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DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
Zachary Lauritzen
Doctor of Education
Department of Educational Methodology, Policy and Leadership
December 2018

Title: Giving High Needs Students a Voice: A Grant Proposal to Create a Touchscreen
App to Gather Real Time Student Instructional Feedback

This application is for the U.S. Department of Education’s Education Innovation
and Research Program to secure funding for the development of an application for
touchscreen devices that allows students to record real time instructional feedback to their
instructors that is collected during, rather than at the conclusion of, a lesson. Student
feedback to teachers can be a valuable tool to help improve instruction. This feedback,
shared with teachers, would help identify areas for instructional shifts to better meet the
needs of students. Embedded in this proposal are the following research questions: What
sort of feedback options (format, timing, quantity) do high school students and teachers
find most useful in a touch-screen app? To what degree can a touchscreen app provide
technically adequate measures of instruction? What are teachers’ perceptions of this

feedback?
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

A number of barriers to school success exist, many of which—poverty, trauma,
lack of funding, to name a few—are areas over which schools have little control. Teacher
effectiveness, however, is something schools can improve. Administrators, often the
primary source of instructional feedback in schools, are routinely occupied in day-to-day
school operations, leaving teachers without regular opportunities to receive feedback on
how to improve their effectiveness. This grant proposal aims to secure funding to
develop, implement, and evaluate an application for touchscreen devices that allows
students, especially those who are high needs and potentially at risk of dropping out, to
give feedback to their teacher about their experience in the classroom, thus providing a
mechanism for teachers to receive more regular and timely instructional feedback.

This grant proposal is directed to the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of
Innovation and Improvement Request for Applications (RFA) for the Education
Innovation and Research (EIR) Program - Early-Phase Grant (see Appendix A for the
RFA). Table 1 shows an overview of the project, which will take 24 months to complete.

Table 1

Project Timeline

Months 1-6 Months 6-12 Months 12-18 Months 18-24

Phase I —-Tool
Development

Phase II —Feedback
Framework

Phase III — Pilot
Study

Phase IV —
Preliminary Rollout




The project will be conducted by a two-person research team—Zachary Lauritzen

and a graduate research assistant—as well as in contract with an app and web

development company. Funding requested for the project is $759,246. An outline of key

components of the project are described in Table 2.

Table 2

General description of the project

Project title

Funding Program

Type of research

Invitational Priorities

Lead PI (title, name,
position)

List of research team
members

Total funding requested

Project duration

Giving high needs students a voice: A grant proposal to
create a touchscreen app to gather real time student
instructional feedback

U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Innovation
and Improvement Education, Innovation, and Research
program

Exploratory mixed methods
Priority 1 — Supporting High-Need Students

Priority 2 — Improving the Effectiveness of Principals

Zachary Lauritzen, College of Education, UO

Name Organization Location
Zachary Lauritzen University of USA
Oregon
Graduate Student University of = ;g

Oregon

$759,246

24 months

The RFA for the EIR - Early-Phase Grant includes four parts: (a) Part I, the cover

sheet, (b) Part II, a budget and narrative explanation, (c) Part III, the application



narrative, and (d) Part IV, a one-page abstract, the resumes of the research team, a
reference list, and any letters of support. For the purposes of the dissertation, I have
organized this document into five chapters: Project Significance, Project Design and

Management Plan, Project Evaluation, Implications, and Budget.



CHAPTER II: PROJECT SIGNIFICANCE

Instructional feedback is information given to a teacher so that they know what to
continue doing, do more or less of, and to provide ideas for replacement instructional
strategies for ineffective practices, with the overarching goal of improving classroom
practices and student learning. A number of potential sources of instructional feedback
are available to teachers: instructional coaches, administrators, self-analysis, peers,
parents, and students. Some sources of feedback, such as administrator evaluations,
instructional coaching, or mentorship programs, have formalized processes with forms,
schedules, and step-by-step procedures (Irving, 2004). Students also provide feedback
through both formal and informal methods. Informally, students give feedback through
actions such as attendance rates, levels of participation in class, on and off-task
behaviors, homework completion, assessment scores, etc. (Cross, 1988). Teachers can
interpret these behaviors and adjust their instruction accordingly. Formal student
evaluation typically comes through an end-of-course survey, common in higher education
(Fresko & Nassar, 2001), but uncommon in K-12 schools (MET, 2012). Ostrander (1996)
reviewed prior research on K-12 teacher feedback (e.g., Larson, 1984; Peterson &
Kauchak, 1982; Follman 1992) and concluded that administrators and instructional
coaches can get a strong sense of the quality of instruction through periodic classroom
observations. Students, however, “are the only one of the teacher’s clients who have
direct knowledge about classroom practices on a regular basis” (Follman, p. 6). These
authors found that students, with their unique experience of regular contact with teachers
in the classroom, are a potential source of valuable feedback on instruction.

As mentioned above, universities have widespread implementation of end-of-term
instructional feedback surveys, yet these are rarely implemented in the K-12 setting.
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However, surveying K-12 students is not unprecedented. A number of survey tools exist
for gathering school climate information about issues such as social connections, sense of
welcome, perception of the school facilities, and safety (Panorama Education, 2016).
Additionally, several organizations have created surveys on instruction, such as the
Tripod Survey and My Student Survey (see below for more detail). These surveys are
designed in the mold of end-of-term instructional feedback such as that gathered at
universities. This grant aims to build a tool that allows students to log feedback about
their experience as a student during a lesson.

After creating the student feedback tool, I will pilot the tool to examine my
research questions: What sort of feedback options (format, timing, quantity) do high
school students and teachers find most useful in a touch-screen app? To what degree can
a touchscreen app provide technically adequate measures of instruction? What are
teachers’ perceptions of this feedback? Potentially this tool may help teachers capture
larger trends or observations to which they are currently unaware. For example, teachers
may find that big picture instructional choices—length of lecture, number and type of
worksheets, readings, group work, etc.—that they assume are received well by their
students, are in fact not. This tool will give students the capacity to formally share their
opinions. Additionally, a critical question is whether teachers will be able to use this tool
in the classroom without disrupting instruction.

As an administrator at a large public high school in Oregon who is responsible for
instructional leadership, I have similar questions about the potential for student feedback
as an instructional feedback tool. These questions have been the focus of prior research,

especially at the university level, for the past 40 years. Furthering research on



instructional feedback through the development of this tool would make a significant
contribution to efforts to improve instruction.

Per the grant competition RFA, the next section describes the national
significance of the study, followed by a description of how the study will meet two
priorities of this grant competition: (a) serving high-needs students; (b) increasing the
number of effective principals.

National Significance

Myriad barriers exist to supporting instructional improvement: administrators
with limited time to support teachers, lack of funding to hire instructional coaches,
administrators who lack expertise to help teachers improve instruction, and lack of time
for teachers to reflect on and adjust instruction. The development of this student feedback
tool leverages an untapped resource already available to schools: the students themselves.
Expanding the sources of instructional feedback to include student perspective will
increase the regularity with which teachers receive feedback and diversify the
perspectives of such feedback. As the recipients of their educational experience, students
will be able to offer additional information about the instruction they receive.

Feedback is critical to changes in instruction. In a review of the prior research on
instructional feedback, nine of the eleven studies found that student feedback influenced
teachers’ instructional choices (Clark & Bergstrom, 1983; Clark & Mather, 1979; Gage,
Runkels, Chatterjee, 1960; Hoban, 2000; Jain, 2014; Jarrett, Field, & Koppi, 2010;
Nelson, Ysseldyke, & Christ, 2015; Tuckman & Yates, 1980; and Wickramasinghe &
Timpson, 2006). Additionally, researchers found that teachers who faced dissonance—
when their perception of their own teaching did not match their students’ feedback about
their teaching—experienced even larger shifts in instruction, even without coaching.

6



Gage, Runkel, and Chatterjee (1960) described this phenomenon as the Equilibrium
Theory, which asserts that teachers naturally want to reach equilibrium between their
own perception and their students’ perceptions. Hoban (2000) also observed this effect in
his study; he found that teachers who are out of equilibrium are more likely to make
adjustments to their instruction in order to have their and their students’ perceptions come
closer to matching.

Finally, regardless of the impact student feedback has on improving instruction,
some research suggests that by simply asking students for their opinion, classroom
morale improves. Jain (2014), Nelson, Ysseldyke, and Christ (2015), and
Wickramasinghe and Timpson (2006) found that the simple act of involving students in
evaluating their education—in all of these studies, this is done by asking for student
feedback through written surveys—improved the classroom environment.

We live in an era when one in five students in the United States does not earn
their high school diploma and where it is the norm to have limited resources in schools.
Thus, developing a mechanism for gathering student feedback that is both inexpensive
and leverages the untapped resource of student voice is an important project to undertake
and one that could be replicated nationally.

Invitational Priorities

This project focuses on two of the invitational priorities described in the Request
for Applications: Priority 1, improving academic outcomes of high-need students, and
Priority 2, increase the number of effective principals in public schools.

Priority 1 — Supporting High-Need Students. The purpose of this project is to
create a feedback tool that empowers students to contribute their voice about teachers’
instruction. Students who have high needs already face additional barriers such as

7



poverty, skill level deficiency, use of a second language, trauma such as homelessness or
substance abuse, and/or navigation of school with a disability (Department of Education,
2018). Further, evidence suggests there is a gap in teacher quality between schools with
higher proportions of high needs students and those with lower proportions of high needs
students (Lankford, Loeb, Wyckoff, 2002). As a result, those students with the greatest
needs often have teachers with less experience or fewer credentials, leading to questions
about equitable access to effective teachers. By creating a method for giving feedback to
their instructors, high-need students will have a way to communicate with their teacher
and, thus, attain greater voice with regard to their education. This additional voice will
allow schools and teachers to better understand how to meet the needs of the very
students most in need of their instruction, as well as specific areas in which instruction
can be adjusted to meet those needs. This project aims to create a tool that increases the
knowledge teachers have about the instructional experiences of all students, especially
high-need students, as they navigate school.

Priority 2 — Improving the Effectiveness of Principals. Public school
administrators have myriad and disparate tasks and, as noted in the grant competition
RFA, often lack sufficient preparatory training as well as ongoing professional
development and supports. As such, additional tools and supports that are cost effective
and time efficient are attractive options to increase principal effectiveness. A primary
responsibility of principals is instructional leadership of their teaching staff. This
instructional feedback tool will allow teachers to get more regular feedback on their
instruction. Further, by adjusting the questions used on the tool, feedback can be targeted
based on teacher need and interest. It is hypothesized that principal effectiveness will be
increased by using this regular student feedback in working with teachers in a formative

8



coaching role to identify areas for improvement and creating questions that ask students
for feedback on targeted areas. This tool will increase principal effectiveness by enabling
principals to rely not only on their own limited time in the classroom giving feedback, but

also to synthesize student voice in providing ongoing and regular feedback.



CHAPTER III: PROJECT DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

This project fits within the Education, Innovation, and Research (EIR) early-phase
grants by creating a tool to gather instructional feedback from all students, including
high-needs students, aimed at supporting and enhancing the effectiveness of public
school principals to serve as instructional leaders. Specifically, this project will address
the following questions: What sort of feedback options (format, timing, quantity) do high
school students and teachers find most useful in a touch-screen app? To what degree can
a touchscreen app provide technically adequate measures of instruction? What are
teachers’ perceptions of this feedback? This chapter starts with a description of the logic
model for the project and then details the project’s four phases: tool development,
feedback and coaching protocol, pilot testing, and preliminary rollout.

Logic Model for the Project

Figure 1 presents the logic model for the project, displaying the interplay among
the resources/inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes, and impact as they work within a
framework of identified assumptions.

As shown in the logic model, there are four assumptions derived from my review
of the research guiding this study: (a) instruction can be improved by giving instructional
feedback to teachers (Hattie & Timperley, 2007); (b) high school students are able to give
valid instructional feedback (Kyriakides, 2005; Nelson, Demers, & Christ, 2014); and (c)
teachers are willing to receive instructional feedback from their students (Clark &
Mather, 1979; Hoban, 2000). A further assumption is that feedback systems can be
implemented in a way so as to minimize disruption to the learning environment while

gathering instructional feedback throughout a lesson. For example, in the study by Clark
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and Mather (1979) upon which this tool is based, students were taught to input feedback

while participating in the lesson.
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Figure 1.

Logic Model showing hypothesized impacts from the use of real time feedback app

Assumptions

Resources/Inputs

Activities

Student survey tools
that have already been
created by other
student survey
organizations and
researchers

Focus groups with
Educator Advisory Panel
to create survey
tool/protocol

Outputs

|

Instructional feedback
to teachers can
improve instruction

High school students
are able to give
valid/reliable
instructional feedback

Systems for providing
instructional feedback
can be created with
minimal disruption to
the learning
environment

Teachers are willing to
receive and act on
instructional feedback
from their students

Existing question sets
that have been used in
previously-created
student survey tools

Focus groups with
Educator Advisory Panel
and Student Advisory
Panel to review
instructional feedback
question sets to
determine which to
make available with this

Phase | Qutputs

A list of survey
questions

A protocol for
using the tool in
the classroom

Previously-created
student survey and
professional audience
response systems

tool

Build and pilot test the
tool

Previously-created
frameworks for
providing educators
feedback

Full Project Output

A tool will be
created to allow
students to be able
to give formal
instructional
feedback

Outcomes

Teachers use the
tool in their
classroom to
receive formal
instructional
feedback from
students

Educator Advisory
Panel will create a list
of instructional
strategies for teachers
to use in response to
different types of

Using the Educator
Advisory Panel and
previously-developed
feedback frameworks,
develop the feedback
framework through
which student feedback
will be given to teachers

!

Phase |l Output

A protocol and
framework for
sharing student
feedback with
teachers
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Impact

Instruction becomes more
responsive to student
needs, especially those
students without a voice

Schools—teachers and
administrators—
experience an increase in
the amount of formal
feedback teachers receive
about their instruction.

