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Technical Review Coversheet

Applicant:  Education Development Center, Inc. (S411B250015)

Read er #1 *kkkkkkkkk
Points Possible Points Scored
Questions
Selection Criteria
Significance
1. Significance 15 15
Strategy to Scale
1. Strategy to Scale 35 35
Quality of Project Design
1. Project Design 20 18
Quality of the Project Evaluation
1. Project Evaluation 30 0
Sub Total 100 68
Priority Questions
Competitive Preference Priority
Competitive Preference Priority 1
1. Returning Educ to States 10 0
Sub Total 10 0
Competitive Preference Priority
Competitive Preference Priority 2
1. Expanding Educ Choice 5 5
Sub Total 5 5
Total 115 73
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Technical Review Form

Panel #7 - Midphase - 9: 84.411B

Reader#l *kkhkkkkkk Kk k%K
Applicant: Education Development Center, Inc. (S411B250015)

Questions
Selection Criteria - Significance

1. The Secretary considers the significance of the proposed project. In determining the significance of the
proposed project, the Secretary considers:

Reader's Score: 15

Sub

1. The extent to which the proposed project introduces an innovative approach, such as a modification of an
evidence-based project component to serve different populations, an extension of an existing evidence-
based project component, a uniqgue composition of various project components to explore combined
effects, or development of an emerging project component that needs further testing.

Strengths:

A well-developed comprehensive description thoroughly explained the innovative project approach, the selected
evidence-based model, and identified the populations to be served. The description expertly documented the critical
need for the project approach, Reading Futures + (RF+).

The five-year mid-phase project will explore updates, evaluate, and scale the established Reading Futures model
(RF). The proposed virtual high-impact tutoring project model, RF+, is designed for high-need middle school
students and addresses the increasing number of young adults who lack basic reading proficiency. Specific data
that identified the academic levels of students, including those in grades eight and grades twelve, were provided to
support the project’s necessity. For example, data documented that students in grade 12 were testing at their
lowest average reading score since 1992 (p.e13). In addition, data reflected that 32% of high school graduates were
reading below a Basic Level, and approximately 33% of students in grade 8 scored below basic in reading (p.e13).
The project targets high-needs students with significant word-reading, decoding and comprehensive difficulties
enrolled in participating rural and tribal schools.

The proposed project model, RF+, directly addresses the critical reading deficits of students in the target areas by
providing an enhanced, documented successful approach to tutoring. Reading Futures (RF), the foundational
model, was selected because of its alignment with the research base that incorporates components that ensure
effective and high-quality tutoring strategies to support student growth. Key components of the model include: 1)
experienced, certified teachers; 2) enhanced levels of service provision; and 3) specific strategies to maintain
teacher/student relationships (pp. e15-e16).

The proposed enhanced innovative model (RF+) blends the evidence-based high-impact model (RF) with enhanced
instructional support to facilitate students’ move from decoding to application of word-reading skills. This approach
increases the application in subject areas other than reading (i.e., science and social studies). A rigorous
assessment will measure the effectiveness of RF+ by examining its implementation in selected schools, with
particular emphasis on students attending rural and tribal educational institutions.
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Weaknesses:
None

Reader's Score: 15
Selection Criteria - Strategy to Scale

1. The Secretary considers the applicant’s strategy to effectively scale the proposed project for recipients,
community members and partners. In determining the applicant’s strategy to effectively scale the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

Reader's Score: 35

Sub

1. (1) The extent to which there is unmet demand for broader implementation of the project that is aligned with
the proposed level of scale.

Strengths:

The proposed project directly addresses a critical and significant need in the targeted school districts by offering an
innovative approach based on a successful evidence-based model (RF) to address low adolescent reading abilities
in our nation. The need is further documented by statistics, which identify that approximately “15% of adolescents
cannot decode well enough to comprehend the meaning from the material they read” (p. €18). These current
challenges in adolescent literacy highlight the need for creative, effective approaches such as those outlined in the
proposed project (RF+) to address the needs of these students by providing enhanced and intensive focused
services.

Weaknesses:
None

Reader's Score: 10

2. (2) The feasibility of the management plan to achieve project objectives and goals on time and within
budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project
tasks.

