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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The purpose of this evaluation study is to assess the implementation and early outcomes of the Lucy 
Calkins Reading and Phonics Units of Study1 in Harford County Public Schools (HCPS). The Lucy Calkins 
Units of Study was developed by Lucy Calkins and her colleagues to help students feel confident 
encountering reading and writing tasks inside and outside of the classroom; a nationally representative 
survey by Education Week found Units of Study among the top five most used sets of materials to teach 
students reading.2 The evaluation study provides value to the school district by providing information to 
guide decision-making on the continued expansion of the Units of Study curriculum.  

Below is a summary of study findings: 
 
Fidelity of Implementation 

• Both the Reading and Phonics Units of Study were implemented in Phase 1 schools with fidelity, 
with both programs achieving an average of 95.06% and 88.34% indicators observed during 
classroom walkthroughs, respectively. 

• Schools supported by the Teachers College Partnership exhibited a higher level of fidelity of 
implementation, with an average of 98.10% of indicators marked as occurring in the Lucy Calkins 
Reading Units of Study Program, while schools not involved in the Teachers College Partnership 
had an average of 93.40% indicators. 

 
Process Evaluation 

• Administrators and literacy coaches reported high agreement that both Lucy Calkins Phonics and 
Reading Units of Study provided student growth, increases in teachers’ pedagogy, and had a 
positive impact on the classroom environment.  

• Fifteen teachers and seven administrators from focus groups shared that they felt students 
receiving Units of Study instruction were highly motivated to read, and students were provided 
with more opportunities for reading because of the Reading Units of Study.  

• Thirteen parents in an earlier focus group reported that their child’s reading engagement 
increased as a result of the Reading Units of Study program, and students reported that they felt 
they had more selection in reading and gained more independence over the course of the 
program. 

• Forty-nine of 134 teachers responding to an open-ended question on a survey reported that both 
Units of Study failed to capture lower-level learners or younger learners who needed more time 
with the curriculum. 

• Twelve administrators in their focus group shared concerns that both Units of Study required 
significant time to plan, collaborate, and implement, therefore, taking time away from teachers’ 
other activities.  

 
Summative Evaluation  

• In general, students across all grades and all schools made gains in composite DIBELS scores 
and RI scores across the school year. 

 
1 https://www.unitsofstudy.com/ 
2 S. Schwartz (2019), The most popular reading programs aren’t backed by science. Education Week. Retrieved August 24, 2022, at: 
https://www.edweek.org/teaching-learning/the-most-popular-reading-programs-arent-backed-by-science/2019/12.  
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INTRODUCTION 
Harford County Public Schools engaged the Shaffer Evaluation Group (“the evaluator”) to conduct an 
independent evaluation of the implementation of the Lucy Calkins Reading and Phonics Units of Study 
and early impacts on reading readiness and reading achievement during its third year of implementation. 
The Lucy Calkins Units of Study was developed by Lucy Calkins and her colleagues to help students feel 
confident encountering reading and writing tasks inside and outside of the classroom.3 The Lucy Calkins 
Units of Study is widely used within the United States, being among the top five most used sets of 
materials to teach students reading.4 The Reading Units of Study provides a “cross-grade” curriculum, 
provides assessments for teachers to monitor student progress, and supports extended reading time. The 
Phonics Units of Study provides teachers with an instructional curriculum in phonics, introduces students 
to phonics ideas and concepts, and makes learning phonics fun for students.  

While this program has stated its success, there has been external concern with the efficacy of the Units 
of Study program. A report that was conducted by Student Achievement Partners (SAP), a nonprofit 
educational consulting group, concluded that the Lucy Calkins Units of Study was flawed.5 The main 
reported concern with the program included teaching students to read improperly by using pictures and 
contextual clues, instead of focusing on letter-sound relationships.  The concern that SAP reviewers 
shared was that “the read-alouds for K–2 (where complexity should be higher given that read-alouds are 
the primary source of knowledge and vocabulary) are also often at or just above grade level, preventing 
students from building robust vocabularies and discovering how language works in academic discourse 
during these years of critical early literacy development.”6 

After the report initial came out, Lucy Calkins released a statement, which shared that she and her team 
would take these findings from the SAP report and learn from them. Further, she also stated that schools 
in New York City who had been using her program had outperformed other New York City schools by 
over 30 percentage points. Later, Lucy Calkins adjusted her materials to align with phonics-centered 
instruction.7 The program Lucy Calkins now offers made a shift to include programming that helps young 
learners sound out various words and also encourages classrooms to acquire books that enable students 
to identify words that have been taught in her phonics lessons. Further, Lucy Calkins made an adjustment 
in terms of the reading assignments for the program, opting for texts that include more academically 
challenging topics. 

For HCPS, the program review and approval process occurred in 2018-2019. Over the next three years, 
HCPS introduced the Lucy Calkins Reading and Phonics Units of Study in its elementary schools in three 
phases, starting in 2019-2020 with eight schools (Phase 1, see Table 1) implementing the Reading Units 
of Study in K-5 (see figure 1).  The following year an additional eight schools (Phase 2) implemented the 

 
3 Heinemann (2022), Lucy Calkins & TCRWP Colleagues: Units of Study. Retrieved August 24, 2022, at: Overview - What is the 
Classroom Workshop Model (unitsofstudy.com) 
4 S. Schwartz (2019), The most popular reading programs aren’t backed by science. Education Week. Retrieved August 24, 2022, at: 
https://www.edweek.org/teaching-learning/the-most-popular-reading-programs-arent-backed-by-science/2019/12. 
5 M. J. Adams, L. W. Fillmore, C. Goldenberg, J. Oakhill, D. D. Paige, T. Rasinski, T. Shanahan (January 2020), Comparing reading 
research to program design: An examination of Teachers College Units of Study. Student Achievement Partners. Retrieved August 
24, 2022, at: https://achievethecore.org/page/3240/comparing-reading-research-to-program-design-an-examination-of-teachers-
college-units-of-study. 
6 M.J. Adams et al (January 2020), p. 7. 
7 Goldstein, D. (2022). In the fight over how to teach reading, this guru makes a major retreat. Retrieved August 25, 2022, at New 
York Times.  
Hanford, E. (2020). Influential literacy expert Lucy Calkins is changing her views. Retrieved August 25, 2022, at APM Reports. 

https://www.unitsofstudy.com/introduction
https://www.unitsofstudy.com/introduction
https://achievethecore.org/author/141/marilyn-jager-adams
https://achievethecore.org/author/175/dr-lily-wong-fillmore
https://achievethecore.org/author/171/dr-claude-goldenberg
https://achievethecore.org/author/172/jane-oakhill
https://achievethecore.org/author/173/dr-david-d-paige
https://achievethecore.org/author/65/timothy-rasinski
https://achievethecore.org/author/174/timothy-shanahan
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/05/22/us/reading-teaching-curriculum-phonics.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/05/22/us/reading-teaching-curriculum-phonics.html
https://www.apmreports.org/story/2020/10/16/influential-literacy-expert-lucy-calkins-is-changing-her-views
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K-5 Reading Units of Study, and the Phase 1 schools added the Phonics Units of Study in K-2 while 
continuing the Reading Units of Study. The selection of schools in each phase was based upon the needs 
of the schools. District staff reported that half of the schools in Phase 1 were the “neediest” and highest 
risk (Title I), while schools in Phase 3 had a mix of high performing schools and Title I schools. During the 
2021-22 school year, all schools implemented the units of Study in Phonics, but there were still 19 
elementary schools that did not implement the Units of Study in Reading K-2. In addition to the Lucy 
Calkins Units of Study, the Heggerty Phonemic Awareness program was adopted for kindergarten and 
first grade during the 2021-2022 school year as an intervention to support early literacy in foundational 
skills. 

Table 1. List of Schools by Phase 

Phase 1 Schools Phase 2 Schools Phase 3 Schools 

William S. James Elementary Church Creek Elementary Roye-Williams Elementary 

Churchville Elementary Bel Air Elementary Swan Creek Elementary 

Forest Hill Elementary Emmorton Elementary Abingdon Elementary 

Jarrettsville Elementary Norrisville Elementary Dublin Elementary 

Magnolia Elementary Hickory Elementary Meadowvale Elementary 

Hall's Cross Roads Elementary Red Pump Elementary Darlington Elementary 

WP/Old Post Road Elementary Deerfield Elementary North Harford Elementary 

Riverside Elementary Bakerfield Elementary Prospect Mill Elementary 

  Fountain Green Elementary 

  Forest Lakes Elementary 

  North Bend Elementary 

  Homestead/Wakefield Elem 

  Ring Factory Elementary 

  Youth's Benefit Elementary 

  Edgewood Elementary 

  George D. Lisby Elementary 

  Joppatowne Elementary 

  Havre de Grace Elementary 
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It is challenging to evaluate the phased implementation of the Units of Study program for several reasons. 
First, while Phase 1 schools may have implemented the Reading Units of Study beginning in 2019-2020, 
the COVID-19 pandemic strongly affected the fidelity of implementation during the latter half of the first 
year. Further, the second year of implementation, 2020-2021, during which both Phase 1 and Phase 2 
schools were receiving Units of Study programming, also saw the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
These schools were required to receive the programming virtually for a portion of the days during the 
week, as opposed to the in-person, full-time implementation originally envisioned by Lucy Calkins. During 
2020-21, no professional development was delivered in-person. In addition, professional development was 
limited during the 2021-22 school year with a large number of sessions that had to occur virtually due to 
COVID-19 impacts.  

Secondly, measuring implementation and outcomes of the Units of Study program across phases is 
further compounded by the nature of the schools that comprise each phase. Phase 1 schools are 
comprised of 50% Title I schools, Phase 2 schools are comprised of 25% Title I schools, and Phase 3 
schools are comprised of 22% Title I schools. Four of the Phase 1 schools are identified by staff as the 
most historically challenged and highest poverty level Title I schools; these schools also have high staff 
turnover rates and a more transient student population. Phase 3 schools, by contrast, include some of the 
district’s higher-performing schools. The differences in the student populations make it challenging to 
attribute differences in student outcomes to phased implementation. 

