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P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S


(2:10 p.m.)



MR. RITSCH:  Welcome to our July and August stakeholders forum.  We are mindful many folks are on vacation this time of year, so we put them together.  It also happens to coincide with some big announcements we have been making.  We have the folks responsible for those programs here this morning.



I am Massie Ritsch, Deputy Assistant Secretary for External Affairs and Outreach here at the Department, and we are so glad you are here.



We are also pleased to welcome you today and give you an overview of a number of things.  Our newly-confirmed Deputy Secretary, Tony Miller, who brings great management experience, operations in the private sector, and working with school districts, has been an invaluable part of the Secretary's team on the Recovery Act and assessing the operation as we have taken over here at the Department.



And now he is official, so let's welcome him to the lectern, Deputy Secretary Miller.



(Applause.)



MR. MILLER:  Thank you, Massie.  Welcome to our second stakeholder forum.  It's good to see we have a full house.  As you know, today's agenda is focused on our three large and critical programs ‑‑ Race to the Top, Investing in Innovation, and phase 2 of the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund.



I will be giving some very brief opening comments, but the real content, if you will, will be with my former ‑‑ my current colleagues ‑‑



(Laughter.)



‑‑ current colleagues, Joanne Weiss, Ann Whalen, and Jim Shelton.  So they will be able to give you an overview and answer questions that you might have.



Because we have recently published in the Federal Register, as you know, and these particular programs are out for comment, I just want to forewarn you that to the degree that you have specific comments regarding what is in the proposed priorities, that still needs to be logged, if you will, at www.regs.gov.  



So, again, this is not meant to replace the formal public comment process.  We in fact would welcome and appreciate the comments.  We want to be responsive to all of them.  And so if you could respect that as the mechanism to log your formal comments to get a response, today's discussion will be focused on clarifying what is actually in the notice and providing that overview.



Before I get into the specifics ‑‑ or my colleagues get into the specifics of each program, I thought it would be helpful to very briefly provide the strategic frame that has governed the approach.  And so with that, yes, there are a few slides.  So bear with the graphics.



First, today's discussion is clearly going to be on K through 12.  At the Department of Education, we really are taking a cradle-to-career perspective, and so we are extending to pre-K readiness and thinking about not just early childhood development but early learning.  



And we are extending through higher education, thinking about not just four-year baccalaureate programs, but the role that community colleges play in preparing young adults ‑‑ to be prepared to enter the workforce and ensure that they truly have the 21st century skills to be competitive.



But today's program, and three programs specifically that we will be talking about, are very much focused on K through 12 and around our four key reform priorities ‑‑ first, common internationally benchmarked college and career ready standards with aligned assessments.



This is critical.  This in fact sets the bar.  The importance of having appropriately rigorous and consistent standards that ensure our youth will be prepared, not dependent on which state they live in.  We think it is critical if we are going to be successful in achieving the President's goal, ensuring our education system is best in the world.



But, again, once you set the high standard, what really matters is the interaction between teachers and students in the classroom, and to ensuring that we have the most effective teachers and the most compelling and effective interactions between teachers and students.  And it's important that those teachers and educators are, frankly, well led by principals and supporters.  And so our second key reform priority.



Third, data systems.  Quality data systems are critical if we are going to understand what's working, what's not working, and how we need to improve.  We are not going to be best in the world overnight.  It will be a journey.  



It will be a journey of continuous improvement and growth, and so we need data systems that provide educators, policymakers, parents, students, and all who have a vested interest in the quality of our education system to make better decisions and to drive continuous improvement.



And then, fourth, despite all of these things, we recognize that, unfortunately, there will be schools that run the risk of falling through the cracks.  We need to have the capacity and the capability to turn around our most struggling schools.  



That capacity needs to be developed at the school level, at the district level, at the state level, and supported by us here at the Department of Education.  If we are to close the achievement gap, it is critical that we are able to turn around our most struggling schools.  



So with that framework, today's context is roughly $22.3 billion, an unprecedented level of funding being made available.  So this funding is comprised of phase 2 of the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund and several key competitive grants that will be coming up in the coming months.  Again, an unprecedented level of funding, and for us an unprecedented opportunity; for you and the folks that you represent, an unprecedented opportunity.



