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Technical Review Coversheet

Applicant:  Massachusetts Department of Elementary & Secondary Education (S411B250047)
Reader #1: dekkkkokkkkok

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 17
Quality of the Project Evaluation
1. Project Evaluation 30 0
Sub Total 100 67
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 82
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Technical Review Form

Panel #11 - Midphase - 13: 84.411B

Reader#1: kA ARk AKX KhA KK

Applicant: Massachusetts Department of Elementary & Secondary Education (S411B250047)

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:

Given the evidence provided, the project has tremendous capability to introduce an innovative approach. According
to the narrative at the start of the application, the BOOST program is a tutoring program to serve students in grades
1 through 3, with plans to expand the Massachusetts DESE’s evidence-based high-dosage literacy tutoring to a 2nd
grade low-dosage literacy tutoring intervention (page e€10). The expanded project will include a randomized
controlled trial that looks at three tutoring groups: a control group, 1st-grade HDLT group, and a 1st-grade HDLT
with a 2nd-grade LDLT group. This program is innovative because it seeks to combine two interventions of both
high and low dosage tutoring. The previous program is proven to be evidence-based because of a study conducted
by the American Research Institute. Literacy growth took place for students who participated (page e 11), which
demonstrates a need to modify the previous project to serve different populations, as Project BOOST aims to do.

Weaknesses:
None 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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Reader's Score: 35

Sub

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

Strengths:

The proposed project does demonstrate that it is fulfilling an unmet need for early grades literacy improvement in
the state of Massachusetts. Historical data from the 4th-grade NAEP shows declines in reading achievement over
multiple years (pages e15-16. The initial DESE high-dosage literacy tutoring served 16,000 high-need students in
grades K-3. This initial tutoring program received positive results based on the project evaluators’ report. Local
education agencies have requested services from DESE and, consequently, created the BOOST program to meet
some of those needs.

Weaknesses:
None 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 has provided clear evidence that leads to the feasibility of the management plan to achieve its project
objectives and goals. There is a logical timeline of implementation for BOOST. The first year will be a planning
period, with a pilot taking place in the second year. The pilot will start the combination of high and low dosage
tutoring for the targeted population (pages e18-19). The applicant has put extensive thought into exactly what will
happen and when. The pilot includes field testing and refinement of the new LDLT. In terms of structure, there is a
cohort model to support full implementation, which takes place starting in year three. Figure 4 on pages 19-20
provides a pictorial illustration of exactly what will happen from year to year. Defined responsibilities of key people
and organizations are explained in the narrative (pages €20-21). The Massachusetts DESE has established a
statewide infrastructure for literacy instruction due to the earlier project.

Weaknesses:
None identified.

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 proposed project does demonstrate the commitment of each partner. Partners are first presented on page e8.
Johns Hopkins University Center for Research and Reform in Education (CRRE) will serve as the third-party
evaluator of the project. All five currently approved tutoring providers in Massachusetts have also agreed to partner
if selected through the state procurement process. These partnerships are long-standing with existing systems of
coordination to support the project expansion (page e21). The partners had input into the design of BOOST. There
are several letters of support in the application appendix that demonstrate a broad commitment to the project
(pages e79-87).
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Weaknesses:
None 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 proposed project can deliver project services more efficiently at scale. The applicant is very experienced in this
work, having delivered the previous literacy tutoring program to multiple school districts and students. The previous
statewide literacy action plan, teacher training, policies, and regulations will benefit the expansion (BOOST).
Previous scaling of the project demonstrated effectiveness as the number of schools and students increased (page
e22).

There is a Statewide Tutoring Implementation Toolkit in place that also supports scaling as well as replication.

Weaknesses:
None identified.

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 has demonstrated that there are multiple mechanisms to broadly disseminate information and
resources. In the narrative, there is a discussion of the website developed to empower educators with evidence-
based practices for literacy. The website has various sections to address key components such as skills for early
reading, how to lead MTSS, and early literacy educator preparation. Information and resources will be shared to
include research reports and key implementation tools (pages €22-23).

Weaknesses:
None 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:

Reader's Score: 17

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 logic model located on page e88 is well organized with inputs, outputs, activities, and outcomes at varied times
throughout the project implementation. Most outcomes focus on the effectiveness of the project regarding student
growth and scaling. These outcomes are aligned well with the six goals of BOOST.