Strengths:

A robust, well-defined management plan to achieve project goals and objectives identified clearly defined
responsibilities, timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks. The project applicant identified their lead
role as coordinator of the project and grant administration. As lead organization, the applicant will also conduct an
independent evaluation. A detailed identification of the three project teams to lead project implementation includes
1) project management, 2) Research Futures implementation team, and 3) the applicant research team (pp. e19-
€20). It is important to note that the applicant will not provide implementation support or directly deliver tutoring
services. The applicant also has no financial interest in evaluation outcomes (p. €19).

To further support project management, a detailed organization chart identified project roles and the relationships
between project collaborators and partners, including the targeted states and school districts. For example, the
chart identified the applicant as the lead organization supported by advisors, the management team, state and

district partners, and the applicant research team (Appendix J3-Organizational Chart, p. €206).

The well-designed, detailed plan identified quarterly timelines for each objective of the five-year project. The plan
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included lead team responsibilities and a quarterly breakdown for each key milestone. For example, objective 2
identified the following: “Implement RF+ at scale: Roll out RF+ in 22 districts (800 students) over 2 years.” Quarterly
milestones were identified in years two through five of the project (Appendix J5-Quarterly Timeline and Milestones,
pp. €19-e24, p. e219).

Highly accomplished, qualified expert teams (research, management, and Reading Futures) will provide leadership
for the proposed project. The teams are staffed with professionals with extensive experience in adolescent literacy
(including tutoring for direct service delivery), research for similar projects, managing large-scale collaborative
research, and scaling efforts. The team is exceptionally well-suited to implement the proposed project. A list of staff
and Advisory Board responsibilities, bios, and resumes of key project team members further documented the
expertise and ability of the applicant to implement project activities (Appendices J.1-3, pp. e 204-e205). For
example, the project’s Principal Research Scientist, who will co-direct the research team, has 15+ years of
experience in researching technological-integrated learning and instruction, and assessment on a national level
(Appendix J1. Personnel and Advisor Bios, pp. €157-€208).

Weaknesses:
None

Reader's Score: 10

3. (3) The relevance and demonstrated commitment of each partner in the proposed project to the
implementation and success of the project.

Strengths:

The dedication and commitment of each collaborator and partner toward the successful implementation of the
proposed project was formally documented through relevant signed letters of support, collaboration, and
commitment, including Memoranda of Understanding from all project parties involved.

Letters of Support were included from the Reading Futures Program Supports and each of the partner school
districts and schools. Letters of Collaboration were provided from the applicant advisors and the Reading Futures
Advisor. A Letter of Commitment was also provided from Reading Futures, the sole subcontractor for project
implementation. Each letter was signed and dated by administration officials of the collaborators and partners
(Appendix JC-Letters of Support and Memoranda of Understanding, pp. e74-e178).

Weaknesses:
None

Reader's Score: 5

4. (4) The quality of the plan to deliver project services more efficiently at scale and maintain effectiveness.

Strengths:

The project’s methodology to deliver project services at scale is well-reasoned and highly rigorous. A detailed plan
supporting strategies to provide project services more efficiently at scale while maintaining effectiveness is identified
in years 1-4 of the project. In years 1-4, services will expand to an additional 66 schools in the targeted states. The
scaling will provide additional supports for reading, with each adaptation designed to promote scalability in new
subject-area contexts (i.e., science, social studies). The plan includes collaboration with the Advisory Board to
leverage school partnerships and will facilitate implementation in participating states, including rural and tribal
schools (pp. €24-e25).
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Expansive RF scaling plans include a foundation of Coburn’s scaling factors: “depth, sustainability, spread, and
ownership” (p. €25). The well-structured plan identified and succinctly explained each of the four dimensions of the
scaling techniques. For example, spread will include expansion of the innovative RF+ approach to new tutors,
schools, and districts while maintaining effective high-quality implementation. This is feasible for possible scaling
acceleration as more than half of the current RF tutors are experienced and can serve as mentors, while supporting
new teachers.

Weaknesses:
None

Reader's Score: 5

5. (5) The quality of the mechanisms the applicant will use to broadly disseminate information and resources
on its project to support further development, adaptation, or replication by other entities to implement
project components in additional settings or with other populations.

