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Children in the nation’s most distressed neighborhoods often face complex, interconnected challenges 
stemming from persistent poverty and a lack of coordinated supports and services to help them achieve.1 
The Promise Neighborhoods program aims to improve the academic and developmental outcomes of these 
children. Representing the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) largest commitment to “place-based” 
funding, the program invests substantial resources in struggling communities to address their potentially 
wide-ranging but specific difficulties. The program offers flexibility in how to accomplish those objectives, 
including who can lead and participate in the grants, the federal resources grantees receive, and the ways 
grantees define their “neighborhood” (which could range in size from a few city blocks to multiple rural 
counties). Although grantees must provide a comprehensive and integrated set of educational and 
community services in partnership with local schools, the program encourages grantees to tailor those 
services to best meet their neighborhood’s highest priority needs. This congressionally mandated evaluation 
assessed the first 10 years of Promise Neighborhoods and the 25 grantees that received their awards between 
2011 and 2018. The report describes these grantees and their neighborhoods, and assesses how grantees 
sought to address neighborhood needs and navigate potential implementation challenges. For grantees that 
received awards in 2011 and 2012, the evaluation also examines whether children living in Promise 
Neighborhoods experienced changes in educational outcomes.  

Key Findings 

• The first decade of grantees and their neighborhoods varied in resources and scale; despite these 
differences, neighborhoods often had high rates of poverty and high-priority needs related to improving 
children’s academic skills and kindergarten readiness.  

• Most grantees allocated a majority of their funds to adding and expanding service offerings in their 
Promise Neighborhoods. Services were intended to address a broad set of needs as required by the 
program, not just the highest priority needs of their neighborhoods. 

• Most grantees reported that it was difficult to implement and monitor Promise Neighborhoods services 
due to a lack of school and district involvement, and many grantees faced broader grant management 
challenges as well. 

• Even though educational outcomes are central to the program, changes in math and English language 
arts achievement, attendance, and high school graduation during the grant years were similar for schools 
in early Promise Neighborhoods and other comparable schools. 

Children growing up in the nation’s most distressed neighborhoods can face concentrated, persistent poverty 
and other obstacles that adversely affect their academic success, career attainment, and longer-term well-being.2 
For example, living in a high-poverty area is associated with lower early academic achievement,3 high school 
graduation rates,4 college attendance, and earnings later on, especially for children who continually live in these 
environments from a very young age.5 Access to services that could help improve these outcomes6 is often 
limited or not well targeted to students with the greatest needs.7  

The federal Promise Neighborhoods grant program aims to improve the academic success and broader 
development of children growing up in these highly distressed communities.8 Authorized under Title IV of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, and reauthorized by the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), the 
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program design assumes that complex place-based problems require coordinated place-based solutions tailored 
to a neighborhood’s specific needs.9 Grantees have flexibility to determine the amount of resources to apply for 
(up to a maximum of $6 million annually), which specific services to provide, and the focus of those services. 
Total award amount for the grantees in the study averaged $25 million over the five-year grant period, ranging 
from under $5 million to $30 million in total funds (see Exhibit A.4). 

The program goals and design rest on having a grantee organization and set of partners that can identify priority 
needs and deliver services that benefit their neighborhood (see Exhibit 1). ED administers the Promise 
Neighborhoods program through the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education. Grantees define the 
neighborhood they intend to serve and are expected to carry out key activities to help the neighborhood 
determine what services to deliver, and to whom. These activities include conducting an assets and needs 
assessment to identify the neighborhood’s highest priority needs and the children who would benefit most from 
services, as well as incorporating community residents in grant-related decision making. Because the program 
intends for children in Promise Neighborhoods to have access to great schools and a continuum of educational 
services, the program also requires grantees to partner with schools in the neighborhood.10 

To address their neighborhoods’ identified needs, the program requires grantees and their partners to provide a 
“pipeline” of coordinated services in four distinct service areas: early childhood education, K–12 education, 
college and career readiness, and family and community supports. Delivering services in each of these areas 
aims to meet the highest priority needs of a neighborhood, which lies at the center of the Promise 
Neighborhoods model and is also the mechanism by which outcomes are expected to improve.11 To help ensure 
that grantees can effectively identify needs and coordinate local services, the program requires grantees to have 
experience providing services in their neighborhood and to describe plans for working with partners that can 
assist with service delivery.12  

The services grantees decide to provide must ultimately aim to improve academic and developmental outcomes 
for children. The legislation requires that these outcomes include school readiness, high school graduation, 
postsecondary education, and career readiness.13 Grantees and their partners can also provide services intended 
to more immediately increase family and community well-being—such as nutrition and parenting support—that 
may improve educational outcomes over time.14 
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Exhibit 1. Key features of the Promise Neighborhoods program 

 

 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2011–2017).  

NOTES: The four service areas at the bottom of this exhibit—early childhood, K–12 education, college and career readiness, and family 
and community supports—are the four service areas described in the grant application materials. The 15 outcomes on the right-hand side 
of this exhibit are identified in the grant application materials as the key measures of the success of the program. 

*In the grant application materials, “use of non-emergency medical facilities” refers to whether children from birth to kindergarten have 
a place they usually go, other than the emergency room, when they are sick or in need of advice about their health. It is considered a 
factor in kindergarten readiness and listed as an education indicator (U.S. Department of Education, 2011–2016). For simplicity, it is listed 
under “family and community” outcomes in the logic model. 

Unlike many other ED-funded grant programs, the Promise Neighborhoods program does not fund school 
districts directly. Instead, ED awards grants to organizations that may be in the best position to meet a broad and 
specific set of neighborhood needs. For example, community organizations might be well positioned to leverage 
partnerships with schools and service providers in the neighborhood to identify needs and deliver services. Box 1 
provides examples of the types of grantee organizations that received awards, their unique contexts and goals, 
and how they planned to use grant funds to address neighborhood needs. 
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Box 1. Examples of types of grantee organizations  

An Indigenous organization that led a neighborhood in an Indigenous community setting: The 
Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians led the Everett Freeman Promise Neighborhood Initiative, which 
intended to serve approximately 3,000 children and 1,700 households living on 3.5 square miles of tribal 
land in Corning, CA. For its Promise Neighborhoods grant, the organization planned to work with more than 

20 different partners, including eight schools in the area. It sought to strengthen the Corning-Paskenta Tribal 
Community, families, and schools by providing a continuum of economic and educational opportunities that draw 
deeply on tribal traditions and culture. At the time of the grant application, the grantee was engaged in case management 
and parenting programs in the community to support early childhood health and family well-being, as well as programs 
to strengthen skills designed to increase high school graduation and later success. 

A nonprofit that led a neighborhood in a rural setting: Delta Health Alliance (DHA) served the 
historically Black rural community of Indianola, MS through the Deer Creek Promise Neighborhood. 
Building on prior experiences providing community health services, DHA sought to educate children and 
adults about preventive health; expand access to quality healthcare; and provide healthcare to families in 

clinic, home, and community settings. Prior to the grant, DHA provided community health services, such as teen 
pregnancy prevention programs, and pre-K–12 supports, such as school-based therapy services. Through the Promise 
Neighborhoods program, DHA planned to partner with five schools; city, state, and national health organizations; and 
local community nonprofits, intending to serve around 2,500 children in 400 square miles. 

An institution of higher education that led a neighborhood in an urban setting: Drexel University 
led the Promise of Strong Partnership for Education Reform (ProSPER) Neighborhood. Drexel University 
sought to build on the University’s existing initiatives related to experiential learning, civic engagement, 
and early literacy, with the goal of improving the education, health, and economic success of children and 

families in an urban area of 3 square miles in West Philadelphia, PA. To implement the grant, the University worked with 
young adults on career plans and skills to improve the community through affordable housing and safety and crime 
prevention initiatives. Drexel intended to partner with eight schools to support roughly 7,600 children and their families. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2023). 

NOTES: These examples are based on applications from three grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. 

With more than $1 billion disbursed to Promise Neighborhoods since 2010, it is important to understand whether 
these substantial investments are achieving the program’s goals. This congressionally mandated evaluation 
focuses on the first decade of Promise Neighborhoods implementation grants (Exhibit 2) and is intended to 
inform ongoing program improvement. It describes the 25 grantees and their neighborhoods, and examines how 
grantees sought to address neighborhood needs, faced obstacles, and experienced the kinds of changes in 
educational outcomes for children living in their Promise Neighborhoods that the program intended. Exhibit 3 
and Appendix Section B also provide more information about how the study was conducted. 
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Exhibit 2. Number of Promise Neighborhoods five-year implementation grant awards, by award 
year 

 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2023, 2025). 

NOTES: The study focused on five-year implementation grants awarded between 2011 and 2018 to support grantees providing services 
intended to improve neighborhood outcomes. The average award amount for the study sample was $25 million. Early grantees received 
grants in 2011 or 2012; recent grantees received grants in 2016, 2017, or 2018. No implementation grants were awarded in 2013, 2014, 
2015, 2019, or 2020. ED also awarded one-year planning grants of $472,000, on average, for organizations developing plans to provide 
services that improve children’s academic achievement and broader development, and two-year extension grants of $5 million, on 
average, to help existing implementation grantees to continue, expand, and scale services to neighborhoods (see Exhibit A.5). ED 
awarded three extension grants in 2018 and two in 2022 to implementation grantees whose implementation grant period had 
concluded. In 2024, ED awarded seven two-year early implementation grants of almost $1 million, on average, to allow organizations 
that had not previously operated a Promise Neighborhood to both plan and implement activities aimed at establishing a foundation for 
broader implementation of the program in the future. 

 

Exhibit 3. Overview of the study 
What research questions did the study seek to address? 

1. How did neighborhoods vary in scale, resources, and highest priority needs? 

2. How did grantees address the needs of their Promise Neighborhoods? 

3. What challenges did grantees face in carrying out key steps in their grants? 

4. Were changes in student outcomes in early Promise Neighborhoods schools similar to those in comparable schools? 

Who participated? 

• All 25 grantees that received five-year Promise Neighborhoods implementation grants between 2011 and 2018 
participated. The 12 “early grantees” received grants in 2011 or 2012. The 13 “recent grantees” received grants in 2016, 
2017, or 2018.  