Students feel more
engaged and have a
greater sense of control
over their education

With more observational
data and feedback,
principals are more
effective at leading
instructional improvement

Teachers will feel more
empowered to improve
their instruction




Project Phases

Historically, teachers receive instructional feedback from administrators and, in
some districts, instructional coaches. Newly developed digital student feedback tools
(described below) have emerged to provide additional methods of gathering feedback to
administrators, teachers, and coaches. However, these tools focus on gathering student
instructional feedback at the middle or end of a semester/term. As indicated in the logic
model, this project aims to partner with one of these already-existing companies to build
a tool that collects instructional feedback while students are being taught a lesson. This
project involves four phases: (a) partner with an existing education application
development company to create a prototype for gathering student feedback throughout a
lesson, (b) develop an instructional feedback framework for sharing this feedback with
teachers, (c) pilot, assess, and fine-tune the tool and coaching framework in a pilot study
with high school students and teachers to develop reliability and validity metrics, and (d)
deploy a preliminary rollout of the tool to multiple sites.
Research Team

A team of two researchers will conduct this project: a principal investigator and a
research assistant. The principal investigator will be Zachary Lauritzen, who is currently
an assistant principal at a large, comprehensive high school in Oregon, and is the author
of this grant. A research assistant, recruited from the University of Oregon’s College of
Education, will work directly with teachers and students through the project. An excellent
candidate for this research assistant position is someone who has experience in qualitative
research methods and in working with students and teachers of grades 9-12.

Additionally, both an educator advisory board (see Table 3) and student advisory

board will be formed to offer feedback throughout the project. As shown in the logic
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model, the educator and student advisory boards will provide feedback to the research
team on design and deployment of the touchscreen app as well as how to deliver

feedback to teachers.

Table 3
Educator Advisory Board Composition
Teachers High School Social Studies Teacher
High School Math Teacher
High School English Teacher
High School Science Teacher
Instructional Experts K-12 Instructional Coach

Professor of Education
High School Administrator

Recruitment of the educator advisory board will be done through a combination of
invitations to colleagues, referrals by peers, and, if needed, in announcements through
local staff communiques. Recruitment for the educator advisory board will intentionally
recruit teachers from all four core content areas, both men and women, and those with
varying levels of experience in the field.

A student advisory board will also be created in order to capture student feedback
about the touchscreen app. Recruitment for the student advisory board will intentionally
represent a mix of race, ethnicity, gender, socio-economic status, and age as well as
intentionally including multiple high risk students. This mix of student types will be
important during the pilot phase because the sample size of students giving feedback
about the various components of the tool will not be large enough to disaggregate by
student characteristics. Students will be called upon to provide feedback about the design

of the app, available questions, and the protocol for how the app is used in the classroom.
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Setting

The pilot study will be conducted on the campus of a suburban public high school
in Eugene, Oregon. The school is a comprehensive high school with approximately 1,500
students, a student population of 81% White, 13% Latino, 2% black, and 4% other races.
There is a free and reduced lunch rate of 51% and the school is located in a suburban
neighborhood. The school offers an International Baccalaureate program that serves
approximately 200 students who are full or part IB diploma track, a comprehensive menu
of Career and Technical Education classes, German and Spanish languages, music, art,
and theatre, as well as the traditional core classes. The school fields all state-recognized
sports teams as well as a number of extracurricular clubs. All teachers have teaching
credentials from the State of Oregon Teacher, Standards, and Practices Commission. The
school compares to the following state of Oregon K-12 demographics: 63% White, 23%
Latino, 2% black, 5% Asian, 1% American Indian, and 6% multi-ethnic with a state-wide
free. The state-wide free and reduced lunch rate is 51%. While the ethnic breakdowns do
not mirror state numbers, the school experience and traditions at this setting are typical of
a traditional, mainstream high school in Oregon. With staff certified through the same
method as all public schools across the state, the results of this project may be applicable
to many schools interested in implementing a similar tool for collecting student feedback
on instruction.

The vast majority of participating classrooms are laid out in rows and columns of
desks in classrooms approximately 30 by 45 feet in size. Each class will have
approximately 30-40 students per classroom. For the purpose of this grant, the
development of this tool will focus on grades 9-12, to be used in the core subjects of

mathematics, language arts, social studies, and science. This study will focus on these

15



grades and subject areas because students in high school are at the highest level of
cognitive and social development before exiting the K-12 educational system, enabling
them to provide concrete teacher feedback. Second, the majority of students who drop out
of school or become chronically truant do so during high school, making them a group
already exercising control over their education and potentially more likely than younger
students to take seriously the opportunity to provide instructional feedback.

Phase I-Tool Development

The student feedback collection tool will be developed during Phase I over the
course of the first six to nine months of the project in the following three steps.

Step 1: Identify design components of the feedback gathering tool. As
indicated in the logic model, there is existing expertise in the field of student surveys that
this project intends to leverage. Five organizations—My Student Survey, Tripod, Youth
Truth, Panorama Education, and the Quaglia Institute—have created, studied, and
deployed a variety of student instructional feedback gathering tools for use in the K-12
setting. These tools are surveys that primarily employ Likert-scale questionnaires
designed to be administered to students at the end of a term/semester.

The developer of My Student Survey, Ryan Balch, completed his doctoral work in
the area of student feedback in conjunction with the State of Georgia as they competed
for Race to the Top funding (Balch, 2012). Harvard professor Ronald Ferguson also
created a platform for gathering student feedback: the Tripod survey (MET, 2012).
Another forum, Youth Truth, began in 2008 through funding from the Bill and Melinda
Gates Foundation with the aim of building a tool to hear student voice about their
experiences in education. Panorama Education and the Quaglia Institute also have

developed and deployed student feedback surveys. Each of these survey tools leverages
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the core assumption of this study—that student feedback can improve instruction—but
uses the traditional model of surveying students at the conclusion of terms.

All five organizations have tools that are designed for use in elementary through
high school and are available in both paper and digital formats. These survey tools ask
students about a number of constructs of teaching, such as presentation style, classroom
management skills, ability to act as a counselor, coach, and motivator, and content
expertise. The questions largely ask for low inference feedback with prompts such as
“We are learning or working during the entire class period” or “Our class stays busy and
does not waste time.” To be low inference, prompts ask students to report observations
about their activities (do they perceive being busy and not wasting time) rather than draw
conclusions about whether instruction was pedagogically sound. This step of the project
will review existing survey questions and create a list of questions appropriate for the tool
this project is developing.

Just as a number of student feedback tools exist, multiple audience response
systems are in use today. Audience response systems are a form of technology that
solicits feedback from a group of people, in real time, during an event, presentation, or
television show. An example of an audience response system is when television news
agencies show political debates and collect audience opinions as to their real-time
impressions during the debate. An organization that has created this type of audience
response technology platform may be a useful partner for this project, as the app would
function similarly by gathering student feedback during instruction.

A number of partners in this technology space exist: (1) Socrative, a web-based
audience response system company, (2) Poll Everywhere, a web-based live polling

application, and (3) ExitTicket, a web-based formative assessment technology company.
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These organizations have already developed and deployed audience response system
technology platforms that are used in the K-12 and higher education environments.
Another potential partner, Dialsmith, LLC, is a Portland, Oregon-based marketing
research company that measures audience interactions with such things as
advertisements, films, television shows (e.g., The Colbert Report), sales pitches, and
speeches (e.g., a 2011 TED Talks event and the 2014 State of the Union address). After
researching potential partners, I will create a Request for Applications to recruit one that
best aligns with this project. The successful organization will consult with the research
team on the development of the app and protocol for the use of the app in classrooms
with the goal of minimizing the disruptiveness of the app on the classroom experience
while maximizing the quality of the feedback gathered.

Step 2: Conduct surveys and focus groups with students and teachers. This
step will focus on identifying preferences that students and teachers have in the form and
timing for giving and receiving feedback. This step will ascertain the design components
for logging real time student feedback without intruding on the lesson. Data from this
step of the project will be shared with a contracted partner, described above, in the
preliminary design process.

The original prototype built by Clark and Mather (1979), the fundamental design
principles upon which this study is built, gathered student feedback during the lesson and
made it immediately available, in that moment while in front of students, to the
instructor. One of my assumptions is that most teachers will not want to receive feedback
in this way. Rather, the tool developed by this project will have students log observations
throughout a lesson with the data collated and delivered to the teacher, in private, at the

conclusion of class or during a scheduled meeting with their administrator. This
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assumption needs to be tested by consulting the educator advisory board members as well
as those educators who participate in the pilot and roll out stages (described below). It is
the goal of this phase to determine when and how educators would most effectively
receive student feedback.

Step 3: Develop stock questions. In addition to when and how feedback is
delivered to teachers, focus groups can help identify the specific questions available on
the tool. Previously-developed student survey tools have utilized and vetted questions
such as:

1. When you , 1 (Clark & Bergstrom, 1983).

2. My teacher keeps me thinking during the lesson (Nelson, Demers, & Christ,
2014).

3. The assessments allowed me to demonstrate the knowledge and skills I had
learned (Jarrett, Field, & Koppi, 2010).

4. This instructor tells students when they do a particularly good job (Rotem, 1978).
Through consultation with the educator and student advisory boards, we will vet
questions used in already-created survey instruments in order to create a question list
available in this newly-developed tool. Additionally, this tool will be designed to allow
teachers to create additional questions of their own.

Phase II-Instructional Feedback Framework and App Development Contract

Step 1: Identify feedback delivery model. My review of the prior research on
instructional feedback suggested that student feedback, delivered as raw data, does not
alone cause a shift in student ratings within constructs of classroom climate and
instructional presentation. Therefore, a need exists to develop an effective framework for

sharing student feedback. Instructional coaching frameworks used in prior research
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varied from as robust as multiday professional development (Wickramasinghe &
Timpson, 2006) to as simple as a list of replacement strategies accompanying the student
feedback (Tuckman & Yates, 1980). The literature suggests that student feedback is more
accessible to teachers when organized into themes (Hoban, 2000) and is more influential
when paired with some form of coaching (Jain, 2014; Jarrett, Field, & Koppi, 2010;
Nelson, Ysseldyke, & Christ, 2015). As outlined in the activities section of the logic
model, during this phase, the project’s research team will review already-developed
models of delivering instructional feedback to teachers. After identifying potential
delivery models, the research team will conduct a focus group with the educator advisory
board to identify adjustments that fit the feedback specific to that gathered by this tool.
Using the focus group feedback, the research team will finalize the model for how
student feedback data is shared from this app and how instructional coaching may occur.

Step 2: Create prototype of feedback gathering tool and web portal. Informed
by information gathered in Phase I and II, I will create a Request for Application in order
to identify an appropriate application development company with which to partner. In
contract with this company, an initial tool prototype and web portal for displaying student
feedback will be created.
Phase III-Pilot Testing

At the conclusion of Phases I and II, a tool prototype and protocol for using the
tool in the classroom will have been developed. Additionally, procedures for sharing
student instructional feedback will also have been created. The purpose of Phase III of
this project is to implement the app in small scale deployment, gather feedback, and make

improvements. Several questions embedded within the larger research questions exist.
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Research question one: What sort of feedback options (format, timing, quantity) do high
school students and teachers find most useful in a touch-screen app?

la. Will students report their opinion truthfully, or will they fear consequences

from giving critical feedback to a teacher they will continue to have?
Research question two: To what degree can a touchscreen app provide technically
adequate measures of instruction?

2a. Do the questions measure the constructs of interest?

2b. Is the app a reliable data collection instrument?

2c. Are there technology constraints that hinder the ability to ascertain statistical

significance?

Research question three: What are teachers’ perceptions of this feedback?

3a. To what degree will collecting student feedback during a lesson interrupt or

interfere with the student learning environment and, thus, the feedback scores?

3b. In what ways will teachers respond to student feedback?

As shown in the logic model, Phase III involves the outcome of piloting the tool
in order to trial and improve the product. In this phase, the tool will be deployed at one
high school site in a random sample of core classrooms (Language Arts, Mathematics,
Social Sciences, and Science) to complete the pilot test. In this phase, the research team
will use mixed methods (described below) to begin gathering data about the tool, the in-
class deployment protocol, and the feedback mechanism with the goal of using this
feedback to improve the implementation of the app and feedback tool.

At the pilot site, a sample of two teachers from each core subject area will be
selected for participation. Participation will be optional, and volunteers will be identified

through teacher and administrative assistance, such as word of mouth, recruitment letters,
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and staff bulletins. The research team will work to purposively select the sample in order
to have a mix of participants based on years of experience and gender, though because no
teachers will be compelled to participate, and care will be taken so as not to violate any
components of the collective bargaining agreement, this may not be possible. As noted in
the budget below, participating teachers will not be financially compensated, though
substitute teachers will be paid for by the study so that teacher participants are
committing professional, not personal, time. Food will be provided to focus groups.

In this phase, we will implement the tool in eight classrooms, confer with students
and teachers, make adjustments to components as needed, and repeat the process with the
same group of teachers. To gather student feedback during the pilot stage, we will form
student focus groups. The research team will use a combination of convenience (using
students in the classrooms that are piloting the tool) and purposive (intentionally recruit
students from each grade level) sampling (Babbie, 2007). The focus groups will be asked
standardized questions with less-structured follow-up probes. Standardized questions will
enhance cross-case analysis while the follow-up probe flexibility affords the opportunity
to gain a deeper understanding of responses (Creswell, 2016). These focus groups can
occur when students are available, such as at the end of class, at lunch, or after school.
Students will be asked about their experience in the classroom which will then be
compared with the data collected by the feedback tool. The same sampling procedures
described above—convenience and purposive—will be employed to create these focus
groups.

Phase IV-Preliminary Rollout
Following pilot testing, the principal investigator and research assistant will

collate feedback from student focus groups, interviews with educators who piloted the
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tool, and observations made by the research team. The qualitative data will be organized
into themes, such as: classroom disruption, question quality, and quality and utility of the
online feedback portal. Working in conjunction with the range of project stakeholders—
the audience response consultant, the educator and student advisory boards, and the app
and web developer—the team will adjust the tool in order to reduce classroom disruption,
improve question quality, and increase the tool’s ease of use. Once in place, the tool will
be prepared for a preliminary rollout to see if results are consistent at various sites.

As a tool designed to support high needs students, the preliminary rollout will be
targeted in Oregon high schools with large populations of high needs students. During the
tool development stage, the principal investigator will recruit high schools for
participation in the Phase IV rollout by contacting all high schools in Oregon that have
been identified as a “priority school” by the Oregon Department of Education (ODE).
The ODE has defined “priority schools” as schools with high poverty student populations
that were ranked in the bottom 5% of Title 1 schools in the state based on a state-
developed ratings formula. As of their latest publication of priority schools during the
2014-2015 school year, ODE has identified 14 priority high schools in the state as shown

in Figure 2.
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Figure 2.
Map of all Oregon Department of Education-Identified Priority High Schools
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At each school, one to four teachers from each core subject area, depending on the
size of the school, will be identified for participation. Participation will be optional, and
volunteers will be identified through teacher and administrative assistance and then
randomly selected to be part of the intervention or comparison group (see evaluation plan
below). Replicating the methods used in prior research, the research team will use the
following procedure: (a) gather student feedback and share it with the teacher; (b) give
teachers four to six weeks to implement instructional changes based on the feedback; (c)
return and again gather student feedback and look for shifts in student perception of
instruction (Gage, Runkels, Chatterjee, 1960; Jain, 2014; Nelson, Ysseldyke, & Christ,
2015; Rotem, 1978; Ryan, 1974; and Tuckman & Yates, 1980). For this rollout, the
research team will repeat this sequence an additional round in order to achieve two
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applications of student feedback and look for additional shifts in instruction. As in Phase
111, a member of the research team will use triangulation to assess to what degree
instructional shifts align with student feedback. For example, the research team will
compare the student feedback a teacher receives to the instruction the research team sees
in the classroom with the goal of seeing correlation between student feedback and
instructional shifts. Each site will require three visits, each with a duration of five school
days, accounted for in the project budget.

