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Technical Review Coversheet 

Applicant: North Dakota Department of Public Instruction (S411B250023) 
Reader #1: ********** 

Questions 

Points Possible Points Scored 

Selection Criteria 
Significance 

1. Significance 15 15 

Strategy to Scale 
1. Strategy to Scale 35 32 

Quality of Project Design 
1. Project Design 20 15 

Quality of the Project Evaluation 
1. Project Evaluation 30 0 

Sub Total 100 62 

Priority Questions 
Competitive Preference Priority 

Competitive Preference Priority 1 
1. Returning Educ to States 10 10 

Sub Total 10 10 

Competitive Preference Priority 
Competitive Preference Priority 2 

1. Expanding Educ Choice 5 5 

Sub Total 5 5 

Total 115 77 
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Technical Review Form 

Panel #6 - Midphase - 8: 84.411B 

Reader #1: ********** 

Applicant: North Dakota Department of Public Instruction (S411B250023) 

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: 

Sub 

Reader's Score: 15 

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 offers a uniquely thorough proposal that harnesses the power of intructional technology and past best 
practices for supportinng reading intervention at the elementary level. For example, the applicant is utilizing Amira’s 
human-like artificial intelligence (AI) to deliver micro-interventions to support reading intervention (e12; e26). The 
Amira AI tool individualizes feedback in common literacy areas of asessment, which include decoding, fluency, and 
comprehension (e14). 

The proposal focuses on serving rural local education agencies (LEAs) through an innovative approach. For 
example, the applicant is utilizing Amira, an already approved North Dakota Department of Public Instruction 
(NDDPI) initiative led which has shown to produce large, statistiacally significant literacy gains (e11, e14) and 
partnering with the company to modify its platform to enhance the AI components for literacy tutoring. With the 
state-led leadership already on board and with preliminary positive results, the possibility of scaling the tool as an 
alternative to human tutoring in rural locales is immense (e13). 

Weaknesses: 
There were no weaknesses identified. 

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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Sub 

Reader's Score: 32 

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 displayed an urgent unmet need for literacy proficiency in North Dakota. For example, the 
applicant highlighted data around grade 4 literacy proficiency level being a mere 29% on the 2024 Nation’s Report 
Card while reaffirmiing the unmet need through 2023 North Dakota State Assessment (NDSA) where just 44% of 
students met literacy proficiency, down from 48% in previous years (e12). Each example displays an unmet demand 
that still exists as it relates to literacy proficiency. 

The applicant is clearly attempting to address three key barriers in scaling and sustaining implementation of the 
unmet need across its rural state after its initial implementation was not as successful as it would have liked it to be. 
For example, the applicant is addressing leadership buy-in, integration into core English Language Arts (ELA) 
instruction, and student disengagement (e17). In addition, three innovative solutions were developed to directly 
address and remediate past implementation challenges (e17-e20). 

Weaknesses: 
There were no weaknesses identified. 

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 comprehensive and detailed delineation of its partner commitments, defined 
responsibilities, and timelines (e20-e23). For example, each of the applicant’s responsibilities and qualifications are 
outlined by indicating the individual and organization and specific areas such as AI tool, professional learning, and 
evaluation. This was complimented with resumes showing qualifications and past project successes of the applicant 
and partners in lead roles (e45-e67). 

The applicant provided a clear alignment between expanding reading intervention services across rural North 
Dakota through the four program goals (e28). For example, focusing on strengthening capacity to deliver AI-based 
reading instruction with fidelity while coupling it with training that includes the development of local Amira champions 
allows the applicant to address challenges, like leadership buy-in, in developing a comprehensive project proposal 
(e-23, e-26, e28). Furthermore, the proposed intervention services are appropriately scoped and clearly aligned with 
the project’s financial plan, demonstrating that all the components can be executed within the established budget. 