• All 25 grantees were included in the implementation analysis (research questions 1–3). Only early grantees were 
included in the outcomes analysis (research question 4) because it could take at least five years to see changes in 
educational outcomes, and five years of outcome data for recent grantees were not available at the time of data 
collection.  
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What data were collected? 

• A survey of grantees. Survey responses from 20 out of the 22 grantee organizations operating in spring 2022 
(response rate of 91 percent) were used to describe grant activities, including services delivered and implementation 
challenges.15  

• Data from the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education. Promise Neighborhoods grant applications, grant 
awards, the annual performance reports submitted by grantees, and ED reports were used to describe grantees, their 
neighborhoods, needs, and grant-supported services.  

• Data from the U.S. Census Bureau. The 2010 Decennial Census and American Community Survey were used to 
calculate neighborhood size; cost of living; and rates of poverty, unemployment, and single-parent households for all 
25 Promise Neighborhoods. 

• Data from the National Center for Education Statistics. Schools’ charter status and school-level enrollment counts 
by grade, gender, and race from the Common Core of Data (a national database of all public elementary and secondary 
schools) and math and English language arts proficiency rates and graduation rates from EDFacts (a centralized 
database that includes school performance measures) were used to identify schools that were similar to those in all 12 
early Promise Neighborhoods. For each early grantee, three years of pre-grant data and five years of post-grant data 
were collected, spanning 2008–2009 to 2016–2017.  

• Data from state and local educational agencies. School enrollment counts by student characteristics for all 12 early 
Promise Neighborhoods were used to describe the demographics of neighborhoods. Information on school 
attendance, mean scores and proficiency rates on math and English language arts assessments, and high school 
graduation rates were used to assess outcomes.16 For each early grantee, three years of pre-grant data and five years of 
post-grant data were collected, spanning 2008–2009 to 2016–2017. 

How were the data analyzed and presented? 

• To describe the characteristics of Promise Neighborhoods, the study linked information from grant applications 
identifying the boundaries of each neighborhood to Census-based measures of each neighborhood’s size, indicators of 
distress, and cost of living. 

• To examine needs and services in each neighborhood, the study tabulated grantee responses to separate survey 
questions on the needs of their neighborhoods and the services grantees provided. 

• To determine whether grant-supported services aligned with neighborhood needs, the study calculated the percentage 
of services that addressed one of the top three grantee needs. 

• To identify challenges faced by grantees, the study tabulated responses to survey questions about grant 
implementation issues and difficulties in partnering with schools and districts. 

• To understand changes in educational outcomes, the study used matching methods to identify schools that were 
demographically and academically similar to Promise Neighborhoods schools prior to the grant (referred to as 
comparison schools). It then compared trends in math and English language arts achievement, attendance rates, and 
high school graduation rates for the two groups using a difference-in-differences analysis with eight years of data for 
each Promise Neighborhood. This approach relies on an assumption that Promise Neighborhoods schools and 
comparison schools would have followed similar outcome trends in the absence of the grant (the parallel trends 
assumption). To test the validity of this assumption, the study conducted formal tests of parallel trends using pre-grant 
data and found no evidence of differential trends. 
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• Because the educational outcomes analysis is limited to early grantees (received grants in 2011 or 2012), the study also 
compared characteristics, implementation patterns, and challenges of early grantees to those of recent grantees 
(received grants in 2016, 2017, or 2018) that were not a part of the outcomes analysis. This allowed for examination of 
whether patterns differed for more recent grantees affected by the COVID-19 pandemic. For both implementation and 
educational outcomes, additional analyses by grantee type, per-child resources, and service-to-need alignment can be 
found in the Appendix. 

What were the limitations of the study? 

• The implementation analysis relied on grantees’ self-reports of services provided and challenges for research 
questions 2 and 3. Self-reports could be unreliable or inaccurate, especially given the time between the grant period 
and data collection for some grantees. The study also did not collect information about service intensity, meaning the 
study could not account for which specific services received higher levels of attention or resources. 

• The goal of the outcomes analysis was to examine whether changes in educational outcomes for Promise 
Neighborhoods schools were similar to those in comparison schools. The study identified the two sets of schools based 
on their characteristics before the grant period. Identifying schools that were similar to Promise Neighborhoods 
schools before the grants were awarded makes it more likely that the comparisons after the program reflect 
differences due to the program rather than other factors. Even so, the comparisons do not necessarily show the effects 
of Promise Neighborhoods on outcomes because factors other than the program may still be differentially influencing 
outcomes over time in the two groups of schools. Because the analysis used school-level data, changes during the 
study period in who enrolls in schools could also impact the results. Last, the study attempted to collect additional 
outcomes, including kindergarten readiness, but most states were unable to provide the data required to include them 
in the analyses. 

THE FIRST DECADE OF GRANTEES AND THEIR NEIGHBORHOODS VARIED IN 
RESOURCES AND SCALE; DESPITE THESE DIFFERENCES, NEIGHBORHOODS OFTEN 
HAD HIGH RATES OF POVERTY AND HIGH-PRIORITY NEEDS RELATED TO 
IMPROVING CHILDREN’S ACADEMIC SKILLS AND KINDERGARTEN READINESS. 

Understanding the “place” in this place-based program is important when examining the needs of 
neighborhoods and how grantees address those needs. The types of organizations that obtain Promise 
Neighborhoods grants, how they define their neighborhoods and partnerships, the resources they have to serve 
those communities, and the highest priority needs of communities can all potentially influence how the program 
is implemented and positioned to achieve its outcome goals (Exhibit 1). 

The legislation outlines requirements for these key aspects of the program while allowing for flexibility in 
administration. Grants could be awarded to one of three types of organizations—nonprofits, institutions of higher 
education, and Indigenous organizations17—each of which may have interest in serving different kinds of 
communities or different capacity to successfully implement grant activities. The program also requires each 
grantee to partner with at least one district and one school, but grantees could choose to collaborate with 
multiple schools and determine what each of those partnerships looked like. Finally, grantees had substantial 
freedom to determine how much funding to request because program rules did not define how that amount 
should relate to the neighborhood’s size, level of need, or the nature and focus of planned services.18 This 
funding flexibility was amplified by the program’s requirement that grantees contribute at least 50 percent of 
their grant award in matching funds or in-kind donations.19 Receiving more grant funding required more 
matching funds, so the overall financial resources available for a grantee to serve its neighborhood mostly 



 

8 

depended on the amount of the grant funding request. All of these factors could influence how grantees were 
positioned to address the needs and challenges of their neighborhoods. 

● The first decade of grants were awarded to all of the organization types allowed by the program, 
although most grants were awarded to nonprofits. About two-thirds (64 percent) of grantees were 
nonprofit organizations; the remaining grantees were institutions of higher education (32 percent) or 
Indigenous organizations (4 percent).20 Although nonprofit organizations received most grants, grants to 
institutions of higher education were more common among recent grantees (42 percent of 2016–2018 
grantees were institutions of higher education) than among early grantees (27 percent of 2011 or 2012 
grantees were institutions of higher education; see Exhibit B.6).  

● Neighborhoods varied in scale, contributing to differences in the financial resources grantees could offer 
on a per-child basis. Grantees chose to serve neighborhoods that differed in scale. For example, the 
neighborhoods ranged in size from less than one square mile to more than 1,000 square miles, covering 
highly local areas to large dispersed settings (Exhibit 4).21 Similarly, grantees partnered with as few as two or 
as many as 16 schools.22 Most neighborhoods (72 percent) were in urban settings, but about one-quarter (28 
percent) were in rural or Indigenous communities.23 Several factors could influence grantees’ number of 
school partners, including the setting and size of the neighborhood (some neighborhoods were a few city 
blocks in a single school district, whereas others covered multiple counties), the ability of schools to deliver 
services to children in the neighborhood, existing partnerships with other service providers, and 
experiences in managing prior school partnerships. 

Exhibit 4. Setting, size, and number of partner schools for Promise Neighborhoods 

 












 










 










 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2023); U.S. Census Bureau (2023). 

NOTE: These exhibits are based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018.24 

a There were no neighborhoods between 31 and 300 square miles in size, so that category is not represented on the graph. 

The variation in neighborhood scale contributed to differences in the financial resources grantees had 
available to serve their neighborhoods. The total amount of the grant award plus matching funds ranged 
from less than $2,000 to more than $36,000 per child living in the neighborhoods, adjusted for the cost of 
living in the different communities.25 Promise Neighborhoods in urban settings, which were typically more 
densely populated, had fewer per-child resources on average than neighborhoods in rural settings ($13,133 
compared to $19,348). Even so, grant-related funding varied greatly within settings. For example, 
neighborhoods in urban settings included the grantee with the most per-child resources and the grantee with 



 

9 

the least per-child resources.26 Thus, other factors influenced grantees’ per-child resources, potentially 
including the number, focus, and type of services that grantees sought to provide. 

● Promise Neighborhoods were all distressed in multiple ways, and most reported high-priority needs 
related to improving children’s academic skills and kindergarten readiness. Despite variation in scale and 
per-child resources, most communities of the 2011–2018 grantees had high rates of poverty, unemployment, 
and single-parent households relative to communities nationally.27 Almost half (42 percent) of households in 
these Promise Neighborhoods had incomes below the roughly $25,000 federal poverty threshold for a family 
of four, compared to about 15 percent of households nationally.28 The average unemployment rate in 
Promise Neighborhoods (14 percent) was nearly 50 percent higher than the 2010 national unemployment 
rate of 9.6 percent, and the rate of single-parent households across Promise Neighborhoods was nearly 
double the national average (58 percent compared to 33 percent).29 The Promise Neighborhoods were also 
distressed relative to other communities in their states, with almost all (88 percent) having lower median 
income, higher unemployment, and higher rates of single-parent households than their respective 
state averages.30 

Across the highly distressed neighborhoods served through the Promise Neighborhoods program, grantees 
identified improving children’s academic skills and kindergarten readiness as the most common high-priority 
needs. Most grantees cited improved academic skills (70 percent) and kindergarten readiness (65 percent) as 
one of the three highest priority needs in their neighborhood (Exhibit 5). Almost all grantees (95 percent) 
reported at least one academic need among their highest priorities, perhaps reflecting the importance of 
these outcomes to the program (see third pane, Exhibit 1). No other needs were identified as a high priority 
by more than 20 percent of grantees. That said, neighborhoods with the same highest priority need could 
still face very specific or unique challenges. For example, among two grantees that cited academic skills as a 
highest priority need, one faced substantial achievement gaps on state assessments and low Advanced 
Placement exam performance, whereas another had a broader need for improved mastery of grade-level 
content standards and improved supports for English learners (see Box A.1 in the Appendix for other 
examples of specific neighborhood needs).  
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Exhibit 5. Highest priority neighborhood needs reported by grantees 

Neighborhood needs 
One of grantees’ top three needs 

(% of grantees) 

Improved academic skillsa 70 

Improved kindergarten readinessa 65 

Improved high school graduation ratesa 20 

Improved college enrollment, graduation, and vocational certification ratesa 20 

Improved employment, earnings, and income 20 

Improved mental health 20 

Improved school climate and safetya 15 

Improved availability of affordable housing 15 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022; U.S. Department of Education (2011–2017). 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; five grantees did 
not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. Each grantee identified three items as their neighborhood’s highest 
priority needs from a list of 20 items. At least three grantees selected each need in the exhibit as a highest priority need. Fewer than three 
grantees selected each of the following needs as a highest priority need (not shown): improved student attendance; increased child 
participation in early learning settings or programs; increased evidence-based support for parenting; increased partnership between families 
and schools; increased support for basic needs; increased use of non-emergency medical facilities for young children; more parent or family 
discussion about importance of college and career; reductions in student mobility (entries and withdrawals from school); and reductions in 
the impact of drug abuse on families. See Appendix Section B.4.2 for methods and Exhibit C.7 for more information. 

a Indicator specified in the program legislation. See Exhibit A.2 for program indicator details. 

