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Please note that the following FAQs are an addendum to the FY 2014 Competition Guidance and Frequently Asked Questions published on April 23, 2014.  The FAQs below are incorporated into the relevant sections of the published FAQs, and the revised document is also now posted on the i3 website at http://www2.ed.gov/programs/innovation/faq.html.   
E-11.  Which version of the WWC Procedures and Standards Handbook (WWC Handbook) should an applicant reference when preparing its 2014 i3 Validation or Scale-up application?
All citations in the evidence-related definitions and Quality of Project Evaluation selection criterion in the NIAs reference the WWC Handbook’s Version 2.1.  However, please note that the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) released an updated version of the WWC Handbook, Version 3.0, in March 2014.  Version 3.0 expands on the previous iterations of the WWC Handbook in that it now provides guidance on several WWC products, such as practice guides, single study reviews, and quick reviews, in addition to guidance on the intervention report.  Version 3.0 also provides more explicit guidance on design and analysis issues a grantee may encounter when implementing a rigorous evaluation design.  Although Version 3.0 provides additional guidance on key evidence- and evaluation-related issues, Version 3.0 does not amend i3’s evidence definitions or change the citations’ reference to Version 2.1.  Rather, Version 3.0 provides additional guidance on key evidence- and evaluation-related issues.
E-12.  In responding to the Quality of Project Evaluation selection criterion, how can an applicant describe the “minimum detectable effect size?”
A minimum detectable effect is the smallest difference between the treatment and the comparison group on measured outcomes that a study will likely be able to detect as statistically significantly different from zero, or no effect.  Project evaluations should be designed to detect the smallest effect that would be considered meaningful, understanding that this judgment will be different for different interventions, populations, and outcome domains.  Applicants may visit the two Web sites below for tools to help calculate the minimum detectable effect size for their proposed evaluations. 
http://sitemaker.umich.edu/group-based/optimal_design_software
http://peabody.vanderbilt.edu/research/pri/methods_resources.php
E-13.  In responding to the Quality of Project Evaluation selection criterion, how can an applicant describe “key component,” “mediators,” and “outcomes?”

For the 2014 i3 competition, it is expected that evaluation plans will include a logic model (in graphical, tabular, or narrative format) that indicates key components and intended outcomes.   
Generally, “key components” are the activities and inputs that are delivered by the individual or organization responsible for implementation (e.g., program developer or grantee), and are considered by the program developer to be essential in implementing the intervention (or project).  Key components help define the intervention and are sometimes referred to as “implementation supports” and “causes of intermediate outcomes.”  For example, if a grantee’s project is designed to improve educator effectiveness, the key components of that project may include professional development for teachers and administrators, curricular materials, or teacher networks.  Such key components may influence such intermediate outcomes as teacher knowledge and attitudes or instructional quality.  
Generally, “outcomes” are the effects on students that result from the grantee’s process, product, strategy, or practice.  For example, an applicant’s proposed ultimate outcome may be improvement in students’ mathematics achievement.  In addition to such ultimate outcomes, we expect that an applicant’s logic model will also include intermediate outcomes that the process, product, strategy, or practice is intended to effect.  We would expect that an applicant’s proposed intermediate outcomes would be intended to contribute to the applicant’s proposed ultimate outcomes.  For example, for a project designed to improve students’ mathematics achievement, intermediate outcomes could include improvements in teaching practices, student engagement, and teacher knowledge.
E-14.  In responding to the Quality of Project Evaluation selection criterion, how can an applicant describe a “measurable threshold for acceptable implementation?”

Along with the description of the key components of the intervention [see FAQ E-13], the evaluation design should identify the level of implementation of each key component that the program developer believes is adequate to produce the intended outcomes.  For each key component, the plan should therefore include both a quantified description of the key component as implemented/offered by the developer and an identification of the quantifiable threshold or amount/intensity of that component that represents an adequate level of implementation.  For example, if there is a key component of “teacher professional development” that is operationalized as three days of group professional development prior to the start of the school year and monthly coaching thereafter, the quantified description of the key component as implemented/offered by the developer may be “three days of training and nine monthly coaching sessions thereafter,” while a measurable threshold for acceptable implementation for a teacher may be “attendance at two of the three days of training and at least seven of the nine monthly coaching sessions.”  

