






In this section, the Institute describes the overall framework for its research grant programs. Specific
information on the research topics described in this announcement may be found in the sections
pertaining to each education research program:

• Reading and Writing
• Mathematics and SCience Education
• Cognition and StudentLearning
• Teacher Quality - Reading and Writing
• Teacher Quality - Mathematics and Science Education
• Social and Behavioral Context for Academic Learning
• Education Leadership
• Education Policy, Finance, and Systems
• Early Childhood Programs and Policies
• Middle and High Schooi Reform
• Interventions for Struggling Adolescent and Adult Readers and Writers
• Postsecondary Education
• Education Technology

The Institute addresses the educational needs of typically developing students through its Education
Research programs and the needs of students with disabilities through its Special Education Research
programs. Both the Education Research and the Special Education Research programs are organized by
outcomes (e.q., reading, mathematics), type of education condition (e.q., curriculum and instruction;
teacherquality; administration, systems, and policy), grade level, and research goals.

A. Outcomes
The Institute's research programs focus on improvement of the following education outcomes: (a)
readiness for schooling (pre-reading, pre-writing, early mathematics and science knowledge and skills,
and social development); (b) academic outcomes in reading, writing, mathematics, and science; (c)
student behavior and social interactions within schools that affect the learning of academic content; (d)
skills that support independent liVing for students with significant disabilities; and (e) educational
attainment (high school graduation, enrollment in and completion of post-secondary education).

B. Conditions
In general, each of the Institute's research programs focuses on a particular type of condition (e.q.,
curriculum and instruction) that mayaffect one or moreof the outcomes listed previously (e.q., reading).
The Institute's research programs are listed belowaccording to the primarycondition that is the focus of
the program.

a. Curriculum and instruction
Several of the Institute's programs focus on the development and evaluation of curricula and
instructional approaches. These programs include: (a) Reading and Writing; (b) Mathematics and
Science Education; (c) Cognition and Student Learning; (d) Social and Behavioral Context for Academic
Learning; (e) Early Childhood Programs and Policies; (f) Interventions for Struggling Adolescent and
Adult Readers and Writers; and (g) Education Technology.

b. Ouality of the education workforce
A second condition that affectsstudent learning and achievement is the quality of teachers and
education leaders (e.q., principals, superintendents). The Institute funds research on how to improve
teacherquality and education leadership through its programs on (a) Teacher Quality- Reading and
Writing; (b) Teacher Quality Mathematics and SCience Education, (c) Education Leadership, and (d)
Education Technology.

c. Administration. systems. and policy
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A third approach to improving studentoutcomes is to identifv systemic differences in the ways in which
schools and districtsare led, organized, managed, and operated that may be directly or indirectly linked
to student outcomes. The Institute takes this approach in its programs on (a) Education Policy, Finance,
and Systems; (b) Early Childhood Programs and Policies; (c) Middle and High SChool Reform; and (d)
Postsecondary Education.

Applicants should be awarethat some of the Institute's programs covermultipleconditions. For
exampie, the following programs covermultipie conditions; (a) Early Childhood Programs and Policies;
and (b) Education Technology.

C. Grade Levels
The Institute's research programs alsospedfv the ages or grade levels covered in the research program.
The specific grades vary across research programs and within each research program, and gradesmay
vary across the research goals. In generai, the Institute supports research for (a) prekindergarten and
kindergarten, (b) eiementary school, (c) middle school, (d) high school, (e) post-secondary education, (f)
vocational education, and (g) adult education. In addition, the Institute supports research on infants
and toddlerswith disabilities.

D. Research Goals
The Institute hasestablished five research goals for its research programs. Within each research
program one or moreof the goals mayapply: (a) Goal One - identifY existing programs, practices, and
policies that may havean impacton studentoutcomes and the factors that may mediate or moderate
the effects of these programs, practices, and policies; (b) Goal Two - develop programs, practices, and
policies that are theoretically and empirically based; (c) Goal Three- evaluate the efficacy of fully
developed programs, practices, and policies; (d) Goal Four- evaluate the impactof programs, practices,
and policles implemented at scale; and (e) Goal Five - develop and/or validatedata and measurement
systems and tools.

For a list of the Institute's FY 2009 research and training grant topics including grant competitions
through the Institute's National Center for Education Research and National center for Special Education
Research, please see Table 1 below. Funding announcements for thesecompetitions may be
downloaded from the Institute's website at http://ies.ed.gov.
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PART II RESEARCH GRANT TOPICS

For FY 2009, the Institute's National Center for Education Research is accepting applications for research
grants on June 26, 2008, and October 2, 2008. In this section, the Institute describes the 13 research
grant topics.

Across its research programs, the National Center for Education Research is particularly interested in
interventions for students who are from low income backgrounds and/or racial, ethnic, and linguistic
minority groupsthat haveunderachieved academically, but will consider applications that focus on other
populations if the results are likely to be applicable across socioeconomic, raclal, ethnic, and linguistic
categories.

l,l..1rn_NJlONS FORSTRUGGLINGADQb~AIiQAfWl:r READERS AflID WtWlaRS
Program Offlcer: Or. Elizabeth Albro (202-219-2148; EIi~abeth.Albr0@ed,gov)

A. Purpose
Through its Research on Interventionsfor Struggling Adolescent and Adult Readers and Writers
(Adolescent/Adult Readers/Writers) grants program, the Institute Intends to contributeto the
improvement of reading and writing skills among struggling adolescent and adult readers and writers by
(1) identifyingcurriculum and instructional practices that are associated with better reading or writing
outcomes, as well as mediators and moderators of the relations between these practices and reading or
writing outcomes; (2) developing curricula and instructional practices for teaching reading or writing to
struggling adolescent and adult readers and writers, or for addressing the underlying causes of their
reading or writing difficulties; (3) evaluating the efficacy of curricula and instructional practices for
improving reading or writing skills of struggling adoiescent or adult readers and writers; (4) evaluating
the impact of reading or writing curricula and instructional practices for struggling adolescent and adult
readers and writers when implemented at scale; and (5) developing and validating assessments that
can be used in instructional settings to support instruction.

The long-term outcome of this program will be an array of tools and strategies (e.q., assessments,
instructional approaches) that havebeen documented to be effectivefor improving the reading and
writing skills of struggling adolescent and adult readers and writers.

B. Background
The Institute created its Adolescent/Adult Readers/Writers research program to call attention to the need
for rigorous research to develop and evaluate interventions to improve the reading and writing skillsof
adolescents and adults. In previous years, researchers interested in submitting reading or writing
research proposals that targeted adolescents or adultscould havesubmitted to the research on Reading
and Writing program. However, the low response in terms of numbers of applications that focused on
adolescent or adult readers/writers suggested that we needed to do something else to draw more
attention to the need for research In this area. Hence, we created a separate Adolescent/Adutt
Readers/Writers research program. In the past two years we received a substantial Increase in the
numbers of reading and Writing applications that focus on the needs of adolescents and adults who have
difficulty reading or writing and are continuing the program.

A significant numberof adolescent and adult readers are not able to read well enough to make sense of
short passages, much less the longerstretches of text that most readers are expected to understand
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everyday. According to the 2007National Assessment of Educationai Progress (NAEP), 26 percentof
eighth graders cannot read at the basic level; on the 2005NAEP, 27 percent of twelfth graders could not
read at the basic level. That is, when reading grade-appropriate text, theseadolescents cannotextract
the general meaning or makeobvious connections between the text and their own experiences, or make
simple inferences from the text. In other words, they cannot understand what they haveread. Studies
showthat adolescents who are struggling readers are at high risk of dropping out of high school,
graduating unprepared for college, and having limitedopportunities in the workforce (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2003).

Although the research base on the basic components of literacy and strategies to help young children
learn to read is strong, much less research hasexamined how to identify, prevent, and remediate
reading difficulties in middleand high school students (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998). Some middleand
high school students struggiewith basic reading skills, such as decoding and word recognition. Other
adolescent studentshave learned basic reading skills, but continueto struggle with vocabulary, fluency,
and comprehension.

Similarly, the 2003 National Assessment of Adult Literacy finds that 14 percent of adults haveno more
than the mostsimpleand concrete literacyskills. These adultsare able to sign their names and can
locateinformation in short prose texts, but are unable to read and understand material presented in
pamphlets or newspaper articles. Another 29 percent of the adult population demonstrates basic prose
literacy skills, but cannot perform moderately challenging literacy acnvmes, such as summarizing a text.
Given the increasing need for literacyin the workplace (Barton, 2000), it is unsurprlslnq that more than
half of adults with below basic literacy levels are unemployed. In addition, adults with a basic mastery
of prose literacyskillsalsoconfront challenges in the workplace. Approxrmatelv 38 percent of such
individuals are currently unemployed.

Given that substantial numbers of adolescents and adultsstruggle with the basic tasks of reading and
writing, the Institute requests applications targeting the development and evaluation of reading and
writing interventions and assessments designed for struggling adolescent and adult readers. By
struggling adolescent readers and writers, the Institute means those middleor high school students who
havenot been identifiedwith disabilities, but whose reading or writing skills are at leasttwo years below
grade level. By struggling adult readers and writers, the Institute refers to adultswhose reading and
writing skills prevent them from carrying out simple dally tasks. Struggling adolescent and adult
readers/writers typicallyhavereceived reading and writing instruction dUring their schooling, but
continueto perform belowgrade-level expectations. The Institute is particularty interested in research
efforts targeting adolescents and adultswho mayable to read and/or write, but whose performance
level impedes their success either in the classroom or workplace. Adolescent students may not qualify
for special education services, but their performance levels indicate a need for additional reading and/or
writing instruction.

Through this program, the Institute intends to support research on the development and evaluation of
interventions that are appropriate for use in middle and high school and/or adult basic education
programs for native English speakers and for English language learners. Appropriate interventions
includecurricula, instructional approaches, and training teachers or para-professionals who provide
instruction for struggling adolescent or adult readers and writers.

In addition to supporting the identification, development, and evaluation of curricula and instructional
approaches for struggling adolescent and adult readers and writers, the Institute intendsfor the
Adolescent!Adult Readers/Writers program to address the need to develop and validatereading and
writing measurement tools for classroom assessments to be used for instructional purposes (e.g.,
progress monitoring). To improve reading and writing skills, instruction may need to be tailored to the
sources of difficulty that indlvidua] students experience. An ideai learning environment might involve
regularand frequent assessment of skills, and the poSSibility of individualized instruction for students
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based on the particularsource of their difflcuitles. Through Goal Five, the Institute intendsto support
the development of diagnostic assessments in reading and writing and assessments to monitor progress
in reading and writing.

C. Specific Requirements
For the FY 2009Interventionsfor Struggling Adolescent and Adult Readers and Writers topic, applicants
must submit under eitherGoal One orGoal Two or Goal Three orGoaIFourorGoaI Five. Moredetails
on the requirements for each goalare listed in Part III Requirements of the Proposed Research. Here,
specific requirements that apply to applications to the Interventions for Struggling Adolescent and Adult
Readers and Writerstopic are described.

Under the Adolescent/Adult Readers/Writers program, applications mustaddress:
• reading or writing curricula for teaching reading or writing to struggling adolescent and adult

readers and writers or for addressing the underlying causes of their reading or writing
difficulties;

• instructional approaches for teaching reading or writing to struggling adolescent and adult
readers and writersor for addressing the underiying causes of their reading or writing
difficulties;

• training for teachers or para-professionals who provide instruction to struggling adolescent or
adult readers and writers; or

• reading or Writing assessments to support instruction intended for usewith adolescent and aduit
readers and writers.

Researchers who are interested In identifying underlying or component processes of reading or writing
and the relations of these processes to proficiency in reading or writing should refer to the Cognition and
Student Learning research program.

14. POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
Program Officer: Dr. Ram Singh (202-219-2025; Ram.5ingh@ed.gov)

A. Purpose
The Institute intends for the Postsecondary Education research program to address five goals: (1)
identifying policies, programs or practices that are associated with Improving access to, persistence in, or
completion of postsecondary education; (2) developing newprograms, practices, or policies that are
intended to improve access to, persistence in, or completion of, postsecondary education; (3) evaluating
the effIcacy of programs, practices, or policies that are intended to improve access to, persistence in, or
completion of postseoondary education; (4) providing evidence on the effectiveness of programs,
practices, or policies for improving access to, persistence in, or compietion of, postseoondary education
when they are implemented at scale; and (5) developing and validating assessments of cognitive (e.g.,
problem-soiving, creativity, writing) and social cognitive (e.q., communication and interpersonal) skills
that are outcomes of postseoondary education.

B. Background
Irnprovinq participation and persistence in postsecondary education is a national concern, especially for
high-riskstudents. According to the National Center for Education stansncs, there are substantial gaps
across incomegroups in the percentages of high school graduates who enrolled in college the fall
semester after high school graduation: 53 percent of students from low income families, 58 percent from
middle incomefamilies, and 80 percent from upper income families. Similarly, there are differences
across racial and ethnic groups in the percentages of high school graduates who enroll in college right
after high school graduation: 66 percentof Whitestudents, 58 percent of African American students,
and 59 percentof Hispanic students. Moreover, there continue to be gaps across income groups in the
proportions of students who graduate from college or persist in college five years after their initial
enrollment: 61 percent from low income families, 65 percent from middle income families, and 71

Posted on February 29, 2008 Education Research, p. 42



percent from upper incomefamilies (Horn & Berger, 2004). Across racial and ethnic groups, the five­
year graduation or persistence rate alsovaries: 55 percent for African American students, 77 percentfor
Asian/Pacific Islanderstudents, 60 percent for Hispanic students, 59 percent for NativeAmerican
students, and 66 percent for White students.