Strengths:

A detailed description of the mechanisms to be used to disseminate project information and resources
demonstrated a thorough and feasible approach to support further development, adaptation, or replication of project
outcomes to expanded school districts and students. Key dissemination mechanisms include 1) sharing project
findings through RF+ materials with educators and decision-makers; 2) designing a user-friendly project website;
and 3) making presentations to decision-makers, educators, policymakers, tutoring programs and researchers in
Years 2-5, and expanding the number of events each year from one to four (pp. e27-e28). Proposed mechanisms
also included publishing articles, blog posts, and social media posts. An instructional library will also be developed
and will include materials such as videos of successful tutorial sessions and research outcomes to enhance
maximum dissemination information for further development, adaptation, and replication.

Weaknesses:
None

Reader's Score: 5
Selection Criteria - Quality of Project Design

1. The Secretary considers the quality of the design of the proposed project. In determining the quality of the
design of the proposed project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

Reader's Score: 18

Sub

1. (1) The quality of the logic model or other conceptual framework underlying the proposed project, including
how inputs are related to outcomes.

Strengths:

The applicant provided a detailed, comprehensive logic model that identified the relationship between inputs and
outcomes. The High-Dosage Tutoring Logic Model identified the Program Model (Key and Direct Components),
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Mediators, and Short/Medium and Longer-Term Outcomes for Schools, Tutors, and Students (Appendices p. €188).
The explanation of the model identified students and student-level outcomes as the focus of the study (pp. e28-
€29). For example, Direct Component/Core Activities for Students (the focus of the study) included participation in
four virtual sessions per week, journaling, and self-reflection. Associated Mediators for students included
engagement in sessions and the quality of the student/tutor relationship. Short- and medium-term outcomes for
students included increased work on decoding ability and higher graduation rates (Appendices-p. €188).

Weaknesses:
None

Reader's Score: 15

2. (2) The extent to which the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed project are
clearly specified, measurable, and ambitious yet achievable within the project period, and aligned with the
purposes of the grant program.

Strengths:

The overall purpose of the project goals and objectives were clearly defined in a chart that included four primary
goals with accompanying objectives and primary objectives aligned with the purposes of the grant program (p. €29).
For example, goal 2 and accompanying objective identified the following information: “Implement RF+ at scale” and
“Roll out RF+ in 22 districts (800 students) over 2 years” (pp. €29-e30). The goals are also aligned with Absolute
Priorities 1a and 1b and Competitive Preference Priorities 1 and 2 and support project implementation by promoting
evidence-based literacy instruction using the high-impact tutoring model.

Weaknesses:

The identified outcomes in the application were presented in broad statements rather than in clearly specified
measures that would successfully document the project’s success. For example, the primary outcome for goal 1
(Innovate on RF+) included a vague description of the expected outcome: “Data on fidelity, cost, feasibility, and
effectiveness across contexts; inform Y-5 revisions and continued regional scale-up in BIE (Bureau of Indian
Education), Maine Department of Education (MDE), and New York State Education Innovation and Research
(NYSED)” (pp. €28-e29). The unclear measures may affect the ability to successfully monitor and evaluate the
project outcomes.

Reader's Score: 3
Selection Criteria - Quality of the Project Evaluation
1. The Secretary considers the quality of the evaluation or other evidence-building of the proposed project. In

determining the quality of the evaluation or other evidence-building, the Secretary considers the following
factors:

Reader's Score: 0

Sub

1. (1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will, if well implemented, produce evidence about the
effectiveness of the project on relevant outcomes that would meet the
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What Works Clearinghouse standards without reservations, as described in the What Works Clearinghouse
Handbooks.

Strengths:

Weaknesses:

Reader's Score:

2. (2) The extent to which the evaluation will provide guidance about effective strategies suitable for
replication or testing and potential implementation in other settings.

Strengths:

Weaknesses:

Reader's Score:

3. (3) The quality of the evaluation plan for measuring fidelity of implementation, including thresholds for
acceptable implementation, to inform how implementation is associated with outcomes.

Strengths:

Weaknesses:

Reader's Score:

4. (4) The extent to which the design for implementing and evaluating the proposed project will result in
information to guide possible replication of project activities or strategies, including valid and reliable
information about the effectiveness of the approach or strategies employed by the project.

