a clue to the meaning of a word or phrase.  B.  Use common, grade-appropriate 
Greek and Latin affixes and roots as clues to the meaning of a word (e.g., telegraph, 
photograph, autograph).  C.  Consult reference materials (e.g., dictionaries, glossaries, 
thesauruses), both print and digital, to find the pronunciation and determine or clarify the 
precise meaning of key words and phrases. 

Anchor Standard 5: Demonstrate understanding of figurative language, word 
relationships, and nuances in word meanings 

Fourth-grade: a.  Explain the meaning of simple similes and metaphors (e.g., as 
pretty as a picture) in context b.  Recognize and explain the meaning of common idioms, 
adages, and proverbs.  C.  Demonstrate understanding of words by relating them to their 
opposites (antonyms) and to words with similar but not identical meanings (synonyms) 

Anchor Standard 6: Acquire and use accurately a range of general academic and 
domain-specific words and phrases sufficient for reading, writing, speaking, and listening 
at the college and career readiness level; demonstrate independence in gathering 
vocabulary knowledge when encountering an unknown term important to comprehension 
or expression. 
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Fourth-grade: Acquire and use accurately grade-appropriate general academic and 
domain-specific words and phrases, including those that signal precise actions, emotions, 
or states of being (e.g., quizzed, whined, stammered) and that are basic to a particular 
topic (e.g., wildlife, conservation, and endangered when discussing animal preservation). 

 

Reading Informational 

Key Ideas and Details  

Standard 1  

Anchor Standard 1: Read closely to determine what the text says explicitly and to 
make logical inferences from it; cite specific textual evidence when writing or speaking 
to support conclusions drawn from text 

Fourth-grade: Refer to details and examples in a text when explaining what the 
text says explicitly and when drawing inferences from the text. 

Standard 2 

Anchor Standard 2: Determine central ideas or themes of a text and analyze their 
development; summarize the key supporting details and ideas 

Fourth-grade: Determine the main idea of a text and explain how it is supported 
by key details; summarize the text. 

Standard 3  

Key features of the standards (ELA-standards (1).pdf) (Throndsen & Suddreth, 
n.d.) (4) 

Anchor Standard 3: Analyze how and why individuals, events, or ideas develop 
and interact over the course of a text. 

Fourth-grade: Explain events, procedures, ideas, or concepts in a historical, 
scientific, or technical text, including what happened and why, based on specific 
information in the text. 

Standard 4 

Anchor Standard 4: Interpret words and phrases as they are used in a text, 
including determining technical, connotative, and figurative meanings, and analyze how 
specific word choices shape meaning or tone. 

Fourth-grade: Determine the meaning of general academic and domain-specific 
words or phrases in a text relevant to a grade 4 topic or subject area 

Standard 5 

Anchor Standard 5: Analyze the structure of texts, including how specific 
sentences, paragraphs, and larger portions of the text (e.g., a section, chapter, scene, or 
stanza) relate to each other and the whole. 

Anchor Standard 6: Assess how point of view or purpose shapes the content and 
style of a text 

Fourth-grade: Compare and contrast a firsthand and secondhand account of the 
same event or topic; describe the differences in focus and the information provided. 

Integration of Knowledge and Ideas 

 Standard 7 

 Anchor Standard 7: Integrate and evaluate content presented in diverse media and 
formats, including visually and quantitatively, as well as in words.1 

Fourth-grade: Interpret information presented visually, orally, or quantitatively 
(e.g., in charts, graphs, diagrams, time lines, animations, or interactive elements on Web 
pages) and explain how the information contributes to an understanding of the text in 
which it appears. 

Standard 8  
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Anchor Standard 8: Delineate and evaluate the argument and specific claims in a 
text, including the validity of the reasoning as well as the relevance and sufficiency of the 
evidence 

Fourth-grade: Explain how an author uses reasons and evidence to support 
particular points in a text. 

Standard 9  

Anchor Standard 9: Analyze how two or more texts address similar themes or 
topics in order to build knowledge or to compare the approaches the authors take. 

 

Key features of the standards (ELA-standards (1).pdf) (Throndsen & Suddreth, 
n.d.) (5) 

Fourth-grade: Integrate information from two texts on the same topic in order to 
write or speak about the subject knowledgeably 

Range of Reading and Level of Complexity 

Standard 10 Anchor Standard 10: Read and comprehend complex literary and 
informational texts independently and proficiently 

Fourth-grade: By the end of year, read and comprehend informational texts, 
including history/social studies, science, and technical texts, in the grades 4–5 text 
complexity band proficiently, with scaffolding as needed at the high end of the range. 

 

Reading Literature 

Key Ideas and Details 

Standard 1  

Anchor Standard 1: Read closely to determine what the text says explicitly and to 
make logical inferences from it; cite specific textual evidence when writing or speaking 
to support conclusions drawn from text. 

Fourth-grade: Refer to details and examples in a text when explaining what the 
text says explicitly and when drawing inferences from the text. 

Standard 2 

Anchor Standard 2: Determine central ideas or themes of a text and analyze their 
development; summarize the key supporting details and ideas 

Fourth-grade: Determine a theme of a story, drama, or poem from details in the 
text; summarize the text. 

Standard 3 

Anchor Standard 3: Analyze how and why individuals, events, or ideas develop 
and interact over the course of a text. 

Fourth-grade: Describe in depth a character, setting, or event in a story or drama, 
drawing on specific details in the text (e.g., a character’s thoughts, words, or actions). 

Craft and Structure  

Standard 4  

Anchor Standard 4: Interpret words and phrases as they are used in text, including 
determining technical, connotative, and figurative meanings, and analyze how specific 
word choices shape meaning or tone. 

Fourth-grade: Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in 
text, including those that allude to significant characters found in mythology (e.g., 
Herculean). 
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Key features of the standards (ELA-standards (1).pdf) (Throndsen & Suddreth, 
n.d.) (6) 

Standard 5 

 Anchor Standard 5: Analyze the structure of texts, including how specific 
sentences, paragraphs, and larger portions of text (e.g., a section, chapter, scene or stanza) 
relate to each other and the whole. 

Fourth-grade: Explain major differences between poems, drama, prose, and refer 
to the structural elements of poems (e.g., verse, rhythm, meter) and drama (e.g.  Casts of 
characters, settings, descriptions, dialogue, stage directions) when writing or speaking 
about a text. 

Standard 6 Anchor Standard 6: Assess how point of view or purpose shapes the 
content and style of a text 

Fourth-grade: Compare and contrast the point of view from which different stories 
are narrated, including the difference between first- and third-person narrations. 

Integration of Knowledge and Ideas 

 Standard 7 

 Anchor Standard 7: Integrate and evaluate content presented in diverse media and 
formats, including visually and quantitatively, as well as in words. 

Fourth-grade: Make connections between the text of a story or drama and a visual 
or oral presentation of the text, identifying where each version reflects specific 
descriptions and directions in the text. 

Standard 8 

Anchor Standard 8: Delineate and evaluate the argument and specific claims in a 
text, including the validity of reasoning as well as the relevance and sufficiency of the 
evidence. 

Fourth-grade: Not applicable 

Standard 9 

Anchor Standard 9: Analyze how two or more texts address similar themes or 
topics in order to build knowledge or to compare the approaches the authors take 

Fourth-grade: Compare and contrast the treatment of similar themes and topics 
(e.g.  Opposition of good and evil) and patterns of events (e.g., the quest) in stories, 
myths, and traditional literature from different cultures. 

Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity 

Standard 10 

 

Key features of the standards (ELA-standards (1).pdf) (Throndsen & Suddreth, 
n.d.) (7) 

Anchor Standard 10: Read and comprehend complex literary and informational 
texts independently and proficiently.  

Fourth-grade: By the end of the year, read and comprehend literature, including 
stories, dramas, and poetry, in the grades 4-5 text complexity band proficiently, with 
scaffolding as needed at the high end of the range. 

 

Speaking and Listening 

Comprehension and Collaboration  

Standard 1  
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Anchor Standard 1: Prepare for and participate effectively in a range of 
conversations and collaborations with diverse partners, building on others’ ideas and 
expressing their own clearly and persuasively. 

Fourth-grade: Engage effectively in a range of collaborative discussions (one-on-
one, in groups, and teacher-led) with diverse partners on grade 4 topics and texts, 
building on others’ ideas and expressing their own clearly.  Come to discussions 
prepared, having read or studied required material; explicitly draw on that preparation 
and other information known about the topic to explore ideas under discussion.  Follow 
agreed-upon rules for discussions and carry out assigned roles.  Pose and respond to 
specific questions to clarify or follow up on information, and make comments that 
contribute to the discussion and link to the remarks of others.  Review the key ideas 
expressed and explain their own ideas and understanding in light of the discussion 

Standard 2 

 Anchor Standard 2: Integrate and evaluate information presented in diverse 
media and formats, including visually, quantitatively, and orally 

Fourth-grade: Paraphrase portions of a text read aloud or information presented in 
diverse media and formats, including visually, quantitatively, and orally. 

Standard 3  

Anchor Standard 3: Evaluate a speaker’s point of view, reasoning, and use of 
evidence and rhetoric. 

Fourth-grade: Identify the reasons and evidence a speaker provides to support 
particular points. 

Presentation of Knowledge and Ideas 

 Standard 4  

 

Key features of the standards (ELA-standards (1).pdf) (Throndsen & Suddreth, 
n.d.) (8) 

Anchor Standard 4: Present information, findings, and supporting evidence such 
that listeners can follow the line of reasoning and the organization, development, and 
style are appropriate to task, purpose, and audience. 

Fourth-grade: Report on a topic or text, LEP a story, or recount an experience in 
an organized manner, using appropriate facts and relevant, descriptive details to support 
main ideas or themes; speak clearly at an understandable pace. 

Standard 5 

 Anchor Standard 5: Make strategic use of digital media and visual displays of 
data to express information and enhance understanding of presentations. 

Fourth-grade: Add audio recordings and visual displays to presentations when 
appropriate to enhance the development of main ideas or themes 

Standard 6  

Anchor Standard 6: Adapt speech to a variety of contexts and communicative 
tasks, demonstrating command of formal English when indicated or appropriate 

Fourth-grade: Differentiate between contexts that call for formal English (e.g., 
presenting ideas) and situations where informal discourse is appropriate (e.g., small-
group discussion); use formal English when appropriate to task and situation. (See grade 
4 Language standard 1.) 

Writing 

Text Types and Purposes 

Standard 1 

 Anchor Standard 1: Write arguments to support claims in an analysis of 
substantive topics or texts using valid reasoning and relevant and sufficient evidence 
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Fourth-grade: Write opinion pieces on topics or texts, supporting a point of view 
with reasons and information.  Introduce a topic or text clearly, state an opinion, and 
create an organizational structure in which related ideas are grouped to support the 
writer’s purpose.  Provide reasons that are supported by facts and details.  Link opinion 
and reasons using words and phrases (e.g., for instance, in order to, in addition).  Provide 
a concluding statement or section related to the opinion presented. 

