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Strategy to Scale
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Technical Review Form

Panel #12 - Midphase - 14: 84.411B

Reader #1: *k Kk kKKK KKK
Applicant: Arkansas Department of Education (S411B250041)

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: 12
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 project demonstrates a strong and innovative approach by combining a proven structured literacy program with
emerging Al-enabled tutoring technology within a comprehensive statewide framework, representing a novel
advancement in literacy interventions (e14). It extends existing evidence-based practices, such as UFLI
Foundations, while exploring the potential of Al to personalize learning and reduce teacher burden, which is a
cutting-edge contribution to the field (e16). The project’s design to evaluate this integrated system through rigorous
experimental methods in authentic, large-scale settings underscores its innovative nature—testing new models of
scalable, sustainable literacy reform (e11). Its emphasis on creating a replicable, technology-enabled infrastructure
positions it as a pioneering effort to transform literacy education and address persistent gaps for vulnerable
populations (e16).

Weaknesses:

The project’s Al technology may not effectively address linguistic and dialectical diversity, which could limit its ability
to provide accurate, real-time feedback to linguistically diverse students (e14, 16). It also assumes that all students
have access to the necessary digital infrastructure and literacy skills, which may not be the case, potentially
reducing equitable implementation (e16). Additionally, the Al system’s capacity to adapt to individual language
variations without ongoing customization is not explicitly addressed, risking reduced effectiveness for some
populations (e16).

Reader's Score: 12
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: 33

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 proposal effectively addresses a significant unmet demand for scalable, evidence-based literacy interventions,
as evidenced by the widespread adoption of UFLI by over 600,000 teachers globally and the large number of
students served annually (e17). The data demonstrate that the current reach exceeds available capacity for
professional development, highlighting a critical need for scalable training models to meet educator demand (e17-
18). Arkansas represents a particularly suitable context for statewide expansion, given existing legislative mandates
and the high prevalence of literacy gaps, especially in rural and underserved districts (e18). The success of early
ADE-UFLI pilots confirms the strong demand for a coherent, integrated literacy system that aligns with state policies
and addresses persistent performance gaps (e17-18, 46). The project’s scope of implementation across 80 schools
is appropriately ambitious yet manageable, designed to capture geographic and demographic diversity while
providing a rigorous evaluation framework (e18). Overall, the evidence underscores a substantial unmet need for
scalable, evidence-based literacy solutions that this project is well-positioned to address effectively.

Weaknesses:

There was no weakness observed.

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 management plan demonstrates a comprehensive and well-structured approach to achieving project objectives
within the designated timeline and budget, with clearly delineated responsibilities, milestones, and phases that
promote accountability (e18-20, 48-51). The leadership team from ADE, UFLI, and evaluation partners is clearly
defined, with specific roles in overseeing implementation, evaluation, and scale-up activities, ensuring coordinated
efforts and expertise across all phases (€18-19). The phased approach—Planning and Readiness, Implementation
and Evaluation, and Synthesis and Scale-Up—provides a logical sequence for achieving milestones, with
measurable targets such as fidelity and training completion, supporting the feasibility of timely project delivery (e19-
20). The use of data dashboards and ongoing monitoring protocols facilitates adaptive management, allowing for
real-time adjustments to ensure fidelity and effectiveness (e18). The inclusion of detailed timelines, deliverables,
and accountability mechanisms suggests a robust plan to meet objectives efficiently and within budget (e19, 48-51).

Weaknesses:

There was no weakness observed.

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.
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Strengths:

The proposed project demonstrates a strong and well-aligned partnership structure, with each partner bringing
essential expertise and a demonstrated commitment to the successful implementation and sustainability of the
statewide literacy initiative (€20-21). ADE’s leadership in policy, system management, and resource dissemination
is complemented by UFLI’s recognized expertise in scalable literacy instruction and professional development,
ensuring instructional quality and coherence (e20-21). B & W Evaluation’s deep experience in rigorous research
and evaluation methods further strengthens the project’s capacity to monitor progress, assess fidelity, and inform
continuous improvement (e20). The partners’ long-term investments—over 19 staff and substantial resources—
highlight their shared dedication and capacity to sustain the project beyond the grant period, aligning with the
project’s goals for lasting systems change (e21). The mutual reinforcement of mission-critical roles among the
partners exemplifies a coordinated and committed approach, increasing the likelihood of project success (e21).

