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These frequently asked questions (FAQs) are designed to provide applicants for funding from the Enhanced Assessment Grants (EAG) program with information about the competition for fiscal year (FY) 2016 funding.  The FAQs are organized into the following six sections:  

(A) Overview of the EAG Program and the FY 2016 Competition
(B) Absolute Priorities, Competitive Preference Priorities, and Selection Criteria
(C) Requirements, Definitions, Procurement, and Other Topics
(D) The Application Process
(E) Managing a Grant and Establishing a Consortium
(F) Resources


Section A – Overview of the EAG Program and the FY 2016 Competition

A1: What is the purpose of the EAG program?
The purpose of the EAG program, also known as the Enhanced Assessment Instruments program, is to enhance the quality of assessment instruments and accountability systems used by States to measure the academic achievement of elementary and secondary school students.

A2: What is the focus of the FY 2016 EAG competition?
The U.S. Department of Education (ED) plans to make grant awards using FY 2016 funds for EAG to support the development or enhancement of assessment instruments, assessment research, or tools that support the administration of assessment instruments.  Section 6112 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), authorizes the EAG program.[footnoteRef:2]  Please see www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/pg87.html for more information.  [2:  Because the awards made through this competition will be with FY 2016 funds, which were appropriated under the NCLB authority, statutory references to the ESEA are to the ESEA as amended by NCLB throughout the remainder of this document unless otherwise noted.] 


On August 8, 2016, ED published in the Federal Register a notice inviting applications (NIA) for the FY 2016 EAG competition (81 FR 52424, https://federalregister.gov/a/2016-18532).  The NIA includes the specific priorities and the authority for the selection criteria that apply to the FY 2016 competition.  The NIA also includes applicable due dates and instructions on how to obtain an application package.  The NIA is available at: https://federalregister.gov/a/2016-18532.  

For the FY 2016 EAG competition, ED will consider only applications that meet one or more of the absolute priorities.  These absolute priorities are from section 6112 of the ESEA, as amended by NCLB, 20 U.S.C. 7301a.  The FY 2016 EAG competition also includes three competitive preference priorities that are from the notice of final priorities published in the Federal Register on August 8, 2016, available at: https://federalregister.gov/a/2016-18530.  Additional points will be awarded to an application that meets one or more of the competitive preference priorities.  The absolute and competitive preference priorities are: 

· Absolute Priority 1—Collaboration 
· Absolute Priority 2—Use of Multiple Measures of Student Academic Achievement 
· Absolute Priority 3—Charting Student Progress Over Time  
· Absolute Priority 4—Comprehensive Academic Assessment Instruments  
· Competitive Preference Priority 1—Developing Innovative Assessment Item Types and Design Approaches 
· Competitive Preference Priority 2—Improving Assessment Scoring and Score Reporting
· Competitive Preference Priority 3—Inventory of State and Local Assessment Systems

Competitive preference priority 1 is Developing Innovative Assessment Item Types and Design Approaches.  To receive points under this priority, applicants must propose projects aligned to either: 

· Part (a) - developing, evaluating, and implementing new, innovative item types for use in summative assessments in reading/language arts, mathematics, or science; or 
· Part (b) - developing new approaches to transform traditional, end-of-year summative assessment forms with many items into a series of modular assessment forms, each with fewer items than the end-of-year summative assessment; or 
· Both parts (a) and (b).  

As part (c) of the competitive preference priority, applicants proposing projects under either part (a) or (b) must provide a dissemination plan such that their projects can serve as models and resources that can be shared with other States.  An applicant can earn up to an additional 10 points depending on how well the application meets parts (a) and (c), and up to an additional 5 points depending on how well the application meets parts (b) and (c).  An applicant may address either or both parts (a) and (b) of this priority. 

Competitive preference priority 2 is Improving Assessment Scoring and Score Reporting.  To receive points under this priority, applicants must propose projects aligned to either:

· Part (a) – developing innovative tools that leverage technology to score assessments; or
· Part (b) – in consultation with organizations representing parents, students, and teachers, addressing needs related to score reporting and improving the utility of information about student performance included in reports of assessment results and providing better and more timely information to educators and parents; or 
· Both parts (a) and (b).  

As part (c) of the competitive preference priority, applicants proposing projects under either part (a) or (b) must provide a dissemination plan such that their projects can serve as models and resources that can be shared with other States.  An applicant can earn up to an additional 5 points depending on how well the application meets parts (a) and (c), and up to an additional 5 points depending on how well the application meets parts (b) and (c).  An applicant may address either or both parts (a) and (b) of this priority.

Competitive preference priority 3 is Inventory of State and Local Assessment Systems.  Applicants responding to this priority must: (1) review statewide and local assessments to ensure that each test is of high quality, maximizes instructional goals, has a clear purpose and utility, and is designed to help students demonstrate mastery of State college- and career-ready standards; (2) determine whether assessments are serving their intended purpose to help schools meet their goals and to eliminate redundant and unnecessary testing; and (3) review State and local educational agency (LEA) activities related to test preparation to make sure those activities are focused on academic content and not on test-taking skills.  An applicant can earn up to an additional 5 points, depending on how well the application meets this priority.  We note that the project period under this priority must not exceed 12 months and applicants may not propose a budget greater than $200,000.

These priorities are discussed further in FAQ B1 through FAQ B7.  