Standard 2  

Anchor Standard 2: Write informative/explanatory texts to examine and convey 
complex ideas and information clearly and accurately through the effective selection, 
organization, and analysis of content 

Fourth-grade: Write informative/explanatory texts to examine a topic and convey 
ideas and information clearly.  Introduce a topic clearly and group related information in 
paragraphs and sections; include formatting (e.g., headings), illustrations, and multimedia 
when useful to  

Key features of the standards (ELA-standards (1).pdf) (Throndsen & Suddreth, 
n.d.) (9) 

Aiding comprehension.  Develop the topic with facts, definitions, concrete details, 
quotations, or other information and examples related to the topic.  Link ideas within 
categories of information using words and phrases (e.g., another, for example, also, 
because).  Use precise language and domain-specific vocabulary to inform about or 
explain the topic.  Provide a concluding statement or section related to the information or 
explanation presented. 

Standard 3 

 Anchor Standard 3: Write narratives to develop real or imagined experiences or 
events using effective technique, well-chosen details and well-structured event 
sequences. 

Fourth-grade: Write narratives to develop real or imagined experiences or events 
using effective technique, descriptive details, and clear event sequences.  Orient the 
reader by establishing a situation and introducing a narrator and/or characters; organize 
an event sequence that unfolds naturally.  Use dialogue and description to develop 
experiences and events or show the responses of characters to situations.  Use a variety of 
transitional words and phrases to manage the sequence of events.  Use concrete words 
and phrases and sensory details to convey experiences and events precisely.  Provide a 
conclusion that follows from the narrated experiences or events 

Production and Distribution of Writing 

 Standard 4 

Anchor Standard 4: Produce clear and coherent writing in which the development, 
organization, and style are appropriate to task, purpose, and audience. 

Fourth-grade: Produce clear and coherent writing in which the development and 
organization are appropriate to task, purpose, and audience. (Grade-specific expectations 
for writing types are defined in standards 1–3 above.) 

Standard 5 

 Anchor Standard 5: Develop and strengthen writing as needed by planning, 
revising, editing, rewriting, or trying a new approach. 

Fourth-grade: With guidance and support from peers and adults, develop and 
strengthen writing as needed by planning, revising, and editing. (Editing for conventions 
should demonstrate command of Language standards 1-3 up to and including grade 4.) 

Standard 6  

Anchor Standard 6: Use technology, including the Internet, to produce and 
publish writing and to interact and collaborate with others. 

Fourth-grade: With some guidance and support from adults, use technology, 
including the Internet, to produce and publish writing as well as to interact and 



UTAH’S IMMERSION MODEL AND LITERACY PROFICIENCY 
 

 

161

collaborate with others; demonstrate sufficient command of keyboarding skills to type a 
minimum of one page in a single sitting 

Research to Build and Present Knowledge 

 

Key features of the standards (ELA-standards (1).pdf) (Throndsen & Suddreth, 
n.d.) (10) 

 Standard 7 

Anchor Standard 7: Conduct short as well as more sustained research projects 
based on focused questions, demonstrating understanding of the subject under 
investigation. 

Fourth-grade: Conduct short research projects that build knowledge through 
investigation of different aspects of a topic. 

Standard 8 

 Anchor Standard 8: Gather relevant information from multiple print and digital 
sources, assess the credibility and accuracy of each source, and integrate the information 
while avoiding plagiarism. 

Fourth-grade: Recall relevant information from experiences or gather relevant 
information from print and digital sources; take notes and categorize information, and 
provide a list of sources. 

Standard 9 Anchor Standard 9: Draw evidence from literary or informational texts 
to support analysis, reflection, and research 

Fourth-grade: Draw evidence from literary or informational texts to support 
analysis, reflection, and research.  Apply grade 4 Reading standards to literature (e.g., 
“Describe in depth a character, setting, or event in a story or drama, drawing on specific 
details in the text [e.g., a character’s thoughts, words, or actions].”) Apply grade 4 
Reading standards to informational texts (e.g., “Explain how an author uses reasons and 
evidence to support particular points in a text”). 

Range of Writing  

Standard 10 

 Anchor Standard 10: Write routinely over extended time frames (time for 
research, reflection, and revision) and shorter time frames (a single sitting or a day or 
two) for a range of tasks, purposes, and audiences 

Fourth-grade: Write routinely over extended time frames (time for research, 
reflection, and revision) and shorter time frames (a single sitting or a day or two) for a 
range of discipline-specific tasks, purposes, and audiences. 
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Key features of the standards (ELA-standards (1).pdf) (Throndsen & Suddreth, 
n.d.) (11) 
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Key features of the standards (ELA-standards (1).pdf) (Throndsen & Suddreth, 
n.d.) (12) 
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Appendix C: 

NAEP reading and writing 2015  

(Adams, Eidlitz, & Johnson, n.d.) (1) 
 

NAEP Reading 2015 

 Literary text  

 Fiction  

 Literary Nonfiction 

 Poetry 

 Informational text  

 Exposition 

 Argumentation and persuasive text  

 Procedural text and documents 

Cognitive process: Cognitive targets distinguished by text type: 

 Locate/ recall 

 Integrate/ interpret 

 Critique/ evaluate V 

 Vocabulary: Systematic approach to vocabulary assessment with potential for a 

vocabulary subscore.  

Poetry:  Poetry included as stimulus material at all grades.  

Passage source: Use of authentic stimulus material plus some flexibility in 

excerpting stimulus material.  

Passage Length: Grade 4: 200–800  

Passage Selection: Expert judgment and use of at least two researched based 

readability formulas for passage selection 

NAEP reading and writing 2015 (Adams et al., n.d.) (2) 
 

Item Type: Multiple-choice and constructed-response items included at all 

grades.  Multiple-choice and con 

NAEP Writing 2015:  In the ELA scores writing is measured separately 

https://www.nagb.gov/content/nagb/assets/documents/publications/frameworks/writing/2

011-writing-framework.pdf 
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Criteria for Evaluating Responses  

Development of ideas is effective in relation to the writer’s purpose and audience.  

• Depth and complexity  

• Approaches to thinking and writing  

• Details and examples  

Organization is logical in relation to the writer’s purpose and audience.  

• Text structure  

• Coherence  

• Focus  

Language facility and conventions support clarity of expression and the 

effectiveness of the writing in relation to the writer’s purpose and audience.  

• Sentence structure and sentence variety 

• Word choice 

 • Voice and tone 

 • Grammar, usage, and mechanics (capitalization, punctuation, and 

spelling) 
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Appendix D: 

Two-Way Immersion Program 

 Integration: Language-minority and language-majority students are integrated 

for at least 50% of instructional time at all grade levels 

 Instruction: Content and literacy instruction in both languages is provided to all 

students 

 Population: Within the program, there is a balance of language-minority and 

language-majority students, with each group making up between one-third and 

two-thirds of the total student population. (CARLA Center for Advanced 

Research on Language Acquisition, 2016, para. 4)  
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Appendix E: 

ELA SAGE Assessment for Grade 4 

Retrieved from http://sageportal.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/ELA-Item-Selection-

Grid-Blueprint1.pdf 
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Appendix F: 

Utah Multi-Tiered System of Supports 
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Appendix G: 

Questions for Phone Interview with Gregg Roberts 2/6/2019 

Good morning Dr. Roberts.  First, I would like to thank you for accepting this 20 

min interview.  I will keep track of the time and will remind us when the time is up.  

There will be 5 questions. 

My research is to explore the relationship between the Utah 50/50 dual language 

immersion model and literacy proficiency in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite school 

districts in Utah: Considerations and implications for special education population and 

English language learners in fourth-grade.  Therefore, I am interested in what is 

happening in elementary schools.  We will start with broad questions and then we will 

narrow it down. 

1) Briefly, what is your professional background and your role?  To be more precise: 

Since when have you been the World Language and Dual Language Immersion 

Specialist and what did it entail? 

2) Reading the Utah Senate Bill 41 of 2008, Myriam Met who served at Executive 

Council of the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages mentioned 

that the cost is $100 per student per year.  Could you explain why it is so 

inexpensive?  

3) You had a famous quote saying that monolingualism is the illiteracy of the 21st 

century.  Could you explain your train of thought when you mentioned this? 

4) What can you tell me about the DLI model, and more precisely about its 

conception, development, and its implementation? 

5) Did your district research at the neuroscience level such as finding the effect of the 

Utah DLI model on the reading brain or the bilingual brain?  Findings, where could 

I find them? 

6) IF TIME . . .  What could you tell me about SAGE assessment?  I know that first 

assessment was done in 2014 to replace CRT (Criterion Referenced Test).  

7) According to data I gathered from Datagateway and the USBOE (Malia 

Mcllevana), it is clear that students who are following DLI courses or are in DLI 

schools have higher level of ELA proficiency, according to SAGE assessment than 
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their counterparts.  Even for the ELL and special education population.  Why do 

you think the reasons would be? 

8) Could you refer me websites or documents you would see as pertinent to my 

research?  Such as the relationship of Utah DLI model and the bilingual brain? 

Thank you very much for your time.  I do believe whole heartedly in the cognitive 

benefits of a DLI education and hope to see this model developed in all states. 
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Appendix H: 

Questions for Phone Interview with Karl Bowman 6/8/2018 

Good morning Mr. Bowman.  First, I would like to thank you for accepting this 20 

minute interview.  I will keep track of the time and will remind us when the time is up.  

There will be 5 or 6 questions if time in an open-ended format. 

My research is to explore the relationship between the Utah 50/50 dual language 

immersion model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite school districts in 

Utah: Considerations and implications for students with disabilities and Limited English 

Proficiency in fourth-grade.  Therefore, I am interested in what is happening in 

elementary schools.  We will start with broad questions and then we will narrow it down. 

1) Briefly, what is your professional background and your role.  To be more precise: 

Since when have you been the World Language and Dual Language Immersion 

specialist and what does it entail?  

2) What can you tell me about the DLI model, and more precisely about its 

conception, development and its implementation?  

3) Could you give me information on the development of the curriculum? I know 

that is based on the Common Core Standards but is it left to the state, districts or 

schools to develop DLI curriculum?  

4) IF TIME: What could you tell me about SAGE assessment.  I know that the first 

assessment was done in 2014 to replace CRT (Criterion Referenced Test).  Are 

you aware of the results? 

5) In your opinion, what is the effect of DLI model on ELA SAGE test scores for the 

special education and Limited English Proficiency? 

6) Could you refer me to a special ed director and/or LEP director for further 

interview? 

Thank you very much for your time.  I do believe whole heartedly in the benefits 

of a DLI education and hope to see this model developed in all states. 
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Appendix I: 

Questions for Phone Interviews with Leah Woorhies 7/26/2018 

Good morning.  First, I would like to thank you for accepting this 20-minute 

interview.  I will keep track of the time and will remind us when the time is up.  There 

will be 7 interrelated questions. 

