INVESTING IN INNOVATION FUND (i3)

Understanding the Evidence and Evaluation Requirements and Selection Criteria

A resource for applicants

Evidence and evaluation are critical elements of i3.  There are requirements relating to evidence and evaluation, and selection criteria will be used to evaluate how well an applicant addresses those requirements.  Following is a summary that details what this means for applicants.  We also strongly encourage you to visit the i3 website at http://www2.ed.gov/programs/innovation/index.html for regularly updated FAQs and additional resources you may find useful.  Please note that all of the information provided in this document has been previously provided in other publicly available documents.  

I. EVIDENCE IS AN ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENT.  Applicants must meet the evidence requirement for the type of grant they are seeking.  Following is a list of eligibility considerations for the three types of Investing in Innovation (i3) fund grants in terms of the evidence required to support the proposed practice, strategy, or program.
TABLE 1: List of Concerns to Take Into Account for i3 Grants in Terms of the Evidence Required
	SCALE-UP

(Strong Evidence)


	VALIDATION

(Moderate Evidence)


	DEVELOPMENT 
(Reasonable Hypotheses)



	High internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and high external validity (generalizability)
	High external validity and moderate internal validity; or moderate external validity and high internal validity
	Theory and reported practice suggest the potential for efficacy for at least some participants and settings 

	S1. Is the practice, strategy, or program proposed for the Scale-up grant the same as the corresponding practice, strategy, or program studied in prior research?
	V1. Is the practice, strategy, or program proposed for the Validation grant the same as, or very similar to, the corresponding practice, strategy, or program studied in prior research?
	D1. Is the practice, strategy, or program proposed for the Development grant the same as, or similar to, the corresponding practice, strategy, or program studied in prior research?

	S2
. Did prior research consist of either (1) more than one well-designed and well-implemented experimental study or well-designed and well-implemented quasi-experimental study; or (2) one large, well-designed and well-implemented randomized, controlled, multisite trial?


	V22. Did prior research consist of either (1) at least one well-designed and well-implemented experimental study or quasi-experimental study, even if it had a small sample size or other condition of implementation that limited external validity / generalizability; or (2) at least one well-designed and well-implemented experimental or quasi-experimental study that did not demonstrate equivalence between the intervention and comparison groups at program entry but had no other major flaws related to internal validity; or (3) correlational research with strong statistical controls for selection bias and for discerning the influence of internal factors?
	D2. Is there a rationale for the proposed practice, strategy, or program that is based on research findings or reasonable hypotheses, including related research or theories in education and other sectors?


	S3.  Did prior research include the kinds of participants and settings proposed to receive the treatment under the Scale-up grant? 


	V3. Did prior research have either (1) high internal validity (strength of causal conclusions, supported by a well-designed and well-implemented experimental or quasi-experimental study, as defined in the NIA, p. 12075), even if participants or settings were more limited than those proposed to receive the treatment under the Validation grant; or (2) high external validity (generalizability, including the kinds of participants and settings proposed to receive the practice, strategy, or program under the Validation grant), even if prior research had a flaw related to internal validity? 
	D3. Is there evidence that the proposed practice, strategy, or program (or one similar to it) has been attempted previously--albeit on a limited scale or in a limited setting than for the participants and settings proposed to receive the treatment under the Development grant--and yielded promising results that suggest that more formal and systematic study is warranted?


	S4. Was the effect of the practice, strategy, or program reported in prior research statistically significant, and would it be likely to be statistically significant in a sample of the size proposed for the Scale-up grant?
	V4. Would the effect reported in prior research be likely to be statistically significant in a sample of the size proposed for the Validation grant?


	D4. Does the practice, strategy, or program warrant further study to investigate efficacy?


	S5. Was the effect of the practice, strategy, or program reported in prior research substantial and important in magnitude for the target population for the Scale-up project?


	V5. Was the effect of the practice, strategy, or program reported in prior research substantial and important in magnitude, with the potential of the same for the target population for the Validation project?


	D5. Based on prior implementation, is the magnitude of effect of the practice, strategy, or program promising for the target population for the Development project?




