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 Title III, Part F (CFDA 84.031C) 

 

 The Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSI) STEM and Articulation 
Program supports eligible Hispanic-Serving institutions in 
developing and carrying out activities to increase the number 
of Hispanic and low-income students attaining degrees in the 
fields of science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM). 
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To be eligible to apply for the HSI STEM and Articulation 
program, and be reviewed, the applicant must meet the HSI 
definition in 2016 and the application must: 

1. Be submitted on time (4:30 p.m. Washington, DC) 

2. Be submitted by the deadline (May 31, 2016) 

3. Address ALL Absolute Priorities 

4. Not exceed page limit  

5. Not exceed maximum annual award request 
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 Application available March 4, 2016. 

 
 Applications due May 31, 2016. 

 
 Individual Development Grants only. 

 
 Estimated available funds:  $91,773,000. 

 
 Estimated average size of awards:  $775,000 (per year). 

 
 Estimated number of awards:  109. 
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Absolute Priority 1 

 

An application that proposes to develop or enhance tutoring, 
counseling, and student service programs designed to improve 
academic success, including innovative and customized 
instruction courses (which may include remedial education and 
English language instruction) designed to help retain students 
and move the students rapidly into core courses and through 
program completion. 
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Absolute Priority 2 

 

An application that proposes activities to increase the number of 
Hispanic and other low-income students attaining degrees in 
the STEM fields and proposes to develop model transfer and 
articulation agreements between two-year HSIs and four-year 
institutions in STEM fields. 
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A. Quality of Project Design (maximum 30 points) 

 
1. The extent to which the design of the proposed project is appropriate to, and will 

successfully address, the needs of the target population of other identified needs. (up 
to 10 points) 
 

2. The extent to which the design of the proposed project includes a thorough, high-
quality review of the relevant literature, a high-quality plan for project implementation, 
and the use of appropriate methodological tools to ensure successful achievement of 
project objectives. (up to 5 points) 
 

3. The extent to which the proposed project is supported by strong theory. (up to 5 
points) 
 

4. The extent to which the proposed project represents an exceptional approach to the 
priority or priorities established for the competition. (up to 10 points) 
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 What are the issues the proposal is attempting to address? 

 

 How do the issues, needs, and proposed activities relate to the 
purpose of the program and the targeted population? 

 

 How will the applicant address the needs? 

 

 How will the applicant address the priorities?  

 

 How would the project be presented using a Logic Model? 
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B. Quality of Project Services (maximum of 20 points) 

 
1. The extent to which services to be provided by the proposed project 

reflect up-to-date knowledge from research and effective practice. 
(up to 10 points) 
 

2. The likely impact of the services to be provided by the proposed 
project on the intended recipients of those services. (up to 10 
points) 
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 Is the institution considering new and proven service models 
that will ensure that the goals of the proposed 
services/project are achieved? 

 

 What gains are expected as a result of the proposed 
services/project ? 

 

 What are the services and what’s the intended 
outcome/impact? 
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C. Significance (maximum 20 points) 

 
1. The potential contribution of the proposed project to increase 

knowledge or understanding of educational problems, issues, or 
effective strategies. (up to 5 points) 

 

2. The likelihood that the proposed project will result in system change 
or improvement. (up to 15 points) 
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 What are the potential contributions to the field? 

 

 If the project is successful what improvements or systemic 
changes are expected? 
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D. Quality of the Management Plan (up to 10 points) 

 
1. 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. (up to 5 points) 
 

2. The extent to which the time commitments of the project director 
and principal investigator and other key personnel are appropriate 
and adequate to meet the objectives of the proposed project. (up to 
5 points) 
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 How will the proposed project be managed and who will 
manage the various components? 

 

 How will you ensure that the project is on schedule to meet 
the identified the goals and objectives of the project? 

