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Status: Submitted 
Last Updated: 11/17/2025 08:58 AM 

Technical Review Coversheet 

Applicant: The Board of Trustees of the University of Illinois (S411B250058) 
Reader #1: ********** 

Questions 

Points Possible Points Scored 

Selection Criteria 
Significance 

1. Significance 15 13 

Strategy to Scale 
1. Strategy to Scale 35 34 

Quality of Project Design 
1. Project Design 20 20 

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 0 

Sub Total 10 0 

Competitive Preference Priority 
Competitive Preference Priority 2 

1. Expanding Educ Choice 5 4 

Sub Total 5 4 

Total 115 71 
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Technical Review Form 

Panel #3 - Midphase - 5: 84.411B 

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

Applicant: The Board of Trustees of the University of Illinois (S411B250058) 

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: 
This project builds on an evidence-based program that has been previously effectively implemented in Nebraska 
(e25). The project focuses on economically disadvantaged students (e39). The project focuses on individual school 
contexts through Year 2 problems of practice (e20). The project has a multi-factored model bringing in professional 
development, coaching, tutoring, and leadership development to improve early literacy outcomes (e19-20). This 
program was designed and refined over the course of 5 years in Nebraska prior to being adapted by Illinois (e8, 
e11-12). Both national and Illinois data was clearly provided to demonstrate need of project. 

Weaknesses: 
Diverse student populations are not fully considered in the proposal, including english language learners and it is 
unclear how cultural factors are also considered in this project. Student with disabilities are mentioned, but their 
ability to receive additional support is isbased on team project expertise, , so support for these students is unclear 
(e19). 

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: 
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Sub 

Reader's Score: 34 

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 state of Illinois is in need of a reading intervention to meet its new House Bill. This would support the state with 
this need once it is able to get scaled even larger than this project. Letters of support represent the possibility of a 
future partnership. The proposed project is a direct response to state identified need (e12). Clear partnerships have 
been identified to support with scale (e11). 

Weaknesses: 
There are not any identified weaknesses. 

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: 
This proposal includes detailed timelines (Appendix J), a clear cohort structure, and blocked randomization of the 80 
out of 160 schools selected to receive this intervention and support (e166). This proposal clearly defines the 
responsibilities of WestEd, UIC, Coaches, and teacher support (e22-25). This proposal takes into account attrition, 
participation, and data collection (e25, e208). The partnership with the regional office should support with 
coordination of schools across the state (e21-22). 

Weaknesses: 
There are not any 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: 
This proposal demonstrates the collaboration between WestEd, UIC, and South Cook Intermediate Service Center 
which demonstrates commitment and the possible success of the project (e22-e23). Participants and partners have 
clearly defined roles in evaluation, coaching, PD delivery, teaching, and tutoring (e22-e25).The education service 
center partnerships provides support in school partnerships and the possibility of success of the project (e162). 

Weaknesses: 
This proposal does not demonstrate how school administrators and district officials will support this project and stay 
engaged with it beyond the needs assessment (e13, e18). 

Reader's Score: 4 

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

Strengths: 
This proposal outlines how literacy leaders, coaching logs, and structured PDs/ workshops will support with the 
delivery of project services (e41). Training materials, scopes and sequences, coaching protocols are all developed 
and refined during previous implementation (e26). Twice monthly leadership team meetings support with monitoring 
and project effectiveness (e24). 

Weaknesses: 
There are no weaknesses 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: 
There is a clear plan for using existing HQM (High Quality Materials) (e13, e15). There is a plan for interactive data 
snapshots and reader-friendly reports, podcast, and brief explanation videos (for families and school boards) (e39-
e40). There is a plan for materials to be accessible and translated (e40). There is a strong emphasis on sharing 
results and lessons learned with the research community through peer-reviewed journal articles, conference 
presentations (SSRE, SREE, AERA), and through posting replication packages with de-identified data, code, and 
documentation to the Open Science Framework (OSF) (e39). There is also a plan to hold a state wide literacy 
conference in Year 5, both in-person and virtually to expand reach and to develop a larger community of practice 
(e28). 