Through the Postsecondary Research program, the Institute supports research to improve postsecondary
access and completion by identifying programs, practices, and policies that are effective for improving
access to or persistence in postsecondary education. In recent years, a numberof innovative programs
for improving access to postsecondary education havebeen implemented. Forexample, the california
State University system haspartnered with California's Department of Education and State Board of
Education to develop the Early Assessment Program fur high school students. Throughthe Early
Assessment Program, students in Grade 11 are assessed in English and mathematics to determinetheir
readiness for college-level coursework. Students can usethe results of the test to identify skills that
they need to work on during their senior year in order to be better prepared for college. Nationwtde,
many school systems offer dual enrollment or "early college" high school programs that allow a wide
range of students to earn a high school diplomawhile proqresslnq toward an associate degree or
certificate. Innovativedropout recovery programs such as Diploma Plus, and Portland Community
College's Gateway to College program specifically usedual enrollment to reconnect out-of-school youth
with a formal education. However, little rigorous research exists to evaluate the impactsuch programs
haveon college enrollment and persistence.

Institutions of highereducation haveimplemented a variety of programs and practices to improve
student retention. Many institutions havecourses or workshops that focus on building the skillsof
under-prepared students (e.g., developmental mathematics courses, study skills courses, workshops
designed to improve students' general test-taking or note-taking skills). Some programs target freshmen
in their first two semesters; other programs may be desiqned as intensive programs the summer prior to
the freshman year. The Institute encourages applications to test the effectiveness of suchprograms on
students'grades, retention, and graduation. SOme institutions havepolicies designed to identify and
providesupport to students who are struggling earlyon. Such policies include mandatory roll-taking
policies that require (a) instructors to contactstudents' advisors when students missa specified number
of classes, and (b) advisors to follow-up with students, or policies that require instructors to inform
advisors early in the semester if the student is failing so that advisors canbe proactive about providinq
assistance to struggling students. The Institute invitesapplications to examine the impactof such
programs on student retention and graduation.

The Institute encourages research on interventions to providestudents and parents with information
that may be related to students' choices regarding whether to go to college and where to go to college.
According to the National Center for Education Statistics, both high school students and their parents are
likely to markedly overestimate the costof tuition and feesfor one yearof college (Horn, Chen, &
Chapman, 2003). Further, among households in the lowest income groups, parents are more likely to
report that they are not able to estimate the costof tuition and among those who do estimatethe cost,
they are less likely to be within 25 percentof the actual average tuition cost for the type of institution in
their state that their student wantedto attend. A numberof different typesof programs (e.g., parent
education, counselors, websites) address students' and parents' access to information about college and
planning ahead for college. The Institute encourages research to evaluate the impactof such programs
on studentenrollment.

A numberof states have implemented merit-based scholarship programs intended to providestudents
with an incentive to perform well in high school and attend college. Forexample, in 1993,Georgia
introduced the Georgia Hope Scholarship program, which covers tuition, allowable mandatoryfees, and a
book allowance in publiC colleges to Georgia high school graduates with a B average or better, or a
voucherof equal value for students who choose to attend privatecollege. Continued receiptof the
scholarship is contingentupon satisfactory academic progress. The introduction of the programwas
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associated with increases in four-year pubiic and private college attendance among young adults residing
in Georgia (Cornwell, Mustard, & Sridhar, 2005). The Institute is interested in supporting rigorous
evaiuations of such programs.

The high costof attending college continues to be an important issue in postsecondary education.
According to the College Board, in the 2005-2006 academic year, annual prices for undergraduate
tuition, fees, room, and boardwere estimated to beover $12,000 at four-yearpubliccolleges and
$29,000 at four-yearprivatecolleges; for the same year, undergraduates at two-year public institutions
on average spentapproximately $2,200 a year for tuition and fees (College Board, 2005). The Institute
invites appiications to examine the complex relations between student financial aid programs (including
federal, state, and privatesources), and access to andcompletion of postsecondary education. Because
financial aid comes from multiplesources, we encourage research on the interactions of aid programs
(e.g., how institutionspackage available sources of financial aid to eiigible students) and their
subsequent effectson access to and completion of postsecondary education.

Poiicymakers and higher education administrators seek answers to practical questions regarding the
relative impact- both costs and benefits - of alternative approaches to student financial aid on access to
and completion of postsecondary education for a wide range of studentgroups (e.g. traditional,
nontraditional, economically disadvantaged). Appiicants might consider, for example, the impactof loan
financing or loan forgiveness on college completion of at-risk students, or whether extending grant aid
eligibility to high school students would spurdevelopment of dual enrollment programs and increase
college enrollment of at-risk students. As anotherexample, investigators might compare the impactof
student financial aid polldes (e.q., alternative methods for calculating student financial aid eiigibility, the
use of merit versus need based criteria for student financlai aid) on access to and completion of
postsecondary education. Appiicants might alsoexamine how the interactions of student financial aid
and student supportservices affect access to and completion of postsecondary education. All 50 states
offer tax-deferred plansfor saving for college (529 plans) and some states havecollege saving plans that
guarantee full-tuition payment in the future. Who is utilizing these programs? What is the impactof
suchprograms on access to postsecondary education? The Institute also invites rigorous research on
new and existing federal and state financial aid programs intending to encourage students from low
income farnllies to prepare for, enroll in, and succeed in postsecondary education.

Finally, manycolleges and universities haveimplemented assessments of students' college-level reading,
writing, mathematics, and critical thinking skills in order to provide feedback for the improvement of
their general education curriculum or for accreditation and accountability purposes. Forexample, the
Measure ofAcademic Proficiency and Progress by ETS and the Collegiate AssessmentofAcademic
Proficiency by ACT are two commercially available assessments for institutions of higher education. The
Institute Invites apphcations to examine the vaiidityand utility of Widely usedassessments like these.
What do thesetypesof assessments predict? Whatare their effectson institutiOns and on students?
Appiications to develop and/or vaiidate such instruments are appropriate for Goal Five under this topic.
Individuals interested in examining the impactof the useof assessments on students or institutions, or
the relation between implementation of the assessments and student/institutional outcomes, should
consider Goals One, Two, or Three (e.g., does a university's requirement of a writing exit exam influence
students' writing proficiency?).

c. Specific Requirements
For the FY 2009Postsecondary Education Research topic, applicants must submit under either Goal One
orGoai Two orGoal Three orGoal Four orGoal Five. More details on the requirements for each goal are
listed in Part III Requirements of the Proposed Research. Here, specific requirements that appiy to
applications to the Postsecondary Education Research topicare described.

Underthe Postsecondary Education Research program, applicants must address:
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• interventions impiemented at the high school or postsecondary level that are intended to
increase access to postsecondary education, support the transition from high school into
postsecondary education, improvethe persistence of students in postsecondary education, or
the completion of postsecondary education; or

• measures of learning at the postsecondary level (e.g., college-level profldencies in reading,
writing, critical thinking, and mathematics) to be used by institutionsof highereducation to
assess what students have learned in college.



PART III REQUIREMENTS OF THE PROPOSED RESEARCH

16. GENERAL REOUIREMENTS OF THE PROPOSED RESEARCH

A. NEW THIS YEAR
The Institute hasmodified requirements for Goals OneandTwo and encourages applicants who are
familiar with previous Requests for Applications to read carefully through thesesections.

B. BASIC REQUIREMENTS
a. Resubmissions
Applicants who intend to revise and resubmit a proposal that was submitted to one of the Institute's
previous competitions but that wasnot funded must indicate on the application form that their FY 2009
proposal is a revised proposal. Their prior reviews will be sent to this year's reviewers along with their
proposal. Applicants should indicate the revisions that were made to the proposal on the basis of the
prior reviews using no morethan 3 pages of Appendix A.

b. Applying to a topic
Applicants must submit their proposal to one of the specific topics described in Part II Research Grant
Topics.

c. Applying to multiple topics
Applicants maysubmit proposals to more than one of the Institute's FY 2009competitions or topics. In
addition, within a particularcompetition or topic, applicants maysubmit multiple proposals. However,
applicants may submit a given proposal only once (l.e., applicants may not submit the same proposal or
very similar proposals to multiple topics or to multiplegoals in the same topic or to multiple
competitions). If the Institute determines prior to panel review that an applicant hassubmitted the
same proposal or very similarproposals to multiple topics within or across competitions and the proposal
is judged to be compliant and responsive to the submission rulesand requirements described in the
Request for Applications, the Institute will select one version of the application to be reviewed by the
appropriate scientific reviewpanel. If the Institute determines after panel review that an applicanthas
submitted the same proposal or very similar proposals to multiple topicswithin or across competitions
and if the proposal is determined to be worthy of funding, the Institute will select the topic under which
the proposal will be funded.

Applicants who submit a proposal for the June 26, 2008deadline maynot submit the same or a very
similar proposal to the October 2, 2008 deadline.

d. Applying to a particular goal within a topic
For the FY 2009Education Research Grants Programs, applicants mustsubmit under eitherGoal One or
Goal Two orGoal Three orGoal FourorGoal Five. The numbering of goalsis consistent across the
Institute's research programs. Each goalhasspecific requirements that are described in the follOWing
section.

e. Determining which goal is most appropriate for the proposed project
Applicants should read carefully the requirements for each Goal and the examples of appropriate
projects under each Goal. The Institute stronglyencourages potentialapplicants to contact the relevant
program officer listed in Section 31 if they haveany questions regarding the appropriateness of a
particular project for submission undera specific goal.
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c. Requirements for Goal One (Identification Projects)
Because the requuementsfor GoalOneare essentially the sameacrossthe Institute's research grant
topics, a generic descriptionIs usedIn the funding announcement. Consequently, the examples
provided may not apply to a particular topic.

a. Purpose of Goal One (Identification)
Through all of its research programs that include the Identification goal (Goal One), the Institute is
lnterested in the (1) identification of programsand practices that may be associated with better
educationaloutcomes; (2) examination of factors and conditions that may mediate or moderate the
relations between student outcomesand these programsand practices; and (3) identification of
malleable factors predictive of achievementand potentially amenable to intervention.

For Goal One, a number of methodological approaches are appropriate. Oneapproach is to conduct
secondary data analyses of multivariate data, such as longitudinal individual student data that exist in a
number of federat-, state-, and district-level databases. Using existinq longitudinal data sets,
investigators are able to capitalize on naturai variation (e.g., students receiving different math curricula)
or discontinuities in education practices (e.g., when a new policy Is impiemented). Longitudinal data
may also be used to identify predictor variablesfor relevant outcomesthat are malleableand a potential
target for intervention. For example, Duncan and colleagues (2007) conducted secondary regression
analyses on six iongitudinal datasets to identify early predictorsof readingand math achievement In
school. By including beginningof kindergarten academic, soctoemottonal, and attention skills in one
model, they were able to estimate the relative effects of these factors on later school achievement.

The strongest approaches to statistical modeling of multivariate data involve testing two or more models
of relationships using the same data. Because multivariate analyses cannot fully adjust for selection
biases and the effects of variables that were not measured or were not measured well, they are seldom
sufficient to support strong causal conclusions about what works. However, when two or more models
of relationshipsamong variables are tested with the samedata, it may be possible to determine that one
is more plausible than another. That, in turn, can direct future efforts In avenues that are more likely to
be productive. Under Goal One, the Institute does notsupport secondary data analyses to determine
the effect of interventions. Applicants interested in secondary data analyses using approaches suchas
interrupted time series analyses, regression discontinuity designs, or other quasi-experimental designsto
determine the effect of an intervention should refer to Goal 3 or Goal 4.

Another approachfor identifying promising practices or malleable factors predictive of achievementand
potentially amenable to Intervention is through the useof meta-analysis of the statistical and descriptive
information reported in existing studies when sufficient numbersof studiesare available to support a
probing meta-analysis. Such meta-analyses are sensitiveto issues that potentially affect or moderate
the results, suchas quality of the research design (e.q., Wilson, et aI., 2003), and type of
implementation' (e.q., Lipsey, 1999; Weisz et al., 1995; Wilson et al., 2003).7 For GoalOne
applications, meta-analysis of intervention studies must be clearlydirected toward identification of the .
characteristics of education practices or programs that are associated with the most positive outcomes,
as well as moderatorsor mediatorsof those effects, or focus on the identification of factors that are

6 By type of implementation, the Institute refers to a distinction in the literature between research and
demonstration projects versus routine implementation byappropriate practitioners. Research and demonstration
projects are those in Which the implementation is either delivered bythe researcher or the researcher provides
support for the implementation beyond whatwould betypically available if school leaders decided to implement the
intervention apartfrom involvement in any study, Routine implementation is implementation by practitioners that is
comparable to whatwould happen if they were using intervention apart frominvolvement in a study.

