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Coordinator:
Welcome and thank you for standing by.  At this time all participants are in listen-only mode.

During the discussion there will be question-and-answer sessions.  To ask a question, you may press star followed by number 1.


This call is being recorded.  If you have any objection, you may disconnect at this point.


Now I'll turn the meeting over to your host, to Ms. Nalini Lamba-Nieves.  Ma'am, you may begin.
Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Thank you, (Marcus).

James Laws:
Good afternoon everyone.  My name is James Laws.  I'm the Director of the Strengthening Institutions Division, and the Strengthening Institutions Program, SIP, falls under that division.  We're so pleased that you all have selected to join us this afternoon for this training session.  We've got four individuals here, four very talented individuals from the Department of Education, who know quite a lot about the SIP program, about this competition that we've designed for Fiscal Year (FY) 2017.  And we'll be sharing that information with you.


Just want to welcome you.  I want to thank you for joining us.  And we look forward to working with you through this competition process.


At this point I will turn the beginning of the training over to Nalini Lamba-Nieves. Nalini?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Thank you, James.  Hi everyone.  We're going to talk about SIP.  We have, as you know, two competitions today.


Just so you know, (Marcus) mentioned it, our operator, but we, just to give you a heads-up, we have two Question and Answer (Q&A) sessions, because we have with us Dr. Jonathan Jacobson from the Institute of Education Sciences.  And he will be talking about logic models, evidence, and evaluation.  And after he talks, you can ask him questions specific and relevant to that area.  We will have the second Q&A session at the end once I finish going over the rest of the requirements for the competition.  Okay?


And we're going to go over, just as a brief agenda, we're going to go over a little bit of the background.  As I mentioned, we have Dr. Jacobson.  Then I'll go talk about allowable activities and go into the details about the specific SIP competition.


So, for those of you who are not familiar with the program, the Strengthening Institutions Programs provide institutions of higher education that are eligible with assistance to help them become self-sufficient, expand their capacity to serve low-income students, and improve and strengthen the institution itself in terms of their academic quality, institutional management, and their fiscal stability.


Some dates to keep in mind.  So, designation of eligibility period was from December 1st through the 9th.  So that's closed.  We announced this competition March 1st.  The closing date is April 17th at 4:30 p.m. Washington, D.C. time.  And the peer review is estimated right now, we have it scheduled for May 25th until June 9th.


If this works, I can go to the next page.  Here we go.  Okay.


So, for people who have - I've gotten a lot of questions over email and on the phone about what the differences are between the competition, I'm going to go over that quickly.  We have two.  One is under the Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance Number (CFDA) 84.031A and one is CFDA 84.031F.


Now, just to clarify, and I will mention it later on again, this letter F has nothing to do with a separate part of money or with mandatory fund.  This was simply a letter we chose that was available to differentiate applications that are doing evidence in their grant.  Okay?


So let's just start there.  For the 84.031F, you will have to do moderate evidence of effectiveness as an absolute priority.  Meaning, if you do not address it, you will not be read.  We have a competitive preference priority in addition to that absolute priority, which is about student success in remedial education, and as a competitive preference priority, you can earn an additional three points in that.


We also have a strong theory/logic model criterion, which is new for the Strengthening Institutions Program, which is worth 10 points.  That's not additional, that's part of your selection criteria.  We have also an additional sub-criterion under evaluation for evaluations that meets What Works Clearinghouse standards.  And that's worth an additional 5 points.

That means that the maximum points, the basic is 105, for the 84.031F.  Then with the possibility of the CPP, the Competitive Preference Priority, you can earn a maximum of 108 points.  Your maximum possible pages are 60.  And you can request up to $600,000 a year.


Contrasted to that, 84.031A, there is no absolute priority or evidence requirement.  There's no competitive preference priority.  We do have the strong theory logic model criterion.  Again, as I mentioned, that's part of your selection criteria.  There is no additional requirement on evaluation.  So your maximum possible points remain at 100.  Your maximum possible pages are 50, as they have traditionally been in the past.  Your estimated average award, what you can request each year, is $450,000.  That is your maximum.


And this year, in 2017, we will not have cooperative arrangement development grant in this competition.


So, who is eligible to apply?  Institutions again who went through the eligibility process.  So it's an eligible institution of higher education.  An institution that doesn't have another Title III Part A or doesn't have a Title III Part B, Historically Black Colleges and Universities  grants, or a Title V grant.

If you have a Part F grant, and again I clarify the ones that are mandatory funding streams, you may apply, if you only have a Part F, you may apply for a Title III Part A or - Part A grant.


There is a two-year wait-out period in SIP.  That means that, if you're grant ends, for example, September 30th of 2017, this year, you have to wait until 2019 to reapply.  You will have to reapply for a grant that will begin on October 1st, 2019.  So if you currently have a grant or your grant ended last year, you cannot apply for this opportunity.


I'm - this is a slide on logic models, I'm just going to say something brief about it because it's in our selection criteria this year, but I will let Jonathan talk more about explaining exactly what they are and what we need to have in a logic model.

As I mentioned, again, it's an additional selection criterion that we have this year, and it's under - it's B, we have A, comprehensive development plan, B will be your quality of the project design.  It is worth 10 points and it is about how your project is supported by strong theory, which is defined as having a logic model.  And basically a logic model is just a visual representation of your assumptions and the theory that you have behind your program.  But again, Jonathan will touch upon this with detail.


Once again, the absolute priority, which is supporting strategies for which there is moderate evidence of effectiveness.  You have to address the absolute priority to be considered under the 84.031F competition.


And I should mention that you can apply for both the A and the F; you're only going to get one of these grants.  And preference will be given to your F grant.  So if you fall within the funding range for both, we'll give preference to the F grant.


Now, to meet this moderate evidence of effectiveness, you need to submit at least one up to a maximum of two studies that meet the definition of moderate evidence of effectiveness.  First, the What Works Clearinghouse evidence standards.  You will have an additional three pages maximum to address how you propose to implement your strategy and from the study.  And that those three-pages narrative and your studies to be attached as PDF under Other Attachments Forms in grants.gov.


And with that, I'm going to pass it over to Dr. Jonathan Jacobson of IES, or Institute of Education Sciences, who will talk more about logic model.

Jonathan Jacobson:
Thank you, Nalini.  Hello everyone.


Evidence, in the context of United States Department of Education regulations, refers to the basis for thinking that what a project does has a positive impact on outcomes the project cares about.


The department distinguishes four tiers or levels of evidence in support of a project's components.  First is strong theory, as demonstrated by a logic model or a theory of action.  Next is evidence of promise or the association between the project component and positive results in terms of outcomes.  Next is moderate evidence, evidence that a positive impact to the project component on a key outcome is possible.  And finally, there's strong evidence, evidence that have positive impact to the project component on a key outcome is likely.


For these competitions, the relevant tiers of evidence are strong theory, that is having a logic model for both competitions, and for one of the competitions, moderate evidence of effectiveness.


So, what is strong theory?  The Education Department General Administrative Regulations, or EDGAR, defines strong theory as a rationale for the proposed process, product, strategy or practice that includes a logic model.


EDGAR regulations also define a logic model, also known as a theory of action, as a well-specified conceptual framework that identifies key components of the proposed process, product, strategy or practice and describes the relationships among the key components and outcomes.


This slide shows the major components of a project's logic model.  These fall into four categories.


First, there are resources, which are the materials to implement the project, such as facilities, staff, stakeholder support, funding, and time.


Second, there are activities, which are the steps for project implementation, including the critical components that are necessary for the project's success.


Third are outputs, which are the immediate products of the project, such as the levels of enrollment and attendance in a course of instruction.


And finally, there are impacts on outcomes, which are changes in project participants' knowledge, beliefs or behavior.  If influencing a student outcome or other relevant outcome is a goal for a project, then that outcome is a relevant outcome for that project.  For example, a student performance indicator for your project is a relevant outcome.


Logic models can help build new evidence through the design of a project evaluation to answer certain questions.  These slide shows how each of the four components of a logic model implies a different set of questions that a project evaluation can address.