Weaknesses: 
There are no weaknesses 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: 20 

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

Strengths: 
This project incorporates evidence-based practices with new program components which help support it’s scalability 
and alignment with EIR Mid-Phase priorities (e29). The logic model of this project clearly links input to short, 
medium, and long-term outcomes (e29-32).This project highlights a clear chain from teacher support to student 
achievement to statewide literacy improvements (e42). Mediators, short, medium, and long-term outcomes are 
defined and measurable, which results in a strong conceptual framework for this project (e29). This project details 
how this tutoring is a part of MTSS and is at the Tier II level consistently (e14-15). This project also considers Tier 3 
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Sub 

intervention and specially designed instruction for students with disabilities (e26). 

Weaknesses: 
There are no weaknesses noted. 

Reader's Score: 15 

2. (2) The extent to which the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed project are 
clearly specified, measurable, and ambitious yet achievable within the project period, and aligned with the 
purposes of the grant program. 
Strengths: 
This proposal has clearly stated, measurable, and meaningful goals and objectives with specific targets (ex: 
percentage of teachers reporting increased self-efficacy, students reaching benchmark) (e29-e32). The project 
timeline and detailed look-fors help ensure that the goals are achieveable within the project period (e166-e173). 

Weaknesses: 
There are no weaknesses 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. 
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Sub 

Strengths: 
n/a 

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: 
Competetive Preference Priority 1 was not addressed. 
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Weaknesses: 
Competetive Preference Priority 1 was not addressed. 

Reader's Score: 0 

Competitive Preference Priority - Competitive Preference Priority 2 

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

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

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

Strengths: 
This project is focused around high-impact Tier II tutoring by teachers aligned with what they are doing in the classroom 
(e15). This project accounts for teacher sustainability and recruitment by providing stipends for their tutoring supports 
(e33). This tutoring is aligned with evidence-based interventions and existing best practices (e22). 

Weaknesses: 
This proposal has limited mention on how interventions/ materials are differentiation or modified for students with diverse 
needs within tutoring sessions. More detail is needed regarding how tutoring can support students. 

Reader's Score: 4 

Status: Submitted 
Last Updated: 11/17/2025 08:58 AM 
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Status: Submitted 
Last Updated: 11/16/2025 02:52 PM 

Technical Review Coversheet 

Applicant: The Board of Trustees of the University of Illinois (S411B250058) 
Reader #2: ********** 

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 #3 - Midphase - 5: 84.411B 

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

Applicant: The Board of Trustees of the University of Illinois (S411B250058) 

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: 
Fully Powered Cluster RCT Design: The proposal describes a cluster randomized controlled trial across 160 
schools with balanced treatment assignment (80 treatment, 80 control), which, if well-implemented, would meet 
WWC 5.0 standards without reservations (e-page 32-33). 

Appropriate Randomization Strategy: Uses blocked randomization by district, prior school-level reading proficiency, 
and Title I status to ensure equivalence between treatment and control groups (e-page 35). 

Comprehensive Attrition Plan: Detailed strategies to monitor and minimize attrition at cluster, teacher, and student 
levels, including WWC-compliant approaches such as intent-to-treat analysis, handling of "joiners," are included 
which will protect the study from risks associated with attrition in longitudinal research (e-pages 35-36). 

Rigorous Power Analysis: The applicant provides detailed MDES calculations (0.102-0.179 SD) using PowerUpR 
with multiple ICC scenarios and covariate adjustments, that demonstrate adequate statistical power to detect effects 
should they exist(e-page 36, Appendix J e-pages 176-177). 

Policy-Relevant Outcome Measures: The applicant proposes to use district-selected progress monitoring tools 
(DIBELS 8th Edition, i-Ready, NWEA Growth) and state summative ELA assessments for 3rd graders, which all 
have documented reliability (α > .80) (e-pages 33-34, Appendix J e-page 174). 

Pre-registration Commitment: The proposal explicitly states that "all attrition and joiner procedures, thresholds, and 
decision rules will be preregistered in REES to avoid post hoc analytic flexibility" and will make materials available 
through OSF, which is necessary for study replication (e-page 36). 

Appropriate Statistical Models: The proposal specifies three-level HLM for student outcomes and two-level HLM for 
teacher outcomes with proper nesting structures, baseline covariates, and blocking variables which will allow for 
adequate determine of impacts (e-pages 32-33, Appendix J e-pages 178-180). 

Weaknesses: 
For students below grade 3, there is variation in district-selected reading progress monitoring tools (pg e34) which 
would provide cross-school-comparability issues. 

