Slide 1:  Investing in Innovation (i3) Fund Evidence & Evaluation Webinar, June 30, 2011
I am Tracy Rimdzius.  I work in the Evaluation Division of the Institute of Education Sciences (IES), which is the research arm of the U.S. Department of Education.  I, along with several of my IES colleagues, have provided support to the Office of Innovation and Improvement (OII) on evidence and evaluation issues for the i3 program.  I’m happy to have this opportunity to provide more details about these issues and I hope that the information is useful as you finalize your applications.

Slide 2:  Agenda
My remarks today will cover both the evidence and evaluation aspects of i3 applications.

The evidence standards are a pre-award eligibility requirement for all i3 applicants. The evidence standards apply to the prior research you cite in your application to support the effectiveness of your proposed practice, strategy, or program. 

Independent evaluation is a post-award requirement of all i3 grantees.   Through the independent evaluations, the i3 program will contribute to the evidence base on the practices, strategies, and programs supported under the awards and, thus, inform future research and practice. 
 Note:  In this rest of the presentation I will often use either the word “program” or “intervention” as shorthand for the i3 phrase “practice, strategy or program.” 

First, I am going to summarize the i3 evidence standards.  Then, I will go into more detail on the review process we will use to determine evidence eligibility.  After I conclude my remarks related to evidence eligibility, I will discuss the evaluation requirements and the Department’s goals for evaluation, and I will provide guidance on high quality evaluation plans for your consideration as you complete your applications.

I plan to address questions you submit related to evidence after I complete that portion of the presentation. Then I will talk about evaluation requirements and take questions on that topic.  I anticipate that there will be time to address any lingering questions at the end as well. 

Note that you should submit questions through the Webinar’s chat function. You can submit questions at any time, but I’d appreciate it if you submitted only questions pertaining to evidence during the first part of the presentation as it will make the Q&A go more smoothly.

Slide 3:  Evidence Standards—Eligibility Requirement
First, I am going to recap the evidence standards for i3.  Some of this might sound familiar if you attended any of the recent pre-application meetings or were involved in the i3 competition last year.

Slide 4:  Evidence Eligibility Requirements Are Specific to the Type of Grant
Meeting the minimum standards of evidence for the type of grant for which you apply is an eligibility requirement for i3.  This means that i3 awards will not be made to applicants that do not meet the applicable evidence requirement, regardless of the applications’ scores on the Selection Criteria.

It is very important to understand the evidence eligibility requirements, because if you decide to aim too high and submit your application for a type of i3 grant without having the associated level of evidence required, the Department will not consider your application for another type of i3 grant.  

The Department will confirm that potential grantees have met the evidence eligibility requirements before awarding an i3 grant. I will discuss this process in a few minutes.

Slide 5:  Scale-up Grants: Require “Strong Evidence” of Effectiveness
I will start with the evidence requirement for Scale-up applications. The effectiveness of the proposed program in Scale-up applications must be supported by “strong evidence.”

The key concepts of the strong evidence requirement relate to study validity. I will go into some detail about this.  Still, some of the terms I’m about to describe are technical in nature and they have importance for the competition and the consequences of failing to meet the evidence requirements.  Therefore, I recommend you find experts with whom you can consult on any of the more technical issues if necessary.

Strong evidence exhibits both high internal validity and high external validity.  Internal validity refers to the strength of any causal conclusions about a program’s effects.  External validity refers to the generalizability of the studies’ findings or in other words the range of participants and settings for which the conclusions about a program’s effects apply.

High internal validity refers to studies that are designed and implemented in ways that support causal inference.  High external validity refers to studies based on a sufficient representation of participants and settings that are the focus of the Scale-up implementation.
The i3 notice defines the minimum size of the evidence base that qualifies as “strong evidence” with two examples:  
1. More than one well-designed and well-implemented experimental or quasi-experimental study.

2. One large, well-designed and well-implemented multi-site randomized controlled trial. 

The phrase “well-designed & well-implemented” is defined in the i3 Notice as meeting What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) Evidence Standards, with or without reservations.  I will talk about these standards in more detail in a few minutes.

Slide 6:  Caution:  Not All Associations Support Causal Inferences
Given the importance of the concept of causality to high internal validity and, thus, to the i3 strong evidence requirement, this slide provides a further explanation of this concept.