In terms of resources for the project, an evaluation might investigate what resources were provided for the project from various sources, including the department's grant and how those resources were used.  In terms of activities of the project, an evaluation might investigate how the project identified individuals to serve and what types of services were provided to different group of individuals enrolled in a project.


In terms of the outputs from the project, an evaluation might investigate the levels of enrollment, attendance and participation in the services offered by the project.  And in terms of the impacts on outcomes of the project, an evaluation might investigate the impacts of the project or of specific components of the project on relevant outcomes, such as the educational progress or employment or earnings to individuals served by the project.


Note that the project logic model should define both the key components of the project and relevant outcomes for the project.


So, where would you go to find evidence to support the key activities planned for your project?  It's possible that such evidence isn't necessary, because the activity is a required activity of the program.  But for activities that are not required of a project or where there is more than one way to implement a required activity, there could be several possible sources of evidence on whether those activities and practices are likely to have a positive effect.


You could rely on your own knowledge and your own experience to inform your choices.  You could turn to colleagues, peers, program administrators or your students for information.  You could turn to professional associations for advice.  You could turn to academic or non-academic researchers and ask them for their opinion.  You could go online, look at news stories, blogs or journal articles, although some of those would be behind (pay walls).

An important source of information on evidence to inform the design of a project is the What Works Clearinghouse or WWC.  The WWC is an initiative of the Institute of Education Sciences established in 2002 in order to be a trusted source of information on what works to improve student outcomes or other relevant education outcomes.

The WWC reviews, rates and summarizes original studies of the effectiveness of education intervention.  Reviews of these studies are documented at WhatWorksStudy.ed.gov and findings are reported from studies that meet WWC standards.


The WWC does not rate qualitative studies, descriptive studies or re-analyses or syntheses of others' data.  Consequently, the WWC only reviews a subset of all education research studies, original studies of the effectiveness of education intervention, that is policies, programs, practices or products intended to improve student outcomes or other outcomes relevant for education.


What Works Clearinghouse standards have been developed by panels of national experts for different types of designs for effectiveness studies.  These standards focus on the internal validity of estimates, that is, whether an estimated impact is valid or is likely to be biased.


The standards are applied by teams of certified reviewers using a review protocol and they give an eligible study one of three ratings.  The study can meet WWC standards without reservations, which is the highest possible rating for a study.  It can meet WWC standards with reservations, the second-highest possible rating.  Or it can be rated "Does not meet WWC standards."


Note that different review protocols are used by WWC reviewers for different types of studies.  These protocols define the studies and outcomes eligible for review and what these studies need to provide to meet WWC standards.  The most general review protocol used by the WWC is called the Review of Individual Studies Protocol, which is available on the WWC Web site, WhatWorks.ed.gov.  But other review protocols are used in certain topic areas, such as transition to college or supporting postsecondary success.


Please note the following about WWC evidence ratings.  First, WWC ratings are study findings, not of interventions.  A high rating from the WWC says something about the quality of the study.  It doesn't necessarily say the intervention is a high-quality intervention.


Second, the study as a whole receives the rating of the highest rated finding reviewed from that study by the WWC, which may not be the most relevant finding for a particular project.


Third, a high study rating is not the WWC's endorsement of an intervention or a determination that either an intervention or a finding is relevant for your project.  You are the expert on what is most relevant for your project.


Finally, study ratings can change when WWC standards change.  The current version of standards that applies to this competition is Version 3.0 What Works Clearinghouse Standards.  And the standards that were used in the review were noted on the WWC Web site.


Finally, design, size and statistical significance of the estimated effect are reported by the WWC but do not affect the WWC study rating.


To meet What Works Clearinghouse standards, studies need comparison groups similar to the group receiving the intervention.  This example shows why.


Suppose an intervention was first implemented in the year 2015, with baseline data collection in the year 2014 and follow-up data collection in the year 2016.  Over time the students receiving the intervention demonstrate improved outcomes, higher in 2015 than in 2014, and higher in 2016 than in 2015.  Does this mean that the impact of the intervention was favorable?


What's missing from these time trends is a comparison group equivalent to the intervention group in the baseline year in 2014.  If such a group were added and it had superior outcomes in 2015 and in 2016 than the intervention group, those results would suggest the intervention was not effective relative to the services received by members of the comparison group.


Note, in this example, it's not necessarily the case that the intervention didn't help any students.  Rather, the evidence suggests the intervention was less helpful for the average student than the alternative services received by students in the comparison group.


There are different ways to form comparison groups for impact studies, and this is important both for looking for evidence and also for designing an evaluation to build evidence.


The first way to form a comparison group is to use a lottery, that is random assignment to assign the intervention.  This form of design is known as a randomized controlled trial or RCT.  It's a type of experimental design that can, depending on the details of its design and implementation, meet the WWC standards without reservation, that it's received the highest rating.  However, lotteries may not be feasible either because of ethical concerns such as denying the intervention to those who may need it most or because there are too few individuals to form a controlled group.,

A second way to form a comparison group is to use a measure of need and pick individuals on one side of the threshold to receive the intervention.  This form of design is known as a Regression Discontinuity Design or RDD and can also, depending on its design and implementation, meet WWC standards without reservations.

Third way to form an intervention group and a comparison group is to use some other method, decide who gets the intervention, but use pre-intervention characteristics to compare groups similar to each other important respects in order to estimate impact.  This type of design is known as the Mass Comparison Design and is a type of quasi-experimental design or QED.  At best, this sort of design can meet WWC standards with reservations.


Now that we understand more about different types of designs that can meet WWC standards, we can consider how studies that meet standards can provide moderate evidence of effectiveness for an intervention.


EDGAR, the department's regulations, define a study as providing moderate evidence of effectiveness for an intervention if the study is a quasi-experimental design study or an experimental design study that meets WWC standards with or without reservations, and includes a large sample, at least 350 students or 50 clusters of at least 10 students each, and a multi-site sample.  Note, however, this large sample multi-site sample requirement doesn't apply if the study meets standards without reservations.


Second, the study, besides meeting WWC standards, needs to have overlap with the population or settings proposed for the intervention in your project.  And third, the study needs to show a statistically significant favorable impact with no statistically significant overriding unfavorable impact in that study or other studies reviewed and reported by the WWC on that intervention.


Let me emphasize again that these large sample requirements, multi-site sample requirements, do not apply if a study meets WWC standards without reservations.  For studies meeting WWC standards with reservations, two or more studies can cumulatively meet the large sample and multi-site sample requirements, as long as the other requirements are met.


When designing a project evaluation to meet WWC standards, a comparison group may be constructed by using data on students outside a project or by using data on students being served within a project.  When studying an intervention that is received by only some of the students in a project, you can save resources on data collection by relying on data you are already collecting on all of the students in your project.


In this diagram showing an example, some students in a project received Intervention A and some students received Intervention B, and some students received neither intervention but still provide data for the project.  If the focus of an impact study were on the impact of Intervention A, the students receiving that intervention could be compared with students receiving Intervention B, or with students in the project receiving neither Intervention A nor Intervention B.  It wouldn't be necessary in this example to collect data on students outside of the project for the sake of an impact study, although such data collection may be valuable for (other reasons).


So, what does an impact study need?  Regardless of which way you would propose to form a comparison group, I encourage you to identify the needs you have for an impact study to meet WWC standards.


One need you would have is for the technical capacity on the project evaluation study team to design a study, form the intervention and comparison groups and conduct the statistical data analysis.  Another need you would have is data on students in both the treatment group and intervention group and the comparison group.


Third need would be to collect the same kinds of pre-intervention data and outcome data for both groups of students, or to be able to compare the students and be able to compare outcomes for the two groups.  You would also need to collect data on implementation of the intervention, meaning who receives what intervention, and if possible, when and how.


And finally, you would need stakeholder support for the way you would assign students to the intervention, that might - you might already have that support if you design it the usual way, but if you were to design it differently, you would need stakeholder support.  For example, if you wanted to use a measure of need and were not using that measure currently.