Strengths:

Weaknesses:

Reader's Score:

Priority Questions

Competitive Preference Priority - Competitive Preference Priority 1
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1. Competitive Preference Priority 1: Returning Education to the States (up to 10 points).
Project or proposals that will be carried out by one or more of the following entities:
(a) State educational agencies (as defined in 20 U.S.C. 7801(49))

(b) An Indian Tribe (as defined in 25 U.S.C. 5304(e)), Tribal organization (as defined in 25 U.S.C. 5304(l)), or Tribal
educational agency (as defined in 20 U.S.C. 7452(b)(3))

(c) Consortia of the entities identified under this priority.

Strengths:
Not Addressed

Weaknesses:
Not Addressed

Reader's Score: 0

Competitive Preference Priority - Competitive Preference Priority 2
1. Competitive Preference Priority 2: Expanding Education Choice (High-Impact Tutoring) (up to 5 points).

Projects or proposals that will expand access to education services that accelerate learning such as high-impact
tutoring.

Note: Applicants are encouraged to review the evidence related to education services that accelerate learning,
including high-impact tutoring, and to cite the highest-level of evidence supporting their response to the
competitive preference priority in their application.

Strengths:

The proposed project activities identified a comprehensive description of specific strategies that will expand access to
education services that accelerate learning. The project addresses two unmet needs “1) supporting high-need students

reading significantly below grade level; and 2) accelerated exposure to grade-level relevant vocabulary and background
knowledge” (p. 318).

The high-impact tutoring model and supportive activities to be implemented by the applicant partners will facilitate
evidence-based literacy instruction and expand education choices for targeted states and districts--especially in rural and
tribal areas (pp. €25, e-30).

Weaknesses:

None
Reader's Score: 5
Status: Submitted

Last Updated: 11/24/2025 03:55 PM
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Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 11/24/2025 03:55 PM

Technical Review Coversheet

Applicant:  Education Development Center, Inc. (S411B250015)

Read er #2 *kkkkkkkkk
Points Possible Points Scored
Questions
Selection Criteria
Significance
1. Significance 15 15
Strategy to Scale
1. Strategy to Scale 35 33
Quality of Project Design
1. Project Design 20 18
Quality of the Project Evaluation
1. Project Evaluation 30 0
Sub Total 100 66
Priority Questions
Competitive Preference Priority
Competitive Preference Priority 1
1. Returning Educ to States 10 0
Sub Total 10 0
Competitive Preference Priority
Competitive Preference Priority 2
1. Expanding Educ Choice 5 5
Sub Total 5 5
Total 115 71
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Technical Review Form

Panel #7 - Midphase - 9: 84.411B

Reader#z *kkhkkkkkk Kk k%K
Applicant: Education Development Center, Inc. (S411B250015)

Questions
Selection Criteria - Significance

1. The Secretary considers the significance of the proposed project. In determining the significance of the
proposed project, the Secretary considers:

Reader's Score: 15

Sub

1. The extent to which the proposed project introduces an innovative approach, such as a modification of an
evidence-based project component to serve different populations, an extension of an existing evidence-
based project component, a uniqgue composition of various project components to explore combined
effects, or development of an emerging project component that needs further testing.

Strengths:

The applicant adequately states that the students in rural and tribal areas tend to have lower reading achievement
scores after 3rd grade (p. e16). In addition, few evidence-based tutoring models exist for high-need adolescents (p.
e19). To remedy this, the innovative strategy described by the applicant is a focus on struggling students in the
middle grades (p. €9; p. €13). The proposed project, RT+, will use high impact tutoring, typically used in earlier
grades, to accelerate learning (p. €13). The innovation is based on the strategies designed to deal with the reading
gaps that have persisted for several years. The tutoring will be individualized, frequent, sustained, and part of the
school day. Tutors will complete a robust training program (p. e14).

Weaknesses:
No weakness.

Reader's Score: 15
Selection Criteria - Strategy to Scale
1. The Secretary considers the applicant’s strategy to effectively scale the proposed project for recipients,

community members and partners. In determining the applicant’s strategy to effectively scale the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

Reader's Score: 33

Sub

1. (1) The extent to which there is unmet demand for broader implementation of the project
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that is aligned with the proposed level of scale.