Further, eight out of the 34 schools across Phases 1, 2, and 3 were involved in the Teachers’ College 
Partnership with the Teachers College Reading & Writing Project Network. This involvement consisted of 
teachers receiving job-embedded professional learning, virtual or site based professional learning for 
supporting at-risk children and English Language Learners, and five days of professional learning for 
instruction in phonics, reading, and writing. Involvement with the Partnership began in 2018 for four 
schools and continued until this past year to include four more additional schools. Seven of the 
participating schools are designated Title I and the eighth is a high-priority school.  

Figure 1. Introduction and Continued Implementation of Programs by School Year and Phase 

 SY 2019-2020 SY 2020-2021 SY 2021-2022 

Lucy Calkins Units of Study 
Reading K-5 
 

Phase 1 Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 1 Phase 2 

Reading 3-5 
 

  Phase 3 

Phonics K-2  Phase 1 
 

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 

Non-Lucy Calkins Programs 
Heggerty Phonemics 
Awareness K-1 

  Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 

Intensive Reading 
Programs* 

  Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 

*Fundations and Orton-Gillingham are two examples of need-based intensive reading programs used in the district for students who 
were not making adequate progress with the Lucy Calkins Units of Study. 
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HCPS engaged in a continuous cycle of monitoring that included: walkthrough observation data, focus 
groups with administrators, students, teachers, and parents, surveys, and assessment data. These data 
were provided to the evaluator for analysis. 

EVALUATION METHODS 
The evaluation used a mixed methods approach to fully understand the implementation context and 
triangulate findings. This evaluation study consists of three components: 1) a fidelity of implementation 
study; 2) a process evaluation study; and 3) a summative evaluation study. Each of these study 
components is described below, followed by a description of data sources provided by HCPS for this 
evaluation.  

Fidelity of Implementation 

The purpose of the fidelity of implementation study is to ensure that the initiative’s strategies are 
conducted as planned across schools. 

The fidelity of implementation study utilizes Reading and Phonics walkthrough observational data as its 
primary source. The walkthrough process consisted of district staff observing classroom sessions of 
instruction using the Lucy Calkins Units of Study. Observers completed a checklist form that was created 
by the Teachers College Institute and adapted by the district. Fidelity is represented by high numbers of 
observations according to the created checklist form.   

The fidelity of implementation research questions are as follows: 

 To what extent are the Lucy Calkins Reading Units of Study implemented with fidelity? 
 To what extent are the Lucy Calkins Phonics Units of Study implemented with fidelity? 
 To what extent does implementation vary among teachers involved In the Teachers College 

Partnership (TCP) versus teachers not involved in the TCP? 

Process Evaluation 

The purpose of the process evaluation is to provide information to HCPS to inform improvements to 
curriculum implementation.  

The process evaluation study uses both a quantitative and qualitative approach to collect stakeholder 
feedback and identify successes, challenges, and external factors that affected curriculum 
implementation. The process evaluation study uses existing data collected by HCPS including a survey 
about Units of Phonics and Units of Reading that was taken by teachers (classroom, special education, 
and literacy coaches) and administrators, and focus group discussions with 1) Teachers, (2) 
Administrators, (3) Parents, and (4) Students. 

The process evaluation research questions are organized for each Unit of Study as follows: 

      Phonics Units of Study 

 What are staff’s opinions of the program? 
 What successes are staff noticing from implementation of the Phonics Units of Study?  
 What challenges are staff facing in implementing the Phonics Units of Study?  
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 What external factors are affecting implementation of the Phonics Units of Study?  
 What are parent’s opinions of the Phonics Units of Study?  
 What are student’s opinions of the Phonics Units of Study? 

     Reading Units of Study 

 What are staff’s opinions of the program? 
 What successes are staff noticing from implementation of the Reading Units of Study?  
 What challenges are staff facing in implementing the Reading Units of Study?  
 What external factors are affecting implementation of the Reading Units of Study? 
 What are parent’s opinions of the Reading Units of Study? 
 What are student’s opinions of the Reading Units of Study? 

Summative Evaluation 

The purpose of the summative evaluation is to assess the degree to which the curriculum initiative met its 
intended outcomes.  

The summative evaluation study utilizes quantitative student assessments to respond to each of the two 
evaluation questions. Data sources are Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) and 
Reading Inventory (RI).  

The summative evaluation research questions are as follows: 

 To what extent do the Lucy Calkins Phonics Units of Study increase reading readiness?  
 To what extent do the Lucy Calkins Reading and Phonics Units of Study increase reading 

achievement?   

Participant Sample & Recruitment Protocol 

This evaluation study involves a cross-section of curriculum stakeholders ranging from school district staff 
to students and teachers. Since the evaluation team only handled pre-existing data collected by the 
school district, consent protocols were not required for this study. 

Data Collection Methods 

All data was provided by the district. This section provides more detail on methods associated with 
district-led data collection.  

1. Focus Groups with Administrators, Parents, Students, and Teachers 

HCPS district staff conducted focus groups with Phase 1 schools that were organized based on 
stakeholder group (i.e., administrator/specialist, parent, student, teacher) in 2019-2020 (pre-COVID). The 
focus groups conducted for teachers and administrators focused on both Reading Units of Study and 
Phonics Units of Study. The focus groups conducted with the parents and students focused exclusively on 
Reading Units of Study. In December 2021, district staff conducted teacher and specialist focus groups 
and in January 2022, administrator and specialist focus groups were facilitated for current Phase 1 
schools. Bulleted notes from the focus groups were provided to the evaluator. 
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2. Reading and Phonics Units of Study Survey for Administrators, Teachers, Classroom Support 
Staff, Specialists, and Special Education Teachers 

HCPS district staff conducted a survey on administrators, teachers, classroom support staff, and specialist 
perceptions of both the Lucy Calkins Reading Units of Study and Phonics Units of Study. The teacher 
administered surveys focused on Phonics K – 2 and Reading 3 – 5. This survey was administered in SY22. 
There were 30 total respondents for the administrator perception survey, with 15 respondents completing 
an open-ended question; 305 total respondents for the teacher phonics perception survey, with 134 
respondents completing an open-ended question; and 266 total respondents for the teacher reading 
perception survey, with 137 respondents completing an open-ended question.  

Survey questions were written as statements, and staff were asked to rate their level of agreement with 
each statement. Sample items from the teacher surveys include: “The Units of Study in Phonics program 
supported me as a teacher of foundational reading skills” and “The Units of Study in Reading program 
helped me as a teacher to assess my students’ overall reading ability.” A sample item from the 
administrator survey includes: “The Units of Study in Phonics program provided resources for creating a 
productive and engaging literacy environment in our classrooms.” Survey items were examined for 
common themes and spilt into groups of items for analyses. For analytical purposes, the evaluation team 
combined questions based on these common themes to report means across all surveys, which include 
the impact the Units of Study had on Students’ Growth, Teachers’ Pedagogy, and Classroom 
Environment. (See Appendix B for a breakdown of the groupings of survey items.) 

3. Walkthrough Data  

Walkthroughs were conducted in classes taught by teachers involved in the Teachers College Partnership 
(TCP) and those who are not. These walkthroughs use the HCPS Phonics walkthrough form or the HCPS 
Reading walkthrough form and are intended to produce data on classroom-level implementation. Forms 
were originally provided by the Teachers College Institute and then adapted by Harford. Walkthroughs 
were conducted by staff members from the RELA office, a staff member from the Accountability Office, 
and curriculum staff. Questions on the form include: “Are the four components evident?” (connection, 
teaching, active engagement, link); “Does the teacher research by asking open-ended questions?”; and 
“Were students actively engaged?”. On average, walkthroughs were about ten minutes each. For the 
Reading Units of Study walkthroughs, there were six days of observations, with a total of 58 classrooms 
observed across those days; this data was collected from February 2022 to May 2022. The Phonics Units 
of Study walkthroughs took place across thirteen days of observations, with a total of 119 classrooms 
observed across those days; this data was collected from October 2021 to May 2022. A threshold of 
achieving an average of 80% indicators observed was set by the evaluation team in consultation with the 
Harford project staff and the evaluation team.    

4. DIBELS, 8th Edition (Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills) 

DIBELS was administered three times a year to all students in kindergarten as well as to students who are 
assessed at risk in grades 1-3. DIBELS assesses the acquisition of literacy skills and is used as a measure 
of reading readiness. HCPS provided data that contained some missing data points across beginning, 
middle, and end of school year. This may be due to students testing out of the program once they 
achieved ‘above benchmark’ or ‘at benchmark,’ continued absences, or transferring out of the school 
system. A breakdown in the sample size by grade across beginning, middle, and end of school year can 
be seen in Table 3. The DIBELS data was collected during the past school year.  
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This study uses both composite scores and subtest scores. DIBELS subtests used in analysis are: 

• Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (PSF; assesses ability to hear and manipulate sounds in spoken 
words) 

• Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF; assesses the ability to learn the individual sounds in spoken 
language) 

• Letter Naming Fluency (LNF; assesses the ability to say the letters of the alphabet) 
• Decoding (assesses the ability to learn the individual sounds in spoken language) 
• Word Reading Fluency (WRF; assesses the ability to read text) 
• Oral Reading Fluency (ORF; assesses the ability to read text) 
• Maze (Reading comprehension; assesses the ability to understand what is being read) 

 
Subtests are taken at different grade levels. Students in grades K-3 took the WRF, Decoding, and NWF 
subtests. In addition, students in grades K-1 took PSF, students in grades 1-3 took ORF, and students in 
grades 2-3 took Maze. It should be noted that all data received from students in grades 2-3 from HCPS 
were from students labeled ‘at-risk’ and, therefore, their growth scores may reflect their status. 

 
5. RI (Reading Inventory) 

RI data was collected for students in grades 2-5. The assessment may be given up to three times per 
year. RI assesses progress in reading and reading achievement. The RI data was collected during this 
past school year.  