MOST GRANTEES ALLOCATED A MAJORITY OF THEIR FUNDS TO ADDING AND 
EXPANDING SERVICE OFFERINGS IN THEIR PROMISE NEIGHBORHOOD. SERVICES 
WERE INTENDED TO ADDRESS A BROAD SET OF NEEDS AS REQUIRED BY THE 
PROGRAM, NOT JUST THE HIGHEST PRIORITY NEEDS OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD.  

As part of implementing their Promise Neighborhoods grants, grantees made decisions about how to allocate 
resources to support new or expanded services that meet unaddressed needs (per the program model in Exhibit 
1). This involved considering how to balance expenses for service delivery with other expenses related to 
administrative staffing, operations, and management. In addition, the Promise Neighborhoods program included 
both requirements and flexibilities that might influence how well grantees could align services to neighborhood 
needs. On the one hand, grantees were expected to conduct an assessment of community needs and deliver 
services focused on meeting those needs.31 On the other hand, the authorizing legislation also required grantees 
to provide at least some services in each of four distinct areas—early childhood, K–12 education, college and 
career readiness, and family and community supports—regardless of the highest priority needs they identified.32 
As a result, grantees faced an important set of choices about whether to emphasize a very broad set of services or 
more narrowly focus on aligning services to their neighborhood’s highest priorities.   

● Grantees spent most of their Promise Neighborhoods funds on adding and expanding service offerings. 
On average, grantees spent about one-third (36 percent) of funds on adding new services and a similar share 
(30 percent) on expanding existing services, which together accounted for the majority of spending (66 
percent of funding).33 Grantees spent a smaller share of their funds on investing in staffing and operations (23 
percent) and collecting data (11 percent), though both of these activities could also support service delivery 
(that is, staffing to deliver services or data to monitor service effectiveness). 
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Aligning with the program’s requirements, most grantees elected to both add new services and expand 
existing offerings in the areas of early childhood, K–12 education, college and career readiness, and family 
and community supports. For each service area, a majority of grantees reported adding services since grant 
implementation began, with nearly all (95 percent) providing more services in the K–12 education area. In 
addition, in all four service areas, a majority of grantees reported that they also expanded existing services 
by serving more recipients, expanding service availability (Exhibit 6). 

Exhibit 6. Grantee enhancement of services, by service area 

 


















































































 

 


 


 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 18 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; two grantees 
did not respond to the survey item and five grantees did not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. The first bar 
(blue) for each service area indicates the percentage of grantees that reported providing fewer services in a service area in the period 
before the grant, described as “adding more services” in the exhibit. The second bar (tan) for each service area indicates the percentage of 
grantees that reported serving more recipients for all or for most services. The third bar (green) for each service area indicates the 
percentage of grantees that reported providing more frequent or more hours of services for all or most services. See Appendix Section 
B.4.2 for methods and Exhibits C.9 to C.11 for survey item details. 

● Grantees reported using different approaches to service delivery, with varied choices about the number, 
focus areas, and types of service offerings. Grantees reported providing between 12 and 60 distinct services 
during the grant period, suggesting that some grantees invested heavily in a smaller number of services and 
others spread their resources more widely (see Exhibit C.12).34 For each of their listed services, grantees 
categorized the offering’s general focus area, and the study team labeled whether it matched one or more of 
more than 40 distinct service types. Some grantees focused most of their efforts in one service area, whereas 
others distributed their efforts across areas more evenly. On average, just over half (54 percent) of grantees’ 
services were related to K–12 education improvement, but the share of services in this area ranged from 28 to 
88 percent among individual grantees (Exhibit 7).35 A smaller share of services focused on family and 
community supports (37 percent overall, with a range of 0 to 81 percent), early childhood (23 percent 
overall, with a range of 0 to 63 percent), and college and career readiness (18 percent overall, with a range of 
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0 to 42; see Exhibits C.13 and C.14).36 The focus on K–12 education aligns with the earlier finding that most 
grantees identified improving academic skills as a high-priority neighborhood need.  

Exhibit 7. Percentage of grantees’ services in the K–12 education service area  

 




   
   

      

















































 

 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022; Promise Neighborhoods grantees’ annual performance 
reports (2015–2017). 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. Bars indicate the 
percentage of a grantee’s services that addressed a need in the K–12 education service area. See Appendix Section B.4.2 for methods and 
Exhibit C.14 for percentages of grantees’ services in other areas. 

Grantees provided many different types of services in each of the four service areas, and often provided multiple 
services of the same type (see Exhibit B.4 for a list of service types identified).37 For example, some grantees 
provided more than one tutoring service, targeting students in different grade levels or subjects. Box 2 provides 
examples of services for the two most common service types in the K–12 education and family and community 
supports areas (see also Exhibits C.15 and C.16). Although the study examines number, focus, and types of 
services, information is not available on service quality or frequency of delivery.38 
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Box 2. Examples of commonly reported service types in the two service areas that 
grantees focused on most 

K–12 education 

After-school activities. As the most common type of K–12 service, 68 percent of grantees reported 
providing after-school activities. Some grantees offered after-school activities focused on development of 
specific academic skills such as writing or literacy, whereas others provided a broader set of activities that 

included math and reading tutorials, STEAM (science, technology, engineering, the arts, and mathematics) curriculum, 
and homework help. A few grantees offered a mix of enrichment and academic activities, tutoring, and recreational 
activities.  

Professional development. Reported by 64 percent of grantees, services included direct coaching of teachers on their 
instruction, training for teachers on student safety and classroom management programs, or specialized training in 
specific academic subjects. For example, one grantee provided annual training and support to Advanced Placement 
course teachers to increase their content knowledge and rigor of the courses. Another led a program for K–8 math 
teachers focused on instructional practices and aligning to state standards. A third grantee supported teacher training for 
an evidence-based program to support the development of study skills in students at risk of dropping out. 

Family and community supports 

Nutrition. More than half (56 percent) of grantees reported providing nutrition-related services that 
focused on healthy eating practices, with audiences varying from parents and caregivers to adults and 
children facing obesity, and even targeting diabetic community members in one neighborhood. Some 

grantees provided services that also encouraged nutrition through distributing fruits and vegetables, identifying healthier 
foods in the neighborhood, and teaching residents how to cook and grow healthier foods. Several other grantees 
supported broader food distribution programs within their neighborhoods. 

Mental health. Nearly half (48 percent) of grantees reported providing mental health services aimed at promoting well-
being and managing mental, emotional, or behavioral conditions. For example, one grantee provided an evidence-based 
suicide prevention program for youth in the neighborhood. Several grantees provided trauma-informed care and crisis 
intervention counseling services to adults and families. Leveraging school partnerships, another grantee provided school-
based social and emotional health support that included access to a therapist on site.  

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022; Promise Neighborhoods grantees’ annual 
performance reports (2015–2017). 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. Types of 
services described are the most common in the service areas. For the family and community supports service area, several types of 
services were each provided by 48 percent of grantees. Some of those service types, such as fitness and literacy services, were similar to 
examples already provided, so the study chose to describe mental health to help illustrate the range of services. See Exhibit B.4 for a list 
of service types and Exhibit C.15 for percentages of grantees offering each service type for each service area. 

● Most grantees addressed a broad set of needs in addition to providing services to address their 
neighborhoods’ highest priorities. On average, about half (52 percent) of the services grantees reported 
providing were aligned with their neighborhood’s three highest priority needs (Exhibit 8).39 The analysis 
indicates that grantees did not focus solely on their neighborhoods’ highest priorities. This partly reflects the 
requirement that grantees provide services in all four of the program’s distinct service areas, but also 
suggests that grantees viewed a broader range of services as a worthwhile response to interrelated challenges 
in their neighborhoods. In addition, recent grantees were less likely to align services with needs compared to 
early grantees.40 This may reflect challenges related to the COVID-19 pandemic, which could have 
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dramatically changed the profile of needs in these neighborhoods partway through the grant period and also 
affected how services could be delivered.41  

Exhibit 8. Alignment of grantee services with neighborhoods’ highest priority needs 

 






 

  
 





























 














































 

 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022; Promise Neighborhoods grantees’ annual performance 
reports (2015–2017).  

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; five grantees did 
not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. Bars represent the percentage of a grantee’s services aligned to at least 
one of the neighborhood’s three highest priority needs. See Appendix Section B.4.2 for methods. 

MOST GRANTEES REPORTED THAT IT WAS DIFFICULT TO IMPLEMENT AND 
MONITOR PROMISE NEIGHBORHOODS SERVICES DUE TO A LACK OF SCHOOL AND 
DISTRICT INVOLVEMENT, AND MANY GRANTEES FACED BROADER GRANT 
MANAGEMENT CHALLENGES AS WELL.  

Grantees may face a variety of challenges in providing services aligned with neighborhood needs, but two 
challenges in particular could be critical barriers to realizing the program’s goals.  