PURPOSE OF MY RESEARCH 

My research is to explore the relationship between the Utah 50/50 dual language 

immersion model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite school districts in 

Utah: Considerations and implications for special education population and English 

language learners in fourth-grade.  Therefore, I am interested in what is happening in 

elementary schools.  We will start with broad questions and then we will narrow it down. 

BACKGROUND 

You are working in the capacity of assistant superintendent for student support.  

State Systemic Improvement Plan 
Introduction 
This document represents Utah’s Phase I plan for the State Systemic Improvement 

Plan  
(SSIP), and describes the state system and its capacity to assist Local Education  
Agencies (LEAs) to develop the needed  
capacity to improve outcomes for students with  
disabilities.  These improvement efforts align with the Individuals with 

Disabilities  
Education Act (IDEA) and Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).  

The  
success of the SSIP requires systematic improvement across the Utah State Office 

of Education (USOE) and LEAs to leverage existing strengths while simultaneously 
closing system gaps.  For this to occur, the USOE and LEAs need to: 

Increase capacity to implement the SSIP, 
Increase utilization of evidence-based practices, 
Improve infrastructure and coordination for delivering effective professional  
development (PD) and technical assistance (TA), 
Increase the use of effective dissemination strategies, 
Increase meaningful engagement of state and local stakeholders around SSIP 

efforts, 
Increase capacity to effectively utilize available TA resources, and 
Increase capacity to implement general supervision systems that support effective 

implementation of the  
IDEA and ESEA. 
These combined improvement efforts, chronicled in the SSIP, will lead to 

improved educational outcomes for all students in the area of mathematics proficiency, 
which in turn will also improve state results in graduation, dropout, and post-school 
outcomes. 

 

QUESTIONS 

1) Briefly, what is your professional background and your role? 

2) What can you tell me about the SSIP program? 
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3) Are you only working on closing the proficiency gap and improving Math SAGE 

test scores with students with SLD and/or Speech Language impairments?  If yes, 

why only these 2 categories? 

4) Do you work on the same manner with ELA? 

5) Do you also work with English Language Learners (ELL) population? If yes, have 

you noticed a proficiency gap too in SAGE test scores compared to SAGE test 

scores of students without disabilities? 

6) What is your knowledge about DLI model and how does it affect the special 

education population and/or ELL? 

7) Are you aware of the difference (if any) between SAGE test scores for students 

with disabilities and/or ELL in DLI programs versus non-DLI program, in math 

but more particularly in ELA?  If yes, what are your findings?  I am open for as 

much as information you could share.  For example: we can speak about the 

whole special education population or just a specific area of disability such as 

Specific Learning Disability (SLD) or Emotionally Handicapped (EH) or Specific 

Language Impairment (SLI) etc. 

8) In your opinion, what is the effect of DLI model on ELA SAGE test scores for the 

special education and English Language Learners? 

Thank you very much Leah for your time.  I do believe wholeheartedly in the 

benefits of a DLI education and hope to see this model developed in all states. 
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Appendix J: 

Questions for Phone Interviews with Christelle Estrada 07/27/2018 

Professional background and how you are working with this population? 

Doctorate in Education and Religion, taught is K-12 schools, has been an administrator 

HS, taught at the University of Utah, for an advanced certificate in teaching ES L. 

I worked with resettlement agencies and other partners and they identified 

promising practices  when they do monitoring visits, they visit classrooms,  talk to 

superintendents  and principles to evaluate what makes a difference for  refugees, 

English language learners and immigrants and she oversees the federal  budget that 

goes to charter schools and districts and schools relating to the annual improvement 

plan based on annual growth goals for  English Learners and what technical assistance 

would be  provided when schools do meet the annual goals toward proficiency  and 

growth and academic achievement done by SAGE. 

Biliteracy seal http ://sealofbiliteracy.org/utah/ provided on transcripts.   It is a 

huge value in Utah to be biliterate. 

The whole challenge on the academic achievement, EL not yet proficient.  The 

biggest issue is supporting teachers and better scaffolding instruction to make the 

content great level and make it comprehensible and accessible no matter the level of 

En glish proficiency a  student comes into.  The need is to be differentiating because the 

academic testing especially in ELA, ELL students score lower than special-education 

students . 

This is about what can you tell be about this? Why? 

High school teachers and En glish-language arts teachers want to teach 

narrative, novels, they to teach the same thing they were taught when they were in 

school which is totall y irrelevant.  She’s so fed up with Engl ish teachers fighting about 

the novels they are going to teach and they are the same novels like Jane Austen.   They 

are not willing to change so as a consequence, the Engl ish learners besides the facts 

t h a t  teachers do not know how to scaffold instruction to make it relevant to students 

so that they have access to academic content, vocabulary and critical thinking skills.  

Because it is all about discussing novels, therefore it is not very well scaffolded.  

Oftentimes they are examples of science teachers and math teachers, who really 
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scaffold instruction really well, and we are trying to use these as promising  practices, 

and then prov ide, by working with universities to help them better understand the 

needs of English learners related to refugees  and immigrants related to how they 

should be pre paring  teachers for the classroom.  Because there is about 60% of schools 

in Utah, which most people do not understand, they qualify for state accountability 

which is based on, if a school has 10 English learners, then you are actually 

accountable for their annual growth and it ends up to be 9% of the school’s academic 

grade at the end of the accountability season . 

Students in ELL have lower test scores than SwD.  What do you have in place to 

help these students being more proficient? 

Part of it is the relationship between the teaching learning department who 

work with English language arts teachers, so there is a huge state initiative with 

millions of dollars for the K-3 reading program people who are in charge of that 

grant are trying to better monitor and support districts and classrooms.  They have 

more than Title III federal funding [sic] which is $4 million for the entire state, which 

is nothing into what the state funds are.  So, the issue is how the districts support the 

local schools in breading their resources and connecting with community agencies to 

better support students who are often traumatized in relationship to their experiences 

as refugees or living in poverty.  There is an inter-generation poverty grant, a student 

at risk grant, so it is at the administrative level at the state, it is working with 

leadership to help them better understand how they can use resources which would 

actually make an impact on scaffolding instructions and high-quality experiences for 

students.  A couple of examples are newcomers’ centers where, whatever level of 

refugee grade level, you come in, it is a 2-week immersion program at the junior high 

school, for them to understand schools.  A similar thing is also happening in Salt Lake. 

She is seen some of the best instruction for English learners, in Utah Park City 

school district, they have a content link class.  A chemistry teacher, writing teacher, and 

English teacher working on academic writing in chemistry and ELD teacher supporting 

them.  The results, higher rate of graduation, about 83%. 

They also did a research study with the chiefs of schools who are the 

superintendents; it is an organization that they belong to with Stanford and the 
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University of Oregon. [She sent me the report.]  The data they are using is that they 

are State 1.  One will be able to see the impact of the support for refugees in 

relationship to the kind of progress they are making.  They have a memorandum of 

understanding with them; Alana Mensky is doing an extensive analysis to see where the 

results are coming from.  More correlation and not causative. 

Examples of team teaching eighth grade biology to have a better transition 

from middle school to high school.  High School Hillcrest has students take biology, 

team teaching, scaffolding, visuals that helps kids really comprehend the academic 

language in the content area of biology. 

These promising practices with community support, community learning 

centers, ESL classes for refugees, mothers et cetera . . .  will be highlighted in the Utah 

Education Network Website, https://www.uen.org/.  With this ELL have more chances to 

become proficient in English and have access to more rigorous courses to prepare for 

secondary education. 

Difference in ELA proficiency for ELL population in DLI versus non-DLI programs 

When they looked at course taking patterns and when students became 

proficient, they noticed that most students who had achieved 4-year scholarship to the 

University of Utah business school they were all DU learners. 

The advanced language pathway in relationship with the University of Utah: 

when all 10 graders can take all academic courses in Spanish for the last two years but 

next year it will be in Mandarin.  Some districts are focusing on maintaining heritage 

language as well as advanced courses in Spanish.  All this shows commitment from the 

State of Utah and people willing to work together to ensure that biliteracy is valued. 

Utah’s secondary DLI pathway---Gregg Roberts 

https://www.massmabe.org/resources/Documents/Utah’s%20Secondary%20DL%20Path

wa Y:.QQf 
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Appendix K: 

Questions for Phone Interviews with Kim Fratto 8/24/2018 

Good morning.  First, I would like to thank you for accepting this 20-minute 

interview.  I will keep track of the time and will remind us when the time is up.  There 

will be 7 interrelated questions. 

PURPOSE OF MY RESEARCH 

My research is to explore the relationship between the Utah 50/50 dual language 

immersion model and literacy in the Alpine, Davis, and Granite school districts in 

Utah: Considerations and implications for special education population and English 

language learners in fourth-grade.  Therefore, I am interested in what is happening in 

elementary schools.  We will start with broad questions and then we will narrow it down. 

BACKGROUND 

 Briefly, what is your professional background and your role? 

 What can you tell me about the course you created for supporting English Learners 

with Disabilities course series?  Date?  What were the academic and social goals?  

Did you have many educators take the course?  In your knowledge, did the course 

make a difference in ELL students’ outcome? 

 What could you tell me about UMTSS (Utah Multi-tiered System Support)?  Date 

of implementations and outcome?  How has it be used throughout the state?  What 

is the feedback from educators?  Did this framework help schools improve 

students’ performance? 

https://relwest.wested.org/system/related_materials/1329/Handbook.pdf?14292938

70  

has 7 critical components defined as: 

             1.  Evidence-based practices for academics and behavior 
2.  Instructionally-relevant assessments  
3.  Team-based problem-solving 
4.  Data-based decision making 
5.  Evidence-based professional development 
6.  Supportive leadership  
7.  Meaningful parent and student involvement 
 

Data informed instruction: 

 outcome  

 Screening 
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 diagnostics 

 progress monitoring 

Problem solving process 

 what is the problem 

 why is happening 

 what should be done 

 did it work practices 

 Coaching 

 instructional coaching 

 systems coaching: they think are assistance to build leadership teams problem-

solving, databased decision making, accessing resources, and other systems level 

issues. 

 CORE evidence-based curriculum in line with Utah’s core standards 

 Supplemental: in addition to Core instruction more intensive – more 

individualized 

 Intensive: few students – more intensive – more individualized academics 

 behavior 

 Are you working on closing the ELA proficiency gap for ELL and special 

education students? 

 What is your knowledge about DLI model and how does it affect the special 

education population and/or ELL? 

 Are you aware of the difference (if any) between SAGE test scores for students 

with disabilities and/or ELL in DLI programs versus non-DLI program, in ELA.  

If yes, what are your findings?  I am open for as much as information you could 

share.  For example: We can speak about the whole special education population 

or just a specific area of disability such as SLD or EH or SLI etc. 

 In your opinion, what is the effect of DLI model on ELA SAGE test scores for the 

special education and English Language Learners? 