A3: How does this competition relate to three new assessment authorities included in the ESEA, as amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA)?
The awards made through this competition will be with FY 2016 funds, which were appropriated under section 6112 of the ESEA, as amended by NCLB.  ESSA contains three new assessment authorities.  Section 1203(b)(1) of the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA (Pub. L. No. 114-95), authorizes the Competitive Grants for State Assessments program, the successor to the EAG program.  The Competitive Grants for States Assessments program will continue to provide authority for discretionary grants to States to enhance the quality of assessment instruments.  Based on the amendments under the ESSA, there will be some changes to the absolute priorities in future competitions.  More details will be provided at a later date. 

In addition, section 1202 of the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA, provides authority for ED to make grants to a State to, among other things, enable the State to audit its assessment system and implement a plan to improve and streamline its assessment system based on the result of the audit.  More information about the relationship of this section of the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA, to the 2016 EAG competition can be found in FAQ B7.

Finally, section 1204 of the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA, establishes the Innovative Assessment and Accountability Demonstration Authority.  ED published in the Federal Register on July 11, 2016 a notice of proposed rulemaking, proposing new regulations implementing this section of the ESSA.  See 81 FR 44957.  We encourage applicants for the 2016 EAG competition to propose innovative enhancements to their current assessment system (aligned with the absolute and competitive preference priorities).  This may support the State’s plan to develop an innovative assessment system that it will propose under the Innovative Assessment and Accountability Demonstration Authority, but applying for an EAG or receiving an award does not indicate approval for the Innovative Assessment and Accountability Demonstration Authority.  ED will conduct a separate peer review process to review applications for that initiative. 

A4: What is ED’s intent for the FY 2016 EAG competition?
States are continuing to improve their college- and career-ready assessment systems.  These improvement efforts include initiatives to use technology to enhance the quality of assessments and timeliness and utility of the results, leverage information gained from assessments in support of student learning, and survey existing State and local assessment frameworks to determine whether the assessment is serving its intended purpose.  ED appreciates that States need to continue developing new, innovative item types for use in summative assessments to find new, more authentic methods for collecting evidence about what a student knows and is able to do as it relates to State learning standards.  Such innovations could include items that provide multi-step mathematics problems where students demonstrate their approach to solving each step; items that permit graphs or other visual response types; or simulated game environments where students interact with stimuli while interaction information is collected.

As technology continues to advance and become embedded in the classroom, assessment developers and educational leaders are looking for ways to leverage these advancements to improve the testing experience for students.  For example, computer-adaptive tests could be used to capture a greater range of student performance.  Leveraging technology could also improve the timeliness of reporting results, provide more options in the search for alternative ways to capture student knowledge and abilities, and improve the capability to automatically score non-multiple choice items.

These enhancements—improved assessments, faster assessment results, and alternative ways to capture student knowledge—would also advance targeted learning for all students, which is an initiative many States and school districts are pursuing.  Effective classroom instruction is dependent upon having diagnostic, formative, interim, and summative assessments that produce reliable, valid, fair, and timely results in order to inform and tailor instruction for each student.

In addition, there have recently been significant discussions about the amount of time students spend in formal testing, including classroom, district, and State assessments.  Some State educational agencies (SEAs), LEAs, and schools are currently in the process of reviewing assessments administered to students in kindergarten through grade 12 to better understand if each assessment is of high quality, maximizes instructional goals, has a clear purpose and utility, and is designed to provide information on students’ progress toward achieving proficiency on State standards and assessments.  ED wants to invest in and recognize States that are reviewing and streamlining their assessments, including eliminating redundant and unnecessary assessments, for the purpose of identifying promising practices that could be followed by other SEAs, LEAs, and schools to maximize the utility of assessments to parents, educators, and students.

ED also seeks to invest in, and support the development and enhancement of, assessment systems to better measure the knowledge and abilities of all students, as is reflected in the priorities for this year’s competition.

A5: Who may apply for an EAG?
An SEA, as defined in section 9101(41) of the ESEA, or a consortium of SEAs, may apply for an EAG.  Section 9101(41) of the ESEA defines an SEA as the agency primarily responsible for the State supervision of public elementary schools and secondary schools.  Additionally, the term “State,” as used in the definition of SEA, includes each of the 50 States, the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and each of the outlying areas (see section 9101(40) of the ESEA). 

A6: How does a consortium of SEAs apply for a grant?
If a consortium of SEAs applies for a grant, the members of the consortium must either designate one member to apply for the grant on behalf of the consortium or establish a separate, eligible legal entity to apply for the grant.  See 34 CFR 75.128(a).  The consortium must consist of only SEAs.  While an applicant may work in collaboration with institutions of higher education (IHEs), research institutions, or other organizations in carrying out grant activities (see section 6112(a)(1) of the ESEA), only SEAs or consortia of SEAs are eligible to apply for an EAG.  IHEs, research institutions, or other organizations may partner with the consortium, so long as they comply with any applicable State procurement laws and consortium governance rules; however, these institutions and organizations may not be members of the actual consortium.  See FAQ E5 through FAQ E10 for more information on a consortium applying for an EAG.

A7: May an SEA that has received a Federal grant to develop or enhance an assessment instrument or assessment system apply for funding through the FY 2016 EAG competition?
Yes.  An SEA developing an assessment instrument or an assessment system with funds from another ED grant, including another EAG award, is eligible to apply for an FY 2016 EAG grant.  However, such applicants must propose activities that would not duplicate activities funded by another Federal grant.  Applicants must submit a clear management plan to show how work to be accomplished through the EAG FY 2016 competition enhances, but does not duplicate, work already paid for with other Federal funds. 