And one of the challenges that we have is to not think about these as discrete programs with discrete audiences to be planned for discrete uses as portions in a state or local budget.  These are in fact programs that complement one another, that require interaction at the state and local level, and require a more comprehensive and integrated planning approach.



The days of siloed planning, which we often suffer from here at the federal level, we must break down those silos if we are going to make the most use of the $22.3 billion that we are making available.



So with that, my last slide, if you actually look at the planning horizon, by publishing the federal notice with the key programs, as we think about what will be published in the coming weeks and months, we will implore you, begin now; there are approximately four months between when we published last week to roughly when applications for many of the programs will start being due.  Take the next four months to start having conversations, if you are local, with your state agencies; if you are responsible for teacher incentive programs, link to data systems; if you are operating a data program, understand the challenges that struggling schools will be facing and what are going to be requirements of those programs, to take in fact an integrated approach and use this time horizon.



On the one hand, we understand folks have completed their budgeting process; they are short-staffed in this current time horizon, and so this is daunting to think about, how am I going to adjust all of these programs?  I think the alternative, though, is worse.  



The alternative of not having full context, full information, will ensure that we will have a suboptimal approach, and so our commitment is to get as much information available as quickly as possible, and to be as transparent and interactive with you to help you understand and digest it.



So with that, again, I would like to thank everyone for taking time out of your schedules to attend.  And now I will turn it over to my current colleague ‑‑



(Laughter.)



‑‑ Joanne Weiss.



MS. WEISS:  And let me grab that clicker from you ‑‑ thank you.



Thanks.  I think the way we are going to handle this is that each of us is going to go through our presentations, and then take questions from you in our block, so I'm going to go through a presentation that is probably about 10, 15 minutes, and leave plenty of time for questions.  



I'm guessing that many of you have already read the Notice of Proposed Priorities that we put out last week and have come with your questions in hand.  So I am not going to belabor all of the different parts of it.  



Instead, I am going to try to hit the high points of the things that I think we have heard are questions and misconceptions that people have had, and see if I can maybe even pre-answer some of your questions, and then take it from there.



So at the high level, the Race to the Top fund, as you all know, is a competitive grant fund that is designed to help reward people who are implementing comprehensive reforms across all four of the reform areas that Tony just took you through, all with an overarching goal of making sure that what we are really doing is driving substantial gains in student achievement and attainment, and narrowing the achievement gap.



So Race to the Top takes two approaches to this reform agenda.  First, it encourages states to create statutory and regulatory conditions that are conducive to innovation and reform ‑‑ if you will, to set a framework within which reform and innovation can happen and are enabled.  Second, it encourages the design and implementation of practices at the classroom, school, district, and state levels, that are continuously improved based on feedback and data.



So within this, as states prepare their applications, we are really encouraging them to think about three different things.  First, we are asking them to think about coming together in broad coalitions to define, again, as Tony put it, a unified state effort around ambitious reforms.  And Race to the Top really is the place where all of these different reforms come together in one integrated package, as I think you will see as we go through and talk about this more.

 

We are also asking states to really develop pretty deep expertise and competency in supporting districts' reform efforts.  And that means things like being able to identify what effective practices are happening in districts around their state, and thinking about how to replicate and disseminate those practices beyond the boundaries of just those districts that are doing them today and invented them, but spreading them statewide, where that's appropriate, and then holding districts accountable for the outcomes.



We also want states to think about how to align all their ARRA funding and all of their sources of education funds around these reforms, so instead of having the silos that Tony talked about, we are using the money in the most impactful way to really drive student achievement gains.



So those are the sort of big picture things that we are looking for in Race to the Top.  And now let me just turn to the specifics of the program for a second.



So as you know, I think Race to the Top is going to award about $4 billion of funding to states.  When a state wins, at least 50 percent of the funds have to flow through to the districts that are participating in Race to the Top.  



The funds flow through based on Title I formulas, but they are used in a manner that is consistent with the proposal, so they are not used in a Title I fashion.  That is just the formula for how states figure out how much goes to each district, and then the districts use those funds in a manner that is consistent with the proposal that the state submitted.