Weaknesses: 
The proposal’s timeline and milestones are evolving. The milestones and deliverables are limited throughout the 
five-year plan like refine Amira platform to enhance teacher and student experience and provide booster training 
and technical assistance as these milestones are not clearly measurable and lacked clear details needed (Appendix 
J.6, e116). 
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Sub 

Reader's Score: 9 

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 clearly outlines the relevance and demonstrated commitment of each project partner (e21-e22). For 
example, Amira Learning is committing $1,180,800 of in-kind support for engineering, product testing resources, 
and license support. Also, the lead applicant the North Dakota Department of Publid Instruction (NDDPI) is offering 
$86,925 in matching funds (e104). 

The applicant secured a partner with extensive experience supporting research for U.S. Department of Education 
grants (e22). WestEd, who is serving as the independent evaluator as well as various other roles supporting the 
project, is allocating human capital such as a Senior Reasearch Director (e53-e57), Senior Researcher (e58-e62), 
and Senior Director of STEM Research (e63-e67). 

Weaknesses: 
There were no weaknesses identified. 

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 design demonstrated a clear plan to deliver project services more efficiently at scale. For example, the 
North Dakota Department of Public Instruction (NDDPI) attempt to support human capacity at all levels such as 
local, regional, and state, through developing a consortium and its demonstrated forward-thinking by supporting 
fidelity and feasibilty of the project (e23). To offer reading interventions more efficiently, the applicant is automating 
time-consuming processes such as assessment, feedback, progress monitoring, and adaptive lesson sequences 
through arificial intelligence (AI) while taking into consideration AI-to-human interaction (e23-24). In addition, the 
applicant placed a lot of emphasis on developing a cross-tiered implementation consortium of regional and local 
Champions to increase leadership buy-in for Amira” (e17). Furthermore, these Champions will help to implement 
Amira’s high-fidelity support model (e18), which strengthens the quality of the plan. 

Weaknesses: 
The applicant’s professional learning activities related to its consortium approach are somewhat inadequate. For 
example, there is mention of utilizing “consortium created resources” (e17) to support the fidelity of the 
programming. However, with limited detail regarding the professional learning activities and specific resources to be 
utilized, it remains unclear whether the project’s services can be scaled effectively while preserving the expected 
level of quality and impact. 

Reader's Score: 3 

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 provides a detailed plan of dissemination of information, resources, and results throughout the grant 
application. For example, the project team intends to harness the power of its partnerships with the Amira and 
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Sub 

WestEd to coordinate the dissemination of information related to grant activities (e16). In addition, the applicant 
indicated engaging in statewide dissemination summits (e116). Plus, at the conclusion of the project, the applicant 
intends to work with both partners in developing a practical toolkit which can be used to scale its innovative 
approach in other rural areas and states (e25). This multi-tier dissemination approach is thorough and adequately 
harnesses the power of its partnerships. 

Weaknesses: 
There were no weaknesses identified. 

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: 

Sub 

Reader's Score: 15 

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 offers an adequate logic model that directly aligns with the inputs and outputs expected of a proposal 
of this scale (e26). For example, the program models inputs sujch as the Amira’s High-Fidelity Support Model, 
professional learning for educators, and implementation dashboard, which support the activities and potential short-
term, medium-term, and long-term outcomes (Appendix G, e102, e102, e26-e27). 

Weaknesses: 
The applicant draws attention to a limited testable theory of action, which is understood to serve as its conceptual 
framework (e27). For example, it notes a three part action: (a) supporting educators with the Amira AI integration 
during core instruction, (b) strengthening student foundational skills, and (c) enabling sustained literacy growth are 
valid components. 

The components of the  logic model were not clearly labeled. For example, the Program Model and Mediators did 
not demonstrate framework of inputs, activities, outputs, and outcomes (e102). Because the components were not 
clearly labeled, the logic model invited too much interpretation, limiting clarity. 

Reader's Score: 10 

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 proposal’s goals and objectives were clearly delineated (Table C.1 e28). For instance, goal 1 of strengthening 
teacher’s ability to deliver AI-based reading instruction and offering measurable objectives such as 960 teachers 
and 100 Amira Champions trained in Science of Reading-aligned AI tutoring (e188). Another example goal states it 
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Sub 

will improve foundational reading skills and has a measurable objective of providing AI-tutoring to 23,040 students 
across 80 schools. The clear connection between the goals and measurable objectives strengthens the applicant’s 
overall program. 