Strengths:

The Education Development Center (EDC) documents the data on low reading ability among the adolescent
population (p. €18). The Reading Futures high-dosage program (RT+) will be scaled from a typical 10-20 hours per
academic year to 90 hours of intensive instruction for high-needs students (p. e15; p. €261). The decoding threshold
is key to reading success for middle school students, and the program will provide specific tutoring in word
decoding. Students remain in the program for an academic year and a second year of instruction is possible (p.
e258). There is a plan to increase the scale of the program by adding 22 districts over two years (p. €219).

Weaknesses:

The applicant does not state statewide or regional data on adolescent literacy levels to justify the program. Only
national trends are noted.

Reader's Score: 9

2. (2) The feasibility of the management plan to achieve project objectives and goals on time and within
budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project
tasks.

Strengths:

The applicant provides a good description of the management structure. The overall coordination will be overseen
by a partner organization, EDC, with a principal investigator and co-principal investigator coordinating main
activities. Two other teams instrumental to this project are an RT+ implementation team and a research team from
EDC (p. e19). Also, there is an advisory group and a technical advisory board (p. €20). Information about the
individuals on the project teams is given in detail, including their responsibilities and time commitment. There is also
an organization chart describing the project structure and reporting lines (pp. €203-e206). Project objectives and
time references that appear in Table J4 align with the research questions (pp. €217-e210). Table J5 clearly states
each program objective with the specific tasks and implementation time frames listed (p. €219).

Weaknesses:
No weakness.

Reader's Score: 10

3. (3) The relevance and demonstrated commitment of each partner in the proposed project to the
implementation and success of the project.

Strengths:

The applicant provides appropriate information on, and letters of commitment from, several appropriate partners,
including the participating school districts. The goal is to establish clear relationships with each and optimize their
expertise (pp. €237-e238). The partners will provide ongoing support for the program (p. e244). Qualifications of key
personnel are given (pp. €197-e200).

Weaknesses:
No weakness.

Reader's Score: 5
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4. (4) The quality of the plan to deliver project services more efficiently at scale and maintain effectiveness.

Strengths:

The applicants’ detailed plan to deliver project services is given in Table J5. This is organized by program objectives
with the specific tasks and implementation time frames (p. €219). Table J7 provides information on RT+
implementation strategies, such as intensive tutoring and customizing learning to support for high-needs students
(pp. €237-e238). A significant effort is the recruitment and training of tutors who will give individualized reading
instruction. Initial training is held over two days, with added training during the school year (p. €227).

Weaknesses:
No weakness.

Reader's Score: 5

5. (5) The quality of the mechanisms the applicant will use to broadly disseminate information and resources
on its project to support further development, adaptation, or replication by other entities to implement
project components in additional settings or with other populations.

Strengths:

The applicant documents several types of dissemination documents and activities in a project repository. These
include articles for academic journals, practitioner-focused materials, materials for conference presentations, and
project reporting (pp. €198, €242).

Weaknesses:

The applicant does not present a clear plan for dissemination of findings. There is no mention of specific
conferences in this field of practice, which are a main dissemination mechanism, nor do they mention specific
academic journals or trade journals for literacy practitioners.

Reader's Score: 4
Selection Criteria - Quality of Project Design

1. The Secretary considers the quality of the design of the proposed project. In determining the quality of the
design of the proposed project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

Reader's Score: 18

Sub

1. (1) The quality of the logic model or other conceptual framework underlying the proposed project, including
how inputs are related to outcomes.

Strengths:

The applicant presents a basic logic model with key components, mediators and outcomes for the schools, tutors
and students. Goal statements for student achievement are mentioned as outcomes (p. e 188).
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Weaknesses:
No weakness.

Reader's Score: 15

2. (2) The extent to which the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed project are
clearly specified, measurable, and ambitious yet achievable within the project period, and aligned with the
purposes of the grant program.

Strengths:

The applicant’s four main objectives state outcomes for the proposed project’s implementation. The project is
organized by program objectives with the specific tasks and implementation timeframes. Specific benchmarks will
be established with the advisory board (p. €219). Six research questions will be investigated that relate to the
project’s implementation (pp. €207-e210).

Weaknesses:

The objectives fail to quantify targets for student achievement, which is the focus of the proposed project. The
objectives mainly measure the implementation of tasks and cost analysis that support the objectives rather than
specific student measures.