Thank you very much Kim for your time.  I do believe wholeheartedly in the 

benefits of a DLI education and hope to see this model developed in all states. 

Have a wonderful day. 
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Appendix L: 

Quantitative Data Collection (1) 

Alpine School District (Data Collection Sample) Special Education and English Language Learners  

Alpine non-DLI  fourth grade SAGE ELA test scores  and SGP 2013-
14    

        

Alpine schools               

No. of  schools: Alpine 4th grade SAGE scores DLI schools   
fourth 

grade  ELA 

47 ALL Midrange ALL LEP Midrange LEP SwD Midrange SwD SGP 

Barratt         

 Bonneville         

 Cedar Ridge         

   Cedar Valley         

Central         

Deerfield       

Dry Creek      

Eagle Valley       

Eaglecrest       

Foothill       

Forbes       

Fox Hollow       

Freedom       

Geneva       

Greenwood       

Grovecrest       
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Alpine non-DLI  fourth grade SAGE ELA test scores  and SGP 2013-
14    

        

Alpine schools               

No. of  schools: Alpine 4th grade SAGE scores DLI schools   
fourth 

grade  ELA 

47 ALL Midrange ALL LEP Midrange LEP SwD Midrange SwD SGP 

Hidden Hollow       

Highland       

Hillcrest       

Legacy       

Lehi       

Lindon       

Manila       

Meadow       
Mount 
Mahogany       

Mountain Trails       

North Point       

Northridge       

Orem       

Pony Express       
 
 
 
 

Quantitative data collection (2) 

 
 
Ridgeline      
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Alpine non-DLI  fourth grade SAGE ELA test scores  and SGP 2013-
14    

        

Alpine schools               

No. of  schools: Alpine 4th grade SAGE scores DLI schools   
fourth 

grade  ELA 

47 ALL Midrange ALL LEP Midrange LEP SwD Midrange SwD SGP 

River Rock         

Sage Hills         

Saratoga Shores         

Scera Park         

Sego Lily         

Sharon         

Shelley         

Snow Springs         

Springside         

Suncrest         

Thunder Ridge         

Traverse Mountain  
       

Valley View         

Vineyard         

Westfield         

Westmore         
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No.  Of schools         

Ratio of schools 
represented versus all schools  

           

AVERAGE        

                

                

Alpine DLI  fourth grade SAGE ELA test scores  and SGP 2013-14       
                

Alpine schools               

No.  Of schools: 

Alpine 
fourth grade 

SAGE ELA test 
scores in DLI 

schools             

10 ALL Midrange ALL  
LEP  
Midrange    Midrange SwD SGP 

Alpine   (Chinese) 
       

Aspen  (Chinese) 
       

Black Ridge (Chinese) 
       

Cascade (Chinese) 
       

Riverview (Chinese) 
       

Cherry Hill (Spanish) 
       

Harvest (Spanish) 
       

Orchard (Spanish) 
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Windsor (Spanish) 
       

Rocky Mountain  (portuguese) 
       

No.  Of schools          

Ratio of schools represented 
versus all schools  

             

AVERAGE        
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Appendix M: 

Data Analyses 
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Appendix N: 

Gregg Roberts Biography 

Gregg Roberts 

Director of Dual Language Studies 
American Councils for International Education 

1828 L Street N.W., Suite 1200 
Washington, D.C. 20036, U.S.A. 

202-833-7522 
groberts@americancouncils.org 

 
World Languages & Dual Language Immersion Specialist 

Utah State Board of Education - Retired 
 

Career Summary:  

Gregg is the Director of Dual Language Studies for American Councils of 

International Education in Washington, D.C.  He was the World Language & Dual 

Language Immersion Specialist for the Utah State Board of Education.  He was also 

the co-project director of the Flagship Language Acquisition Network (F-LAN), a 

national consortium of 20 states led by Utah and recently funded by the National 

Language Flagship program (U.S. Department of Defense).  The F-LAN consortium 

is working to develop and implement pre-K-16 programs that will produce Advanced-

level speakers of Chinese and Portuguese upon high school graduation and 

professionally competent Superior speakers upon university graduation.  

His work with the Utah Legislature and Governor’s office led to 

groundbreaking changes in the way world languages are viewed and funded within 

the state’s K-12 schools.  The K-12 program he designed with his team is being used 

as a model of innovative world-language education nationally and internationally.  As 

part of this program, he gathered and led a group of K-12 educators, in collaboration 

with the state’s institutions of higher education, in the design and implementation of 

Utah’s highly successful Critical Language and Dual Language Immersion programs 
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(DLI) in Chinese, French, German, Portuguese, Russian and Spanish.  In the process, 

he directed the development of K-12 immersion curricula, the establishment of 

proficiency targets for all grade levels and DLI languages, a comprehensive 

assessment program comprised of internal and external assessments, and a job-

embedded professional development program and support system in those languages.  

He was also instrumental in the implementation of international teacher recruitment as 

well as alternative certification and professional development programs that are 

currently serving as models for other states.  

Gregg has taught at both the secondary and university levels.  He also served 

as the Granite School District’s World Language Specialist.  He was named the 2009 

National Council of State Supervisors of Foreign Language State Supervisor of the 

Year, he was awarded the 2015 ACTFL Leo Benardo Award for Innovation in K-12 

Language Education, and he is a recipient of the Palms Académiques from the French 

government. 

 

Education: 

1991: BA, History (Minor in Geography), University of Utah (U of U) 

1995: MA, French / Comparative Literature (French & Film emphasis), U of U 

1997: ABD (Ph.D.), Comparative Literature (French & Education emphasis) U of U 

(Course work and exams completed)  
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Appendix O: 

Sample Telephone Transcript from Karl Bowman, Dual Language Immersion 

and World Language Specialist at Utah State Board of Education 

6/8/2018  

KB: Utah State Board of Education, Karl Bowman: may I help you? 

VR: This is Veronique Rabot, how are you doing? 

KB: I am doing well thank you, how are you? 

VR: I am good thank you, so I am calling you regarding the interview, and so first I 

would like to thank you for agreeing to this 20-minute interview I would keep track of 

the time and I  will remind us when the time is up.  There would be about 5 or 6 

question if time and they were they would be in on open-ended the format.  So I did 

send you the questions ahead of time and not sure if you received them? 

KB: I did. 

VR: My research is on the relationship between the Utah 50/50 dual language 

immersion program and literacy in the Alpine, Davis and Granite school districts in 

Utah.  I chose these districts because they enroll the greatest number of students and I 

figured that the data would be more equitable this way.  I saw that the sage test scores 

were better usually for students in DLI programs however I wanted to see if it was 

also true for students in special education and English language learners.  I chose 

fourth-grade because this is usually a pivotal time for students if they did not acquire 

literacy skills in fourth-grade.  They would be more likely not to graduate from high 

school, be potentially living in poverty and be potentially going to jail, etc.  So fourth-

grade seems to be a pivotal time for students to acquire literacy skills. That is where 

I’m coming from, and therefore I’m interested in what is happening in elementary 
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schools.  We would start the interview with broad questions, and then we would 

narrow them down if it’s okay with you. 

KM: That is fine, there are certainly some things you would need to ask data specialist 

for information. 

VR: Yes and I did get data already.  I did talk to Malia Mcllevana, and I did get the 

Datagateway website, so I was able to get some data from there.  Therefore, what I’m 

looking for is more of the story around the data, and this is why I needed to talk to 

someone who has been there and knew about the program.  So basically we are going 

to start with you, your professional background and your role.  I see that you’re the 

Dual Language Immersion Specialist, so would you like to tell me what it entails?  

KB: Yes, as for my background, I was a teacher and principal in immersion schools 

since 1985 and working in the Alpine district and the immersion program.  When the 

Dual Immersion 50/50 came in 2008-09 we shifted our model from the 90/10 to the 

50/50 model.  So as a principal of the 50/50 model schools in Alpine.  So I retired and 

a year ago was hired here when Gregg Roberts retired to be the Dual Language 

Immersion Specialist.  I was born and raised in Mexico, so I speak both Spanish and 

English fluently without an accent in either.  So my background is involved with 

language acquisition.  

VR: Ok, so you have been on the groundbreaking for this dual language immersion 

program/model, therefore could you give me some information about its conception, 

the development and the implementation of the DLI mode? 

KM: Yes so in 2008, the Utah state Senate passed the international initiative which is 

SB 41; I sent you an email this morning with all this information written down. 

VR: Oh thank you, I will check it out. 
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KM: It allocated money for the Utah school to begin the dual language immersion 

program in Chinese, French, and Spanish to begin with.  Then there was Governor 

Huntsman, who was the governor back then initiated the governor’s language summit 

and with a goal to create a K-12 language roadmap for Utah.  And so they aimed to 

address needs for language skills and business government and education and then in 

2010, our current governor Gary Herbert and the state superintendent Lary Shamway 

initiated a challenge to you educators to create 100 dual language immersion program 

throughout the state by 2015 with the goal and enrolling at least 30,000 Utah students.  

At this point, we have 224 programs and expected enrollment of over 42,700 students 

for next year.  So, it is growing well, and it is a great success! 

VR: So, if I understood correctly, DLI programs are within regular schools, right? 

KB: That is correct: there would be two classes in every grade level, like two first-

grade classes and two second-grade classes.  They are two of three: there is Wasatch 

school district which has adopted dual immersion in every school, but they are only 

one or two other school or charter schools that are full school models, but essentially 

in one-way or two-way immersion in Spanish, there are a DLI within a school. 

VR: Could you talk to me about the curriculum?  I know that it is based on the 

Common Core Standards but is left the Utah state or the districts or the schools to 

develop DLI curriculum? 

KB: No, it’s left to the state.  We have a DLI team, a dual immersion team that 

develops the curriculum for all dual language immersion models on the language 

acquisition side.  On the English Language Art, we use the state model, or the state-

approved curriculum and textbooks for the English side, but we provide all the 

curriculum, buying guides for all the curriculum and provide professional 

development to all language teachers in the curriculum that we have developed. 
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VR: So it is uniform, and whether they are in DLI or non-DLI this is the same ELA 

program right? 

KM: Correct. 

VR: So it is uniform in that sense? 

KB: Well the problem with you saying it is uniform, which school district gets to 

decide within a series of choices different ELA textbooks and strategies, they just 

have to meet the standards, so every school district is different on the ELA side of 

things.  So it is not uniform all across the state.  So it is local control, our state board 

of education strongly believes in local control, so each board of education in each 

school district get to choose their English language arts model. 

VR: I was wondering because the SAGE state assessment is the same as everyone.  So 

I was wondering if the instruction was the same?  

KM: Yes, the standards are the same, the assessment is the same, but each school 

district gets to decide how they are going to meet those standards. 

VR: Ok, have you been working with SAGE assessment?  

