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Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 11/24/2025 03:53 PM

Technical Review Coversheet

Applicant:  Putnam County District School Board (S411B250018)

Reader #2: *kkkkkhkkk
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 29
Sub Total 100 29
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 29
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Technical Review Form

Panel #2 - Midphase - 4: 84.411B

Reader #2: *k Kk kKKK KKK
Applicant: Putnam County District School Board (S411B250018)

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 unique composition of various project components to explore combined
effects, or development of an emerging project component that needs further testing.

Strengths:
NA

Weaknesses:
NA

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:
NA
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Weaknesses:
NA

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:
NA

Weaknesses:
NA

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:
NA

Weaknesses:
NA

Reader's Score: 0
4. (4) The quality of the plan to deliver project services more efficiently at scale and maintain effectiveness.
Strengths:

NA

Weaknesses:
NA

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:
NA

Weaknesses:
NA
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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:

NA

Weaknesses:
NA

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:
NA

Weaknesses:
NA

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: 29

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:

The leadership of the proposed evaluation team demonstrates strong expertise in conducting research that meets
the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) standards (e26). The applicant provides clearly defined random
assignment procedures and blocking criteria (e36) that comply with WWC standards without reservation (WWC, V5,
p16, p38).

The power analysis (€39) estimates minimum detectable effects (MDE) of .06 for student outcomes and .14 for
teacher outcomes. The assumptions used in computing these MDE’s are reasonable and grounded in data from the
prior phase of the project, reflecting expected participation numbers for each population.

The applicant provides well-designed procedures to minimize and control participant attrition (€39) including
randomization, limited duration, and protocols to address excessive attrition through baseline equivalence
procedures (e40). All of the components are consistent with WWC standards (WWC, V5, p17-p18)

The multilevel modeling approach (e40), which includes covariate analysis of demographic characteristics, is
appropriate for the nested structure of data for the target population and is likely to provide information about
primary and mediating factors contributing to the variance observed in outcome measures.

The outcome measures are well-validated and use reliable instruments (e41-e42) compliant with WWC standards
(V5, p. 27). Additionally, the statistical model (e134) accounts for student-, teacher-, and school-level outcomes,
supporting a comprehensive evaluation of the project’s effects and the interrelationship of impacts to covariates.

Weaknesses:

While the proposal indicates that incentives (€39) will be offered to teachers to reduce attrition and encourage data
collection, the description lacks specificity regarding the type, timing, and contingency of these incentives. There is
potential for respondent bias if incentives are provided in conjunction with the project activities or timelines.

Reader's Score: 14

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 applicant provides a comprehensive and multi-tiered dissemination plan including professional publications,
conference presentations, educational research databases, and regional and statewide dissemination channels
(e33-e34). The proposal also indicates that the researchers will share project data and fidelity measures with
potential replicators, further supporting transparency and scalability. These actions demonstrate a well-conceived
strategy to provide information that will facilitate implementation in other educational settings.

In addition, the contextual factors analysis (e42) and differential impact analysis described by the applicant will
enable potential replicators to identify the conditions and settings where the proposed treatment would have a
higher likelihood of effectiveness. Together, these elements strengthen the project’s capacity to inform future
implementation and testing efforts.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses are observed.
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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:

The Connect Trainer Credential (e30) described by the applicant-will be awarded to those who complete prescribed
training and other activities-provides a strong foundation for assuring fidelity of implementation. In combination with
other activity measures such as protocols, fidelity rubrics, and module development tools, the applicant establishes
a clear target level of overall fidelity of implementation (e31).

The applicant proposes a dedicated implementation evaluation study (e43) to examine how key components of the
intervention are impacted by setting and how implementation fidelity interacts with outcome measures. These
analyses are likely to provide a strong picture of the impact of fidelity on outcomes.

The proposal also addresses variations in fidelity through Research Questions 7a-7c (e44), supported by data on
program delivery, dosage, and alignment with the program model. In conjunction with addressing these questions
the applicant provides detailed information in Appendix J12 (e143) specifying identified strategies, fidelity
thresholds, and data sources. These procedures are likely sufficient to provide an accurate and detailed description
of implementation fidelity and impact on outcomes.

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses are observed.

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:

The external evaluator is included in the project management plan (Table 1, e23) with participation beginning at
program inception. The proposal specifies an evaluation reporting cadence (e144) that includes quarterly and
annual updates, as well as a final evaluation report that includes implementation, impact, and cost-effectiveness.
These procedures are robust, directly related to project elements and clearly integrated into project management
activities and the timeline. The information derived from these activities about program impacts and challenges
should address the concerns and aims of replicators.