The other 50 percent is at the state's discretion.  They can use it themselves to build capacity, to build infrastructure statewide.  They can also pass a bunch of that money through to their districts using any formula that they choose as long as, again, it is consistent with the state's proposal.



One other thing that we are starting to get questions about is how we anticipate that budgets will work, what is the amount of money that states will get from this.  Our plan is to put out a budget range in our final application package, to put out some guidance on budget ranges that are going to be roughly based on the state's student population.



But these are going to be non-binding ranges.  What we are really hoping is that states will put together budgets that match the needs that they have articulated in their specific proposals.  And, again, we are anticipating hundreds of millions of dollars in most cases that go out to the winning states.  So these are contemplated to be large grants that can be spent over four years.



I think most of you know that at a later date we are going to likely be announcing a separate competition to help states that are in consortia around developing a new set of common standards also develop the assessments that go with those standards.  We have set aside up to $350 million to support that.  



That is not the notice that we released last week.  We are still thinking about that, working on that, and trying to figure out what that looks like.  So what I'm talking to you about today is what we have called the "state competition."  And we will come back to you at a later time with information about the other one.



So some of the specific nuts and bolts.  States that apply for this grant do have to comprehensively address all four reform areas, so this isn't a sort of menu pick and choose.  



We think all of these building blocks are really critical to significantly moving the needle on student achievement, and we want states to take on all four of these comprehensively, the states that win Race to the Top, and are really leading the way for the rest of the country.



States are the applicants here, not LEAs, not non-profits, so states are the applicants here.  And states apply individually, although there are ways in which collaborations among states will be rewarded.  

States are going to have two opportunities to apply, and in a second I am going to show you a specific timeframe.  But states will have two opportunities to apply, with basically the same application used both times.  So states that are ready to apply right away can apply in phase 1, which will be toward the end of this year, and states that need a little more time to get their applications together have until next spring to apply.



So if you apply in phase 1 and you don't win a grant, you can reapply in phase 2, or you can just wait and apply in phase 2 out-the-gate and not apply in phase 1.  If you do win in phase 1, you don't reapply in phase 2, because you get a full-sized grant as of the end of phase 1, and you are off and running.



So this is what the timeframe looks like.  As you know, last week we released the notice of proposed priorities.  The public comment period, which is the period we are in right now, lasts for 30 days, so it ends towards the end of this month.  



Sometime later this fall we will then put out the final application package, and about two months after that applications for phase 1 will be due from the states, and sometime during the first half of next year winners are going to be announced for phase 1, and we will give feedback from our peer reviewers to all of the people who didn't win in phase 1 that hopefully will help them with their phase 2 applications.



Phase 2, then, is going to be due late in the spring of 2010, and by statute all of the money has to be awarded by September of 2010.  So that's what the timeframe looks like.  



Now, I do know that most of you have read this proposal, and many of you are probably familiar with the way that Department of Education proposals work.  But I thought this primer was helpful when I started, so I want to just kind of quickly explain to you the five different kinds or the five different parts of these proposals, to make sure that it is clear to you what all of these different pieces are that you see when you read the notices.



So first are the eligibility requirements, and these are things that a state has to meet in order to even apply for a grant.  Second, we have absolute priorities, and these are things that a state has to address when it is doing its application.  These are things that the state must put in its application.



Next, there are selection criteria, and these are things that earn points.  So review panels look at these applications and review them, and these are the things that they are tallying up points for.  Then, there are competitive priorities.  These are sort of like extra credit or tie-breakers.  And, finally, there are invitational priorities, which are things we are interested in but don't explicitly earn points.



So you will see in many of these applications all of these different kinds of devices that are used, and I am going to just run really quickly through what the Race to the Top version of these looks like.  In Race to the Top we have two eligibility requirements that you see up here.  



The first one is that the state's application for funding under the State Fiscal Stabilization Program has to be approved, and the second is that states must not have any legal barriers to linking data on student achievement or student growth to teachers or principals for the purposes of evaluation.  So those are the two proposed eligibility requirements.



There is one absolute priority, which you’ve already heard about, which is that a state has got to have a comprehensive reform plan in each of the four areas.  And then, there are the selection criteria.  So in Race to the Top, this is the stuff that earns you points, and the bulk of the document that we have put out is about these selection criteria.  