I encourage you to think more about your proposed project design if you're planning a project evaluation to meet WWC standards.  Ask yourself, which intervention will we study that, according to the logic model, that is the theory of action for our project, is supposed to affect a relevant outcome, such as perhaps the performance indicator we're already planning to measure.


Ask yourself, is this intervention received by all students in our project or by only some students.  When the intervention is only received by only some students in your project, you probably will have data on other students in your project who could be considered for a comparison group.  If it were received by all students in your project, you would have to find a comparison group outside of the students in your project.


And then ask, what services will be received by students in the comparison group, and do they offer, those services, offer a service contract with the intervention?  If the two groups of students that are being compared are receiving similar services, you're unlikely to detect an effect of the intervention.  So you might consider identifying a different intervention for your study, choosing from the other services or support your project provides to students, or you might consider a different comparison group.


Now, on planning data collection for an impact study included in your project's evaluation, ask yourself, I would encourage you, these questions.  What pre-intervention data will we need on students in the treatment or intervention group and students in the comparison group?  What data will we need to collect on the implementation of the intervention?  What relevant outcomes will we need to estimate impacts of the intervention?


Will we have the permissions, funds in time to collect the data we need or the data we want?  And will we have resources left for the other data we will need for project evaluation such as formative evaluation data process, evaluation data, and project performance data.


Here are some tips for designing an impact study to meet WWC standards if that's your goal as part of your project evaluation.  First, as early as possible, decide on the intervention outcome study design, meaning the way to create a comparison group and the data collection plan.  Second, if possible, collect data from multiple years to increase the sample size for detecting statistically significant effects.  The evaluation could pull data from more than one year.


Finally, leave at least one year of the project for data analysis and preparation of a report describing the evaluation questions, the design and implementation, the impact study, and the study findings.  And also, remember, evidence from one project study can benefit other projects.


Now that you know a little more about the department's evidence definitions that are relevant for this competition, I'd like to point you to some resources that may be useful, either to create a logic model for your project, that is a theory action for the design of the project, or find studies that can provide moderate evidence of effectiveness for a project component.  Or, to design a project evaluation to meet What Works Clearinghouse standards with or without reservations.


IES is funded through the regional educational laboratory program at school for building education project logic models.  The link to that Web site is provided on this slide and we'll share it with you.


The Education Logic Model (ELM) application is a downloadable computer app that runs locally on Google Chrome and does not require users to connect to the Internet.  The program guides users through a series of questions and gives them opportunities to enter their project resources, activities, outputs and outcomes.  And once all the project information is entered, the users are prompted to draw color-coded lines between each component, illustrating their cause-and-effect relationships.


The end-result is a principle logic model.  This model functions as a map for the project team visually connecting intended activities with intended outputs and outcomes.

IES also offers resources for finding relevant studies that meet What Works Clearinghouse standards and provide moderate evidence for a component of a project's logic model.


First, broadest resource is the Education Resource Information Center, or ERIC, which contains a searchable digital database of studies of all kinds of education studies, not just effectiveness studies.


IES also supports the National Library of Education, which can provide librarian assistance.  And the regional educational laboratories also provide technical assistance related to evaluation and evidence.


And the What Works Clearinghouse Web site has a reviewed studies database listing studies reviewed by the WWC, describing the WWC rating of the study and the reason for the review, and including links to relevant WWC publications describing the review in greater detail.  Some of the findings from these reviews are also provided on the new and enhanced WWC Web site.


The new Web site, the What Works Clearinghouse, includes a variety of tools for finding individual studies that have already been reviewed and found to meet WWC standards.  To find studies of interest to you, you can go to the WWC Web site and look for the Find Evidence bar and you can there see an option for reviews of individual studies.


You can then select studies of various designs that meet WWC standards with or without reservations, and that include at least one statistically significant and positive effect and that are in a topic area of interest to you.  Note that just because the WWC confirmed one statistically significant and positive impact on an outcome does not mean that this impact is on the relevant outcome and the logic model for your project.  Look carefully at the definition of moderate evidence of effectiveness to see whether a study or a group of studies is likely to satisfy the definition of your proposed project.


And I'd also emphasize, look at when the study was reviewed.  If it was reviewed under Version 3.0 WWC standards, those are the standards that are applicable for this competition.  If it was reviewed under an older set of standards, it may need to be re-reviewed by the WWC.


Another way to look for individual studies, and it can provide moderate evidence of effectiveness, is to look for relevant What Works Clearinghouse practice guide or intervention report which are based on systematic reviews of evidence and often include references to multiple individual studies that meet WWC standards.


To find these reports and use them as pointers to individual studies, go to the WWC Web site and look for WWC publications in the topic area of interest to you.  The two types of publications I'm referring to are intervention reports and practice guide.


Please note, you should use these WWC publications to find individual studies that provide evidence that is relevant to your project and that meet the moderate evidence definition described in the notice.  Do not cite the practice guide or intervention report itself but rather the individual study or studies cited in that document that provide the evidence you need.  And if you look through the sections of the report, there will be descriptions of those individual studies and whether they found statistically significant effects and whether those would be reported if they met WWC standards.


Turning to resources for designing project evaluations to meet WWC standards.  First, there's a general purpose Web site of technical assistance materials for conducting rigorous impact evaluations.  These are resources for project evaluators working on evaluations that are intended to meet WWC standards.


For researchers to understand more about WWC standards, the WWC handbooks are available in the What Works Clearinghouse Web site.


There are WWC Webinars on designing strong studies and quasi-experimental design.  And there are additional resources that have been supported by IES for designing quasi-experimental design studies.  IES has also supported a free software for analyzing impacts using randomized controlled trials or quasi-experimental design.


These resources can help evaluators build evidence of effectiveness for aspects of your project.  A project evaluation including an impact study of a particular project component would be especially useful if that component is not required by the rules of the program and lacks moderate or strong evidence of effectiveness.  Note that a project evaluation does not have to be a randomized controlled trial to meet WWC standards since quasi-experimental studies can meet WWC standards with reservations.  And regression discontinuity design studies can meet standards without reservation.


So we'll now respond to your questions.  If the moderator can…

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Operator, can we open the floor up for questions please?

Jonathan Jacobson:
We ask that the questions now be restricted to questions about the evidence portion and evaluation portion of the Webinar, questions about logic models, the What Works Clearinghouse or moderate evidence of effectiveness, and we'll do our best to respond to them.

Coordinator:
Thank you.  We will now begin the question-and-answer session.


If you would like to ask a question, you may press star followed by number 1.  Record your name clearly and slowly when prompted.  Your name is required to introduce your question.  To withdraw your request, you may press star 2.  One moment please for the first question.


First question will come from (Sam).  Ma'am, your line is now open.
(Pam):
Hi.  This is (Pam).  And my question is, for the comparison group and the data for both groups, we really don't want to exclude anyone from our study, and I know that you gave an example, but I'm not exactly clear on that.


For instance, part of our project will be serving students with two or more dev ed or remedial courses.  And then another piece of our project will serve students with only one.  How would I define those comparison groups if we plan to try to force all of our students through this intervention?

Jonathan Jacobson:
Well, the first - thank you for the question - the first general point is it's not necessary in order to do an evaluation to meet WWC standards.  It's not necessary to vary any of your practices in terms of who gets what and who gets what intervention.  That sometimes has to be done if you're trying to do randomized study and that's not ordinarily how you would assign things.  But it's not necessary to meet WWC standards to change who gets what intervention.


The important thing in designing an intervention is to figure out what the intervention is, who are the students receiving it, to think why they're receiving it, and then to think, is there a comparison group available to compare to those students?


And one thing is, if those students who are receiving it are at a greater academic need, one of the design options I described does allow you to measure that need and then account for that in the analysis.  So that's the regression discontinuity design option.  But the other option would be, that would not involve a lottery, would be a quasi-experimental design, a matched comparison design, where you just have to find a group of students that's similar to the group in important ways.