First, as noted earlier, the Promise Neighborhoods program is unusual among the department’s grants in that it 
does not fund districts and schools directly but rather expects grantee organizations to work with them. Because 
educational outcomes are central to the program,42 school and district partnerships are especially important to 
the program’s success (see Exhibit 1). If grantees encountered difficulties engaging schools and districts in grant 
activities, it could make it harder to effectively deliver services to students and their families and monitor 
whether services were making a difference in improving students’ educational outcomes.  

Second, the complexity of the program could make typical grant management challenges a greater barrier to 
successful program implementation.43 These can include maintaining sufficient staff and consistent leadership to 
carry out grant activities, collecting information that supports grantee efforts to improve services, or organizing 
to sustain services after the end of the grant period. Identifying and understanding these grantee challenges can 
inform planning for ongoing program improvement efforts.44  
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● Despite the program’s goal of improving educational outcomes, a lack of school and district involvement 
hindered implementation of key grant activities in most neighborhoods. Most grantees reported that a 
lack of school (85 percent) or district (80 percent) involvement made it difficult to carry out at least some 
activities (Exhibit 9). The most common issues related to implementation of programs and services, with 
grantees reporting that limited school (60 percent) or district (55 percent) involvement often created 
difficulties.45 Lack of district engagement also made it difficult to access data for about half of the grantees, 
which could influence grantees’ ability to monitor and improve services during the grant period. In contrast, 
few grantees indicated that a lack of school (30 percent) or district (25 percent) involvement made it difficult 
to communicate with students and families.  

Exhibit 9. Difficulties grantees experienced due to lack of school and district involvement  

 













































































 

 

 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; five grantees 
did not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. Bars indicate the percentage of grantees that reported that a lack 
of school or district involvement made it difficult to engage in each of the listed grant activities. The exhibit shows all four of the 
difficulties grantees responded to relating to school and district involvement; the fifth column comes from the percentage of grantees 
that reported that “the level of district (school) involvement caused some other challenge.” The first set of bars for “at least one 
difficulty” shows the percentage of grantees that reported a lack of school or district involvement made it difficult to engage in at least 
one of the grant activities. See Appendix Section B.4.2 for methods. 

Finally, recent grantees experienced a unique set of challenges due to the disruption caused by the COVID-19 
pandemic. All recent grantees that reported having challenges providing services cited COVID-19 as a factor 
that made it difficult to reach children and that slowed the delivery of grant-supported services.46 For 
example, grantees may have faced unexpected barriers to delivering services in person due to school 
closures. The impact of COVID likely exacerbated challenges with school involvement. For example, higher 
percentages of recent grantees indicated that lack of school involvement made it difficult to carry out 
activities (67 percent) and access outcome data (42 percent) compared to early grantees (50 percent and 25 
percent, respectively; see Exhibit C.20). 

● Many grantees also experienced difficulties with common grant management tasks. Planning for and 
dealing with leadership changes and staff turnover, successfully collecting data from school partners and 
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service providers, and appropriately sharing data among partners are management tasks common to many 
education-related grants. Each task can contribute to effectively managing grant activities and delivering 
services. However, a majority of grantees rated each of these aspects of grant management as very 
challenging (Exhibit 10).47 Difficulties with collecting and sharing data are particularly noteworthy, given that 
the 2017 grant application added new requirements related to data collection and management.48  

Grantees were also required to establish a plan to sustain services after the end of the grant period.49 
Sustainability is important because, although implementation grants were only for a five-year period, the 
Promise Neighborhoods program emphasized “that over time all children in a Promise Neighborhood have 
access to a continuum of solutions, or a pipeline, that support them from cradle to career [emphasis 
added].”50 About two-thirds (65 percent) of grantees indicated that developing and implementing a plan for 
continued service delivery after the grant ends was very challenging. 

Most grantees did not find other types of implementation activities to be very challenging (see Exhibits C.21–
C.25). For example, the program requires grantees to deliver services to a broad range of potential recipients 
in the neighborhood, and only one-third of grantees (30 percent) found “scaling up services” to reach more 
individuals in the neighborhood to be very challenging. Similarly, few grantees (16 percent) reported that 
“engaging community members to participate in services” was very challenging. 51  

Exhibit 10. Grantee challenges with common grant management tasks 

 


























 




 




 





 














































 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; five grantees 
did not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. Bars indicate the percentage of grantees that reported each of 
the listed grant management tasks as very challenging. The exhibit shows all grant management tasks that the majority of grantees (at 
least 50 percent) cited as “very challenging”. See Appendix Section B.4.2 for methods. 
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EVEN THOUGH EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES ARE CENTRAL TO THE PROGRAM, 
CHANGES IN MATH AND ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS ACHIEVEMENT, ATTENDANCE, 
AND HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION DURING THE GRANT YEARS WERE SIMILAR FOR 
SCHOOLS IN EARLY PROMISE NEIGHBORHOODS AND OTHER COMPARABLE 
SCHOOLS. 

Ultimately, the Promise Neighborhoods program seeks to improve children’s educational and other 
developmental outcomes (see Exhibit 1). As noted earlier, the legislation requires that grant applicants describe 
their plan to significantly improve the educational outcomes of the children they plan to serve.52 To monitor 
progress toward those outcomes, the department required early grantees to provide data on a set of annual 
indicators designed to track (1) health from birth to kindergarten entry, (2) kindergarten readiness, (3) 
participation in early learning, (4) math and English language arts achievement, (5) attendance, (6) high school 
graduation, and (7) postsecondary success. Grantees could also include one or more of the program’s broader 
family and community indicators, such as improved nutrition, housing, or parenting, and work toward those 
goals.53 Still, all of the first decade of grantees reported that improving one or more educational outcomes was 
one of their highest priorities.  

To align with the program’s design and grantee priorities, this study examined changes in educational outcomes 
within early grantee neighborhoods. It includes only those outcomes for which five years of post-award data 
were systematically available: math and English language arts achievement, attendance rates, and high school 
graduation rates. The study did not examine all of the outcomes that Promise Neighborhoods sought to improve. 
For example, 63 percent of the early grantees listed kindergarten readiness as a highest priority need, but most 
states could not provide data on those measures for the study. Other grantees listed improved availability of 
affordable housing, increased use of non-emergency medical facilities for young children, and reductions in 
student mobility, which the study did not analyze. Even so, as the first national study of Promise Neighborhoods, 
these analyses provide an important first look at how some key educational outcomes changed for students in 
early Promise Neighborhoods that received grants in 2011 and 2012.  

Because grantees were not required to limit their services to students enrolled in their partner schools, other 
students and families may have benefited from the program. The study examined the outcomes of students in all 
schools located in the geographic boundary of each Promise Neighborhood, regardless of whether the schools 
were designated grant partners.54 The study compared outcomes of these students to those of students in similar 
schools in the same state that were not served by a grant during the same time period.  

Although improving educational outcomes is a central program goal and priority need for all the grantees, 
schools in early Promise Neighborhoods did not outperform comparison schools academically. Math and English 
language arts achievement and attendance rates changed little for both Promise Neighborhoods and comparison 
schools between the years before the grant award and the fifth year after award (Exhibit 11).55 Changes in 
graduation rates were also similar for both groups of schools over the eight-year period, increasing in a manner 
that mirrored national trends.56 A difference-in-differences model yielded results consistent with the descriptive 
figures, showing no statistically significant differences between the Promise Neighborhoods schools and 
comparison schools after the grant for any of the four outcomes (see Appendix Section C for details on this 
approach and Exhibit C.33 for the results).57  
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Exhibit 11. Educational outcomes for Promise Neighborhoods and comparison schools 

 









      































 









      
































 







      
















 











      

















 


 

SOURCE: Common Core of Data, EDFacts, and state and local education agencies for the 2009–2010 through 2016–2017 school years. 

NOTES: Thirteen Promise Neighborhoods supported by 12 early grantees that received grants in 2011 or 2012 contributed to math and English 
language arts results, 10 Promise Neighborhoods supported by nine early grantees contributed to attendance results, and 11 Promise 
Neighborhoods supported by 10 early grantees contributed to high school graduation results. Appendix Section B.4 describes these analyses. 
Grantees that received grants in 2016, 2017, or 2018 are not included in the outcomes analysis because data for all five years of the grant 
period were not available at the time of data collection. 

LOOKING AHEAD 

The Promise Neighborhoods program aims to provide a comprehensive set of services in partnership with local 
schools to improve the academic and developmental outcomes of children living in distressed neighborhoods. 
This study found that the first decade of grantees delivered a varied range of services that reflected the 
program’s flexible requirements; however, the earliest grantees did not see improvements in students’ 
education outcomes. The findings also point to issues policymakers and practitioners might consider as they 
seek to strengthen the program: 
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● Could it take longer than five years to see changes in educational outcomes, given the program’s 
requirements to also address a broad set of other service areas outside of K–12 education? This report 
examines whether grantees appeared on track to achieve the types of educational improvements intended 
by the program. For individual grantees, however, that path could vary depending on the emphasis they 
placed on educational outcomes and how quickly they expected improvements. Certainly, Promise 
Neighborhoods legislation, guidance, and reporting underscore expectations for increasing children’s 
educational success. At the same time, those same policies left room for or encouraged grantees to make 
investments in other areas, such as the program’s potentially conflicting requirement to provide services in 
areas of need other than K–12 education.  

Even when grantees prioritized students’ educational needs, as most reported, program policies allowed for 
addressing those needs in different and sometimes less direct ways. For example, parenting classes, mental 
health services, and fitness services were each provided by almost half of grantees (48 percent). Although 
these types of services might improve certain aspects of well-being during the grant period, translating those 
changes into improved educational outcomes could require more than five years. Similarly, many grantees 
chose to offer services focused on young children whose outcomes were not measured in this study. More 
than three-quarters of Promise Neighborhoods provided services focused on kindergarten readiness, such as 
early childhood programs or programs for expecting parents. These services would require more than five 
years to change the grade 3–8 test scores that policymakers use to gauge student learning and that were 
examined in this report. (However, students in grade 3 at the end of the study period—those who could have 
been in the early childhood programs some grantees focused on—had changes in outcomes that were similar 
to those for students in other grades.58) It could also take substantially longer to produce changes in high 
school graduation rates.   