 

 Have sufficient staff and time been committed to ensure that 
the identified goals and objectives are met? 
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E. Quality of the Project Evaluation (maximum 20 points) 

 
1. The extent to which the goals, objectives, and outcomes to be achieved by 

the proposed project are clearly specified and measureable. (up to 5 
points) 
 

2. The extent to which the methods of evaluation are thorough, feasible, and 
appropriate to the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the proposed 
project. (up to 5 points) 
 

3. 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. (up to 10 
points) 
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 What data collection tools will be used to determine whether 

project is successful? 
 

 What metrics will be used to measure progress? 
 

 Are long and short term objectives clear and measurable? 
 

 How will the evaluation be used to inform continuous 
improvement?  
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 Purchase, rental, or lease of scientific/laboratory 
equipment for educational, instructional, and 
research purposes. 

 Construction, maintenance, renovation and 
improvement of instructional facilities. 

 Support of faculty exchanges, fellowships and 
development; and curriculum development 

 Purchase of library books, periodicals, and other 
educational materials. 

 Tutoring, counseling, and student services 
designed to improve academic success. 

 Articulation agreements and student support 
programs designed to facilitate the transfer 
from two-year to four-year institutions. 

 Funds management. 

 

 Joint use of facilities, such as laboratories and 
libraries. 

 Establishing or improving a development office. 

 Establishing or improving an endowment fund. 

 Creating or improving facilities for Internet or 
other distance education technologies. 

 Establishing or enhancing a program of teacher 
education. 

 Establishing community outreach programs that 
will encourage elementary and secondary 
students to pursue postsecondary education. 

 Expanding the number of Hispanic and other 
underrepresented graduate and professional 
students that can be served by the institution 
through expanded courses and resources. 

 Providing education, counseling, or financial 
information designed to improve financial and 
economic literacy of students or the students’ 
families. 
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Key performance measures for assessing the effectiveness of the HSI STEM and Articulation 
program: 
 
a. The percentage change, over the five-year grant period, of the number of Hispanic and 

low-income full-time STEM field degree-seeking undergraduate students enrolled. 
 

b. The percentage of Hispanic and low-income first-time STEM field degree-seeking 
undergraduate students who were in their first year of postsecondary enrollment in the 
previous year and are enrolled in the current year who remain in a STEM field 
degree/credential program. 
 

c. The percentage of Hispanic and low-income first-time, full-time degree-seeking 
undergraduate students enrolled at four-year HSIs graduating within six years of 
enrollment with a STEM field degree. 
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d. The percentage of Hispanic and low-income, first-time, full-
time, degree-seeking undergraduate students enrolled at 
two-year HSIs graduating within three years of enrollment 
with a STEM field degree/credential. 

 

e. The percentage of Hispanic and low-income students 
transferring successfully to a four-year institution from a 
two-year institution and retained in a STEM field major. 
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f. The number of Hispanic and low-income students participating in 
grant-funded student support programs or services. 

 

g. The percent of Hispanic and low-income students who 
participated in grant-supported services or programs who 
successfully completed gateway courses. 

 

h. The percent of Hispanic and low-income students who 
participated in grant-supported services or programs in good 
academic standing. 
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i. The percent of Hispanic and low-income STEM field major 
transfer students on track to complete a STEM field degree 
within three years from their transfer date. 

 

j. The percent of Hispanic and low-income students who 
participated in grant-supported services or programs and 
completed a degree or credential. 
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 The U.S. Department of Education and its grantees are placing an increasing 
emphasis on using and building empirical evidence of the effectiveness of 
education interventions (programs, policies, and practices). 
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The WWC reviews, rates, and summarizes original studies of 
the effectiveness of education interventions. 