And in some ways this is a question that has to be made on a project-by-project basis and I'd recommend you consult with whoever you plan to work on with your evaluation for any details.

(Pam):
Okay.  And could we use that prior, you know, prior year students from prior years as that comparison group?

Jonathan Jacobson:
In general, in order to meet Clearinghouse standards, you have to avoid what's known as a confound.  And so, if you're comparing students from different years and all the students one year get the intervention and all the students the other did not get the intervention, that would introduce a confound, so it would not be eligible to meet WWC standards.

(Pam):
Okay.  Thank you.

Coordinator:
Next question will come from (Polly).  Ma'am, your line is now open.

(Polly):
Thank you.  I'm wondering if we need to include the SIP performance indicators in our logic model and evaluation plan.

Jonathan Jacobson:
Well, obviously, you can look at the text of notice for what's expected.  A logic model is really a broad concept and a logic model can include all the outcomes that are relevant for your project.  So it's really a decision of what's relevant for you to conclude.  And I'll leave it to the program staff to identify - just pointed out that in the gap-for-performance measures, there are long-term measures that the program has identified.


So, certainly, you need to think about what outcomes are important for the project, and that also involves which outcomes are important for the program that have been identified by the program as important.

(Polly):
So, if I may follow up then, so the performance indicators for the SIP grant that are in the package are GPRA (Government and Results Act)?

Jonathan Jacobson:
That's correct.

(Polly):
Okay.  Thank you.

Coordinator:
Next question will come from (Cindy Hirsch).  Ma'am, your line is now open.

(Cindy Hirsch):
Thank you.  My question was about, in order for the evaluation plan to meet the standards, does the entire plan have to meet the standards or just one intervention?

Jonathan Jacobson:
It's not necessary in order to meet WWC standards that that impact study component of an evaluation be the impact of everything you do, of everything a project would do.  It could be the impact of just one piece of the project on just a portion of the students served by a project.


So the impact study can be much more narrowly focused than, for example, perhaps the performance indicators are more broadly focused.  And in fact, the examples I gave were examples where the impact was of a portion of what a project was doing, just a subset of the activities on a subset of students in the project.

(Cindy Hirsch):
Thank you.

Coordinator:
Next question will come from (Cathy Livingston).  Ma'am, your line is now open.
(Cathy Livingston):
Thank you.  Two brief questions.  One is, on Version A of this grant, instead of F, does the logic model satisfy this whole requirement for evidence?  Because I thought I heard you say that there's no evidence issue required in the logic - once you have the logic model as your foundation.

Jonathan Jacobson:
The strong theory logic model criterion is in both competitions.  It's in both 31A and 31F.  It is - strong - the evidence, it's sometimes grouped - strong theory is grouped in the evidence (sphere) because it's foundational, for evidence - for thinking about evidence, even though I put it at the top of the pyramid, it is important for thinking about what you're doing in a project and why you're doing it, and it's important for thinking about where you might have evidence that would inform what you do and also thinking about where you might want (the build-up) and might want to look for evidence or try to create evidence for what you're doing.


So it's not empirical, that's why it's called strong theory, but it can be informed by research, just the research that would inform it might not be research that would meet the higher evidence definition.

(Cathy Livingston):
Okay, that's my question.  Second thing is, are you going to make these slides available to the participants?  Because it's hard to keep up with you in terms of taking notes.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
We will.  We will post them after the second Webinar.

(Cathy Livingston):
Okay.  Thank you.

Coordinator:
Next question will come from (Sally Jackson).  Ma'am, your line is now open.

(Sally Jackson):
Yes, sir.  My question has to do with supplying the level of evidence for all - each aspect of the activities.  For example, we're proposing some changes in first year courses for which we have seen reports of strong evidence.  But we're also wanting to do some activities for faculty data literacy, which is relatively new, and we're not finding much research out there.  Does each piece of our - each activity has to have the same level of evidence or is it an overall?

Jonathan Jacobson:
It's not necessary that all the components of a project have the same level of evidence, because, as you said, it might be that's simply not available.  Also because there's a limit on the number of studies you can cite, it might not be possible to cite studies that would span the full range of what you're doing.


So the moderate evidence effectiveness means there is some activity that's proposed for the project for which that level of evidence is satisfied and is met.  It doesn't mean that that level has to apply for everything that you're doing.

Woman:
Yay.

Coordinator:
Next question will come from (Pauline).  Ma'am, your line is now open.

(Pauline):
Yes.  For the GPRA Indicator 5 where it talks about students graduating within three years of enrollment, I am wondering, does that mean only degree-awarded students or will you - will that also include transfer students which are so prevalent in our community colleges?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
We'll need to get back to you with that question, (Pauline).  Can you email that to me?

(Pauline):
Oh, certainly.  Yes, I can.  Thank you.

Coordinator:
Next question will come from (Tracy).  Ma'am, your line is now open.

(Tracy):
Hello.  My question is about the versions, because I'm writing a Part A, by the way, I'm writing a Part A.  But for the logic model, we were looking for studies that had moderate evidence of effectiveness, and we were basing it on an evidence - on an intervention study.  When I look now at it in What Works Clearinghouse, it says Single Study Review Protocol 2.0.  So, are you telling me that this is irrelevant now because it was reviewed under a previous standard?

Jonathan Jacobson:
I'm not saying it's irrelevant.  I'm saying, if what - the evidence, the version of WWC standards that is most relevant for assessing the moderate evidence of effectiveness, because it's there that, in order to meet that requirement, the study would need to satisfy all the conditions, including meeting standards according to Version 3.0.


A review done under a different set of standards certainly might inform the strong theory or logic model for a project and it could even suggest what the review would be under a Version 3.0.  It's just that if it was reviewed a long time ago, for example, if there was something reviewed under Version 1.0, chances are that study would need to be reviewed again, if your application were under 31F and you were seeking to get points for moderate evidence of effectiveness.

(Tracy):
Thank you for that clarification.

Coordinator:
Speakers, at this time, we don't have any question on queue.  You may proceed.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Thank you.  Can we close the floor for - and put it on chat?


Okay, everybody.  Let's continue with the competitive preference priority portion of the 031F competition.  And that is you get three additional points for addressing this.

Projects that provide tutoring, counseling and student service programs designed to improve academic success, including innovative, customized, instruction courses designed to help retain students and move the students rapidly into core courses through program completion, which may include remedial education and English language instruction.


You do not have to address this CPP to be considered for funding.  That's only the evidence portion that you do have to address.  This, if do address it, you have the potential for earning three additional points.  And if you are addressing it, you must attach a two-page narrative that identifies which specific activity you are addressing this competitive priority - competitive preference priority under and how it meets it, how it meets this requirement.  That narrative should be attached to Other Attachment Form in grants.gov.


Now, to write a development plan, let's talk a little bit about writing your grant.  When you're talking about your comprehensive development plan, and that is typically the part that has the most points -- we'll go over the selection criteria a little bit later in the presentation -- but this is a section that has the most points, and it's the comprehensive development plan.


And this is what you talk - this is where you talk about what your challenges are as an institution, what your strengths are as an institution.  It designs institution-wide strategies for leveraging your strengths.  It talks about how you're going to implement which solution to tackle the problems that you have.  Your proposed solutions don't necessarily have to relate to each other, so you can have multiple activities, for example, and they don't have to relate to each other, but they have to relate to your strengths and weaknesses that you cite.


You talk about the expected output and outcome for each of these activities.  And you address how these solutions will be absorbed, how the institution is going to.  Because what you're doing basically in a CDP, or Comprehensive Development Plan, because you've talked about your strengths and your weaknesses and how you're addressing your weaknesses, what you're doing is something that the institution needs to do for its long-term viability, ideally, when you're writing these types of grants, correct?


So, how are you going to make sure that, whatever it is you're proposing, which you've researched -- if you're doing an F grant, then that means that you've got some evidence for at least some portion of it, for one activity of the many that you're planning, or maybe it's just one, you have evidence -- so, how are you going to absorb this?  How are you going to institutionalize this to make sure that the institution's long-term viability continues and strengthens?