Data Analysis Methods 

The evaluation framework appears on the following page presenting aligning the research questions and 
the data collection method. Appendix A contains the full evaluation framework including specifying the 
grades, schools, and data analysis. 

Fidelity of Implementation 

The fidelity of implementation assessment used walkthrough data, which was analyzed by calculating the 
walkthrough items observed, the maximum number of possible observations, and the final average 
observations per classroom. Data provided to the evaluator from the district was from Phase 1 schools 
only, therefore, analysis for walkthrough data was performed for Phase 1 schools only.  

Process Evaluation 

One quantitative source and one qualitative source were used to support the process evaluation 
questions. The quantitative source encompassed the administrator and teacher perception survey, where 
descriptive statistics were performed. The qualitative source encompassed the open-ended responses to 
the administrator and teacher perception surveys and bulleted notes describing the focus group 
discussions. The qualitative data were analyzed using thematic coding. 
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Summative Evaluation 

Two quantitative data sources were used to respond to the summative evaluation questions. Each data 
source and associated analytic method are described below. 

DIBELS: To address the questions of reading readiness, the evaluator used DIBELS composite and 
subtest scores at the beginning and end of the SY22 school year.  Growth scores were calculated for 
each scale by subtracting the beginning of the school year score from the end of the school year score. 
The evaluator also examined the percentage of proficiency levels that kindergarten and first grade 
students achieved in DIBELS composite scores. 

RI: To address the question of reading achievement, the evaluator used Reading Inventory (RI) scores 
from beginning of year and end of year. RI growth scores were calculated for each scale by subtracting 
the beginning of the school year score from the beginning of the school year score. 
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Table 2. HCPS Evaluation Framework 

Research Questions 
Data Collection 
Instrument/Source 

Fidelity of Implementation 

To what extent are the Lucy Calkins Reading Units of Study implemented with 
fidelity? 
To what extent are the Lucy Calkins Phonics Units of Study implemented with 
fidelity?  
To what extent does implementation vary among teachers involved In the 
Teachers College Partnership (TCP) versus teachers not involved in the TCP? 

  

Reading Walkthrough Data 

Phonics Walkthrough Data 

Process Evaluation 

Phonics Units of Study 
 What are staff’s opinions of the program? 
 What successes are staff noticing from implementation of the Phonics 

Units of Study?  
 What challenges are staff facing in implementing the Phonics Units of 

Study?  
 What external factors are affecting implementation of the Phonics Units 

of Study?  
 What are parent’s opinions of the Phonics Units of Study?  
 What are student’s opinions of the Phonics Units of Study? 

Reading Units of Study 
 What are staff’s opinions of the program? 
 What successes are staff noticing from implementation of the Reading 

Units of Study?  
 What challenges are staff facing in implementing the Reading Units of 

Study?  
 What external factors are affecting implementation of the Reading Units 

of Study? 
 What are parent’s opinions of the Reading Units of Study? 
 What are student’s opinions of the Reading Units of Study? 

 

 

 

 

Administrator Focus Group 

Parent Focus Group 

Student Focus Group 

Teacher Focus Group 

Administrators and Teachers 
Perception Surveys 

Summative Evaluation  

To what extent do the Lucy Calkins Phonics Units of Study increase reading 
readiness?  

DIBELS 

To what do the Lucy Calkins Reading and Phonics Units of Study increase 
reading achievement?  

RI 
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FINDINGS 
This section describes the findings across the Fidelity of Implementation, Process Monitoring, and 
Summative Evaluation. These findings answer questions such as: Was this study implemented with 
fidelity? How does the Lucy Calkins program increase reading readiness and reading achievement? What 
do parents and students think about this program? This evaluation study involves a cross-section of 
curriculum stakeholders ranging from school district staff to students and teachers.  

Fidelity of Implementation (FoI) 

The Reading Units of Study and Phonics Units of Study walkthrough data that was collected by the district 
in Phase 1 schools was used to determine the fidelity of implementation. Fidelity of implementation is 
defined as how well an intervention is implemented in comparison with the original program design. Below 
is a summary of how well classrooms aligned to the forms constructed by the district in the 
implementation of the Lucy Calkins program.  

FoI 1. To what extent are the Lucy Calkins Reading Units of Study implemented with 
fidelity?  

The Lucy Calkins Reading Units of Study was implemented according to the form constructed by the 
district. During the Reading Walkthrough, across six days and 58 classroom observations, there was an 
average of 95% indicators marked as occurring. The range was 88% - 100%, achieving the threshold of 
80% indicators occurred (see Appendix B, Tables 4 and 5). These findings suggest that the Lucy Calkins 
Reading Units of Study was implemented in Phase 1 schools with fidelity.  

FoI 2. To what extent are the Lucy Calkins Phonics Units of Study Implemented with 
fidelity? 

The Lucy Calkins Phonics Units of Study was mostly implemented according to the walkthrough form 
constructed by the district. During the Phonics Walkthrough, across 119 classrooms visited, there was an 
average of 88.09% indicators marked as occurring. The range across the fourteen days and 119 
classroom observations was 57.1% to 100%, with a majority of the classrooms achieving the 80% 
threshold (see Appendix B, Tables 4 and 6). These findings suggest that the Lucy Calkins Phonics Units of 
Study was mostly implemented in Phase 1 schools with fidelity.  

FoI 3. To what extent does implementation vary among teachers involved in the 
Teachers College Partnership (TCP) versus teachers not involved in the TCP? 

While teacher-level data was not provided, analysis was conducted at the school level for Phase 1 
schools. TCP schools observed in the Reading Units of Study walkthrough totaled two schools or 19 
classrooms, while non-TCP schools totaled four schools or 39 classrooms. Schools supported by the 
Teachers College Partnership had an average of 98.10% of indicators marked as occurring in the Lucy 
Calkins Reading Units of Study Program, while schools not involved in the Teachers College Partnership 
had an average of 93.40% indicators occurring (see Appendix B, Tables 3). Schools participating in the 
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Teachers College Partnership implemented the Reading Units of Study Program with greater fidelity as 
set forth by the district. 

Phase 1 TCP schools observed in the Phonics Units of Study walkthroughs totaled seven schools or 77 
classrooms, while non-TCP schools totaled seven schools or 42 classrooms. Similarly, for the Lucy 
Calkins Phonics Units of Study, schools involved with the Teachers College Partnership had an average of 
89.63% indicators occurring, while schools not involved in the Teachers College Partnership had an 
average of 86.56% indicators occurring. Schools participating in the Teachers College Partnership 
implemented the Phonics Units of Study Program with greater fidelity as set forth by the district.  

Process Evaluation (P) 

The purpose of the process evaluation is to provide information to HCPS to inform improvements to 
curriculum implementation. The process evaluation is informed by surveys that were administered to 
HCPS administrators and teachers, and four different focus groups that were conducted with 
administrators, teachers, parents, and students.  

The findings presented below identify staff (P1), parents (P5), and students (P6) opinions of the program, 
staff-reported successes (P2) and challenges (P3) of the program, and external factors that may impact 
the implementation of the program (P4). When survey results are reported, a mean score is presented for 
group participants based on a 5-point scale.  

P1. What are staff’s opinions of the program?  

Both administrators and teachers were asked to rate their perceptions of the Reading Units of Study and 
Phonics Units of Study, including the effectiveness of each program related to classroom environment, 
improving students’ growth, and improving teachers’ pedagogy. Staff opinions ranged from positive 
(viewing the Units of Study as “great additions to the curriculum”) to seeing areas of growth for 
implementation of the Units of Study.    

Phonics Units of Study 

For the Lucy Calkins Phonics Units of Study 
perception survey, administrators (see Appendix B, 
Table 7) perceived the program favorably across 
the classroom environment and teacher pedagogy 
(Figure 2). Literacy coaches also perceived the 
program favorably, while classroom teachers 
remained neutral or slightly agreed with the 
perceived program benefits. Classroom support 
staff and special educators tended to neither agree 
nor disagree or to disagree with perceived program 
benefits (Figure 3; see Appendix B, Table 8). In the 
open-ended question, eight respondents to the 
teacher survey out of 134 respondents expressed 
favorable feedback about the Phonics Units of Study, two respondents out of 134 expressed negative 

4.37

4.5

Teachers’ Pedagogy Classroom Environment

Figure 2. Administrator Perceptions of 
Phonics Units of Study
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feedback, and thirteen respondents out of 134 expressed a mixed opinion about the Phonics Units of 
Study program and stated that the program needed to be supplemented or adjusted in specific ways.   

 

Reading Units of Study 

For the Reading Units of Study, administrators (see Appendix B, Table 9) leaned towards strongly 
agreeing or agreeing that the program enhanced the classroom environment and improved teacher 
pedagogy and student growth (Figure 4). Overall, literacy coaches appeared to agree with administrators 

in perceiving the benefits of the Reading Units of 
Study (Figure 5), while classroom teachers 
appeared to neither agree nor disagree about 
program benefits. Classroom support staff and 
special educators appeared to disagree that the 
program was beneficial (see Appendix B, Table 
10). In the open-ended question, sixteen 
instructional staff out of 137 respondents 
expressed favorable opinions of Reading Units of 
Study, 14 teachers expressed unfavorable 
opinions, and 15 teachers expressed that they 
felt the Reading Units of Study program needed 
to be changed or adjusted in specific ways. 
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Figure 3. Instructional Staff Perceptions of Lucy Calkins Phonics Units of Study
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4.57

4.27

4.47

Students’ Growth Teachers’ 
Pedagogy

Classroom
Environment

Figure 4. Administrators' Perceptions of 
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P2. What successes are stakeholders noticing from implementation? 

There were successes associated with both the Phonics Units of Study and Reading Units of Study 
according to teachers and administrators who participated in focus groups and responded to an open-
ended question in the perception surveys. Overall, the major reported success of both programs was the 
impact that it had on students, including high levels of student skill development and student engagement 
from program participation. 