KM: Not really, I haven’t paid much attention to that, we are finding great results; it is 

not something that we tell or publish, there are political reasons why we don’t go out 

and do that.  But the results are really strong; I do keep a tab on the results, so we 

know that our programs are working.  We also have assessments in the language so 

that we know, and we have feedbacks from that as well that it is working. 

VR: What I saw through a collection of data through Datagateway website and Malia, 

it does show that students in DLI programs are performing better overall with DLI 

programs than non-DLI programs. 

KB: Right and whether it is low income or not, whether it is special ed or title I, they 

are all performing better in English language arts. 
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VR: Yes it what I wanted to discover basically within this research to uncover the 

effect of DLI programs on students in special-education and English-language 

learners.  I was wondering if you could refer me to someone in the special education 

department or ELL department to have their opinion.  I know that they cannot share 

data but just to have their opinion on SAGE results test scores. 

KM: Dr. Christelle Estrada.  She is a specialist for the title I and title III and her phone 

number is . ..  and her e-mail address is.  . .  She can speak to kind of college 

readiness, and the pathways we are looking and course-taking patterns that we have 

seen for kids going to secondary.  She is very involved with that as well.  

VR: That is all I had for questions.  Basically, I needed to have your opinion which 

corroborates what I believe after the research I did on proficiency in ELA.  That is it, I 

just needed to have some information about this, it is very difficult to have a green 

light to talk to someone in Utah, so I was very grateful for you to spare a few minutes 

to talk to me. 

KM: You bet, and good luck, I would love a copy of your final research: that would 

be lovely. 

VR: Thank you very much and appreciate.  I do believe wholeheartedly of the 

benefits of a DLI education and hope to see this model developed in all states.  That’s 

my hope, once we show that yes there are cognitive benefits maybe all states would 

want to do the same thing, and I know that you have been approached by many states 

to do that. So, thank you. 
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Appendix P: Oversize Tables 

Table 33. 

Elementary: Incidents of Prohibited Behaviors for the Whole District, All Elementary Schools, and All Grades 

District 
2013-2014 Bullying Alcohol Tobacco 

Other 
Distribution  Assaults Arson Handgun Rifle 

Other Other 
Total 

Drugs Firearm Weapon 

Alpine 50  1   21     1 73 

District 
2014-2015 

Bullying Alcohol Tobacco 
Other 

Distribution  Assaults Arson Handgun Rifle 
Other Other 

Total 
Drugs Firearm Weapon 

Alpine 45   1  42     5 93 

District 
2015-2016 Bullying Alcohol Tobacco 

Other 
Distribution  Assaults Arson Handgun Rifle 

Other Other 
Total 

Drugs Firearm Weapon 

Alpine 14     29    1 1 45 

District 
2016-2017 

Bullying Alcohol Tobacco 
Other 

Distribution  Assaults Arson Handgun Rifle 
Other Other 

Total 
Drugs Firearm Weapon 

Alpine 13     1   22       1 2 39 
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Table 34. 

Alpine Enrollment in DLI Schools for All Students and Students in Fourth Grade 

                   Average Average 

                   Enrollment  Enrollment  

                   DLI schools DLI schools 

Years   2013 2013 2014 2014 2015 2015 2016 2016 2014-2017 2014-2017 

    ALL 
fourth-
grade  ALL 

fourth-
grade  ALL 

fourth-
grade  ALL 

fourth-
grade  ALL 

fourth-
grade 

Alpine Elementary 
Chinese 668 74 637 82 650 111 709 115 666 96 

Aspen Elementary 
Chinese 448 63 476 66 515 71 521 61 490 65 

Black Ridge Elementary 
 Chinese N/S N/S 915 109 1044 132 1127 161 1029 134 

Cascade Elementary 
Chinese 661 89 701 112 710 96 744 114 704 103 

Riverview Elementary 
Chinese 686 96 776 92 811 126 926 148 800 116 

Cherry Hill Elementary 
Spanish 631 74 672 82 712 102 755 104 693 91 

Harvest Elementary 

Spanish 898 126 941 138 935 121 961 150 934 134 

Orchard Elementary 
 Spanish 700 86 697 95 696 81 700 104 698 92 

Windsor Elementary 
Spanish 516 61 480 69 466 72 494 62 489 66 

Rocky Mountain 
Elementary  Portuguese 600 80 576 86 593 82 641 104 603 88 

TOTAL   5808 749 6871 931 7132 994 7578 1123 6847 949 
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Percentage of students  12.9% 13.5% 13.9% 14.8% 13.9% 

enrolled in fourth-grade                     

Table 35. 

Alpine non-DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores and SGP 2013-14 

Alpine schools               
No.  Of schools:       

47 ALL Midrange ALL LEP Midrange LEP SwD Midrange SwD SGP 

Barratt  50.60% 50.60% N<10   60-69% 64.50% 58.00% 
Bonneville  40.20% 40.20% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 50.00% 
Cedar Ridge  58.30% 58.30% N<10   N<10   68.50% 
Cedar VAlley  21-29% 25.00% N<10   N<10   59.00% 
Central  44.40% 44.40% N<10   N<10   48.00% 
Deerfield  61.90% 61.90% N/A   30-39% 34.50% 56.00% 

Dry Creek  no SAGE 
RESULTS             

Eagle VAlley  34.70% 34.70% N<10   N<10   32.50% 
Eaglecrest  51.50% 51.50% N<10   20-29% 24.50% 63.50% 
Foothill  71.40% 71.40% N<10   60-69% 64.50% 73.50% 
Forbes  33.30% 33.30% N<10   ≤20 10.00% 46.00% 
Fox Hollow  48.90% 48.90% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 42.00% 
Freedom  52.40% 52.40% 21%-29% 25.00% N<10   46.50% 
Geneva  23.60% 23.60% ≤10% 5.00% ≤20% 10.00% n<10 
Greenwood  40.30% 40.30% 21%-29% 25.00% ≤20% 10.00% 52.00% 
Grovecrest  47.40% 47.40% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 53.00% 
Hidden Hollow  48.10% 48.10% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 49.00% 

Highland  
77.20% 77.20% 

NR (not 
recorded)   40-49% 44.50% 70.00% 

Hillcrest  48.80% 48.80% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% n<10 
Legacy  54.90% 54.90% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 59.50% 
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Alpine schools               
No.  Of schools:       

47 ALL Midrange ALL LEP Midrange LEP SwD Midrange SwD SGP 

Lehi  37.00% 37.00% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 49.50% 
Lindon  39.20% 39.20% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 49.50% 

Manila  
59.10% 59.10% 

NR (not 
recorded)   40-49% 44.50% 65.00% 

Meadow  43.30% 43.30% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 39.00% 
Mount 
Mahogany  27.00% 27.00% 11-19% 15.00% ≤10% 5.00% 49.00% 
Mountain Trails  30.50% 30.50% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 39.00% 
North Point  41.10% 41.10% N<10   20-29% 24.50% 46.00% 
Northridge  51.60% 51.60% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 39.00% 
Orem  50.60% 50.60% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 66.00% 
Pony Express  45.50% 45.50% N<10   11-19% 15.00% 51.00% 
Ridgeline  46.50% 46.50% N<10   20-29% 24.50% 43.00% 

River Rock  NR NR 
NR (not 

recorded)   NR   NR 
Sage Hills  38.30% 38.30% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 47.00% 
Saratoga 
Shores  55.10% 55.10% 

NR (not 
recorded)   20-29% 24.50% 66.00% 

Scera Park  48.30% 48.30% ≤20% 10.00% 30-39% 34.50% 50.50% 
Sego Lily  39.90% 39.90% N<10   11-19% 15.00% 49.00% 
Sharon  31.20% 31.20% 11-19% 15.00% 21-29% 25.00% 53.00% 
Shelley  53.70% 53.70% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 63.50% 
Snow Springs  47.20% 47.20% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 55.00% 

Springside  
NR   

NR (not 
recorded)   NR   NR 

Suncrest  31.80% 31.80% ≤10% 5.00% N<10   45.00% 
Thunder Ridge  42.40% 42.40% N<10   ≤10% 5.00% 54.50% 
Traverse 
Mountain  48.00% 48.00% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 45.50% 
VAlley View  42.10% 42.10% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 52.00% 
Vineyard  31.70% 31.70% N<10   N<10   28.50% 
Westfield  59.70% 59.70% N<10   N<10   55.50% 
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Alpine schools               
No.  Of schools:       

47 ALL Midrange ALL LEP Midrange LEP SwD Midrange SwD SGP 

Westmore  45.50% 45.50% ≤20% 10.00% 40-49% 44.50% 56.00% 

        

No.  Of schools   44   10   36 42 
Ratio of schools 
represented 
versus All 
schools      22.73%   81.82%     

AVERAGE   45.44%   13.00%   21.83% 52.00% 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD     26.75%         

 

 

Alpine schools               
No.  Of schools:        

10 ALL   LEP   SwD Midrange SwD SGP 
Alpine   
(Chinese) 40.00%   NR   N<10   48.00% 
Aspen  
(Chinese) 46.70%   N<10   N<10   62.00% 
Black Ridge 
(Chinese) NR   NR   NR   NR 
Cascade 
(Chinese) 35.60%   N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 35.50% 
Riverview 
(Chinese) 60.90%   N<10   N<10   67.00% 
Cherry Hill 
(Spanish) 27.00%   ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 30.00% 
Harvest 
(Spanish) 46.70%   N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 43.00% 

Table 36. 
 
Alpine DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores and SGP 2013-14 
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Orchard 
(Spanish) 44.20%   N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 53.00% 
Windsor 
(Spanish) 32.20%   ≤20% 10.00% N<10   45.00% 
Rocky 
Mountain  
(Portuguese) 37.00%   N<10   N<10   59.50% 

        

No.  Of schools   9   2   4   
Ratio of schools 
represented 
versus All 
schools    22.22%  44.44%   
AVERAGE 41.14%     10.00%   10.00% 49.22% 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD     20.38%         

Table 37. 