So then you have these challenges that you have talked about.  You talked about your strengths, your challenges.  Now, what are the solutions for the challenges?  So you have to look for solutions that are appropriate for your school -- you're a two-year versus a four-year.  It could be expanding a piloted program at - that another institution tried and it worked really well and you want to do this.  Or it could talk about, you know, model that you've learned about different schools and you take the different examples of the different schools and you create something that is for your institution but incorporates the main salient points of those things that the other institutions did.


You can gather and present evidence to support those proposed objectives and address the identified needs.  And all this goes towards your CDP plan.

Now the results.  For each activity, you have to have some results.  What is going to change when you implement this project?  Can you measure this change?  And will you see results within five years?  These are all things to think about.


And then those results will generate and integrate your evaluation plan.  And in your evaluation, you need to have baseline data or establish baseline data, identify output.  You need to quantify.  You need to provide formative data to measure your progress.  You have to show timely progress towards your goals.  You have goals and outcomes for each year.


So for example, I see a lot of applications that talk about, okay, so by - in this last round, by September 30th, 2020, okay, that gives me your overall goal, but I need to see also a breakdown of each year what is your target, what is your expected output and your expected outcome for each year.  So if you're, by 2020, you want to increase retention by 10 percent, then don't let me or the reviewers guess that that means that every year your target is 2 percent.  You need to have it and spell it out in your grant.


And for those that are writing for 031F, the message would produce evidence that would WWC standards with reservation.  So those were the things that Jonathan just talked about.


So an output on an outcome, a little bit of an example, although Jonathan did this much better than I did.  An output would be 33 percent of the faculty integrated technology into their courses.  And the outcome would be the retention in the nursing program increased by 3 percent over your baseline data.


So we also talk about these in the (unintelligible) as your process objectives versus the other ones, these are outputs.  Your outputs are the faculty that was trained, the students that took, how many workshops you put together, how many workshops you delivered.  Your outcomes are, what is the overall change and over the bigger impact?


And again, institutionalization, you need to have a description of how you're going to absorb the proposed activities into your institution.  So, how you're going to slowly take on the responsibilities of what you have proposed in your grant.  And that is demonstrated via a commitment of institutional resources that accompany Title III funds, and a plan in your grant for sustaining the project after the five years of funding ends.


Grant management, as we all know, it's very important who you have as the project director, is important, who manages the activities is important.  It supports your implementation, it supports - it feeds into everything.


So you need to specify who your key personnel are.  And key personnel are your project director and your activity coordinators.  Provide realistic time commitments for these personnel.  And provide an organizational chart, so that it's clear to see where the project director for this grant falls within the institution, and to make sure, and I'll - again, when I talk about the specific criteria, I'll go into it, but to make sure that the project director will have access to president or CEO (Chief Executive Officer).

Endowment fund.  An endowment fund is an activity but it's not an activity per se in that you don't have to describe it in as much detail.  But - and what is an endowment?  It's an investment instrument that you established to, again, for the long-term viability of your institution.  It generates income.  And it supports operations of other purposes so that you can invest capital and then start gaining - earn interest and grow the institution's fiscal stability.  It's - you can fund it by donations, and it does not include real estate.


The rule, you can use up to 20 percent of one year's grant funds for your endowment.  You have to match it dollar for dollar.  So if you are requesting, let's say, $20,000 in endowment, those are $20,000 that you must match from other sources at your institution.


You have to invest both the federal fund and the funds your raise for 20 years.  Within those 20 years you can use up to 50 percent of the interest that you generate.  And because this - there was an issue, for those of you that have - that are familiar with SIP, you can use - it's the only amount of money that you can use for scholarship, that in 50 percent of interest, you can use towards scholarships for students.


Please keep in mind again that the match for - the dollar-for-dollar match, it's from non-federal sources.  So you cannot use another grant that you have to match the money.


To describe it, as I mentioned, in a SIP application, it is not an activity per se.  It's not as long.  But you need to have, if you know it, the name and title of the person who's going to manage your endowment.  You can do this also in your budget.  I've had - I've seen people do right in the budget we have an endowment, this is a mechanism that we're going to use to invest the money, and some sort of documentation to, you know, create or sustain an endowment.  And it could be as simple as saying, we have an endowment, we are trying to grow that endowment.


So, allowable and unallowable activities.  They're listed in our statute and regulations.  You can see right here where you can find our statute and where you can find our regulation.  For the statute, it's Section 311C to 311.16.  And the regulations is 60 or 7.10.


Allowable activities, in general, as you know, our grants are really, really generous in that we don't tell you what to do.  You tell us what you need done at your institution.  So there's a lot of allowable activities.


And in general, most of the activities that you propose will be allowable, as long as they meet the program purpose.  And these include, you know, rental, lease, purchase of scientific or lab equipment, maintenance, renovation, or improvement of your classrooms, laboratories, instructional facilities, if you need to upgrade classrooms, you know, for the latest technology.  You can do faculty development, you can do tutoring and counseling, the endowment fund that we just talked about.  Or you can improve your academic program.


Some samples of activities, here you can do, again, faculty development, curriculum development.  You can buy management information systems if you need something for your institution, trying to modernize your financial aid system, tutoring and mentoring.


Some unallowable activities, anything that's advertising or public relation cost, purchasing standard office equipment.  You can buy instructional equipment.  So you can buy computer workstations for your students.  But you can't buy standard office equipment.


We don't provide services to high school students unless they are (duly) enrolled students at your institution and the college considers them or the university considers them college students.  So, no services to high school students.  Any activity that's operational in nature rather than developmental.  Anything that is non-degree - helping non-degree courses, unless they are basic skills or development courses.


Can't develop community-based service programs.  No organized fundraising, or anything that has to do with religious or sectarian worship.


The selection criteria, here you can see, for those of you who are familiar with the program, where the differences are.  Because we added the selection criteria on logic models or, well, project design, including the logic model, and that is worth 10 points, we adjusted the points in the rest of the criteria, so they're slightly less, all of them, to make up for those 10 points.


And as you will see, the biggest difference between the two competitions is in the evaluation plan because, for 84.031F, they have that additional criterion - sub-criterion, excuse me, that talks about methods of evaluation that will meet the WWC standards.  So the total possible points under 031F is 105, whereas it's 100 for 031A.


So your comprehensive development plan, again, we talked about weaknesses, challenges of the institutions.  You need to make sure that - and one of the things we recommend, since I - and I mentioned it earlier.  You're doing things to strengthen your institution's long-term viability.


So it's - you can use for example, if you recently went through your accreditation process, whatever the recommendations were for those, or if you recently did your five-year plan, institutional five-year plan, these are things that can inform the way you write your comprehensive development plan.


Make sure that, you know, your goals are realistic and well-though-out, your objectives are measurable, and they contribute to the institution's growth and self-sufficiency, and that you have an institutionalization plan.  That's going to be evaluated in your comprehensive development plan.  And the CDP is worth 20 points.


Project design, which is our new criterion on logic model.  Basically it talks about the proposed project is supported by strong theory.  So it means that your application has a logic model that includes the resources, activities, outputs and impact on the outcome.


And the logic model should support the reasoning in your CDP.  So your logic model should be like the pictorial representation of what it is that you're going to be doing in your grant, and that's worth 10 points.


Your activity objectives, are they realistic?  Are they measurable?  And are they directly related to the goals identified in your CDP?


When we talk about realistic, you know, let's think about, unrealistically, we would be saying that you will have 90 percent retention in, to keep with the previous example, outputs and outcomes, in the nursing program.  A realistic objective would be something about - more about the retention will increase 5 percent versus 90 percent.  And the activity objectives is worth 15 points.


Implementation strategy, so your strategies are comprehensive, what's (unintelligible) and is it supported by research?  So if you're doing a pilot program from another school, what happened at the other schools?  Did they write something?  Is there - have there been studies published on it?

And then, are the activities timetable realistic and do they have the responsible personnel?  So that you can actually trace and see who's going to be doing what when, to make sure that this grant and these projects and these activities move forward.