Phonics Units of Study 

Teachers noted a few different successes of the Phonics Units of Study that was implemented in their 
classrooms. The quality of instructional materials provided to the teachers was noted by six teachers in 
the focus group. These materials were noted to be intentional, readily available, and clear for the teachers 
to be able to integrate into the classroom. A few teachers shared: “the materials are all there for you, it 
aligns with reading and writing to make connections” and “phonics has a curriculum to follow, these 
materials are hands on for the students and each unit builds on from previous units and aligns well with 
the reading units.” 

Another noted success, reported by thirteen teachers in the focus groups, was the skill development that 
occurred within students over the course of the Phonics Units of Study program. One teacher noted that 
they “see the program supporting many phonics skills, so the students are applying those skills to their 
reaching and writing.” Another teacher shared that because of this skill development, there is a “huge 
uptick in student confidence. Students are no longer giving up, they are able to problem solve, and 
decode words and sentences.” Indeed, sixteen respondents out of 134 from the teacher and literacy 
coach perception survey reported that they saw tremendous growth in their students’ skills over the 
course of the year. The administrators noted the success of student skill development as well in their own 
focus group. One administrator shared that this program can “carry over into writing instruction. There is 
a natural transfer of skills between reading, writing, and phonics, compared to Word Work.” 

3.3
2.78

3.18

1.85 2
2.282.4 2.37 2.38

4.69
4.32 4.43

Students’ Growth Teachers’ Pedagogy Classroom Environment

Figure 5. Instructional Staff Perceptions of Lucy Calkins Reading Units of Study

Classroom Teacher Classroom Support Special Educator Specialist / Literacy Coach
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In addition to student growth and skill development that was observed, teachers also noted that students 
had an increase in engagement due to the Phonics Units of Study. Eight out of 134 respondents in the 
teacher perception survey reported that they observed higher levels of student engagement because of 
the Phonics Units of Study. One teacher shared:  

This program excited my students as they engaged and grew as readers. The progressions with 
phonics helped the students to use their knowledge during reading. I loved how they learned how 
to be a good reader first, and then they dove deeper into how to understand the books. My 
readers are constantly finding blends and digraphs, vowel teams, endings, silent e's, and more! 
Even on the very last day of school! 

Another success of the Phonics program as noted by five administrators in the focus group is the support 
and buy-in demonstrated by the teachers. One administrator shared that “there is dedication and 
commitment from the teachers to unpack the units and to teach the sessions with fidelity.” Another 
administrator also shared that the “buy-in from staff, teachers, and specialists has helped everyone feel 
supported. There has been a lot of time spent outside of school hours planning and preparing for the 
program.” Further, six administrators out of 15 respondents from the open-ended question on the 
administrator perception survey reported that the professional development offered to the teachers was 
an invaluable resource, and a particularly helpful tool for implementation. 

Reading Units of Study 

One major success of the Reading Units of Study that fifteen teachers in the focus group noted was the 
high level of student engagement. One teacher shared that this is the “first time in years where students 
are highly motivated to read,” a statement echoed by another teacher who stated that “there is more time 
with students’ eyes on text than ever before.” Teachers noted that this level of engagement may be due to 
students being able to make their own independent choices about what to read. As one teacher shared, 
“students enjoy book shopping” and that “student choice has helped to increase the motivation to read.” 
Administrators agreed with this assessment in their own focus group, with one administrator sharing that 
“self-selecting books allowed for more opportunities.” Twelve responses out of 137 open-ended 
responses in the teacher and literacy coach perception survey attested that students were also very 
highly engaged with reading over the course of the year due to Reading Units of Study. One respondent 
stated:  

The students and teachers I work with have consistently commented on how much students are 
reading, enjoying reading, and recommending books to each other.  For example, one group of 
boys found a series of books about hunting and fishing and have been passing them around to 
each other.  This is not a group of students who would have been labeled "avid readers" in the 
past. 

Seven administrators in the focus group also noted another success of the Reading Units of Study 
program was the amount of reading opportunities provided to students. One administrator shared that 
“students have more time to practice and develop understanding of standards” and that across the day 
there is a “greater volume of reading.” 
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P3. What challenges are stakeholders noticing from implementation?  

Teachers and administrators who participated in the focus groups and perception surveys reported 
challenges associated with implementation of the Units of Study. Reported challenges included the 
program’s lack of flexibility to engage lower-level learners or younger learners who needed more time 
with the curriculum; and the amount of teachers’ time needed to implement the program.  

Phonics Units of Study 

While there are successes of the Phonics Unit of Study program, there are challenges as well. One major 
challenge noted by 25 teachers in the focus group was that the Phonics Units of Study materials were too 
advanced for some students. As one teacher shared, “Lucy [Calkins] has assumptions that kids are all on 
the same place” and therefore “the pacing is too fast for needier [learners].” This issue arose multiple 
times during the course of the focus groups, especially in regard to struggling learners and young 
students. As one teacher shared “Lucy [Calkins] assumes kindergarteners are far more independent than 
they really are.” On the open-ended question of the instructional staff perception survey, 49 respondents 
out of 134 commented that the Phonics Units of Study program may be appropriate for students who are 
on grade level or above but did not meet the needs of all students. One teacher commented in the survey:  

The UOS Phonics program is perfect for typically developing readers. It is also very beneficial for 
students who need exposure to "get it." However, for our students who require more time, or our 
students who come in with a stronger phonics skill set, it is not beneficial. It does not allow for 
much differentiation within a class and many students who are either not ready for the content or 
who have already mastered the content are not gaining anything from sitting through the lessons. 

In response to the open-ended question on the perception survey, teachers further noted additional 
challenges of time constraints and the increasing burden the Units of Study brings to teachers. Fifteen out 
of 134 respondents noted that they needed more time to be able to prep for lessons and move through 
the Units of Study lessons. One teacher shared that “teachers need time to organize phonics kids and 
materials.  It is a HUGE undertaking and we have not had time to do it…Teachers need more planning 
time for UOS.  Lucy is wordy and required a LOT of prep time.” This time consumption created pressure 
on some teachers; thirteen out of 134 respondents reported that there was an increase in teacher burden 
because of this program, with one teacher sharing that “There are things about this program that I loved.  
But very labor intense for classroom teacher[s] and not enough instructional time given to teach all parts 
of the program.” 

Indeed, time-based concerns were noted on a higher level as well. Five administrators in the focus group 
shared time-based concerns as challenges for the Phonics Unit of Study program. One administrator 
shared that the “amount of time for planning is a lot to take in, dissect, discuss, and collaborate.” Another 
administrator went further, to say that “the biggest challenge has been meeting the time requirements for 
a 20-minute phonics lesson. Unpacking and organizing the materials requires additional planning time as 
well as unpacking the units.” Further, two administrators out of the 15 from the administrator perception 
survey reported in the open-ended question that they also had time-based concerns for the teachers. 
While one administrator in the survey noted that teachers’ instructional capacity increased and students 
made overall progress, the administrator also noted that “there is not enough planning time in the 
elementary schedule to allow for full planning of all of the components and this is a huge problem. This is 
something that systematically needs to change.” 



19 
 

Reading Units of Study 

While there are successes of the Reading Units of Study program, there are challenges as well. One 
noted challenge with the Reading Units of Study mentioned by nine teachers in the focus group was that 
the curriculum was inflexible and could not be adapted to engage all students. One teacher stated that 
“Lucy [Calkins] lessons seemed more geared toward middle of the road students, and therefore struggled 
to reach the students below and above grade level reading.” Teachers noted that this may be more of a 
challenge for special education students or lower-level readers; one teacher shared, “lower-level readers 
struggle to find texts that fit their reading levels.” In the teacher, classroom support, and literacy coach 
perception survey, 58 respondents out of 137 respondents to the open-ended question reported this 
struggle with implementation of the Reading Units of Study, with one teacher directly stating that “this 
program seems like it is designed for higher level readers and leaves other kids behind.” 

Another major theme that arose during the teacher focus group was a concern over the lack of resources 
for the Reading Units of Study program. Ten teachers commented that there was a significant lack of 
books or selection of books available to them. Ideally, they suggested, each teacher should be provided a 
full set. Six administrators in their own focus group concurred with this opinion, suggesting on their own 
that there was a lack of resources and books for the teachers. Twelve respondents out of 137 in the 
teachers and literacy coach perception survey reported that they also would like more resources provided 
to them for the Reading Units of Study, ideally in the form of more books for their students and more 
assessments to be given throughout the year.  

Finally, one major challenge reported by the administrator focus group was that of time. Twelve 
administrators noted that it takes a significant amount of time for teachers to plan their lessons 
appropriately and “develop an understanding of the structure of each lesson” which also “allows for all 
lesson components.” Some teachers concurred with this assessment that the administrators raised, with 
fifteen out of 137 respondents to the teacher and literacy coach perception survey reporting that the 
Reading Units of Study was time-consuming and burdensome to the teachers. One teacher shared:  

From a teacher's perspective, the curriculum is EXTREMELY cumbersome and challenging to 
interpret. I often feel as if I am enrolled in college coursework trying to navigate the curriculum. It 
is unrealistic to not only instruct a daily unit of study lesson for 70 minutes but meeting the 
required amount of planning and preparation to incorporate the lesson effectively. For every 
lesson time allotment, a teacher needs an equal time allotment to plan that particular lesson. The 
workload demand being placed on teachers to effectively implement this type of curriculum is 
simply overwhelming. 

 P4. What external factors are affecting implementation?  

During focus groups and in the open-ended question on the perception survey, staff reported out on 
external factors that may have impacted the implementation of both the Reading and Phonics Units of 
Study. Themes that arose were both positive factors, such as outside support from the Teachers College 
and the Reading, English, and Language Arts Office, and also negative factors, such as the COVID-19 
pandemic.  

One noted external factor from both the teacher and administrator focus groups was the support received 
during implementation of the Reading and Phonics Unit of Study program. Four administrators and one 
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teacher during the focus groups noted support from the Teachers College. An administrator shared that 
“there was a faster rate of acceptance with Lucy [Calkins] due to support from the Teachers College.”  