● If changes in educational outcomes may take more than five years to emerge, should the program 
consider providing more or different kinds of support to help grantees continue their services after the 
grant period? The program’s vision is to help children living in distressed communities “attain an excellent 
education and successfully transition to college and a career.”59 To achieve this vision, some children living 
in the Promise Neighborhoods might need services even after the grant ends. In fact, one of the stated 
purposes of the program was to create local infrastructure to sustain effective services after the grant.60 To 
better support this goal, beginning in 2016, applicants were scored on their demonstrated ability to operate 
their programs and services after the grant period.61 Despite this change, 65 percent of grantees reported it 
was very challenging to plan how to continue services after the grant ended. It is possible that additional 
technical assistance on creating and implementing sustainability plans could support grantees in continuing 
their services after the grant period. 

● Could better engagement with schools and districts be essential to improving educational outcomes and, 
if so, how could the program strengthen those efforts? The program seeks for children in Promise 
Neighborhoods to have access to great schools and a continuum of educational programs and family and 
community supports, making partnerships with schools a critical component to the program’s success. Prior 
research on place-based initiatives also identifies schools as a central mechanism for improving educational 
outcomes in these programs.62 Despite requirements to describe plans to work with schools and establish 
memoranda of understanding that outline financial and programmatic commitments, most grantees still 
found it difficult to involve schools and districts in key grant activities. Even before the COVID-19 pandemic, 
the majority of early grantees reported it was difficult to adequately maintain local school and district 
involvement in delivering services.63 It is possible to provide services to families with little school or district 
involvement, perhaps even to affect children’s learning or educational attainment (for example, by providing 
community-based tutoring or after-school programs and activities). However, given that districts and schools 
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have extensive interaction with their community’s children, typically operate their own support services, 
and could efficiently refer students and families to those services offered by the grantee, stronger 
relationships between the grantee and local educational institutions could help bring about improvements in 
educational outcomes. The program may want to consider whether to provide technical assistance 
specifically on school and district engagement or undertake other efforts to encourage stronger engagement. 
Another consideration is whether the program should award grants to school districts directly or to 
consortia of districts with community-based organizations, institutions of higher education, or other public 
or private entities.  