Key personnel.  What is the experience and training of the key personnel?  And is it directly related to the activities of the grant?  And is their time commitment realistic?  Those are the things that the reviewers are going to be looking at, and that's worth 8 points.


Your project management plan, so the effective and efficient project implementation.  So, do the key personnel have the authority to implement the projects, and as I mentioned earlier, including access to your president or your CEO?  Does everybody have sufficient authority to do what they need to do?  This is worth 10 points.


Your evaluation plan.  If you are not addressing the evidence component, if you are applying under 84.031A, so you look at your data elements and data collection procedures, are they appropriate, for whatever activity that you're planning?  Are they clearly described?


And then for data analysis, same thing.  Are they clearly described?  And will there be formative and summative results?  So, formative meaning during the year or after the first year, every year, are you measuring how well the activity went?  And then summative, after you implemented the entire project, after the five years, what happened?


And that's worth 15 points, again for 84.031A.  For 84.031F, they have the same first two criteria on data elements and data analysis, but then we have the additional sub-criterion on methods of evaluation.  So, are they clearly described to determine what level of implementation you will have?  And again, that they provide evidence that would meet WWC evidence standards with reservation.


And Jonathan covered which were the three types of interventions that would meet evidence standards with reservation, which would be the randomized controlled trials, quasi-experimental designs, and then regression discontinuity design.


Oh, three types of designs.  My apologies, Jonathan just corrected me.  It's not types of interventions, it's types of design.  And that is worth 20 points.


And then finally, your budget, and I need to do some clarification because every year we have the same question.  There are two budgets in a SIP application.


The one that is worth points is the budget selection criterion.  It's worth 7 points.  And that's where you provide the detailed budget narrative for each budget year, and there are five years, so, five.  You need to have a detailed budget for all of them.  You make sure that your budget is necessary and reasonable in relation to what you're planning on doing, your activities.


Now the second budget is what is part of the 524B budget form.  Because the budget form has three sections.  Section A, which is, what are the federal funds that you're requesting?  Section B, what are institutional funds that you are going to be using for this grant or that you're contributing for the grant?


And then Section C is a narrative.  That is not mandatory, you don't have to do it.  That's why if you look in grants.gov, it is an optional form.  But because we've done it in past years where we've eliminated the form and then people are like, well, I don't know where to put this budget narrative, we've made it into an optional form.

You don't have to complete it.  You should, however, provide sufficient detail, because I've seen people that are then focused on the Section C of the 524B, but then in the selection criterion section, reviewers don't have sufficient information to determine whether or not the proposed costs are reasonable.  So, please make sure that your - what is worth points is the selection criterion budget, and that's where you should be as detailed as possible and make sure that the reviewers can understand and see what in your budget is getting - is being spent for what activity.


Some common challenges that we see in our grants.  Not including all mandatory parts of an application, so, like your GEPA statement, it is mandatory.  It is not only a form - the form itself, if you look in grants.gov, says, this form is not mandatory.  It is mandatory for this program.


And it is not enough for you to attach the form itself.  You need to attach a statement that addresses the form, the GEPA statement.


Make sure you address the absolute priority.  So if you choose a study that does not meet the WWC moderate evidence of effectiveness standards, your application is out.  If you don't include the narrative for your absolute priority, telling us how it's relevant, how this study that you've chosen, or studies that you've chosen, are relevant to your activities, your application is out.  So these are components that need to be in your application.


For page limit, because we also see a lot of people that go over the page limit.  If you address the CPP, you have two additional pages.  Please know that any page where there is any kind of narrative, even if it's a word, it will be considered a full page.  And if you exceed the page limit, the application will not be read.


Make sure you don't have unsubstantiated statements.  Inconsistencies between the narrative and the budget, I have seen this, where the budget lists, it's a very nice, detailed budget and it lists items that were never mentioned in the activity development, and readers are left confused as to what exactly is happening or why is it in the budget and not in the activity.  Or vice versa, something mentioned in the activity but it's not in the budget.  So, keep that in mind.


Not addressing the components within a single criterion.  Please note that every criterion has sub-criteria.  Address each one separately.  We ask reviewers to do the same when they respond and they evaluate your grants, to address each one separately.


Don't assume readers can read between lines.  Don't assume readers know anything about your institution, your grant, or even the state of education -- even though they will because they're your peers.  But just don't make assumption.


And please make sure that your grammar and spelling, although you're not being graded on it, but make sure that you don't have too many grammar or spelling mistakes because, even though again you're not being rated on it, you yourselves know as you work, if you see too many errors, then it feels or it seems like this proposal wasn't crafted with care, and people are less willing to say, well, I'll give you the benefit of the doubt.  So.

The performance measures, which were referenced early on, those are your - these are our GPRA performance measures.  So, GPRA standards for the Government Performance and Results Act.  And this is what we have to report to for Congress.  This is what Congress will look at in terms of what changes is the SIP program having on education.


And for SIP, the long-term measures are, over the five-year period, the full-time degree seeking undergraduates that are enrolled, this is for four-year institutions of course; first time full-time degree-seeking undergraduates at four or two-year institutions that persist, so, retention; percentage of first time full-time degree-seeking undergraduates at four-year institutions, they graduate within six years of enrollment, or for two-year institutions, they graduate within three years of enrollment, so the graduation at 150 percent; and then the cost per successful program outcome.  What's the federal cost for undergraduate and graduate degree at our institution?


Okay.  So as has been practiced for many, many years, you have to use grants.gov to apply and submit your applications.  It has to be done by 4:30 p.m. Washington, D.C. time, Eastern, I learned this recently, Eastern Daylight Time is what I'm supposed to say, not Eastern Standard Time.  So it all boils down to 4:30 p.m. Washington, D.C. time.


The system will not shut down.  Grants.gov will keep taking your applications; however, if you submit it after 4:30 p.m., it will not be read, because it - grants.gov and our system, G5, date and time-stamp everything.  So if it's late, it's late.


Please consider submitting your application early.  A day would be great, more if you have it ready.


To recap on the differences between the two applications.  For 031A, you have no absolute priority or evidence requirement.  There's no competitive preference priority.  There is an additional criterion worth 10 points on logic model.  No additional requirement for an evaluation.  Your maximum possible points are 100 and your maximum possible pages are 50.


For 031F, moderate evidence of effectiveness is an absolute priority.  There is a comprehensive - a competitive preference priority, excuse me, CPP.  And you can - you may earn up to 3 additional points, and it's on student services, moving them to core courses.


There is a logic model criterion worth 10 points.  There's an additional sub-criterion on evaluations that meet the WWC standards.  That sub-criterion is worth 5 points.  Those are not additional points.  That's why the evaluation criteria is worth 20 points in F versus 15 points in A.  Just want to clarify that those are not extra points.


Your maximum possible points are 108.  And your maximum possible pages, if you addressed the CPP, are 60.

You can apply for both grants.  You will only get one of them.  And preference will be given to the 031F evidence grant.


So we did find some errors.  We are human.  And they are, because we've gotten a lot of questions on this.  The Notice Inviting Applications, or NIA, for 031F - oh, there's a typo, I'll have to fix that.  It talks about an evidence of effectiveness form.  That form is not in the package.  You're not going to find it anywhere.  We were unable to use the form.  You may use the absolute priority narrative instead of using that form.  So, don't look for an evidence of effectiveness form; it's not there.


Page limit.  Again, for 31A, it's 50 pages.  For 31F, your narrative and your absolute priority, which is again mandatory, are 58 pages.  So your basic pages are 58.  And then if you address the CPP, your maximum is 60, because you get an additional two pages for the CPP narrative.


The SIP program profile, you attach it to the project narrative form.  I believe we said that in multiple occasions, but there is one place in the application booklet that mentions other attachments.  Ideally it's in the project narrative form.  In reality, you attach it to other attachments; that is fine, as long as it is there.  Make sure it's there.


There's also reference in the application booklet to a five-year plan.  There is no five-year plan.  That should have read your GEPA statement.