The scale and measurable outcomes stated are very ambitious with an achieveable multi-phase implementation 
plan. For example, the training of 960 teachers and offering tutoring to 23,0400 students over 80 schools is a 
complex project. However, the urgency of the work is noted, which supports a project of this scale and importance 
(e12, e13, e28). 

Weaknesses: 
There were no weaknesses identified. 

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: 

Sub 

Reader's Score: 0 

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 

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 
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Sub 

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. 

Strengths: 
The applicant identified as the North Dakota Department of Public Instruction (e3), which is a State Education Agency and 
preferential for Competitive Priority #1. 

Weaknesses: 
There were no weaknesses identified. 

Reader's Score: 10

Competitive Preference Priority - Competitive Preference Priority 2 
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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 proposal clearly outlines the applicant’s intention of piloting and expanding an innovative evidence-based reading 
intervention program powered by artificial intelligence (AI) for the rural state of North Dakota while meeting the criteria for 
Competitive Preference Priority #2. For example, the applicant intends to collaboratively modify the Amira’s AI-based 
literacy tutoring program as an alternative to human tutoring while updating its platform to support student engagement 
and prevent shut down moments that disproportionately impacts struggling readers (e-13, e20). At the same time, the 
applicant intends to develop a substantially large consortium of Amira Champions to improve training and buy-in across 
various schools (e-23, e26). 

Weaknesses: 
There were no weaknesses identified. 

Reader's Score: 5 

Status: Submitted 
Last Updated: 11/24/2025 03:54 PM 
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Status: Submitted 
Last Updated: 11/24/2025 03:54 PM 

Technical Review Coversheet 

Applicant: North Dakota Department of Public Instruction (S411B250023) 
Reader #2: ********** 

Questions 

Points Possible Points Scored 

Selection Criteria 
Significance 

1. Significance 15 13 

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 66 

Priority Questions 
Competitive Preference Priority 

Competitive Preference Priority 1 
1. Returning Educ to States 10 10 

Sub Total 10 10 

Competitive Preference Priority 
Competitive Preference Priority 2 

1. Expanding Educ Choice 5 5 

Sub Total 5 5 

Total 115 81 
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Technical Review Form 

Panel #6 - Midphase - 8: 84.411B 

Reader #2: ********** 

Applicant: North Dakota Department of Public Instruction (S411B250023) 

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: 

Sub 

Reader's Score: 13 

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 offers the expansion of an artificial intelligence (AI) enabled statewide tutoring program to enhance 
the fidelity of implementation, improve decoding, fluency, and comprehension in grades K-5. The project builds on 
prior research demonstrating the successful use of an AI platform-Amira. (e.11) The program is currently available 
statewide for grades K-8, but its use varies. The project plans to scale Amira with high fidelity across the state with 
grades K-5 by adding several measures to increase use. (e.11). The project is innovative in that it offers a 
compelling alternative to human tutoring, due to its cost-effectiveness. The project offers an innovative approach to 
enhance fidelity of the program that will yield successful outcomes. (e.15) 

Weaknesses: 
More details are needed about the decline in the use of Amira last year. These details are needed to implement 
safeguards that will prevent a similar decline during the project’s implementation. (e.14) 

Reader's Score: 13 

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: 

Sub 

Reader's Score: 35 
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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 describes the state’s literacy emergency and provides data that indicate most of the students are 
struggling to read. (e.12) Additionally, they provide data from national research that confirms the need to address 
the literacy problem. The project aims to double the percentage of students proficient in reading. (e.17) The 
applicant offers impediments to leadership buy-in as one of three key barriers to scaling and offers to establish a 
consortium of regional and local champions as an effective solution to this barrier. They provide evidence showing 
that schools which used Amira Champions achieved 20% higher usage at the recommended fidelity level. (e.17) 