Weaknesses:

There was no weakness observed.

Reader's Score: 5

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

Strengths:

The plan to deliver project services at scale demonstrates a comprehensive approach that addresses key barriers
while maintaining program integrity and effectiveness (e21). The use of readiness assessments and flexible,
asynchronous professional learning modules allows for tailored onboarding, supporting districts with varying
capacities without sacrificing quality (e21-22). The implementation of a multilayered fidelity monitoring system,
combining self-assessments, coach observations, and automated analytics, ensures ongoing fidelity and rapid
response to implementation challenges (€22). Leveraging existing regional infrastructure and training facilitators
locally enhances the capacity for sustainable professional development, reducing reliance on external trainers and
promoting long-term scalability (e22). Cost-efficiency measures, including digital delivery and Al tools, aim to
optimize resource use and reduce recurring costs, supporting sustainability (€22). Embedding structures within
Arkansas’s broader literacy infrastructure and establishing partnerships with higher education institutions foster
sustainability beyond the grant period by integrating evidence-based practices into pre-service training (€22).

Weaknesses:

The fidelity monitoring system may become resource-intensive, which could challenge its ongoing sustainability
across districts, potentially impacting fidelity (e22). Variations in district capacity and infrastructure could lead to
inconsistent implementation, affecting overall program effectiveness (e21). Additionally, high initial costs for
technology and training may strain district budgets and make it difficult to maintain the program long-term if ongoing
funding beyond this grant cycle is not secured, risking the program’s continuity and the ability to achieve sustained
improvements in fidelity and outcomes (e22).

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 dissemination strategy demonstrates a comprehensive and systematic approach to sharing project findings,
resources, and tools that support replication, adaptation, and scaling across diverse educational settings (e22). It
emphasizes real-time dissemination of evidence, practical tools, and lessons learned through multiple channels,
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including open-access repositories, websites, webinars, and policy briefs, ensuring broad reach and usability (e22).
Collaborations with national organizations such as CCSSO and NASDSE, along with peer-reviewed publications
and conference presentations, enhance the credibility and impact of dissemination efforts (e23). The integration of
sustainability measures, such as partnerships with higher education institutions for pre-service training and ongoing
professional development, supports continued dissemination beyond the project period (€23). Dedicated oversight,
including metrics and quality assurance, reflects a strong commitment to transparency, accessibility, and ongoing
improvement (e23).

Weaknesses:

There was no weakness observed.

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: 14

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 conceptual framework underlying the project is very good, linking teacher learning, instructional practice, and
student outcomes through a well-supported theory of change grounded in the science of reading and
implementation science (e24). It maps how inputs such as professional development, instructional components, and
system supports interact to produce short-term teacher gains and long-term student literacy improvements,
demonstrating many logical and evidence-based connections between activities and outcomes (e24). The
framework’s emphasis on mediating variables like teacher knowledge and self-efficacy as mechanisms for change
provides a coherent explanation of how evidence-based practices translate into student success, ensuring the
project’s design is both logical and feasible (e24). Additionally, the project’s logic model operationalizes the theory
of change into several specific, measurable activities and outcomes, further strengthening its conceptual integrity
(e24). Overall, the framework integrates the science of reading, implementation science, and systems change to
support sustainable literacy improvements (e24).