This structure allows for the evaluator to monitor implementation progress throughout the project and to offer timely
feedback on potential challenges or modifications of project components.

The logic model (€36, e54) contains a succinct display of inputs, activities, outputs, and outcomes, providing a
concise visual framework to guide implementation, collection of evaluation data and interpretation of outcomes. The
model also includes the analysis of mediating variables that may impact outcomes, strengthening the validity of
subsequent analyses.

The Research Questions addressed by the evaluation are comprehensive (e38) and directly align with the project’s
logic model (e54). They include both main effects and expected outcomes, including student achievement (€37),
and exploratory issues, including mediating factors. Additionally, Table J8 (e136-e138) provides a detailed timeline,
measures, and methods for addressing all Research Questions, including questions 8 and 9 (e45, e138) which
focus on replication issues related to fidelity and variations in outcomes by school, grade, and content area.

12/3/25 11:37 AM Page 6 of 8



Sub

Collectively, these components, when addressed by the intended data collection, can greatly assist replicators in
understanding the potential impact of the intervention in their setting.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses are observed.

Reader's Score: 5

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:
NA

Weaknesses:
NA

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:
NA

Weaknesses:
NA
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Reader's Score: 0

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 11/24/2025 03:53 PM
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Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 11/24/2025 03:53 PM

Technical Review Coversheet

Applicant:  Putnam County District School Board (S411B250018)

Reader #1 : *kkkkkhkkk
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 20
Quality of the Project Evaluation
1. Project Evaluation 30 0
Sub Total 100 70
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 75
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Technical Review Form

Panel #2 - Midphase - 4: 84.411B

Reader #1: *k Kk kKKK KKK
Applicant: Putnam County District School Board (S411B250018)

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 unique composition of various project components to explore combined
effects, or development of an emerging project component that needs further testing.

Strengths:

The applicant provides a robust and well-developed description of the proposed Rural Connect Florida (RC-FL)
project, which expands a previously implemented K-8 program by expanding services to include grades 9-10
teachers in rural Florida schools (e19-e20). This extension demonstrates a thoughtful adaptation of an evidence-
based model to meet the needs of the target population. Recognizing the persistent challenges of reading
proficiency gaps, teacher turnover, and shortages, the applicant introduces a cohesive framework that integrates
rigorous standards alignment, active student engagement, and high-leverage instructional practices (HLPs) (e16-
€18). These elements reflect an intentional effort to combine multiple evidence-based components into a unified
model that promotes both teacher expertise and student learning outcomes. Finally, the inclusion of a graphic
representation of “Where Evidence Meets Engagement” illustrates the program conceptual approach to the content
(e18). This reinforces the project’s innovative focus on connecting evidence-based instruction with student-centered
engagement strategies.

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses are noted.

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:
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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 applicant clearly identifies the absence of meaningful professional learning (PL) experiences for secondary
teachers, particularly in small rural districts (€21). These schools often employ teachers who are teaching subjects
outside their certification area or who are newly or alternatively certified. The proposed project responds to this
unmet need by providing critical professional learning and support designed to improve their instructional practice
and strengthen teacher retention (e22). The applicant effectively demonstrates that the successes of the early
phase project created clear need and justification for expansion of the project to include secondary teachers. This
project has the potential to ensure alignment and between the identified need and the proposed scale of
implementation.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses are noted.

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:

The applicant provides a well-structured and detailed management plan that clearly includes milestones, activities,
responsible personnel, and timelines for each phase of the project (€23). A comprehensive management plan is
also provided in the Appendix (e126-e130). Additionally, key personnel are clearly identified, and their roles and
qualifications are described in the narrative (e24-e30). Resumes included for key personnel in the Appendix (e55-
€96) further demonstrate the team’s experience and ability to achieve the project’s objectives on time and within
budget.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses are noted.

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 an in-depth and clear description of the project’s partners, led by the tri-consortia structure of
the Northeast Florida Educational Consortium (NEFEC) and its partners Panhandle Area Educational Consortium
(PAEC) and Heartland Educational Consortium (HEC). This structure demonstrates strong organizational capacity
and an existing foundation for collaboration. Several additional partners are identified, and their specific roles and
contributions are well described (e27-e29). Letters of support and commitment from the partners are included in the
appendix and confirm each partner’'s engagement and alignment with the project’s goals and implementation plan.
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Weaknesses:
No weaknesses are noted.