Weaknesses: 
No weaknesses were 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 goals, objectives, performance targets and data sources that align with a successful project 
implementation. (e.28) The applicant also presents a detailed management plan that outlines the roles and 
responsibilities of the partners and personnel along with feedback and improvement mechanisms. (e.111) A 
descriptive dissemination and replica matrix is also provided. (e.112) The detailed timeline with strategic milestones 
and deliverables that span across the duration of the grant align with the cost-effective budget to ensure the 
accomplishment of the project tasks. (e. 116) 

Weaknesses: 
No weaknesses were 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 leadership and partner responsibilities such as daily operations and coordinating activities are clearly outlined 
along with continuous improvement initiatives embedded through the duration of the project. (e.20-21) The letters 
from local education agencies provide their successful experiences on previous statewide initiatives, their support 
for improvement student literacy outcomes and their commitment to the project. (e. 68-97) The project directors 
from each partner attend bi-weekly leadership meetings where they address project-specific issues and track 
deliverables, demonstrating their willingness to collaborate to ensure the fidelity of the project’s implementation.( e. 
21) 

Weaknesses: 
No weaknesses were noted. 

Reader's Score: 5 

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

Strengths: 
The innovative plan provides a new means to support the scale of AI tutoring across rural settings. They offer 
methods to enhance human support with the use of technology rather than replace. (e.23) The efficient technology 
is maintained throughout the project as it contributes to the effectiveness of the project by integrating the 
individualized instruction without a one-to-one human tutor and allowing the teacher to assess the student’s current 
knowledge as well as determine how to proceed with future instruction. (e.24) 

Weaknesses: 
No weaknesses were 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 offers a variety of sound methods to disseminate the resources and information on the project to 
reach a large population. They propose to utilize professional social media posts such as LinkedIn, webinars, 
podcasts, as well as scholarly research articles. The dissemination of costs and cost-benefits of the project is very 
valuable and informative for future efforts. (e.25) 

Weaknesses: 
No weaknesses were 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: 

Sub 

Reader's Score: 18 

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 logic model with key components for successful implementation of the project. The model 
includes support, core activities mediators and outcomes. (e. 102). The short term, medium term and long-term 
outcomes align with the inputs and objectives. (e.26-e.27) 

Weaknesses: 
Additional information on the conceptual framework could provide more insight into the relationship between the 
inputs and related outcomes. 
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Sub 

Reader's Score: 13 

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 clearly defines the goals and objectives. For example, the goal to demonstrate sustained reading 
growth and academic achievement clearly aligns with the specific objective to increase the percentage of student 
meeting proficiency which is a major purpose of the grant. (e.28). The detailed timeline, which includes specific 
milestones and deliverables, aligns with the project goals and objectives, clearly demonstrating the ability to achieve 
the successful implementation of the project. (e.116) 

Weaknesses: 
No weaknesses were 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: 

Sub 

Reader's Score: 0 

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: 
N/A 

Weaknesses: 
N/A 

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: 
N/A 

Weaknesses: 
N/A 
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Sub 

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: 
N/A 

Weaknesses: 
N/A 

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: 
N/A 

Weaknesses: 
N/A 

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. 

Strengths: 
The North Dakota Department of Public Instruction (NDDPI) is a state education agency that is leading the project. (e. 12). 
The project is a collaborative effort with local education agencies and other partners who are committed to the fidelity and 
successful completion of the project. NDDPI, a state agency, meets the criteria for the preference. 

Weaknesses: 
No weaknesses were noted. 

Reader's Score: 10 
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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 project will use Amira which is an AI-enabled program that delivers high-impact tutoring that listens and responds like 
a highly trained human tutor. 

Weaknesses: 
No weaknesses were noted. 