Race to the Top has 19 of these.  I am going to spare you going through all of them.  But there are two types of selection criteria, and it helps to just be oriented to this as you are reading the document.



The first is state reward conditions criteria.  These are really a reward for past accomplishments, so here what we are looking for are states that have demonstrated the will and the capacity to improve education by creating conditions that are conducive to reform and innovation, so these are things that you have to have accomplished or completed prior to the application deadline in order to earn points for them.



Then, there are the reform plan criteria, which is, well, it's great you have already done all of this other stuff, but what are you actually going to do with the money that we give you?  These are the reform plans, and the strategies that states are proposing together with their districts to implement over the course of the four years of the grant.  And here states are judged by the quality of their plans and by the extent to which the targets they have set in those plans are ambitious but achievable.



And as you have heard, all of the proposal criteria here are judged by panels of peer reviewers who will make selections, and we will get more into the details of how the competition will work at a later time.



So now I have a slide that I am not really going to ‑‑ slides that I am just going to skip quickly through on each of these areas.  You will see them in the application.  These are the sort of high-level bullets on each of the criteria in each of the four assurance areas.  In addition, there is a set of overall criteria.



These criteria deal with things like:  how have you spent your overall education funding to date?  And what are your plans for comprehensively using all of your funding sources to address these reforms over the coming years?  What has your success been in increasing student achievement level?  What's your plan for doing so?  And very importantly, what is your plan for building your statewide capacity to really deliver on all of the plans and reforms that you have proposed in your application?



And then, finally, there are a couple of competitive and invitational priorities as well.  There is one competitive priority, which concerns STEM, and then there are three invitational priorities.  So that is the big picture.  I am happy to take your questions now.  I want to just make a couple of things clear to you before I do.



The first is that what you are seeing here is a proposed notice, so the public comment period is really important to us.  We take it very seriously, and it is really our time to listen to you and hear your feedback and think about what we should alter, do differently, delete, or add to the proposal.  So your comments are really important to us.



You can see here a bunch of resources that we have made available to you to hopefully make it easier for you to provide comments and feedback to us.  As Tony mentioned, we have to take all comments and questions in writing through the regulations.gov e-mail site in order to take them into consideration.  



So we are going to ask you if you have any of those kinds of questions or comments today; first of all, just know I am not trying to be obstinate, it really is our listening time.  We are not allowed to respond, not even not allowed ‑‑ it's not the time for us to respond and defend; it's the time for us to listen and learn.



We have spent a lot of time ourselves trying to put our best thinking forward here, and now it's time for us to listen to the public and hear what everybody has to say.  I can certainly answer questions that are technical, logistical, clarifying questions.  Others we are happy to hear, but we will ask you to go online and submit them officially.



If you go to this homepage site, ed.gov/program/racetothetop, you will find not only the proposal, and an executive summary of the proposal, but a direct link to the comments site, so that you can make your comments there.



And with that, let me open it up.  And the first person at the mic ‑‑ please, when you make a comment, tell us your name and where you are from.



MS. WOODSIDE:  Cynthia Woodside with the New York State Education Department.  And I'm wondering if you have determined what percentage or what amounts of funding might be available in phase 1 and phase 2, and how that might be determined.  If you have 20 wonderful applications in phase 1, and you would like to fund all of them, but you don't have funding to do that and also have funding for phase 2, could you talk a little bit about how that might work?



MS. WEISS:  Well, it would be great to have 20 wonderful applications in phase 1.  But we are not setting specifics, so we don't have specific setasides.  We haven't said, for example, it is $1 billion in phase 1, and $3 billion in phase 2.  We are waiting to see what the proposals that come in look like.



I think it is safe to say that we will probably have a pretty high bar in phase 1, because a phase 1 applicant can reapply in phase 2 and still get funded.  But we don't have specific numbers or specific setasides, because I think it is just smart for us to wait and see what the proposals look like when they come in.



MS. DOVE:  Hi.  I'm Tina Dove with ASCD.  Two kind of related questions.  One, do you have like a set number of states in your mind in terms of the collaboration?  Like, does it have to be a minimum of two, or it has to be at least four?  How many states are you sort of wanting to be collaborating together in order to apply?  Because I know you are encouraging states to work together.