II. EVIDENCE WILL BE EVALUATED THROUGH A SELECTION CRITERION.  Selection Criterion B: Strength of Research, Significance of Effect and Magnitude of Effect includes selection factors related to evidence.  These factors vary by grant type and are detailed below.  
TABLE 2: Selection Factors Related to Evidence for i3 Grants, by Grant Type
	SELECTION CRITERION
	SCALE-UP 

(pp. 12080-12081 of the NIA)
	VALIDATION

(pp. 12082-12083 of the NIA)
	DEVELOPMENT 

(pp. 12083-12084 of the NIA)

	Possible Points
	up to 20 points
	up to 15 points
	up to 10 points

	B. Strength of Research, Significance of Effect, and Magnitude of Effect 


	The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including the internal validity (strength of causal conclusions) and external validity (generalizability) of the effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase college enrollment and completion rates.  Eligible applicants may also demonstrate success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness. In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary considers the following factors:
	The Secretary considers the strength of the existing research evidence, including reported practice, theoretical considerations, and the significance and magnitude of any effects reported in prior research, on whether the proposed project will improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase college enrollment and

completion rates. Eligible applicants may also demonstrate success through an intermediate variable that is strongly correlated with improving these outcomes, such as teacher or principal effectiveness.  In determining the strength of the existing research evidence, the Secretary considers the following factors:

	Selection Factor B1
	1. The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is strong evidence (as defined in the NIA) that its implementation of the proposed practice, strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or increasing college enrollment and completion rates.
	1. The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there is moderate evidence (as defined in the NIA) that the proposed practice, strategy, or program will have a statistically significant, substantial, and important effect on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or increasing college enrollment and completion rates.
	1. The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that there are research-based findings or reasonable hypotheses that support the proposed project, including related research in education and other sectors.



	Selection Factor B2
	2. The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the proposed project, including the extent to which the project will substantially and measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the eligible applicant to support the proposed project.
	2. The importance and magnitude of the effect expected to be obtained by the proposed project, including the likelihood that the project will substantially and measurably improve student achievement or student growth, close achievement gaps, decrease dropout rates, increase high school graduation rates, or increase college enrollment and completion rates. The evidence in support of the importance and magnitude of the effect would be the research-based evidence provided by the eligible applicant to support the proposed project.
	2. The extent to which the proposed project has been attempted previously, albeit on a limited scale or in a limited setting, with promising results that suggest that more formal and systematic study is warranted.



	Selection Factor B3
	
	
	2. The extent to which the eligible applicant demonstrates that, if funded, the proposed project likely will have a positive impact, as measured by the importance or magnitude of the effect, on improving student achievement or student growth, closing achievement gaps, decreasing dropout rates, increasing high school graduation rates, or increasing college enrollment and completion rates.


III. EVALUATION IS A POST-AWARD REQUIREMENT.  Evaluation is a post-award requirement of i3 grantees.  Following is a summary of the evaluation requirements of i3 grantees (excerpted from pp.12077-12078 of the Notice Inviting Applications, or NIA).
1. All i3 grantees must conduct an independent evaluation of its project.
Independent evaluation means that the evaluation is designed and carried out independent of, but in coordination with, any employees of the entities who develop a practice, 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 (p.12075 of the NIA).  

· The independent evaluator must be a qualified evaluator distinct from the program developer and project implementer.  An autonomous research or evaluation office within a large organization could qualify as an independent evaluator if its reporting of findings and conclusions is not subject to approval by the office responsible for developing or implementing the program (p.12059 of the Notice of Final Priorities, or NFP).  

· Whether an independent evaluator has been selected at the time of application will not, in itself, disadvantage an applicant.  Applications should include the name of qualified independent evaluators of projects, if these have already been selected, and should in all cases demonstrate the applicant’s commitment to ensure a high-quality and independent evaluation of the proposed project (p.12058 of the NFP)

The evaluation requirements for Scale-up and Validation grants specify the use of well-designed experimental or quasi-experimental studies.  Because Validation grants would need to be supported by only moderate evidence, a large, well-implemented quasi-experimental evaluation may be sufficient to expand knowledge of the program’s effectiveness.  Because Scale-up grants would already be supported by strong evidence, an experimental evaluation is preferable, when feasible, to assess how and under what conditions the program is effective when it is implemented in a fuller range of settings than prior to the awarding of the grant (p.12059 of the NFP).

2. All i3 grantees must comply with the requirements of any evaluation of the program conducted by the Department and must agree, along with its independent evaluator, to cooperate with any technical assistance provided by the Department or its contractor.