Weaknesses:

The framework does not specify how implementation quality will be managed across diverse settings, limiting its
ability to address variability in context and fidelity (e24). It over relies on inputs such as training and supports to
produce results without clearly outlining how these inputs will be monitored or adjusted, which could hinder
consistent implementation; for example, the plan does not specify frequency or methods for evaluating the
effectiveness of training sessions or support strategies (e24). The framework lacks strategies for ongoing adaptation
and systemic challenges, which could affect the sustainability and scalability of the project (e24).

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
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the project period, and aligned with the purposes of the grant program.

Strengths:

The project’s goals, objectives, and outcomes are mostly specified, measurable, and ambitious yet achievable
within the project period, aligning directly with the grant’s purpose (e26). Each goal is linked to specific, quantifiable
targets, such as recruiting 80 schools, achieving 285% fidelity, and increasing Grade 3 proficiency by 10 points,
demonstrating a logical progression toward impactful results (€27-29). The objectives encompass both process
measures, like training, fidelity, and implementation, and outcome measures, such as student literacy gains and
proficiency increases, ensuring appropriate evaluation of progress and success (€26). The structured timeline and
key outputs support the achievability of these milestones within the designated timeframe, reflecting a well-designed
plan (e26). Overall, the project demonstrates a nice alignment of goals, objectives, and outcomes that are both
aspirational and realistically grounded in evidence and capacity (€26).

Weaknesses:

The goals are well-defined but may be overly ambitious within the timeline, such as achieving =210-point gains in
Grade 3 proficiency by 2030 (e26-27). The reliance on complex activities like integrating UFLI, training 360
educators, and embedding literacy poses implementation risks (€27-29). Targets like reducing Tier 3 students by
25% may not account for district variability, affecting outcomes (e28).

Reader's Score: 4
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:
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

12/6/25 8:53 AM Page 6 of 8



Sub

Weaknesses:
N/A

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 Arkansas Department of Education’s existing mission and policies demonstrate a strong commitment to ensuring
equitable access and participation in the UFLI-AR project, aligning with federal legal requirements and prioritizing
underserved populations (e8, e10-11). The project explicitly targets rural and high-poverty districts within the R.I.S.E.
network, which supports equitable distribution of resources and opportunities (e116). The department’s approach includes
a commitment to iteratively identify and address barriers to participation, ensuring ongoing efforts to promote inclusivity
throughout the project duration (e10-11). This proactive stance on equity reflects a clear alignment with the priority of
returning education to the states and supports broad, fair access to project benefits (e8). Overall, the department’s
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policies and targeted strategies provide a solid foundation for equitable engagement in the project (8, e10-11).

Weaknesses:

There are no observed weaknesses.

Reader's Score: 10

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 effectively uses Al-driven high-impact tutoring to personalize literacy support at scale, supported by high-
quality evidence to accelerate learning (e11). It structures feedback and actionable planning for teachers around core
instruction, intervention, and HIT to ensure alignment and student success (€93). Its policies and ongoing efforts to
remove participation barriers promote equitable access for all students, including underserved populations (e116). Overall,
this approach strategically expands evidence-based literacy interventions, enhancing student outcomes (e11).

Weaknesses:

The plan lacks specific strategies to address digital access and literacy barriers, risking unequal engagement among
underserved students. It also does not detail how ongoing stakeholder feedback will improve accessibility, which could
limit equitable participation (e11, e116).

Reader's Score: 3

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 11/24/2025 04:01 PM
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Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 11/24/2025 04:01 PM

Technical Review Coversheet

Applicant:  Arkansas Department of Education (S411B250041)

Reader #2: *kkkkkhkkk
Points Possible Points Scored
Questions
Selection Criteria
Significance
1. Significance 15 12
Strategy to Scale
1. Strategy to Scale 35 35
Quality of Project Design
1. Project Design 20 16
Quality of the Project Evaluation
1. Project Evaluation 30 0
Sub Total 100 63
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 4
Sub Total 5 4
Total 115 77
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Technical Review Form

Panel #12 - Midphase - 14: 84.411B

Reader #2: *k Kk kKKK KKK
Applicant: Arkansas Department of Education (S411B250041)

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: 12

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 describes a very good project that introduces an innovative approach while providing an extension of
an existing evidence-based project component. University of Florida Literacy Institute (UFLI) already turns
classroom progress-monitoring data into actionable insights and helps teachers design individualized, specific
lessons for students who may require additional literacy support. As of September 2025, 600,000 teachers
worldwide use UFLI Foundations serving approximately 10 million students (e17).