We caution applicants not to confuse strong relationships between a “treatment” and an outcome with causality.  In this example, there is a clear pattern of higher school expulsion rates in schools with larger student-teacher ratios.  However, these data alone do not tell us anything about whether higher student teacher ratios caused the higher expulsion rates.  

Strong evidence to support an initiative that aimed to reduce expulsions through lowering student-teacher ratios would require evidence that the relationship between the student-teacher ratio and expulsion rate was causal.  This requires a study design that can rule out competing explanations for the observed relationship in the bar chart—typically these study designs will be randomized controlled trials or very well-designed quasi-experimental group comparison studies.  

Slide 7:  Validation Grants:  Require “Moderate Evidence” of Effectiveness
A second type of i3 grant is the Validation Grant.  Validation Grants require “moderate evidence” of the effectiveness of the proposed program.
For this competition, “moderate evidence” is defined as prior research that exhibits a combination of high internal validity and moderate external validity or the reverse (high external validity and moderate internal validity). 

High internal and high external validity have the same meaning as discussed previously in the context of Scale-up Grants.  I will go into more detail about moderate validity in a few minutes.

The i3 notice defines the minimum size of the evidence base that qualifies as “moderate evidence” using 3 examples:
1. At least one well-designed and well-implemented experimental or quasi-experimental study but, with an issue such as having small sample sizes that limits generalizability.  (This is an example of high internal validity combined with moderate external validity.)
2. At least one well-designed experimental or quasi-experimental study based on relevant population groups and settings, but that may fail to demonstrate baseline equivalence, but has no other major internal validity flaws.  (This is an example of moderate internal validity, so this type of evidence would need to exhibit high external validity.)

3. Correlational research with strong statistical controls for selection bias and for discerning the influence of other potential confounds.  (Since correlational research does not have high internal validity, these types of studies require high external validity to be considered moderate evidence.)  

Slide 8:  Development Grants:  Require Evidence to Support the Proposed Intervention
Development grants also require evidence to support the proposed program.  The evidence to support the proposed intervention in a Development application must provide both theoretical support as well as some empirical evidence showing the promise of the intervention (or a similar intervention) from a previous implementation, albeit potentially on a limited scale or in a limited setting.

Slide 9:  Evidence Standards—The Eligibility Review Process
Now I will describe the review process the Department uses to confirm that applicants meet the minimum evidence requirements applicable to the i3 competition to which they applied.  However, first, I want to point out that this process outlines minimum requirements.   A proposed project may have stronger evidence than the minimum requirements under a particular i3 grant category (see FAQ G-6).

Slide 10:  Responsibility for the Evidence Eligibility Reviews
The evidence eligibility reviews are conducted by IES; IES reports their findings and recommendations to OII.  

For Scale-up and Validation applications, IES uses the WWC evidence standards to assess the internal validity of the cited evidence in support of the effectiveness of the proposed program.   IES uses consultants experienced in the WWC standards to review the evidence applicants cite in their application as supporting the evidence eligibility requirement.  (Note:  IES only reviews the evidence explicitly cited as that supporting the evidence eligibility requirement.)
It would greatly facilitate the review process if applicants included in Appendix D (the appendix pertaining to evidence eligibility) full citations for all of the studies you use to support for your application’s evidence eligibility requirement, and, potentially append the evidence itself (e.g., reports, journal articles), if you can do so and stay within the size limits for your overall application.  
Slide 11:  Evidence Reviews for Scale-up Applications
The evidence eligibility review for Scale-up applications addresses two questions.  (We encourage applicants to provide citations for research that is sufficient to address these questions, in order to avoid ”Don’t Knows” as answers to the evidence eligibility review questions.) 

1. The review asks if the evidence provided in the application includes a sufficient number and quality of studies to meet the requirements. The minimum requirement is that the evidence includes more than one well-designed and well-implemented experimental or quasi-experimental study or one large, multi-site randomized controlled trial. Importantly, these studies should support the effectiveness of the proposed program.

Again, “well-designed and well-implemented” refers to meeting WWC standards with or without reservations. 

2. The review also asks if the evidence pertains to the kinds of participants and settings proposed to receive the treatment under the Scale-up grant.  
Since the strong evidence requirement is both high internal and high external validity, a “Yes” is needed for both questions to meet the strong evidence requirement for Scale-up applications.