And if all of those states work together, say there is a collaboration of four New England states, for example, and they are all working together to get an application, they all have to agree to all of the criteria,  ‑‑ they have to agree to the common standards, blah, blah, blah.  If one of them isn't on board, and the rest are, does that sort of null out the whole application?  How is that working?



MS. WEISS:  This is a great question.  Let me go back and reiterate that states apply individually, and you just explained why.  So states apply individually, not as consortia.



When I said there are ways in which we reward collaboration, it is because some of the criteria ‑‑ and you will see this in the application ‑‑ are about, for example, states working together to develop common standards.  



So there are certain criteria that are collaborative in nature, let’s look at the data systems' invitational priority.  We talk about the fact that if a state needs a data system, or doesn't have a good state longitudinal data system that they are happy with, maybe instead of reinventing the wheel they go visit a state that has a good system and see if they can share that system or use it.



So there are ways in which we think collaboration makes sense, but states are applying individually, not as consortia.  And they will earn some points in places where collaboration is, where it makes sense for them.  Does that answer ‑‑



MS. DOVE:  I think so.



MS. WEISS:  Okay, great.



MS. DOVE:  Thank you.



MS. WEISS:  Yes?



MR. BRANNUM:  Good afternoon.  My name is Robert Benson Brannum, and I am with the D.C. Federation of Civic Associations.  Two quick points.



One, what happens to the process ‑‑ or policy decision/guidance -- if the comments that the Department receives on a particular policy is not accepted?  For example, aligning teacher tests and evaluation.



MS. WEISS:  Okay.



MR. BRANNUM:  Let's assume that a lot of the states don't want to do that, or the public at large doesn't want to go that route.  Will the Department readjust the framework for the program?



Second, how does this process quantify or include or measure real public engagement in state's plans to develop these competition programs?



MS. WEISS:  Okay.  So let me take them one at a time, and stay there just to make sure I'm answering your question, in case I'm not.  



So public comments ‑‑ the reason that we are asking for comments is so that we can really hear what the public thinks will lead to the best results for kids.  In the end, it is the Secretary who has the final say over which comments we really take into consideration -- no, not take into consideration, we’ll take them all into consideration, but which comments lead to a change in the actual guidelines.  



So we take that ‑‑ we take all the comments, we review them all, we respond to all of them, and the ones that we are going to make changes on, we make changes in the final application, and for the others we explain why we are not.  



And that is what the process looks like, and the final notice will come out a couple of months later with those changes in there, and we will have given back responses to all of the comments.  So that is what the process looks like.  Did that ‑‑ I see your smile.  Did that answer your question?  I mean, it might not be the answer you ‑‑



MR. BRANNUM:  It's simply a process where it says, "This is what the Secretary wants."  You know, he is the Secretary.  This is the policy, you know.  My thing is, if this is the policy that is going to be done, then it's illusory to say that the public will really have an opportunity to effect a change to a policy, but I am giving that, because he has the authority to do that.  



I am just putting it out there to ‑‑ whether or not the comments are going to be really taken into consideration, but I am going to leave you ‑‑ I am going to take you at your word that, you know, you are going to do ‑‑



MS. WEISS:  We are reading them all and responding to them all. 



MR. BRANNUM:  ‑‑ a better job of receiving public comment than the previous one.  I just wanted to throw that out on the table.



MS. WEISS:  We will do our best.



On your second question, how we measure public engagement in the actual applications that are submitted to us, we actually have some criteria that are around how states go about building broad coalitions of support, and we actually ask them to submit some evidence that they have done that, that they have got support from a variety of different communities, business communities, community-based organizations, a whole bunch of different kinds of constituencies in the state.



And the more of those you have, for lack of a better way to put it, the stronger your application, the more points you will get.  So we are trying to measure that and take that into consideration, because we do think it is important when you are doing ambitious reforms like this to have a broad base of support.



MS. BRENNAN-GAC:  Hi.  I'm Trish Brennan-Gac with Learning Point Associates.  We work with a number of states in the mid-west region of the country, and so this question comes from one of the states that we are working with.  In terms of this notion of collaboration, it sounds like some states are talking to lots of different people and feel like they may have to make choices, or maybe not.  