Alpine non-DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA and SGP Scores 2014-15 

Alpine schools               

No.  Of schools:       

47 ALL Midrange ALL LEP Midrange LEP SwD Midrange SwD SGP 

Barratt  33.80% 33.80% NR   21-29% 25.00% 24.00% 

Bonneville  46.20% 46.20% ≤20% 10.00% 21-29% 25.00% 61.00% 

Cedar Ridge  54.70% 54.70% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 58.50% 

Cedar Valley  ≤20% 10.00% N<10   N<10   27.00% 

Central  35.00% 35.00% N<10   N<10   49.50% 

Deerfield  50.00% 50.00% 40-49% 44.50% 20-29% 24.50% 37.00% 

Dry Creek  46.70% 46.70% N<10   50-59% 54.50% 39.00% 

Eagle Valley  30.10% 30.10% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 18.00% 
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Alpine schools               

No.  Of schools:       

47 ALL Midrange ALL LEP Midrange LEP SwD Midrange SwD SGP 

Eaglecrest  59.90% 59.90% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 66.00% 

Foothill  63.60% 63.60% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 43.50% 

Forbes  42.90% 42.90% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 75.50% 

Fox Hollow  46.10% 46.10% N<10   11-19% 15.00% 43.50% 

Freedom  41.30% 41.30% NR   ≤20% 10.00% 53.50% 

Geneva  29.90% 29.90% ≤10% 5.00% N<10   65.00% 

Greenwood  41.70% 41.70% 21-29% 25.00% 21-29% 25.00% 51.00% 

Grovecrest  37.20% 37.20% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 29.00% 

Hidden Hollow  52.80% 52.80% N<10   20-29% 24.50% 67.00% 

Highland  65.30% 65.30% NR   21-29% 25.00% 54.00% 

Hillcrest  53.10% 53.10% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 54.00% 

Legacy  47.60% 47.60% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 32.00% 

Lehi  31.10% 31.10% NR   11-19% 15.00% 50.00% 

Lindon  44.20% 44.20% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 69.00% 

Manila  59.70% 59.70% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 66.00% 

Meadow  52.00% 52.00% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 64.00% 

Mount Mahogany  39.60% 39.60% 40-49% 44.50% ≤20% 10.00% 42.00% 

Mountain Trails  25.30% 25.30% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 38.50% 

North Point  36.90% 36.90% N<10   ≤10% 5.00% 47.00% 

Northridge  45.20% 45.20% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 32.50% 

Orem  51.50% 51.50% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 60.50% 

Pony Express  34.30% 34.30% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 32.00% 

Ridgeline  47.60% 47.60% N<10   20-29% 24.50% 40.00% 

River Rock  NR NR NR   NR   NR 

Sage Hills  29.70% 29.70% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 29.00% 
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Alpine schools               

No.  Of schools:       

47 ALL Midrange ALL LEP Midrange LEP SwD Midrange SwD SGP 

Saratoga Shores  45.40% 45.40% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 36.00% 

Scera Park  41.80% 41.80% N<10   N<10   36.00% 

Sego Lily  46.10% 46.10% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 46.00% 

Sharon  33.30% 33.30% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 67.00% 

Shelley  56.10% 56.10% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 59.00% 

Snow Springs  46.40% 46.40% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 34.00% 

Springside  NR NR NR   NR   NR 

Suncrest  17.90% 17.90% ≤10% 5.00% N<10   41.00% 

Thunder Ridge  41.60% 41.60% N<10   ≤10% 5.00% 37.00% 

Traverse Mountain  56.40% 56.40% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 62.00% 

Valley View  44.40% 44.40% N<10   ≤20% 10.00% 57.00% 

Vineyard  33.30% 33.30% ≤20% 10.00% N<10   42.00% 

Westfield  54.70% 54.70% ≤20% 10.00% 21-29% 25.00% 38.00% 

Westmore  39.60% 39.60% ≤20% 10.00% ≤20% 10.00% 67.00% 

        

No.  Of schools   45   10   39   
Ratio of schools 
represented versus 
All schools    22.22%   86.67%       

AVERAGE   43.16%   17.40%   21.12% 47.57% 
AVERAGE for ALL, 
LEP and SwD     27.22%         
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Table 38 

Alpine DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores and SGP 2014-15 

Alpine schools               

Nb of schools:       

10 
ALL 

Midrange 
ALL LEP Midrange LEP SwD Midrange SwD SGP 

Alpine   (Chinese) 46.30%   30-39% 34.50% N<10   49.50% 

Aspen  (Chinese) 33.30%   N<10   <=20% 10.00% 32.00% 
Black Ridge 
(Chinese) 44.90%   N<10   <=20% 10.00% 34.50% 

Cascade (Chinese) 48.20%   N<10   21-29% 25.00% 43.50% 

Riverview (Chinese) 53.90%   NR   <=20% 10.00% 56.00% 

Cherry Hill (Spanish) 32.50%   <=20 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 68.00% 

Harvest (Spanish) 48.40%   N<10   30-39% 34.50% 45.00% 

Orchard (Spanish) 47.80%   N<10   N<10   57.00% 

Windsor (Spanish) 43.10%   21-29% 25.00% 30-39% 34.50% 57.00% 
Rocky Mountain  
(Portuguese) 50.60%   N<10   21-29% 25.00% 47.00% 

        

Nb of schools 10     3   8   
Ratio of schools 
represented vs All 
schools      22.22%   80.00%     

AVERAGE 44.90%     23.17%   19.88% 48.95% 
AVERAGE for ALL, 
LEP and SwD     29.31%         
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Table 39. 

Alpine non-DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores and SGP 2015-16 

Alpine schools               
Nb of schools:               

47 ALL Midrange ALL LEP Midrange LEP SwD Midrange SwD SGP 

Barratt  38.30% 38.30% 21-29% 25.00% <=20% 10.00% 37.50% 
Bonneville  55.10% 55.10% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 67.00% 

Cedar Ridge  64.20% 64.20% 50-59% 54.50% 60-69% 64.50% 74.00% 
Cedar Valley  <=20% 10.00% N<10   N<10   38.00% 

Central  45.00% 45.00% N<10   N<10   59.00% 
Deerfield  58.40% 58.40% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 55.00% 
Dry Creek  50.90% 50.90% NR   40-49% 44.50% 51.00% 

Eagle Valley  44.30% 44.30% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 47.00% 
Eaglecrest  63.80% 63.80% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 64.00% 

Foothill  44.60% 44.60% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 65.50% 
Forbes  41.20% 41.20% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 68.00% 

Fox Hollow  45.00% 45.00% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 46.50% 
Freedom  59.90% 59.90% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 63.00% 
Geneva  38.10% 38.10% 30-39% 34.50% <=20% 10.00% 60.00% 

Greenwood  35.80% 35.80% 11-19% 15.00% <=20% 10.00% 50.00% 
Grovecrest  46.80% 46.80% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 37.50% 

Hidden Hollow  66.90% 66.90% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 61.50% 
Highland  64.50% 64.50% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 59.00% 
Hillcrest  56.60% 56.60% N<10   50-59% 54.50% 48.00% 
Legacy  52.00% 52.00% NR   11-19% 15.00% 44.50% 

Lehi  35.40% 35.40% N<10   N<10   52.00% 
Lindon  65.20% 65.20% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 67.00% 
Manila  46.20% 46.20% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 57.00% 

Meadow  59.50% 59.50% N<10   N<10   68.00% 
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Alpine schools               
Nb of schools:               

47 ALL Midrange ALL LEP Midrange LEP SwD Midrange SwD SGP 
Mount 

Mahogany  36.10% 36.10% <=20% 10.00% <=10% 5.00% 43.00% 
Mountain 

Trails  33.80% 33.80% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 47.50% 
North Point  52.10% 52.10% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 51.00% 
Northridge  49.50% 49.50% N<10   N<10   32.50% 

Orem  41.50% 41.50% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 65.00% 
Pony Express  38.50% 38.50% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 40.00% 

Ridgeline  63.70% 63.70% NR   30-39% 34.50% 56.00% 
River Rock  61.80% 61.80% NR   <=20% 10.00% 72.00% 
Sage Hills  34.20% 34.20% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 49.00% 
Saratoga 
Shores  44.00% 44.00% N<10   11-19% 15.00% 41.00% 

Scera Park  37.00% 37.00% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 46.00% 
Sego Lily  52.10% 52.10% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 64.00% 
Sharon  37.90% 37.90% <=10% 5.00% 21-29% 25.00% 57.50% 
Shelley  50.40% 50.40% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 39.50% 

Snow Springs  50.80% 50.80% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 30.50% 
Springside  NR NR NR   NR   NR 
Suncrest  17.90% 17.90% <=10% 5.00% N<10   55.50% 

Thunder Ridge  41.60% 41.60% N<10   <=10% 5.00% 55.00% 
Traverse 

Mountain  56.40% 56.40% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 60.50% 

Valley View  44.40% 44.40% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 58.00% 
Vineyard  33.30% 33.30% <=20% 10.00% N<10   40.00% 
Westfield  54.70% 54.70% <=20% 10.00% 21-29% 25.00% 68.00% 
Westmore  39.60% 39.60% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 33.50% 

                

Nb of schools   46   11   39 46 
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Alpine schools               
Nb of schools:               

47 ALL Midrange ALL LEP Midrange LEP SwD Midrange SwD SGP 

Ratio of schools 
represented vs 
All schools 

    23.91%   84.78%     

                

AVERAGE   46.93%   17.18%   22.81% 53.15% 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD     28.97%         
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Table 40. 

Alpine DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA Test Scores and SGP 2015-16 

Alpine schools               
Nb of schools:       

10 ALL Midrange ALL LEP Midrange LEP SwD Midrange SwD SGP 
Alpine   
(Chinese) 48.00%   <=20% 10.00% N<10   37.50% 
Aspen  
(Chinese) 43.30%   N<10   <=20% 10.00% 51.50% 
Black Ridge 
(Chinese) 43.50%   N<10   <=20% 10.00% 50.00% 
Cascade 
(Chinese) 42.60%   21-29% 25.00% 30-39% 34.50% 63.00% 
Riverview 
(Chinese) 52.20%   N<10   <=20% 10.00% 52.00% 
Cherry Hill 
(Spanish) 33.30%   <=10% 5.00% <=20% 10.00% 33.00% 
Harvest 
(Spanish) 48.30%   N<10   21-29% 25.00% 47.00% 
Orchard 
(Spanish) 57.10%   N<10   21-29% 25.00% 67.00% 
Windsor 
(Spanish) 35.10%   <=10% 5.00% <=20% 10.00% 61.50% 
Rocky 
Mountain  
(portuguese) 48.00%   N<10   30-39% 34.50% 53.50% 

 

Nb of schools 10     4   9 10 
Ratio of schools 
represented vs 
All schools      40.00%   90.00%     

AVERAGE 45.14%     11.25%   18.78% 51.60% 
AVERAGE for 
ALL, LEP and 
SwD     25.06%         
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Table 41. 

Davis Fourth Grade Enrollment 2013-17 

Davis 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017 Average 2014 to 2017 

Enrollment 4th grade 5,368 5,555 5,716 5,722 5,590 

Median class size 4th grade 27 26 27 27 27 

Schools by LEA Elementary 59 60 60 62 60 

Student teacher ratio 23.88 24.18 24.22 23.98 24 

Elementary: Incidents of prohibited behavior 103 108 82 129 106 
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Table 42. 