 

 The WWC does not rate: 

Qualitative studies 

Descriptive studies 

Re-analysis or synthesis of others’ data 
 

 

The WWC is an initiative of ED’s Institute of Education 
Sciences (IES). 
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 Distinguish strong theory from evidence 

 

 Strong theory means “a rationale for the proposed process, product, strategy, or practice 
that includes a logic model” 

 

 A logic model (aka a theory of action) means a well-specified conceptual framework that  

◦ identifies key components of the proposed process, product, strategy, or practice 

◦ describes the relationships among the key components and outcomes   
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1. Resources:  materials to implement the program 

 

2. Activities:  steps for program implementation 

 

3. Outputs:  products of the program 

 

4. Impacts on Outcomes:  changes in program participants’ 
knowledge, beliefs, or behavior 
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Competitive Preference Priority 1 

 

 Applications supported by evidence of effectiveness that 
meets the conditions set out in the definition of “evidence of 
promise.” 

 

 Worth one additional point. 
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Competitive Preference Priority 2 

 

 Applications supported by evidence of effectiveness that 
meets the conditions set out in the definition of “moderate 
evidence of effectiveness.” 

 

 Worth three additional points. 
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Evidence goes beyond theory by having an empirical basis 
that a program works 

 

EDGAR distinguishes three levels of evidence: 

oEvidence of Promise 

oModerate Evidence of Effectiveness 

oStrong Evidence of Effectiveness 



 Evidence of Promise is “empirical evidence to support the theoretical 
linkage(s) between at least one critical component and at least one 
relevant outcome presented in the logic model for the proposed 
process, product, strategy, or practice.”  

 

 This must include one study that is either a— 

1. Correlational study with statistical controls for selection bias; 

2. Quasi-experimental design (QED) study that meets WWC Evidence Standards with 
reservations; or 

3. Randomized controlled trial (RCT) that meets the WWC Evidence Standards with 
or without reservations. 

 



WWC Rating: 
Meets 

WWC Standards Without 
Reservations 

WWC Rating: 
Meets 

WWC Standards With 
Reservations 

WWC Rating: 
Does Not Meet  

WWC 
Standards 

Randomized controlled 
trials (RCTs) with low 
attrition 

RCTs with high attrition but 
baseline equivalence of the 
control group 

RCTs with high attrition and without 
baseline equivalence of the control group 
 

Regression discontinuity 
design studies meeting all 
WWC standards for RDDs 

Regression discontinuity 
design studies meeting 
some WWC standards for 
RDDs 

Regression discontinuity design studies 
failing to meet WWC standards for RDDs 
 

N/A Quasi-experimental design 
studies (QEDs) that 
establish  
baseline equivalence 
 

Quasi-experimental design studies (QEDs) 
that do not establish  
baseline equivalence 



1. Investigates the effect of the intervention (or a key component) 
on a relevant outcome 

 

2. Uses a treatment group and a comparison group to associate 
differences in outcomes with the intervention, while including 
statistical controls for selection bias 

 

3. Shows a statistically significant or substantively important effect 
on a key outcome 

 

 

 

 

33 



A correlational study looks at the association between receipt 
of an intervention and an outcome of interest. 
oAn intervention can be a process, product, strategy, practice, program, or 

policy 

 

Statistical controls for selection bias = how study authors 
attempt to compare subjects similar except for the receipt of 
the intervention 



Selection bias is “an error in choosing the 
individuals or groups to take part in a study. 
Ideally, the subjects in a study should be very 
similar to one another... If there are important 
differences, the results of the study may not be 
valid.” 