Weaknesses:

Looking at the labeling of the outcomes and comparing them to the inputs, there are no outcomes for the staff.
Specifically on page e88, the logic model lists staff as DESE staff experienced in the implementation of the high-
dosage tutoring, along with LEA and School Coordinators, training in the implementation of the tutoring. These staff
members are not represented in the outcomes section of the logic model, creating some disconnect between the
inputs and outcomes.

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 applicant does present evidence to demonstrate that goals, objectives, and outcomes can be achieved, and
they are specific as well as measurable. Goals and objectives, as well as outcomes, are all articulated within the
application narrative, as well as the appendix. In terms of measures, the applicant explains how outcomes will be
measured on page e31. Student literacy will be measured via standardized assessments. The quality of tutoring will
be measured by collecting data during sessions that focus on nature, dosage, and quality (page e€25). Further, there
is a survey of literacy supports that will collect data on instructional resources, interventions, and the curricula used
in participating schools. Finally, there are plans to measure the fidelity of the implementation plan and the
thresholds.

Weaknesses:
None 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:

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.
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Strengths:

Weaknesses:

Reader's Score:

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

Strengths:

Weaknesses:

Reader's Score:

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

Strengths:

Weaknesses:

Reader's Score:

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

Strengths:

Weaknesses:

Reader's Score:

Priority Questions
Competitive Preference Priority - Competitive Preference Priority 1
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:
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(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:
This proposed project will be facilitated by the Massachusetts Department of Secondary and Elementary Education, which
clearly defines returning education to the states (page €39).

Weaknesses:

None identified.

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 BOOST project will expand a clear delivery of high-impact tutoring to more students and schools in the state based
on the expansion. For example, there are plans to accelerate learning based on the combination of two types of tutoring:
high-dosage and low-dosage (page €39). The Randomized Control Study (RCT) will help to further accelerate learning
because it will identify important factors such as dosage, duration, and other contextual factors to sustain literacy gains
made by students. There will be delivery through innovative delivery models (page €39).

Weaknesses:

None identified.

Reader's Score: 5

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:  Massachusetts Department of Elementary & Secondary Education (S411B250047)
Reader #2: dekkkkokkkkok

Points Possible Points Scored
Questions
Selection Criteria
Significance
1. Significance 15 15
Strategy to Scale
1. Strategy to Scale 35 35
Quality of Project Design
1. Project Design 20 18
Quality of the Project Evaluation
1. Project Evaluation 30 0
Sub Total 100 68
Priority Questions
Competitive Preference Priority
Competitive Preference Priority 1
1. Returning Educ to States 10 10
Sub Total 10 10
Competitive Preference Priority
Competitive Preference Priority 2
1. Expanding Educ Choice 5 5
Sub Total 5 5
Total 115 83
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Technical Review Form

Panel #11 - Midphase - 13: 84.411B

Reader#z: kA ARk AKX KhA KK

Applicant: Massachusetts Department of Elementary & Secondary Education (S411B250047)

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 extent to which the application introduces an innovative approach is evident through the expansion of the
current program to the proposed program. For example, the application stated that the purpose of the program was
to provide high-dosage, evidence-based tutoring (HDLT) for 1st grade students and then follow up with a lighter
dosage evidence-based tutoring in 2nd grade (LDLT). They want to see if the gains from HDLT will be sustained
over time. The program is called BOOST (Building Ongoing Outcomes in Student Tutoring. The students who will
participate in the program are in 1st - 3rd grade with more than %z of the 1st graders and 2nd graders participating in
the randomized controlled trial (RCT).) The students participating will demonstrate reading difficulties by scoring
below or significantly below on the DIBELS assessment. BOOST will expand on a high-dosage literacy tutoring
program (DESE). The Innovation of the program is to address the challenge of sustaining student outcomes from
high-impact tutoring beyond the initial treatment period by addressing dosage and duration. (E10-E15)