Elementary: Incidents of Prohibited Behavior for the Whole District, All Elementary Schools and All Grades 

District 2013-2014 Bullying Alcohol Tobacco 
Other 

Distribution  Assaults Arson Handgun Rifle 
Other Other 

Total 
Drugs Firearm Weapon 

Davis 53  6   18    8 18 103 

             

District 2014-2015 Bullying Alcohol Tobacco 
Other 

Distribution  Assaults Arson Handgun Rifle 
Other Other 

Total 
Drugs Firearm Weapon 

Davis 56  1 4  13    6 28 108 

             

District 2015-2016 Bullying Alcohol Tobacco 
Other 

Distribution  Assaults Arson Handgun Rifle 
Other Other Total 

Drugs Firearm Weapon  

Davis 37 4    17    2 22 82 

             

District 2016-2017     Tobacco 
  

  Assaults Arson Handgun   
    

Total  
      

Davis 68   2 1   8       8 42 129  
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Table 43. 

Davis Enrollment in DLI Schools, All Students and Fourth Grade 

        
Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment 2014-2017 2014-2017 

  fall 4th grade fall 4th grade fall 4th grade fall 4th grade ALL 4th grade 

        2013 2014 2015 2016 2014 to 2017 
JP Stewart 
Elementary 

chinese chinese 
K-
6 

725 109 706 110 747 123 742 107 
730.00 112.25 

Syracuse 
Elementary chinese chinese 

K-
6 989 155 977 130 1,004 145 982 147 

988.00 144.25 
Heritage 
Elementary 

 chinese chinese 
K-
6 

949 129 1,001 143 1,066 161 896 130 
978.00 140.75 

Muir Elementary chinese chinese 
K-
6 659 96 667 93 699 115 715 84 

685.00 97.00 

                            
Eagle Bay 
Elementary 

spanish  spanish 
K-
6 

955 133 858 125 897 134 557 87 
816.75 119.75 

Sand Springs 
Elementary spanish spanish 

K-
6 1,034 166 1,031 152 1,056 152 1,017 158 

1034.50 157.00 
Buffalo Point 
Elementary 

 spanish spanish 
K-
6 

1,031 144 1,048 156 997 152 1,026 153 
1025.50 151.25 

Lincoln Elementary spanish spanish 
K-
6 694 99 694 92 696 95 695 107 

694.75 98.25 
Canyon Creek 
Elementary 

spanish spanish 
K-
6 

N/S N/S N/S N/S N/S N/S 681 95 
681.00 95.00 

                            
Samuel Morgan 
Elementary  French French 

K-
6 750 114 761 99 776 119 749 119 

759.00 112.75 
Foxboro 
Elementary 

French French 
K-
6 

1,072 137 690 91 820 107 853 114 
858.75 112.25 

Odyssey 
Elementary French French 

K-
6 N/S N/S 601 88 635 82 640 99 

625.33 89.67 

Number of students enrolled   8858 1282 9034 1279 9393 1385 9553 1400 9209.50 1336.50 
Percentage of 
enrollment       14.5% 14.2% 14.7% 14.7% 14.5% 
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Table 44. 

Davis non-DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA and SGP Scores 2016-17  

Davis schools             
Nb of schools:       

50 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 

Adams  55.00% N<10   N<10   67.00% 

Adelaide  30.40% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 43.00% 

Antelope  41.60% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 63.50% 

Bluff Ridge  46.80% N<10   <=10% 5.00% 50.00% 

Boulton 68.70% N<10   N<10   66.00% 

Bountiful  45.50% N<10   N<10   37.00% 

Centerville 36.40% 21-29% 25.00% <=20% 10.00% 38.50% 

Clinton  54.70% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 62.00% 

Columbia  46.70% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 45.50% 

Cook  41.80% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 48.00% 

Creekside  50.00% <=20% 10.00% 21-29% 25.00% 51.00% 

Crestview  36.60% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 71.00% 

Doxey  21.40% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 18.00% 

East Layton  52.10% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 55.50% 

Ellison Park  52.30% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 63.00% 

Endeavour  75.80% N<10   N<10   67.00% 

Farmington  58.00% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 74.00% 

Fremont  40-49% N<10   N<10   37.00% 

HC Burton  67.70% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 79.00% 

Hill Field  42.70% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 57.50% 

Holbrook  50.70% N<10   N<10   45.50% 

Holt  15.30% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 40.00% 

 Kay's Creek  58.10% N<10   N<10   52.00% 
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Davis schools             
Nb of schools:       

50 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 

Kaysville  61.90% 50-59% 54.50% 60-69% 64.50% 74.00% 

King  40.60% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 52.00% 

Knowlton  52.90% 21-29% 25.00% N<10   43.00% 

Lakeside  57.70% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 50.00% 

Layton  51.60% 30-39% 34.50% <=20% 10.00% 53.00% 

Meadowbrook  50.80% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 44.50% 

Mountain View  42.30% N<10   11-19% 15.00% 32.00% 

Oak Hills  66.70% N<10   N<10   55.00% 

Orchard  52.20% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 42.00% 

Parkside  53.50% N<10   N<10   51.00% 

Reading  58.50% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 42.00% 

Snow Horse  72.90% N<10   N<10   68.00% 

So Clearfield  17.80% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 15.00% 

South Weber  45.00% N<10   N<10   46.00% 

Sunset  38.80% N<10   N<10   48.00% 

Taylor  66.00% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 48.00% 

Tolman  42.90% N<10   N<10   34.00% 

Vae View  16.10% <=20% 10.00% <=20% 10.00% 27.00% 

Valley View  74.70% N<10   30-39% 34.50% 70.00% 

Wasatch  46.60% 21-29% 25.00% <=20% 10.00% 54.00% 

Washington  37.50% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 50.50% 

West Bountiful  49.50% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 50.00% 

West Clinton  44.70% N<10   20-29% 24.50% 53.50% 

West Point  41.60% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 37.00% 

Whitesides  30.90% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 60.00% 

Windridge 52.50% 40-49% 44.50% <=20% 10.00% 55.50% 
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Davis schools             
Nb of schools:       

50 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 

Woods Cross  38.20% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 36.00% 

              

Nb of schools 50   12   36 50 

Ratio of schools 
represented vs All schools  

  24.00%   72.00%     

AVERAGE 48.01%   22.38%   16.71% 50.44% 

AVERAGE for ALL, 
LEP and SwD 

    29.03%       
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Table 45. 

Davis DLI Fourth Grade SAGE ELA and SGP Scores 2016-17 

Davis schools             
Nb of schools:  
       
12 ALL LEP   SwD   SGP 

JP Stewart (Chinese) 
61.00% NR   21-29% 25.00% 48.00% 

Syracuse (Chinese) 
42.50% N<10   11-19% 15.00% 45.00% 

Heritage (Chinese) 
53.30% N<10   N<10   38.00% 

Muir (Chinese) 45.70% N<10   N<10   48.50% 

Morgan (French) 
49.20% N<10   21-29% 25.00% 30.50% 

Foxboro (French) 
33.60% 21-29% 25.00% <=20% 10.00% 41.00% 

Odyssey (French) 
45.80% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 59.50% 

Eagle Bay (Spanish)  
74.10% N<10   N<10   67.00% 

Sand Springs (Spanish)  
45.40% N<10   40-49% 44.50% 41.00% 

Buffalo Point (Spanish)  
51.40% N<10   <=20% 10.00% 42.00% 

Lincoln (Spanish)  
33.30% 21-29% 25.00% <=20% 10.00% 36.00% 

Canyon Creek (Spanish)  
67.70% N<10   N<10   55.00% 

              

Nb of schools 12   2   8   

Ratio of schools represented vs All schools    16.67%   66.67%     

AVERAGE 50.25%   25.00%   18.69% 45.96% 

AVERAGE for ALL, LEP and SwD     31.31%       
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Table 46. 

Granite Fourth Grade Enrollment  

Granite 2013-2014 
2014-
2015 

2015-2016 2016-2017 Average 2014 to 2017 

Enrollment 4th grade 5,438 5,482 5,535 5,480 5,484 

Median class size 4th grade 26 27 26 26 26 

Schools by LEA Elementary 63 63 63 63 63 

Student teacher ratio 22.02 22.37 21.73 21.63 22 

Elementary: Incidents of prohibited 
behavior 519 276 181 364 335 

                 Table 47. 

            Elementary: Incidents of Prohibited Behavior for the Whole District, All Elementary Schools, All Grades  
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Table 48. 

Enrollment and Percentage of Fourth Grade Students in DLI Schools  

               Average Average 

          Enrollment  Enrollment 

         DLI schools DLI schools 

  
Enrollment  Enrollment Enrollment  Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment  2014 to 2017  2014 to 2017 

fall 4th grade fall 4th grade fall 4th grade  fall 4th grade faLL 4th grade 

  2013 2014 2015 2016 2014 to 2017 

Calvin Smith 
Elementary 717 96 724 121 713 100 728 101 720.5 104.5 

Spring Lane 
Elementary 568 73 614 94 587 74 552 88 580.3 82.3 

Vista 
Elementary 753 96 728 101 707 107 724 95 728.0 99.8 

William Penn 
Elementary 666 87 650 89 641 88 641 104 649.5 92.0 

Mill Creek 
Elementary 474 71 536 60 617 92 507 68 533.5 72.8 

Valley Crest 
Elementary 

631 74 600 75 628 102 670 94 632.3 86.3 

Monroe 
Elementary 

680 99 688 97 694 92 679 96 685.3 96.0 

Granger 
Elementary 

969 139 971 126 944 143 984 130 967.0 134.5 

Hillsdale 
Elementary 

800 106 811 109 824 113 798 109 808.3 109.3 

Stansbury 
Elementary 

912 123 921 114 923 124 951 153 926.8 128.5 

West Kearns 
Elementary 

808 101 772 121 712 103 724 117 754.0 110.5 

                      
Diamond 
Ridge 
Elementary 

832 124 861 124 836 112 851 143 845.0 125.8 

Morningside 
Elementary 

686 107 699 104 709 105 709 123 700.8 109.8 
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               Average Average 

          Enrollment  Enrollment 

         DLI schools DLI schools 

  
Enrollment  Enrollment Enrollment  Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment  2014 to 2017  2014 to 2017 

fall 4th grade fall 4th grade fall 4th grade  fall 4th grade faLL 4th grade 

  2013 2014 2015 2016 2014 to 2017 

TOTAL 9496 1296 9575 1335 9535 1355 9518 1421 9531.0 1351.8 

Percentage 
of 4th grade 
students in 
DLI schools 

13.65% 13.94% 14.21% 14.93% 14.18% 
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Table 49. 