And again, talking about the program profile.  It is a mandatory form.  If you do not have it, your application will be eliminated.


You will recreate the form in the application and complete all the information.  And it is very important for you to have the tiebreaker information because, as many of you know, SIP has a competition one year and the funds down the slate the next year.


So if there is a tie between applications and every year we have them, we will not be able - and your application is one with the tie and you don't have the tiebreaker information, then you won't be - you might not get funded.  So, please, please keep that in mind.


Okay.  For your final preparation, make sure you have your (ed standard) form is completed, fully completed.  Provide complete and correct contact information for someone who knows about the application, on the cover page, in case there are any questions or any issues, or even if you are next in a fund down, so that we know, if we have any questions, we can contact someone.


Make sure that all your assurances and certificates are submitted.  And please make sure you attach a GEPA statement.


If you're interested in reviewing for any other program that has a competition, this year it will be HIS.  You have to register and - or if you're registered, update your information in G5 at G5.gov.  And you can register at our contractor's Web site which the address is right here.  ReviewGrants.com/ies/reader.

And if it's not up, give it a couple of minutes and - give it a couple of days.  They were working on putting it up today.


Here's contact information for all our staff, the ideal way of contacting us.  So I have included the states that each person works with, so that you can contact someone that works with your state.  If not, the default will be me, Nalini Lamba-Nieves.  The ideal way to ask questions is via email.  That way we both have a record of what's been asked and the answer that you received.


And operator, (Marcus), we'd like to open it up now for question-and-answer.

Coordinator:
Thank you.  To ask question, you may press star followed by number 1.  Record your name clearly and slowly when prompted.  One moment please for the next question.


First question will come from (Polly).  Ma'am, your line is now open.

(Polly):
Thank you.  In the Federal Register, under competition F, it mentions the Executive Order 12372, regarding single - state single point of contact.  It mentions WhiteHouse.gov on the Web site, in the package I believe, but that's not live.  And I'm just wondering where we can go, I haven't been able to find anything for Minnesota, I'm just wondering where we would go to find that information.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
I honestly am not sure because we don't control that Web site.  And would you state office know?

(Polly):
Yes, I haven't been able to find anything, but, you know, it does mention that we have to have them review it if in fact it's required by this executive order.  So it sounds like maybe it's not…

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Your state Higher Education Office maybe.  But if not, you can email me the question and…

(Polly):
Okay.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
…I can see what I can find out.  But right now, you're not the first one to ask that, and we haven't - we don't control that Web site, so we don't really know exactly where you should go.

(Polly):
Okay.  Thank you.

Coordinator:
Next question will come from (Pam Watkins).  Ma'am, your line is now open.

(Pam Watkins):
Thank you.  I have a couple of questions.  First, in the first year, we really need to do some renovations to recreate or to reconfigure a learning center to accommodate learning communities and co-requisite models that we want to incorporate.  But we also are looking into purchasing some retention software.  We obviously want to get the biggest bang and the most in these five years, we want to be able to provide the biggest impact on our student body.  So we're looking to do both in the first year.


If it exceeds that 450,000, would it be possible for us to go a different route, get a bond for the renovation construction that needs to happen, and then use grant money in the second year budget to pay for the bond?  To pay off that bond.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
I don't think that's possible.  I mean, usually what happens in those cases is the institution will front you the money and then the grant will repay the institution, but not a bond.

(Pam Watkins):
Okay.  Well, the issue then is, because, are these not all like reimbursed funds?  I mean, because the institution would be providing the money anyway and then being reimbursed through the SIP funds, is that correct?

James Laws:
This is James Laws.  The fact that you've incorporated bonds into this, I think if the institution were using the funds straight out and seeking to reimburse itself, that will be a different type situation.  But what you're describing is almost using some - using federal money and not commingling it but almost substituting it with another form of either, I guess, state funds or however you're going to secure your bond.  So that isn't something that I would suggest you try to do.

(Pam Watkins):
Okay.  Okay, thank you for that.


And then the other question that we have is, you know, we plan on submitting the application to both A and F.  You know, for simplicity's sake, would we be able to submit the exact same application to A that we submitted to F, as long as we don't exceed the budget requirements for A or the page requirements?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Technically you could.  I think that would be kind of hard considering that there's no evidence requirement and the evaluation.  But if that's something you choose to do and there's no CPP - you're talking about doing some of the same activities basically?

(Pam Watkins):
Well, you know, we're just trying to - we really, really want to do the same activities.  We just want to throw our hat in both rings and see if, you know, we can pull the funding from one pot or the other.  If we don't make one, maybe we'll make the other pot.

James Laws:
It sounds to me like, if the activities are the same for A and F.  But as Nilani just said, for F, you've got to have all those other components as a part of it, the CPP, the…

((Crosstalk))
James Laws:
…absolute priority.  So it would not be the exact same application.  Because you all…
((Crosstalk))
(Pam Watkins):
So if we're doing the same - but we're - we would be writing for the same projects, I mean…

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
That's fine.  That's fine.

((Crosstalk))
(Pam Watkins):
…would we then, for A, I would just back out the CPP, would submit that, and maybe I wouldn't submit the criteria for the absolute - we're going to do it anyway.  You know, we have it anyway because we're doing it for the other…

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
That's fine.  You can do that.

(Pam Watkins):
Okay.  As long as we don't exceed the page limit.  And we can modify the valuation I guess for A.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Right.

(Pam Watkins):
Okay, thank you.  That's all.  Thank you very much.

Coordinator:
Next question will come from (Val Edelson).  Ma'am, your line is now open.

(Val Edelson):
Yes, good afternoon.  Thank you.  My question is, how soon after receiving the grant funds must the endowment match from an institution's private fundraising be deposited into the endowment fund?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
As soon as you match it, you ideally will deposit it.  But you don't have to, for example, you don't have to match it in day 13.  It's as soon as you raise the funds, then you draw them down, and then you deposit them in your endowment.

(Val Edelson):
Thank you.

James Laws:
I'd just like to add to that, that when you do the budget, if you think you're going to do that endowment from the money from year one, then, you know, you plan for that.  If you think you're not going to do your endowment until year two, then you'd plan for it to take place, you know, when you develop your budget to what's in year two.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
So, annually, if you do an endowment annually.

(Val Edelson):
Very good.  All right, thank you.

Coordinator:
Next question will come from (Patty).  Ma'am, your line is now open.

(Patty):
Hello.  I have actually three questions.  So I'll give you the easiest one first.


In the CDP, do we have to address all four named areas?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Yes.

((Crosstalk))
(Patty):
…anything with financial management, but do we have to talk about that anyway?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Yes.

(Patty):
Okay.  And this is piggybacking off the previous question the lady was asking about paying back - doing a renovation and paying the college back through grant funds.  Am I understanding correct that that is allowable?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
I'm sorry, can you repeat that again?

(Patty):
Yes.  Can we spend college funds to complete a renovation and then pay the college back that cost through grant - through the grant award?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
If you're awarded, yes, the institution can front you the money and then you repay the institution.

(Patty):
Excellent.  Last question, in the implementation strategy, the first section where it says it is comprehensive.  I'm having a lot of trouble conceiving what that means.  Can you tell me what in your mind you think of when I say comprehensive implementation strategy?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Detailed.  And it encompasses everything that you're talking about.  So, how - what - all aspects of your grant and how you're going to implement them.  So that's what it means by comprehensive.  And it means detailed.

(Patty):
So when I'm writing that one little piece, you know, I mean that would be everywhere in the proposal, so in that one little piece, I don't want to say it's being stupid like, yes, it's comprehensive, do you want me to - I don't know what to do, summarize everything we're doing?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
You detail.  You write down everything that you're doing to implement it.  And you can use a table for that.

(Patty):
Okay.  Thank you.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Sure.

Coordinator:
Next question will come from (Daphne Walker).  Ma'am, your line is now open.

(Daphne Walker):
Thank you.  My question is about the focus.  We know that the focus of the grant is low-income students.  And our interventions will focus primarily on our low-income students.  But if there are a few students who are not low-income, who get some of the services, is that permissible?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Of course.