Slide 12:  Evidence Reviews for Validation Applications 
The Validation review is a little more complicated due to the combination of high and moderate validity allowed.  The review begins by classifying the internal validity of the evidence the applicant provided to support the proposed program.  High internal validity refers to having at least one well-designed and well-implemented experimental or quasi-experimental study that supports the effectiveness of the program. Moderate internal validity refers to having at least one well-designed experimental or quasi-experimental study, with no major flaws except possibly failure to demonstrate baseline equivalence between the intervention and comparison groups, or at least one correlational study with strong statistical controls.  

Low internal validity means there is no study that exhibited high or moderate internal validity. Evidence exhibiting only low internal validity would not meet the moderate evidence eligibility requirement for Validation applications.

Slide 13:  Evidence Reviews for Validation (Cont’d)
The review continues by classifying the external validity of the evidence provided by the applicant.   High external validity refers to evidence that pertains to the kinds of participants and settings that are the focus of the application. Moderate external validity refers to evidence that pertains to participants and settings that overlap with but may be more limited than those that are the focus of the application.

Low external validity refers to the absence of evidence exhibiting high or moderate external validity.  Evidence exhibiting only low external validity would not meet the moderate evidence eligibility requirement for Validation applications.

Slide 14:  Evidence Reviews for Validation (Cont’d)

The next step in the Validation evidence eligibility review is to combine the answers to the previous two questions to determine whether the evidence exhibits either:  (1)  high internal validity and at least moderate external validity;  or (2) high external validity and at least moderate internal validity.

Slide 15:  Evidence Reviews for Development Applications

The third type of i3 grant is Development Grants.  The evidence eligibility review for Development applications addresses two questions:  (1) is there a theoretically supported rationale for the intervention? and (2) is there empirical evidence of promise?  The answer to both questions must be “Yes” to meet the evidence eligibility requirement for Development applications. 

Slide 16:  What Works Clearinghouse Evidence Standards
As I mentioned earlier, the phrase “well-designed and well-implemented” in the context of experimental and quasi-experimental studies is defined in i3 as meeting WWC evidence standards, with or without reservations. Since the causal validity of the evidence provided in Scale-up and Validation applications will be assessed using the WWC evidence standards, I’m going to take a few minutes and introduce these standards now.

You can find more information about the standards on the WWC website listed on this slide.

Slide 17:  How Does the WWC Assess Research Evidence?
The WWC evidence standards focus on the following three key issues.  The first concerns the nature of the study design and how it was implemented.  The concern here is whether the design is one that supports causal conclusions.  The second concerns the qualities of the data, particularly the outcome measures.  The third concerns whether the analysis was conducted in a manner that leads to reliable impact estimates. (Note:  There are other factors that may affect whether a study meets WWC evidence standards.  I will discuss some of these later.) 
Slide 18:  WWC Standards Apply to Causal Designs
The WWC standards apply to studies intended to estimate causal effects.  In most cases, eligible designs will be either randomized controlled trials or quasi experimental designs that use some form of matched comparison group.  It is possible, but not very likely, that regression discontinuity design studies or a cluster of single case design studies could meet the evidence standards.  Thus, I am going to focus on the WWC standards for RCTs and QEDs. You can find the standards being piloted for RD and SC Designs on the WWC website.  Other designs (such as case studies, descriptive studies, and observational- correlational studies) do not generate evidence that meets the WWC evidence standards because they cannot produce valid causal inferences.  

Slide 19:  Key Elements of the WWC RCT/QED Standards
The WWC reviews the causal validity of studies to determine whether they Meet Evidence Standards, or Meet Evidence Standards with Reservations, or Do Not Meet Evidence Standards.  A study’s rating can be affected by several factors.  Three of the most important ones are:

1.  How the treatment and comparison groups were formed, whether by randomization or in some other way,
2. How much sample attrition occurs following the formation of the treatment and control groups, and
3.  Whether treatment and comparison groups in the analytic sample are equivalent on key features other than treatment status. 