The next step of adding the Project Read Al Tutor is meant to expand and improve UFLI. For example, this new
addition of Al provides high impact tutoring because it listens to students read aloud, detects errors in real time, and
provides specific feedback and scaffolding for each student while reducing the logistical demands on teachers and
saving them time (e13-e15). This new combination of tutoring will expand statewide for large-scale impact across
the state particularly in rural and low-income areas (e15-e16).

Weaknesses:

It is difficult to determine if this is an innovative approach because there is a lack of information about prior research
data detailing the effectiveness of Project Al Tutor-especially with regards to potential scalability. (Evidence Form,
€119-e120).

Reader's Score: 12
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 proposal accurately sets forth a compelling argument that there is an unmet demand for broader
implementation of this project that is aligned with the proposed level of scale (e11-e12, e17-e24). If a child is not
reading at grade level by third grade, the trajectory of the student’s life is altered forever (Hernandez, 2011). For
example, the child is more likely to drop out of school and experience barriers in future education opportunities,
employment, and even civic participation (e11). Additionally, the applicant contends, only 28% of fourth-grade
students in Arkansas performed at or above the Proficient level in 2024 and outcomes were even lower for
vulnerable groups such as students with disabilities and students from low-income families (e12).

To support broader implementation, Arkansas recently enacted The Right to Read Act (2017) and LEARNS Act
(2023) (e17). Together these Acts require that all K-6 teachers demonstrate proficiency in the science of reading
(e17). However, performance gaps persist. For example, teachers and administrators experience fragmented
resources and limited coaching opportunities (e17). Therefore, the UFLI Arkansas Effectiveness Study (UFLI-AR)
responds to these unmet demands by scaling up across 80 elementary schools (e18).

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses were indicated.

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 powerful and detailed management plan that demonstrates the ability of the Arkansas
Department of Education (ADE) to achieve project objectives and goals on time and within budget, including clearly
defined responsibilities, timelines, and milestones for accomplishing project tasks (€20-e21, e46-€51). The key
personnel are well-qualified, and their responsibilities are aligned with the success of this project. For example, the
Co-Project Director is well-qualified, and her responsibilities include statewide leadership, fiscal oversight, and
aligning activities with the Right to Read Act and the RISE Initiative (e48). Additionally, the Director of the UFLI has
responsibilities that include having her lead professional learning and implementation systems and fidelity
monitoring (e48). Additionally, the proposal provides a comprehensive timeline broken into quarterly segments and
complete with aligned milestones (e50-e51). For example, during Quarter 3 (Jul-Sep 2026) both the ADE and the
UFLI will conduct summer PD for Cohort 1, launch UFLI portal integration, finalize fidelity tools and dashboards
(e50).

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses were indicated.

Reader's Score: 10
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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 successfully describes the relevance and demonstrated commitment of each partner in the proposed
project to the implementation and success of the project (€20). The three partners are the ADE, UFLI, and B & W
Evaluation (B & W). All partners have made significant contributions toward the design and implementation of UFLI-
AR resulting in continuity and lasting change. For example, the ADE provides statewide leadership, fiscal
management, and policy alignment which will provide stability for the proposed project. Additionally, UFLI maintains
a network of 42 implementation specialists who will serve as the implementation and professional learning partner
(e20).

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses were indicated.

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 provides a high-quality plan to deliver project services more efficiently at scale to maintain
effectiveness. For example, the ADE plans to utilize its own impressive infrastructure to employ their technology-
enabled delivery systems and monitor a continuous feedback loop. Additionally, the proposal addresses the
potential of differences among districts and using readiness assessments plan to tailor onboarding supports (e21).