7 For additional information, see Cooper, H., & Hedges, L. V. (Eds.) (1994). The Handbook ofResearch Synthesis.
New York: Russell sage Foundation; Lipsey, M. W., & Wilson, D. B. (2001). Practical meta-analysis: Appliedsoaet
research methods series (Vol. 49). sage PUblications: Thousand Oaks, CA.
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predictive of the most positiveoutcomes and potentially amenable to intervention. Such meta-analyses
go beyonda simple identification of the mean effect found in studies to determinemoderators of the
effects such as breaking out the effects of (a) specific types of intervention within the broad intervention
category that is the focusof the meta-analysis (e.g., Graham & Perin, 2007); (b) variationsof a
particular intervention (e.g" Cepeda, et al., 2006); (c) ageor grade level subgroups (e.g., Wilson, et al.,
2003); and (d) relevantpopulation subgroups (e.g., Wilson, et al., 2003). Meta-analysiS of correlational
relationships can be used to identify the most positive causal mediators of outcomes (e.g., Fan & Chen,
2001; La Paro & Pianta, 2000).a Forexample, Najaka, Gottfredson, and Wilson (2002) conducted a
meta-analysis to examinethe strength of variouspredictors (e.q., social skills) to problem behavior in
school and determined that bonding to school was the strongest predictorof problem behaviors. Based
on this information, researchers might refine existing interventions intended to reduce problembehaviors
by developing components that target improving students' relational ties to schooL

The Institute does not intend to support meta-analyses to draw conclusions about the efficacyor
effectiveness of particular interventions or types of interventions. Through the What Works
Clearinghouse, the Institute supports activities to summarize evaluations of specific interventions.

As an alternative to secondary data analyses or meta-analyses, applicants may propose a small scale,
descriptivestudy with primarydata collection In which they attempt to identify associations between
desired outcomes (e.g., student achievement, graduation rate, teacher retention) based on differences
in observed education practices. Forexample, a researcher might propose to conductdetailed,
quantifiableobservational measures of instructional practices (types of instruction, frequency, duration,
under what circumstances), and then use the instructional data in conjunction with child characteristics
to predict subsequent student performance. The objectivehere is to identify what type or combinations
of instructional activities are associated with better studentoutcomes and for which students.

Evidence obtained through a Goal Oneproject of the association between exposure to a program,
practice, or policyand better student outcomes has the possibility of being used to support a subsequent
application for a Goai Two (Development) or Goal Three (Efficacy) project.

b. Significance of the project
By addressing the theoretical and empirical rationale for the study and the practical importanceof the
intervention (e.g., program, practice) that will be examined, Goal One applicants are addressing the
significance of their proposal.

c. Methodological reqUirements
For all applications, induding those submitted under Goal One, the proposed research
design must be appropriate for answering the research questions or hypotheses that are
posed.

(i) Research questions.
Applicants should poseclear, concise hypotheses or research questions.

(ii) Database.
Applicants proposing secondary data analyses should describe clearlythe database(s) to be used
in the investigation inclUding informationon sample characteristics, variabies to be used, and
ability to ensure access to the database if the applicant doesnot already have access to it. The
database should be described in sufficientdetail so that reviewers will be able to judge whether
or not the proposed analyses may be conducted with the database. If multipledatabases will be
linked to conductanalyses, applicants should providesufficientdetail for reviewers to be able to

8 For further information, please see W, R. 5hadish (1996). Meta-analysis and the exploration of causal mediating
processes: A primer of examples, methods, and issues, Psychological Metl1ot:f0 1(1), 47-65.
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judge the feasibility of the plan. If the applicant does not currently haveaccess to the
databases needed for the study, the applicant should provide sufficientdocumentation (e.g.,
letters of agreement) to assure reviewers that access can be obtained and the project can be
carried out in a timely fashion.

The applicant should describe the primary outcome measures to be used, including reliabilityand
validity. In particular, applicants should provide sufficient information on the construct validity
of the proposed measures. Forexample, if the applicant proposes to usea state database from
which the primary outcome measure will be performance on a reading or mathematics
achievement measure, the applicant should detail the standardized measure from which the
reading or mathematics scores are derived.

Applicants proposing meta-analysis should describe clearly the criteria for including or excluding
studies and their rationale, the search procedures for ensuring that a high proportion of the
eligiblepublished and unpublished studies will be located and retrieved, the coding scheme and
procedures that will be used to extract data from the respective studies, and the procedures for
ensuring the reliabilityof the coding. The applicant should demonstrate that sufficientnumbers
of studiesare available to support the meta-analysis and that the relevant information is
reported frequently enough and in a form that allows an adequate database to beconstructed.
The effect size statistics to be used should be clearly defined along with the associated
weighting function, procedures for handling outliers, and any adjustments to be applied (e.g.,
reliabilitycorrections).

(iii) Primary data collection.
Applicants may propose a Goal Oneproject in which the primaryfocus is on the collection and
analysis of original data. The applicant should carefully describe the sample, measures
(including reliabilityand validity), and procedures proposed for the primarydata collection.
Because Goal One projectsmust be designed to predictstudentoutcomes, if observational data
are collected, applicants should describe how the data would be collected (e.g., procedures for
maintaining inter-observer reliability), coded, and quantified to allow quantitativeanalyses
predicting the relation between what was observed and student outcomes.

Applicants may also propose to collectoriginal data as a supplement to be used with an existing
longitudinal database in order to answer the question of interest. In such cases, applicants
should describe the sample and how the sample is related to or links to the proposed secondary
database, the measures to be used (inclUding information on the reliability and validity of the
proposed instruments), and data collection procedures.

(iv) Data analysis.
The applicant must include detailed descriptions of data analysis procedures. Because predictor
variables relevantto education outcomes (e.g., student, teacher, or district characteristics) often
covary, the Institute expects investigators to utilizethe mostappropriate state-of-the-artanalytic
techniques to isolate the possible effectsof variables of interest. Analytic strategies should allow
investigators to examine mediators and moderators of programs and practices. The relation
between hypotheses, measures, independent and dependent variables should be well specified.
Strongapplications will include an explicit discussion of how exclusion from testing, or missing
data, will be handled within the statistical analyses. Strong applications will propose an
approach for comparing hypotheses or models of relationships amongvariables.

d. Personnel
Competitive applicants will haveresearch teams that collectiveiy demonstrate expertise in: (a) the
relevantstudentoutcome (e.g., reading, mathematics, studentbehaviors); (b) the type of intervention
under investigation (e.g., curriculum, program, policy); (c) implementation of, and analysis of results
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from, the research design that will be employed; and (d) working with teachers, schools, or other
education delivery settings that will be employed if original data will be collected.

e. Resources
Competitive applicants will haveaccess to institutional resources that adequately support research.

f. Awards
Typical awards for projectsat this levelare $100,000 to $350,000 (total cost = direct + indirect costs)
per year. Forapplicants proposing to do primarilysecondary data analysis, the maximum duration of the
award is 2 years. Applicants proposing to do short-term longitudinal studies may request up to 2
additional years (I.e., the maximum durationof the award is 4 years) and additional funds, but must
justify the need for the additional time and funding. The size of the award depends on the scope of the
project.

D. Requirements for Goal Two (Development Projects)
Because the requirements for GoaiTwo are essentialiy the sameacross the Institute's reseerdi grant
topics, a genericdescription is usedin the fundingannouncement Consequently, the examples
provided may not apply to a particular topic.

a. PurPOSe of Goal Two (Development>
Through all of its research programs that include the Development goal (Goal Two), the Institute intends
to supportthe development of education interventions - curricula, instructional approaches, technology,
and programs. The Institute stresses that Goal Two applications are about development, rather than
demonstrations of the efficacyof an intervention. Under Goal Two, the Institute does not intend to
supportapplications that propose to allocate substantial resources for testing the effect of the proposed
intervention. Forexample, under Goal Two, the Institute does not intend to supportapplications in
which the researcher proposes to spend one yeardeveloping the intervention and the second and third
yearstesting the effect of the intervention in a significant numberof classrooms or schools. Instead,
applicants who havean intervention that could be tested for efficacy should apply to Goal Three.

From the Institute's standpoint, a fundeddevelopment project would be successful if at the end of a
two- to three-year development award, the investigators had a fully developed version of the proposed
intervention, including prototypes of all materials and prodUcts necessary for implementation of the
intervention in authenticeducation delivery settings, and pilot data addressing the feasibility of its
implementation in an authenticeducation delivery setting and the promise of the intervention for
generating outcomes the intervention is destqned to effect. Feasibility of implementation might be
addressed, for example, with data demonstrating that an intervention intended to increase student time
on task does so for samples of students exposed to the intervention in the development context.
Alternatively, it might be addressed with observational and survey data on the useof the fully developed
intervention in a few test sites in authentic education delivery settings like those for which the
intervention is intended. The promise of the intervention for achievlnq outcomes couldbe addressed, for
example, by demonstratinq better outcomes for participants with successive iterationsof the
intervention, better outcomes associated with moreparticipant exposure to the intervention, normatively
rare outcomes consistent with the goalsof the intervention, post-intervention scores on an outcome
measure that are substantially higher than pre-intervention scores on that measure, or data
demonstrating that implementation of the intervention is associated with changes in activities and
behaviors that are consistent with the theory of change underlying the lnterventlon. The Institute
anticipates that investigators with successful development projectswould submitproposals to
subsequent competitions for Goal Three (Efficacy) awards. The pilot data on feasibility of
implementation and promise of positive outcomes to be collected undera Goal Two (Development)
award are intended to help the Institute and its reviewers determine whether it would be appropriate to
fund a proposal to examine the efficacy of the intervention.
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b. Requirements for the proposed intervention
Under Goal Two, the Institute invitesapplications to develop new interventions or further develop
interventions that are in the early stages of development (e.g., those that do not have an entire program
or product ready to evaluate). It is important for applicants to provide a strong rationale to support the
development of the proposed intervention. In essence, applicants are answering the question: Why is
the proposed taterventton iikely to produce better student outcomes reiative to current education
practices?

(i) Context for the proposed intervention.
In strong applications, researchers provide context for the proposed intervention by including
data on, or reviewing research describing, the attributesof typicai existing practices.
Understanding the shortcomings of current practice contributes to the rationale for the proposed
intervention.

(ii) Theory of change.
Applicants shouid clearly describe the intervention and the theory of change for the intervention.
Forexample, how do the features or components of the intervention relate to each other
temporally (or operationally), pedagogically, and theoretically (e.g., why does A leadto B)?
Applicants shouldprovidea strong theoretical and empirical justification for the design and
sequencing of the features or components of the intervention. When applicants c1eariy describe
the theory of change that quides the intervention andthe specific features making up the
intervention, reviewers are better able to evaluate (a) the relation between the theoretical and
empirical foundation for the intervention and the intervention (e.g., is the proposed intervention
a reasonable operationallzation of the theory?) and (b) the relation between the intervention and
the outcome measures (e.g., do the proposed measures tap the constructs that the intervention
is intended to address?).

Applicants should explain why the proposed intervention is likely to produce substantially better
studentoutcomes relative to current practice. In addition to provldlnq a cleardescription of the
intervention - particularly, the uniquefeatures of the intervention ("active ingredients") that are
hypothesized to produce the desired improvement in studentoutcomes applicants should
describe typical existingpractices. A comparison of the proposed intervention with typical
practice helps reviewers determine If the proposed Intervention hasthe potential to produce
substantially better student outcomes because it is sufficiently different from current practices
and has"active ingredients" that appear on the basis of theoretical or empirical reasons to be
powerful agents for lrnprovinq student learning.

(iii) Practical importance.
In the rationale to supportthe proposed intervention, applicants should address the practicai
importance of the proposed intervention. Forexample, when the proposed intervention is fully
developed, will it havethe potential to improve student outcomes in educationally meaningful
increments, if it were implemented over the course of a semester or school year? Would the
proposed intervention be both affordable for schools and easily implemented by schools (e.g.,
not involvemajor adjustments to normal school schedules)?

c. Siqnificanceof the project
Bydescribing (a) the intervention (e.g., features, components) and the theory of change for the
intervention, (b) the theoretical and empirical support for the proposed intervention, and (c) the practical
importance of the intervention, Goal Two applicants are addressing aspects of the significance of their
proposal.

d. Methodological requirements
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For all applications, including those submitted under Goal Two, the proposed research
design must be appropriate for answering the research questions or hypotheses that are
posed.

The primary purpose of Goal Two projects is the development of interventions. ForGoal Two projects,
applicants must c1eariy address the proposed methods for developing the intervention and testing the
feasibilityof implementation of the prototype in an authenticeducation delivery setting. Applicants
should describe the systematic process they will useto collectempirical data that will provide feedback
for refining the intervention. A major objective of Goai Two projects is to refine and improve upon the
initial version of the intervention by implementing it, or components of it, observing its functioning, and
making necessary adjustments in the design of the intervention so that it functions moreas intended.

Strong applications include cleardescriptions of the development activities so that reviewers will
understand (a) what will be developed, (b) how it will be developed, and (c) when the development will
take place. Applicants should describe what they would measure or observe to determinewhether the
intervention is working as intended when they are testing the feasibility of successive versions of the
intervention. A useful by-product of such testing is a set of fidelity of intervention measures that could
be used if the intervention were evaluated in an efficacy trial (seeGoal Three).