This flowchart illustrates the contributions of these three factors in determining the rating of a study.   For RCTs, the review proceeds as follows:     
Study Design:  If a study used random assignment to form the study treatment and control groups, the answer to the randomization question is yes and the WWC then looks at the RCT’s attrition rates.
 Attrition: If the WWC judges the attrition rate of a RCT to be low, the study’s rating is “meets evidence standards.” If the study has high levels of attrition, it is assessed against the WWC equivalence standards.
Equivalence: The WWC requires that RCTs with high levels of attrition present evidence that the intervention and comparison groups are alike. RCTs that meet the WWC equivalence standards are rated as “meeting evidence standards with reservations.” Those that do not meet the equivalence standards are rated as “does not meet evidence standards.”

For QEDs, the intervention group was either self-selected or selected using another process other than randomization.  Because the groups may differ, a QED must demonstrate that the intervention and comparison groups are equivalent prior to the intervention in order to meet WWC standards.  However, even with equivalence on observable characteristics, there may be differences in unobservable characteristics; thus, the highest rating a well-implemented QED can receive is “meets evidence standards with reservations.”  If a QED does not meet the WWC equivalence standards, the study is rated as “does not meet evidence standards”.        

In summary, only randomized controlled trials with low sample attrition can obtain the highest WWC rating.  The highest possible rating for RCTs with “high” attrition and for QEDs is meeting standards with reservations, and this rating requires that the studies demonstrate that the treatment and comparison groups used in the analysis are statistically equivalent at baseline on a pre-measure of the outcome and other qualities deemed important.  

Slide 20:  Caution 1— RCTs with high sample attrition must demonstrate baseline equivalence
Now I want to recap two key cautions and provide more specifics about the attrition and equivalence standards.  First, when offering randomized controlled trials as evidence in support of the intervention in your application, we caution you to pay attention to sample attrition, as this affects how the evidence will be judged in the review process.  Second, randomization, in principle, should result in similar groups, but attrition from these groups may create dissimilarities.  So RCTs with high levels of attrition cannot meet evidence standards without reservations and must demonstrate baseline equivalence to meet standards with reservations.

Slide 21:  WWC Standards Consider Overall and Differential Attrition Rates
The evidence eligibility reviews for i3 apply the thresholds for overall and differential attrition WWC has set for WWC Quick Reviews. This slide shows some sample maximum attrition thresholds.  The attrition standard applied by WWC takes account of both the overall sample attrition level and the difference in the attrition rate between the treatment and control groups.  For example, if the overall attrition rate is 15 percent, the differential attrition rate must be 11 percent or less, or the study must demonstrate baseline equivalence.  If the overall attrition rate is 30 percent, then the differential attrition rate cannot exceed 8 percent, or the study must demonstrate baseline equivalence.  

Slide 22:  Caution 2— All QEDs must demonstrate baseline equivalence between the treatment and control groups 
A second caution is to pay attention to the baseline equivalence of the treatment and comparison groups for all quasi-experimental design studies, as well as RCTs with high attrition.  If these studies meet the baseline equivalence standards, they may be rated as meeting evidence standards with reservations; if not, they do not meet WWC evidence standards

Slide 23:  Baseline Equivalence Standard
Baseline equivalence of the analytic sample must be demonstrated for a pre-intervention measure of the outcome variable and other background variables that are highly correlated with the outcome variable.  Small differences in characteristics have no consequences.  Small differences are defined as differences in means of less than .05 standard deviations. Differences between .05 and .25 standard deviations trigger a requirement that the models used to estimate intervention effectiveness control statistically for all of the factors not showing baseline equivalence.  If these model adjustments are not made, the study will not meet WWC standards.  Studies with baseline differences larger than .25 standard deviations also do not meet evidence standards.

A third caution is that, even if a study shows evidence of equivalence on a baseline measure of the outcome variable and closely related characteristics, it may not meet WWC evidence standards for other reasons.  For example, if there is evidence that the populations being compared are drawn from very different settings (for example, one group is predominantly rural and the other largely urban), these groups may be judged to be too dissimilar to result in an adequate comparison sample. 
NOTE:  baseline differences calculated based on the variation of the characteristics in the pooled sample.

Slide 24:  Other Criteria
In addition to the study design, attrition and baseline equivalence, there are other criteria considered by WWC.  Some of these criteria are listed on this slide.  For example, studies must use valid and reliable outcome measures; the outcome measure should not be over-aligned with the intervention; and, it is important that there not be a confound between the treatment and some other factor that also could cause differences in outcomes between the treatment and comparison groups.  (An example of a confound is if all treatment teachers in a study are in one school and all the comparison teachers are in another school.)  A longer list of possible reasons a study may fail to meet WWC standards is included in the WWC Procedures and Standards Handbook on page 16.