Validity Constraints and Limitations

There are a variety of potential validity constraints and limitations inherent in this
project. These include both quantitative validity of the instrument and overall validity—
both qualitative and quantitative—of the overall project. These will be discussed in the
section that follows.

Tool validity. During Phase IV, the psychometric properties of the tool will be
explored, such as differences in scores between types of students, differences in scores
between successive ratings by students, score comparisons between teachers from across
the core curriculum (e.g., natural sciences, language arts, social sciences, and
mathematics), and comparison data with other performance measures that are collected
(such as student assessment scores or administrative instructional feedback). Previous
research into student feedback tool validation will guide my quantitative method
strategies. For example, Kyriakides (2005), Jain (2014), Murray (1983) and Nelson,
Demers, and Christ (2014) utilized factor analysis, test-retest, and Cronbach’s Alpha to
determine question reliability. These researchers also calculated the between-question
correlation coefficients and used exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis to

determine the construct validity of survey questions.
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Overall project validity. Separate from the tool validity, I will minimize threats
to the overall project validity, both the qualitative and the quantitative aspects. The
qualitative aspects include triangulation and respondent validation, also known as
member checks. The quantitative aspects include purposive random sampling, history,
and testing.

Qualitative validity. Triangulation will be used to compare different sources of
data about a singular event to determine if similar observations are being made (Creswell,
2016). The research team will triangulate data by observing classrooms where the app is
being used, collecting observational data, and comparing it to what students report using
the feedback tool. Patton (2002) suggests the use of what he calls triangulating analysts,
i.e. not only comparing multiple data sources, but having multiple independent analysts
look the data and compare their conclusions. The principal investigator will select a
previously-developed and widely-used classroom observation tool (such as Danielson’s
Framework) as the method for collecting comparison data. A member of the research
team will observe classrooms and compare their observations with the student feedback
to determine if student reports match these observations (Maxwell, 2013). Although
observation tools observe multiple teaching constructs, in these observations for
triangulation, data will only be collected on those aspects of teaching about which
students are prompted to give feedback.

A second method to assess qualitative validity is through respondent validation, or
member checks. In this approach, the research team will collect student feedback using
the tool and share that feedback with the students who just recorded the feedback during

class. Students will be asked if what they recorded during the lesson is an accurate
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representation of their experience (Maxwell, 2013). The protocol for selecting students in
order to complete member checks is described in Phase III.

Quantitative validity. Quantitative validity of the overall project includes
considerations during the pilot test and the rollout phase.

Pilot test validity considerations include random sample variability and selection
bias. Because teacher participation will be voluntary, a number of variables could lead to
a non-representative sample. For example, the study requires teachers to be out of the
classroom with a substitute teacher, which may result in a bias toward teachers
participating who want to be out of the classroom. Additionally, teachers will be
identified by methods such as word of mouth and professional recommendation, which
may result in a non-representative pool of candidates from which to choose a sample.

An additional sampling concern is the implications of choosing a purposive
sample. Because we aim to have representation from various groups of teachers—amount
of experience, gender, teaching ability, etc.—we will intentionally select teachers that
represent each of these categories. However, the more the sample is purposive, with the
goal to represent such groups, the less random it becomes and, thus, the less generalizable
are the results to the general population of teachers. Moreover, as the sample becomes
smaller and more specific, the opportunity for sampling error grows.

As a pre-post test design, additional rollout phase considerations include history
and the Hawthorne Effect. History refers to the additional variables that can occur during
the time lapse between the pre and post test that may also impact the dependent variable,
in this case, changes in instruction. Due to the fact that four to six weeks pass between
the application of the independent variable—giving teachers feedback from students—

and measuring changes in their instruction, other variables such as additional professional
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development, personal trauma, change of students in the classroom, etc., may also
contribute to changes in instruction. As discussed in the evaluation plan, there will be
teachers in both control (do not receive student feedback) and experimental (student
feedback is shared with the teachers) groups of teachers where shifts in instruction will be
compared. Differences in these groups at the end of the experiment may suggest the
feedback tool, not other factors, influenced instructional choices. The Hawthorne Effect
refers to the fact that because the participating teachers know they are part of a study that
measures changes in instruction, there is an increase in likelihood that they will make
changes in order to have a measurable impact on their post-test results. This is known as
the Hawthorne Effect. The research team will attempt to reduce this effect by extending
the study a second feedback cycle during Phase IV. This extension of time reduces the
likelihood that short term changes impact results. Further, by consulting with each

participating teacher, the research team will encourage them to behavior normally.
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CHAPTER IV: PROJECT EVALUATION

This section presents the evaluation plan for the project. I will contract with an
external evaluator to conduct an independent evaluation throughout the duration of the
study. The evaluator will monitor each phase of the project to confirm adherence to the
activities proposed in the grant application and to assess project outcomes.

Phase I-Tool Development

Development of this touchscreen app requires contracting with a third-party app
and web portal development company. The external evaluator will review the RFA,
including the selection criteria, and confirm that multiple bids are received and that an
appropriate contractor is selected. Preference, in descending order, will be given to
organizations that have experience developing digital instructional feedback surveys,
experience developing web portals that share data, experience with audience response
systems, and cost competitiveness.

This phase also calls for an RFA to recruit a consultant with expertise in audience
response systems. The external evaluator will again review the RFA, including the
selection criteria, and confirm that multiple bids are received and that an appropriate
consultant is selected. Preference, in descending order, will be given to organizations that
have experience with audience response systems and educational settings.

Additionally, this phase calls for focus groups with both educators and students.
The external evaluator will review the makeup of focus groups to confirm that focus
group sampling is appropriate. Further, the evaluator will sit in on a random sample of
focus groups to ascertain if responses are authentic and accurately recorded. Authenticity

will be measured by individual member checks with various focus group participants.
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Phase II-Instructional Feedback Framework

Phase II of the project entails the development of the framework for sharing
student feedback to teachers. The external evaluator will confirm that sufficient research
into existing instructional feedback frameworks is completed and that the feedback
gathering session conducted with the educator advisory board is conducted with fidelity.
Phase III-Pilot Testing

Throughout pilot testing, a number of tasks will be evaluated. Deployment of the
app requires training teachers in the use of the app as well as conducting focus groups
and interviews with students and teachers, respectively, who use the app. The evaluator
will also verify that the experience of both educator and student advisory boards are
relevant and related to the study purpose and that participation is voluntary.
Phase IV-Preliminary Rollout

Phase IV will be evaluated in two stages. First, the evaluator will ascertain the
fidelity with which the team implements the feedback from pilot testing into the tool and
feedback framework. The evaluator will look for the faithful implementation of themes
for improvement that are shared with the research team. Second, during the rollout
period, the evaluator will review that appropriate efforts were made to recruit
participation from all ODE-identified “priority schools.” Further, the evaluator will
confirm that a purposive sample is taken among participating teachers within each rollout
site. If more teachers volunteer for participation than can be utilized, the evaluator will
confirm that the team randomly selects from the potential participants. Further, in
addition to confirming that these activities are carried out to the specifications of this
grant application, the evaluator will monitor the validation techniques describe above,

such as factor analysis, test-retest, Cronbach’s Alpha, triangulation, and member checks.
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Evaluation of Project Outcomes

To assess the project outcomes and to judge whether student feedback results in
instructional shifts, the evaluator will compare the results of pre and post surveys
administered to students in core subject classes whose teachers were not selected for
preliminary rollout to the results for students whose teachers received feedback during
preliminary rollout to see if differences in instruction exist between the intervention and
comparison groups of teachers.
Project Adjustment

In case adjustments to the project are needed, such as in time estimates or
personnel needs, the external evaluator will confirm that such adjustments adhere to the
scope and intended outcomes of the grant proposal as well as still allow completion of the
project within time and budget parameters.
Evaluation Resources and Deliverables

Five percent of the project budget is allocated for the evaluation. There will be
monthly meetings between the evaluator and Principal Investigator to monitor progress.
An evaluation report will be submitted by the evaluator to me as the Principal

Investigator by the end of the grant period.
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CHAPTER V: IMPLICATIONS

The touchscreen app created and pilot-tested as a result of this project will be the
first tool of its kind since Clark and Mather’s pioneering work in 1979. As such, this tool
will open up opportunities for several areas of further research as well as implications for
practice and replication in other schools. As a tool development project, if I find that this
tool can consistently and accurately gather student feedback, additional grant
opportunities could be sought to support further implementation of the tool in order to
research how feedback gathered during a lesson impacts future instructional choices.

This tool will be developed, piloted, and rolled out to a cohort of secondary
schools, which is a population of students for which there is a dearth of research on the
impact of student feedback on instruction. As such, further research could look at how
this tool may assist secondary level teachers in identifying areas for instructional growth.
Researchers could compare the differences among different types of feedback, measuring
changes in teacher instruction after receiving feedback from an administrator, feedback
from after-class student surveys, and student feedback collected throughout a lesson.

This tool, once created, piloted, and refined, has the potential for transforming the
information teachers and administrators gather about instructional practices. While
teachers have informal methods—observations, student work, conversations with
students, etc.—for determining what students think about their instruction, this tool
would systematically capture student instructional feedback while instruction occurs.
This “real time” data can be used to help teachers improve instruction in a variety of
ways. For one thing, the data provided by the app could help teachers identify what
specific instructional choices excite and engage students and which lose student interest.

Research clearly indicates that attention and interest are critical for learning to occur
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(Stevens & Bavelier, 2012), meaning teacher effectiveness may improve if they are able
to identify what practices increase attention. In addition to helping teachers make better
instructional choices, data gathered by this tool will enable principals to more efficiently
serve in a coaching capacity, thus improving principal effectiveness.

While this grant ends after two years and testing at seven sites, a tool will be
created that has been tested on a narrow population: seven high schools in Oregon in the
four core subject areas. Further deployment and testing of the tool in various
environments—additional subject matter, different class sizes, outside of Oregon, etc.—
will be important replication work.

Knowing the degree to which various instructional approaches capture student
interest is a critical tool for teachers. If this app is shown to provide valuable insight into
what instructional practices positively resonate with their students, teachers would be
better able to make informed pedagogical choices such as the length of a lecture or how

and when to use individual activities.
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CHAPTER VI: BUDGET

This section provides the budget narrative for the project. First, salaries,
wages, and fringe benefits are described for the project personnel. Next, costs for
travel, project materials, participant support, and facilities and administrative
costs are explained. Finally, contracting costs for the creation of the survey app,
the online data portal, and the app deployment protocol consultation are
explained. The total budget for the project is $759,246 (see Table 4).
Salaries and Wages

Zachary Lauritzen will serve as the Principal Investigator for the project and
will be allocated 1.0 FTE for the duration of the project. Dr. Lauritzen will be
responsible for the oversight and coordination of the project, including: interfacing
between educator and student advisory groups and the app development company,
recruiting and training a research assistant for facilitating focus groups and pilot testing,
recruiting schools for pilot testing, and overseeing the pilot test and rollout. The project
will hire a half time Research Assistant (.5 FTE) to conduct focus groups and facilitate
pilot testing. Second year salary and benefit costs increase 2% to account for COLA and
inflation.
Fringe Benefits

Fringe benefits are based on Bethel School District employee contracts. The
principal investigator will receive fringe benefits on a fully loaded 1.0 FTE basis. As an
hourly employee, the research assistant will receive partial benefits with an additional
loading of their salary at 50%, including health insurance, unemployment insurance,

social security (FICA), retirement (PERS), and worker’s compensation insurance.
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Travel

Phase III pilot testing will occur at a local site; therefore, travel is solely required
during Phase IV. State of Oregon per diem rates include nightly lodging of $93, daily
meal per diem of $51, and mileage of $0.55. Travel costs for Phase IV are based on an
average site distance of 235 miles (roundtrip) from Eugene, Oregon, and a total of 42 site
visits (14 sites at three visits per site).
Project Materials

Project materials for the entire project are budgeted at $3,300. These include
project supplies (paper, binders, etc.), food and beverages for focus group and advisory
group participants, and the purchase of the program Atlas.ti to code the qualitative data.
As a current employee of Bethel School District, the principal investigator will not
require additional technology; however, the research assistant will require a laptop
computer. A line item of $2,000 affords this purchase for use in data collection, entry,
and analysis.
Participant Support

This project calls for ongoing input from both an Educator Advisory Board and a
Student Advisory Board. Participants of the Educator Board will receive a $500
honorarium for their time. Each member of the Student Advisory Board will receive $250
compensation for their time.
Facilities and Administrative Cost

As a school district-sponsored project, facilities and administrative costs are
17% of the project budget (this calculation does not include consulting contracts).
Rates are based on estimated facilities and administrative costs charged by the Bethel

School District to provide office space for the principal investigator and Research
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Assistant. This also include basic technological infrastructure such, internet, printing

services, phones, technology support, etc.

Contracted Services

This project will require the development of a touchscreen app as well as a web
portal that receives and serves as host of student feedback data. The work of Phase I and
IT of this project will develop an RFA that outlines required components. A number of
inputs impact the cost of app development, including but not limited to the number of
platforms that are capable of hosting the app, the variability of interfaces, and the degree
and complexity of web presence. Considering the aims of this project, with limited
interface options and a simple web presence, there is an estimated cost of $250,000. This
estimate covers the initial development as well as ongoing revisions after pilot testing and
the maintenance of the app and web portal through completion of the project.

An additional contracting cost will be incurred in hiring consultation from experts
in audience response systems (Phase I). These experts will provide guidance in the
development of app use protocols in the classroom and be consulted a second time at the
beginning of Phase IV as the research team adjusts the tool in response to pilot testing. A

budget of $15,000 is designated for this consultation.
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Table 4
Project budget

Bethel School District
RESEARCH TEAM SALARIES/WAGES

Lauritzen, Zachary
(Principal Investigator)
Research Assistant

CONSULTING EXPENSES
App and Web Portal Developer
Audience Response System Consultant

BETHEL SCHOOL DISTRICT PERSONNEL FRINGE BENEFITS

Benefits for 12-mo. appts.