A timehne that delineates the iterative process of drafting and revising the intervention (e.q., featuresor
components of the intervention, procedures, training activities, and materials) is often a simple way of
showinq reviewers how research activities will feed into subsequent development (refinement) activities,
so that information can be used to make decisions and improvements. A variety of methodological
strategies may beemployed during this phase. For Development projects, reviewers need to understand
the iterative development process to be used in the design and refinement of the proposed intervention.

By the end of a Goal Two project, the Institute expects investigators to havea fully developed
interventionand pilot data that address the feasibility of implementing the intervention in authentic
education delivery settingsaswell as the promise of the intervention for generating outcomes the
intervention is designed to effect. Feasibility of implementation might be addressed, for example, with
evidence demonstrating that the intervention can be implemented with fidelity in a few authentic
education deliverysettingsthat represent the type of settings (e.g., classrooms) for which the
intervention is intended. Feasibility should be demonstrated on a small sample of users (e.q., teachers,
students)who are like those for whomthe product is intended and should show that they can utilize or
implement the intervention in the way that the developer intendsthe intervention to be Implemented.
The promise of the intervention for achieving the intended outcomes could include evidence that
performance on outcome measures is progressing in the appropriate direction (e.q., students' post­
intervention scores on a curriculum-based test are substantially higher than pre-intervention scores) or
data demonstrating that implementation of the intervention is associated with changes in activitiesand
behaviors that are consistent with the theory of change underiying the intervention. Whatever pilot data
are proposed, applicants should be aware that (a) no morethan 25 percent of the funds may be used to
support the collection of pilot data and (b) the reviewof methodological requirements will focuson
methods for developing the intervention asdetailed below. The pilot data are not intended to be a test
of the efficacyof the intervention.

(I) sample.
The applicant should define, as completely as possible, the samples and settings that will be
used to assess the feasibility and usabilityof the intervention.

(ii) Research plan.
The applicant must provide a detailed research plan in which they describe the proposed
procedures for developing the intervention. Strong applications will include cleardescriptions of:
(a) what needs to be developed; (b) the procedures for developing the intervention; and (c) the
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procedures (including sample, measures, and procedures for analyzing data) for determining if
the intervention is functioning as intended (e.g., Does the software program crash when
students use it? Are the activities planned for a particularlesson do-able within the allotted
time?). Applicants should describe the iterativedevelopment process to be used in the design
and refinementof the proposed intervention, and plans for acquiring evidence about the
operation of the intervention according to the theory of change that they describe. The number
of times a component or intervention is revised, implemented, observed, and revised depends
on the compiexity of the intervention and its implementation. It is helpful if applicants explain:
(a) how they define "operating as intended" for the proposed intervention; (b) what data they
will collectto determine how the intervention (or component) is operating; (c) how they will use
the data they collectto revise the intervention; and (d) what criteria they will useto determine if
the intervention (or component) operates as intended.

(iii) Measures.
Goal Two projects typically rely on the collection of process data that can help the researcher
refine the intervention and provide insight into the feasibility and usability of the proposed
intervention in authentic education deliverysettings. Applicants should clearly describe (a) what
needs to be observed in order to determine if the intervention is operating as intendedand (b)
how thoseobservations will be collected. Observational, survey, or qualitativemethodologies
are encouraged to identifyconditions that hinder implementation of the intervention.

e. Personnel
Competitive applicants will haveresearch teamsthat collectively demonstrate expertise in: (a) the
relevantcontentarea (e.g., reading, mathematics, studentbehaviors); (b) type of intervention to be
developed; (c) implementation of, and analysis of results from, the research design that will be
employed; and (d) working with schools and other education delivery settings.

An applicantmay be or may involve for-profit entities in the project. Involvement of the commercial
developer or distributor must not jeopardize the objectivityof the research.

f. Resources
Competitive applicants will haveaccess to institutional resources that adequately support research.

g. Additional Considerations
Applicants who previously held or currently hold development (Goal Two) grantswith the Institute
should describe the results and outcomes of those grants to date. They should indicate whether what
was developed hasbeen (or is being) evaluated for efficacy (Goal Three) and if results are available,
what the results of thoseefficacyevaluations havebeen. In general, the Institute Intends to support
researchers under Goal Two who can demonstrate their ability to develop interventions that can be used
in the field and tested for efficacy. However, the Institute recognizes that there are situations in which
researchers mayappropriately apply for a second development award to further develop or extendan
intervention that wasthe focusof a previous development project. In such cases, the applicantshould
also providea compelling rationale of the need for a second development award.

h. Awards
Typical awards for projectsat this levelare $150,000 to $500,000 (total cost = direct + indirect costs)
per year. Development projects are for a maximum of 3 years. Development costs vary according to
the type of intervention that is proposed. Larger awards will be considered. In all cases, the size of the
award depends on the scope of the project.

UnderGoal Two, no more than 25 percent of the total funds may be used for collection of pilot data.
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E. Requirements for Goal Three (Efficacy and Replication Projects)
Because the requirements for GoaiThree are essentiaiiy the sameacross the Institute's research grant
topics, a genericdescription is usedin the funding announcement. Consequentiy, the exampies
provided may notappiy to a particuiar topic.

Under Goal Three, the Institute requests proposals to test the efficacy of fully developed interventions.
By efficacy, the Institute means the degree to whichan intervention hasa net positive impacton the
outcomes of interest in relation to the program or practice to which it is beingcompared.

a. Purpose of Goal Three (Efficacy and Replication)
Through all of its research programs that include the Efficacy and Replication goal (Goal Three), the
Institute intendsto fund efficacy trials to determine whetheror not fully-developed interventions ­
programs, practices, and policies - are effective underspecified conditions (e.g., urban schools with a
high turnover rate among teachers), and with specific typesof students (e.g., English language
learners). Results from efficacy projectshave less generalizability than results from effectiveness (scale­
up) evaluations under Goal Four. The limitedgeneralizability canarise both from the lackof a full range
of types of settingsand participants in the study, as well as through the intensive involvement of the
developers and researchers in the implementation of the intervention. A well-designed efficacytrial
provides evidence on whetheran intervention can work, but not whether it would work if deployed
widely. Under Goal Three, applicants may propose an efficacy trial to determine if an interventionwill
work under specific conditions or a replication trial to determine If an Intervention shown to produce a
net positive impact In one setting will produce a net positive impactunderdifferent conditions (e.g., with
a different population of students).

Applicants should usethe efficacy and replication trials to determine the conditions, If any, underwhich
an intervention produces meaningful improvement of academic outcomes. Forexample, if a research
team hypothesized that a variation In the deliveryof the program would Improve the impactof an
intervention, the team might propose to randomly assign: (a) one-thirdof the classrooms to the basic
Intervention; (b) one third of the classrooms to the variation; and (c) one-thirdof the classrooms to
continuewith standard district practices.

Also of interest to the Institute are proposals to compare the impactof two interventions that are based
on different theoretical models. In such cases, the purpose might be to compare the efficacyof two
well-developed approaches to improving student learning. Oneadvantage to this approach Is that,
relative to designs In which the comparison group experiences whatever the school or district currently
provides (but see the discussion of "business-as-usual" treatments below), the investigator should have
better knowledge of the criticalcomponents of each Intervention andcanattempt to create two
conditions in which, for example, instruction varies on a numberof critical components.

From the Institute's standpoint, a funded Efficacy/Replication project wouldbe methodologically
successful if at the end of the grant period, the Investigators had rigorousiy evaluated the impactof a
clearly specified intervention on relevant studentoutcomes and underclearly described conditions using
a research design that meets (Without reservation) the Institute's What Works Clearinghouse standards
(http://whatworks.ed.oov), whetheror not the Intervention is foundto Improve studentoutcomes
relativeto the comparison condition. The Institute would consider methodologically successful projects
to be pragmatIcally successful if the rigorous evaluation determined that the interventionhasa net
positiveimpacton student outcomes In relation to the program or practice to which it is being compared.

b. Reauirementsfor the proposed intervention
Interventions appropriate for study underGoal Threeare (1) interventions that are fully developed, have
evidence of their feasibility for use In authentic education delivery settings, and empirical evidence of the
potential efficacyof the Intervention and (2) interventions that are already Widely used but havenot
been rigorously evaluated. Also appropriate for Goal Threeapplications are proposals to replicatethe
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efficacyof an intervention in a different setting. For instance, in a previous study, the applicant could
havedemonstrated the efficacy of an intervention in a small random assignment trial in an urban school
district, and a reasonable next step would be to replicate these findings In a rural school district.

(i) Interventions are ready to be evaluated.
Applicants must havean intervention that is fully developed and ready to be evaluated.
Applicants who intend to devotea significant part of the project period to developing new
components or materials for the intervention or new delivery approaches shouldapply to Goal
Two. Goal Threeprojectsare limited to those interventions that are fully developed.

(ii) Rationale for interventions that are already in wide use.
Applicants must provide a compelling rationale that justifies the Institute's investment in the
evaluation of the proposed intervention. Asjustification for the evaluation of an intervention
that is already in wide use, the Institute will accept conceptual arguments of the importance of
evaluating the proposed intervention because of its relevance to public policyor current
education practice as would be judged by practitioners and policymakers. Forexample, the
proposed intervention mayalready be Widely used but havenot been rigorously evaluated (e.g.,
a commercially distributed program, a specific education policy). To support this argument,
applicants might include documentation of the widespread useof the program to justify the
proposed efficacy evaluation. ByWidespread use, the Institute means used across multiple
statesor in the majority of districts in a single largestate or in the majority of schools in two or
more iargedistricts. Typically, interventions that fall in this category are commercially produced
and distributed.

(iii) Rationale for interventions that are not in wide use.
Applicants must provide a compeliing rationale that justifies the Institute's investment in the
evaluation of the proposed intervention. Applicants must provideevidence that the intervention
can be implemented in authenticeducation delivery settings - that is, evidence of the feasibility
and usabilityof the proposed intervention in authentic education deliverysettings. Applicants
should providea strong rationale justifying the investment in the evaluation of the proposed
intervention by including, for example, information on (a) the theoretical foundation on which
the intervention was developed, (b) research on related interventions or components of the
proposed interventions; or (c) empirical evidence of the potential effect of the proposed
intervention based on pilot data. Appropriate pilot data include, but are not limited to, evidence
of the feasibility of implementation of the intervention and data on outcomes for participants in
the intervention that are consistent with the intended effect of the intervention, for example,
change scores from pretest to posttest in the direction and magnitude that the intervention is
designed to generate.

In essence, the applicant needs to address the question: Why is this intervention likely to
produce better studentoutcomes relative to current practice? In addition,applicants should
address the pradicalimportance of the proposed intervention. Forexample, is the intervention
sufficiently comprehensive to improve studentoutcomes on end-of-year assessments? Is there
evidence indicating that the proposed intervention is sufficiently different from current practices
to potentially improve studentoutcomes relativeto current practices?

(iv) Theory of change.
Applicants should clearly present the theory of change for the proposed Intervention by
describing the features or components of the intervention and how they relate to each other and
to the intendedoutcomes both temporally (or operationally) and theoretically (e.q., why A leads
to B). When applicants c1eariy describe the model that guides the intervention and the
intervention itself (e.g., spedfk features or components of the intervention), reviewers are
better able to evaluate the relation between the theoretical and empirical foundation for the
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intervention and the intervention (e.g., is the proposed intervention a reasonable
operationalization of the theory?). Reviewers are alsobetter able to evaluate the relation
between the intervention and the outcome measures (e.g., do the proposed measures tap the
constructs that the intervention is intended to address?).

Some Interventions are designed to affect the teaching and learning environment and indirectly
affect studentoutcomes. In such cases, it is important for applicants to be clear in their theory
of change to identify the mediators that the intervention is designed to affect and through which
studentoutcomes are intended to be Improved.

Strongapplications will also include detailed descriptions of what the comparison group
experiences. Byclearly describing the intervention andthe comparable treatment that the
comparison group will receive, reviewers are better able to judge whether the intervention is
sufficiently different from the comparison treatmentso that one might reasonably expecta
difference in studentoutcomes. In addition, reviewers are better able to determineif the
proposed fidelity measures and observations of the comparison groupare sufficiently
comprehensive and sensitive to identify and document criticaldifferences between what the
intervention and comparison groupsreceive.

c. Significance of the oroiect
By describing (a) the intervention (e.q., features, components) and the theory of change for the
intervention, (b) the theoretical and empirical supportfor the proposed intervention, and (c) the practical
importance of the intervention, Goal Three applicants are addressing aspects of the significance of their
proposal.

d. Methodological reguirements
For all applications including those submitted under Goal Three, the proposed research
design must be appropriate for answering the research questions or hypotheses that are
posed.

(i) Research questions.
Applicants shoutd pose clear, concise hypotheses or research questions.

(ii) sample.
The applicant should define, as completely aspossible, the sample to be selected and sampling
procedures to be employed for the proposed study, including justification for exclusion and
inclusion criteria. Additionally, the applicant should describe strategies to increase the likelihood
that participants will remain in the studyover the course of the evaluation (l.e., reduce attrition).

(iii) Research design.
The applicant must providea detailed research design. Applicants should describe how potential
threats to internal and external validity would be addressed. Studies using randomized
assignment to treatment and comparison conditions are strongly preferred. When a randomized
trial is used, the applicantshould clearly state the unit of randomization (e.g., students,
classroom, teacher, or school); choice of randomizing unit or units should be grounded in a
theoretical framework. Applicants should explain the procedures for assignment of groups(e.g.,
schools) or participants to treatment and comparison conditions."