Slide 25:  Questions & Answers 
At this time, I’d like to take questions about the evidence portion of the presentation.  Please submit your evidence-related questions now.  Please hold your questions about i3 independent evaluations for now. I will address questions about evaluation later in the Webinar. 

Slide 26:  Independent Evaluation—Program Requirement and Guidance
In this portion of the presentation, I will summarize the independent evaluation requirement and provide some guidance on preparing high-quality evaluation plans.

Slide 27:  Evaluation Requirements
Earlier, we established that all i3 grantees will have some amount of evidence supporting the effectiveness or promise of their proposed i3 intervention before they receive a grant.  The Department also is committed to continuing to build the evidence base for the i3-funded interventions.  This will happen through evaluation of the funded i3 programs, which is a post award requirement for all i3 grantees.  The requirement is four-fold:
1. Each grantee (Scale-up, Validation and Development) must conduct an independent evaluation of its project.  The 2010 i3 Notice of Final Priorities defines an independent evaluation as one that is designed and carried out independent of, but in coordination with, any employees of the entities who develop a practice, strategy, or program and are implementing it.  This independence helps ensure the objectivity of an evaluation and prevents even the appearance of a conflict of interest.  (See FAQ H-1) 

2. Grantees must also cooperate with any technical assistance provided by the Department or its contractors. This is an explicit requirement in i3, but there is also a more general requirement in Departmental regulations that grantees shall cooperate in any evaluation of a program by the Secretary (75.591 Education Department General Administrative Regulations).
3. The third requirement involves sharing the evaluation results.  All grantees are required to share the results of any evaluation broadly. For Development grants, this might involve sharing through formal means, such as through peer reviewed journals, or informal means, such as release through newsletters.  
4. For Scale-up and Validation grants, evaluation findings must also be shared broadly.  However, there also is a requirement that the data collected for Scale-up and Validation evaluations be made available to third party researchers with privacy protections in place.

Slide 28:  Selection Criterion C— Quality of Project Evaluation
I want to remind all of you that the quality of your plan for the project evaluation is a selection criterion.  The next three slides summarize the rating factors under Selection Criterion C that peer reviewers will use to rate the quality of your proposed evaluation plan.  All i3 applications will be rated on the extent to which the proposed evaluations will yield high quality implementation and performance feedback, as well as on whether the proposal demonstrates that the applicant expects to devote sufficient resources to carry out the evaluation.

Slide 29: Selection Criterion C— Quality of Project Evaluation (Cont’d)
The other factors under this selection criterion vary across the grant types.  Scale-up and Validation applications will be rated on the extent to which their evaluation will provide sufficient information about the key elements and approach of the program to support replication or testing in other settings, while Development applications will be rated on this issue as it relates to further development, or replication and testing in other settings. 

Slide 30:  Selection Criterion C— Quality of Project Evaluation (Cont’d)
Lastly, Scale-up and Validation applications will be rated on the evaluation methods proposed.  Scale-up applications are expected to propose a well-designed experimental study or a well-designed quasi-experimental study, if a well-designed experimental study is not possible.  Validation applicants are expected to propose either a well-designed experimental or a well-designed quasi experimental design evaluation.  
Overall, the quality of project evaluation criterion is worth up to 20 points for Scale-up and Development applications and up to 25 points for Validation applications. 

Slide 31:  Guidance on Qualities of High-quality Evaluation Plans
Consistent with the Selection Criterion just discussed, i3 applicants should present clear, detailed evaluation plans in their applications.  This portion of the presentation provides guidance that the Department encourages applicants to consider in developing their evaluation plans.  This guidance is based on lessons from last year’s i3 competition as well as our work with the 2010 grantees over the first 9 months of their grants revising the evaluation plans. (See also FAQ (H-4) that references evaluation plans.)
Slide 32:  Evaluation Goals
It is critical to define what you want to learn from an evaluation before developing a plan. The Department’s goals for evaluation include the following:

1. Providing information that is aligned with the i3 performance measures on which the Department must report annually to Congress, and 

2. Increasing the strength of evidence available on the effectiveness or promise of the i3-supported interventions.

This slide and the next two provide specific evaluation goals based predominantly on the performance measures for the i3 program.  The i3 performance measures set an expectation that the independent evaluations for all three types of grants will include an implementation study and measurement of intermediate as well as ultimate outcomes. The Department will report on the percentage of grantees with independent evaluations that produce high-quality implementation data and performance feedback.  Other expectations vary by grant type. 