On the perception surveys, administrative support was also recognized and appreciated by five 
administrators (out of 15) and eight teachers (out of 134). One administrator went further to describe:  

The Reading, English, and Language Arts (RELA) Office has been very supportive!  We received 
pacing guides for Reading / Writing / Phonics for the year at the end of last year. This has enabled 
us to map out the year over the summer. The RELA Supervisors have also provided PD 
opportunities to unpack Phonics units and how to enhance small groups in Phonics.   

Another noted external factor was COVID-19 and its impact on the implementation of the program. Four 
teachers in the focus group shared that it was “tough to start due to virtual learning” because “trying to do 
small group work is challenging because of the restrictions.” Two administrators from the focus group 
also noted that COVID-19 impacted implementation. One administrator shared that “teachers were asking 
for the phonics program and we purchased it for them prior to this year. However due to the pandemic 
and school closing, we were unable to fully implement the program.” 

P5. What are parents’ opinions of the program?  

Parents were asked their opinions of the Reading Units of Study within the context of a focus group. This 
focus group was conducted in SY 2019-2020 during the first year of implementation of the program. While 
some parents reported that they hadn’t received much information about the program, many parents 
shared that they noticed that their child was reading more.  

One major theme that arose during the parent focus group for the Reading Units of Study was that there 
was little information provided about the program from the school. Fourteen parents reported this issue. 
One parent remarked that they were “not sure exactly what is going on,” and another parent agreed, 
stating that “parents are not getting a firsthand look at what is happening in the classroom.” 

While some parents stated that there was insufficient information provided to them, thirteen parents did 
share that they felt their child had an increase in reading engagement and reading independence. One 
parent shared that this program has “helped to increase conversations about texts at home.” Another 
parent from the focus group shared that their child “wants to visit the public library more now.” This high 
level of reading engagement may have impacted the parents’ perception of reading skill. As one parent 
put it, they have “noticed growth in reading at home” and there was “not just a shift in reading ability, but 
a shift in attitude and drive to read.” 

P6. What are students’ opinions of the program? 

Students were also asked their opinions of the Reading Units of Study within the context of a focus group. 
This focus group was conducted in SY 2019-2020, during the first year of implementation of the program. 
Students reflected positively about the Reading Units of Study, sharing themes of being able to read more 
and gaining greater support from their teachers.   

Students had various opinions about the Reading Units of Study program during their focus group. One 
major theme that arose was that eight students felt they had more selection and more independence. One 
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student shared that “last year we read one book at a time, this year we are reading multiple books at 
once.” Because of students being able to select their own reading materials, students are experiencing 
more independence in reading. As one student share, “now that we get to choose our own books, it 
makes reading easier.” 

Thirteen students also shared during the focus group that they noticed high levels of teacher support 
during the implementation of the Reading Units of Study program. Students shared that their “teacher 
makes reading fun and lets us work in groups / partners,” while one student agreed by stating that their 
“teacher has given us a toolbox of strategies to use when reading.”  

Summative Evaluation (S) 

Proficiency ratings and growth scores were used to respond to the summative evaluation questions, 
which examine the extent to which Reading and Phonics Units of Study affects reading readiness and 
reading achievement.  

Note: The district provided data that contained some missing data points across beginning, middle, and 
end of school year. This may be due to students testing out of the program once they achieved ‘above 
benchmark’ or ‘at benchmark,’ continued absences or transferring out of the school system. Caution 
should be used when interpreting growth scores, as sample sizes adjusted over the school year and 
students who achieved demonstrated proficiency early in the school year were dropped from analyses 
because they did not have an end of school year score.  

S1. To what extent do the Lucy Calkins Phonics Units of Study increase reading 
readiness?  

Overall, students saw gains in reading 
readiness from the beginning of the school 
year to the end of the school year. Students 
across all grades and schools experienced an 
average gain of 126 in the DIBELS composite 
score from the beginning to the end of the 
school year (see Tables 11-15 in Appendix 
B).  

33.40% 31.70%

13.22%

21.70%

Figure 6. Percentage of Kindergarteners 
Scoring at DIBELS Levels

Above Benchmark At Benchmark

Below Benchmark Well Below Benchmark
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When examining the last DIBELS score received (whether at the beginning, middle, or end of year), 64% 
of kindergarteners scored ‘at benchmark’ or ‘above benchmark’ (see Figure 6). For first grade students, 
61% of students scored ‘at benchmark’ or ‘above benchmark’ on their last DIBELS assessment (see 
Figure 7), although it should be noted that staff reported that these scores predominantly reflect at-risk 
students. 

Average growth scores were further 
disaggregated by grade level (Table 11 in 
Appendix B) and race/ethnicity (see Table 12 
in Appendix B). Students with disability 
(composite mean growth = 119.23), English 
language learner students (composite mean 
growth = 125.38), and at-risk students 
(composite mean growth = 121.48) also 
experienced gains over the school year in 
reading achievement (see Tables 13-15 in 
Appendix B). 

Students also saw gains over the school year 
in the DIBELS subscales. Students with 
disabilities (see Table 13 in Appendix B) saw 
gains over the school year in Letter Name scores (mean growth = 26.43), Phonemic Awareness scores 
(mean growth = 25.69), Letter Sound scores (mean growth = 19.65), Decoding scores (mean growth = 
5.27), Word Reading scores (mean growth = 7.40), Reading Accuracy scores (mean growth = 35.48), and 
Reading Fluency scores (mean growth = 16.05). 

English language learner students (see Table 14 in Appendix B) saw gains over the school year in Letter 
Name scores (mean growth = 30.10), Phonemic Awareness scores (mean growth = 30.32), Letter Sound 
scores (mean growth = 22.18), Decoding scores (mean growth = 4.83), Word Reading scores (mean 
growth = 5.87), Reading Accuracy scores (mean growth = 33.90), and Reading Fluency scores (mean 
growth = 9.08). 

At-risk students (see Table 15 in Appendix B) saw gains over the school year in Letter Name scores 
(mean growth = 28.87), Phonemic Awareness scores (mean growth = 28.64), Letter Sound scores (mean 
growth = 19.35), Decoding scores (mean growth = 5.09), Word Reading scores (mean growth = 6.82), 
Reading Accuracy scores (mean growth = 30.86), and Reading Fluency scores (mean growth = 16.13). 

26.30%

35.71%

18.80% 19.10%

Figure 7. Percentage of First Grade Scoring at 
DIBELS Levels

Above Benchmark At Benchmark

Below Benchmark Well Below Benchmark
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S2. To what extent do the Lucy Calkins Reading and Phonics Unit of Study increase 
reading achievement?  

The Reading Inventory (RI) measure was used to assess 
students’ reading achievement. Assessment data was 
collected across Fall, Winter, and Spring (The Winter data 
was not used for these analyses as the test administration 
was cancelled; however, some schools still administered 
it).  

Overall, students across every grade level and across all 
schools made gains in Reading Inventory scores from the 
beginning of the school year to the end of the school year 
(see Tables 16-20 in Appendix B). On average, students 
made a gain of 115 in Reading Inventory scores from the 
beginning of the school year to the end of the school year, but there were differences by grade level 
(Figure 8; Table 16 in Appendix B) and race (see Table 17 in Appendix B). Further, students with disability 
(RI mean growth = 97.21), English language learner students (RI mean growth = 107.97), and at-risk 
students (RI mean growth = 103.21) also experienced less gains over the school year in reading 
achievement than other students (see Tables 18-20 in Appendix B).  

LIMITATIONS 
There were several limitations to this research and evaluation project. The first limitation was that all data, 
both quantitative and qualitative, was given to the external evaluator by the HCPS. Working with 
secondary data, especially with qualitative data, restricted the inductive themes that may have arisen 
during discussion. Further, quantitative data was only provided for some schools (e.g., walk through data 
was only provided for Phase 1 schools), limiting the scope of what could be analyzed.  

As previously mentioned, by the 2021-2022 school year, students enrolled in participating schools had 
received some level of intervention. While Phase 1 and 2 schools had a staggered year start over a two-
year period with the Reading Unit of Study (K-5) the year before the Phonics Unit of Study (K-2), Phase 3 
schools implemented both units of study in a single year and early elementary school students did not 
have the reading unit as it was used in grades 3-5 only. 

Further, the Lucy Calkins Reading and Phonics Units of Study were not the only literacy programs used in 
the schools. For students who were not demonstrating adequate progress, the Fundations8 program was 
used with them. As an example, by the second half of the school year, three out of four kindergarten 
classes had shifted to using Fundations and were not using the Lucy Calkins program in one school. 
Additionally, during the 2021-2022 school year, Heggerty Phonemic Awareness K-1 was implemented in 
all school, which likely influenced student reading readiness and achievement.  

 
8 Per the Fundations’ website it is, “is a multisensory and systematic phonics, spelling, and handwriting program” for students in 
grades K-3 offered by Wilson Language Training (www.wilsonlanguage.com) 
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115.68 99.78
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Figure 8. Average RI Growth Score 
by Grade
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CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS 
Findings suggest that the Units of Study was implemented in Phase 1 schools with fidelity. It is also clear 
that schools participating in the Teachers College Partnership implemented the Units of Study Program 
with greater fidelity than schools without this support. These positive findings suggest the district’s 
implementation of the Units of Study are on track. 

The staff surveys and stakeholder focus groups provided insight into stakeholders’ perceptions of the 
program. Among the staff, administrators and literacy coaches were most positive about the program’s 
benefits, while classroom support staff and special educators tended to disagree that the program was 
beneficial. Teachers on average were neutral about the program’s benefits. In discussing external factors 
affecting implementation, positive factors, such as outside support from Teachers College and the 
Reading, English, and Language Arts Office, were mentioned in addition to the detrimental effect of the 
COVID-19 pandemic.  

Overall, the major reported success of the Units of Study program was the positive impact it had on 
students. Both teachers and administrators reported that there were high levels of student skill 
development and student engagement from program participation. In earlier focus groups about the 
Reading Units of Study, parents and students observed that students were reading more. A major 
challenge noted by both administrators and teachers was the program’s lack of flexibility to engage lower-
level learners or younger learners who needed more time with the curriculum; a similar concern was 
raised by parents who questioned if the Reading Units of Study program was flexible enough for all 
learners in an earlier focus group. Administrators also shared concerns that both programs required 
significant time to plan, collaborate, and implement, therefore, taking time away from teachers’ other 
activities.  