9 For additional infonmation ondescribing procedures for randomization, see theWhat Works Clearinghouse
document, Evidence Standards for Reviewing Studies(p. 6),available at
httn;!iwww.whatNQrks.ed.govlreviewProcesslstudy standards final.pdf.
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Only In circumstances In whicha randomized trial Is not possible may alternatives that
substantially minimize selection bias or allow it to be modeled be employed. Applicants
proposing to use a design other than a randomized design must make a compelling case that
randomization is not possible. Acceptable alternatives include appropriately structured
regression-discontinuity designs or other well-designed quasi-experimental designs that come
close to true experiments in minimizing the effectsof selection bias on estimates of effect size.
A well-designed quasi-experiment is one that reduces substantially the potential influence of
selection bias on membership In the Intervention or comparison group. This Involves
demonstrating equivalence between the intervention and comparison groupsat program entry
on the variables that are to be measured as program outcomes (e.q., studentachievement
scores), or obtaining such equivalence through statistical procedures such as propensity score
balancing or regression. It also involves demonstrating equivalence or removing statistically the
effectsof other variables on which the groups maydiffer and that mayaffect Intended outcomes
of the program beingevaluated (e.q., demographic variables, experience and levelof training of
teachers, motivation of students). Finally, It involves a design for the initial selection of the
intervention and comparison groups that minimizes selection bias or allows it to be modeled.
Forexample, a very weakquasi-experimental design that would notbe acceptable as evidence
of program efficacy would populate the intervention condition with teachers who volunteered for
the program to be evaluated, and would selectcomparison teachers who had the opportunity to
volunteerbut did not. In contrast, an acceptable design would select teachers in one particular
geographical areaof a city to be in the intervention, whereas teachers in another geographical
area, known to be demographically similar, wouldbe selected to be in the comparison condition.
In the former case, self-selection Into the intervention Is very likely to reflect motivation and
other factors that will affect outcomes of interestand that will be Impossible to equateacross
the two groups. In the latter case, the geographical differences between the participants in the
two groupswould ideally be unrelated to outcomes of interest, and in any case, could be
measured and controlled for statistically. '0

(iv) Power.
Applicants should clearly address the powerof the evaiuation desiqn to detect a reasonably
expected and minimally importanteffect. When justifying what constitutes a reasonably
expected effect, applicants should indicate c1eariy (e.q., Including the statistical formula) how the
effect size was calculated.

Many evaluations of education interventions are designed so that clusters or groupsof students,
rather than individual students, are randomly assiqned to treatmentand comparison conditions.
In such cases, the powerof the design depends In part on the degree to which the observations
of individuals within groupsare correlated with each other on the outcomes of interest. For
determining the sample size, applicants need to consider the numberof clusters, the numberof
individuals within dusters, the potential adjustment from covariates, the desired effect, the
intraclass correlation (I.e., the variance between clusters relative to the total variance between
and within clusters), and the desired powerof the design (note, other factors mayalsoaffect
the determination of sample size, such as using one-tailed vs. two-tailed tests, repeated
observations, attrition of participants, etc.)." Strong applications will Include empirical
justification for the intraclass correlation and anticipated effect size used in the poweranalysis.

lOFor more information, see Shadish, W. R., Cook, T. D., and campbell, D. T. (2002). Experimental and quasi­
experimentaldesigns for generalized causalinference. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company.

11 For more information, see Donner, A., & Klar, N. (2000). Design andAnalysis ofClusterRandomization Trials in
HealthResearch. New York: Oxford University Press; Murray, D. M. (1998). Design andAnalysis ofGroup­
Randomized Trials. New York: Oxford University Press; W.T. Grant Foundation & University of Michigan,
http://sltemaker.umlch,eduJoroup-baseS/optimal deSign software,
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(v) Measures.
Measures of student outcomes may includeresearcher developed measures and other measures
that are closely alignedwith the proposed intervention. However, applicants must also include
relevant measures of student outcomes that are of practical interest to educators. For example,
proposals to evaluate interventions to improveacademic outcomes should include measures
such as grades, standardized measures of student achievement, or state end-of-course exams.
Proposals to evaluate interventions to improve behavioral outcomes should includepractical
measures of behaviors that are relevant to schools, such as attendance, tardiness, drop-out
rates, disciplinary actions, or graduation rates. The applicantshould provide information on the
reliability, validity, and appropriateness of proposed measures. In strong applications,
investigators will makeclear how the skillsor content the intervention is designed to address are
captured in the various measures that are proposed.

Some interventionsare designed to change directly the teaching and learningenvironment and
indirectly affect student outcomes. In suchcases, applicants must provide measures of student
outcomes, as well as measures of the primary mediators (l.e., proxtrnal outcomes).

(vi) Fidelity of implementation of the intervention.
The applicant shouldspecifyhow the impiementation of the intervention would be documented
and measured. In strong applications, investigators will makeclear how the fidelity measures
capture the critical features of the intervention. Investigators should proposeresearch designs
that permit the identification and assessment of factors impacting the fidelity of implementation.

(vii) Comparison group, where applicable.
Comparisons of interventionsagainstother conditions are only meaningful to the extent that one
can tell what the comparison group receives or experiences. Applicants should compare
intervention and comparison groupson the implementation of critical featuresof the intervention
so that, for example, if there is no observed difference between intervention and comparison
student outcomes, they can determine if key elements of the intervention were also provided in
the comparison condition (i.e., a lackof distinction betweenthe intervention treatment and the
comparison treatment).

In evaluations of education interventions, individuals in the comparison group typically receive
some kind of treatment; rarely is the comparison group a "no-treatment" control. For some
evaluations, the primary question is whether the treatment is more effective than a particular
alternative treatment. In such instances, the comparison group receives a well-defined
treatment that is usuallyan important comparison to the target intervention for theoreticai or
pragmatic reasons. In other cases, the primary question is whether the treatment is more
effective than what is generallyavailable and utilized in schools. In suchcases, the comparison
group might receive what is sometimes called "business-as-usual." That is, the comparison
group receives whatever the school or district is currently using or doing in a particular area.
Business-as-usual generally refers to situations in which the standard or frequent practiceacross
the nation is a relatively undefined education treatment. However, business-as-usual may also
refer to situations in which a branded intervention (e.q., a published curriculum or program) is
implemented with no more support from the developers of the programthan would be available
under normal conditions. In either case, usinga bosmess-es-osuet comparison group is
acceptabie. When business-as-usual is one or another branded intervention, applicants should
specify the treatment or treatments received in the comparison group. In all cases, applicants
should account for the ways in which what happens in the comparison group is important to
understanding the net impact of the experimental treatment. As noted in the preceding
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paragraph, in strongapplications, investigators propose strategies and measures for comparing
the intervention and comparison groups on key features of the intervention.

The purpose here is to obtain information useful for post hoc explanations of why the
experimental treatment does or doesnot improve student learning relativeto the counterfactual.

Finally, the applicant should describe strategies they intend to useto avoid contamination
between treatment and comparison groups. Applicants do not necessarily needto randomize at
the school level to avoidcontamination between groups. Applicants should explain and justify
their strategies for reducing contamination.

(viii) Mediating and moderating variables.
In efficacy studies, the Institute expects researchers to examine relevant mediating and
moderating factors. Observational, survey, or qualitative methodologies are encouraged as a
complement to experimental methodologies to assist in the identification of factors that may
explain the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of the intervention. Mediating and moderating
variables that are measured in the intervention condition that are also likely to affect outcomes
in the comparison condition should be measured in the comparison condition (e.g., student time­
on-task, teacherexperience/time in position).

The evaluation should be designed to account for sources of variation in outcomes across
settings(l.e., to account for what might otherwise be part of the error variance). Applicants
should providea theoretical rationale to justify the inclusion (or exclusion) of factors/variables in
the design of the evaluation that havebeenfound to affect the success of education programs
(e.g., teacherexperience, fidelity of implementation, characteristics of the student population).

Efficacy and replication evaluations should demonstrate the conditions and critical variables that
affect the success of a given intervention. The most scalable interventions are those that can
produce the desired effectsacross a range of education contexts.

(ix) Data analysis.
All proposals must include detailed descriptions of data analysis procedures. Forquantitative
data, specific statistical procedures should be described. The relation between hypotheses,
measures, independent and dependent variables should be clear. Forqualitativedata, the
specific methods used to index, summarize, and interpretdata should be delineated.

Mostevaluations of education interventions involve clustering of students in classes and schools
and require the effectsof such clustering to beaccounted for in the analyses, even when
individuals are randomly assigned to condition. Such circumstances generally requirespecialized
multilevel statistical analyses using computer programs designed for such purposes. Strong
applications will providesufficientdetail for reviewers to judge the appropriateness of the data
analysis strategy. For random assignment studies, applicants need to be aware that typically the
primary unit of analysis is the unit of random assignment.

e. Personnel
Competitive applicants will haveresearch teams that collectively demonstrate expertise in: (a) the
relevantcontentarea (e.q., reading, mathematics, student behaviors); (b) the type of intervention being
evaluated (e.g., curriculum, teacher professional development, policy); (e) implementation of, and
analysis of resultsfrom, the research design that will be employed; and (d) working with schools and
other education delivery settings.

For Goal Three projects, an applicant may be or may involvedevelopers or distributors(inclUding for­
profit entitieS) in the project, from having them as full partners in its proposal to using otf-the-shelf
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training materials without involvement of the developer or distributor. Involvementof the developer or
distributor must not jeopardize the objectivity of the evaluation.

f. Resources
Competitive applicants will haveaccess to institutional resources that adequately support research
activities and access to schools in which to conductthe research. Strong applications will document the
availabilityand cooperation of the schools or other education delivery settingsthat will be required to
carry out the research proposed in the application via a letter of support from the education
organization.

g. Awards
Typical awards for projectsat this level will be $250,000 to $750,000 (total cost = direct + indirect
costs) per year for a maximum of 4 years. larger budgets will be considered if a compelling case can be
madefor such support. The size of the award depends on the scope of the project.

F. Requirements for Goal Four (scale-up Evaluations)
Because the requirements for GoaiFourare essentially the sameacross the Institute's research grant
topks. a genericdescription is usedin the fundingannouncement Consequently, the examples
providedmay not appiy to a particuiar topic.

a. Purpose of Goal Four (S<:ale-up)
Through all of its research programs that includethe SCale-up Evaluations goal (Goal Four), the Institute
intends to support effectiveness evaluations of interventions - programs, practices, and policies - to
determine whether or not fully developed interventions are effective when they are implemented under
conditions that would be typical if a school district or other education deliverysetting were to Implement
them (i.e., without special support from the developer or the research team) across a variety of
conditions(e.q., different student populations, different types of schools). The key differences between
Scale-up Evaluations (Goal Four)and Efficacy Evaluations (Goal Three), as the Institute uses these
terms, have to do with the deliveryof the Intervention and the diversityof the sample. Scale-up
Evaluations require that the intervention be implemented at a distance from the researcher/developer of
the intervention. That is, the researchers must not be heavily Involved in making the Intervention work.
The intervention must be implemented in the school or other authenticeducation setting, as it would be
if the school, or entity, had purchased and implemented the intervention on its own without any
involvement in a research study. Second, Scale-up Evaluations requiresufficient diversity in the sample
of schools, classrooms, or studentsto ensure appropriate generalizability. Scale-up Evaluations typically
require a larger sample than an Efficacy Evaluation. ForScale-up Evaluations, the primary question of
interest is, "Doesthis intervention produce a net positive increase in student learning and achievement
relative to the control group?" As is true for Goal Three studies, for Goal Fourstudies, depending on the
research questionof interest, the control group mayreceive a well-defined alternativetreatment, or may
receive whatever programs and practices are already currentlyavailable and utilized by schools
(business-as-usual control group). Rnally, the Institute invests in Scale-up Evaluations for interventions
that havestrong prior evidence of the efficacy of the intervention.

b. Requirements for the proposed intervention
To be considered for Goal Fourawards, applicants must providea clear rationale for the practicai
importanceof the intervention. Applicants should address three questions related to practical
importance. (1) Is the intervention likely to produce educationally meaningful effectson outcomes that
are important to educational achievement (e.q., grades, achievement test scores) and, therefore, are of
interest to parents, teachers, and education decision makers? (2) Is the intervention reasonably
affordable to schools and other education deliveryentities? (3) Is the intervention designed so that it is
feasible for schools and other education deliveryentities to implementthe intervention? In addition,
applicants should clearlydescribe the components of the intervention. Interventionsappropriatefor
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study under Goal Fourare interventions that are fully developed and havestrongevidence of the
efficacyof the program on a limited scale.

(i) Strong evidence of educationally meaningful effects.
Applicants must providestrong evidence of the efficacy of the program as implemented on a
small scale to justify the proposal to conduct a large-scale evaluation of the effectiveness of the
intervention. Asan example of strong evidence of efficacy, an applicant might describe the
results of two or moresmall scale, rigorously conducted evaluations using random assignment to
interventionand comparison conditions in which the efficacyof the intervention is demonstrated
with different populations (e.q., urban and rural school districts). Alternatively, a single efficacy
evaluation might haveInvolved schools from more than one district and included a diverse
population of teachers and students and alonecould constitute sufficientevidence of the efficacy
of the intervention. Importantly, the evidence of efficacy must be based on the resultsof
randomized field trials, or well-designed quasi-experimental evaluations.