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: 
Explicit Core vs. Adaptation Framework (pg e38): The evaluation maintains an "implementation core vs. adaptation 
framework" to distinguish non-negotiable components (standards-aligned weekly plans, formative checks, data-
driven grouping) from context-flexible options, directly supporting replication guidance. 

Comprehensive Implementation Study (pg e29-pg e38): The evaluation includes systematic measurement of fidelity 
across five dimensions (dosage, adherence, quality/integration, contextual support, participant responsiveness) with 
operational thresholds to be calibrated during pilot year, providing actionable guidance for future implementers. 

Structured Adaptation Documentation (pg e38): A structured adaptation log will document local modifications and 
perceived effects, enabling future adopters to understand how the model can be flexibly adapted while maintaining 
effectiveness. 

Replication Toolkit Development (pg e23-pg e24, pg e38): The project will produce a comprehensive Replication 
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Sub 

Toolkit including Implementation Playbook, Pacing-Guide Digitization Guide, training modules, Cost Workbook, and 
Technology-Readiness Rubric—all open-licensed and designed for use by other systems. 

Moderator and Heterogeneity Analyses (pg e34-pg e35, pg e92): The evaluation will examine variation in impacts 
by grade, EL status, disability status, baseline reading risk, and locale/Tribal status, providing evidence about "what 
works, for whom, under what conditions."    

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: 
Five-Dimensional Fidelity Framework: The applicant clearly defines observable indicators across adherence (what 
was delivered), dosage/exposure (how much received), quality of delivery (how well delivered), participant 
responsiveness (uptake and engagement), and differentiation/contrast (distinctiveness from BAU) which will allow 
for a determination of the conditions under which the program is most impactful (e-page 41). 

Multiple Data Sources: The applicant proposes to use PD workshop attendance, content coverage checklists, 
teacher and coach logs, and surveys of both treatment and control schools to establish current practices for 
comparison to ensure impacts are a result of the intervention as opposed to business as usual (e-page 41). 

Predetermined Thresholds: The application establishes "90% or greater implementation of each core component of 
WORDS" as acceptable fidelity threshold (e-page 41), ensuring standardize procedures for measuring fidelity. 

Appropriate Analytical Approach: The applicant proposes to use ITT for primary impacts to avoid post-treatment 
bias, and separate mediation analyses using five fidelity dimensions to explore differential performance which will 
aid in ensuring clarify of which elements of fidelity are most closely associated with impact (e-page 41) 

Weaknesses: 
Limited Detail on Observation Protocol: While the proposal mentions "coaches will conduct structured observations 
of core and intervention instruction to observe for implementation of evidence-based literacy instruction" (e-page 
37), it lacks specific detail about the observation protocol, inter-rater reliability procedures, sampling strategy for 
observations, or validation of the fidelity measurement tools. The proposal states fidelity measures "will be 
developed" (e-page 37, Appendix J e-page 175) but provides insufficient information about the development 
process or psychometric properties of these measures. 

Reader's Score: 4 

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. 
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Sub 

Strengths: 
Implementation Core Definition: The Logic Model provides as basis for identifying core components that should be 
implemented across settings, with qualitative analysis of adaptations made during the study to meet unanticipated 
needs. Combining the model with qualitative analysis of adaptations made during the study ensures the project can 
distinguish between essential components and necessary, contextual modifications, thereby promoting fidelity and 
replicability while remaining practical for diverse implementation sites (e-page 42). 

Validated and Reusable Measures: The applicant commits to using standardized, validated scales (TULIP, TSES, 
3D-MEA, School Leaders' Self-Efficacy Scale) with documented reliability (α ranging from .74 to .97), and will 
conduct additional psychometric testing for measurement invariance across settings and populations. Use of 
established instruments enhances the credibility and comparability of the findings, and the plan to conduct 
additional psychometric testing (like measurement invariance) further ensures the scales are valid and reliable 
across different settings and populations, maximizing the utility of the data  (e-page 42, Appendix J e-pages 174-
175). 

Rigorous Data Quality Procedures: The applicant details a strong plan for implementing range checks, 
deduplication, and cross-source audits to ensure data quality, with explicit version control for all materials. These 
systematic procedures ensure the accuracy and integrity of the collected data, and the explicit commitment to 
version control for all materials minimizes errors and guarantees that the research results are based on sound, 
reliable information (e-page 42). 