A8: What are ED’s estimates for awards?
As outlined in the NIA, approximately $8,860,000 is available for awards in the FY 2016 EAG competition.  ED estimates that it will make three to six awards, with each award falling within an estimated range of $100,000 to $4,000,000.  ED further estimates that the average size of awards will be $2,500,000.  The time frames for these awards are outlined in the NIA and FAQ B6.

A9: Where can I find information about the priorities and selection criteria for the EAG FY 2016 competition?
As explained above, the NIA was published in the Federal Register on August 8, 2016, and is available at: https://federalregister.gov/a/2016-18532.  The application package describes the application requirements and selection criteria, and includes the instructions for the forms an applicant must submit as part of the application.  The electronic grant application is available through www.Grants.gov, as explained further in FAQs D1 and D2.  In addition, the NIA and directions for how to access the application at www.Grants.gov are posted on the Applicant Info page of the EAG program Web site at: www2.ed.gov/programs/eag/applicant.html.  

A10:  Where can I learn more about the EAG program?
Further information about the EAG program is available on the program’s Web site at: www.ed.gov/programs/eag. 



Section B – Absolute Priorities, Competitive Preference 
Priorities, and Selection Criteria

B1: What are absolute priorities, competitive preference priorities, and selection criteria? 
The absolute priorities are from the statute for the EAG program, section 6112 of the ESEA.  The FY 2016 EAG competition has four absolute priorities.  An applicant must describe how it will meet at least one of the absolute priorities in its application in order to be eligible to receive an award.  If ED determines that an SEA has not met at least one of the absolute priorities, the SEA will not be eligible to receive an award. 

The FY 2016 EAG competition also includes three optional competitive preference priorities, which emphasize implementing innovative items and assessment designs, streamlining score reporting and score reporting data to support instructional practice, and establishing a process to inventory State and local assessments to eliminate unnecessary, low-quality, or redundant testing.  As discussed in greater detail below, an applicant can receive up to 15 additional points depending on how well it meets all parts of competitive preference priority 1, up to 10 additional points depending on how well it meets all parts of competitive preference priority 2, and up to an additional 5 points depending on how well it meets competitive preference priority 3, for a total of up to 30 additional points. 

Selection criteria are the focal point of the application and peer review.  A panel of external, expert reviewers (peers) will review, score, and assign points to an application based on how SEAs address these selection criteria.  For the FY 2016 competition, EAG selection criteria are organized into nine key categories: Need, Significance, Quality of the Project Design, Quality of the Project Services, Quality of Project Personnel, Adequacy of Resources, Quality of the Management Plan, Quality of the Project Evaluation, and Strategy to Scale. 

B2: What is competitive preference priority 1—developing innovative assessment item types and design approaches —for the 2016 EAG competition? 
For the 2016 EAG competition, under competitive preference priority 1, we give additional competitive preference points to projects that are designed to support the creation of innovative item types for, and design approaches to, summative academic assessments, including projects in one or more of the following areas:

a) Developing, evaluating, and implementing new, innovative item types for use in summative assessments in reading/language arts, mathematics, or science; and/or 
b) Developing new approaches to transform traditional, end-of-year summative assessment forms with many items into a series of modular assessment forms, each with fewer items than the end-of-year summative assessment.

As part (c) of the priority, applicants proposing projects under either (a) or (b) must provide a dissemination plan to share lessons learned and best practices such that their projects can serve as models and resources that can be shared with other States.

An applicant that meets this competitive preference priority can earn up to 15 additional points.  An applicant can earn up to an additional 10 points depending on how well the application meets parts (a) and (c), and up to an additional 5 points depending on how well the application meets parts (b) and (c).  An applicant may choose to respond to either or both parts (a) and (b) of this priority.  

As stated in the NIA, projects under part (a) must be designed to develop new methods for collecting evidence about a student’s knowledge and abilities and ensure the quality, validity, reliability, and fairness (such as by incorporating principles of universal design for learning) of the assessment and comparability of student data.  We also note that the development of innovative item types under part (a) may include, for example, performance tasks; simulations; or interactive, multi-step, technology-rich items that can support competency-based assessments or portfolio projects.  

Applicants responding to part (b) must develop modular assessment approaches that can be used to provide timely feedback to educators and parents as well as be combined to provide a valid, reliable, and fair summative assessment of individual students.

B3: What is competitive preference priority 2—improving assessment scoring and score reporting—for the 2016 EAG competition?
For the 2016 EAG competition, under competitive preference priority 2, we give additional competitive preference points to projects that are designed to improve scoring and reporting through one or more of the following:

a) Developing innovative tools that leverage technology to score assessments; and/or 
b) Proposing projects, in consultation with organizations representing parents (including parents of English learners and parents of students with disabilities), students, teachers, counselors, and school administrators to address needs related to score reporting and improve the utility of information about student performance included in reports of assessment results and provide better and more timely information to educators and parents.

As part (c) of the priority, applicants proposing projects under either (a) or (b) must provide a dissemination plan for sharing best practices and lessons learned such that their projects can serve as models and resources that can be shared with other States.

An applicant that meets this competitive preference priority can earn up to 10 additional points.  An applicant can earn up to an additional 5 points depending on how well the application meets parts (a) and (c), and up to an additional 5 points depending on how well the application meets parts (b) and (c).  An applicant may choose to respond to either or both parts (a) and (b) of this priority.  

As stated in the NIA, projects under part (a), must propose projects to reduce the time it takes to provide test results to educators, parents, and students and to make it more cost-effective to include non-multiple choice items on assessments.  These innovative tools must improve automated scoring of student assessments, in particular non-multiple choice items in reading/language arts, mathematics, or science.