● Does the substantial variation in per-child resources across neighborhoods suggest the need for 
guardrails—in the form of clear expectations, formal guidance, or required justifications—for the size 
and scope of grants? The Promise Neighborhoods program is ED’s largest investment in place-based 
programs, with more than $1 billion invested to date. In keeping with such a significant investment, the 
program specifies an upper limit on the size of each grant ($6 million per year over five years) and requires 
grant applicants to justify their costs in relation to the number of individuals served and the anticipated 
benefits of their services.64 However, grantees ultimately made decisions about how much funding to 
request, what services to provide, and to whom. In practice, even after adjusting for cost-of-living 
differences, there was extensive variation in resources across Promise Neighborhoods, from around $1,500 
to more than $30,000 per child.65 Although this could reflect differences in services grantees provided, such 
a broad range of resource levels also raises a question about whether there may be insufficient funding for 
services in some neighborhoods or excessive funding in others. It is possible that improved guidance could 
address some of these issues. 
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7 Allard S. (2008). U.S. Department of Education (2024a).  
8 ESSA (2015). The Program Authorization section (Section 4623(a)) of the Promise Neighborhood legislation 
specifies that distressed neighborhoods are characterized by (1) high concentrations of low-income individuals; 
(2) multiple indicators of distress, such as high rates of preventable health conditions in children, high rates of 
crime and incarceration, or high rates of academic failure; and (3) low-performing schools that are implementing 
comprehensive or targeted support and improvement activities, which are activities designed to address low 
graduation rates or student performance, or consistent underperformance for any group of students. See 
Appendix Section A.2 for neighborhood eligibility details. 
9 U.S. Department of Education (2012). Under the Absolute Priority 1 for the implementation grants section of the 
grant application notice, one of the requirements is for grantees to “Implement a continuum of solutions that 
addresses neighborhood challenges, as identified through a needs assessment and segmentation analysis, and 
that will improve results for children and youth in the neighborhood.” 
10 U.S. Department of Education (2011–2017). The program intends to achieve its goals through, in part, building a 
continue of educational programs and family and community supports “with great schools at the center.” The 
vision is that youth in the neighborhoods “have access to great schools and strong systems of family and 
community support that will prepare them to attain an excellent education and successfully transition to college 
and a career.” 
11 ESSA (2015). The Application Requirements section (Section 4624(a)(1)) of the Promise Neighborhoods 
legislation notes the following as one requirement for grantees to include: “(1) A plan to significantly improve the 
academic outcomes of children living in a neighborhood that is served by the eligible entity—(A) by providing 
pipeline services that address the needs of children in the neighborhood, as identified by the needs analysis …” 
12 U.S. Department of Education (2011–2017). The Eligibility Information section of the grant application notice 
indicates grantees must “Currently provide at least one of the solutions from the applicant’s proposed pipeline 
services in the geographic area proposed to be served” and include “An explanation of the process the eligible 
entity will use to establish and maintain family and community engagement, including: (a) Involving 
representative participation by the members of such neighborhood in the planning and implementation of the 
activities of each grant awarded.” In addition, under the definitions section, the application indicates 
“Representative of the geographic area proposed to be served means that residents of the geographic area 
proposed to be served have an active role in decision-making.” 
13 ESSA (2015). The Application Requirements section (Section 4624(h)(2)) of the Promise Neighborhoods 
legislation notes the following related to performance indicators grantees must meet: “The performance 
indicators established by the Secretary under paragraph (1) shall be indicators of improved academic and 
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developmental outcomes for children, including indicators of school readiness, high school graduation, 
postsecondary education and career readiness, and other academic and developmental outcomes…” 
14 U.S. Department of Education (2011–2016). The grant application materials described outcomes as the 
indicators that would be used to monitor grantee progress. In 2011–2016, grantees were required to propose 
services that aimed to improve a set of seven educational indicators (see Exhibit 1); grantees could also propose 
services covering a range of family and community outcomes. In the 2017 application materials, the indicators 
were consolidated into a smaller list of 10 indicators, and grantees were required to establish improvement 
targets for all of them—see Exhibit A.2 for additional details. 
15 The organizations leading three Promise Neighborhoods dissolved before the administration of the survey in 
2022 and were not able to provide responses. Therefore, the response rate is calculated out of 22 instead of 25 
grantees. 
16 The completeness of data from state and local educational agencies varied. When enrollment data and high 
school graduation rates were missing, the study obtained those data from the Common Core of Data (CCD) and 
EDFacts to describe the sample and compare outcomes. 
17 “Indigenous organization” means an organization that represents the interests of the people who were the 
original inhabitants of a particular place. The grant application materials referred to these organizations as 
“Indian Tribes, Tribal organizations, or Tribal communities.” 
18 Some of the ED’s discretionary grant programs include funding guidance based on applicant size. For example, 
the Fiscal Year (FY) 2022 Upward Bound Program grant application notice stated that an applicant that is not a 
current Upward Bound Program grantee should use a per-participant cost of no more than $4,792 (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2021). The Promise Neighborhoods grant application notice does not include specific 
funding guidance, but all ED discretionary grant programs must follow the Education Department General 
Administrative Regulations that require ED to analyze the reasonableness of the proposed project costs before 
awarding grant funds (34 CFR 75.232, 233). 
19 Applicants proposing to lead neighborhoods in rural or Indigenous community areas were required to 
demonstrate commitment of matching funds or in-kind contributions (goods or services with descriptions of how 
value was determined) of at least 50 percent of the grant award. Other applicants had to demonstrate matching 
funds or in-kind contributions of at least 100 percent of the grant award (U.S. Department of Education, 2011–
2017). 
20 Because one grantee type (nonprofits) accounted for the majority (64 percent) of lead organizations, the study 
determined that the lead organization did not vary substantially, though grant awards went to all three 
organization types; see Appendix Section B.4.2 for details of how the study assessed variation. 
21 See Exhibit A.4 for neighborhood location details. The study determined that neighborhood size in square 
miles varied because all of the neighborhoods (100 percent) were beyond 10 percent of the mean across 
neighborhoods (92 square miles); see Appendix Section B.4.2 for details of how the study assessed variation. 
22 The study determined that the number of partner schools varied, because all of the grantees (100 percent) 
were beyond 10 percent of the mean across grantees for partner schools (seven schools); see Appendix Section 
B.4.2 for details of how the study assessed variation. 
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23 Because one neighborhood setting type (urban) accounted for the majority (72 percent) of settings, the study 
determined that setting type did not vary substantially, though neighborhoods represented all eligible setting 
types; see Appendix Section B.4.2 for details of how the study assessed variation. 
24 The Office of Elementary and Secondary Education’s website provided pre-2016 grantee applications materials, 
but those files are no longer publicly accessible on the program’s web page. 
25 The study determined that per-child resources varied, because the majority (72 percent) of grantees were 
beyond 10 percent of the mean across grantees (approximately $14,000); see Appendix Section B.4.2 for details 
of how the study assessed variation. 
26 Per-child resources ranged from approximately $1,600 to $36,000 for grantees leading neighborhoods in 
urban settings and $12,000 to $26,000 for grantees leading neighborhoods in rural settings (only two 
neighborhoods were in Indigenous settings; range not reported). See Appendix Section B.3.3 for discussion of 
grantee groups and Exhibit C.1 for more on the overlap of grantee setting, size, and per-child resources. 
27 See Appendix Section C.1.2 for additional details on measures of neighborhood distress. 
28 In 2010, $22,314 was the poverty threshold for a family of four in the U.S. (U.S. Census Bureau, 2023). Income 
level for Census tracts covered by Promise Neighborhoods was compared to the poverty threshold using the 
closest available comparison of $25,000. Moreover, two-thirds (68 percent) of Promise Neighborhoods 
households had an income below $50K, which is 200 percent of the federal poverty threshold for a family of 
four, compared with about 50 percent nationally (median household income was $49,445 in 2010; U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2023, 2021). 
29 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (2011); U.S. Census Bureau (2021). Grant application materials identified high 
percentages of children living in single-parent or no-parent households as one of several indicators of need for 
distressed neighborhoods (U.S. Department of Education, 2011–2017; see Appendix Section A.2). Available data 
included households in which children under 18 years live with one parent. See Appendix Section C.1.2 for more 
information on these distress indicators.  
30 U.S. Census Bureau, 2021; see Exhibits C.4–C.6 for more information on state median income, unemployment, 
and single-parent households. 
31 ESSA (2015). The Application Requirements section (Section 4624(a)(4)) of the Promise Neighborhoods 
legislation notes the following as one requirement for grantees to include: “(4) An analysis of the needs and 
assets of the neighborhood identified in paragraph (1), including…(D) the steps that the eligible entity is taking, at 
the time of the application, to address the needs identified in the needs analysis…’” 
32 ESSA (2015). The Definitions section (Section 4622) of the Promise Neighborhoods legislation defines “pipeline 
services” as “a continuum of coordinated supports, services, and opportunities for children from birth through 
entry into and success in postsecondary education, and career attainment.” The legislation goes on to define 
services that the grantee shall provide, including high-quality early childhood education programs, high-quality 
school and out-of-school-time programs and strategies, supports for a child’s transition to high school and from 
high school into and through postsecondary education and into the workforce, and family and community 
engagement and supports. The U.S. Department of Education (2011–2016) further described required services 
through Notices Inviting Applications. Under absolute priority 1, applicants were required to describe their 
“strategy for building a continuum of solutions over time that addresses neighborhood challenges as identified in 
the needs assessment and segmentation analysis.” Applicants’ strategies had to identify solutions that included 
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“high-quality early learning programs and services,” “education reforms that are linked to improve educational 
outcomes for children and youth in preschool through 12th grade,” “programs that prepare students to be 
college- and career-ready,” and “family and community supports.” See Appendix Section A.2 for program 
requirements. 
33 See Exhibit C.8 for allocation of funds across groups of grantees. 
34 The study determined that the number of services overall varied because the number provided by all of the 
grantees (100 percent) was beyond 10 percent of the mean number of services (32) across grantees; see 
Appendix Section B.4.2 for details of how the study assessed variation. One grantee reported providing 106 
services during the grant period, almost double the number of services provided by the grantee with the next 
highest number of services (60). The value for this grantee was removed from the analyses of number of services 
(see Exhibit C.12). 
35 The study determined that the percentage of services offered in each service area varied because the value for 
the majority of grantees was beyond 10 percentage points of the mean for each service area. Specifically, 76 
percent of grantees deviated more than 10 percentage points from the mean percentage (54 percent) of services 
offered in the K–12 education service area; 84, 84, and 96 percent of grantees deviated more than 10 percentage 
points from the means in the family and community supports (37), early childhood (23), and college and career 
readiness (18) service areas respectively. See Appendix Section B.4.2 for details of how the study assessed 
variation. Services could address more than one service area, so the sum of the percentages of services in each 
area is greater than 100 percent; see Exhibit B.3. 
36 Despite the program’s requirement to provide at least one service in each service area, the study relies on self-
reports from grantees for information about services. Grantees may not have recalled all services offered during 
the grant period or underreported them, so the study cannot definitively conclude that some grantees did not 
meet the requirement to provide at least one service in each service area. See Appendix Section C.2.3 for 
discussion and Appendix Sections B.2 and B.3 for information on how the study collected these data and the 
measures the study used for analysis.  
37 The study determined that grantees’ choices about these distinct service types varied because the number of 
types for the majority of grantees was beyond 10 percent of the mean for each service area. Specifically, 84 
percent of grantees deviated more than 10 percent from the mean number (10) of service types offered in the K–
12 education service area; 80, 68, and 96 percent of grantees deviated more than 10 percent from the means in 
the family and community supports (9), early childhood (5), and college and career readiness (4) service areas, 
respectively. See Appendix Section B.4.2 for details of how the study assessed variation. 
38 The study asked grantees to report the percentage of children in the neighborhood receiving a service as 
another indicator of service delivery; see Appendix Section C.2.4 and Exhibit C.17 for details. 
39 In addition, 16 of 20 grantees reported that fewer than 70 percent of their services were aligned with their 
neighborhood’s three highest priority needs. See Appendix Section B.4.2 for how the study measured alignment 
and Appendix Section D.2 for additional alignment analyses that the study conducted. 
40 See Exhibit C.18 for alignment of services and needs across groups of grantees. 
41 In the survey, grantees were asked to identify “…the top 3 needs for your Promise Neighborhood during the 
grant period…” Therefore, the study is unable to measure shifts in needs that may have occurred from the 
beginning to end of the grant period. 
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42 ESSA (2015). The Application Requirements section (Section 4624(h)(2)) of the Promise Neighborhoods 
legislation notes the following related to performance indicators grantees must meet: “The performance 
indicators established by the Secretary under paragraph (1) shall be indicators of improved academic and 
developmental outcomes for children, including indicators of school readiness, high school graduation, 
postsecondary education and career readiness, and other academic and developmental outcomes…” The 
Funding Opportunity Description section of the grant application notice indicates the following as part of 
Definitions: “Eligible organization means an organization that it…(4) “operates or proposes to work with and 
involve in carrying out its proposed project, in coordination with the school’s LEA, at least one public 
elementary or secondary school that is located within the identified geographic area that the grant will serve.” 
43 Anderson et al. (2019); Hulsey et al. (2015). 
44 Because district and school partnerships are so central to the program’s logic model, the survey asked about 
these partnerships using a dedicated module that focused on a specific set of partnership-related challenges and 
their consequences. The survey module asked grantees whether a lack of district involvement made it difficult to 
“implement programming and services,” “access outcome data,” “communicate with students and families,” or 
“some other challenge.” Grantees were also asked whether a lack of school involvement made these same tasks 
difficult. Exhibit 9 shows all of the answers to this survey module. A separate survey module asked grantees to 
report “how challenging” it was to implement 25 tasks related to administering their grant. Appendix Section 
B.4.2 explains the cut point used to identify which challenges to include in Exhibit 10, and Exhibits C.21 through 
C.25 show grantees’ responses for all 25 challenges. 
45 The study reports on items that were rated by the majority (at least 50 percent) of the sample of grantees as 
being difficult; see Appendix Section C.3.1 for more information on difficulty with school and district 
partnerships results.  
46 See Appendix Section C.3.4. 
47 Grantees are likely to experience a number of challenges carrying out implementation tasks for a program with 
the scope and scale of Promise Neighborhoods. Grantees were surveyed about a total of 25 tasks related to 
carrying out their grant, and 96 percent of tasks were rated as “challenging” or “very challenging” by at least half 
of grantees (Appendix Section C.3.2). The study reported on all of the tasks that a majority (at least 50 percent) of 
grantees reported as “very challenging.” See Appendix Section B.4.2 for methods and Appendix Section C.3.2 for 
a complete list of challenges grantees responded to related to grant management activities.  
48 Both early (75 percent) and recent (50 percent) grantees reported collecting data from schools, districts, 
partner organizations, or service providers as very challenging. The majority of early grantees (63 percent) 
reported sharing individual-level data among partners as very challenging but not the majority of recent grantees 
(44 percent); see Appendix Section C.3.2 for the full list of grant management activities that grantees rated. 
49 U.S. Department of Education (2016; 2017). The Application Review Information section of the grant 
application notice lists the following as one consideration under the Adequacy of Resources criteria, “The extent 
to which the applicant demonstrates that it has the resources to operate the project beyond the length of the 
grant, including a multi-year financial and operating model and accompanying plan; the demonstrated 
commitment of any partners; evidence of broad support from stakeholders (for example, LEAs, city government, 
other nonprofits) critical to the project’s long term success; or more than one of these types of evidence (34 CFR 
75.210).” 
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50 U.S. Department of Education. (2024b). 
51 See Appendix Section C.3.2 for a full list of grant management activities that grantees rated. 
52 ESSA (2015). The Application Requirements section (Section 4624(a)(1)) of the Promise Neighborhoods 
legislation notes the following as one requirement for grantees to include: “(1) A plan to significantly improve the 
academic outcomes of children living in a neighborhood that is served by the eligible entity—‘‘(A) by providing 
pipeline services that address the needs of children in the neighborhood…” 
53 ESSA (2015) and U.S. Department of Education (2011–2012). The Report section (Section 4624(f)) of the Promise 
Neighborhoods legislation states that “Each eligible entity that receives a grant under this subpart for activities 
described in this section shall prepare and submit an annual report to the Secretary, which shall 
include…information related to the performance metrics…[that]…the Secretary shall establish.” The Funding 
Opportunity Description section of the grant application notice says “An applicant must also describe how it will 
collect at least annual data on the indicators in Table 1” where Table 1 lists 7 education indicators and the results 
they are intended to measure.  
54 Results are similar when the analysis focuses only on Promise Neighborhoods partner schools—see Appendix 
Section C for details. 
55 For both Promise Neighborhoods and comparison schools, math and English language arts achievement 
changed by less than 0.02 standard deviations and attendance rates changed by less than half of 1 percentage 
point between the year before the grant award and the fifth year after the grant award. 
56 For Promise Neighborhoods schools, high school graduation rates increased from 64 to 69 percent between 
the year before the grant award and the fifth year after the grant award. For comparison schools, high school 
graduation rates increased from 68 percent to 75 percent. Nationally, graduation rates increased from 79 percent 
to 85 percent between 2011 and 2017 (McFarland, 2019). 
57 As noted earlier, the program allowed a variety of types of organizations to operate a Promise Neighborhood 
and then provided flexibility in how those grantees addressed neighborhood needs. Nonetheless, there was no 
evidence that changes in educational outcomes varied by the type of organization leading the grant, their level of 
resources, or alignment of services and needs. Because the number of Promise Neighborhoods in each of these 
groups is small—between three and eight Promise Neighborhoods—it is not possible to estimate changes for these 
groups precisely. See Appendix Section C (Exhibits C.35 through C.38) for results by groups of grantees. 
58 See Appendix Section C for details. 
59 U.S. Department of Education (2011–2017). The Funding Opportunity Description section of the grant 
application notice says “Background: The vision of this program is that all children and youth growing up in 
Promise Neighborhoods have access to great schools and strong systems of family and community support that 
will prepare them to attain an excellent education and successfully transition to college and a career.” 
60 U.S. Department of Education (2011–2017). The Funding Opportunity Description section of the grant 
application notice lists the following as one of the purposes of the program: “Developing the local infrastructure 
of systems and resources needed to sustain and scale up proven, effective solutions across the broader region 
beyond the initial neighborhood.” 
61 U.S. Department of Education (2016–2017). The Application Review Information section of the grant application 
notice lists the following as one consideration under the Adequacy of Resources criteria: “The extent to which 
the applicant demonstrates that it has the resources to operate the project beyond the length of the grant, 
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including a multi-year financial and operating model and accompanying plan; the demonstrated commitment of 
any partners; evidence of broad support from stakeholders (for example, LEAs, city government, other 
nonprofits) critical to the project’s long term success; or more than one of these types of evidence (34 CFR 
75.210).” 
62 Dobbie & Fryer (2011); see Appendix Section A.3 for discussion. 
63 See Appendix Section C.3 for more details on challenges for groups of grantees. 
64 U.S. Department of Education (2016–2017). The Award Information section of the grant application notice 
indicates the following: “The maximum award amount is $6,000,000 per 12-month budget period.” The 
Application Review Information section of the grant application notice lists the following as one consideration 
under the Adequacy of Resources criteria: “The extent to which the costs are reasonable in relation to the 
number of persons to be served and to the anticipated results and benefits (34 CFR 75.210).” 
65 See Appendix Section B.3.1 for more details on per-child resources and cost-of-living adjustments.  
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		6		31		Tags->0->117->1->1		Link Annotations		Link Destination		Passed		The target URI for the Link https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12430 is broken.		Hyperlinks verified manually.