Lauritzen, Zachary 12 Month District
Administrator
Research Assistant Administrative
Assistant
SUPPLIES

Project Supplies (paper, copies, binders)

Salary 12 Month 1st year 2" year
Base Period Hours Total Total

$98,000  100.00% 1760 $98,000 $99,960
$15/hr 880 $13,200 $13,464
Total Salaries & Wages $111,200 $113,424
$250,000 $0
$15,000 $0
Total Consulting Costs $265,000 $0
75% $56,250 $57,375
50% $6,600 $6,732
Total Fringe Benefits $62,850 $64,107
$500 $500
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Hosting focus and advisory groups (refreshments) $1,000 $1,000
Technology $2,000 $0
Atlas.ti $300 $0
Total Supplies $3,800 $1,500
TRAVEL
Vehicle Mileage $.56/mile 235 miles $132
Meals $51/day 5 days $255
Lodging $93/night 4 nights $372
Travel cost per Phase IV visit $759 42 visits
Total Travel $31,878
PARTICIPANT SUPPORT
Educator Advisory Board Stipend (7 participants) $500 7 $3,500 $0
Student Advisory Board Stipend (8 participants $250 8 $2,000 $0
Total Stipends $5,500 $0
SUBTOTAL DIRECT COSTS $448,350  $210,909
TWO-YEAR TOTAL DIRECT COSTS $659,259
Project Evaluation 5% $32,963
Facilities/Administrative Costs Paid to Bethel SD 17% $67,024
TOTAL COSTS $759,246
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Action Plan

Writing a grant application for my dissertation has provided me with experience
in how to design a larger scale, externally-funded study than I would have been able to
complete independently as a dissertation. Further, it allowed me to identify a need in my
profession and one of personal interest: developing methods for soliciting student voice
regarding teacher instruction. This dissertation grant application allowed me to gain
experience in developing a budget and timeline for the proposed project and assemble an
appropriate research team to conduct the project. As I continue in the field of educational
administration, the skills acquired to write a grant application will be directly applicable
to my future work.

The EIR submission format differs from the graduate school dissertation format,
which would require me to make several adjustments if I submit this grant application.
For example, the RFA limits the grant application to 25 pages, double-spaced, including
references. If [ were to submit this grant application, I would need to submit a web-based
Notice of Intent to Apply by February of the year in which I apply. The full application
would then need to be submitted through the online submission portal by April of that
year through grants.gov.

Additionally, I would likely alter the proposed project personnel before
submission to EIR because it is unlikely EIR would fund a project with only two
personnel. Rather, I would seek to solicit interest in additional researchers who would
also want to spend time on the project. I would reallocate the budget to shift only 50% of
the time to me as principal investigator and recruit two to three additional team members
who would be allocated .1-.3 FTE in order to add expertise in areas such as survey and

assessment methods as well as to appeal to funding expectations. Once I assemble a
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project team that includes survey and assessment expertise, I would get their advice on
ways to minimize validity threats, such as, multiple baselines and/or adding control or
comparison groups to decrease validity threats.

Prior to submitting the grant, I would conduct a pilot study using questions vetted
in previous student instructional feedback research by leveraging Google Survey
technology to collect student feedback during a lesson. This pilot would give valuable
information upon which we could identify design aspects of the tool. It would also
provide insight into how students treat an instructional feedback tool and how teachers
perceive and want to receive student instructional feedback, as well as the coaching that
could potentially be delivered with the feedback. This pilot could be used as proof of

concept when writing the grant.
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Overview Information

Education Innovation and Research
Program—Early-phase Grants.

Notice inviting applications for new
awards for fiscal year (FY) 2017.

Catalog of Federal Domestic
Assistance (CFDA) Number: 84.411C
(Early-phase Grants).

DATES:

Applications Available: December 19,
2016.

Deadline for Notice of Intent To
Apply: February 13, 2017.

Deadline for Transmittal of
Applications: April 13, 2017.

Deadline for Intergovernmental
Review: June 13, 2017.

Full Text of Announcement
I. Funding Opportunity Description

Purpose of Program: The Education
Innovation and Research (EIR) Program,
established under section 4611 of the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA), as amended by Every
Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), provides
funding to create, develop, implement,
replicate, or take to scale
entrepreneurial, evidence-based, field-
initiated innovations to improve student
achievement (as defined in this notice)
and attainment for high-need students
(as defined in this notice); and
rigorously evaluate such innovations.
The EIR program is designed to generate
and validate solutions to persistent
educational challenges and to support
the expansion of effective solutions to
serve substantially larger numbers of
students.

The central design element of the EIR
program is its multi-tier structure that
links the amount of funding that an
applicant may receive to the quality of
the evidence supporting the efficacy of
the proposed project, with the
expectation that projects that build this
evidence will advance through EIR’s
grant tiers. Applicants proposing

innovative projects that are supported
by limited evidence can receive
relatively small grants to support the
development, iteration, and initial
evaluation of the practices (as defined in
this notice); applicants proposing
projects supported by evidence from
rigorous evaluations, such as large
randomized controlled trials (as defined
in this notice), can receive larger grant
awards to support expansion across the
country. This structure provides
incentives for applicants to: (1) Explore
new ways of addressing persistent
challenges that other educators can
build on and learn from; (2) build
evidence of effectiveness of their
practices; and (3) replicate and scale
successful practices in new schools,
districts, and states while addressing the
barriers to scale, such as cost structures
and implementation fidelity.

All EIR projects are expected to
generate information regarding their
effectiveness in order to inform EIR
grantees’ efforts to learn about and
improve upon their efforts, and to help
similar, non-EIR efforts across the
country benefit from EIR grantees’
knowledge. By requiring that all
grantees conduct independent
evaluations (as defined in this notice) of
their EIR projects, EIR ensures that its
funded projects make a significant
contribution to improving the quality
and quantity of information available to
practitioners and policymakers about
which practices improve student
achievement, for which types of
students, and in what contexts.

The Department of Education
(Department) awards three types of
grants under this program: “Early-
phase” grants, “Mid-phase” grants, and
“Expansion” grants. These grants differ
in terms of the level of prior evidence
of effectiveness required for
consideration for funding, the
expectations regarding the kind of
evidence and information funded
projects should produce, the level of
scale funded projects should reach, and,
consequently, the amount of funding
available to support each type of project.

EIR Early-phase grants provide
funding to support the development,
iteration, implementation, and
feasibility testing of practices that are
expected to be novel and significant
relative to others that are underway
nationally. These Early-phase grants are
not intended simply to implement
established practices in additional
locations or address needs that are
unique to one particular context. The
goal is to determine whether and in
what ways relatively newer practices
can improve student achievement for
high-need students.
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This notice invites applications for
Early-phase grants only. The notices
inviting applications for Mid-phase and
Expansion grants are published
elsewhere in this issue of the Federal
Register.

ackground: EIR builds on seven
years of investments—over $1.4 billion,
matched by over $200 million in private
sector resources—from the Department’s
Investing in Innovation (i3) program. i3
has generated new information
regarding effective educational practices
and increased evaluators’ capacity to
conduct rigorous evaluations of student
learning outcomes that provide
actionable information for educators.
EIR is designed to build upon the
successes of i3 to offer new
opportunities for States, districts,
schools, and educators to develop
innovations and scale effective practices
that address their most pressing
challenges.

Early-phase EIR grantees are expected
to continuously make improvements in
project design and implementation
before conducting a full-scale evaluation
of effectiveness. Grantees should
consider questions such as:

* How easy would it be for others to
implement this practice, and how can
its iul?lementation be improved?

* How can I use data from early
indicators to gauge impact, and what
changes in implementation and student
achievement do these early indicators
suggest? By focusing on continuous
improvement and iterative
development, Early-stage grantees can
make adaptations that are necessary to
increase their practice’s potential to be
effective and ensure that its EIR-funded
evaluation assesses the impact of a
thoroughly conceived practice.

In order to leverage existing
information that can inform which
kinds of practices could have a
meaningful impact on underserved
students, Early-phase applicants must
demonstrate a rationale (as defined in
this notice) for their project. In addition,
like all EIR grantees, Early-stage
grantees are expected to conduct an
independent evaluation. Given EIR’s
goal of helping develop a collective
body of evidence that can inform the
future expansion and refinement of
practices that effectively serve high-
need students, Early-stage grantees’
evaluation designs are expected to have
the potential meet the moderate
evidence (as defined in this notice)
threshold. Not only will such evaluation
data build the knowledge base about
effective practices for underserved
students, but it will also encourage
prospective Mid-phase applicants to
leverage the findings from Early-phase
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grantees’ efforts, and thereby continue
to evolve EIR-funded practices.

To the extent possible, we intend to
fund multiple projects addressing
similar challenges. By so doing, we aim
to accelerate the building of a
knowledge base of effective practices for
addressing these challenges and
increase the likelihood that grantees can
learn from one another while still
exploring different approaches. We
believe that improving outcomes across
the education sector depends, in part,
upon policymakers, practitioners and
researchers continually building upon
one another’s efforts to have the greatest
impact.

All EIR applicants are required to
serve high-need students and are
therefore required to address absolute
priority one. In addition, EIR Early-
phase applicants are also required to
address one of the other five absolute
priorities. These are critical areas in
which rigorous evidence is scarce, and
schools, districts, and States can
meaningfully contribute to the
generation and use of evidence-based
approaches.

First, we include an absolute priority
to improve school climate. Under this
priority, the Department seeks to
support innovative alternatives to
exclusionary discipline policies and to
support positive interventions that can
address the negative and often disparate
impact of classroom removals by
promoting safe schools that have a
positive culture for all students.
Research has shown that implementing
alternative disciplinary policies and
behavioral supports can support both
improved academic and non-academic
outcomes for students.? More efforts are
needed to identify the root causes of
discipline-related disparities, to
demonstrate viable alternatives to
removing students from classroom
activities, and to contribute new
research on how such practices can
result in positive outcomes. Such efforts
can help ensure a positive and inclusive
school culture for students and
educators alike.

Second, we include an absolute
priority focusing on student diversity. In
parts of the country, America’s schools
are more segregated than they were in
the late 1960s, including by students’
race and socioeconomic status.z One-

1Flay, B., Acock, A., Vuchinich, S., and Beets, M.
(2006). Progress Report of the Randomized Trial of
Positive Action in Hawaii: End of Third Year of
Intervention. Twin Falls, ID: Positive Action, Inc.;
Flay, B.R., and Allred, C.G. (2003). “Long-term
Effects of the Positive Action Program.” American
Journal of Healthy Behavior, 27(1), 6-21.

20rfield, G., and Frankenberg, E., (May, 2014).
Brown at 60: Great Progress, a Long Retreat and an

quarter of our nation’s public school
students attend high-poverty schools
where more than 75 percent of the
student body is eligible for free and
reduced-price lunch; in our cities,
nearly half of all students attend schools
where poverty is concentrated.? In
addition, almost half of all African-
American and Latino public school
students attend economically segregated
schools. Children raised in segregated
communities have significantly lower
social and economic mobility than
children growing up in integrated
communities, and States with
socioeconomically segregated schools
tend to have larger achievement gaps
between students from low- and higher-
income households.# There is a growing
body of evidence suggesting that
socioeconomic diversity in schools can
lead to improved outcomes for students
from low-income households (compared
to students from low-income
households who attend higher-poverty
schools),’ and innovative strategies for
increasing diversity within classroom or
school environments could benefit all
high-need students. These strategies
may include new instructional
approaches that impact socioeconomic
integration and student achievement
within schools (e.g., schools could
improve participation of students from
low-income households in advanced
placement or “honors” coursework) or
redesigned inter-district recruitment
and admissions strategies to support
and foster such diversity in schools. It
is particularly important to focus
concurrently on increasing diversity and

Uncertain Future. Civil Rights Project/Proyecto
Derechos Civiles, May 2014 (revised version 5-15—
14).

3U.S. Department of Education, National Center
for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data
(CCD), “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2012-13. See Digest of Education
Statistics 2014. https://nces.ed.gov/ccd/
pubschuniv.asp.

4Mantil, A., Perkins, A.G., and Aberger, S.,
(2012). “The Challenge of High-Poverty Schools:
How Feasible Is Socioeconomic School
Integration?” The Future of School Integration:
155-222.

5 Stuart Wells, A., Fox, L., and Cordova-Cobo, D.
(February 2016). “How Racially Diverse Schools
and Classrooms Can Benefit All Students.” The
Century Foundation. Available at: https://tcf.org/
content/report/how-racially-diverse-schools-and-

! an-benefit-all-students/. Paper
presented at the American Sociological Association,
Chicago, IL; Mickelson, R.A. (2001). “Subverting
Swann: First and Second-Generation Segregation in
Charlotte, North Carolina.”” American Educational
Research Journal, 38, 215-252; Mickelson, R.A.
(2006). How Middle School Segregation Contributes
to the Race Gap in Academic Achievement. Paper
presented at AERA 425; Tevis, (2007). African-

improving student outcomes (including
closing gaps in academic performance
between socioeconomic and racial
groups) in areas where schools are
acutely impacted by segregation.

Third, we include an absolute priority
to increase the number and proportion
of high-need students who are
academically prepared for the transition
to college, other postsecondary
education, or other career and technical
education. Postsecondary education is
an increasingly critical requirement for
succeeding in today’s economy. By
2020, approximately 35 percent of job
openings will require at least a
bachelor’s degree, and another 30
percent will require at least an
associate’s degree or some college.®
However, many high school students—
especially those from low-income
backgrounds—Ilack access to the
rigorous coursework and support
services that help prepare students for
success in college or career education.
New approaches are needed to address
inequities in preparation for
postsecondary education, and to help
high-need students to transition
successfully to college or to technical
training that will lead to meaningful
employment opportunities. Applicants
under this priority must serve students
in K-12 settings at some point during
the grant, but may also provide support
to help these students enroll in and
successfully transition into college or
other career or technical education.

Fourth, the Department includes an
absolute priority to increase the number
of effective principals who improve
student outcomes in public schools.
School leaders play an essential role in
shaping school cultures, aligning
parents and educators around shared
goals, and, ultimately, influencing
student achievement.? Yet preparation
programs and support for school leaders
are often lacking. The best principal
preparation programs, for example, may
include rigorous screening and selection
entry requirements, offer courses that
are aligned with standards of practice,
and provide sufficient clinical
experiences for candidates. Current
principals need support and
development opportunities that will

6 Anthony P. Carnevale, Nicole Smith and Jeff

Strohl. (2014). “Recovery, Job Growth and
Education Requirements Through 2020.”
Georgetown Public Policy Institute Center on
Education and the Workforce. Available at: https://
cew.georgetown.edu/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/
Recovery2020.FR_.Web_.pdf.