Reader's Score: 3

Selection Criteria - Quality of the Project Evaluation
1. The Secretary considers the quality of the evaluation or other evidence-building of the proposed project. In

determining the quality of the evaluation or other evidence-building, the Secretary considers the following
factors:

Reader's Score: 0

Sub

1. (1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will, if well implemented, produce evidence about the
effectiveness of the project on relevant outcomes that would meet the What Works Clearinghouse
standards without reservations, as described in the What Works Clearinghouse Handbooks.

Strengths:

Weaknesses:

Reader's Score:

2. (2) The extent to which the evaluation will provide guidance about effective strategies suitable for
replication or testing and potential implementation in other settings.

12/6/25 9:53 PM Page 5 of 7



Sub
Strengths:

Weaknesses:

Reader's Score:

3. (3) The quality of the evaluation plan for measuring fidelity of implementation, including thresholds for
acceptable implementation, to inform how implementation is associated with outcomes.

Strengths:

Weaknesses:

Reader's Score:
4. (4) The extent to which the design for implementing and evaluating the proposed project will result in

information to guide possible replication of project activities or strategies, including valid and reliable
information about the effectiveness of the approach or strategies employed by the project.

Strengths:

Weaknesses:

Reader's Score:

Priority Questions

Competitive Preference Priority - Competitive Preference Priority 1

1. Competitive Preference Priority 1: Returning Education to the States (up to 10 points).
Project or proposals that will be carried out by one or more of the following entities:
(a) State educational agencies (as defined in 20 U.S.C. 7801(49))

(b) An Indian Tribe (as defined in 25 U.S.C. 5304(e)), Tribal organization (as defined in 25 U.S.C. 5304(l)), or Tribal
educational agency (as defined in 20 U.S.C. 7452(b)(3))

(c) Consortia of the entities identified under this priority.

Strengths:
N/A
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Weaknesses:
N/A

Reader's Score: 0

Competitive Preference Priority - Competitive Preference Priority 2
1. Competitive Preference Priority 2: Expanding Education Choice (High-Impact Tutoring) (up to 5 points).

Projects or proposals that will expand access to education services that accelerate learning such as high-impact
tutoring.

Note: Applicants are encouraged to review the evidence related to education services that accelerate learning,
including high-impact tutoring, and to cite the highest-level of evidence supporting their response to the
competitive preference priority in their application.

Strengths:

The applicant’'s RT+ project will expand access to education services through use of high-impact tutoring to accelerate
learning. High-impact tutoring is largely used in the earlier grades (p. 13). Tutoring will be individualized and integral to
the school day. The strategy is designed to narrow reading gaps that developed in the early grades and have persisted
for several years by developing strong tutor-student relationships and engagement.

Weaknesses:

No weakness

Reader's Score: 5

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 11/24/2025 03:55 PM
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Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 11/24/2025 03:55 PM

Technical Review Coversheet

Applicant:  Education Development Center, Inc. (S411B250015)

Read er #3 *kkkkkkkkk
Points Possible Points Scored
Questions
Selection Criteria
Significance
1. Significance 15 0
Strategy to Scale
1. Strategy to Scale 35 0
Quality of Project Design
1. Project Design 20 0
Quality of the Project Evaluation
1. Project Evaluation 30 26
Sub Total 100 26
Priority Questions
Competitive Preference Priority
Competitive Preference Priority 1
1. Returning Educ to States 10 0
Sub Total 10 0
Competitive Preference Priority
Competitive Preference Priority 2
1. Expanding Educ Choice 5 0
Sub Total 5 0
Total 115 26
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Technical Review Form

Panel #7 - Midphase - 9: 84.411B

Reader#3 kA ARk AKX KhA KK

Applicant: Education Development Center, Inc. (S411B250015)
Questions

Selection Criteria - Significance

1. The Secretary considers the significance of the proposed project. In determining the significance of the
proposed project, the Secretary considers:

Reader's Score: 0
Sub

1. The extent to which the proposed project introduces an innovative approach, such as a modification of an
evidence-based project component to serve different populations, an extension of an existing evidence-
based project component, a uniqgue composition of various project components to explore combined
effects, or development of an emerging project component that needs further testing.