Reader's Score: 5

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

Strengths:

The applicant outlines a detailed plan for efficient and effective delivery of project services centered around four
primary elements: facilitator training, content adaptation, building school capacity, and access to professional
learning (PL) (€29). The Train the Trainer (TtT) model will be implemented to adapt existing modules to ensure
consistency and scalability across sites. Figure 4 (e30) provides a graphic representation of the phased
implementation timeline. Content will be refined to align with state standards, and capacity-building efforts will
extend to administrators and coaches as part of the teacher training process. Also, school-based PL will be offered
both in person and virtually (e31-e32), supporting accessibility and sustainability across diverse school contexts.

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses are noted.

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 describes a comprehensive plan for dissemination to share the results of the proposed project with
local, regional, and national audiences (e33). Dissemination strategies include the publication of journal articles and
conference presentations to share project information. Additionally, the project team proposes the creation of an
open-access portal to host open-source materials for practitioners, policymakers, and researchers (€34). This
approach supports transparency and encourages scalability of the project model across different educational
settings.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses are noted.

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: 20

Sub
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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 provides a detailed logic model in the Appendix (e54) that provides a conceptual framework for the
project. The model clearly shows the relationships between core activities, mediators, and short-, medium-, and
long-term outcomes using flow chart arrows to represent the logical progression of impact. The applicant also
defines four key components of the project design: Summer Connect Academy, Regional Connect PLCs, School
Leader PL, Practice-Connected Support (€35-€36). These components are aligned with the intended outcomes and
supported by the logic model’s structure.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses are noted.

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 identifies three clear goals for the proposed project: accelerate student achievement in literacy and
across K-10 content areas; to increase educator efficacy, collective efficacy, instructional practice, and retention;
and to refine a sustainable, cost-effective, and replicable model for literacy-embedded regional PL (€57). The
intended outcomes, performance measures, and targets are provided in Appendix J6 (e131). The targets are
defined in measurable terms and appear to be both ambitious and achievable within the project period.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses are noted.

Reader's Score: 5
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:
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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
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.
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C. 5304(1)), or Tribal educational agency (as defined in 20 U.S.C. 7452(b)(3))

(c) Consortia of the entities identified under this priority.
Strengths:
The applicant does not qualify for CPP1

Weaknesses:

The applicant does not qualify for CPP1

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 states that the RC-FL program will expand access to the state’s high-impact tutoring program by supporting
school leaders to integrate personalized student learning initiatives with their core literacy instructional goals (e15).

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses are noted.

Reader's Score: 5

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 11/24/2025 03:53 PM
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Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 11/24/2025 03:53 PM

Technical Review Coversheet

Applicant:  Putnam County District School Board (S411B250018)

Reader #3: *kkkkkhkkk
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 20
Quality of the Project Evaluation
1. Project Evaluation 30 0
Sub Total 100 70
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 3
Sub Total 5 3
Total 115 73
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Technical Review Form

Panel #2 - Midphase - 4: 84.411B

Reader #3: *k Kk kKKK KKK
Applicant: Putnam County District School Board (S411B250018)

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 unique composition of various project components to explore combined
effects, or development of an emerging project component that needs further testing.

Strengths:

The proposed project represents a strategic extension of a successful Early Phase Education Innovation and
Research (EIR) model that demonstrated positive impact on student achievement in English Language Arts (ELA)
across K-8 schools (e19). The applicant proposes to expand the model to grades K-10, ultimately serving 1,560
teachers and up to 31,000 students across 78 schools, including 70 rural sites (e11, e14-e15). This significant
scale-up reflects potential for significance by generating new evidence and attention to addressing the needs of
rural schools.

Additionally, the project plans to introduce integration of an existing state-sponsored high-impact tutoring initiative
into the broader intervention framework (e15, €21). This alignment of research-based instructional practices with
targeted tutoring support strengthens the innovation by combining complementary strategies that address both
teacher capacity and direct student learning needs.

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses are noted.

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:
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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 applicant provides compelling evidence of clear need and unmet demand for broader implementation of the
proposed project. Using relevant research and statistics on current performance levels for schools and students that
will be targeted for the intervention, the proposal demonstrates significant achievement gaps among the target
student populations (e15-e18). The inclusion of state and local performance data establishes a strong rationale for
expanding the model to additional schools and districts, particularly those serving high-need and rural communities.

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses are noted.