7 Sebastian, J., & Allensworth, E. (2012). “The

American Students’ College Transition Traj
An Examination of the Effects of High School
Composition and Exp ions on Degree
Attainment. Dissertation in Educational Theory &
Policy. The Pennsylvania State University.
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e of principal | hip on classroom
instruction and student learning a study of
mediated pathways to learning.” Educational
Administration Quarterly, 48(4), 626—663. Available
at: http://eaq b /i /48/4/626.short.
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enable them to shape a strong
professional community with collective
responsibility for student learning. The
evidence base of effective practices for
training, supporting, and retaining high-
impact school leaders is relatively
underdeveloped, and new, aligned
efforts from EIR grantees could make
significant strides in better
understanding how to ensure that our
school leaders are best positioned to
improve the achievement of high-need
students.

Finally, we include an absolute
priority to reconnect disconnected
youth (as defined in this notice) to
educational opportunities. Today,
roughly 14 percent of youth ages 16 to
24 in America are neither enrolled in
school nor working.® This percentage
equates to more than 5.6 million young
Americans (more youths than in the
entire K—12 public school systems in
Colorado, Georgia, Michigan, and
Virginia combined).? Consequently, we
believe it is important to link
disconnected youth with the
appropriate supports and interventions
they need to achieve academic success.
One approach might include cross-
sector regional initiatives that create
opportunities for disconnected youth to
get a high school diploma (or
equivalent) before pursuing
postsecondary education or full-time
employment. Another possibility is to
build upon the experiences of “‘re-
engagement centers” such as those in
Boston, MA, Washington, DC, and St.
Paul, MN, where communities have
shown positive outcomes in re-
connecting youth with the systems and
supports needed for academic and
career success.!? Additionally, States,
districts, and schools might better
utilize longitudinal data systems to
provide timely information about
students at risk of dropping out, those
students who are chronically absent, or
those who have already dropped out in
order to better match them with targeted
educational and related interventions.

8Kena, G., Musu-Gillette, L., Robinson, J., Wang,
X., Rathbun, A., Zhang, J., Wilkinson-Flicker, S.,
Barmer, A., and Dunlop Velez, E. (2015). The
Condition of Education 2015 (NCES 2015-144).
U.S. Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics. Washington, DC. Retrieved
August 13, 2015 from http://nces.ed.gov/programs/
coe/indicator_soa.asp.

9U.S. Department of Education, National Center
for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data
(CCD), “State Nonfiscal Survey of Public
Elementary/Secondary Education,” 1990-91
through 2012-13.Table 203.20. http://nces.ed.gov/
programs/digest/d14/tables/dt14_203.20.asp.

10 For additional information please see: http://
www.bostonpic.org/programs/project-reconnect,
http://osse.dc.gov/dcreengagementcenter, and
http://www.ujamaaplace.org/about.html.

Priorities: This competition includes
six absolute priorities. Absolute Priority
1 is from the Department’s notice of
final supplemental priorities and
definitions for discretionary grant
programs, published in the Federal
Register on December 10, 2014 (79 FR
73425) (Supplemental Priorities). We
are establishing Absolute Priorities 2, 3,
4,5, and 6 in accordance with section
437(d)(1) of the General Education
Provisions Act (GEPA), 20 U.S.C.
1232(d)(1). These absolute priorities
will apply to the FY 2017 EIR Early-
phase competition and any subsequent
year in which we make awards from the
list of unfunded applicants from this
competition.

Absolute Priorities: These priorities
are absolute priorities. Under 34 CFR
75.105(c)(3) we consider only
applications that meet Absolute Priority
1, Supporting High-Need Students, and
one additional priority. Applicants must
clearly identify the specific absolute
priority that the proposed project
addresses.

These priorities are:

Absolute Priority 1—Supporting High-
Need Students

Under this priority, we provide
funding to projects that are designed to
improve academic outcomes for high-
need students.

Absolute Priority 2—Improving School
Climate

Under this priority, we provide
funding to projects that are designed to
improve student outcomes through
reducing or eliminating disparities in
school disciplinary practices for
particular groups of students, including
students of color and students with
disabilities, or reducing or eliminating
the use of exclusionary discipline (such
as suspensions, expulsions, and
unnecessary placements in alternative
education programs) by identifying and
addressing the root causes of those
disparities or uses and promoting
alternative disciplinary practices that
address the disparities or uses.

Absolute Priority 3—Promoting
Diversity

Under this priority, we provide
funding to projects that are designed to
help LEAs prepare students for success
in an increasingly diverse society by
increasing the diversity—including
racial, ethnic, and socioeconomic
diversity—of students enrolled in the
individual schools in the LEAs.
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Absolute Priority 4—Increasing
Postsecondary Preparedness

Under this priority, we provide
funding to projects that are designed to
increase the number and proportion of
K—12 high-need students who are
academically and socially prepared for
and subsequently enroll in college,
other postsecondary education, or other
career and technical education.

Absolute Priority 5—Improving the
Effectiveness of Principals

Under this priority, we provide
funding to projects that are designed to
increase the number and percentage of
highly effective principals by creating or
expanding practices and strategies to
recruit, select, prepare, and support
individuals to significantly improve
instruction in schools.

Absolute Priority 6—Re-Engagement of
Disconnected Youth

Under this priority, we provide
funding to projects that are designed to
improve student achievement through
strategies that provide disconnected
youth (as defined in this notice) with
high-quality educational opportunities.
Definitions

The definition of “nonprofit” is from
34 CFR 77.1. The definitions for
“disconnected youth,” “high-need
students,” and “regular high school
diploma,” are from the Supplemental
Priorities. The definitions of “local
educational agency” and “state
educational agency” are from Section
8101 of the ESEA, as amended by ESSA.
We are establishing the definitions for
“demonstrates a rationale,”
“experimental study,” “high-minority
school,” “independent evaluation,”
“large sample,” “logic model,” “meets
What Works Clearinghouse Evidence
Standards without reservations,” “meets
What Works Clearinghouse Evidence
Standards with reservations,”
“moderate evidence,” “multi-site
sample,” “practice,” “quasi-
experimental design study,”
“randomized controlled trial,”
“regression discontinuity design study,”
“relevant finding,” “‘relevant outcome,”
“rural local educational agencies,”
“single-case design study,” and
“student achievement” for the FY 2017
grant competition only, in accordance
with section 437(d)(1) of the General
Education Provisions Act (GEPA), 20
U.S.C. 1232(d)(1).

Demonstrates a rationale means the
practice is supported by a reasonable
logic model (as defined in this notice)
that that is informed by research or an
evaluation that suggests how the
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practice is likely to improve relevant
outcomes (as defined in this notice).

Disconnected youth means low-
income individuals, ages 14—24, who
are homeless, are in foster care, are
involved in the justice system, or are not
working or not enrolled in (or at risk of
dropping out of) an educational
institution.

Experimental study means a study,
such as a randomized controlled trial
(RCT) (as defined in this notice), that is
designed to compare outcomes between
two groups of individuals that are
otherwise equivalent except for their
assignment to either a treatment group
receiving a practice or a control group
that does not. In some circumstances, a
finding from a regression discontinuity
design study (RDD) (as defined in this
notice) or findings from a collection of
single-case design studies (SCDs) (as
defined in this notice) may be
considered equivalent to a finding from
an RCT. RCTs and RDDs, and
collections of SCDs, depending on
design and implementation, can Meet
What Works Clearinghouse Evidence
Standards without reservations (as
defined in this notice).

High-minority school means a school
as that term is defined by a local
educational agency (LEA) (as defined in
this notice), which must define the term
in a manner consistent with its State’s
Teacher Equity Plan, as required by
section 1111(g)(1)(B) of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA),
as amended by Every Student Succeeds
Act (ESSA). The applicant must provide
the definition(s) of high-minority
schools (as defined in this notice) used
in its application.

High-need students means students
who are at risk for educational failure or
otherwise in need of special assistance
and support, such as students who are
living in poverty, who attend high-
minority schools (as defined in this
notice), who are far below grade level,
who have left school before receiving a
regular high school diploma (as defined
in this notice), who are at risk of not
graduating with a diploma on time, who
are homeless, who are in foster care,
who have been incarcerated, who have
disabilities, or who are English learners.

Independent evaluation means that
the evaluation is designed and carried
out independent of, but in coordination
with, any employees of the entities who
develop a practice and are
implementing it.

Large sample means an analytic
sample of 350 or more students (or other
single analysis units), or 50 or more
groups (such as classrooms or schools)
that each contain, on average, 10 or
more students (or other single analysis

units, regardless of whether these single
analysis units are disaggregated in the
analysis of outcomes for the groups).
Multiple studies can cumulatively meet
the large sample and multi-site (as
defined in this notice) requirements of
moderate evidence, as long as each
study meets the other requirements of
the particular level of evidence (i.e.,
moderate evidence).

Local educational agency means:

(a) A public board of education or
other public authority legally
constituted within a State for either
administrative control or direction of, or
to perform a service function for, public
elementary schools or secondary
schools in a city, county, township,
school district, or other political
subdivision of a State, or of or for a
combination of school districts or
counties that is recognized in a State as
an administrative agency for its public
elementary schools or secondary
schools.

(b) Administrative Control and
Direction. The term includes any other
public institution or agency having
administrative control and direction of
a public elementary school or secondary
school.

(c) Bureau of Indian Education
Schools. The term includes an
elementary school or secondary school
funded by the Bureau of Indian
Education but only to the extent that
including the school makes the school
eligible for programs for which specific
eligibility is not provided to the school
in another provision of law and the
school does not have a student
population that is smaller than the
student population of the local
educational agency receiving assistance
under this Act with the smallest student
population, except that the school shall
not be subject to the jurisdiction of any
State educational agency (as defined in
this notice) other than the Bureau of
Indian Education.

(d) Educational Service Agencies. The
term includes educational service
agencies and consortia of those
agencies.

(e) State Educational Agency. The
term includes the State educational
agency in a State in which the State
educational agency is the sole
educational agency for all public
schools.

Logic model (also known as a theory
of action) means a reasonable
conceptual framework that identifies
key components of the proposed project
(i.e., the active “ingredients” that are
hypothesized to be critical to achieving
the relevant outcomes) and describes
the theoretical and operational
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relationships among the key
components and outcomes.

eets What Works Clearinghouse
Evidence Standards without
reservations is the highest possible
rating for a study finding reviewed by
the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC).
Studies receiving this rating provide the
highest degree of confidence that an
estimated effect was caused by the
practice studied. Experimental studies
(as defined in this notice) may receive
this highest rating. These standards are
described in the WWC Procedures and
Standards Handbooks, Version 3.0,
which can be accessed at http://
ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Handbooks.

Meets What Works Clearinghouse
Evidence Standards with reservations is
the second-highest rating for a study
finding reviewed by the What Works
Clearinghouse (WWC). Studies receiving
this rating provide a reasonable degree
of confidence that an estimated effect
was caused by the practice studied.
Both experimental studies (as defined in
this notice) (such as randomized
controlled trials with high rates of
sample attrition) and quasi-
experimental design studies (as defined
in this notice) may receive this rating if
they establish the equivalence of the
treatment and comparison groups in key
baseline characteristics. These standards
are described in the WWC Procedures
and Standards Handbooks, Version 3.0,
which can be accessed at http://
ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Handbooks.

Moderate evidence means the
following conditions are met: (a) There
is at least one experimental or quasi-
experimental design study of the
effectiveness of the practice with a
relevant finding (as defined in this
notice) that Meets What Works
Clearinghouse Evidence Standards with
or without reservations (as defined in
this notice) (e.g., a quasi-experimental
design study or high-attrition
randomized controlled trial that
establishes the equivalence of the
treatment and comparison groups in
student achievement at baseline); (b) the
relevant finding in the study described
in paragraph (a) is of a statistically
significant and positive (i.e., favorable)
effect on a student outcome or other
relevant outcome, with no statistically
significant and overriding negative (i.e.,
unfavorable) evidence on that practice
from other findings on the intervention
reviewed by and reported on the What
Works Clearinghouse that Meet What
Works Clearinghouse Evidence
Standards with or without reservations;
(c) the relevant finding in the study
described in paragraph (a) is based on
a sample that overlaps with the
populations (e.g., the types of student
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served) or settings proposed to receive
the practice (e.g., an after-school
program studied in urban high schools
and proposed for rural high schools);
and (d) the relevant finding in the study
described in paragraph (a) is based on

a large sample and a multi-site sample
(as defined in this notice).

Multi-site sample means more than
one site, where site can be defined as an
LEA, locality, or State. A sample could
be multi-site if it includes campuses in
two or more localities (e.g., cities or
counties), even if the campuses all
belong to the same LEA or the same
postsecondary school system. Multiple
studies can cumulatively meet the
multi-site sample and large sample (as
defined in this notice) requirements of
moderate evidence, as long as each
study meets the other requirements of
the particular level of evidence (i.e.,
moderate evidence).

Nonprofit, as applied to an agency,
organization, or institution, means that
it is owned and operated by one or more
corporations or associations whose net
earnings do not benefit, and cannot
lawfully benefit, any private
shareholder or entity.

Practice means an activity, strategy, or
intervention included in a project.
Evidence may pertain to an individual
practice, or to a combination of
practices (e.g., training teachers on
instructional practices for English
learners and follow-on coaching for
these teachers).

Quasi-experimental design study
(QED) means a study using a design that
attempts to approximate an
experimental design by identifying a
comparison group that is similar to the
treatment group in important respects.
This type of study, depending on design
and implementation, can Meet What
Works Clearinghouse Evidence
Standards with reservations (but not
without reservations).

Randomized controlled trial (RCT)
means a study that employs random
assignment of, for example, students,
teachers, classrooms, or schools to
receive the practice being evaluated (the
treatment group) or not to receive the
practice (the control group). The
estimated effectiveness of the practice is
the difference between the average
outcomes for the treatment group and
for the control group. These studies,
depending on design and
implementation, can Meet What Works
Clearinghouse Evidence Standards
without reservations.

Regression discontinuity design study
(RDD) means a study that assigns the
practice being evaluated using a
measured variable (e.g., assigning
students reading below a cutoff score to

tutoring or developmental education
classes) and controls for that variable in
the analysis of outcomes. The
effectiveness of the practices is
estimated for individuals who barely
qualify to receive that practice. These
studies, depending on design and
implementation, can Meet What Works
Clearinghouse Evidence Standards
without reservations.