Applicants responding to part (b) must, include one or more of the following in their proposed projects: developing enhanced score reporting templates or digital mechanisms for communicating assessment results and their meaning (such as by providing clear and actionable next steps for parents); improving the assessment literacy of educators and parents to help them interpret test results and to support teaching and learning in the classroom (such as by providing training on test development and interpretation of test scores); or developing mechanisms for secure transmission and individual use of assessment results by students and parents.

B4: What is competitive preference priority 3— inventory of state and local assessment systems —for the 2016 EAG competition?
For the 2016 EAG competition, under competitive preference priority 3, we give additional competitive preference points to projects that:

a) Review statewide and local assessments to ensure that each test is of high quality, maximizes instructional goals, has a clear purpose and utility, and is designed to help students demonstrate mastery of State standards;
b) Determine whether assessments are serving their intended purpose to measure student achievement and identify gaps in students’ knowledge and skills and to eliminate redundant and unnecessary testing; and
c) Review State and LEA activities related to test preparation to make sure those activities are focused on academic content and not on test-taking skills.  

As stated in the NIA, applicants proposing projects under competitive preference priority 3 must ensure that tests, including statewide and local assessments are—
1. Worth taking, meaning that assessments are a component of good instruction and require students to perform the same kind of complex work they do in an effective classroom and the real world;
2. High quality, resulting in actionable, objective information about students' knowledge and skills, including by assessing the full range of relevant State standards, eliciting complex student demonstrations or applications of knowledge, providing an accurate measure of student achievement, and producing information that can be used to measure student growth accurately over time;
3. Time-limited, in order to balance instructional time and the need for assessments, for example, by eliminating duplicative assessments and assessments that incentivize low-quality test preparation strategies that consume valuable classroom time;
4. Fair for all students and used to support equity in educational opportunity by ensuring that accessibility features and accommodations level the playing field so tests accurately reflect what all students, including students with disabilities and English learners, know and can do;
5. Fully transparent to students and parents, so that States and districts can clearly explain to parents the purpose, the source of the requirement (if appropriate), and the use by teachers and schools, and provide feedback to parents and students on student performance; and
6. Tied to improving student learning as tools in the broader work of teaching and learning.

Applicants must include: a review of the schedule for administration of all assessments required at the Federal, State, and local levels; a review of the purpose of, and legal authority for, administration of all assessments required at the Federal, State, and local levels; and feedback on the assessment system from stakeholders, which could include information on how teachers, principals, other school leaders, and administrators use assessment data to inform and differentiate instruction, how much time teachers spend on assessment preparation and administration, and the assessments that administrators, teachers, principals, other school leaders, parents, and students do and do not find useful.

Additionally, projects under this priority must: be no longer than 12 months; include a longer-term project plan, understanding that, beginning with FY 2017, there may be dedicated Federal funds for assessment audit work as authorized under section 1202 of the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA, and understanding that States and LEAs may use other Federal funds, such as the State assessment grant funds, authorized under section 1201 of the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA, consistent with the purposes for those funds, to implement such plans; and propose a budget of $200,000 or less.

An applicant that meets this competitive preference priority can earn up to 5 additional points.

B5: Are there any limitations on the amount of funding that an applicant can propose for any of the competitive preference priorities?
There is no funding limitation for either competitive preference priority 1 or 2. 

For competitive preference priority 3, applicants may not propose a budget greater than $200,000.

B6: Are there any limitations on the amount of time that an applicant can propose for any of the competitive preference priorities?
For competitive preference priorities 1 and 2, applicants may propose project periods of up to 48 months. For competitive preference priority 3, applicants may not propose a project period greater than 12 months. 

B7: Why is competitive preference priority 3 limited to 12 months?
Beginning with FY 2017, there may be dedicated Federal funds for assessment audit work, as authorized under section 1202 of the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA, and SEAs and LEAs may also use other Federal funds, such as the State assessment grant funds, authorized under section 1201 of the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA, consistent with the purposes of those funds, to implement such plans.  For those reasons, ED is limiting the scope and funds allocated from this competition for this competitive preference priority.


Section C – Requirements, Definitions, Procurement, and Other Topics

C1: What regulations apply to the EAG program and awards made under EAG competitions?
The following parts of the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) apply to the EAG program and the awards made under the program in FY 2016: 34 CFR parts 75, 77, 79, 81, 82, 84, 86, 97, 98, and 99.  In addition, the OMB Guidelines to Agencies on Government-wide Debarment and Suspension (Nonprocurement) in 2 CFR 180, as adopted and amended as regulations of the Department in 2 CFR 3485, apply to these awards.  Furthermore, the Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards in 2 CFR 200, as adopted and amended as regulations of the Department in 2 CFR 3474, also apply to these awards.  Finally, the following three EAG notices published in the Federal Register apply to these awards: the April 19, 2011 notice of final priorities, requirements, definitions, and selection criteria (76 FR 21985), the May 23, 2013 notice of final priorities, requirements, definitions, and selection criteria (78 FR 31343), and the notice of final priorities published in the Federal Register on August 8, 2016 (81 FR 52341).
  
C2: What rules must grantees follow regarding procurement and contracting for services?  All procurement and contracting for services by grantees must follow the government-wide standards for procurement in 2 CFR 200.317.  Under those requirements, an SEA must follow the same policies and procedures used for its procurement from non-Federal funds.  2 CFR 200.317.  Because grantees must use appropriate procurement procedures to select contractors, applicants should generally not include information in their grant applications about specific contractors that they may be considering to use to provide services or goods for a proposed project if a grant is awarded.  If an applicant cannot name a contractor because of State procurement laws but wishes to include relevant information in its application for evaluation, an applicant can describe the objective characteristics that it will seek in a contractor should it receive a grant so that peer reviewers may evaluate that information.  