Open Science Commitment: All instruments, materials, and analysis code will be shared as open educational 
resources on LDBase.org with proper documentation (READMEs, codebooks), enabling both authentic 
implementation and analytical replication (e-page 42). 

WWC Standards Without Reservations Design: The study employs a 160-school cluster RCT with blocked 
randomization produces ITT estimates meeting WWC standards, with pre-registered contrasts and decision rules, 
small-sample cluster corrections, and multiple comparisons adjustments, all of which enhance the internal validity 
and rigor of the impact estimates  (e-pages 41-42). 

Comprehensive Replication Package: A strong commitment is made to producing practitioner-friendly "Evidence-to-
Action" toolkits, fidelity checklists, and scaling materials alongside research outputs, all released on staged timeline 
(formative memos, interim briefs, final report with full replication package). Releasing all materials on a staged 
timeline (formative memos, interim briefs, and a final report with the full package), the project ensures the findings 
are not only rigorous but also highly accessible and actionable for future scaling and implementation efforts (e-
pages 30-31, 40-41). 

Sensitivity Analysis Plan: The proposal includes sensitivity analyses comparing multiple imputation to complete-
case estimates and assess reasons for missing data. This process will ensure internal validity and guide future 
replications (e-page 42). 

Cost Model Transparency: The applicant describes a Resource Cost Model that will be fully documented with 
ingredients method detail. This transparency allows other sites and policymakers to accurately estimate 
implementation costs specific to their own local contexts, which is vital for assessing the feasibility and sustainability 
of the intervention beyond the study (e-pages 38-39) 

Weaknesses: 
No weaknesses noted. 

Reader's Score: 5 
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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 

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: 11/16/2025 02:52 PM 
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Status: Submitted 
Last Updated: 11/20/2025 10:03 PM 

Technical Review Coversheet 

Applicant: The Board of Trustees of the University of Illinois (S411B250058) 
Reader #5: ********** 

Questions 

Points Possible Points Scored 

Selection Criteria 
Significance 

1. Significance 15 15 

Strategy to Scale 
1. Strategy to Scale 35 35 

Quality of Project Design 
1. Project Design 20 20 

Quality of the Project Evaluation 
1. Project Evaluation 30 0 

Sub Total 100 70 

Priority Questions 
Competitive Preference Priority 

Competitive Preference Priority 1 
1. Returning Educ to States 10 0 

Sub Total 10 0 

Competitive Preference Priority 
Competitive Preference Priority 2 

1. Expanding Educ Choice 5 5 

Sub Total 5 5 

Total 115 75 
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Technical Review Form 

Panel #3 - Midphase - 5: 84.411B 

Reader #5: ********** 

Applicant: The Board of Trustees of the University of Illinois (S411B250058) 

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 proposed project will scale up an innovative, proven model—Workshops on Reading Development Strategies 
(WORDS)—that accelerates reading development for students in PK-3. Piloted and tested in Nebraska, the model 
includes strategies to enhance literacy achievement by delivering professional development for teachers and high-
impact tutoring for students. WORDS is a comprehensive, two-year, evidence-based literacy intervention developed 
to support teachers, improve instruction, and enhance reading outcomes for students. Focused on the early 
elementary years, the proposed project will be implemented in 160 schools. WORDS addresses evidence-based 
literacy at multiple levels by 1) enhancing general classroom reading instruction; 2) improving alignment between 
assessment and instruction; 3) implementing evidence-based reading intervention; 4) increasing instructional 
opportunities for students; and 5) developing reading leadership teams within local school districts 

Weaknesses: 
None noted. 

Reader's Score: 15 

Selection Criteria - Strategy to Scale 

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

Reader's Score: 35 

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 provided substantial support for the unmet demand by referencing the 2004 NAEP performance of 
Illinois students, which reflects the national reading performance patterns, with 31% of fourth graders performing 
below grade level. Data collected by the state presents an even more dire picture of student performance, with 58% 
of third graders scoring below proficient for English Language Arts (Illinois State Board of Education, 2025). The 
Illinois legislature passed Public Act 103-0402, which required the Illinois State Board of Education to develop and 
implement a Comprehensive Literacy Plan, focused on developing approaches and supports that improve the 
literacy skills of children in the earliest grades. 