The Department’s Institute of Education Sciences (IES) will be involved in evaluating the i3 program, in providing technical assistance to evaluators of individual funded projects, and in synthesizing evidence from multiple supported projects (p.12058 of the NFP).  The purpose of this technical assistance will be to ensure that the evaluations are of the highest quality and to encourage commonality in evaluation approaches across funded projects where such commonality is feasible and useful (pp.12077-12078 of the NIA).
3. All i3 grantees must make broadly available through formal (e.g., peer reviewed journals) or informal (e.g., newsletters) mechanisms, and in print or electronically, the results of any evaluations it conducts of its funded activities.  For Scale-up and Validation grants, the grantee must also ensure the data from their evaluations are made available to third-party researchers consistent with applicable privacy requirements.

IV. EVALUATION PLANS WILL BE EVALUATED THROUGH SELECTION CRITERIA.  The quality of an applicant’s plan for its project evaluation is a selection criterion for the i3 grant competition.  Following is a summary of the selection criteria related to evaluation (excerpted from pp.12081-12083 of the NIA).
The quality of the evaluation proposed for each project, including the methods of evaluation planned and the resources proposed for evaluation, will be considered by peer reviewers under this program (p.12058 of the NFP).  The following table presents evaluation-related selection criteria.

TABLE 3: Selection Factors Related to Evaluation for i3 Grants, by Grant Type
	SELECTION CRITERION
	SCALE-UP 
(p. 12081 of the NIA)
	VALIDATION

(pp. 12082-12083 of the NIA)
	DEVELOPMENT 

(pp. 12083 of the NIA)

	D. Quality of the Project Evaluation
.
	The Secretary considers the quality of the evaluation to be conducted of the proposed project.  In determining the quality of the evaluation, the Secretary considers the following factors:

	Possible Points
	up to 15 points

	Selection Factors under Criterion D
	The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well-designed experimental study or, if a well-designed experimental study of the project is not possible, the extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well-designed quasi-experimental study.
	The extent to which the methods of evaluation will include a well-designed experimental study or well-designed

quasi-experimental study.


	The extent to which the methods of evaluation are appropriate to the size and scope of the proposed project.



	
	The extent to which, for either an experimental study or a quasi-experimental study, the study will be conducted of the practice, strategy, or program as implemented at scale.
	
	

	
	The extent to which the methods of evaluation will provide high-quality implementation data and performance feedback, and permit periodic assessment of progress toward achieving intended outcomes.

	
	 The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the key elements and approach of the project so as to facilitate replication or testing in other settings.
	The extent to which the evaluation will provide sufficient information about the key elements and approach of the project to facilitate further

development, replication, or testing in other settings.



	
	The extent to which the proposed project plan includes sufficient resources to carry out the project evaluation effectively.

	
	The extent to which the proposed evaluation is rigorous, independent, and neither the program developer nor the project implementer will evaluate the impact of the project.
	

	G. Quality of the Management Plan

and Personnel
	The Secretary considers the quality of the management plan and personnel for the proposed project.  In determining the quality of the

management plan and personnel for the proposed project, the Secretary considers:


	

	Possible Points
	up to 10 points

	Selection Factor G3
	(3) The qualifications, including

relevant expertise and experience, of the project director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and conducting large-scale experimental and quasi-experimental studies of educational initiatives.
	(3) The qualifications, including

relevant expertise and experience, of the project director and key personnel of the independent evaluator, especially in designing and conducting experimental

and quasi-experimental studies of

educational initiatives.
	


V. Q&A PERIOD





























































































�   This document is intended as guidance only.  Please refer to the official documents published in the Federal Register.


� Note:  Experimental studies employ random assignment of subjects (for example, students, teachers, classrooms, schools, or districts) to either a treatment group or control group.  Quasi-experimental studies include carefully matched comparison group designs, interrupted time series designs, or regression discontinuity designs, as defined on p. 12075 of the NIA.  As defined in the NIA, well-designed and well-implemented experimental or quasi-experimental studies meet the What Works Clearinghouse evidence standards, with or without reservations (see � HYPERLINK "http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/references/idocviewer/doc.aspx?docid=19&tocid=1" �http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/references/idocviewer/doc.aspx?docid=19&tocid=1� and in particular the description of “Reasons for Not Meeting Standards” at � HYPERLINK "http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/references/idocviewer/Doc.aspx?docId=19&tocId=4#reasons" �http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/references/idocviewer/Doc.aspx?docId=19&tocId=4#reasons� ).


� Note: We encourage eligible applicants to review the following technical assistance resources on evaluation: (1) What Works Clearinghouse Procedures and Standards Handbook: http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/references/idocviewer/doc.aspx?docid=19&tocid=1; and (2) IES/NCES Technical Methods papers: http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/techmethods/.
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