C3: Is a grantee required to disseminate the products, materials, and results of activities funded under an EAG?  
Applicants proposing projects under either or both of competitive preference priorities 1 and 2 must provide a dissemination plan such that their projects can serve as models and resources that can be shared with other States.

Unless otherwise protected by law or agreement as proprietary information, as set forth in program requirement (g) of the NIA, grantees must make any assessment content (i.e., assessments and assessment items) and other assessment-related instruments developed with funds from this competition freely available to States, technology platform providers, and others that request it for purpose of administering assessments, provided that those requesting assessment content comply with consortium or State requirements for test or item security. 

Under program requirement (a) in the NIA, grantees also must make available, both in print and electronically, all documentation of evaluations of technical quality through formal mechanisms (e.g., peer-reviewed journals) and informal mechanism (e.g., newsletters).

In addition, consistent with 2 CFR 200.315, ED reserves a royalty-free, nonexclusive, and irrevocable license to reproduce, publish, or otherwise use, and to authorize others to use, for Federal purposes, the copyright in any work developed under a grant (or contract under a grant) in this program, and any rights of copyright to which a grantee or contractor purchases ownership with grant support.

C4: Under program requirement (g) in the NIA, a grantee is required to make freely available any assessment content (i.e., assessments and assessment items) and other assessment-related instruments developed with funds from this competition, unless such content is otherwise protected by law or agreement as proprietary information.  What guidance does ED provide regarding intellectual property and work produced under a grant?
ED has published FAQs regarding intellectual property and work produced under the Race to the Top Assessment program, which are also generally applicable to the EAG program.  These FAQs are available at www.ed.gov/programs/racetothetop-assessment/ip-faqs.pdf.

C5: Is an EAG only intended for development costs related to the enhancement of an assessment system or may a grantee implement, and use grant funds to implement, an assessment instrument during the project period?
An applicant may, but is not required to, propose implementation of the enhanced State assessment system and associated activities (e.g., achievement standards setting, documenting technical quality) as a project activity during the project period.  Valuable information about the technical quality of the enhancements to the assessment system may be gained following the operational administration.  To the extent that an applicant proposes an initial operational administration of the enhanced assessment instrument during the grant period, the applicant should also describe how information from this administration will be used to support the technical quality and sustainability of the project.  An applicant may not propose to use grant funds to pay for any operational administration activities (e.g., printing, scanning, binding, and scoring) beyond a first full administration.  In addition, if an applicant proposes an initial operational administration of the grant-supported assessment instrument, the applicant should demonstrate that the primary purpose of the project will be, and the large majority of the grant funds will be spent on, development and/or enhancement of the assessment instrument. 

C6: Grantees under the 2016 competition are required to maximize the interoperability of assessments or assessment-related instruments developed with funds from this competition across technology platforms, as applicable, by developing all assessment items and producing all student-level data in accordance with an industry-recognized, open-licensed interoperability standard that is approved by ED during the grant period (see program requirement (f) of the NIA).  How does an applicant address this requirement? 
ED does not expect that an applicant will have established interoperability standards prior to submitting an application.  However, ED does require an applicant to describe in its application how it will select or develop interoperability standards.  ED will work with the grantees to approve such technology standards after the grant awards are made. 

C7: What resources are available to EAG grantees in developing industry-recognized, open-licensed interoperability standards that are approved by ED?
ED’s National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) has worked with SEAs, LEAs, and industry partners to develop the Common Education Data Standards (CEDS).  The CEDS project is a national collaborative effort to develop voluntary, common data standards for a key set of education data elements to streamline the exchange, comparison, and understanding of data within and across education systems from preschool through higher education and the workforce.  In 2012, building on this work, NCES and SEAs developed the CEDS Assessment Interoperability Framework (CEDS-AIF).  The CEDS-AIF initiative included the development of an initial set of data elements standardizing the delivery of an assessment system.  CEDS-AIF is intended to support interoperability between the assessment system and the broader education data systems environment (i.e., between all of the systems that make up the assessment system as a whole, and between that assessment system and other data systems such as student information systems, learner management systems, etc.).  

While CEDS-AIF may not be sufficient by itself (i.e., it may require additional data elements to support the specific uses of an assessment instrument developed or enhanced under this grant), it could provide a base of data elements to support an industry-recognized, open-licensed set of interoperability standards that a grantee selects and against which it develops assessment items and components.  For more information on CEDS go to: https://ceds.ed.gov/publications.aspx.

In addition, there are other efforts that build on or are related to CEDS-AIF that may be useful to applicants.  Two examples are the Accessible Portable Item Profile (www.imsglobal.org/apip/), which was begun by a previous EAG grantee, and the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium’s assessment delivery system (www.smarterapp.org).

C8: What are some examples of ways an applicant may address the requirement to use technology to the maximum extent appropriate to develop, administer, and score assessments and report results for any assessments and other assessment-related instruments developed with funds from this competition (see program requirement (h) of the NIA)? 
A grantee may use technology to support assessment development, expansion, administration, scoring, and reporting in a variety of ways.  For example, a grantee may use technology to implement innovative item types or test formats or design online assessment delivery systems for administering the assessments, including item types, test formats, and delivery systems that adapt to a student’s previous response or accommodate students with disabilities, English learners, or other students.  A grantee also may use technology to support the integration of assessment results into learning management and student information systems.  Innovative scoring systems using technology might use automated scoring systems to provide instant results back to the teacher to inform instructional decisions.  Note that these are merely examples; grantees are free to propose other methods of using technology to develop, administer, and score assessments and report results for any assessments and other assessment-related instruments developed with funds from this competition.