Weaknesses:
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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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 application clearly demonstrates unmet demand for broader implementation through the identification of the
current Early Literacy Tutoring Program that was launched in 2021. The program services 66 LEAs, 325 schools,
and 10,000 students with a specific focus for students in K-3. The application stated that the current tutoring
duration is a 10-12 week cycle of high-dosage tutoring with 2-5 sessions per week. Additionally, the application
provided evidence of the lack of growth in the state reading achievement scores for students in 4th grade. Data was
also presented to show the high percentage of students at risk in grades K-3rd throughout the state. (E10-E-17)

Weaknesses:
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 application provided a management plan that appears highly feasible, with clearly defined roles, timelines, and
milestones that support timely completion of project goals. For example, starting on page E185-E195, the
application included a chart with the activities, timeline and responsible party for all of the activities and milestones
for each of the goals and objectives. The responsible parties included the project director, school coordinators,
vendors, and evaluators. Each of the activities built upon each other and were concluded by the milestone for each
of the objectives. For example, in order to accomplish objective 1.2 of implementing the program to 1260 high
needs students in cohort A schools, the activities were to revise the statewide implementation toolkit based on the
pilot year evaluation and to issue the application for cohort A to the LEAs. The milestone was to select the 63
schools for cohort A. On page E19, the application also included a table to demonstrate the cohort implementation
for each year of the project and their yearly movement. Additionally, the program staff and main responsibilities
were identified as the director, school coordinators, and evaluators. (E20)

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses identified.

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 application demonstrates strong partner relevance and commitment by stating that they have worked with their
identified partners for a period of 5 years. The partners identified included Johns Hopkins University, the school
districts and the Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents. Letters of support were provided to
demonstrate the partnerships and past commitments to the program. E21 and E 79-E84)

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses identified.
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Sub

Reader's Score: 5

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

Strengths:

The application presents a high-quality plan to deliver project services efficiently at scale while maintaining
effectiveness by stating that they will use the statewide literacy action plan, implement a comprehensive statewide
literacy development program, provide teacher training to enable the teachers to implement evidence-based literacy
instruction and conduct literacy assessments in grades K-3 to support the identification of high needs students.
(E21-E22). The application will build on the current Early Literacy Tutoring program and expand the statewide
tutoring implementation toolkit in order to replicate it and share it. (E21-22).

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses identified.

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 application provides a clear and effective plan for disseminating project findings to support adaptation or
replication by other entities. For example, the application plans on building a comprehensive website that will be
dedicated to “Mass Literacy”. This will empower the educators with evidence-based practices for literacy and will
include components such as the core literacy block, skills for early reading, early literacy in educator preparation
and resources for families and communities. Additionally, there will be a section in the website that will be dedicated
to the sharing of information, resources and materials as it relates to the program. This will include all research
reports and key implementation tools. E22-E23)

Weaknesses:
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:

Reader's Score: 18
Sub

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

The application presents a well-constructed logic model/conceptual framework that clearly links inputs to intended
outcomes. On pages E88-E89, the application includes the logic model with the components of inputs, activities,
outputs, short-term, mid-term and long-term outcomes. The inputs are divided into categories of staff, aligned
policies and programs, funding, infrastructure to scale and data.

Weaknesses:

The application includes staff goals in the input section of the logic model but does not address them within the
outcomes. Without this information, it is difficult to ascertain how the two goals of having experienced staff to
implement the program and the training of LEA and school coordinators will occur. (E88-E89)

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 application clearly specifies goals, objectives, and outcomes that are measurable, ambitious, and achievable
within the project period. For example, the application states that they will have six project goals with each of them
having objectives and outcome measures. The goals listed were to expand access to high-impact tutoring for high
need students, to measure the impact of the proposed program vs the existing program, to identify the dosage,
duration and contextual factors, to optimize statewide tutoring investments through sustainable, scalable delivery
models, to develop evidence-based toolkit to support implementation and to disseminate resources and findings to
support the program beyond the state. (E23-E26). Furthermore, in the management plan on pages (E185-195), the
goals, objectives, and milestones are provided to include the timeline of implementation.

Weaknesses:
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:

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.

12/6/25 8:54 AM Page 6 of 7



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:

Starting on page E39, the application effectively demonstrates compliance with statutory requirements for project
implementation by stating they will build on the statewide infrastructure for implementing early grade literacy that is
currently in place in the state. The application refers back to the Early Literacy Tutoring Program. (E39)

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses identified.