Evidence for efficacy from single-subject experimental designs would involvemultiplestudies in
different settingsthat demonstrate causal effects.

Strongapplications will include information on the size and statistical significance of the effects
that were obtained through efficacy trials. Effect sizes and confidence limits should typicallybe
calculated based on a unit of analysis that is the same as the unit of random assignment. For
example, the results of an efficacytrial in which classrooms were assigned to conditions should
be analyzed based on classroom means rather than results from individual students. Applicants
should indicate clearly (e.q., including the statistical formula) how the effect size was calculated
when they useeffect sizes as part of the rationale for justifying their intervention. Furthermore,
information on effect sizes is moreuseful to reviewers when sufficientcontext for interpreting
the effect sizes is provided.

(ii) Feasible implementation.
The materials, training procedures, organizational arrangements, and all other aspects of the
intervention must be developed to the point where the intervention is ready to be implemented
under real-world circumstances in a real-world way. Strong applications will providereviewers
with sufficient information to evaluate whether implementation of the intervention is feasible for
schools and other education entities undernormal conditions (i.e., without any support from the
researchers or developers of the intervention that would not typically be available to entities
wanting to implement the intervention outside of a research study). Forexample, applicants
might include resultsfrom prior efficacy trials indicating the degree of supportprovided for the
implementation of the intervention and the level of fidelity attainedacross classrooms or schools.

(iii) Description of the intervention.
All applicants should clearlydescribe the intervention (e.q., features, components). When
applicants dearlv describe the intervention, reviewers are better able to evaluate the relation
between the intervention and the outcome measures (e.q., do the proposed measures tap the
constructs that the intervention is intended to address?). Strong applications will also include
detaileddescriptions of what the comparison groupexperiences. Byclearly describing the
components of the intervention and the comparable treatment (e.q., training program) that the
comparison group will receive, reviewers are better able to judge whether (a) the intervention is
sufficiently different from the comparison treatmentso that one might reasonably expecta
difference in student outcomes, and (b) fidelity measures and observations of the comparison
group are sufficiently comprehensive and sensitive to identify and documentcriticai differences
between the intervention and comparison conditions.
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Applicants may useAppendix B to include up to 10 pages of examples of materials to be
used by participants (e.q., training materials for teachers, computer screens depicting
how information is presented to students, examples of test itemsfor a proposed
assessment). Applicants should beawarethat all narrative text describing the
theoretical background, empirical support, components of the proposed intervention, or
any other aspect of the proposal must be included within the 25-page project narrative.
The only materials that are allowed in Appendix B are examples of the materials that are
used by or presented to partidpants in the intervention or assessment.

c. Implementation of the intervention
Onegoal of scale-up evaluations of interventions is to determine if programs are effective when the
developers of the program do not provideany moresupportthan would be available under normal
conditions. That is, the program should be implemented as it would be if the schools or other entities
that are delivering the program were to obtain the program on their own and decide to use it apart from
participation in any research and evaluation study. A second goal is to determine if programs
implemented under theseconditions are effective in a variety of settings. Interventions that are
effectiveat scale are those that can produce the desired effects across a range of education contexts.
For Goal Four, the applicant should detail the conditions under which the intervention will be
implemented - including explicitlydetailingwhat involvement the researcher/developer will have in the
implementation of the intervention and justifying this levelof involvement - and provide procedures that
will capture the conditions and critical variables that affect the success of a given intervention.

d. Significance of project
Byaddressing the implementation of the intervention and the requirements for the intervention, Goal
Fourapplicants are addressing the significance of their proposal.

e. Methodological requirements
For all applications, including those submitted under Goal Four, the proposed research
design must be appropriate for answering the research questions or hypotheses that are
posed.

ForGoal Fourprojects, all of the methodological requirements listed under Goal Threeapply to Goal Four
projects.

In addition to the Goal Three methodological requirements, for Goal Fourprojects, strongapplications
will include a Cost-Feasibility analysis to assess the financial costs of program implementation and assist
schools in understanding whether Implementation of the program is practicable given their available
resources. Data should be collected on the monetary expenditures for the resources that are required to
implementthe program. Financial costs for personnel, facilities, equipment, materials, and other
relevant Inputsshould be included. Annual costs should be assessed to adequately reflect expenditures
across the lifespan of the program. The Institute is not asking applicants to conduct an economic
evaluation of the program (e.g., cost-benefit, cost-utility, or cost-effectiveness analyses), although
applicants may propose such evaluation activities If desired. 12

f. Personnel
Competitive applicants will haveresearch teams that collectively demonstrate expertise in: (a) the
relevantcontentarea (e.g., reading, mathematics, studentbehaviors); (b) the type of intervention
proposed (e.q., program, practice, policy); (c) implementation of, and analysiS of results from, the

12 For additional information onhow to calculate the costs of a program orconduct aneconomic evaluation,
applicants might refer to Levin, H.M., & McEwan, PJ. (2001). Cost-Effectiveness Analysis. 2nd Ed. Thousand Oaks,
CA: sage Publications.
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research design that wili be employed; and (d) working with schools and other education delivery
settings.

An applicantmay involvedevelopers or distributors (including for-profit entities) of the intervention in
the project, from haVing the developers as full partners In its proposal to using off-the-shelf teacher
training materials without involvement of the developer or publisher. However, involvement of the
developer or distributor must not jeopardize the objectivityof the evaluation. Strong applications wili
carefullydescribe the role, if any, of the developer/distributor in the intervention. Developers may not
provideany training or supportfor the implementation that is not normally available to users of the
intervention. Applicants should describe how objectivity in the evaluation would be maintained. Strong
applications wili assign responsibility for random assignment to condition, data collection, and data
analyses to individuals who were not involved in the development of the intervention and are not
involved in the distributionof the intervention.

g. Resources
Competitive applicants will haveaccess to institutional resources that adequately support research
activitiesand access to schools in which to conduct the research. Strong applications will documentthe
availability and cooperation of the schools or other education delivery settings that wili be required to
carry out the research proposed in the application via a letter of supportfrom the education
organization.

h. Awards
The scope of Goal Fourprojectsmayvary. A smaller project might involve several schools within a large
urban school district in which studentpopulations vary in termsof SES, race, and ethnicity. A larger
project might involvelarge numbers of students In several school districts in different geographical
areas.

Typical awards for projectsat this levelwill be $500,000 to $1,200,000 (total cost = direct + indirect
costs) per year for a maximum of 5 years. Larger budgets will be considered if a compelling case can be
madefor such support. The size of the awarddepends on the scope of the project.

G. Requirements for Goal Five (Measurement Projects)
Here, the Institute specifies the requirements for Goal Five projects for all topics exceptEducation Policy,
Finance, and Systems. Requirements for Goal 5 applications underthe Policy/Systems topic are detailed
in the specific requirements section for that topic (Part IL10.Cob).

a. Purpose of Goal Five (Measurement)
Applications appropriate for consideration underGoal Five are: (a) proposals to develop and validate
new assessments; (b) proposals to adaptand/or validateexistingassessments; (c) proposals to adapt
and/or validateassessments originally designed and used for research purposes for broader use in
instructional settings; (d) proposals to develop or test new techniques for assessment or analysis of
assessment data in the contextof state accountability standards and systems; and (e) proposals to
developassessments used to certify or assess professionals (e.q., teachers, related service providers)
and/or validatesuch assessments against studentoutcomes. Proposed assessments must meet the
specific requirements detailed under the topic to which the proposal is submitted.

UnderGoal Five, the Institute intendsto support research on assessments intended for useby
practitioners for purposes of screening, diaqnosis, progress monitoring, outcome assessment, and
assessments of teachers and education leaders.

(I) Screening.
Screening involves brief assessments conducted with all children at the beginning of the school
year and targets skills that are stronglypredictive of important future outcomes. The goal of
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screening is to identify children who are at risk of failure and likely to needadditional or
alternative forms of instruction either to supplement or supplantconventional instruction.

(ii) Diagnosis.
Diagnosis refers to more in-depth assessment of strengthsand weaknesses in a particular
domain, and should not be confused with assessment for the purpose of labeling children with
disabilities. The goal of diagnostic assessment is to provideteachers with a profile of skillsand
deficits to guide instruction.

(iii) Progress monitoring.
Progress monitoring is assessment of students' performance on critical criterion performance
skillsa minimumof three times a year but typically more frequently (e.g., weekly, monthly, or
quarterly) usingalternate forms of a test. The purpose of progress monitoring is to estimate
rates of improvement, to identify children who are not demonstrating adequate progress and,
therefore, require supplementary instruction. Progress monitoringassessment provides
information on a student'sperformance on an ongoing basis (e.q., weeklydata on whether
studentsare benefiting from a particulartype of instruction). This informationcan be used to
comparedifferent types of instruction for a particularchild on a frequent basis.

UnderGoal 5, applicants may propose to develop and/or validate a progress-monitoring
Instrument. Applicants who want to test whether Implementation ofa progress monItoring
system or instrument Improves student outcomes must apply under the appropriate intervention
evaluation goal (Goal 3 or Goal 4).

(iv) Outcome assessment.
Outcome assessment is designed to determine if students have achieved or not achieved grade­
level performance or if their performance has improved or not improved.

(v) Assessments of teachers and education leaders.
Under the Early Childhood, Teacher Quality, and Education leadership research topics,
applicants may propose to develop assessments of teacher practices and validate them against
student outcomes, as well as to develop and/or validate assessments used to certify
professionals (e.g., teacher certification exams).

b. Requirements for the proposed assessment
(i) Rationale.

Applicants should providea compelling rationale to support the development of the proposed
assessment. Reviewers will consider (a) the strengthof the theoretical foundation fur the
proposed assessment, (b) the existing empirical evidence supporting the proposed assessment,
and (c) whether the proposed assessment duplicates existing assessments. In developing these
assessments, researchers should keep in mind the pragmatic constraints (e.g., number of
students, limited class time, time requtred to train teachers to use the assessments, costs) that
teachers and administrators will consider to determinewhether the instrument is a viable option
for use in classrooms and other education deliverysettings.

(ii) Descriptionof the assessment,
Applications should providesuffldent description of the proposed assessment and how It could
be utilized within education deliverysettingsfor reviewers to judge the practicality of the
proposed assessment for Instructional purposes. Applicants should clearlydescribe the
components of the assessment (e.g., specific knowledge and skillsthat the instrument is
designed to tap) in sufficientdetail to allow reviewers to evaluate relations between the
theoretical and empirical foundations for the assessment and the assessment itself (e.q., does
the proposed assessment capturecritical skills?), and whether the proposed assessment will
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meet the needs for which it is intended. Applications to examine the useof assessments for
accountability purposes should providesufficient description of the proposed assessment
instrumentor technique in the contextof stateand federai accountability policies so that
reviewers are able to judge the meritsand feasibility of the proposed research on assessment
for accountability.

Applicants may useAppendix B to include up to 10 pages of examples of materials to be
used by participants (e.q., training materials for teachers, computer screens depicting
how information is presented to students, examples of test items for a proposed
assessment). Applicants should be awarethat all narrative text describing the
theoretical background, empirical support, components of the proposed assessment, or
any other aspect of the proposal mustbe included within the 2S-page project narrative.
The only materials that are allowed in AppendiX B are examples of the materials that are
used by or presented to participants in the assessment.

c. Significance of project
Bydescribing the theoretical and empiricai supportfor the proposed assessment, the practicai utility of
the assessment, and the components of the assessment, applicants are addressing aspects of the
significance of their proposal.

d. Methodological requirements
For all applications, including those submitted under Goal Five, the proposed research
design must be appropriate for answering the research questions or hypotheses that are
posed. Thereare two aspects of the research methodology that applicants mustclearly address: (a)
the proposed methods for developing the assessment, and (b) the proposed research methods for
obtaining evidence of the validityand reliabilityof the instrument.

(i) Assessmentdevelopment.
Applicants mustdetail the proposed procedures for deveioping the assessment. Strong
applications will include descriptions of: (a) the procedures for determining the constructs that
wiii be "tapped" by the instrument; (b) the procedures for selecting itemsto be used in the
assessment, including assessing difficuity of selected items, and obtaining representative
responses to items; and (c) the process for determining the administrative procedures for
conducting the assessment (e.g., mode of administration, inclusion/exclusion of individual test
takers, and whether make-ups or alternative administrative conditions wiii be allowed).
Applicants should describe the process they wiii useto collectempirical data that wiii provide
feedback for refining specific components of the assessment. Applicants shoulddescribe the
iterativedevelopment process to be usedin the design andrefinement oftheproposed
measurement tool.

(ii) Assessmentevaluation.
Applicants must clearly describe the research plans for determining the validity and reliabilityof
the instrument. Applicants should describe the characteristics, size, and analyticadequacy of
samples to be used in each study, including justification for exclusion and inclusion criteria.
Applicants should describe detailed planned analyticmethods (e.g., statistical and/or
psychometric models), plans for treatment of missing responses, and criteria for interpreting
results.