C9: Is there a cost-sharing or matching requirement for the EAG competition?  May non-Federal funds be used to pay for project activities conducted after the project period?
There is no cost-sharing or matching requirement for the EAG competition.  However, an applicant may propose to contribute non-Federal funds to the implementation of a proposed project (e.g., funding from collaborating States and/or organizations, in-kind contributions such as staff time or funding).  In its application, according to instructions provided in the application package, an applicant should detail the non-Federal funds proposed to help support a project.  If the applicant is awarded an EAG, the grantee will be required to report on its use of non-Federal funds.  

In addition, we note that an applicant may structure its project so that certain grant-related activities fall outside the project period during which costs can be charged to the grant.  For example, for awards under the 2016 competition, certain activities to evaluate the technical quality of assessments developed with funds awarded under this competition may most effectively be conducted following an operational administration of the assessment, and an operational administration of the assessment during the project period is not required.  Thus, grantees may propose to conduct a project in a manner that requires them to use non-Federal funds to pay for some activities that would otherwise be eligible for Federal funding if the activities had been conducted during the project period.  

C10: What information should be provided in estimated costs submitted as part of the application?
For each line item in an applicant’s budget, the applicant should provide the basis for cost estimates or computations.  In cases where the applicant proposes to contribute non-Federal funds to the implementation of a proposed project (e.g., funding from collaborating States and/or organizations, in-kind contributions such as staff time or funding), the applicant must detail these in Form ED 524, Parts B and C of the application.   

In cases where an applicant proposes contracting for a portion of the proposed project, the applicant should provide in its budget narrative (Form ED 524, Part C) the proposed cost per contract and the basis for cost estimates or computations for the cost for each contract and subcontracts, to the extent that information is available.  Please note that grantees must use appropriate procurement procedures to select contractors, so applicants should generally not include information in their grant applications about specific contractors that may be used to provide services or goods for a proposed project.  See FAQ C2. 

More instructions for preparing a proposed budget for an application are included in the application package.  Applicants are encouraged to carefully read and follow those instructions.

C11: What are a grantee’s responsibilities when the grantee enters into a contract or cooperative agreement to carry out grant-related activities for an EAG?
As set forth in 34 CFR 75.701, a grantee directly administers or supervises the administration of the project.  Therefore, a grantee that enters into a contract or other agreement authorized under State procurement laws to carry out grant-related activities must have a contract administration system to ensure that contractors perform in accordance with the terms, conditions, and specifications of their contracts or purchase orders.  The grantee must have in place a plan for monitoring contractor performance to ensure that it meets all applicable requirements.  

C12: May an EAG grantee award a subgrant to another agency, organization, or institution to carry out grant-related activities?
No.  A grantee does not have authority to award a subgrant under an EAG.  A grantee may, however, enter into a contract or other agreement authorized under State procurement laws with an appropriate entity to carry out grant-related activities.

C13: What information regarding research activities involving human subjects must an applicant provide to ED in its application?
On the ED Supplemental Information for SF 424 Form in the application package, applicants must indicate whether research activities involving human subjects are planned at any time during the project period.  If human subjects research activities are planned, the applicant must indicate whether it believes that the activities are exempt or covered (nonexempt), and provide detailed information about research activities.  The 2016 EAG application package includes specific instructions for completing the ED Supplemental Information for SF 424 Form.  

EAG projects that involve nonexempt human subjects research will need to be covered by a Federal Wide Assurance (FWA), under which the grantee agrees to abide by ED’s regulations for protection of human subjects in research.  The project will also need to be reviewed by an Institutional Review Board (IRB) before beginning nonexempt activities.  To check if a State agency has an FWA or IRB, go to: http://ohrp.cit.nih.gov/search/FwaDtl.aspx.  FWAs are issued by the Office for Human Research Protections (OHRP) at the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.  They issue FWAs and register IRBs for all 18 Common Rule departments and agencies.  If the FWA is not activated, there is a link to renew the form.  

ED will make the final determination regarding whether an EAG project selected for funding requires IRB review.

Additional information about human research subjects and the need for IRB approval is available on ED’s protection of human subjects Web site at:  www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocfo/humansub.html.  An applicant with questions about these requirements also may contact ED’s Protection of Human Subjects Coordinator, Jeffery Rodamar, at 202-245-8090 or Jeffery.Rodamar@ed.gov.

C14: What does the term “English learner” mean?
As defined in this competition, an “English learner” means a child, including a child aged three and younger, who is an English learner consistent with the definition of a child who is “limited English proficient,” as applicable, in section 9101(25) of the ESEA.  

For ease of reference, we have included the relevant sections 9101(25) of the ESEA:
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT- The term ‘limited English proficient’, when used with respect to an individual, means an individual —
. . . 
(B) who is enrolled or preparing to enroll in an elementary school or secondary school;
(C)(i) who was not born in the United States or whose native language is a language other than English;
(ii)(I) who is a Native American or Alaska Native, or a native resident of the outlying areas; and
(II) who comes from an environment where a language other than English has had a significant impact on the individual’s level of English language proficiency; or
(iii) who is migratory, whose native language is a language other than English, and who comes from an environment where a language other than English is dominant; and
(D) whose difficulties in speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the English language may be sufficient to deny the individual —
(i) the ability to meet the State’s proficient level of achievement on State assessments described in section 1111(b)(3);
(ii) the ability to successfully achieve in classrooms where the language of instruction is English; or
(iii) the opportunity to participate fully in society.