Slide 33:  Evaluation Goals—Scale-up and Validation Projects
Selection Criterion C for Scale-up and Validation grants sets a clear expectation that independent evaluations will examine impacts using designs that can support strong causal conclusions.  The i3 performance measures for Scale-up and Validation grants set the expectation that independent evaluations for these grant awards will be “well-designed and well-implemented,” which as discussed previously means that they are designed, implemented and reported in a manner consistent with WWC evidence standards. 

In addition, Scale-up and Validation grantees are encouraged to design evaluations that address the impact of the i3-supported intervention (which means the evaluation findings will reflect any changes to the intervention or delivery model).  Scale-up and Validation grantees also are encouraged to design evaluations of the i3 intervention as implemented at the proposed scale (meaning the evaluations should reflect the nature of sites served, the actual implementation settings, and the range of participants served under the i3 grant).   

The i3 performance measures for these two i3 grant types also establish an expectation that the evaluations will provide sufficient information on the key elements and approach of the intervention to support replication or testing in other settings. The interest here is in having a measure of implementation fidelity and a threshold for acceptable fidelity.  It is also important to document the mechanisms used for Scale-up, such as alterations in the training plan to accommodate a larger number of sites. 

Slide 34:  Evaluation Goals— Development Projects
The Department’s expectations for the independent evaluations of Development grantees are a little different from those for Scale-up and Validation grantees.  The i3 performance measures for Development grants set an expectation that the evaluations provide evidence of the promise of the intervention for improving student outcomes. The criteria to assess whether grantees meet this expectation of promise include: 

1. Using a research design that provides a comparison for the outcomes of the intervention group. The preferred designs are RCTs and QEDs with a well-matched comparison group. 

2. Using valid and reliable outcome measures (as discussed earlier in the WWC portion of the presentation)

The i3 performance measures for Development grants set an expectation that the evaluations will provide information on the key elements and approach of the intervention to facilitate further development or replication and testing in other settings.
Slide 35:  Pointers Based on the FY 2010 Competition (1 of 6)
Now that we have established some of the key goals of the i3 independent evaluations, I want to provide some guidance on the characteristics of high-quality evaluation plans.  High-quality evaluations should be guided by a clear, detailed evaluation plan. Even though the quality of the evaluation was a Selection Criterion for i3, many of the evaluation plans in the 2010 i3 applications were underdeveloped.  Having a well-specified evaluation plan is important because it maximizes the evaluation’s ability to address key questions. It also helps to minimize the amount of time needed at the beginning of the grants to finalize evaluation plan details.

The lack of information available on the planned independent evaluations in the applications last year meant that the Department, our contractor, and the grantees and their independent evaluators have all spent a significant portion of the first 9 months of these grants “filling in the blanks” on evaluation and negotiating revisions to the evaluation plans.  We would like to minimize these challenges in this round of the i3 competition by having better specified evaluation plans at the application stage.  Thus we strongly encourage applicants to provide a fully developed evaluation plan in their application and to consider addressing the issues I am about to discuss in their plan.

The sub-bullets on this slide list several key components of a high-quality evaluation plan.  For example, these components include the following:  (1) a logic model that specifies what the intervention is, who it is for, what its outcomes are and how they will be achieved; (2) the research questions, and methods; and (3) perhaps most importantly, explicit and coherent links among these components. 

Slide 36:  Pointers Based on the FY 2010 Competition (2 of 6)
Being able to articulate what your intervention is and the pathways through which it is expected to improve outcomes is important to guide evaluation activities as well as to allow replication (as specified in the i3 performance measures).  Applicants should be able to clearly and concisely articulate what the proposed intervention is, what it is supposed to do, who it is for, what outcomes it is supposed to affect in the intermediate and longer term and why and under what conditions it is expected to have those effects.