Analysis of summative assessment data found improvement in reading readiness and achievement. 
Growth during the course of the school year varied somewhat by subgroup, with at risk students having 
lower growth rates across the school year. However, it is difficult to draw conclusions from one year of 
assessment data. 

The district is advised to collect fidelity data during SY 2022-2023 to ensure that implementation remains 
on track across all schools; this is particularly important since walk-throughs were not conducted in Phase 
2 and 3 schools. Since some concerns were raised by stakeholders during focus groups and surveys, and 
parents have not been consulted about the Units of Study since SY 2019-2020, the district is strongly 
advised to consult with stakeholders about the program during the upcoming school year. Finally, the 
district should conduct analysis of assessment data once again at the end of SY 2023 to continue to 
monitor program effectiveness. Since concerns about the program’s capability to address all learners was 
surfaced by this evaluation, the district is advised to pay particular attention to the performance of at-risk 
students and to use diagnostic assessments, including subtests, to identify performance areas of concern.  
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APPENDIX A: EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 
Evaluation  Evaluation 

Questions 
Measure Schools/Gra

de Levels  
Baseline 
Data  

Analysis Method   

Summative To what extent 
do the Lucy 
Calkins Phonics 
Units of Study 
increase 
reading 
readiness?  

DIBELS 16 schools; 
All K-1 
students, At 
Risk 2-3 
students 

Fall 2021  Calculate a change score (i.e., 
EOY minus BOY)  
 
Descriptive analysis of last-
reported proficiency ratings 

To what do the 
Lucy Calkins 
Reading and 
Phonics Units of 
Study increase 
reading 
achievement?  

RI  16 schools 
and control 
schools9; All 
2-5 students  

Fall 2021 Calculate a change score (i.e., 
EOY minus BOY)  
 
Descriptive analysis of last-
reported proficiency ratings 

MCAP10 16 schools 
and control 
schools3; All 
3-5 students 

Spring 2023 Analysis of subgroup data (i.e., 
Phase 1, Phase 2, Phase 3) 
using ANOVA. Disaggregate by 
grade. 

Fidelity  To what extent 
are the Lucy 
Calkins Reading 
Units of Study 
implemented 
with fidelity? 

Reading 
Walkthrough 
Data 

16 schools  Walkthrough 
data set 

Teachers with 80% of indicators 
marked as occurring during the 
classroom walkthrough will be 
considered implementing with 
fidelity.  
 
2021-2022 Analysis is at the 
school level. #yes divided by 
max score, then multiplied by 
100. By school, calculate a max 
score by multiplying the number 
of walkthrough items by the 
number of classrooms 
observed, then subtract the 
number of “NA.” 
 
Only done for Phase 1 schools 
due to data availability. 

To what extent 
are the Lucy 
Calkins Phonics 
Units of Study 
implemented 
with fidelity? 

Phonics 
Walkthrough 
Data 

16 schools  Walkthrough 
data set 

Teachers with 80% of indicators 
marked as occurring during the 
classroom walkthrough will be 
considered implementing with 
fidelity.  
 
See note regarding 2021-22 
Analysis above (Fidelity, 
Reading Walkthrough Data) 

 
9 Control schools are schools in Phase 3 
10 Beginning in SY2023.  
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To what extent 
does 
implementation 
vary among 
teachers 
involved In the 
Teachers 
College 
Partnership 
(TCP) versus 
teachers not 
involved in the 
TCP? 

Walkthrough 
data 

6 schools  Walkthrough 
data set 

Teachers with 80% of indicators 
marked as occurring during the 
classroom walkthrough will be 
considered implementing with 
fidelity.  
 
Analysis by TCP school & non-
TCP school. 
 
See note regarding 2021-22 
Analysis above (Fidelity, 
Reading Walkthrough Data) 

Process What are staff’s 
opinions about 
the program? 

Perception 
surveys 

N/A Survey data 
sets 

Basic descriptive analysis of 
subsets of question items based 
on common themes. 
 
Basic inductive analysis to 
determine common themes.  

What successes 
are 
stakeholders 
noticing from 
implementation 
of the Phonics 
Units of Study?  
 
What 
challenges are 
stakeholders 
facing in 
implementing 
the Phonics 
Units of Study?  
 
What external 
factors are 
affecting 
implementation 
of the Phonics 
Units of Study? 

Teacher 
Focus Group; 
Survey   

2 focus 
groups 

N/A Basic inductive analysis to 
determine common themes.   

Administrator 
Focus Group: 
Survey  

2 focus 
groups 

N/A Basic inductive analysis to 
determine common themes.  

What successes 
are 
stakeholders 
noticing from 
implementation 
of the Reading 
Units of Study?  
 
What 
challenges are 
stakeholders 
facing in 
implementing 
the Reading 
Units of Study? 

Teacher 
Focus Group; 
Survey  

2 focus 
groups 

N/A Basic inductive analysis to 
determine common themes.  

Administrator 
Focus Group; 
Survey  

2 focus 
groups 

N/A Basic inductive analysis to 
determine common themes.  
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What external 
factors are 
affecting 
implementation 
of the Reading 
Units of Study? 
What are 
parents’ 
opinions of the 
Units of Study? 

Parent Focus 
Group 

1 focus 
group 

N/A Basic inductive analysis to 
determine common themes.  

What are 
students’ 
opinions of the 
Units of Study? 

Student 
Focus Group  

1 focus 
group 

N/A Basic inductive analysis to 
determine common themes.  
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APPENDIX B: DATA TABLES & INSTRUMENTS 
Table 3. Students who took DIBELS BOY, MOY, EOY, and During All Periods 

 BOY MOY EOY BOY and MOY BOY and EOY 
K      
    Composite 2701 2615 2585 2611 2581 
    LNF 2705 2615 2585 2615 2585 
    PSF 2705 2615 2585 2615 2585 
    NWF 2381 2615 2585 2316 2288 
    WRC 2381 2615 2585 2316 2288 
    WRF 2377 2539 2585 2301 2284 
Grade 1      
    Composite 2632 1369 1148 1366 1146 
    LNF 2639 1376 1148 1376 1148 
    PSF 2639 1376 1148 1376 1148 
    NWF 2639 1377 1149 1377 1149 
    WRC 2639 1377 1149 1377 1149 
    WRF 2637 1377 1149 1375 1147 
    ORFAcc 2558 1369 1149 1298 1081 
    ORFFlu 2558 1369 1149 1298 1081 
Grade 2      
    Composite 485 282 295 278 293 
    NWF 490 282 295 282 295 
    WRC 490 282 295 282 295 
    WRF 490 282 295 282 295 
    ORFAcc 490 282 295 282 295 
    ORFFlu 490 282 295 282 295 
    Maze 488 281 294 281 292 
Grade 3      
    Composite 325 201 187 201 187 
    NWF 325 201 187 201 187 
    WRC 325 201 187 201 187 
    WRF 325 201 187 201 187 
    ORFAcc 325 201 187 201 187 
    ORFFlu 325 201 187 201 187 
    Maze 323 201 187 199 186 

 
Table 4. Fidelity of Implementation based on Walkthrough Data for Phase 1 Schools 

Question Threshold Findings 

To what extent are the Lucy Calkins 
Reading Units of Study 
implemented with fidelity? 

Teachers with 80% of indicators 
marked as occurring during the 
classroom walkthrough will be 
considered implementing with 
fidelity. 

There was an average of 95% 
indicators occurring across all 
walkthroughs. There was a range of 
88% - 100% indicators occurring 
across eight visits.  

To what extent are the Lucy Calkins 
Phonics Units of Study implemented 
with fidelity? 

Teachers with 80% of indicators 
marked as occurring during the 
classroom walkthrough will be 
considered implementing with 
fidelity. 

There was an average of 88.1% 
indicators occurring across all 
walkthroughs. There was a range of 
57.1% - 100% indicators occurring 
across thirteen visits. 
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To what extent does implementation 
vary among teachers involved In the 
Teacher's College Partnership 
(TCP) versus teachers not involved 
in the TCP? 

Teachers with 80% of indicators 
marked as occurring during the 
classroom walkthrough will be 
considered implementing with 
fidelity. 

Reading Walkthrough TCP schools 
had an average of 98.10% 
indicators occurring; Non-TCP 
schools had an average of 93.40%. 
Phonics Walkthrough TCP schools 
had an average of 89.63% 
indicators occurring; Non-TCP 
schools had an average of 86.56%. 