[bookmark: _Toc323820244]Section D – The Application Process 

D1: Where can a prospective applicant obtain an application package for the FY 2016 competition for EAG funds?
Through the Grants.gov Web site, a prospective applicant can download a copy of the electronic application package for the FY 2016 EAG competition, complete it offline, and then upload and submit the application.  A prospective applicant must search for the downloadable application package for the EAG program by the CFDA number – 84.368.  No alpha suffix should be included in the search for the application.  You can also obtain a copy of the application package by contacting the program contact, Donald Peasley, Office of State Support, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, U.S. Department of Education, 400 Maryland Avenue SW., Room 3e124, Washington, D.C. 20202-6132.  Telephone: (202) 453-7982 or by e-mail: Donald.Peasley@ed.gov.

Please note that applications for grants under this competition must be submitted electronically through Grants.gov unless you qualify for an exception to this requirement in accordance with the instructions in the NIA.

D2: What should a prospective applicant know about Grants.gov in order to register for and use Grants.gov to submit an application?
When using Grants.gov, early registration is important.  Grants.gov registration is a one-time process that may take five or more business days to complete.  The document Grants.gov Submission Procedures and Tips for Applicants in the application package provides important submission procedures and references to further instructions for using Grants.gov, including:

REGISTER EARLY – Grants.gov registration involves many steps including registration on the System for Award Management (SAM) (www.sam.gov) which may take approximately one week to complete, but could take upwards of several weeks to complete, depending upon the completeness and accuracy of the data you enter into the SAM database.  You may begin working on your application while completing the registration process, but you cannot submit an application until all of the registration steps are complete.  Please note that once your SAM registration is active, it will take 24 to 48 hours for the information to be available in, and before you can submit an application through, Grants.gov.  For detailed information on the registration steps, please go to: www.grants.gov/web/grants/register.html.  Your organization will need to update its SAM registration annually.

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

1) SUBMIT EARLY – We strongly recommend that you do not wait until the last day to submit your application.  Grants.gov will put a date and time stamp on your application and then process it after it is fully uploaded.  The time it takes to upload an application will vary depending on a number of factors including the size of the application and the speed of your Internet connection, and the time it takes Grants.gov to process the application will vary as well.  If Grants.gov rejects your application (see step three below), you will need to resubmit successfully to Grants.gov before 4:30:00 p.m., Washington, DC time, on the deadline date, September 22, 2016.  If the date and time received is later than 4:30:00 p.m., Washington, D.C. time, on September 22, 2016, your application is late and will not be reviewed.  

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.

Note:  To submit successfully, you must provide the DUNS number on your application that was used when you registered as an Authorized Organization Representative (AOR) on Grants.gov.  This DUNS number is typically the same number used when your organization registered with the SAM.  If you do not enter the same DUNS number on your application as the DUNS number you registered with, Grants.gov will reject your application.

2) VERIFY SUBMISSION IS OK – You will want to verify that Grants.gov received your application submission on time and that it was validated successfully.  To see the date and time your application was received, login to Grants.gov and click on the Track My Application link.  For a successful submission, the date and time received should be no later than 4:30:00 p.m., Washington, D.C. time, on September 22, 2016, AND the application status should be: Validated, Received by Agency, or Agency Tracking Number Assigned.  Once ED receives your application from Grants.gov, an Agency Tracking Number (PR/award number) will be assigned to your application and will be available for viewing on Grants.gov’s Track My Application link.

If your application has a status of “Received” it is still awaiting validation by Grants.gov.  Once validation is complete, the status will either change to “Validated” or “Rejected with Errors.”  If the status is “Rejected with Errors,” your application has not been received successfully.  Some of the reasons Grants.gov may reject an application can be found on the Grants.gov site:  www.grants.gov/web/grants/applicants/applicant-faqs/tracking-an-application.html.  For more detailed information on troubleshooting Adobe errors, you can review the Adobe Reader Error Messages document at www.grants.gov/web/grants/support.html.  If you discover your application is late or has been rejected, please see the instructions below.  

Note: You will receive a series of confirmations both online and via e-mail about the status of your application.  Please do not rely solely on the e-mails to confirm whether your application has been received timely and validated successfully.  You should also check online to ensure your application has been received and validated.

[bookmark: top][bookmark: process]ATTENTION – Adobe Forms and PDF Files Required
Applications submitted to Grants.gov for ED will be posted using Adobe forms.  Therefore, applicants will need to download the latest version of Adobe Reader (at least Adobe Reader 10.1.14).  Information on computer and operating system compatibility with Adobe and links to download the latest version is available on Grants.gov at www.grants.gov/web/grants/applicants/adobe-software-compatibility.html.  We strongly recommend that you review these details on www.Grants.gov before completing and submitting your application.  In addition, applicants should submit their application a day or two in advance of the September 22, 2016, closing date.  Also, applicants are required to upload their attachments in .pdf format only.  If you have any questions regarding this matter please e-mail the Grants.gov Contact Center at support@grants.gov or call 1-800-518-4726.

D3: May an applicant include hyperlinks in its application? 
No.  Hyperlinks to Web sites or other documents should not be included in an EAG application.  Reviewers will be instructed not to follow hyperlinks included in an application.  ED understands that hyperlinks can be a convenient way to provide information; however, because they might lead to information that exceeds the page limit and can be updated after the deadline for submitting applications, they cannot be considered as part of an application.