Regular high school diploma means
the standard high school diploma that is
awarded to students in the State and
that is fully aligned with the State’s
academic content standards or a higher
diploma and does not include a General
Education Development (GED)
credential, certificate of attendance, or
anI\; alternative award.

elevant finding means a finding from
a study regarding the relationship
between (a) an activity, strategy, or
intervention included as a practice of
the logic model for the proposed project,
and (b) a student outcome or other
relevant outcome included in the logic
model for the proposed project.

Relevant outcome means the student
outcome(s) (or the ultimate outcome if
not related to students) the proposed
practice is designed to improve;
consistent with the specific goals of a
prgect.

ural local educational agencies
means local educational agencies with
an urban-centric district locale code of
32, 33, 41, 42, or 43, which can be found
at the following link: https://
nces.ed.gov/ccd/
ccdLocaleCodeDistrict.asp.

Single-case design stud};/ (SCD) means
a study that use observations of a single
case (e.g., a student eligible for a
behavioral intervention) over time in the
absence and presence of a controlled
treatment manipulation to determine
whether the outcome is systematically
related to the treatment. According to
the What Works Clearinghouse Single
Case Design Pilot Standards, a
collection of these studies, depending
on design and implementation (e.g.,
including a sufficient number of cases
and of data points per condition), can
Meet What Works Clearinghouse
Evidence Standards without
reservations.

State educational agency means the
agency primarily responsible for the
State supervision of public elementary
schools and secondary schools.

Student achievement means—

For grades and subjects in which
assessments are required under section
1111(b)(2) of Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA), as amended by
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA): (1)
A student’s score on such assessments;
and, as appropriate (2) other measures
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of student learning, such as those
described in the subsequent paragraph,
provided that they are rigorous and
comparable across schools with a local
educational agency (LEA).

For grades and subjects in which
assessments are not required under
section 1111(b)(2) of ESEA, as
reauthorized by ESSA: (1) Alternative
measures of student learning and
performance, such as student results on
pre-tests, end-of-course tests, and
objective performance-based
assessments; (2) students learning
objectives; (3) student performance on
English language proficiency
assessments; and (4) other measures of
student achievement that are rigorous
and comparable across schools within
an LEA.

Waiver of Proposed Rulemaking:
Under the Administrative Procedure Act
(5 U.S.C. 553), the Department generally
offers interested parties the opportunity
to comment on proposed priorities,
definitions, and other requirements.
Section 437(d)(1) of GEPA, however,
allows the Secretary to exempt from
rulemaking requirements, regulations
governing the first grant competition
under a new or substantially revised
program authority. This grant
competition is the first grant
competition for the EIR program under
20 U.S.C. 1138-1138d and therefore
qualifies for this exemption. In order to
ensure timely grant awards, the
Secretary has decided to forego public
comment on the priorities, definitions,
and requirements under section
437(d)(1) of GEPA. These priorities,
definitions, and requirements will apply
to the FY 2017 grant competition only.

Program Authority: Section 4611 of
the ESEA, as amended by ESSA.

Applicable Regulations: (a) The
Education Department General
Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) in
34 CFR parts 75, 77, 79, 81, 82, 84, 86,
97, 98, and 99. (b) The OMB Guidelines
to Agencies on Governmentwide
Debarment and Suspension
(Nonprocurement) in 2 CFR part 180, as
adopted and amended as regulations of
the Department in 2 CFR part 3485. (c)
The Uniform Administrative
Requirements, Cost Principles, and
Audit Requirements for Federal Awards
in 2 CFR part 200, as adopted and
amended as regulations of the
Department in 2 CFR part 3474. (d) The
Supplemental Priorities.

Note: The regulations in 34 CFR part 79
apply to all applicants except federally
recognized Indian tribes.

Note: The regulations in 34 CFR part 86
apply to institutions of higher education
only.
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II. Award Information

Type of Award: Cooperative
agreements.

Estimated Available Funds: The
Administration has requested
$180,000,000 for the EIR program for FY
2017, of which approximately
$141,000,000 would be used, in total,
for new awards under the Early-phase,
Mid-phase, and Expansion
competitions. The actual level of
funding, if any, depends on final
congressional action. However, we are
inviting applications to allow enough
time to complete the grant process if
Congress appropriates funds for this
program.

Contingent upon the availability of
funds and the quality of applications,
we may make additional awards in
subsequent years from the list of
unfunded applications from this
competition.

Estimated Range of Awards:

Early-phase grants: $700,000—
$800,000 per year.

Mid-phase grants: $1,400,000—
$1,600,000 per year.

Expansion grants: $2,750,000-
$3,000,000 per year.

Estimated Average Size of Awards:

Early-phase grants: $3,750,000 for the
entirety of the project period.

Mid-phase grants: $7,750,000 for the
entirety of the project period.

Expansion grants: $14,500,000 for the
entirety of the project period.

Estimated Number of Awards:

Early-phase grants: 24—38 awards.

Mid-phase grants: 15-20 awards.

Expansion grants: 3—5 awards.

Maximum Awards:

Early-phase grants: $4,000,000 for the
entirety of the project period.

Mid-phase grants: $8,000,000 for the
entirety of the project period.

Expansion grants: $15,000,000 for the
entirety of the project period.

Project Period: Up to 60 months.

Under section 4611(c) of the ESEA, as
amended by ESSA, the Department
must use at least 25 percent of EIR funds
for a fiscal year to make awards to
applicants serving rural areas,
contingent on receipt of a sufficient
number of applications of sufficient
quality. For purposes of this
competition, we will consider an
applicant as rural if the applicant meets
the qualifications for rural applicants as
described in the eligible applicants
section and the applicant certifies that
it meets those qualifications through the
application. In implementing this
statutory provision, the Department may
fund high-quality applications from
rural applicants out of rank order in one
or more of the EIR competitions.

Note: The Department is not bound by any
estimates in this notice.

I11. Eligibility Information
1. Eligible Applicants:
EA

(a) An LEA;

(b) A State educational agency;

(c) The Bureau of Indian Education;

(d) A consortium of State educational
agencies or LEAs;

(e) A nonprofit organization; and

(f) A State educational agency, an
LEA, a consortium described in (d), or
the Bureau of Indian Education, in
partnership with—

(1) A nonprofit (as defined in this
notice) organization;

(2) A business;

(3) An educational service agency; or

(4) An institution of higher education.

To qualify as a rural applicant under
the EIR program, an applicant must
meet both of the following

requirements:
(a) The applicant is—
(1) An LEA with an urban-centric

district locale code of 32, 33, 41, 42, or
43, as determined by the Secretary;

(2) A consortium of such LEAs;

(3) An educational service agency or
a nonprofit organization in partnership
with such an LEA; or

(4) A grantee described in clause (1)
or (2) in partnership with a State
educational agency; and

(b) A majority of the schools to be
served by the program are designated
with a locale code of 32, 33, 41, 42, or
43, or a combination of such codes, as
determined by the Secretary.

More information on rural applicant
eligibility is in the application package.

2.a. Cost Sharing or Matching: Under
section 4611 of the ESEA, as amended
by ESSA, each grant recipient must
provide, from Federal, State, local, or
private sources, an amount equal to 10
percent of funds provided under the
grant, which may be provided in cash or
through in-kind contributions, to carry
out activities supported by the grant.
Grantees must include a budget showing
their matching contributions on an
annual basis relative to the annual
budget amount of EIR grant funds and
must provide evidence of their matching
contributions for the first year of the
grant in their grant applications. Section
4611 of the ESEA, as amended by ESSA
also authorizes the Secretary to waive
this matching requirement on a case-by-
case basis, upon a showing of
exceptional circumstances, such as:

(a) The difficulty of raising matching
funds for a program to serve a rural area;
(b) The difficulty of raising matching

funds in areas with a concentration of
local educational agencies or schools
with a high percentage of students aged
5 through 17—
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(1) Who are in poverty, as counted in
the most recent census data approved by
the Secretary;

(2) Who are eligible for a free or
reduced price lunch under the Richard
B. Russell National School Lunch Act
(42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.);

(3) Whose families receive assistance
under the State program funded under
part A of title IV of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.); or

(4) Who are eligible to receive medical
assistance under the Medicaid program;

and

(c) The difficulty of raising funds on
tribal land.

Applicants that wish to apply for a
waiver must include a request in their
application that describes why the
matching requirement would cause
serious hardship or an inability to carry
out project activities. Further
information about applying for waivers
can be found in the application package.
However, given the importance of
matching funds to the long-term success
of the project, the Secretary expects
eligible entities to identify appropriate
matching funds.

3. Other: The Secretary establishes the
following requirements for the EIR
program.

¢ Innovations that Serve
Kindergarten-through-Grade-12 (K-12)
Students: All grantees must implement
practices that serve students who are in
grades K—12 at some point during the
funding period. To meet this
requirement, projects that serve early
learners (i.e., infants, toddlers, or
preschoolers) must provide services or
supports that extend into kindergarten
or later years, and projects that serve
postsecondary students must provide
services or supports during the
secondary grades or earlier.

* Evidence Standards: To be eligible
for an award, an application for an
Early-phase grant must demonstrate a
rationale by including a reasonable logic
model that is informed by research or an
evaluation that suggests how the
intervention is likely to improve
relevant outcomes, and includes an
effort to study the effects of the
intervention that will happen as part of
the proposed project.

o Funding Categories: An applicant
will be considered for an award only for
the type of EIR grant (i.e., Early-phase,
Mid-phase, and Expansion grant) for
which it applies. An applicant may not
submit an application for the same
proposed project under more than one
type of grant.

Note: Each application will be reviewed
under the competition it was submitted

under in the Grants.gov system, and only
applications that are successfully submitted
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by the established deadline will be peer
reviewed. Applicants should be careful that
they download the intended EIR application
package and that they submit their
applications under the intended EIR
competition.

e Limit on Grant Awards: No grantee
may receive in a single year new EIR
grant awards that total an amount
greater than the sum of the maximum
amount of funds for an Expansion grant
and the maximum amount of funds for
an Early-phase grant for that year. For
example, in a year when the maximum
award value for an Expansion grant is
$15 million and the maximum award
value for an Early-phase grant is $4
million, no grantee may receive in a
single year new grants totaling more
than $19 million.

e Partnerships: An applicant must
demonstrate sufficient partnerships
with schools/LEA(s) by identifying in
the application implementation schools/
LEA(s) for years 1 and 2 of the grant
project.

o Evaluation: The grantee must
conduct an independent evaluation (as
defined in this notice) of its project.
This evaluation must estimate the
impact of the EIR-supported practice (as
implemented at the proposed level of
scale) on a relevant outcome, with an
evaluation design with the potential to
meet moderate evidence (as defined in
this notice).

The first years of an Early-phase grant
are expected to focus on developing and
iterating the practice in a few schools
(or a limited version of the practice in
a greater number of schools), and the
independent evaluation is expected to
generate information to inform the
practice’s development and iteration;
the remaining years of an Early-phase
grant are expected to entail full-scale
implementation across the project’s full
set of schools, and the independent
evaluation is expected to be an efficacy
study of the practice, designed to have
the potential meet the moderate
evidence (as defined in this notice)
threshold.

In addition, the grantee and its
independent evaluator must agree to
cooperate with any technical assistance
provided by the Department or its
contractor and comply with the
requirements of any evaluation of the
program conducted by the Department.
This includes providing to the
Department or its contractor, an updated
comprehensive evaluation plan in a
format and using such tools as the
Department may require, as outlined in
the Cooperative Agreement. Grantees
must update this evaluation plan at least
annually to reflect any changes to the
evaluation. All of these updates must be

consistent with the scope and objectives
of the approved application.

e Public Availability of Results:

Recipients of awards are expected to
publish or otherwise make publicly
available the results of the work
supported through EIR, including the
evaluation report. EIR grantees must
submit final studies resulting from
research supported in whole or in part
by EIR to the Educational Resources
Information Center (ERIC, http://
eric.ed.gov).

e Scaling: Early-phase grants must
scale to multiple schools over the life of
the project. Scaling targets should be
established for the number of students
to be served for the total project period
as well as the target number of students
to be served each year of the project.
Early-phase grants must also include
their scaling strategy as a component of
the evaluation plan for the grant. Given
that all EIR grantees are required to
report on the performance measure
regarding the target number of students
served by the grant, applicants should
propose scaling targets that represent
reasonable costs per student for the
grant.

* Management Plan: An EIR grantee
must provide an updated
comprehensive management plan for
the approved project in a format and
using such tools as the Department may
require, as outlined in the Cooperative
Agreement. This management plan must
include detailed information about
implementation of the first year of the
grant, including key milestones, staffing
details, and other information that the
Department may require. It must also
include a complete list of performance
metrics, including baseline measures
and annual targets. The grantee must
update this management plan at least
annually to reflect implementation of
subsequent years of the project.

IV. Application and Submission
Information

1. Address to Request Application
Package: You can obtain an application
package via the Internet or from the
Education Publications Center (ED
Pubs). To obtain a copy via the Internet,
use the following address: http://
innovation.ed.gov/what-we-do/
innovation/education-innovation-and-
research-eir/. To obtain a copy from ED
Pubs, write, fax, or call: ED Pubs, U.S.
Department of Education, P.O. Box
22207, Alexandria, VA 22304.
Telephone, toll free: 1-877—433-7827.
FAX: (703) 605-6794. If you use a
telecommunications device for the deaf
(TDD) or a text telephone (TTY), call,
toll free: 1-877-576-7734.
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You can contact ED Pubs at its Web
site, also: www.EDPubs.gov or at its
email address: edpubs@inet.ed.gov.

If you request an application package
from ED Pubs, be sure to identify this
program or competition as follows:
CFDA number 84.411C.

Individuals with disabilities can
obtain a copy of the application package
in an accessible format (e.g., Braille,
large print, audiotape, or compact disc)
by contacting the person or team listed
under Accessible Format in section VIII
of this notice.

2.a. Content and Form of Application
Submission: Requirements concerning
the content and form of an application,
together with the forms you must
submit, are in the application package
for this competition.

Notice of Intent to Apply: February
13, 2017.

We will be able to develop a more
efficient process for reviewing grant
applications if we know the
approximate number of applicants that
intend to apply for funding under this
competition. Therefore, the Secretary
strongly encourages each potential
applicant to notify us of the applicant’s
intent to submit an application by
completing a Web-based form. When
completing this form, applicants will
provide (1) the applicant organization’s
name and address and (2) the absolute
priority the applicant intends to
address. Applicants may access this
form online at https://
www.surveymonkey.com/r/GSPSYXQ.
Applicants that do not complete this
form may still submit an ix]gplication.