Ratios of DLI Schools versus non-DLI Schools per District for All, LEP and SwD  

ALPINE Number of schools and ratio 
for ALL students                  2014-2017 

                        2014                    2015             2016       2017  

Nbr 
DLI 

Nbr 
Non-DLI 

Ratio Nbr DLI 
Nbr 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio 
Nnr 
DLI 

Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio 
Average 

ratio 

9 44 20.45% 10 45 22.22% 10 46 21.74% 10 47 21.28% 21.42% 

             

                  RATIO     1/4.66 

            
 
 

  
ALPINE Number of schools and ratio 
for LEP students                   

2014  2015  2016  2017  2014-2017  

DLI Non-DLI Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio 
Average 

ratio 

2 10 20.00% 3 10 30.00% 4 11 36.36% 2 11 18.18% 26.14% 

             

                  RATIO     1/3.82 

             

             

  
ALPINE Number of schools and ratio 
for SwD students                   

2014  2015  2016  2017  2014-2017  

DLI Non-DLI Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio 
Average 

ratio 

4 36 11.11% 8 39 20.51% 9 39 23.08% 8 40 20.00% 18.68% 

             

                  RATIO     1/5.35 
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ALPINE Number of schools and ratio 
for ALL students                  2014-2017 

                        2014                    2015             2016       2017  

Nbr 
DLI 

Nbr 
Non-DLI 

Ratio Nbr DLI 
Nbr 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio 
Nnr 
DLI 

Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio 
Average 

ratio 

  
DAVIS Number of schools and ratio for 
ALL students                   

2014  2015  2016  2017  2014-2017 RATIO for ALPINE 

DLI Non-DLI Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio Average   

10 49 20.41% 11 49 22.45% 11 49 22.45% 12 50 24.00% 22.33% 

                  RATIO     1/4.48 

             

             

  

 
 
DAVIS  Number of schools and ratio for 
LEP students                   

2014  2015  2016  2017  2014-2017    

DLI Non-DLI Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio 
Average 

ratio 

2 7 28.57% 1 5 20.00% 2 7 28.57% 2 12 16.67% 23.45% 

             

                  RATIO     1/4.26 

             

             

  
DAVIS Number of schools and ratio for 
SwD students                   

2014  2015  2016  2017  2014-2017  

DLI Non-DLI Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio 
Average 

ratio 

10 32 31.25% 10 31 32.26% 11 35 31.43% 8 36 22.22% 29.29% 

             

                  RATIO     1/3.41 
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ALPINE Number of schools and ratio 
for ALL students                  2014-2017 

                        2014                    2015             2016       2017  

Nbr 
DLI 

Nbr 
Non-DLI 

Ratio Nbr DLI 
Nbr 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio 
Nnr 
DLI 

Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio 
Average 

ratio 

  
GRANITE Number of schools and ratio 
for ALL students                   

2014   2015   2016   2017   2014-2017 RATIO for ALPINE 

DLI Non-DLI Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio 
Average 

ratio 

13 49 26.53% 13 49 26.53% 13 49 26.53% 13 49 26.53% 26.53% 

             

                  RATIO     1/3.77 

             

             

  
GRANITE Number of schools and ratio 
for LEP students                   

2014  2015  2016  2017  2014-2017 3 16/19 

DLI Non-DLI Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio 
Average 

ratio 

10 38 26.32% 10 39 25.64% 11 39 28.21% 9 39 23.08% 25.81% 

             

                  RATIO     1/3.87 

             

             

  
GRANITE  Number of schools and ratio 
for SwD students                   

2014  2015  2016  2017  2014-2017  

DLI Non-DLI Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio DLI 
Non-
DLI 

Ratio 
Average 

ratio 

10 31 32.26% 6 37 16.22% 10 32 31.25% 7 30 23.33% 25.76% 

             

                  RATIO     1/3.88 
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Table 50. 

Alpine, Davis, and Granite Fourth Grade SAGE ELA Proficiency Test Scores 2014-17 

              

                                   

    Alpine   Average  Davis   Average  Granite   Average  

Average 
All 3 

districts 

CourseType Group 2014 2015 2016 2017 

2014 
to 

2017 2014 2015 2016 2017 

2014 
to 

2017 2014 2015 2016 2017 

2014 
to 

2017 2014-2017 

DLI 
All 

Students 61% 
59% 52% 54% 57%       58% 58% 44% 46% 43% 49% 

46% 53% 

DLI LEP       7% 7%       18% 18% 5% 0% 5% 2% 3% 9% 

DLI SwD     31% 33% 32%       33% 33% 21% 29% 24% 43% 29% 31% 

                                   

Non-DLI 
All 

Students 46% 
 

45% 
 

48% 
 

48% 
 

47% 
 

47% 
 

48% 
 

51% 
 

48% 
 

49% 
 

26% 
 

29% 
 

27% 
 

27% 27% 41% 

Non-DLI LEP 2% 6% 3% 2% 3% 4% 6% 9% 12% 8% 1% 1% 3% 2% 2% 4% 

Non-DLI SwD 21% 21% 20% 21% 21% 21% 17% 21% 19% 20% 8% 10% 9% 10% 9% 17% 

                                   
Difference in 

SAGE ELA 
profciency 
test scores 
DLI vs non-
DLI schools                                   

  ALL 15% 14% 4% 6% 10%       10% 10% 18% 17% 16% 22% 18%   
  LEP       5% 4%       6% 10% 4% -1% 2% 0% 1%  

  SwD      11% 12% 11%       14% 14% 13% 19% 15% 33% 20%   
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Table 51. 

LEP: Significance of the Study from Datagateway  

        

                

  
Summary Alpine 
non-DLI schools 

Summary Davis 
non-DLI schools 

Summary Granite 
non-DLI schools 

Summary Davis 
DLI school 

Summary Davis 
DLI schools 

Summary Granite 
DLI schools Significance 

  ELA proficiency ELA proficiency ELA proficiency ELA proficiency ELA proficiency ELA proficiency   

  LEP LEP LEP LEP  LEP  LEP    

2013-2014 13.00% 10.00% 8.35% 10.00% 24.75% 10.92%   

2014-2015 17.40% 17.90% 9.89% 23.17% 10.00% 9.96%   

2015-2016 17.18% 16.58% 10.01% 11.25% 17.50% 13.90%   

2016-2017 17.59% 22.38% 10.21% 7.50% 25.00% 12.93%   

Average on 4 years 16.29% 16.72% 9.62% 12.98% 19.31% 11.93%   
Significance or P-
VALUE             0.813606837 
The ratio of DLI schools versus non-DLI 
schools            1/4 
DLI schools have 2 classes per grade 
DLI, and the others run on the non-DLI 
model             

The P-value is greater than 0.05) 

The probability that students have a greater chance to have a higher level of ELA proficiency in DLI schools versus non-DLI school is insignificant 

Conclusion: Accept the null hypothesis 
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Table 52. 

SwD: Significance of the Study from Datagateway 

                

  
Summary Alpine 
non-DLI schools 

Summary Davis 
non-DLI schools 

Summary Granite 
non-DLI schools 

Summary 
Granite DLI 
school:  

Summary Davis 
DLI schools 

Summary 
Granite DLI 
schools Significance 

  ELA proficiency ELA proficiency ELA proficiency ELA proficiency ELA proficiency ELA proficiency   

  SwD SwD SwD SwD SwD SwD   

2013-2014 21.83% 20.19% 11.11% 10.00% 20.75% 13.95%   

2014-2015 21.12% 17.67% 13.59% 19.88% 14.00% 14.92%   

2015-2016 22.81% 19.70% 10.91% 18.78% 18.55% 15.90%   

2016-2017 22.63% 16.71% 13.43% 26.13% 18.69% 18.36%   

Average on 4 years 22.10% 18.57% 12.26% 18.70% 18.00% 15.78%   
Significance or P-
value             0.932562632 
The ratio of DLI schools versus non-DLI 
schools           1/3.84 
DLI schools have two classes per grade 
DLI, and the others run on the non-DLI 
model             

The P-value is greater than 0.05 

The probability that students have a greater chance to have a higher level of ELA proficiency in DLI schools versus non-DLI school is insignificant 

Conclusion: Accept the null hypothesis 
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Table 53. 

All, LEP, and SwD: Significance of the Study from Datagateway 

Average ELA 
proficiency  28.05% 27.71% 16.38% 25.50% 28.35% 19.48% 0.857422212 
for ALL, LEP and 
SwD for                

years 2014 to 2017               

        

The P-value is greater than 0.05 

The probability that students have a greater chance to have a higher level of ELA proficiency in DLI schools versus non-DLI school is insignificant 

Conclusion: Accept the null hypothesis 

Table 54. 

All Students: The Significance of the Study from USBOE (Malia Mcllevana) 

  
Summary Alpine 
non-DLI schools 

Summary Davis 
non-DLI schools 

Summary Granite 
non-DLI schools 

Summary Alpine 
DLI schools 

Summary Davis 
DLI schools 

Summary Granite 
DLI schools Significance 

  ELA proficiency ELA proficiency ELA proficiency ELA proficiency     P-value 

  ALL students ALL students ALL students ALL students       

2013-2014 46.00% 47.00% 26.00% 61.00%   44.00%   

2014-2015 45.00% 48.00% 29.00% 59.00%   46.00%   

2015-2016 48.00% 51.00% 27.00% 52.00%   43.00%   

2016-2017 48.00% 48.00% 27.00% 54.00% 58.00% 49.00%   
Average on 4 
years 47.00% 49.00% 27.67% 56.50% 58.00% 45.50%   
Significance or 
P-value             0.011431292 
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Table 55. 

LEP: The Significance of the Study from USBOE (Malia Mcllevana) 

  
Summary Alpine 
non-DLI schools 

Summary Davis 
non-DLI schools 

Summary Granite 
non-DLI schools 

Summary Davis 
DLI school 

Summary Davis 
non-DLI schools 

Summary Granite 
non-DLI schools Significance 

  ELA proficiency ELA proficiency ELA proficiency ELA proficiency ELA proficiency ELA proficiency   

  LEP LEP LEP LEP  LEP  LEP    

2013-2014 2.00% 4.00% 1.00%         

2014-2015 6.00% 6.00% 1.00%         

2015-2016 3.00% 9.00% 3.00%         

2016-2017 2.00% 12.00% 2.00% 7.00% 18.00%     
Average on 4 
years 3.25% 7.75% 1.75% 7.00% 18.00%     
Significance or 
P-value             0.01848435 
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Table 56. 

SwD: The Significance of the Study from USBOE (Malia Mcllevana) 

  
Summary Alpine 
non-DLI schools 

Summary Davis 
non-DLI schools 

Summary Granite 
non-DLI schools 

Summary Granite 
DLI school:  

Summary Davis 
non-DLI schools 

Summary Granite 
non-DLI schools Significance 

  ELA proficiency ELA proficiency ELA proficiency ELA proficiency:  ELA proficiency:  ELA proficiency:    

  SwD SwD SwD SwD SwD SwD   

2013-2014 21.00% 21.00% 8.00%         

2014-2015 21.00% 17.00% 10.00%         

2015-2016 20.00% 21.00% 9.00% 31.00%       

2016-2017 21.00% 19.00% 10.00% 33.00% 33.00%     
Average on 4 
years 20.75%     32.00% 33.00%     
Significance or 
P-value             0.000330346 

Table 57. 

All, LEP and SwD: Significance of the Study from USBOE (Malia Mcllevana) 

Average ELA 
proficiency  23.67% 28.38% 14.71% 31.83% 36.33% 45.50% 0.010081996 
for ALL, LEP and 
SwD for                
years 2014 to 
2017               

 