D4: May an applicant amend its application after the deadline? 
No.  An applicant may not submit amendments or updates to its application after the application deadline.

D5: How will applications be reviewed?
Expert, external peer reviewers will review and score all eligible applications using the applicable competitive preference priorities, selection criteria, and points included in the NIA and application package.  Reviewers also will make recommendations to ED as to whether an application meets one or more of the absolute priorities.

______________________________________________________________________________

[bookmark: _Toc323820245]Section E – Managing a Grant and Establishing a Consortium

E1: When will awards from the FY 2016 competition be made?
The estimated date for funds to be awarded is January 2017.

E2: When may work begin on EAG projects funded through the FY 2016 competition?
Work may begin on funded EAG projects as soon as a grantee receives notification of a grant award from ED.

E3: How long will a grantee have to spend funds from the FY 2016 competition?
Under the FY 2016 competition, the project period for funds awarded under competitive preference priorities 1 and 2 is up to 48 months from the first day of the award period.  Applicants should request a time period that is up to 48 months, based on a timeline that takes into account the urgency of the need for the final product from this competition to be accessible to the field.  The project period for funds awarded under competitive preference priority 3 is up to 12 months from the first day of the award period.

All work described in the grant application that the applicant intends to complete using grant funds, including dissemination activities, must be completed by the end of the project period.  Note that, as described in FAQ C11, the grantee may propose to conduct some activities after the project period using non-Federal funds.  The funding period also ends at the end of the project period.  This means that all funds must be obligated by the last day of the project period and liquidated within 90 days following that date.  

E4: What other resources are available for managing a grant?
The EAG resources Web site at www.ed.gov/programs/eag/resources.html provides information about managing a grant and links to additional resources.  In addition, ED staff will provide resources, information, and technical assistance to all grantees during the grant period.  

[bookmark: se34.1.75_1129]E5: What factors might an applicant consider when forming a consortium for an EAG?
In forming a consortium and determining the management structure for the consortium and the activities to be performed by each member, an applicant might consider such factors as the rationale for forming a consortium with this particular group of SEAs (e.g., State personnel in the group have a beneficial combination of expertise, the diversity of student populations across the member SEAs would enhance the project); how the planned management structure for the consortium will be conducive to high-quality collaboration and provide for the effective involvement of the collaborating SEAs; and how services will be procured by the group.

E6: May a consortium include entities other than SEAs? 
No.  A consortium may include only SEAs.  However, a consortium of SEAs may collaborate, under a contractual or other relationship, with entities other than SEAs (e.g., IHEs, nonprofit organizations, or for-profit companies) for purposes of carrying out activities under a grant. 

E7: May an SEA enter or leave a consortium during the project period? 
Yes.  A consortium must establish protocols for member SEAs to change roles in the consortium, including leaving or joining the consortium, and the consortium has flexibility in developing those protocols.  However, a grantee must promptly notify ED in writing when there are any changes to the membership of the consortium.  

E8: Members of a consortium must enter into a binding agreement that is signed and submitted along with their application for an EAG.  What terms must be included in that agreement?
Each member of a consortium must enter into a binding agreement that:  (1) details the activities that each member of the consortium plans to perform; and (2) binds each member of the consortium to every statement and assurance made by the applicant in its application.  See 34 CFR 75.128(b).  It is important to note that the binding agreement must be between the SEA that would serve as the fiscal agent for the grant (usually the applicant SEA) and each SEA in the consortium.  The applicant for the group is legally responsible for the use of all grant funds and ensuring that the project is carried out by the consortium in accordance with Federal requirements.  Each other member of a consortium is legally responsible for carrying out the activities it agrees to perform and using the funds that it receives under the agreement in accordance with all applicable Federal requirements.  34 CFR 75.129.

Additionally, a consortium may wish to include in its binding agreement a description of the consortium’s structure and operation, including: the organizational structure of the consortium (e.g., differentiated roles that a member SEA may hold); the consortium’s method and process (e.g., consensus, majority) for making different types of decisions (e.g., policy, operational); the protocols by which the consortium will operate, including protocols for member SEAs to change roles or leave the consortium and for new member SEAs to join the consortium; the consortium’s plan, including the process and timeline, for setting key policies and definitions for implementing the proposed project; and the consortium’s plan for managing grant funds received under the FY 2016 competition.   

E9: May an SEA participate in more than one consortium applying for an EAG or carrying out an existing EAG?
Yes.  An SEA may participate in more than one consortium applying for a grant under the EAG competition or carrying out an existing EAG. 

E10: May an SEA participate in an EAG awarded to a consortium of SEAs in ways other than as a consortium member?
Yes.  An SEA may participate in a grant in ways other than as a consortium member.  For example, an SEA may participate as a collaborator, and the applicant SEA or consortium may define what such collaboration means.  



Section F – Resources

F1: What ED resources are available to assist States in the research and development of assessment instruments?
Assessment instruments created with EAG program funds should be developed in ways that are consistent with current research and best practices in the field.  The Regional and National Comprehensive Centers, particularly the Center on Standards and Assessments Implementation (available at http://csai-online.org/), can provide support to States as they develop and implement new assessments instruments.  Contact information for all centers is available at www.ed.gov/programs/newccp/contacts.html.  Please be aware, however, that the centers may not assist SEAs or consortia in preparing applications for the EAG competition.

F2: Who can I contact for clarification or additional information on the EAG program?
For clarification or additional information, please contact:
Donald Peasley
Office of State Support
Office of Elementary and Secondary Education
U.S. Department of Education
(202) 453-7982
E-mail: Donald.Peasley@ed.gov
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