		7		31		Tags->0->119->1->1		Link Annotations		Link Destination		Passed		The target URI for the Link https://www.bls.gov/opub/ted/2011/ted_20110301.htm is broken.		Hyperlinks verified manually.

		8						Links		Includes Link Annotation		Passed		All Link tags contain at least one Link annotation.		

		9						List		Valid Children		Passed		All List elements passed.		

		10						List Item		LI - Valid Parent		Passed		All List Items passed.		

		11						List Item		LBody - Valid Parent		Passed		All LBody elements passed.		

		12						List Item		Lbl - Valid Parent		Passed		All Lbl elements passed.		

		13						Structural Issues		Alternate Text with no content		Passed		All tags with Alternate, Actual or Expansion Text have content associated with them.		

		14						Structural Issues		Empty Tags		Passed		No empty tags were detected in document.		

		15						Table		Valid Children		Passed		All Table elements passed.		

		16						Table		Regularity		Passed		All tables detected are regular.		

		17						Table Cells		TD - Valid Parent		Passed		All Table Data Cells and Header Cells passed		

		18						Table Rows		Parent and children are valid		Passed		All Table Rows passed.		

		19						Form Annotations		Form Annotations - Valid Tagging		Not Applicable		No Form Annotations were detected in this document.		

		20						Other Annotations		Other Annotations - Valid Tagging		Not Applicable		No Annotations (other than Links and Widgets) were detected in this document.		

		21						RP, RT and RB		RP, RT and RB - Valid Parent		Not Applicable		No RP, RB or RT elements were detected in this document.		

		22						Ruby		Valid Children		Not Applicable		No Ruby elements were detected in this document.		

		23						THead, TBody and TFoot		Parent and children are valid		Not Applicable		No THead, TFoot, or TBody elements were detected in this document.		

		24						TOC		Valid Children		Not Applicable		No TOC elements were detected in this document.		

		25						TOCI		Valid Parent and Children		Not Applicable		No TOCI elements were detected in this document.		

		26						Warichu		Warichu		Not Applicable		No Warichu elements were detected in this document.		

		27						WT and WP		WT and WP - Valid Parent		Not Applicable		No WP or WT elements were detected in the document		
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    HHS (2018 regulations)



     		Serial		Page No.		Element Path		Checkpoint Name		Test Name		Status		Reason		Comments

		1						Additional Checks		1. Special characters in file names		Passed		File name does not contain special characters		

		2				Doc		Additional Checks		2. Concise file names		Passed		Please verify that a document name of PromiseNeighborhoodsEvalRpt is concise and makes the contents of the file clear.		Verification result set by user.

		3						Additional Checks		2. Concise file names		Passed		The file name is meaningful and restricted to 20-30 characters		

		4						Section A: All PDFs		A1. Is the PDF tagged?		Passed		Tags have been added to this document.		

		5				MetaData		Section A: All PDFs		A2. Is the Document Title filled out in the Document Properties?		Passed		Please verify that a document title of Services, challenges, and outcomes of Promise Neighborhoods grantees is appropriate for this document.		Verification result set by user.

		6				MetaData		Section A: All PDFs		A3. Is the correct language of the document set?		Passed		Please ensure that the specified language (EN-US) is appropriate for the document.		Verification result set by user.

		7				Doc		Section A: All PDFs		A4. Did the PDF fully pass the Adobe Accessibility Checker?		Passed		Did the PDF fully pass the Adobe Accessibility Checker?		Verification result set by user.

		8		10,13,20		Tags->0->48,Tags->0->62,Tags->0->91		Section A: All PDFs		A6. Are accurate bookmarks provided for documents greater than 9 pages?		Passed		Heading text and bookmark text do not match.		Bookmark truncated due to length.

		9				Doc		Section A: All PDFs		A7. Review-related content		Passed		Is the document free from review-related content carried over from Office or other editing tools such as comments, track changes, embedded Speaker Notes?		Verification result set by user.

		10		1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26,27,28,29,30,31,32,33		Tags		Section A: All PDFs		A8. Logically ordered tags		Passed		Is the order in the tag structure accurate and logical? Do the tags match the order they should be read in?		Verification result set by user.

		11						Section A: All PDFs		A9. Tagged content		Passed		No Untagged annotations were detected, and no elements have been untagged in this session.		

		12						Section A: All PDFs		A10. Role mapped custom tags		Passed		Passed Role Map tests.		

		13		2		Tags->0->19->0->0->0->3,Tags->0->19->1->1,Tags->0->19->2->1,Tags->0->19->3->1,Tags->0->19->4->1,Tags->0->19->5->1,Tags->0->19->6->1		Section A: All PDFs		A11. Text correctly formatted		Passed		Unable to find iDs in the "en" dictionary. Please verify there aren't any missing spaces between words or other formatting issues.		Verification result set by user.

		14		7		Tags->0->42->3->0->94		Section A: All PDFs		A11. Text correctly formatted		Passed		Unable to find ProSPER in the "en" dictionary. Please verify there aren't any missing spaces between words or other formatting issues.		Verification result set by user.

		15		9,21,25		Tags->0->47->6->3->1->0->214,Tags->0->98->0->0->20,Tags->0->103->15->1->0->148		Section A: All PDFs		A11. Text correctly formatted		Passed		Unable to find EDFacts in the "en" dictionary. Please verify there aren't any missing spaces between words or other formatting issues.		Verification result set by user.

		16		28,30		Tags->0->103->48->1->0->362,Tags->0->103->60->1->0->366		Section A: All PDFs		A11. Text correctly formatted		Passed		Unable to find LEAs in the "en" dictionary. Please verify there aren't any missing spaces between words or other formatting issues.		Verification result set by user.

		17						Section A: All PDFs		A12. Paragraph text		Passed		Do paragraph tags accurately represent visual paragraphs?		Verification result set by user.

		18						Section A: All PDFs		A13. Resizable text		Passed		Text can be resized and is readable.		

		19				Pages->0		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 1 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		20				Pages->1		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 2 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		21				Pages->2		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 3 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		22				Pages->3		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 4 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		23				Pages->4		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 5 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		24				Pages->5		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 6 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		25				Pages->6		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 7 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		26				Pages->7		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 8 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		27				Pages->8		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 9 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		28				Pages->9		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 10 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		29				Pages->10		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 11 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		30				Pages->11		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 12 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		31				Pages->12		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 13 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		32				Pages->13		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 14 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		33				Pages->14		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 15 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		34				Pages->15		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 16 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		35				Pages->16		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 17 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		36				Pages->17		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 18 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		37				Pages->18		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 19 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		38				Pages->19		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 20 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		39				Pages->20		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 21 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		40				Pages->21		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 22 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		41				Pages->22		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 23 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		42				Pages->23		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 24 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		43				Pages->24		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 25 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		44				Pages->25		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 26 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		45				Pages->26		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 27 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		46				Pages->27		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 28 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		47				Pages->28		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 29 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		48				Pages->29		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 30 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		49				Pages->30		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 31 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		50				Pages->31		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 32 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		51				Pages->32		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Page 33 contains color. Please ensure that all information conveyed with color is also available without color.		Verification result set by user.

		52				Doc		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B2. Color contrast		Passed		Does all text (with the exception of logos) have a contrast ratio of 4.5:1 or greater no matter the size?		Verification result set by user.

		53						Section C: PDFs containing Links		C1. Tagged links		Passed		All link annotations are placed along with their textual description in a Link tag.		