Strengths:

n/a

Weaknesses:
n/a

Reader's Score: 0
Selection Criteria - Strategy to Scale

1. The Secretary considers the applicant’s strategy to effectively scale the proposed project for recipients,

community members and partners. In determining the applicant’s strategy to effectively scale the proposed
project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

Reader's Score: 0
Sub

1. (1) The extent to which there is unmet demand for broader implementation of the project that is aligned with
the proposed level of scale.

Strengths:
n/a
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Weaknesses:
n/a

Reader's Score: 0

2. (2) The feasibility of the management plan to achieve project objectives and goals on time and within
budget, including clearly defined responsibilities, timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project
tasks.

Strengths:
n/a

Weaknesses:

n/a

Reader's Score: 0

3. (3) The relevance and demonstrated commitment of each partner in the proposed project to the
implementation and success of the project.

Strengths:

n/a

Weaknesses:

n/a

Reader's Score: 0

4. (4) The quality of the plan to deliver project services more efficiently at scale and maintain effectiveness.

Strengths:
n/a

Weaknesses:

n/a

Reader's Score: 0
5. (5) The quality of the mechanisms the applicant will use to broadly disseminate information and resources

on its project to support further development, adaptation, or replication by other entities to implement
project components in additional settings or with other populations.

Strengths:
n/a

Weaknesses:
n/a
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Reader's Score: 0
Selection Criteria - Quality of Project Design

1. The Secretary considers the quality of the design of the proposed project. In determining the quality of the
design of the proposed project, the Secretary considers the following factors:

Reader's Score: 0

Sub

1. (1) The quality of the logic model or other conceptual framework underlying the proposed project, including
how inputs are related to outcomes.

Strengths:
n/a

Weaknesses:

n/a

Reader's Score: 0

2. (2) The extent to which the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed project are
clearly specified, measurable, and ambitious yet achievable within the project period, and aligned with the
purposes of the grant program.

Strengths:
n/a

Weaknesses:
n/a

Reader's Score: 0
Selection Criteria - Quality of the Project Evaluation

1. The Secretary considers the quality of the evaluation or other evidence-building of the proposed project. In
determining the quality of the evaluation or other evidence-building, the Secretary considers the following
factors:

Reader's Score: 26

Sub

1. (1) The extent to which the methods of evaluation will, if well implemented, produce evidence about the
effectiveness of the project on relevant outcomes that would meet the What Works Clearinghouse
standards without reservations, as described in the What Works Clearinghouse Handbooks.
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Strengths:

A randomized control trial (RCT) will utilize a three-level block randomized design (blocked on district, randomized
at the school level, and with students as the unit of analysis) that is designed to meet What Works Clearinghouse
(WWC) standards without reservations (pp. €9, €33). Following assessments, half of the schools will be randomly
assigned to participate in the RF+ intervention condition and half to a business-as-usual control condition, with
delayed treatment used to preserve the integrity of the comparison group as the participants progress through
grades 6 - 8. In accordance with WWC (2022), differential attrition will be assessed and sensitivity analyses will be
conducted, including multiple imputations to evaluate the robustness of missing data findings (p. €36). Clear and
appropriate recruitment criteria are delineated (p. €33). the Education Development Center’s three-phased
evaluation culminates in a two-year Impact Study to estimate RF+'s effects on student literacy outcomes (p. €30),
with analyses following an intent-to-treat model, using a three-level regression for each outcome (p. €211). An
Advisory Board will serve as an external review panel (p. €36) and is composed of qualified individuals with relevant
experience (e.g., EIR and i3 Principal Investigators, middle grades reading assessment, tutoring intervention
expertise, and education intervention scale-up and policy analyses; p. €201-202).

Weaknesses:

The power analysis in Appendix J4.1 (p. e215) suggests “a minimum of 24 districts (at least 72 schools) is needed
to detect an effect of the anticipated size. To account for attrition, we will recruit approximately 10% more districts,
for a final sample size of 27 districts and 80 schools.” Despite these calculations, the sample proposed to be used in
the narrative project evaluation design section (p. €32) is stated as “22 districts, 66 schools, and approximately 790
students (accounting for 10% attrition).” Thus, it is unclear if the proposed sample size (with or without accounting
for attrition) will have sufficient statistical power to detect the anticipated effect size.

Reader's Score: 12

2. (2) The extent to which the evaluation will provide guidance about effective strategies suitable for
replication or testing and potential implementation in other settings.