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:

The applicant presents a comprehensive and feasible management plan that is supported by a team of experienced
personnel with a demonstrated track record of success managing large-scale, complex projects. Roles,
responsibilities, and lines of accountability are clearly articulated, and resumes of key personnel provide evidence of
the team’s collective capacity to execute the proposed activities effectively and within budget (e24-e29).
Additionally, nearly all project staff have extensive experience in district and school settings (€55-e83), enhancing
the likelihood that the management team can navigate implementation challenges, maintain strong communication
with educational partners, and ensure timely progress toward objectives.

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses are noted.

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 substantial evidence of strong and relevant partnerships that demonstrate broad
commitment to the project’'s implementation and long-term success. Fifteen Letters of Support from district
superintendents affirm their intent to participate or praise their prior participation in the project (e189-e205). In
addition, the applicant has secured twelve additional Letters of Support from external organizations including two
state agencies, two university centers, two district/school consortia, and a U.S. Representative (€150-166). These
commitments and engagement across policy, research, and practice sectors underscore the project’s credibility,
relevance and alignment with local priorities.

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses are noted.

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 applicant presents a well-developed and feasible plan for scaling project services efficiently while maintaining
effectiveness. The proposed timeline and scope of activities appear to be reasonable given the number of full- and
part-time staff (e23) and the large-scale reach of the project across numerous sites, teachers, and students (e15).

The proposal identifies four primary levers for successful scaling (€29) and explicitly articulates a goal to scale with
fidelity while building a sustainable, cost-effective, and replicable model. The integration of a cost-effectiveness
analysis into the project’s formative assessment process demonstrates strong organizational discipline and a
proactive approach to continuous improvement (e15, €23, €37, €43, e131-e133). Collectively, these elements
reflect a thoughtful, evidence-based strategy for scaling that balances growth with quality assurance.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses are noted.

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 outlines a comprehensive and multi-faceted dissemination plan that effectively supports replication
and adaptation of the project’'s components across diverse contexts. The plan includes publications in peer-
reviewed journals and presentations at local, state, and national conferences to reach practitioners, researchers,
policymakers, and other key stakeholders (e33), ensuring both academic rigor and practitioner relevance.
Furthermore, the project plans to provide open-sourced materials and tools from the project in an online platform
and share resources through partner networks (€34). This increases access to key project resources to help
improve the likelihood that project findings, resources, and best practices will be adopted or adapted.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses are noted.

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: 20
Sub

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

The applicant presents a clear and well-developed conceptual framework that is strongly supported by research
(e36-e37) and effectively illustrates the relationship between inputs, activities and intended outcomes. The logic
model is well articulated, clearly mapping how project resources and implementation strategies are expected to
produce the desired short- and long-term outcomes. Collectively, these components demonstrate an evidence-

based theory of change that supports the project’s design and potential to generate meaningful results (e54).

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses are noted.

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 identifies three clearly defined main goals, specifically to accelerate student achievement in literacy,
increase educator efficacy to improve practice and retention, and to implement with fidelity at scale. These goals are
supported by objectives and outcomes that are well articulated, measurable, and ambitious, yet achievable during
the life of the grant (e15, €37, e131-e133). The alignment of goals and outcomes with the purposes of the EIR
program demonstrates a coherent and results-driven framework that supports continuous improvement.

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses are noted.

Reader's Score: 5
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:
NA

Weaknesses:
NA
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Sub

Reader's Score: 0

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:
NA

Weaknesses:
NA

Reader's Score: 0

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:
NA

Weaknesses:
NA

Reader's Score: 0
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:
NA

Weaknesses:
NA

Reader's Score: 0

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.
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Strengths:

No strengths are noted.

Weaknesses:

The applicant is not a State Education Agency, an Indian Tribe, Tribal organization, Tribal education agency, nor a
consortium of such entities. Therefore, the applicant does not meet criteria for this priority.

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 proposes to leverage existing state resources and programming through the Florida Tutoring Advantage
initiative to integrate high- impact tutoring (HIT) within the proposed project model (e15, e20-21, €28, €32, €36). This
approach effectively builds upon an established evidence-based strategy to accelerate learning and expand student
access to individualized instructional support.

Weaknesses:

The proposal does not clearly specify whether the participating schools are already receiving support from the state’s HIT
or if access will be contingent upon project participation. Additionally, the degree to which HIT services are embedded in
the overall project model as a fully integrated component versus a parallel program, remains unclear. Finally, the proposal
does not address contingency plans for sustaining or assuming responsibility for HIT delivery should state funding be
reduced or eliminated during the life of the grant or beyond.

Reader's Score: 3

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 11/24/2025 03:53 PM
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