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses were indicated.

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 presents an extensive plan that demonstrates the quality of the mechanisms they will use to broadly
disseminate information and resources. For example, ADE will provide downloadable material for no charge.
Additionally, the ADE will utilize statewide newsletters, webinars, and their annual Literacy Leadership Institute that
will reach administrators, literacy coaches, and classroom teachers across Arkansas (e23). Lastly, they plan to
coordinate with institutes of higher learning to integrate UFLI into preservice teacher preparation programs (e24).

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses were indicated.

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:
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Reader's Score: 16
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 strong Logic Model provides project components as well as three different outcomes: short, medium, and long.
For example, one project component includes a full day implementation PD, refresher webinars, and targeted
follow-ups with teachers that produce a short-term outcome of teachers implementing UFLI foundations with fidelity
(e86). The applicant’s overall conceptual framework integrates the science of reading with the science of
implementation (e26).

Weaknesses:

The project design is somewhat ill-defined as the specific inputs are unclear (e86). For example, the recruitment of
teachers for professional-learning systems, leader training sessions, and online coaching lack details (26, €86).

Reader's Score: 12

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 includes a well-organized and sufficient conceptual framework including four goals each with clear,
well-defined objectives, and specific, measurable outcomes (e26-e29). For example, Goal 3 states: Improve
Students’ Early Literacy Skills and Reading Performance. Objective 3.1 for this Goal states: Collect baseline and
follow-up literacy assessments and track progress annually. One desired outcome for this objective states that:
>80% of students use Al Tutor weekly (e28).

Weaknesses:

A few outcomes may be overly ambitious. For example, one outcome states that there will be a > 10-point increase
in Grade 3 proficiency rate by 2030 (e28). This may or may not be achievable depending on the educational context
and the baseline reading proficiency of participating students. Without a detailed rationale for the choice of
outcomes and their thresholds, it is difficult to determine whether they are ambitious yet achievable.

Reader's Score: 4
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
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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

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) 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
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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(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:

This proposal will be carried out by: (a) A state educational agency, the Arkansas Department of Education. The program

will serve 80 elementary schools with a focus on rural and high-poverty districts within the state’s Reading Initiative for
Student Excellence (RISE) (e11).

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses were indicated.

Reader's Score: 10

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 provides a complete high-impact tutoring proposal, building on the research of Gage (2025), that will likely
accelerate learning when scaled up to serve their youngest students, K-2, before they start to fall behind their peers. For
example, in the Gage research the largest impacts were in decoding, phonemic awareness, and oral reading accuracy.
Therefore, UFLI strengthens literacy growth in K-2 students. (e15).

Weaknesses:

The proposal lacks details around the exact mechanisms used to provide high-impact tutoring (e11).

Reader's Score: 4

Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 11/24/2025 04:01 PM
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Status: Submitted
Last Updated: 11/24/2025 04:01 PM

Technical Review Coversheet

Applicant:  Arkansas Department of Education (S411B250041)

Reader #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 30
Sub Total 100 30
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 30
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Technical Review Form

Panel #12 - Midphase - 14: 84.411B

Reader #3: *k Kk kKKK KKK
Applicant: Arkansas Department of Education (S411B250041)

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:
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: 30

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 applicant presents an excellent evaluation plan that, if well implemented, has a strong likelihood to produce
evidence about project effectiveness that would meet What Works Clearinghouse standards without reservations. A
cluster randomized control trial will be conducted to estimate the impact on student literacy outcomes (€29).
Schools will be randomly assigned across three cohorts with half of the schools participating in the program and the
other half serving as comparison schools. As a result of this randomization at the school level, treatment
contamination will be prevented (€32-33). To produce equivalence between the school groups, blocked random
assignment will be used based on district type, prior-year school-level literacy proficiency, and Title | status. The
applicant will provide financial incentives to offset local costs, use a dashboard to monitor fidelity, and provide
immediate support when needed as a means to ensure low attrition (€33). Considering the large sample size (80
schools with 9 teachers each and 20 students per classroom), the research design shows that it has sufficient
power to detect a minimum effect size on literacy outcomes (e34; Appendix J).