 
Table 5. Reading Walkthrough Data from Phase 1 Schools 

School  TCP 
Partnership 

School 

# 
Classrooms 

Visited: Totals Yes No N/A MAX 

Average 
Indicators 
Occurring 

Reading Walkthrough RIES - February 
28, 2022 

Yes 2 8 7 0 9 16 100.0% 

Reading Walkthrough HXES - April 
20,2022 

Yes 17 8 76 2 57 136 96.2% 

Reading Walkthrough WJES - April 11, 
2022 

No 12 8 62 1 33 96 98.4% 

Reading Walkthrough CVES - March 30, 
2022 

No 11 8 58 1 29 88 98.3% 

Reading Walkthrough FHES - April 4, 
2022 

No 12 8 56 6 33 96 88.9% 

Reading Walkthrough JVES - May 25, 
2022 

No 4 8 22 3 7 32 88.0% 

Total 2 58 48 281 13 168 464 94.9% 
School-level Average 

       
95.0% 

 
Table 6. Phonics Walkthrough Data from Phase 1 Schools 

School TCP 
Partnership 

School 

# 
Classrooms 

Visited: 

Totals Yes No N/A MAX 
Indicators 

Average 
Indicators 
Occurring 

Phonics Walkthrough MAES - 
November 22, 2021 

Yes 13 13 116 0 53 169 100.0% 

Phonics Walkthrough MAES - 
January 25, 2022 

Yes 5 13 37 1 27 65 97.4% 

Phonics Walkthrough RIES - 
February 28, 2022 

Yes 14 13 116 4 62 182 96.7% 

Phonics Walkthrough WPES - May 
20, 2022 

Yes 16 13 148 9 51 208 94.3% 

Phonics Walkthrough RIES - 
December 2, 2021 

Yes 7 13 55 4 32 91 93.2% 

Phonics Walkthrough WPES - 
November 30, 2021 

Yes 19 13 125 16 106 247 88.7% 

Phonics Walkthrough HXES - 
October 26, 2021 

Yes 3 13 16 12 11 39 57.1% 

Phonics Walkthrough CVES - 
November 4, 2021 

No 5 13 31 0 34 65 100.0% 

Phonics Walkthrough WJES - 
November 15, 2021 

No 9 13 104 8 5 117 92.9% 

Phonics Walkthrough FHES - 
November 8, 2021 

No 5 13 32 4 29 65 88.9% 

Phonics Walkthrough FHES – June 
3, 2022 

No 12 13 78 10 68 156 88.6% 

Phonics Walkthrough JVES - May 
25, 2022 

No 3 13 28 4 4 39 80.0% 

Phonics Walkthrough JVES - 
November 9, 2021 

No 6 13 52 8 18 78 86.7% 

Phonics Walkthrough WJES - 
November 15, 2021 

No 2 13 11 5 10 26 68.8% 

Total 7 119 182 949 85 510 1,547 91.5% 
School-level Average 

       
88.1% 
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Table 7. Administrators Average Agreement in the Benefits of Lucy Calkins Phonics Units of Study Across 
Students’ Growth, Teachers’ Pedagogy, and the Classroom Environment 

 Sample Size Average 
Students’ Motivation 30 * 
Teachers’ Pedagogy 30 4.37 
Classroom Environment 30 4.50 

Note: * indicates not reported due to one item scale; Responses can range from Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 5 

Table 8. Teacher, Classroom Supports, and Specialists Average Agreement in the Benefits of Lucy Calkins 
Phonics Units of Study Across Students’ Growth, Teachers’ Pedagogy, and the Classroom Environment 

 Sample Size Students’ 
Growth  

Teachers’ 
Pedagogy 

Classroom 
Environment 

Role     
   Classroom Teacher 247 3.52 3.15 3.57 
   Classroom Support 17 2.82 2.59 2.71 
   Special Educator 11 2.27 2.39 2.45 
   Specialist / Literacy Coach 30 4.60 4.41 4.65 

Note: Responses can range from Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 5 

Table 9. Administrators Average Agreement in the Benefits of Lucy Calkins Reading Units of Study Across 
Students’ Growth, Teachers’ Pedagogy, and the Classroom Environment 

 Sample Size Average 
Students’ Growth 30 4.57 
Teachers’ Pedagogy 30 4.27 
Classroom Environment 30 4.47 

Note: Responses can range from Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 5 

Table 10. Teacher, Classroom Supports, and Specialists Average Agreement in the Benefits of Lucy Calkins 
Reading Units of Study Across Students’ Growth, Teachers’ Pedagogy, and the Classroom Environment 

 Sample Size Students’ 
Growth  

Teachers’ 
Pedagogy 

Classroom 
Environment 

Role     
   Classroom Teacher 197 3.30 2.78 3.18 
   Classroom Support 9 1.85 2.00 2.28 
   Special Educator 29 2.40 2.37 2.38 
   Specialist / Literacy Coach 35 4.69 4.32 4.43 

Note: Responses can range from Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 5 

Table 11. Growth Scores in DIBELS Across the Beginning of the School Year to the End of the School Year by 
Grade 

 N Mean SD Min Max 
Kindergarten      
    Composite 2581 135.04 38.51 -83 282 
    LNF 2585 30.48 15.10 -19 92 
    PSF 2585 34.08 17.69 -19 84 
    NWF 2288 33.28 24.58 -110 178 
    WRC 2288 9.38 9.68 -25 65 
    WRF 2284 15.15 13.44 -32 85 
    ORFAcc NR NR NR NR NR 
    ORFFlu NR NR NR NR NR 
    Maze NR NR NR NR NR 
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 N Mean SD Min Max 
Grade 1      
    Composite 1146 118.46 20.38 79 212 
    LNF 1148 26.05 13.98 -35 81 
    PSF 1148 24.95 17.54 -23 104 
    NWF      
    WRC 1149 9.55 8.58 -13 55 
    WRF 1147 16.79 12.34 -5 79 
    ORFAcc 1081 52.35 26.81 -73 100 
    ORFFlu 1081 34.61 24.78 -10 155 
    Maze NR NR NR NR NR 
      
Grade 2      
    Composite 293 102.67 14.63 78 155 
    LNF NR NR NR NR NR 
    PSF NR NR NR NR NR 
    NWF 295 -2.54 41.77 -182 108 
    WRC 295 -1.06 13.32 -51 34 
    WRF 295 -7.67 22.81 -66 66 
    ORFAcc 295 3.18 34.28 -96 100 
    ORFFlu 295 -5.43 45.58 -128 113 
    Maze 292 -0.68 5.49 -20 16 
      
Grade 3      
    Composite 187 106.33 14.17 81 162 
    LNF NR NR NR NR NR 
    PSF NR NR NR NR NR 
    NWF 187 8.82 42.39 -137 124 
    WRC 187 2.90 14.86 -60 34 
    WRF 187 -0.26 26.89 -78 63 
    ORFAcc 187 12.44 27.43 -78 100 
    ORFFlu 187 25.31 48.61 -154 113 
    Maze 186 2.91 7.76 -24 20 

Note: Composite = overall DIBELS composite score; LNF = Letter Name score; PSF = Phonemic Awareness score; NWF = Letter 
Sound score; WRC = Decoding score; WRF = Word Reading score; ORFAcc = Reading Accuracy score; ORFFlu = Reading Fluency 
score; Maze = Reading Comprehension score; Mean = the average change in score between Beginning of Year and End of Year; SD 
= Standard deviation; Min = the minimum amount of change that occurred from Beginning of Year to End of Year; Max = the 
maximum amount of change that occurred from Beginning of Year to End of Year; Negative means indicate a decrease in growth; N 
= sample size; SD = standard deviation; NR = Not reported due to low sample size. 

Table 12. Growth Scores in DIBELS Across the Beginning of the School Year to the End of the School Year by 
Race/Ethnicity 

 N Mean SD Min Max 
White      
    Composite 2377 130.16 34.47 -43 282 
    LNF 2227 29.72 14.72 -35 86 
    PSF 2227 32.38 18.04 -23 104 
    NWF 2250 31.21 26.62 -182 177 
    WRC 2250 9.30 9.96 -51 65 
    WRF 2247 14.88 15.19 -78 84 
    ORFAcc 795 43.16 32.16 -96 100 
    ORFFlu 795 33.04 32.68 -128 155 
    Maze 150 1.08 6.37 -17 16 

 



32 
 

 N Mean SD Min Max 
Black      
    Composite 1012 119.73 31.03 -83 273 
    LNF 808 27.27 14.72 -19 92 
    PSF 808 28.96 17.66 -14 82 
    NWF 922 21.36 30.10 -141 178 
    WRC 922 5.92 10.72 -47 60 
    WRF 920 9.72 17.93 -59 85 
    ORFAcc 440 31.55 39.11 -80 100 
    ORFFlu 440 17.09 38.92 -125 138 
    Maze 208 0.62 6.48 -20 19 
      
Hispanic      
    Composite 419 129.44 34.13 42 264 
    LNF 348 30.26 15.93 -10 87 
    PSF 348 30.01 18.33 -12 80 
    NWF 380 26.89 28.29 -137 116 
    WRC 380 7.44 10.29 -60 41 
    WRF 380 10.72 16.09 -68 66 
    ORFAcc 182 34.42 36.61 -81 100 
    ORFFlu 182 21.32 37.42 -140 113 
    Maze 70 0.89 6.94 -24 16 
      
Asian      
    Composite 146 123.59 43.95 -20 262 
    LNF 141 28.73 15.39 -4 69 
    PSF 141 32.39 19.12 -16 79 
    NWF 139 37.20 33.07 -110 151 
    WRC 139 13.49 11.74 -11 52 
    WRF 139 20.60 16.34 -31 72 
    ORFAcc 37 42.38 33.98 -10 96 
    ORFFlu 37 33.35 31.03 -76 80 
    Maze NR NR NR NR NR 
      
Two or More 
Races 

     

    Composite 228 124.56 32.75 -22 232 
    LNF 187 28.05 14.49 -5 78 
    PSF 187 29.55 19.09 -19 73 
    NWF 204 25.28 30.12 -92 117 
    WRC 204 7.24 11.09 -33 42 
    WRF 203 9.96 19.91 -65 70 
    ORFAcc 100 35.06 36.26 -56 100 
    ORFFlu 100 15.42 42.69 -154 109 
    Maze 42 -0.35 7.75 -23 20 

Note: Composite = overall DIBELS composite score; LNF = Letter Name score; PSF = Phonemic Awareness score; NWF = Letter 
Sound score; WRC = Decoding score; WRF = Word Reading score; ORFAcc = Reading Accuracy score; ORFFlu = Reading Fluency 
score; Maze = Reading Comprehension score; Mean = the average change in score between Beginning of Year and End of Year; SD 
= Standard deviation; Min = the minimum amount of change that occurred from Beginning of Year to End of Year; Max = the 
maximum amount of change that occurred from Beginning of Year to End of Year; Negative means indicate a decrease in growth; N 
= sample size; SD = standard deviation; NR = Not reported due to low sample size. 
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Table 13. Growth Scores in DIBELS Across the Beginning of the School Year to the End of the School Year by 
Disability Status 

 N Mean SD Min Max 
SWD      
    Composite 396 119.23 30.58 -83 213 
    LNF 332 26.43 14.72 -17 70 
    PSF 332 25.69 18.22 -19 75 
    NWF 365 19.65 31.69 -182 158 
    WRC 365 5.27 10.04 -47 55 
    WRF 361 7.40 16.00 -56 58 
    ORFAcc 197 35.48 38.57 -96 100 
    ORFFlu 197 16.05 36.04 -125 112 
    Maze 67 -0.36 5.93 -13 15 
      
Non-SWD      
    Composite 3811 127.80 34.40 -43 282 
    LNF 3401 29.38 14.90 -35 92 
    PSF 3401 31.82 18.04 -23 104 
    NWF 3554 29.22 27.94 -169 178 
    WRC 3554 8.65 10.44 -60 65 
    WRF 3552 13.76 16.39 -78 85 
    ORFAcc 1366 38.69 34.98 -81 100 
    ORFFlu 1366 27.37 36.40 -154 155 
    Maze 411 0.88 6.80 -24 20 

Note: Composite = overall DIBELS composite score; LNF = Letter Name score; PSF = Phonemic Awareness score; NWF = Letter 
Sound score; WRC = Decoding score; WRF = Word Reading score; ORFAcc = Reading Accuracy score; ORFFlu = Reading Fluency 
score; Maze = Reading Comprehension score; Mean = the average change in score between Beginning of Year and End of Year; SD 
= Standard deviation; Min = the minimum amount of change that occurred from Beginning of Year to End of Year; Max = the 
maximum amount of change that occurred from Beginning of Year to End of Year; Negative means indicate a decrease in growth; N 
= sample size; SD = standard deviation; NR = Not reported due to low sample size. 