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 application effectively addresses the competitive priority by expanding access to education services that accelerate

learning such as high-impact tutoring by providing both HDLT and LDLT to students in grades K-3rd for consecutive years
instead of only providing HDLT for one year. (E39)

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses identified.

Reader's Score: 5

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:  Massachusetts Department of Elementary & Secondary Education (S411B250047)
Reader #3: dekkkkokkkkok

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 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 #11 - Midphase - 13: 84.411B

Reader#3: kA ARk AKX KhA KK

Applicant: Massachusetts Department of Elementary & Secondary Education (S411B250047)
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: 28

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 proposal outlines a cluster RCT, randomizing at the school level, blocking within districts to ensure balance
(e29). The study will examine both the initial impact of high-dose literacy tutoring (HDLT) and the cumulative impact
of HDLT followed by low-dose literacy tutoring (LDLT; e8). Impact analysis will use an intent-to-treat (ITT)
framework (€32), meaning participants will be analyzed according to the group they were originally assigned to,
reducing bias and drawing more accurate conclusions.

A significant strength of the proposed evaluation is the use of a pilot study before the larger impact study (e18, €88).
The smaller pilot study will focus on field-testing and refining the proposed low-dosage literacy tutoring and as well
as piloting all evaluation instruments.

This demonstrates the applicant’s commitment to the feasibility and practicality of implementation.

Finally, the proposal addresses many of the common concerns in a cluster-randomized trial, including appropriate
covariates in the impact analysis model (€32) and an a priori power analysis that supporting the prediction of
detecting an effect at the proposed sample size (€30). By accounting for these concerns, the precision of effect
estimates will be increased as well as the reliability of outcome evidence. This proposal outlines a solid evaluation
plan that, if well executed, could provide evidence of effect in line with WWC standards.

Weaknesses:

A long-term outcome in the logic model is increased student achievement on state achievement tests administered
in third grade (e88). The state achievement test is not discussed in detail in the proposal. Additional detail about the
measure, particularly regarding its sensitivity to detect effects of an intervention delivered two years prior.

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:

A strength of this proposal is the variety of data sources used in evaluating the effectiveness of the program,
including tutoring logs, online platform data, and observation protocols (€31). Drawing on multiple sources of data
will allow the evaluation to capture multiple aspects of the program that are instrumental in replication. Further, the
study intends to include schools from urban, suburban, and rural contexts, and schools that are traditional public
schools and charter schools (€29). This will increase internal validity and support the generalizability of results.

Weaknesses:
No weaknesses noted.

Reader's Score: 5

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

Strengths:

A significant strength of the evaluation proposal is the use of a Year 1 pilot study with 590 + 150 participants (e18).
This pilot phase demonstrates the applicant’'s understanding of the need to field-test and refine measures and
procedures through an iterative process before the larger impact study.
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Weaknesses:
No weaknesses noted.

Reader's Score: 5

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

Strengths:

The logic model (e88) clearly demonstrates the proposals commitment to developing and refining an
implementation toolkit. An existing toolkit will be modified to include knowledge gained from the pilot study and
refined annually each year of the study. Further, one of the primary goals of the study is to identify contextual
factors driving sustained literacy (€190). The proposal intends to collect detailed contextual data on school
resources and literacy supports across conditions (e34). These data will be summarized into contextual factor

reports at several points throughout the study (e88), providing valuable information for understanding the conditions
that facilitate sustained literacy improvement.

Weaknesses:

The proposed evaluation plan may not be sensitive enough to detect information critical for an effective of the high
dose literacy tutoring or the low dose literacy tutoring. The proposal only presents a plan to monitor the number of
students who receive tutoring (e214) and their relative growth (e216); however, there is no discussion of measuring
the variability in instruction that will surely be seen across individual tutors and tutoring program. It is important to

monitor all dynamics of all components of a program, both large and small, to produce the most valid and reliable
information for replication of these activities in the future.

Reader's Score: 4

Priority Questions

Competitive Preference Priority - Competitive Preference Priority 1

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

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

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

Strengths:
N/A

Weaknesses:
N/A

Reader's Score: 0
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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:
N/A

Weaknesses:
N/A

Reader's Score: 0

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