Applicants proposing to useexisting datasets (e.g., state or local studentachievement
databases) to validate an assessment should explicitly address how exclusion from testing, or
missing data, will be handled within the statistical analysis. If multipledata setswiii be linked for
the proposed analyses, applicants should provide sufficient detail for reviewers to judge the
feasibility of the plan.
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Applicants propoSing to collectoriginal data should carefully describe the sample, measures
(including reliability and validity), and procedures proposed for the primarydata collection. If
observational data are collected, applicants should describe how the data would be collected
(e.g., procedures for maintaining inter-observer reliability), coded, and analyzed.

Applicants proposing to develop and/or validate assessments of teachers, education leaders, or
education systems must validate the assessments againststudentoutcomes.

e. Personnel
Competitive applicants will have research teams that collectively demonstrate expertise in (a) content
area, (b) assessment, (c) implementation of, and analysis of results from, the research design that will
be employed, and (d) working with teachers, schools, or other education deliverysettings in which the
proposed assessment might be used.

f. Resources
Competitive applicants will haveaccess to institutional resources that adequately support research
activitiesand access to schools in which to conduct the research. Applicants should alsodemonstrate
access to statistical and measurement resources and technical expertise needed for developing and
studying assessment instrumentsand techniques.

g. Awards
Typical awards under Goal Fivewill be $150,000 to $400,000 (total cost = direct + indirect costs) per
year for up to 4 years. Larger budgets wili be considered if a compelling case can be madefor such
support. The sizeof award depends on the scope of the project.
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PART IV GENERAL SUBMISSION AND REVIEW INFORMATION

17. MECHANISM OFSUPPORT
The Institute intendsto awardgrants pursuant to this request for applications. The maximum length of
the award periodvaries by goal.The maximum awardlength for each goal ranges from two to five
years. Please seedetailsfor each goal In PartIII Requirements of the Proposed Research section of the
announcement.

18. FUNDING AVAILABLE
The size of the awarddepends on the scope of the project. Please see specific details in Part III
Requirements of the Proposed Research section of the announcement. Although the plans of the
Institute include the research programs (topics)described in this announcement, awards pursuantto this
request for applications are contingent uponthe availability of fundsand the receiptof a sufficient
numberof meritorious applications. The numberof projectsfunded under a specific topic and goal
depends upon the numberof high quality applications submitted to that topic and goal. The Institute
does not haveplans to awarda specific numberof grants undereach particulartopic and goal.

19. ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS
Applicants that havethe ability and capacity to conduct scientifically valid research are eligibleto apply.
Eligibie applicants include, but are not limited to, non-profitand for-profit organizations and publicand
private agencies and institutions, such as colleges and universities.

20. DESIGNATION OF PRINCIPAL INVEmGATOR
The applicant institution is responsible for identifying the Principal Investigator. The Principal
Investigator is the individual who hasthe authorityand responsibility for the properconductof the
research, including the appropriate useof federal fundsand the submission of required scientific
progress reports. An applicant institution mayelect to designate morethan one Principal Investigator.
In so doing, the applicant institution identifies them as individuals who share the authority and
responsibility for leading and directing the research project intellectually and logistically. All Principal
Investigators will be listed on any grant award notification. However, Institutions applying for funding
must designate a single point of contactfor the project. The role of this person Isprimarily for
communication purposes on the scientific and related budgetary aspects of the project and should be
listed as the Principal Investigator. All other Principal Investigators should be listed as Co-Principal
Investigators.

21. SPECIAL REOUIREMENTS
Research supported through this program must be relevant to U.S. schools.

Recipients of awards are expected to publish or otherwise make publicly available the results of the work
supported through this program. The Institute asks IES-funded investigators to submitvoluntarily to the
Educational Resources Information center (ERIC) an electronic version of the author's final manuscript
upon acceptance for publication In a peer-reviewed journal, resulting from research supported, in whole
or in part, by the Institute. The author'sfinal manuscript is defined as the final version accepted for
journal publication, and includes all modifications from the peer review process.

Applicants must budget for one meeting each year in Washington, DC, with other grantees and Institute
staff for a durationof up to three daysof meetings. At leastone project representative mustattend the
three-daymeeting.

The Institute anticipates that the majority of the research funded underthis announcement will be
conducted in field settings. Hence, the applicant is reminded to apply Its negotiated off-campus indirect
cost rate, as directed by the terms of the applicant's negotiated agreement.
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Research applicants may collaborate with, or be, for-profit entities that develop, distribute, or otherwise
market products or services that can be used as interventions or components of interventions in the
proposed research activities. Involvement of the developer or distributor must not jeopardize the
objectivity of the evaluation.

Applicants may propose studies that piggyback onto an existing study (l.e., requires access to subjects
and data from another study). In such cases, the principal investigator of the existing study must be
one of the members of the research team applying for the grant to conduct the new project.

The Institute strongly advises applicants to establish a written agreement among all key collaborators
and their institutions (e.g., principal and co-principal investigators) regarding roles, responsibilities,
access to data, publication rights, and decision-making procedures within three months of receipt of an
award.

22. LETTER OFINTENT

A. Content
A letter indicating an applicant's intent to submit an application is optional, but encouraged, for each
application. The letter of intent form must be submitted electronically by the date listed in this
document, using the instructions provided at: https:!lies.constellagroup.com.

The letter of intent should include:
• Descriptive title;
• Topic and goal that the applicant will address;
• Brief description of the proposed project;
• Name, institutional affiliation, address, telephone number and e-mail address of the principal

investigator(s);
• Name and institutional affiliation of any key collaborators and contractors;
• Duration of the proposed project;
• Estimated budget request for each year; and
• Total budget request.

B. Format and Page Limitation
The project description should be singie-spaced and should not exceed one page (about 3,500
characters). Although the letter of intent is optional, is not binding, and does not enter into the review of
a subsequent application, the information that it contains allows Institute staff to estimate the potentiai
workload to pian the review.

23. APPLICATION PACKAGE AVAILABLE ON GRANTS.GOV

A. Date Application Package is Available on Grants.gov
The application form approved for use in the competitions specified in this RFA is the government-wide
SF424 Research and Related (R&R) Form (OMB Number 4040-0001).

Application forms and instructions for the electronic submission of applications will be available for the
programs of research listed in this RFA from http:Uwww.Grants.govl by the follOWing dates:

Summer Application Forms Available on April 28, 2008

Fall Application Forms Available on August 4, 2008

Posted on February 29, 2008 Education Research, p. 71



B. Download Correct Application Package
a. CFDA number
Applicants must first search by the CFDA number for each IESRequest for Applications without the alpha
suffix to obtain the correctdownloadable Application Instructions andApplication Package. For the
Education Research Request for Applications, applicants must search on: CFDA 84.305.

b. Education Research Application Instructions and Application Package
The Grants.gov search on CFDA 84.305 will yield more than one application package. For the Education
Research Request for Applications (l.e., the research topics listedin this Request for Applications),
applicants will be able to download packages marked:

CFDA 84-305A2009-1 Education Research Application Instructions and Application
Package (June 2008 deadline) and

CFDA 84-305A2009-2 Education Research Application Instructions and Application
Package (October 2008 deadline).

An applicantmust download the application package deslqnated for the competition and deadline date to
which the applicant wishes to applyor the application will be submitted to the wrong competition.
Althoughthe two packages are similar, only CFDA 84-305A2009-1 can be used to apply in Juneand only
CFDA 84-305A2009-2 can be used to apply in October.

24. SUBMISSION PROCESS AND DEADLINE
Applications must be submitted electronically by 4:30 p.m., Washington, DC time on the
application deadline date, using the ED standard forms and the instructions provided on the Grants.gov
website.

Potential applicants should check this site for information about the electronic submission procedures
that must be followed and the software that will be required.

25. APPLICATION CONTENTAND FORMAmNG REOUIREMENTS

A. Overview
All of the instructions and requirements regarding (a) submission of the application, (b) application page
limits, (c) acceptable format, and (d) necessary attachments (.PDF files) will be provided in the
Application Instructions document for this competition that can be found under the "For Applicants -­
Apply for Grants" link of Grants.gov. Also, all of the required formswill be provided in the Application
Package that accompanies the Application Instructions.

In this section, the Institute provides instructions regarding the content of the (a) project
summary/abstract, (b) project narrative, (c) bibliography and references cited, (d) biographical sketches
of senior/key personnel, (e) narrative budgetjustification (f) subaward budqets, (g) Appendix A, (h)
Appendix B, (i) human subjects narrative, and (j) additional forms. The instructions belowwill be
reiterated in the Application Instructions document for this competition, which will be available, as noted
above, under the "For Applicants -- Apply for Grants" link of Grants.gov.

B. General Format Requirements
Margin, format, and font size requirements applyto the project summary, project narrative, bibliography,
biographical sketches, narrative budget justification,AppendiX A, and AppendiX B. To ensure that the
text is easyfor reviewers to read and that all applicants havethe same amountof available space in
which to describe their projects, applicants mustadhere to the type size and format specifications for the
entire narrative including footnotes. It is very important that applicants review carefully the
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"Application Format Requirements" outlined in the Fiscal Year 2009 Application Package
Highlights, which will be part of the application instructions, to be available on htto:/Iwww.Grants.gov.

a. Page and Margin Specifications
For the purposes of applications submittedunder this RFA, a "page" is 8.5 in. x 11 ln., on one side only,
with 1 inch margins at the top, bottom, and both sides.

b. Spacing
Text must be singlespaced in the narrative.

c. Type Size (Font Size)
Type must conform to the following three requirements:

• The height of the letters must not be smallerthan a type size of 12 point.
• Type density, including characters and spaces, must be no more than 15 characters per inch (cpi).

For proportional spacing, the average for any representative section of text must not exceed 15 cpi.
• Type size must yield no more than 6 linesof type within a vertical inch.

Applicants should check the type size using a standard device for measuring type size, rather than
reiying on the font selected for a particularword processing/printer combination. The type size used
must conform to all three requirements. Small type size makes it difficult for reviewers to read the
application; consequently, the useof small type will be groundsfor the Institute to return the application
without peer review.

Adherence to type size and line spacing requirements is necessary so that no applicantwill have an
unfair advantage, by using small type or by provldlnq more text in their applications. Note, these
requirements apply to the PDFfile as submitted. As a practical matter, applicants who use a 12­
point Times New Roman font without compressing, kerning, condensing or other alterationstypically
meet these requirements.

Figures, charts, tables, and figure legends may be in a smaller type size but must be readily legible.

d. Graphs. diagrams. tables
Applicants must useonly blackand white in graphs, diagrams, tables, and charts. The application must
contain only material that reproduces well when photocopied in blackand white.

C. Project Summary/Abstract
a. Submission
The project summary/abstract will be submitted as a .PDF attachment.

b. Page limitations and format requirements
The project summary/abstract is limited to 1 single-spaced page and must adhereto the margin, format,
and font size requirements above.

c. Content
The project summary/abstract should include:

(1) Title of the project;
(2) The RFA topic and goal under which the applicant is applying (e.q., Teacher Quality,

Goal 2);
(3) Briefdescription of the purpose (e.q., to develop and document the feasibilityof an

intervention);
(4) Brief description of the setting in which the research will be conducted (e.q., rural school

districts in Alabama);
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(S) Brief description of the population(s) from which the participants of the study(ies) will be
sampled (age groups, race/ethnicity, SES);

(6) If applicable, brief description of the intervention or assessment to be developed or
evaluated or validated;

(7) If applicable, brief description of the control or comparison condition (e.g., what will
participants in the control condition experience);

(8) Brief description of the primary research method;
(9) If applicable, brief description of measures and key outcomes; and
(10) If applicable, brief description of the data analytic strategy.

Pleasesee the website http://ies.ed.govlncerlprojects/ for examples of project summaries/abstracts.

D. Project Narrative
a. Submission
The project narrative will be submitted as a .PDF attachment.

b. Page limitations and format requirements
The project narrative is limited to 25 single-spaced pages for all applicants. The 2S-page limit for the
project narrative does not include any of the SF 424 forms, the one-page summary/abstract, the
appendices, research on human subjects information, bibliography and references cited, biographical
sketches of senior/key personnel, narrative budget justification, subaward budget information or
certifications and assurances.

Reviewers are able to conduct the highest quality review when applications are concise and easy to read,
with pages numbered consecutively.

c. Format for citing references in text
To ensure that all applicants have the same amount of available space in which to describe their projects
in the project narrative, applicants should use the author-date style of citation (e.q., James, 2004), such
as that described in the Publication Manual ofthe American Psychological Association, 5th Ed (American
Psychological Association, 2001).

d. Content
Incorporating the requirements outlined under the section on Requirements of the Proposed Research,
and the requirements listed under the relevant research grant topic, the project narrativeprovides the
majority of the information on which reviewers will evaluate the proposal.

The project narrative must include four sections: (a) Significance, (b) Research Plan, (c) Personnel, and
(d) Resources. Information to be included in each of these sections is detailed in Part III:
Requirements of the ProposedResearch and in specific requirements subsections for each research
topic in Part II: Research Grant Topics.

E. Bibliography and References Cited
a. Submission
The section will be submitted as a .PDFattachment.

b. Page limitations and format requirements
There are no limitations to the number of pages in the bibliography. The bibliography must adhere to
the margin, format, and font size requirements described in section IV.2S.B. Generai Format
Requirements.
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c. Content
Applicants should include complete citations, including the names of all authors(in the same sequence in
which they appear in the publication), titles (e.q., articleandjournal, chapterand book, book), page
numbers, and yearof publication for literaturecited in the research narrative.