So one of our pointers based on last year’s competition is to provide a well-developed logic model of the intervention. A logic model is simply a conceptual tool that clarifies the links between inputs, intermediate, and ultimate outcomes.  Logic models specify the following: 
1. The i3-supported intervention as well as its scaling mechanism, details on the key elements of the intervention, 
2. The target population, 
3. The expected pathways for effects, and the outcomes of interest, and 
4. The specific mechanisms of change (meaning the logic model should specify how factors of the intervention such as content, organization, duration, training, etc are expected to lead to the outcomes of interest).

A well-specified logic model provides a basis for high quality evaluation plans and it can be very useful in program planning.  It also offers a coherent way to describe your intervention to interested parties, such as the i3 peer reviewers.  Applicants should ensure that reviewers have a better understanding of your intervention after they read your application than they had before, which was not always the case last year. 

Slide 37:  Pointers Based on the FY 2010 Competition (3 of 6)
It is important to be explicit about key research questions.  As discussed previously, one of the factors included in Selection Criterion C deals with the evaluation methods, specifically the use of experimental and quasi-experimental designs. At this point, all 2010 Scale-up and Validation grantees are supporting an independent evaluation that, if well implemented, should meet WWC evidence standards. In fact, some Development grantees also are supporting these types of independent evaluations. This is a great indicator of the quality of the i3 evaluations at this early stage. However, some of the originally proposed evaluation plans were not well aligned with the i3 goals. An important issue was whether the proposed evaluation designs were adequately aligned with the i3-supported intervention and scaling mechanism and with the populations and settings to be served under i3. 

So while guidance encouraging you to be explicit about your key research questions sounds simple, we have seen disconnects between what some grantees say they want to learn and what their independent evaluation designs can adequately address. These disconnects suggest that more attention to this is needed when specifying research questions and moving from the questions to your evaluation design. For example, if you are proposing to scale your intervention to new populations and settings, your sampling plan should include these populations and settings as well.  
We do not want to get to the end of these important grants and not have convincing answers to key questions about the effectiveness of the i3 supported interventions at scale.  So a critical component of a high-quality evaluation plan is aligning the research questions with the proposed design, sample, data collection, and analysis. There is no analytic trick to provide answers to questions you do not ask. 

Slide 38:  Pointers Based on the FY 2010 Competition (4 of 6)
While the evaluation methods proposed by the current grantees are strong, we do not want to lose ground on this point this year.  So another key feature of high quality evaluation plans are clearly specified evaluation methods that are appropriate for each key question.  The key research questions pertain to causal inferences about the effectiveness of your intervention.  Thus, whenever possible, evaluations should rely on experimental methods.  This is because, as discussed earlier, a quasi-experimental design cannot reach the highest WWC rating and, therefore, any flaw in the design or implementation of a QED can bump the study rating from meeting standards with reservations to not meeting WWC standards at all.

Slide 39:  Pointers Based on the FY 2010 Competition (5 of 6)
A high quality evaluation plan should describe data collection and analysis procedures for each research question. The data collection plan should yield valid and reliable measures that are linked to the logic model for the planned intervention. The plan should include measures for the key inputs and for both the intermediate and ultimate outcomes included in the logic model.  We recommend against a data collection plan that includes a laundry list of variables not linked with the logic model, as this suggests the logic model is incomplete or the data collection plan is overly ambitious.

Remember, too, that high-quality evaluations document implementation fidelity and the experiences of comparison group participants to provide context for the impact findings.

Slide 40:  Pointers Based on the FY 2010 Competition (6 of 6)
This slide stresses the importance of having a coherent and clear link among all the key features of the evaluation plan that we have discussed, as well as a good match between the evaluation plan and the i3 goals.  To recap:
1. The sample design should yield a sample representative of the relevant population served under the i3 grant.

2. The analysis plan should be appropriate for addressing the key questions and well-matched to the sample design.

3. The reporting plan should be consistent with the evaluation questions and design. 

Slide 41:  Questions & Answers 
At this time, I’d like to take questions about the evaluation portion of the presentation. Please submit your evaluation-related questions now.  If you could please hold any lingering questions about the evidence requirements at this time, I anticipate being able to address any remaining questions at the end.

Slide 42:  Other Important Resources
Post-webinar:  E-mail questions to i3@ed.gov 
1