Reader's Score: 5 

Status: Submitted 
Last Updated: 11/24/2025 03:54 PM 
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Status: Submitted 
Last Updated: 11/24/2025 03:54 PM 

Technical Review Coversheet 

Applicant: North Dakota Department of Public Instruction (S411B250023) 
Reader #3: ********** 

Questions 

Points Possible Points Scored 

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 28 

Sub Total 100 28 

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 28 
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Technical Review Form 

Panel #6 - Midphase - 8: 84.411B 

Reader #3: ********** 

Applicant: North Dakota Department of Public Instruction (S411B250023) 

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: 

Sub 

Reader's Score: 0 

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: 
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: 

Sub 

Reader's Score: 0 

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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Sub 

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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Sub 

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: 

Sub 

Reader's Score: 0 

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: 

Sub 

Reader's Score: 28 

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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Sub 

Strengths: 
The proposed evaluation plan is sufficiently defined and would, if well implemented, demonstrate and produce 
evidence about the effectiveness of the project on relevant outcomes that would meet the What Works 
Clearinghouse (WWC) standards with reservations.  The proposed evaluation plan includes a quasi-experimental 
design, two-level random design, that integrates technological innovation with student centered tutoring strategies 
(p.e-11, p.e-33). The evaluation, as proposed, includes both formative and summative analysis (p.e-30). 

The proposed evaluation plan is well aligned with WWC standards including considerations of attrition and 
challenges to implementation (p.e-32). The proposed evaluation plan includes specified short and long-term 
outcomes and linked mix-method strategies. The evaluation plan, as written, incorporates Amira Platform- tutor 
facilitation with human centric assessments (p.e-26). The plan proposes to include student impact indicators 
including qualitative indicators (testimonials, motivation, engagement, sentiment (p.e-25) and quantitative 
assessments including English Language Arts (ELA), state assessments, graduation rates, and interval progress 
assessments. Table C.1 establishes specific objectives, targets and indicators with clear and specific 
measurements for outcomes and progress indicators (p.e-28). 

The proposed evaluation also contains a strong and well-developed logic model that distinguishes analyses (impact, 
exploratory, implementation, etc.) to frame a comprehensive evaluation with comprehensive insights between 
students and teachers (Table d, p.e-30, p.e-34). 

Weaknesses: 
The proposed plan does not specify how or why each of the indicators are connected to the proposed 
implementation strategy or aligns with the artificial intelligence (AI) strategy to achieve proposed outcomes. (p.e-
112). 

Reader's Score: 13 

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 evaluation proposal is specific, clear, and well-structured.  The proposed plan includes strategies for replication 
and implementation (p.e-26). The proposal, as written, incorporates cost analysis and external evaluators (p.e-31). 
The evaluation plan includes qualitative and quantitative methodologies (p.e-31).  The written proposal provides a 
strong innovative strategy. Proposed strategies balance technology-based tutor with human centered assessment 
strategies (p.e-33). The proposed plan also integrates specified partnerships and plans to build on established 
tutoring studies and strategies (p e-25). The proposed evaluation plan aims to create a multi-tiered strategic 
approach that holistically implements balanced evaluation and tracking strategy with impactful academic outcomes 
(p.e-25).                                                                                        

Weaknesses: 
No noted weaknesses. 

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. 
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Strengths: 
The proposed evaluation plan demonstrates good quality and fidelity of implementation. The proposed 
implementation strategy includes an acceptably designed logic module with clear integration of strategy and 
outcomes (Table C1, p. e-28).  As proposed, the evaluation plan includes both various indications as well as 
strategies to informal improvement and specified intervals throughout the experiment.  The evaluation plan also 
incorporates independent, state, and consortium evaluation indicators (p.e-29). 

Weaknesses: 
No noted weaknesses. 

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 proposed plan, as designed, has a clear and replicable explanation of project activities. The proposed plan 
includes a well-constructed logic model, timeline, plan for partnerships, continuity strategy, etc. (p.e-23). The 
proposal includes a design for implementation that is a well-structured plan for implementation of technology, 
balanced with human intervention. The proposed strategies build from insights gained from previous pilot studies (p. 
e-24). 

Weaknesses: 
No noted weaknesses. 

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: 
N/A 

Weaknesses: 
N/A 

12/3/25 11:38 AM Page 6 of  7 



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 03:54 PM 
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