(National Cancer Institute) 



GOOD: Select a “matched comparison group” that is similar to the 
intervention group in terms of relevant measured characteristics 
(quasi-experimental design or QED—can, at best, Meet WWC Group 
Design Standards With Reservations) 
 
BETTER: Use a rating variable (measuring need or merit) to assign 

higher-rated subjects to the intervention and lower-rated subjects to 
a comparison group, and estimate effects of the intervention for those 
on the margins of eligibility (regression discontinuity design or RDD—
can, at best, Meet WWC RDD Standards Without Reservations) 
 
BEST: Conduct a randomized controlled trial (RCT) in which a lottery is 

used to assign some eligible subjects to the intervention and other 
eligible subjects to a control group (can, at best, Meet WWC Group 
Design Standards Without Reservations) 



1. Is either:  (a) an RCT that Meets WWC Standards Without 
Reservations; or (b) a QED or RCT that Meets WWC Standards With 
Reservations and includes a large, multi-site sample 

 

2. Has overlap with the population or settings proposed for the 
intervention 

 

3. Shows a statistically significant favorable impact with no statistically 
significant and overriding unfavorable impacts in that study or other 
studies reviewed and reported by the WWC 

 

 

 



Several resources to find studies are available at the National 
Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance Web 
site (http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/) 

 
1. The Education Resources Information Center (ERIC) contains a searchable digital 

database of studies. 

 

2. Other studies (and librarian assistance) are available through the National Library of 
Education (NLE). 

 

3. The What Works Clearinghouse has a Reviewed Studies Database listing studies 
reviewed by the WWC, describing the WWC rating of the study and the reason for the 
review (including links to any relevant WWC publications describing that review in 
greater detail). 

 

 

 

 
 

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/projects/eric.asp
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/projects/nle/
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/projects/nle/
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/databases.aspx
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/databases.aspx
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/databases.aspx
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Publications_Reviews.aspx
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Publications_Reviews.aspx


 
• Use analysis and evaluation to identify institutional challenges or 

issues; 
 

• Focus on the most well analyzed challenges or issues that confront 
your institution; 
 

• Consider addressing challenges or issues that your institution will 
have to resolve regardless of Title V funding; and 
 

• Dedicate adequate resources and time to develop your funding 
application. 
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 Identify goals for your proposed project. 

 
 Analyze every proposed activity to ensure that it is attainable, 

meaningful, and measurable. 
 

 Choose metrics and evaluation methods that will produce 
evidence about the project’s effectiveness. 
 

 Use the identified Performance Measures to build your project 
assessments. 
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 Be realistic and straightforward about every aspect of your project 

design. 
 
• Design activities and services that are manageable and directly 

address your identified challenges and issues. 
 
• Know your budget and ensure that all costs are justifiable, 

allowable, and reasonable. 
 
• Forecast and create an implementation and management plan that 

is realistic. 
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What is the range of awards?  
 The estimated range of awards is $700,000-$1,200,000.  The 

max amount is $1.2 and any applicants requesting above the 
range will be designated ineligible and will not be reviewed.    

  
May an applicant request less than the average award size?  
 Yes. 
 
Can an institution be the lead in more than one application?  
 An institution may only receive one award, as the lead 

applicant.    
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If a four-year college is the lead, can they articulate with a two-
year school that is not an HSI?  

 No.  The language in the program statute reads, with a 
priority given to applications that propose— 

 (i) to increase the number of Hispanic and other low income 
students attaining degrees in the fields of science, 
technology, engineering, or mathematics; and 

 (ii) to develop model transfer and articulation agreements 
between two-year Hispanic-serving institutions and four-year 
institutions in such fields. 
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If an institution was not included on the list of HSIs but has 
data showing that it meets HSI criteria, where and/or how is the 
institution to provide this data to the USDE?  
 
The Notice Inviting Applications has information for applicants 
to submit enrollment information for eligibility purposes.  
Please note that in order for us to consider enrollment eligibility 
data, the institution must have been designated an “eligible 
institution,” for 2016 during the Title III and Title V eligibility 
process published in the Federal Register on November 19, 
2015. 
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What is the correct deadline date for application submission? 

 The deadline to submit applications for this competition is 
May 31, 2016 at 4:30 p.m. (Washington, DC time). 

 

Criterion 2 under Quality of Management Plan refers to the 
"project director and principal investigator."  Are projects 
expected to include both a Principal Investigator and a Project 
Director?   