(Daphne Walker):
It is.  Okay.  All right, thank you very much.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
The focus is low-income, and, you know, we - what that means for any program, any minority (unintelligible) or low-income program, it means that you write your grant thinking about what the problems or the challenges are for those population, but we do not deny necessarily services to anyone.  I mean…
(Daphne Walker):
Okay, all right.  Thank you very much.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Sure.

Coordinator:
Next question will come from (Colleen).  Ma'am, your line is now open.

(Colleen):
Hi.  My question is, how much of the anticipated grant, if you're going for the A type grant, should be reserved for the evaluation?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
That is a question I cannot answer for you.  We don't necessarily have a percentage that we say must be, you know, allotted to an evaluation.

(Colleen):
Okay.  Thank you.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
That's up to you as the institution and how, you know, well or detailed an evaluation you want.

(Colleen):
Okay.  Thank you.

Coordinator:
Next question will come from (Pam Watkins).  Ma'am, your line is now open.

(Pam Watkins):
Hi, thank you.  I'm sorry to come back to this again.  But if our construction exceeds our allowed budget for one year, and the school could (have) that money and have the grant repay it, when I'm writing the budget for that, then, do I say, okay, we're going to put $250,000 of the construction in this year and 250,000 in the construction next year, even though all of it was done in year one?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Yes.

(Pam Watkins):
Okay.  Okay.  Thank you.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Sure.


(Marcus), do we have any other questions or?

Coordinator:
Next question will come from (Lori Cortez).  Ma'am, your line is now open.

(Lori Cortez):
Thank you.  We are a Title III eligible institution this year and we expect to be for next year.  If by chance in 2019 or 2020 we are not a Title III eligible institution but yet we were awarded the grant this go-round, would we still be eligible to receive (grants) in 2019 or 2020?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Yes.  Yes, your NCC, or Non-competing continuation, award you will be able to receive it.  It's the first year when you're awarded that you need to be eligible.  For the remaining five years, you will be considered an eligible institution, in terms of your SIP grant, not in terms - that doesn't necessarily apply to your any Federal Student Aid or cross-sharing, matching you may have.  That's separate.  But for the purposes of receiving your funds, yes.

(Lori Cortez):
Okay.  So we can - we would be guaranteed those funds for five years, is that what you're saying?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Barring any unforeseen circumstances with the budget, yes.

(Lori Cortez):
Yes.  Okay, thank you.

Coordinator:
Next question will come from (Erin Donner).  Ma'am, your line is now open.

(Erin Donner):
I have a question regarding confusion on Section C of forms ED 524B…

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Yes.

(Erin Donner):
…budget selection criteria.  Is it an accurate understanding to say that the budget selection criterion is included in the project narrative within that project within the page limitations…

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Yes.

(Erin Donner):
…Section C of the form is optional and really should not be included?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
It's optional.  You can include it if you want.  It won't count towards your page limit.

(Erin Donner):
Okay.  But the page limit includes the budget narrative.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Yes.

(Erin Donner):
Okay.  Thank you very much.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
You're welcome.

Coordinator:
Next question will come from (Marie Campbell).  Ma'am, your line is now open.


Hello, Ms. (Campbell), your line is now open.


Hello, (Marie)?

(Mary Conkel):
I'm sorry.  Are you saying (Mary Conkel)?

Coordinator:
That is correct, ma'am.

(Mary Conkel):
Okay.  I just want to make sure I'm not speaking over someone else.

I have just a couple of questions on the program profile for the tiebreaker information.  So when it comes to the total market value of endowment funds at the end of 2014/2015, is that academic year 2014/15 or is that federal fiscal year?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
I think it's academic year.

(Mary Conkel):
Okay.  And then is that - are we to include only endowment funds that are permanently restricted?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
You know what?  I'm not sure about that question.  So if you can, email it to me please.

(Mary Conkel):
Okay, I will do that.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Thank you.

(Mary Conkel):
Thank you.

Coordinator:
Next question will come from (Polly).  Ma'am, your line is now open.

(Polly):
Thank you again.  I have two questions this go-round.  The first one is, I know that this whole grant competition is pending congressional approval for release of funds.  So I'm wondering if you can explain that, what the process is.


And then the second question is, do you have a particular format that you prefer in regards to citations on research and studies?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Okay.  This competition is not awaiting congressional approval.  We're working with a - yes, continuing resolution, a CR.  We love acronyms, so I was going to say CR, and then was trying to.  So we're working with a continuing resolution, which means we are working with level funding.  So we have those funds.  We can have this competition, that's not a problem.


And then in terms of the citation, which citations are you talking about?  Are you talking about the studies, the (PDF) of the studies?  Or are you talking about your bibliography?

(Polly):
Oh yes, I was - actually I didn't see a bibliography listed.  So, yes, I was wondering more about things outside of our studies that we use.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Things outside - it's up to you.  You can use APA (American Psychological Association), you can use Chicago Style.  It's fine.  Just be consistent.

(Polly):
Are we to include a bibliography as well?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
You don't have to.  If you use end notes, you don't have to include a bibliography.  Some people do.  It doesn't count against your page limit.

(Polly):
Okay.  Thank you.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Sure.

Coordinator:
Next question will come from (Elise).  Ma'am, your line is now open.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
(Elise)?

Coordinator:
(Elise)?

(Elise):
Hello.  Sorry about that.  I was on mute.


I was a little confused about the number of awards that were going to be granted for either the F or the A awards.  And was wondering if there are many institutions that are applying for both.  If you do not meet the absolute priority and you only apply for the A grant because of the nature of your activities, are you less likely to get that award than institutions that might be applying for both that maybe meet that higher priority?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
I could not tell you that.  That - we don't know.  I don't - I haven't seen any applications come in grants.gov yet, so I have no idea.

(Elise):
So, but not having that priority wouldn't necessarily make you less competitive if you were only applying for the A?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
No.  That's why they're divided and that's why each one has a specific number of - although they are estimates, and again the department is not bound by any estimates in the notice, that's why we've divided the fund 50-50 and that's why each one has an estimated number of awards that we will make under each one.

(Elise):
Okay.  Thank you.  That's all.

Coordinator:
Next question will come from (Tracy).  Ma'am, your line is now open.

(Tracy):
Hi there.  I have two questions and they're kind of follow-ups to some things you said earlier.


Number one, did you just say that bibliography is not counted against the page limit?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Correct.

(Tracy):
Like, so, is there a place you attach it separately?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
You can attach it - you can attach it under other attachments.

(Tracy):
Okay…

((Crosstalk))
Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
You can attach it on your project narrative.  It won't count against your page limit when we're doing…

(Tracy):
Okay.  All right.  And then my second question…

((Crosstalk))
Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
…it's not mandatory requirement.

(Tracy):
Okay.  My second question was, I thought in the second year, like if you're scored and you're in the funding band and you're eligible for a fund down in the second year, I thought you had to reapply in that second period for Title III eligibility to be awarded in the fund down.  Is that not correct?

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
That is correct.

(Tracy):
Okay.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
The question that I answered was about receiving your NCC award, your non-competing continuation award.

(Tracy):
Okay.  Okay.

Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
But yes, if you are -- you're correct -- if you are on the fund down and we email you and say, hey, you are in the fund down, you are in funding range, you must reapply for eligibility, then you must do that.  And you must receive eligibility.

(Tracy):
Okay, great.  Thank you.
Coordinator:
Once again, to ask a question, you may press star followed by number 1.  Record your name clearly and slowly when prompted.  One moment please.


Speakers, at this time, we don't have any question on queue.  You may proceed.
Nalini Lamba-Nieves:
Okay.  Thank you so much everyone for participating.  For questions we were not able to answer or required to do more research, please email them to me, and I will do as much research as I can to get an answer for you.


Thank you everyone and have a good afternoon.

Coordinator:
Participants,  that concludes today's conference.  Thank you for participating.  You may now disconnect.

END