Weaknesses: 
None 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: 
Key personnel have been identified, with clearly defined responsibilities outlined in detail within the narrative for the 
five-year project. The Project Leadership Team will meet virtually at least twice a month to ensure that all activities 
are being implemented as intended. During these meetings, the team will review the implementation plan and 
timelines to ensure the timely implementation of all critical program activities. The application included the resumes 
of key personnel with specific responsibilities outlined within the budget narrative. E126-129, 152 

Weaknesses: 
None noted. 

Reader's Score: 10 

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

Strengths: 
The applicant proposes to work with WestEd as a partner and with the Illinois State Board of Education and South 
Cook Intermediate Service Center. Letters of support were provided for each partner. The narrative provided clear 
commitments and explained how each would contribute to the success of the proposed project. 

Weaknesses: 
None noted. 

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

Strengths: 
The applicant offers the opportunity to implement the proposed project more efficiently at scale by leveraging the 
program’s previous experience in implementing and growing the program since 2020-21. The proposed project is a 
fully articulated program with a full suite of developed materials and protocols, which will create efficiencies in time, 
implementation, and support for schools. Additionally, all materials for the project’s professional development 
workshops, coach training and implementation, the Literacy Leader program, and tutoring supports, are readily 
available. 

Weaknesses: 
None 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 proposes a well-developed dissemination process that will involve a range of strategies, including 
published articles in scholarly journals, conference presentations, and panel discussions. Conferences include the 
annual Reading League Conference, the Science of Reading conference hosted by the National Literacy Institute, 
and the Illinois Reading Council conference. Professional associations will be engaged to gain opportunities for 
presenting project findings through webinars. Translational materials will also be prepared.  Additionally, a website 
will be developed, and project newsletters will be prepared. e40 

Weaknesses: 
None 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: 20 

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 that highlights the key components, mediators, as well as the short-, medium-, 
and long-term outcomes. For example, some of the cited outcomes include 1) increased school-wide achievement; 
2) WORDS in Illinois scales up to additional school districts; 3) statewide literacy improves; 4) student performance 
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on ELA state assessments in grades 3 through 8 improves; all leading to increased graduation rates. 

Weaknesses: 
None noted. 

Reader's Score: 15 

2. (2) The extent to which the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by the proposed project are 
clearly specified, measurable, and ambitious yet achievable within the project period, and aligned with the 
purposes of the grant program. 
Strengths: 
The overall goal of the proposed project is to improve early reading skills among Illinois students who do not 
perform at grade level between Pre-Kindergarten and third grade. The related, measurable objectives include 
enhancing the professional preparation of teachers to deliver high-quality reading instruction and interventions; 
improving core reading instruction and reading intervention; increasing the number of students who perform at (or 
above) the grade level benchmark in reading; and demonstrating the feasibility of scaling up WORDS in Illinois. 
Each objective includes specific actions. 

Weaknesses: 
None 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: 

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. 
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Strengths: 

Weaknesses: 

Reader's Score: 

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

Strengths: 

Weaknesses: 

Reader's Score: 

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

Strengths: 

Weaknesses: 

Reader's Score: 

Priority Questions 

Competitive Preference Priority  - Competitive Preference Priority 1 

1. Competitive Preference Priority 1: Returning Education to the States (up to 10 points). 

Project or proposals that will be carried out by one or more of the following entities: 

(a)  State educational agencies (as defined in 20 U.S.C. 7801(49)) 

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

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

Strengths: 
None noted. 
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Weaknesses: 
The applicant did not address this competitive preference priority. 

Reader's Score: 0 

Competitive Preference Priority - Competitive Preference Priority 2 

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

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

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

Strengths: 
The applicant presents a compelling plan for expanding access to education services that will accelerate learning. The 
proposed project will involve 160 Illinois schools (80 treatment and 80 control), with a randomized controlled trial and 
program evaluation conducted by WestEd. WORDS includes after-school tutoring to support students scoring below the 
benchmark on reading assessments. A pilot was conducted in three schools in 2020-21, growing to seven schools in 
2021-22, and eight schools in 2022-23. The program sustained partnerships with five schools in 2023-24 as a randomized 
control trial was winding down. 

Weaknesses: 
None noted. 

Reader's Score: 5 

Status: Submitted 
Last Updated: 11/20/2025 10:03 PM 
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