Pre-Application: The EIR program
intends to hold webinars and/or
meetings designed to provide technical
assistance to interested applicants for all
three types of grants. Detailed
information regarding these webinars
and/or meetings will be provided on the
EIR Web site at http://
innovation.ed.gov/what-we-do/
innovation/education-innovation-and-
research-eir/.

Page Limit: The application narrative
(Part IIT of the application) is where you,
the applicant, address the selection
criteria that reviewers use to evaluate
your application. Applicants should
limit the application narrative for an
Early-phase grant application to no
more than 25 pages, using the following
standards:

e A “page” is 8.5” x 117, on one side
only, with 1”7 margins at the top, bottom,
and both sides.

¢ Double space (no more than three
lines per vertical inch) all text in the
application narrative, including titles,
headings, footnotes, quotations,
references, and captions.
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¢ Use a font that is either 12 point or
larger or no smaller than 10 pitch
(characters per inch).

¢ Use one of the following fonts:
Times New Roman, Courier, Courier
New, or Arial.

The page limit does not apply to Part
I, the cover sheet; Part II, the budget
section, including the narrative budget
justification; Part IV, the assurances and
certifications; or the one-page abstract,
the resumes, the bibliography, or the
letters of support. However, the page
limit does apply to all of the application
narrative.

b. Submission of Proprietary
Information: Given the types of projects
that may be proposed in applications for
the Early-phase competition, your
application may include business
information that you consider
proprietary. In 34 CFR 5.11 we define
“business information” and describe the
process we use in determining whether
any of that information is proprietary
and, thus, protected from disclosure
under Exemption 4 of the Freedom of
Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552, as
amended).

We plan on posting the project
narrative section of funded EIR
applications on the Department’s Web
site. Accordingly, you may wish to
request confidentiality of business
information. Identifying proprietary
information in the submitted
application will help facilitate this
public disclosure process.

Consistent with Executive Order
12600, please designate in your
application any information that you
believe is exempt from disclosure under
Exemption 4. In the appropriate
Appendix section of your application,
under ““‘Other Attachments Form,”
please list the page number or numbers
on which we can find this information.
For additional information please see 34
CFR 5.11(c).

3. Submission Dates and Times:

Applications Available: December 19,
2016.

Deadline for Notice of Intent to Apply:
February 13, 2017.

Pre-Application Webinars and/or
Meetings: The EIR program intends to
hold webinars and/or meetings designed
to provide technical assistance to
interested applicants for all three types
of grants. Detailed information regarding
these webinars and/or meetings will be
provided on the EIR Web site at http://
innovation.ed.gov/what-we-do/
innovation/education-innovation-and-
research-eir/.

Deadline for Transmittal of
ApK:Iications: April 13, 2017.

pplications for grants under this
competition must be submitted

electronically using the Grants.gov
Apply site (Grants.gov). For information
(including dates and times) about how
to submit your application
electronically, or in paper format by
mail or hand delivery if you qualify for
an exception to the electronic
submission requirement, please refer to
Other Submission Requirements in
section IV of this notice.

We do not consider an application
that does not comply with the deadline
requirements.

Individuals with disabilities who
need an accommodation or auxiliary aid
in connection with the application
process should contact the person listed
under FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT in section VII of this notice. If
the Department provides an
accommodation or auxiliary aid to an
individual with a disability in
connection with the application
process, the individual’s application
remains subject to all other
requirements and limitations in this
notice.

Deadline for Intergovernmental
Review: June 13, 2017.

4. Intergovernmental Review: This
competition is subject to Executive
Order 12372 and the regulations in 34
CFR part 79. Information about
Intergovernmental Review of Federal
Programs under Executive Order 12372
is in the application package for this
competition.

5. Funding Restrictions: We reference
regulations outlining funding
restrictions in the Applicable
Regulations section of this notice.

6. Data Universal Numbering System
Number, Taxpayer Identification
Number, and System for Award
Management: To do business with the
Department of Education, you must—

a. Have a Data Universal Numbering
System (DUNS) number and a Taxpayer
Identification Number (TIN);

b. Register both your DUNS number
and TIN with the System for Award
Management (SAM), the Government’s
primary registrant database;

c. Provide your DUNS number and
TIN on your application; and

d. Maintain an active SAM
registration with current information
while your application is under review
by the Department and, if you are
awarded a grant, during the project
period.

You can obtain a DUNS number from
Dun and Bradstreet at the following
Web site: http://fedgov.dnb.com/
webform. A DUNS number can be

created within one to two business days.

If you are a corporate entity, agency,
institution, or organization, you can
obtain a TIN from the Internal Revenue
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Service. If you are an individual, you
can obtain a TIN from the Internal
Revenue Service or the Social Security
Administration. If you need a new TIN,
please allow two to five weeks for your
TIN to become active.

The SAM registration process can take
approximately seven business days, but
may take upwards of several weeks,
depending on the completeness and
accuracy of the data you enter into the
SAM database. Thus, if you think you
might want to apply for Federal
financial assistance under a program
administered by the Department, please
allow sufficient time to obtain and
register your DUNS number and TIN.
We strongly recommend that you
register early.

Note: Once your SAM registration is active,
it may be 24 to 48 hours before you can
access the information in, and submit an
application through, Grants.gov.

If you are currently registered with
SAM, you may not need to make any
changes. However, please make certain
that the TIN associated with your DUNS
number is correct. Also note that you
will need to update your registration
annually. This may take three or more
business days.

Information about SAM is available at
www.SAM.gov. To further assist you
with obtaining and registering your
DUNS number and TIN in SAM or
updating your existing SAM account,
we have prepared a SAM.gov Tip Sheet,
which you can find at: www2.ed.gov/
fund/grant/apply/sam-faqs.html.

In addition, if you are submitting your
application via Grants.gov, you must (1)
be designated by your organization as an
Authorized Organization Representative
(AOR); and (2) register yourself with
Grants.gov as an AOR. Details on these
steps are outlined at the following
Grants.gov Web page: www.grants.gov/
web/grants/register.html.

7. Other Submission Requirements:
Applications for grants under this
program competition must be submitted
electronically unless you qualify for an
exception to this requirement in
accordance with the instructions in this
section.

a. Electronic Submission of
Applications.

Applications for grants under the EIR
Program, CFDA number 84.411C, must
be submitted electronically using the
Governmentwide Grants.gov Apply site
at www.Grants.gov. Through this site,
you will be able to download a copy of
the application package, complete it
offline, and then upload and submit
your application. You may not email an
electronic copy of a grant application to
us.
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We will reject your application if you
submit it in paper format unless, as
described elsewhere in this section, you
qualify for one of the exceptions to the
electronic submission requirement and
submit, no later than two weeks before
the application deadline date, a written
statement to the Department that you
qualify for one of these exceptions.
Further information regarding
calculation of the date that is two weeks
before the application deadline date is
provided later in this section under
Exception to Electronic Submission
Reguirement.

ou may access the electronic grant
application for EIR Early-phase at
www.Grants.gov. You must search for
the downloadable application package
for this competition by the CFDA
number. Do not include the CFDA
number’s alpha suffix in your search
(e.ﬁ., search for 84.411, not 84.411C).

lease note the following:

e When you enter the Grants.gov site,
you will find information about
submitting an application electronically
through the site, as well as the hours of
operation.

* Applications received by
Grants.gov are date and time stamped.
Your application must be fully
uploaded and submitted and must be
date and time stamped by the
Grants.gov system no later than 4:30:00
p-m., Washington, DC time, on the
application deadline date. Except as
otherwise noted in this section, we will
not accept your application if it is
received—that is, date and time
stamped by the Grants.gov system—after
4:30:00 p.m., Washington, DC time, on
the application deadline date. We do
not consider an application that does
not comply with the deadline
requirements. When we retrieve your
application from Grants.gov, we will
notify you if we are rejecting your
application because it was date and time
stamped by the Grants.gov system after
4:30:00 p.m., Washington, DC time, on
the application deadline date.

e The amount of time it can take to
upload an application will vary
depending on a variety of factors,
including the size of the application and
the speed of your Internet connection.
Therefore, we strongly recommend that
you do not wait until the application
deadline date to begin the submission
process through Grants.gov.

¢ You should review and follow the
Education Submission Procedures for
submitting an application through
Grants.gov that are included in the
application package for this competition
to ensure that you submit your
application in a timely manner to the
Grants.gov system. You can also find the

Education Submission Procedures
pertaining to Grants.gov under News
and Events on the Department’s G5
system home page at www.G5.gov. In
addition, for specific guidance and
procedures for submitting an
application through Grants.gov, please
refer to the Grants.gov Web site at:
www.grants.gov/web/grants/applicants/
apply-for-grants.html.

P.P ¥())cu Mgrl'lil not receive additional
point value because you submit your
application in electronic format, nor
will we penalize you if you qualify for
an exception to the electronic
submission requirement, as described
elsewhere in this section, and submit
your application in paper format.

¢ You must submit all documents
electronically, including all information
you typically provide on the following
forms: the Application for Federal
Assistance (SF 424), the Department of
Education Supplemental Information for
SF 424, Budget Information—Non-
Construction Programs (ED 524), and all
necessary assurances and certifications.

¢ You must upload any narrative
sections and all other attachments to
your application as files in a read-only
Portable Document Format (PDF). Do
not upload an interactive or fillable PDF
file. If you upload a file type other than
aread-only PDF (e.g., Word, Excel,
WordPerfect, etc.) or submit a password-
protected file, we will not review that
material. Please note that this could
result in your application not being
considered for funding because the
material in question—for example, the
application narrative—is critical to a
meaningful review of your proposal. For
that reason it is important to allow
yourself adequate time to upload all
material as PDF files. The Department
will not convert material from other
formats to PDF.

¢ Your electronic application must
comply with any page-limit
requirements described in this notice.

¢ After you electronically submit
your application, you will receive from
Grants.gov an automatic notification of
receipt that contains a Grants.gov
tracking number. This notification
indicates receipt by Grants.gov only, not
receipt by the Department. Grants.gov
will also notify you automatically by
email if your application met all the
Grants.gov validation requirements or if
there were any errors (such as
submission of your application by
someone other than a registered
Authorized Organization
Representative, or inclusion of an
attachment with a file name that
contains special characters). You will be
given an opportunity to correct any
errors and resubmit, but you must still
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meet the deadline for submission of
applications.

nce your application is successfully
validated by Grants.gov, the Department
will retrieve your application from
Grants.gov and send you an email with
a unique PR/Award number for your
application.

These emails do not mean that your
application is without any disqualifying
errors. While your application may have
been successfully validated by
Grants.gov, it must also meet the
Department’s application requirements
as specified in this notice and in the
application instructions. Disqualifying
errors could include, for instance,
failure to upload attachments in a read-
only, non-modifiable PDF; failure to
submit a required part of the
application; or failure to meet applicant
eligibility requirements. It is your
responsibility to ensure that your
submitted application has met all of the
Department’s requirements.

¢ We may request that you provide us
original signatures on forms at a later
date.

Application Deadline Date Extension
in Case of Technical Issues with the
Grants.gov System: If you are
experiencing problems submitting your
application through Grants.gov, please
contact the Grants.gov Support Desk,
toll free, at 1-800-518—4726. You must
obtain a Grants.gov Support Desk Case
Number and must keep a record of it.

If you are prevented from
electronically submitting your
application on the application deadline
date because of technical problems with
the Grants.gov system, we will grant you
an extension until 4:30:00 p.m.,
Washington, DC time, the following
business day to enable you to transmit
your application electronically or by
hand delivery. You also may mail your
application by following the mailing
instructions described elsewhere in this
notice.

If you submit an application after
4:30:00 p.m., Washington, DC time, on
the application deadline date, please
contact the person listed under For
Further Information Contact in section
VII of this notice and provide an
explanation of the technical problem
you experienced with Grants.gov, along
with the Grants.gov Support Desk Case
Number. We will accept your
application if we can confirm that a
technical problem occurred with the
Grants.gov system and that the problem
affected your ability to submit your
application by 4:30:00 p.m.,
Washington, DC time, on the
application deadline date. We will
contact you after we determine whether
your application will be accepted.
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Note: The extensions to which we refer in
this section apply only to the unavailability
of, or technical problems with, the Grants.gov
system. We will not grant you an extension
if you failed to fully register to submit your
application to Grants.gov before the
application deadline date and time or if the
technical problem you experienced is
unrelated to the Grants.gov system.

Exception to Electronic Submission
Requirement: You qualify for an
exception to the electronic submission
requirement, and may submit your
application in paper format, if you are
unable to submit an application through
the Grants.gov system because—

¢ You do not have access to the
Internet; or

¢ You do not have the capacity to
upload large documents to the
Grants.gov system;
and

¢ No later than two weeks before the
application deadline date (14 calendar
days or, if the fourteenth calendar day
before the application deadline date
falls on a Federal holiday, the next
business day following the Federal
holiday), you mail or fax a written
statement to the Department, explaining
which of the two grounds for an
exception prevents you from using the
Internet to submit your application.

If you mail your written statement to
the Department, it must be postmarked
no later than two weeks before the
application deadline date. If you fax
your written statement to the
Department, we must receive the faxed
statement no later than two weeks
before the application deadline date.

Address and mail or fax your
statement to: Kelly Terpak, U.S.
Department of Education, 400 Maryland
Avenue SW., Room 4W312,
Washington, DC 20202-5900. FAX:
(202) 401—4123.

Your paper application must be
submitted in accordance with the mail
or hand-delivery instructions described
in this notice.

b. Submission of Paper Applications
by Mail.

If you qualify for an exception to the
electronic submission requirement, you
may mail (through the U.S. Postal
Service or a commercial carrier) your
application to the Department. You
must mail the original and two copies
of your application, on or before the
application deadline date, to the
Department at the following address:
U.S. Department of Education,
Application Control Center, Attention:
(CFDA Number 84.411C), LB] Basement
Level 1, 400 Maryland Avenue SW.,
Washington, DC 20202—4260.

You must show proof of mailing
consisting of one of the following:

(1) A legibly dated U.S. Postal Service
postmark.

(2) A legible mail receipt with the
date of mailing stamped by the U.S.
Postal Service.

(3) A dated shipping label, invoice, or
receipt from a commercial carrier.

(4) Any other proof of mailing
acceptable to the Secretary of the U.S.
Department of Education.

If you mail your application through
the U.S. Postal Service, we do not
accept either of the following as proof
of mailing:

(1) A private metered postmark.

(2) A mail receipt that is not dated by
the U.S. Postal Service.

Note: The U.S. Postal Service does not
uniformly provide a dated postmark. Before
relying on this method, you should check
with your local post office.

We will not consider applications
postmarked after the application
deadline date.

c. Submission of Paper Applications
by Hand Delivery.