Table 14. Growth Scores in DIBELS Across the Beginning of the School Year to the End of the School Year by 
English Language Learner Status 

 N Mean SD Min Max 
ELL      
    Composite 182 125.38 32.00 67 212 
    LNF 147 30.10 16.88 -3 78 
    PSF 147 30.32 18.29 -9 79 
    NWF 161 22.18 27.11 -137 73 
    WRC 161 4.83 9.64 -60 27 
    WRF 160 5.87 16.21 -68 61 
    ORFAcc 91 33.90 40.28 -81 98 
    ORFFlu 91 9.08 38.89 -140 128 
    Maze 36 -1.25 7.18 -24 15 
      
Non-ELL      
    Composite 4025 127.06 34.25 -83 282 
    LNF 3586 29.08 14.82 -35 92 
    PSF 3586 31.31 18.13 -23 104 
    NWF 3758 28.59 58.47 -182 178 
    WRC 3758 8.48 10.46 -51 65 
    WRF 3753 13.49 16.41 -78 85 
    ORFAcc 1472 38.56 35.14 -96 100 
    ORFFlu 1472 26.98 36.15 -154 155 
    Maze 442 0.87 6.64 -23 20 

Note: Composite = overall DIBELS composite score; LNF = Letter Name score; PSF = Phonemic Awareness score; NWF = Letter 
Sound score; WRC = Decoding score; WRF = Word Reading score; ORFAcc = Reading Accuracy score; ORFFlu = Reading Fluency 
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score; Maze = Reading Comprehension score; Mean = the average change in score between Beginning of Year and End of Year; SD 
= Standard deviation; Min = the minimum amount of change that occurred from Beginning of Year to End of Year; Max = the 
maximum amount of change that occurred from Beginning of Year to End of Year; Negative means indicate a decrease in growth; N 
= sample size; SD = standard deviation; NR = Not reported due to low sample size. 

Table 15. Growth Scores in DIBELS Across the Beginning of the School Year to the End of the School Year by 
At-Risk (Free and Reduced Lunch) Status 

 N Mean SD Min Max 
FARMS      
    Composite 1748 121.48 30.47 11 273 
    LNF 1273 28.87 15.62 -35 92 
    PSF 1273 28.64 18.17 -21 104 
    NWF 1601 19.35 31.05 -182 178 
    WRC 1601 5.09 10.54 -60 60 
    WRF 1597 6.82 17.85 -78 79 
    ORFAcc 922 30.86 38.25 -96 100 
    ORFFlu 922 16.13 39.55 -154 113 
    Maze 478 0.71 6.69 -24 20 
      
Non-FARMS      
    Composite 2459 130.91 36.04 -83 282 
    LNF 2460 29.25 14.53 -17 87 
    PSF 2460 32.64 17.98 -23 84 
    NWF 2318 34.53 24.65 -110 177 
    WRC 2318 10.57 9.78 -25 65 
    WRF 2316 17.56 13.83 -21 85 
    ORFAcc 641 48.98 27.74 -73 100 
    ORFFlu 641 40.05 25.87 -10 155 
    Maze NR NR NR NR NR 

Note: Composite = overall DIBELS composite score; LNF = Letter Name score; PSF = Phonemic Awareness score; NWF = Letter 
Sound score; WRC = Decoding score; WRF = Word Reading score; ORFAcc = Reading Accuracy score; ORFFlu = Reading Fluency 
score; Maze = Reading Comprehension score; Mean = the average change in score between Beginning of Year and End of Year; SD 
= Standard deviation; Min = the minimum amount of change that occurred from Beginning of Year to End of Year; Max = the 
maximum amount of change that occurred from Beginning of Year to End of Year; Negative means indicate a decrease in growth; N 
= sample size; SD = standard deviation; NR = Not reported due to low sample size. 

Table 16. RI Growth Scores by Grade 

 N Mean SD Min Max 
Second Grade 2065 194.57 158.44 -770 786 
Third Grade 2531 115.68 131.56 -599 801 
Fourth Grade 2591 99.78 119.38 -374 718 
Fifth Grade 2685 69.70 115.19 -585 597 

Note: Mean = the average change in RI score between Beginning of Year and End of Year; SD = Standard deviation; Min = the 
minimum amount of change that occurred from Beginning of Year to End of Year; Max = the maximum amount of change that 
occurred from Beginning of Year to End of Year; N = sample size; Negative means indicate a decrease in growth. 

Table 17. RI Growth Scores by Race/Ethnicity 
 N Mean SD Min Max 
White 6109 121 134.59 -770 801 
Black 1825 100.98 147.87 -585 778 
Hispanic 838 110.34 133.39 -473 608 
Asian 300 109.21 115.20 -184 511 
Multi-Racial 772 116.14 145.41 -482 786 

Note: Mean = the average change in RI score between Beginning of Year and End of Year; SD = Standard deviation; Min = the 
minimum amount of change that occurred from Beginning of Year to End of Year; Max = the maximum amount of change that 
occurred from Beginning of Year to End of Year; N = sample size; Negative means indicate a decrease in growth. 
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Table 18. RI Growth Scores by Disability Status 
 N Mean SD Min Max 
SWD 1310 97.21 149.33 -491 706 
N-SWD 8562 118.30 135.68 -770 801 

 
Table 19. RI Growth Scores by English Language Learner Status 

 N Mean SD Min Max 
LEP 349 107.97 128.53 -332 561 
N-LEP 9523 115.78 138.78 -770 801 

Note: Mean = the average change in RI score between Beginning of Year and End of Year; SD = Standard deviation; Min = the 
minimum amount of change that occurred from Beginning of Year to End of Year; Max = the maximum amount of change that 
occurred from Beginning of Year to End of Year; N = sample size; Negative means indicate a decrease in growth. 

Table 20. RI Growth Scores by At-Risk Status 

 N Mean SD Min Max 
FARMS 3134 103.21 143.09 -599 801 
N-FARMS 6738 121.22 134.83 -770 775 

Note: Mean = the average change in RI score between Beginning of Year and End of Year; SD = Standard deviation; Min = the 
minimum amount of change that occurred from Beginning of Year to End of Year; Max = the maximum amount of change that 
occurred from Beginning of Year to End of Year; N = sample size; Negative means indicate a decrease in growth. 
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Instruments: 

Teacher Lucy Calkins Reading Survey 

Students 

- The Units of Study in Reading program helped to promote growth in my students as readers. 
- The Units of Study in Reading program cultivated students’ motivation. 
- The Units of Study in Reading program cultivated students’ stamina for reading. 

Teacher 

- The Units of Study in Reading program supported me as a teacher of reading. 
- The Units of Study in Reading program improved my pedagogy in the area of teaching reading. 
- The Units of Study in Reading program helped me as a teacher to assess my students’ overall 

reading ability. 
- The Units of Study in Reading deepened my knowledge of the reading expectations for students 

at my grade level. 

Classroom 

- The Units of Study in Reading helped to provide structure to the reading instructional block. 
- The Units of Study in Reading program provided resources for creating a productive and 

engaging reading environment for my students. 

 

Teacher Lucy Calkins Phonics Survey 

Students 

- The Units of Study in Phonics program helped to promote growth in my students as readers. 
- The Units of Study in Phonics program cultivated students’ motivation for learning sounds, letters, 

and sight words. 

Teacher 

- The Units of Study in Phonics program supported me as a teacher of foundational reading skills. 
- The Units of Study in Phonics program improved my pedagogy in the area of teaching 

foundational phonics skills. 
- The Units of Study in Phonics program helped me as a teacher to assess my students’ overall 

reading ability. 
- The Units of Study in Phonics deepened my knowledge of the reading expectations for students 

at my grade level. 

Classroom 

- The Units of Study in Phonics helped to provide structure to the word work instructional block. 
- The Units of Study in Phonics program provided resources for creating a productive and 

engaging Phonics environment for my students. 
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Administrator Survey 

Students 

- The Units of Study in Reading program helped to promote growth in our students as readers. 
- The Units of Study in Reading program cultivated students’ motivation. 
- The Units of Study in Reading program cultivated students’ stamina for reading. 

Teachers 

- The Units of Study in Reading program supported our teachers as teachers of reading. 
- The Units of Study in Reading deepened the knowledge of reading expectations for our students. 
- The Units of Study in Reading program improved the pedagogy of teachers during their 

instruction. 
- The Units of Study in Reading program helped our teachers to assess our students’ overall 

reading ability. 

Classroom 

- The Units of Study in Reading helped to provide structure to the reading instructional block. 
- The Units of Study in Reading program provided resources for creating a productive and 

engaging reading environment in our classrooms. 
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