 No.   
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Is teacher education in STEM an allowable activity?  
 Yes. 
 
Can we give students stipends for lab work, research? 
 Yes, stipends to students conducting research is allowable, 

but must be aligned to program purpose and goals as it 
relates to this program.  

 
Can we hire students for tutoring?  
 Yes. 
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If in this cycle only individual development grants are being 
supported, can applicants partner with other institutions?  

 Yes. Institutions may partner with other institutions to 
support the project design and services.  Costs associated 
with the partner institutions can be included in the budget 
under “other” or “contractual.”   

 

Does table of contents count toward 55 page limit?  

 No. 
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 If we apply for one of the competitive preference priority and 
get the five extra pages, are the five pages just for our 
response to the priority?   
 

No.  If an applicant responses to one of the competitive preference 
priority the total page limit is 55 pages for the entire project narrative, 
regardless of how long the response is to the competitive preference 
priority.   
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What is the definition of a "large, multi-site sample?"  Would 
multiple campuses of single institution satisfy the definition? 

 A large sample includes either 350 or more students, or 50 or 
more groups of at least 10 students each. A multi-site sample 
includes more than one local education agency (LEA), locality, 
or state. Campuses of the same institution in different 
localities could constitute multiple sites. 
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The Federal Register announcement notes that the project evaluation should produce 
information at a WWC level without reservations. Does this requirement apply annually or 
can it be cumulative? That is, is it necessary for the sample size (number of participants) 
to reach a level each year that would facilitate a rigorous study or can several years of 
participants be combined to create a sample size that will facilitate a method that would 
produce information at the WWC with reservations level?   
 
 The Department will consider, for each applicant, “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.”  
WWC evidence standards do not specify a sample size for studies to meet standards, nor 
do the standards require a specific number of years of data collection. Multiple period of 
data collection may be useful by including baseline data collection to establish the 
equivalence of the intervention and comparison groups.  In addition, larger samples are, 
in general, more likely to support the detection of statistically significant effects, which 
may provide Moderate Evidence of Effectiveness for related projects in the future. 
Applicants should consider what study design features are feasible and reasonable for 
the purposes of their proposed project evaluations. 
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How do we balance the need to serve students with maintaining a comparison 
group? 
  
 To avoid denying students services to which they are entitled and for which 

funding is available, applicants should consider how to define the intervention 
being studied as part of the project evaluation.  It is possible that the 
intervention could be a component of project’s design that is in need of further 
study. When planning an intervention study to meet WWC Standards with 
reservations, researchers have several options to consider for creating a 
comparison group:  (a) use a matched comparison group of students not 
receiving the intervention; (b) use a measure of need or merit to assign the 
intervention  to students; or (c) use a lottery to select eligible students to 
receive the intervention.  Eligible students in a comparison group may also be 
able to receive the intervention at a later time, following the completion of data 
collection for an intervention study. 
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There appear to be only 3 studies on the WWC/postsecondary - 
none showing evidence of effectiveness.   
 The “Find What Works” tool on the WWC website is based on WWC intervention reports, but 

reflects only a fraction of the studies reviewed by the WWC.  Applicants should look for 
relevant studies that might provide evidence of effectiveness in the WWC database of 
reviewed studies (http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/ReviewedStudies.aspx) and in the Education 
Resources Information Center (http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/projects/eric.asp).  The WWC will 
review additional studies cited by applicants, if necessary to assess whether those studies 
meet WWC standards and provide Moderate Evidence of Effectiveness. Those newly-reviewed 
studies will then be entered into the WWC database as a resource for use in the future. 
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What is the statistical percentage needed to meet a statistical 
significance measure? 

 Statistical significance at the 0.05 level is relevant for assessing 
whether a study provides Moderate Evidence of Effectiveness. It is 
also relevant for assessing whether a study provides Evidence of 
Promise, if the estimated effect from the study is under 0.25 standard 
deviations. 
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How many studies are recommended to establish the level of 
evidence requested?  