		54		2,4,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,22,23,31,32		Tags->0->14->1->1,Tags->0->19->1->1->1,Tags->0->19->2->1->1,Tags->0->19->3->1->1,Tags->0->19->4->1->1,Tags->0->19->5->1->1,Tags->0->19->6->1->1,Tags->0->20->1->1,Tags->0->30->1->0->1,Tags->0->33->1->0->1,Tags->0->33->3->0->1,Tags->0->33->5->0->1,Tags->0->33->7->0->1,Tags->0->33->9->0->1,Tags->0->33->11->0->1,Tags->0->34->1->0->1,Tags->0->34->3->0->1,Tags->0->35->1->0->1,Tags->0->36->1->0->1,Tags->0->36->3->0->1,Tags->0->37->1->0->1,Tags->0->37->3->0->1,Tags->0->47->6->0->1->1->0->1,Tags->0->47->6->4->1->1->0->1,Tags->0->50->1->0->1,Tags->0->50->3->0->1,Tags->0->50->5->0->1,Tags->0->51->0->1->1->0->1,Tags->0->51->1->1->1->0->1,Tags->0->51->1->1->3->0->1,Tags->0->51->1->1->5->0->1,Tags->0->54->1->1->0->1,Tags->0->56->1->0->1,Tags->0->56->3->0->1,Tags->0->57->0->1->1->0->1,Tags->0->57->0->1->3->0->1,Tags->0->57->0->1->5->0->1,Tags->0->57->0->1->7->0->1,Tags->0->63->1->0->1,Tags->0->63->3->0->1,Tags->0->64->0->1->1->0->1,Tags->0->68->0->1->1->0->1,Tags->0->68->0->1->3->0->1,Tags->0->68->0->1->5->0->1,Tags->0->72->1->0->1,Tags->0->72->3->0->1,Tags->0->74->0->1->1->0->1,Tags->0->74->0->1->3->0->1,Tags->0->74->0->1->5->0->1,Tags->0->80->1->0->1,Tags->0->81->1->0->1,Tags->0->81->3->0->1,Tags->0->82->0->1->1->0->1,Tags->0->86->1->0->1,Tags->0->87->0->1->1->0->1,Tags->0->87->0->1->3->0->1,Tags->0->87->0->1->4->1->0->1,Tags->0->87->0->1->4->3->0->1,Tags->0->87->0->1->6->0->1,Tags->0->92->1->0->1,Tags->0->92->3->0->1,Tags->0->94->1->0->1,Tags->0->95->1->0->1,Tags->0->95->3->0->1,Tags->0->95->5->0->1,Tags->0->101->0->1->1->1->0->1,Tags->0->101->1->1->1->0->1,Tags->0->101->1->1->3->0->1,Tags->0->101->1->1->5->0->1,Tags->0->101->2->1->1->0->1,Tags->0->101->2->1->3->0->1,Tags->0->101->3->1->1->0->1,Tags->0->101->3->1->3->0->1,Tags->0->106->1->1,Tags->0->107->1->1,Tags->0->108->1->1,Tags->0->109->1->1,Tags->0->110->1->1,Tags->0->111->1->1,Tags->0->112->1->1,Tags->0->113->1->1,Tags->0->114->1->1,Tags->0->114->1->2,Tags->0->115->1->1,Tags->0->116->1->1,Tags->0->117->1->1,Tags->0->118->1->1,Tags->0->118->1->2,Tags->0->119->1->1,Tags->0->120->1->1,Tags->0->121->1->1,Tags->0->122->1->1,Tags->0->123->1->1,Tags->0->124->1->1,Tags->0->125->1->1,Tags->0->126->1->1,Tags->0->128->1->1,Tags->0->129->1->1,Tags->0->130->1->1,Tags->0->130->1->2,Tags->0->131->1->1,Tags->0->132->1->1,Tags->0->133->1->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C2. Distinguishable Links		Passed		Is this link distinguished by a method other than color?		Verification result set by user.

		55		2		Tags->0->14->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "the Institute of Education Sciences email address." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		56		2		Tags->0->14->1->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "the Institute of Education Sciences email address." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		57		2		Tags->0->19->1->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "ORCID iDs George Smith" is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		58		2		Tags->0->19->1->1->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "ORCID iDs George Smith" is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		59		2		Tags->0->19->2->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "ORCID iDs Lindsay Fox" is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		60		2		Tags->0->19->2->1->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "ORCID iDs Lindsay Fox" is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		61		2		Tags->0->19->3->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "ORCID iDs Ira Nichols-Barrer" is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		62		2		Tags->0->19->3->1->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "ORCID iDs Ira Nichols-Barrer" is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		63		2		Tags->0->19->4->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "ORCID iDs Mayra Sandoval" is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		64		2		Tags->0->19->4->1->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "ORCID iDs Mayra Sandoval" is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		65		2		Tags->0->19->5->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "ORCID iDs Erica Lee" is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		66		2		Tags->0->19->5->1->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "ORCID iDs Erica Lee" is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		67		2		Tags->0->19->6->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "ORCID iDs Lisa Dragoset" is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		68		2		Tags->0->19->6->1->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "ORCID iDs Lisa Dragoset" is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		69		2		Tags->0->20->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Institute of Education Sciences website" is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		70		2		Tags->0->20->1->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Institute of Education Sciences website" is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		71		4		Tags->0->30->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 1." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		72		4		Tags->0->30->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 1." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		73		4		Tags->0->33->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 2." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		74		4		Tags->0->33->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 2." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		75		4		Tags->0->33->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 3." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		76		4		Tags->0->33->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 3." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		77		4		Tags->0->33->5->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 4." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		78		4		Tags->0->33->5->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 4." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		79		4		Tags->0->33->7->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 5." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		80		4		Tags->0->33->7->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 5." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		81		4		Tags->0->33->9->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 6." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		82		4		Tags->0->33->9->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 6." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		83		4		Tags->0->33->11->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 7." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		84		4		Tags->0->33->11->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 7." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		85		4		Tags->0->34->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 8." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		86		4		Tags->0->34->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 8." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		87		5		Tags->0->34->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 9." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		88		5		Tags->0->34->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 9." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		89		5		Tags->0->35->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 10." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		90		5		Tags->0->35->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 10." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		91		5		Tags->0->36->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 11." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		92		5		Tags->0->36->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 11." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		93		5		Tags->0->36->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 12." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		94		5		Tags->0->36->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 12." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		95		5		Tags->0->37->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 13." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		96		5		Tags->0->37->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 13." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		97		5		Tags->0->37->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 14." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		98		5		Tags->0->37->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 14." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		99		9		Tags->0->47->6->0->1->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 15." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		100		9		Tags->0->47->6->0->1->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 15." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.
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		102		9		Tags->0->47->6->4->1->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 16." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		103		10		Tags->0->50->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 17." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		104		10		Tags->0->50->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 17." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		105		10		Tags->0->50->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 18." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		106		10		Tags->0->50->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 18." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		107		10		Tags->0->50->5->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 19." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		108		10		Tags->0->50->5->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 19." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		109		11		Tags->0->51->0->1->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 20." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		110		11		Tags->0->51->0->1->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 20." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		111		11		Tags->0->51->1->1->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 21." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		112		11		Tags->0->51->1->1->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 21." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		113		11		Tags->0->51->1->1->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 22." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		114		11		Tags->0->51->1->1->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 22." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		115		11		Tags->0->51->1->1->5->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 23." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		116		11		Tags->0->51->1->1->5->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 23." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		117		11		Tags->0->54->1->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 24." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		118		11		Tags->0->54->1->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 24." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		119		11		Tags->0->56->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 25." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		120		11		Tags->0->56->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 25." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		121		12		Tags->0->56->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 26." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		122		12		Tags->0->56->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 26." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		123		12		Tags->0->57->0->1->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 27." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		124		12		Tags->0->57->0->1->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 27." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		125		12		Tags->0->57->0->1->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 28." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		126		12		Tags->0->57->0->1->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 28." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		127		12		Tags->0->57->0->1->5->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 29." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		128		12		Tags->0->57->0->1->5->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 29." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		129		12		Tags->0->57->0->1->7->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 30." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		130		12		Tags->0->57->0->1->7->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 30." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		131		13		Tags->0->63->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 31." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		132		13		Tags->0->63->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 31." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		133		13		Tags->0->63->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 32." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		134		13		Tags->0->63->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 32." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		135		13		Tags->0->64->0->1->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 33." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		136		13		Tags->0->64->0->1->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 33." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		137		14		Tags->0->68->0->1->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 34." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		138		14		Tags->0->68->0->1->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 34." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		139		14		Tags->0->68->0->1->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 35." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		140		14		Tags->0->68->0->1->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 35." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		141		15		Tags->0->68->0->1->5->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 36." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		142		15		Tags->0->68->0->1->5->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 36." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		143		15		Tags->0->72->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 37." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		144		15		Tags->0->72->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 37." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		145		15		Tags->0->72->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 38." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		146		15		Tags->0->72->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 38." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		147		16		Tags->0->74->0->1->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 39." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		148		16		Tags->0->74->0->1->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 39." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		149		16		Tags->0->74->0->1->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 40." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		150		16		Tags->0->74->0->1->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 40." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		151		17		Tags->0->74->0->1->5->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 41." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		152		17		Tags->0->74->0->1->5->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 41." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		153		17		Tags->0->80->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 42." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		154		17		Tags->0->80->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 42." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		155		17		Tags->0->81->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 43." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		156		17		Tags->0->81->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 43." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		157		17		Tags->0->81->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 44." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		158		17		Tags->0->81->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 44." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		159		18		Tags->0->82->0->1->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 45." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		160		18		Tags->0->82->0->1->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 45." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		161		18		Tags->0->86->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 46." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		162		18		Tags->0->86->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 46." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		163		19		Tags->0->87->0->1->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 47." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		164		19		Tags->0->87->0->1->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 47." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		165		19		Tags->0->87->0->1->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 48." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		166		19		Tags->0->87->0->1->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 48." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		167		19		Tags->0->87->0->1->4->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 49." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		168		19		Tags->0->87->0->1->4->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 49." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		169		19		Tags->0->87->0->1->4->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 50." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		170		19		Tags->0->87->0->1->4->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 50." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		171		19		Tags->0->87->0->1->6->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 51." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		172		19		Tags->0->87->0->1->6->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 51." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		173		20		Tags->0->92->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 52." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		174		20		Tags->0->92->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 52." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		175		20		Tags->0->92->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 53." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		176		20		Tags->0->92->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 53." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		177		20		Tags->0->94->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 54." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		178		20		Tags->0->94->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 54." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		179		20		Tags->0->95->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 55." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		180		20		Tags->0->95->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 55." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		181		20		Tags->0->95->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 56." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		182		20		Tags->0->95->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 56." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		183		20		Tags->0->95->5->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 57." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		184		20		Tags->0->95->5->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 57." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		185		22		Tags->0->101->0->1->1->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 58." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		186		22		Tags->0->101->0->1->1->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 58." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		187		22		Tags->0->101->1->1->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 59." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		188		22		Tags->0->101->1->1->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 59." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		189		22		Tags->0->101->1->1->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 60." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		190		22		Tags->0->101->1->1->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 60." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		191		22		Tags->0->101->1->1->5->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 61." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		192		22		Tags->0->101->1->1->5->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 61." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		193		22		Tags->0->101->2->1->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 62." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		194		22		Tags->0->101->2->1->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 62." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		195		22		Tags->0->101->2->1->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 63." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		196		22		Tags->0->101->2->1->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 63." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		197		23		Tags->0->101->3->1->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 64." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		198		23		Tags->0->101->3->1->1->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 64." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		199		23		Tags->0->101->3->1->3->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Alt of "Endnote 65." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.

		200		23		Tags->0->101->3->1->3->0->1		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Please verify that Contents of "Endnote 65." is appropriate for the highlighted element.		Verification result set by user.
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