Strengths:

The logic model (p. e188) includes appropriate mediators and moderators at the school, tutor, and student levels to
inform implementation and testing in other settings. Research questions (p. €31-32) comprehensively step through
findings (related to impact, implementation, mediators, moderators, cost effectiveness, and scaling successes and
challenges). Questions are designed to advise education leaders, policymakers, and researchers in scaling
effective tutoring strategies and contextual factors to support middle grades readers. The recruitment plan attends
to the inclusion of both diverse districts and diverse students. It includes documentation of school and tutor
characteristics to clarify participating populations in relation to results and ultimately to enhance generalizability (p.
e33). Sufficient detail is provided for replication of the research design, methods, and analysis as part of pre-
registration on the Registry of Efficacy and Effectiveness Studies (REES) (pp. €34, €36, and €38).

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses noted.

Reader's Score: 5

3. (3) The quality of the evaluation plan for measuring fidelity of implementation, including thresholds for
acceptable implementation, to inform how implementation is associated with outcomes.

Strengths:

Fidelity of implementation is included at the tutor-level in the high-dosage tutoring logic model (p. €188). Primary
outcomes anticipated under Goal 2 (Implement RF+) at scale include collecting data across contexts and using
those data (i.e., fidelity, cost, feasibility, and effectiveness) to inform regional scale-up efforts (p. €29). Following the
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U.S. Department of Education's fidelity of implementation (FOI) framework, a matrix across adherence, quality of
delivery, dosage, participant engagement, and adaptation will be developed with state and district partners (p. €37).

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses noted.

Reader's Score: 5

4. (4) The extent to which the design for implementing and evaluating the proposed project will result in
information to guide possible replication of project activities or strategies, including valid and reliable
information about the effectiveness of the approach or strategies employed by the project.

Strengths:

Primary outcomes anticipated under Goal 3 (Evaluate effectiveness of RF+) at scale include collecting data on
contextual variations that can be useful in guiding possible replication to inform for whom, how, and under what
conditions the intervention will likely be most effective (p. €30). Similarly, impact and cost-effectiveness data are
planned to be disseminated under Goal 4 (Scale RF+ as alternative model for SEAs) to guide policy and practice
relevant to improving the likelihood of success with future scale-up and Competitive Preference Priority 2 returning
education to the states (p. €30). Student outcomes will be assessed via the CAPTI ReadBasix that is appropriate for
capturing foundational reading for the target grades across states and has demonstrated evidence of reliability and
validity consistent with WWC standards (pp. €34, e207). The Informational Text Skills Instrument and
Comprehensive Decoding Instruction Observation Protocol instruments demonstrate sufficient internal consistency
reliability (p. €207).

Weaknesses:

Although the team plans to adapt measurement tools from existing sources (such as the Tutoring Survey
Instruments and the Assessing ELA Curriculum Shifts Toolkit; pp. €30-e31), the proposal lacks details of the validity
and reliability of the selected instruments and does not include the plan for assessing the validity and reliability of
the adapted instruments or tutor interview and instructional logs protocols to be developed (p. €208).

Reader's Score: 4

Priority Questions

Competitive Preference Priority - Competitive Preference Priority 1

1. Competitive Preference Priority 1: Returning Education to the States (up to 10 points).
Project or proposals that will be carried out by one or more of the following entities:
(a) State educational agencies (as defined in 20 U.S.C. 7801(49))

(b) An Indian Tribe (as defined in 25 U.S.C. 5304(e)), Tribal organization (as defined in 25 U.S.C. 5304(l)), or Tribal
educational agency (as defined in 20 U.S.C. 7452(b)(3))

(c) Consortia of the entities identified under this priority.

Strengths:

n/a
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Weaknesses:

n/a

Reader's Score: 0

Competitive Preference Priority - Competitive Preference Priority 2
1. Competitive Preference Priority 2: Expanding Education Choice (High-Impact Tutoring) (up to 5 points).

Projects or proposals that will expand access to education services that accelerate learning such as high-impact
tutoring.

Note: Applicants are encouraged to review the evidence related to education services that accelerate learning,

including high-impact tutoring, and to cite the highest-level of evidence supporting their response to the
competitive preference priority in their application.

Strengths:

n/a

Weaknesses:

n/a

Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 11/24/2025 03:55 PM
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