F. Biographical Sketches of senior/Key Personnel
a. Submission
The section will be submitted as a .PDF attachment.

b. Page limitations and fOrmat requirements
A biographical sketch should be provided for the principal investigator and other key personnel. Each
biographical sketch (e.g., abbreviated curriculum vitae) is limited to 4 pages. The
biographical sketch mustadhere to the margin, format, and font size requirements described in section
lV.25.B. General Format Requirements.

c. Content
Each biographical sketch should include information sufficient to demonstrate that personnel possess
training and expertise commensurate with their duties (e.g., publications, grants, relevant research
experience) and haveadequate time devoted to the project to carry out their duties. Applicants are
reminded to review information In section IV.20 Designation of Principal Investigator.

d. List of current and Pending grants
Applicants should provide a list of all current and pending grantsalong with the proportion of the
individual's time allocated to each project for the principal investigator and other key personnel for the
project. This information is to be provided as a table attached to the biographical sketch (i.e., a fifth
page).

G. Narrative Budget Justification
a. Submission
The section will be submitted as a .PDF attachment.

b. Page limitations and format requirements
There are no pagelimitations for the narrative budgetjustification. The narrativebudgetjustification
must adhere to the margin, format, and font size requirements described in section IV.25.B. General
Format Requirements.

c. Content
The narrative budgetjustification should provide sutfldent detail to allow reviewers to judge whether
reasonable costs have been attributed to the project. The budgetjustificationshould correspond to the
Itemized breakdown of project costs that is provided in the Research & Related Budget (SF424) Sections
A & B; C, D, &E; and F-K. It should include the time commitments and brief descriptions of the
responsibilities of key personnel. Forconsultants, the narrative should include the numberof daysof
anticipated consultation, the expected rate of compensation, travel, per diem,and other related costs. A
justification for equipment purchase, supplies, travel and other related project costs should also be
provided In the budqetnarrativefor each projectyear outlined In the Research & Related Budget (SF
424).

For thoseapplications that Include a subaward(s) for work conducted at collaborating Institutions, the
narrativeshould alsoprovidethe detailsabout the subaward(s). Include the actual subaward budgets
as a separate attachment. (See below"Subaward Budget".)
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d. Indirect cost rate
Applicants should usetheir institution's federal indirectcost rate and usethe off-campus indirectcost
rate where appropriate (see instructions under Section IV.21 Special Requirements). If less than 75
percent of total indirect costs are based on application of the off-campus rate, the applicantshould
provide a detailed justification.

H. Subaward Budget
a. Submission
The section will be submitted as a .PDF attachment.

b. Page limitations and format requirements
Toallow applicants to enter subaward budget information in accordance with a prescribed format (R&R Subaward
BUdget), an Excel spreadsheet will be provided at:

http://les.ed.gov/fundlng/

Applicants willdownload and complete the spreadsheet in Excel format, convert It to a .PDF file, and then upload It
asan attachment. There are nopage limitations to the spreadsheet.

c. Content
Forapplications that include a subaward(s) for work conducted at collaborating institutions, applicants
must submit an itemized budgetspreadsheet for each subaward for each project year. As noted above,
the detailsof the subaward costs should be included in the Narrative Budget Justification.

I. Appendix A
a. Submission
Appendix A should be included at the end of the Project Narrative and submitted as part of the same
.PDF attachment.

b. Page limitations and format requirements
Appendix A is limited to 15 pages. It mustadhere to the margin, format, and font size requirements
described in section 25.B. General Format Requirements.

c. Content
(i) Purpose.

The purpose of AppendiX A is to allow the applicant to include any figures,charts, or tablesthat
supplement the research text, examples of measures to be used in the project, and letters of
agreement from partners (e.g., schools) and consultants. In addition, in the case of a
resubmtssion, the applicant may useup to 3 pages of the appendix to describe the ways in
which the revised proposal is responsive to prior reviewerfeedback. These are the only materials
that may be included in Appendix A; all other materials will be removed prior to reviewof the
application. Narrative text related to any aspect of the project (e.q., descriptions of the
proposed sample, the design of the study, or previous research conducted by the applicant)
must be included in the research narrative.

(ii) Letters of agreement.
Letters of agreement should include enough information to makeit clearthat the author of the
letter understands the nature of the commitment of time, space, and resources to the research
project that will be required if the application is funded. The Institute recognizes that some
applicants may have more iettersof agreement than will be accommodated by the 15-page limit.
In such instances, applicants should include the most important lettersof agreement and may
list the lettersof agreement that are not included in the application due to pagelimitations.
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J. Appendix B (Optional)
a. Submission
If applicable, Appendix B should be included at the end of the ProjectNarrative, following Appendix A,
and submitted as part of the same .PDF attachment.

b. Page limitations and format requirements
The appendix is limited to 10 pages. The Appendix B must adhere to the margin, format, and font size
requirements described in section 25.B. General FormatRequirements.

c. Content
Appendix B applies to applications under all topics in this RFA. The purposeof Appendix B is to allow
applicants who are proposing to develop, evaluate, or validatean intervention or assessment to include
examples of curriculum material, computer screens, test items, or other materials used in the
intervention or assessment. Theseare the only materials that may be included in Appendix B; all other
materialswill be removed prior to review of the application. Narrativetext related to the intervention
(e.q., descriptions of research that supports the use of the intervention/assessment, the theoretical
rationale for the intervention/assessment, or details regarding the implementation or use of the
intervention/assessment) must be included in the 25-pageresearch narrative.

K. Research on Human Subjects
a. Submission
This section will be submitted as a .PDF attachment.

b. Requirements
If an applicant proposes research activities involving human subjectsat any time during the proposed
project period, either at the applicantorganization or at any other performance site or collaborating
institution, then the applicant must provideeither a human subjects "exempt research narrative" or a
"nonexempt research narrative" and upload this narrative as instructed in the Fiscal Year 2009
Application Package Highlights. See the U.S. Department of Education's web page for detailed
information about the protection of human subjects in research:
http://www.ed.gov/policy/fund/guid/humansub/overview.html.

L. Additional Forms
Please note that applicants selected for funding will be requtred to submit the following certifications and
assurances before a grant is issued:

(1) SF 424B-Assurances-Non-Construction Programs
(2) Grants.gov lobbying Form
(3) SF-lll (if applicable) - Disclosure of lobbying Activities
(4) Protection of Human Research Subjects assurance and/or Institutional Review Board

certification, as appropriate*

*Refer to the Fiscal Year 2009 Application Package for NewGrants, available on httD:/fwww.Grants.gov,
which details the information about the Human Subjects narrative, if applicable, that is required to be
submitted with the application.

26. APPLICATION PROCESSING
Applications must be received by 4:30 pm, Washington, D.C. time on the application deadlinedate
listed in the heading of this request for applications. Upon receipt, eachapplication will be reviewed for
completeness and for responsiveness to this requestfor applications. Applications that do not address
specificrequirements of this requestwill be returned to the applicants without further consideration.
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27. PEER REVIEW PROCESS
Applications that are compliant and responsive to this request will be evaluated for scientific and
technical merit. Reviews will be conducted in accordance with the review criteria statedbelow by a
panel of scientists who havesubstantive and methodological expertise appropriate to the programof
research and request for applications.

Each application will be assigned to one of the Institute's scientific reviewpanels. At least two primary
reviewers will complete written evaluations of the application, identifying strengths and weaknesses
related to each of the reviewcriteria. Primary reviewers will independently assign a score for each
criterion, as well as an overall score, for each application they review. Based on the overall scores
assigned by primary reviewers, an average overallscore for each application will be calculated and a
preliminary rankorder of applications will be prepared before the full peer review panel convenes to
complete the reviewof applications.

The full panel will consider and score only thoseapplications deemed to be the mostcompetitive and to
havethe highestmerit, as refiected by the preliminary rankorder. A panel member may nominate for
consideration by the full panel any proposal that he or shebelieves meritsfull panel reviewbut would
not havebeen included in the full panel meeting based on its preliminary rankorder.

28. REVIEW CRITERIA FOR SCIENTIFIC MERIT
The purpose of Institute-supported research is to contribute to the solution of education problems and to
provide reliable informationabout the education practices that support learning and improveacademic
achievement and access to education for all students. Reviewers for all applications will be expected to
assess the follOWing aspects of an application in order to judge the likelihood that the proposed research
will havea substantial impacton the pursuit of that goal. Information pertinent to each of thesecriteria
is alsodescribed above in Part III Requirements of the Proposed Research and in the section of the
relevant research grant topic.

A. Significance
Does the applicantprovidea compelling rationale for the significance of the projectas defined in the
Significance of Project section for the Goal under which the applicant is submitting the proposal?

8. Research Plan
Does the applicantmeet the requirements described in the methodological requirements section for the
Goal under which the applicant is submitting the proposal?

C. Personnel
Does the description of the personnel make it apparent that the principal investigator, project director,
and other key personnel possess appropriate training and experience and will commitsufficient time to
competently implement the proposed research?

D. Resources
Does the applicanthavethe facilities, equipment, supplies, and other resources required to support the
proposed activities? Do the commitments of each partner showsupportfor the implementation and
success of the project?

29. RECEIPT AND START DATE SCHEDULE

A. Letter of Intent Receipt Dates:
Summer Application Letter of Intent
Fall Application Letter of Intent
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B. Application Deadline Oates:
Summer Application Deadline Date
Fall Application Deadline Date

C. Earliest Anticipated Start Date:
For Summer Application
For Fall Application

30. AWARD DECISIONS

June 26, 2008
October 2, 2008

March I, 2009
July I, 2009

The following will be considered in making award decisions:
c Scientific merit as determined by peer review
c Responsiveness to the requirements of this request
c Performanceand use of funds under a previous Federal award
o Contribution to the overall program of research described in this request
o Availability of funds

31. INOUIRIES MAY BESENTTO:

A. Reading and Writing
Dr. Emily Doolittle
Institute of Education Sciences
555 New Jersey Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20208

Email: Emily.Doolittle@ed.gov
Telephone: (202) 219-1201

B. Mathematics and SCience Education
Dr. Christina Chhin
Institute of Education Sciences
555 New Jersey Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20208

Email: Christina.Chhin@ed.gov
Telephone: (202) 219-2280

C. Cognition and Student Learning
Dr. carol O'Donnell
Institute of Education Sciences
555 New Jersey Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20208

Email: caroI.ODonnell@ed.gov
Telephone: (202) 208-3749

D. Teacher Quality (Reading and Writing and Mathematics and SCience Education)
Dr. Harold Himmelfarb
Institute of Education Sciences
555 New Jersey Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20208

Email: Harold.Himmelfarb@ed.gov
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Telephone: (202) 219-2031

E. Social and Behavioral Context for Academic learning
Dr. Emily Doolittle
Institute of Education Sciences
555 New Jersey Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20208

Email: Emily.Doolittle@ed.gov
Telephone: (202) 219-1201

F. Education Leadership
Dr. Katlna Stapleton
Institute of Education Sciences
555 New Jersey Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20208

Email: Katlna.Stapleton@ed.gov
Telephone: (202) 219-2154

G. Education Policy, Finance, and Systems
Dr. Kattna Stapleton
Institute of Education Sciences
55S New Jersey Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20208

Email: Katina.5tapleton@ed.gov
Telephone: (202) 219-2154

H. Early Childhood Programs and Policies
Dr. caroline Ebanks
Institute of Education Sciences
555 New Jersey Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20208

Email: caroline.Ebanks@ed.gov
Telephone: (202) 219-1410

I. Middle and High SChool Reform
Dr. David Sweet
Institute of Education Sciences
555 New Jersey Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20208

Email: Davld.5weet@ed.gov
Telephone: (202) 219-1748

J. Interventions for Struggling Adolescent and Adult Readers and Writers
Dr. Elizabeth Albro
Institute of Education Sciences
555 New Jersey Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20208
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Email: Elizabeth.Albro@ed.gov
Telephone: (202) 219-2148

K. Postsecondary Education
Dr. Ram Singh
Institute of Education SCiences
555 NewJersey Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20208

Email: Ram.Singh@ed.gov
Telephone: (202) 219-2025

L. Education Technology
Dr. Edward Metz
Institute of Education SCiences
555 NewJersey Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20208

Email: Edward.Metz@ed.gov
Telephone: (202) 208-1983

32. PROGRAM AUTHORITY

20 U.s.C. 9501 §; g;g., the "EducationSCiences Reform Act of 2002," Title I of Public law 107-279,
November 5, 2002. This program is not subject to the intergovernmental review requirements of
Executive Order 12372.

33. APPLICABLE REGULATIONS

The Education DepartmentGeneral Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) in 34 CFR parts 74, 77, 80, 81,
82, 84, 85, 86 (part 86 applies only to institutions of higher education), 97, 98, and 99. In addition 34
CFR part 75 is applicable, except for the provisions in 34 CFR 75.100, 75.101(b), 75.102, 75.103,
75.105, 75.109(a), 75.200, 75.201, 75.209, 75.210, 75.211, 75.217, 75.219, 75.220, 75.221, 75.222,
and 75.230.
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