 While a single study may provide either Evidence of Promise or 
Moderate Evidence of Effectiveness, a combination of two or more 
studies may be needed to provide Moderate Evidence of Effectiveness 
for a large sample and multi-site sample, as defined in the Notice. 
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Did we correctly understand that even a study listed in WWC as 
having results meeting evidence standards may not actually 
meet current evidence standards?   

 A study reviewed under by the WWC prior to version 3.0 standards 
(released March 2014) may need to be re-reviewed by the WWC to 
confirm that the study still provides the corresponding level of 
evidence under the Moderate Evidence of Effectiveness definition. 
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Currently Hispanic/Latino is not a demographic category in 
WWC. Will you please speak to why this is and what your plan is 
to include this category in the future.  

 Because of limitations in the study data previously coded by the WWC, 
the current “Find What Works” tool allows evidence from WWC 
Intervention Reports to be searched by race, but not by ethnicity. This 
limitation will be corrected in a substantially revised WWC search tool 
and database of study findings planned for release next year.  
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If a proposal submits a study as moderate evidence (CPP2) but it does 
not meet the WWC standards, will readers consider whether the study 
meets evidence of promise (CPP 1)? 

 Yes. 
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What is the definition of methodological tools? 

 The “Quality of the Project Design” refers to “the use of appropriate 
methodological tools to ensure successful achievement of project 
objectives.”  This is a general term for any technical means a project 
would employ to promote successful outcomes consistent with its 
theory of action (logic model). 
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How do I handle IRB on my institution? 

 Applicants should consult with their institution’s human research 
office for information on Institutional Review Board approval 
requirements for studies involving human subjects. 
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Page Limit 
◦ 50 pages if you are not addressing a competitive preference priority. 
◦ 55 pages if you are addressing one of the competitive preference priorities. 
◦ Include a separate heading for the absolute priorities and for the competitive 

priorities, if you address one. 
 

Page limit applies to all of the application narrative section including 
your response to the: 

◦ Selection criteria  
◦ Absolute priorities 
◦ Competitive preference priorities 
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Page limit applies to all of the application narrative section including 
your response to the: 

◦ Selection criteria  
◦ Absolute priorities 
◦ Competitive preference priorities 

 

Page limit does not apply to: 
◦ Part I, the Application for Federal Assistance (SF 424) and  the Department of 

Education Supplemental Information form (SF 424). 
◦ Part II, Budget Information -- Non-Construction Programs (ED 524) and 

budget narrative. 
◦ Part IV, assurances and certifications. 
◦ One-page project abstract. 
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 Applications must be submitted electronically using Grants.gov. 

 
 Download a copy of the application package at Grants.gov, complete offline, 

then upload and submit. 
 

 Applications received by Grants.gov are date and time stamped. 
 

 Applications must be fully uploaded, submitted, and date and time stamped no 
later than 4:30 p.m., Washington, DC time, on May 31, 2016. 
 

 Avoid technical issues and upload and submit your application early. 
 

 DEADLINE – 4:30 p.m., Washington DC time, on May 31, 2016. 
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• Be competitive. Submit a distinctive application that demonstrates knowledge of 

the subject and intellectual rigor; 
 
• Be detailed and direct, but avoid superfluous narrative; 
 
• Support your proposal clearly with evidence; 
 
• Ensure consistency between sections; 
 
• Be explicit about your goals and how you will achieve them. Don’t expect the 

reader to make assumptions about your project; and 
 
• Address each component of each selection criterion. 
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 DEADLINE – 4:30 p.m., Washington DC time on May 31, 2016  

 

 Competition Managers: 
◦ Everardo “Lalo” Gill | Everardo.Gil@ed.gov, 202-453-7712 

◦ Jeff Hartman | Jeffrey.Hartman@ed.gov, 202-453-7627 
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