The research study is anchored by appropriate, cogent research questions that can be answered using results
produced by validated literacy instruments. The study will specifically examine the impact of the program on literacy
skills including phonological awareness, decoding, word recognition, fluency, and comprehension (e31). To assess
student outcomes, a standardized, curriculum-independent measure of foundational skills (DIBELS) will be
administered to K-2 students three times each year. Results from the state’s established third grade English
Language Arts assessment will also be used (e31; Table J-4). Data from these assessments will be analyzed with
three-level hierarchical linear models (e35) which is a rigorous approach. An independent evaluation team will be
responsible for developing and directing the research study, integrating real-time data dashboards to inform ongoing
improvement, coordinating data collection, and conducting data analyses (e19, Table J-2).

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses found.

Reader's Score: 15

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 plan will provide excellent guidance about effective strategies suitable for replication and potential
implementation in other settings. The plan will clearly produce generalizable knowledge on how to scale evidence-
based literacy systems at the state and national levels by providing evidence, tools, and lessons (€16, €32). The
applicant’s replicable implementation packages and adaptation guidance list the type of replication package,
intended context, non-negotiable components, adaptable features, and intended impact. The three packages are
prepared for different users: typical schools with moderate readiness and stable staffing; rural or low-capacity
schools with limited literacy infrastructure; and multi-district adoption or statewide expansion. The guidance will
enable users to select the model that best meets their capacity and readiness level while still maintaining the
integrity and quality of the program (e37, Table J-5).

Additionally, implementation activities, such as coaching dosage, professional development modality, and
leadership routines, will be coded using an implementation-science taxonomy specifying the actor, action, dose, and
mechanism of change. Fidelity and strategy-use data will be combined into a fidelity index for adherence, dosage,
and quality, which will help users identify the best package that is most predictive of high-quality implementation
(e36-37).

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses found.

Reader's Score: 5
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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 evaluation plan is extensively developed for successfully measuring fidelity of implementation. Major milestones
have been established for 85 %overall fidelity and 100% teacher training completion (e19). Implementation data will
be triangulated from fidelity rubrics, coaching logs, and usage analytics (€35). To maintain fidelity of implementation
throughout the grant, the applicant will use a multifaceted monitoring system that incorporates teacher self-
assessments, coach observations, and automated analytics. Project partners will meet each quarter as a means to
establish continuous feedback loops in reviewing and addressing any gaps or needed support within and across
cohorts (e21-22).

Several factors of program fidelity will be assessed including adherence, dosage/exposure, quality of delivery, and
participant responsiveness. Appropriate data sources will be used to assess fidelity such as teacher and coaching
logs, observation rubrics, attendance records, portal usage logs, and a fidelity rubric (€37-38, Table J-6).
Accordingly, thresholds for acceptable implementation levels have been established. For example, adherence at or
above 80% is considered a high implementation level and moderate is defined from 60-79% (e38).

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses found.

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 comprehensive evaluation plan is substantially developed to guide replication of project activities and
strategies. The plan includes valid and reliable information about project effectiveness that would support adaptation
in different contexts (€38). The project’s commitment to consistent, reliable measurement across cohorts will ensure
that results are comparable for future users. Information including program fidelity and the randomized control trial
outcomes will be featured in an implementation playbook in addition to the three strategy packages (€39). The
evaluation team will provide full transparency and replicability by archiving de-identified datasets, analytic code, and
study instruments (€23). Additionally, a hub will be created to house implementation tools, training assets, and
evidence syntheses produced by the project. The contents will include fidelity rubrics, coaching protocols,
professional learning modules, observation tools, and other replicable resources (€39).

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses found.

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))
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(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

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 04:01 PM
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