If you qualify for an exception to the
electronic submission requirement, you
(or a courier service) may deliver your
paper application to the Department by
hand. You must deliver the original and
two copies of your application, by hand,
on or before the application deadline
date, to the Department at the following
address: U.S. Department of Education,
Application Control Center, Attention:
(CFDA Number 84.411C), 550 12th
Street SW., Room 7039, Potomac Center
Plaza, Washington, DC 20202—4260.

The Application Control Center
accepts hand deliveries daily between
8:00 a.m. and 4:30:00 p.m., Washington,
DC time, except Saturdays, Sundays,
and Federal holidays.

Note for Mail or Hand Delivery of Paper
Applications: If you mail or hand deliver
your application to the Department—

(1) You must indicate on the envelope
and—if not provided by the Department—in
Item 11 of the SF 424 the CFDA number,
including suffix letter, if any, of the
competition under which you are submitting
your application; and

(2) The Application Control Center will
mail to you a notification of receipt of your
grant application. If you do not receive this
notification within 15 business days from the
application deadline date, you should call
the U.S. Department of Education
Application Control Center at (202) 245—
6288.

V. Application Review Information

1. Selection Criteria: The selection
criteria for the Early-phase competition
are from 34 CFR 75.210.

The points assigned to each criterion
are indicated in the parentheses next to
the criterion. An applicant may earn up

50

to a total of 100 points based on the
selection criteria for the application.
A. Significance (Up to 30 Points)

In determining the significance of the
project, the Secretary considers the
following factors:

(1) The national significance of the
proposed project.

(2) The extent to which the proposed
project involves the development or
demonstration of promising new
strategies that build on, or are
alternatives to, existing strategies.

(3) The extent to which the proposed
project represents an exceptional
approach to the priority or priorities
established for the competition.

B. Quality of the Project Design and
Management Plan (Up to 50 Points)

In determining the quality of the
proposed project design, the Secretary
considers the following factors:

(1) The extent to which the goals,
objectives, and outcomes to be achieved
by the proposed project are clearly
specified and measurable.

(2) The adequacy of the management
plan to achieve the objectives of the
proposed project on time and within
budget, including clearly defined
responsibilities, timelines, and
milestones for accomplishing project
tasks.

(3) The extent to which performance
feedback and continuous improvement
are integral to the design of the
proposed project.

(4) The mechanisms the applicant
will use to broadly disseminate
information on its project so as to
support further development or
replication.

D. Quality of the Project Evaluation (Up
to 20 Points)

In determining the quality of the
project evaluation to be conducted, the
Secretary considers the following
factors:

(1) The extent to which the methods
of evaluation will, if well implemented,
produce evidence about the project’s
effectiveness that would meet the What
Works Clearinghouse Evidence
Standards with reservations.

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

(3) The extent to which the methods
of evaluation will provide valid and
reliable performance data on relevant
outcomes.

(4) The extent to which the evaluation
plan clearly articulates the key
components, mediators, and outcomes
of the grant-supported intervention, as
well as a measurable threshold for
acceptable implementation.
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Note: Applicants may wish to review the
following technical assistance resources on
evaluation: (1) WWC Procedures and
Standards Handbook: http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/
wwc/references/idocviewer/
doc.aspx?docid=19&tocid=1; (2) “Technical
Assistance Materials for Conducting Rigorous
Impact Evaluations” to the list of evaluation
resources: http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/projects/
evaluationTA.asp; and (3) IES/NCEE
Technical Methods papers: http://ies.ed.gov/
ncee/tech_methods/. In addition, applicants
may view two optional Webinar recordings
that were hosted by the Institute of Education
Sciences. The first Webinar discussed
strategies for designing and executing well-
designed quasi-experimental design studies
and is available at: http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/
wwc/Multimedia.aspx?sid=23. The second
Webinar focused on more rigorous evaluation
designs, discussing strategies for designing
and executing studies that meet WWC
evidence standards without reservations.
This Webinar is available at: http://
ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/
Multimedia.aspx?sid=18.

2. Review and Selection Process: We
remind potential applicants that in
reviewing applications in any
discretionary grant competition, the
Secretary may consider, under 34 CFR
75.217(d)(3), the past performance of the
applicant in carrying out a previous
award, such as the applicant’s use of
funds, achievement of project
objectives, and compliance with grant
conditions. The Secretary may also
consider whether the applicant failed to
submit a timely performance report or
submitted a report of unacceptable
quality.

Before making awards, we will screen
applications submitted in accordance
with the requirements in this notice to
determine whether applications have
met eligibility and other requirements.
This screening process may occur at
various stages of the process; applicants
that are determined to be ineligible will
not receive a grant, regardless of peer
reviewer scores or comments.

Peer reviewers will read, prepare a
written evaluation of, and score the
assigned applications, using the
selection criteria provided in this
notice. For Early-phase grant
applications we intend to conduct a
single-tier review.

In addition, in making a competitive
grant award, the Secretary requires
various assurances, including those
applicable to Federal civil rights laws
that prohibit discrimination in programs
or activities receiving Federal financial
assistance from the Department of
Education (34 CFR 100.4, 104.5, 106.4,
108.8, and 110.23).

3. Risk Assessment and Special
Conditions: Consistent with 2 CFR
200.205, before awarding grants under
this competition the Department

conducts a review of the risks posed by
applicants. Under 2 CFR 3474.10, the
Secretary may impose special
conditions and, in appropriate
circumstances, high-risk conditions on a
grant if the applicant or grantee is not
financially stable; has a history of
unsatisfactory performance; has a
financial or other management system
that does not meet the standards in 2
CFR part 200, subpart D; has not
fulfilled the conditions of a prior grant;
or is otherwise not responsible.

4. Integrity and Performance System:
If you are selected under this
competition to receive an award that
over the course of the project period
may exceed the simplified acquisition
threshold (currently $150,000), under 2
CFR 200.205(a)(2) we must make a
judgment about your integrity, business
ethics, and record of performance under
Federal awards—that is, the risk posed
by you as an applicant—before we make
an award. In doing so, we must consider
any information about you that is in the
integrity and performance system
(currently referred to as the Federal
Awardee Performance and Integrity
Information System (FAPIIS)),
accessible through SAM. You may
review and comment on any
information about yourself that a
Federal agency previously entered and
that is currently in FAPIIS.

Please note that, if the total value of
your currently active grants, cooperative
agreements, and procurement contracts
from the Federal Government exceeds
$10,000,000, the reporting requirements
in 2 CFR part 200, Appendix XII,
require you to report certain integrity
information to FAPIIS semiannually.
Please review the requirements in 2 CFR
part 200, Appendix XII, if this grant
plus all the other Federal funds you
receive exceed $10,000,000.

VI. Award Administration Information

1. Award Notices: If your application
is successful, we notify your U.S.
Representative and U.S. Senators and
send you a Grant Award Notification
(GAN); or we may send you an email
containing a link to access an electronic
version of your GAN. We may notify
you informally, also.

If your application is not evaluated or
not selected for funding, we notifP' ou.

2. Administrative and National Policy
Requirements: We identify
administrative and national policy
requirements in the application package
and reference these and other
requirements in the Applicable
Regulations section of this notice.

e reference the regulations outlining

the terms and conditions of an award in
the Applicable Regulations section of
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this notice and include these and other
specific conditions in the GAN. The
GAN also incorporates your approved
application as part of your binding
commitments under the grant.

3. Reporting: (a) If you apply for a
grant under this competition, you must
ensure that you have in place the
necessary processes and systems to
comply with the reporting requirements
in 2 CFR part 170 should you receive
funding under the competition. This
does not apply if you have an exception
under 2 CFR 170.110(b).

(b) At the end of your project period,
you must submit a final performance
report, including financial information,
as directed by the Secretary. If you
receive a multiyear award, you must
submit an annual performance report
that provides the most current
performance and financial expenditure
information as directed by the Secretary
under 34 CFR 75.118. The Secretary
may also require more frequent
performance reports under 34 CFR
75.720(c). For specific requirements on
reporting, please go to www.ed.gov/
fund/grant/apply/appforms/
appforms.html.

(c) Under 34 CFR 75.250(b), the
Secretary may provide a grantee with
additional funding for data collection
analysis and reporting. In this case the
Secretary establishes a data collection
period.

4. Performance Measures: The overall
purpose of the EIR program is to expand
the implementation of, and investment
in, innovative practices that are
demonstrated to have an impact on
improving student achievement for
high-need students. We have
established several performance
measures for the EIR Early-phase grants.
By reporting on these performance
measures in Annual and Final
Performance reports, grantees will
satisfy the requirement in Section
8101(21)(A)(ii)(II) of the ESEA, as
amended by ESSA, for projects relying
on the “demonstrates a rationale”
evidence level, to have “ongoing efforts
to examine the effects” of the funded
activity, strategy, or intervention.

Annual performance measures: (1)
The percentage of grantees that reach
their annual target number of students
as specified in the application; (2) the
percentage of grantees that reach their
annual target number of high-need
students as specified in the application;
(3) the percentage of grantees with
evaluations designed to provide
performance feedback to inform project
design; (4) the percentage of grantees
with ongoing well-designed and
independent evaluations that will
provide evidence of their effectiveness
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at improving student outcomes; (5) the
percentage of grantees that implement
an evaluation that provides information
about the key elements and the
approach of the project so as to facilitate
testing, development, or replication in
other settings; and (6) the cost per
student served by the grant.

Cumulative performance measures:
(1) The percentage of grantees that reach
the targeted number of students
specified in the application; (2) the
percentage of grantees that reached the
target number of high-need students
specified in the application; (3) the
percentage of grantees that use
evaluation data to make changes to their
practice(s); (4) the percentage of
grantees that implement a completed
well-designed, well-implemented and
independent evaluation that provides
evidence of their effectiveness at
improving student outcomes; (5) the
percentage of grantees with a completed
evaluation that provides information
about the key elements and the
approach of the project so as to facilitate
testing, development or replication in
other settings; and (6) the cost per
student served by the grant.

5. Continuation Awards: In making a
continuation award under 34 CFR
75.253, the Secretary considers, among
other things: Whether a grantee has
made substantial progress in achieving
the goals and objectives of the project;
whether the grantee has expended funds
in a manner that is consistent with its
approved application and budget; and,
if the Secretary has established
performance measurement
requirements, the performance targets in
the grantee’s approved application.

In making a continuation award, the
Secretary also considers whether the
grantee is operating in compliance with
the assurances in its approved
application, including those applicable
to Federal civil rights laws that prohibit
discrimination in programs or activities
receiving Federal financial assistance
from the Department (34 CFR 100.4,
104.5, 106.4, 108.8, and 110.23).

VII. Agency Contact

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kelly Terpak, U.S. Department of
Education, 400 Maryland Avenue SW.,
Room 4W312, Washington, DC 20202—
5900. Telephone: (202) 453-7122. FAX:
(202) 401—4123 or by email: eir@ed.gov.

If you use a TDD or a TTY, call the
Federal Relay Service, toll free, at 1—-
800—-877—-8339.

VIII. Other Information

Accessible Format: Individuals with
disabilities can obtain this document
and a copy of the application package in

an accessible format (e.g., Braille, large
print, audiotape, or compact disc) on
request to the program contact person
listed under FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT in section VII of this notice.

Electronic Access to This Document:
The official version of this document is
the document published in the Federal
Register. Free Internet access to the
official edition of the Federal Register
and the Code of Federal Regulations is
available via the Federal Digital System
at: www.gpo.gov/fdsys. At this site you
can view this document, as well as all
other documents of this Department
published in the Federal Register, in
text or Portable Document Format
(PDF). To use PDF you must have
Adobe Acrobat Reader, which is
available free at the site.

You may also access documents of the
Department published in the Federal
Register by using the article search
feature at: www.federalregister.gov.
Specifically, through the advanced
search feature at this site, you can limit
your search to documents published by
the Department.

Dated: December 9, 2016.
Nadya Chinoy Dabby,

Assistant Deputy Secretary for Innovation and
Improvement.

[FR Doc. 2016-30085 Filed 12—-14-16; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4000-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
[Docket No. ED-2016-ICCD-0144]

Agency Information Collection
Activities; Comment Request;
Application and Employment
Certification for Public Service Loan
Forgiveness

AGENCY: Federal Student Aid (FSA),
Department of Education (ED).
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44
U.S.C. chapter 3501 et seq.), ED is
proposing a revision of an existing
information collection.

DATES: Interested persons are invited to
submit comments on or before February
13, 2017.

ADDRESSES: To access and review all the
documents related to the information
collection listed in this notice, please
use http://www.regulations.gov by
searching the Docket ID number ED—
2016-1CCD—-0144. Comments submitted
in response to this notice should be
submitted electronically through the
Federal eRulemaking Portal at http://
www.regulations.gov by selecting the
Docket ID number or via postal mail,
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commercial delivery, or hand delivery.
Please note that comments submitted by
fax or email and those submitted after
the comment period will not be
accepted. Written requests for
information or comments submitted by
postal mail or delivery should be
addressed to the Director of the
Information Collection Clearance
Division, U.S. Department of Education,
400 Maryland Avenue SW., LBJ, Room
2E-347, Washington, DC 20202—4537.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
specific questions related to collection
activities, please contact lan Foss, 202—
377-3681.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Department of Education (ED), in
accordance with the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1995 (PRA) (44 U.S.C.
3506(c)(2)(A)), provides the general
public and Federal agencies with an
opportunity to comment on proposed,
revised, and continuing collections of
information. This helps the Department
assess the impact of its information
collection requirements and minimize
the public’s reporting burden. It also
helps the public understand the
Department’s information collection
requirements and provide the requested
data in the desired format. ED is
soliciting comments on the proposed
information collection request (ICR) that
is described below. The Department of
Education is especially interested in
public comment addressing the
following issues: (1) Is this collection
necessary to the proper functions of the
Department; (2) will this information be
processed and used in a timely manner;
(3) is the estimate of burden accurate;
(4) how might the Department enhance
the quality, utility, and clarity of the
information to be collected; and (5) how
might the Department minimize the
burden of this collection on the
respondents, including through the use
of information technology. Please note
that written comments received in
response to this notice will be
considered public records.

Title of Collection: Application and
Employment Certification for Public
Service Loan Forgiveness.

OMB Control Number: 1845-0110.

Type of Review: A revision of an
existing information collection.

Respondents/Affected Public:
Individuals or Households.

Total Estimated Number of Annual
Responses: 728,419.

Total Estimated Number of Annual
Burden Hours: 364,210.

Abstract: Final regulations for the
Public Service Loan Forgiveness (PSLF)
Program were published in the Federal
Register on October 23, 2008 (73 FR
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