So the question is really:  can states submit more than one application, so if there are different collaborations they want to enter into, they have that option?  Or is it really just one application per state?



MS. WEISS:  One application per state.



MR. RICHARDSON:  Good afternoon.  My name is Walter Richardson.  I am from Los Angeles, California, from Los Angeles Unified School District.  I am a parent.  I am here because Los Angeles Unified School District has submitted a letter of intent to be considered as a state, not as a district.  Parents do not support that.  We support the grant for LAUSD.



LA Unified is a district, and we want them to go through the same process that all other districts go through by going through their state.  But we also want to ensure that this panel, with your infinite wisdom and knowledge, that you will consider parents and make sure that they are involved from the very onset of this particular grant.



I did not find out about this from LA Unified.  I found out from another private organization.  That is why I am here today.  LA Unified did not pay for my plane fare, so I ‑‑



(Laughter.)



What I am saying to you is that parents of the participating students have got to be there.  We must be a part of this process.  Organizations are fine, but at the same time we don't want organizations replacing the voice of the parents or the participating students in this process, because student achievement is the main objective and the goal.  And these kids are our future, but we want to ensure that you will keep in mind a place in there for parents.



And advisory committees need to really be a basic part of this and put it back into the legislation.  I did prepare and have a letter of LA Unified intent for you, and I want you to read that.  And also, we support this, but we would like to also be able to be there, so that when you are here and this ‑‑ having these forums -- that we would have parent representatives here to be able to come and give our comments.



MS. WEISS:  That's great.  Thank you.  I will be happy to take that, and also I am going to ask you to also submit it in writing here, because this is the official way to get it in.



MR. RICHARDSON:  I will gladly ‑‑



MS. WEISS:  So do both.  Thank you.



MR. BLANK:  Hi, Joanne.  Marty Blank with the Institute for Educational Leadership and the Coalition for Community Schools.  I wonder if you could provide some clarification around the competitive as distinguished from the invitational priorities.  I mean, in the education world, and in many worlds, people say we manage what we measure.  



So if something is invitational, and it is not going to be measured, what is the incentive for states to pay attention?  And what was your thinking about the distinction between those competitive and invitational priorities?



MS. WEISS:  So I can tell you what the difference between them is.  I need you to submit the other questions about what is our thinking, about how we decided what was what.  Those are the kinds of things that you would need to submit to the comments.  

But with the invitational priorities, you've got it right.  Invitational priorities are things that we are interested in, and we would like states to think about and consider sort of across the board as they are developing their strategies.  But you don't earn extra points for it.  They are things that we think are good things to consider and cross-cutting things that might impact across a number of these different reform areas.



MR. BLANK:  Okay.  We'll work on it.



MS. WEISS:  Okay.  So will we.



MR. BLANK:  Good.



MS. KNIGHT:  Good afternoon.  I am Zella Knight.  I am also from Los Angeles Unified School District, and I want to echo in regards to my colleague, but I want to expound a little bit further.



I have a lack of understanding as a parent as to what the philosophical difference is with DOE and our SEA in regards to the data and teacher effectiveness.  That is one of the components relative to Race to the Top.  In addition, our LEA, Los Angeles Unified School District, is going to be impacted because of that philosophical difference.



I have the welcoming opportunity to serve on our state's Title I Committee of Practitioners, and it is a challenging and daunting issue to say, okay, on a state level we are going to be a part of this, when I represent a district that is larger than our state and larger than most states here in this room.  We are challenged.



Finally, relative to what we are reading as parents, there is not a grounding relative to accountability.  It is great that we have additional funding.  It is great that we have a vision in regards to what should be done for the kids.  However, when it comes to the deep-down work of those low-achieving schools, they are not sanctioned.  They are not disciplined as they discipline our children.



And as a parent, that is what we are seeking relative to that.  Let's not continue to reward and dumb the child.  Let's truthfully talk about accountability and transparency to whereas we can effectually make change by giving a penalty where it needs to be and rewarding those who are successful.



Thank you.



MS. WEISS:  Thank you.



MR. SHIVERS:  Good afternoon.  Thanks for having us today.  My name is Tony Shivers with the National Association of State Boards of Education.  I think I know the answer to this question, but could you give us a sense of how you are going to weigh each of the state reform plans for criteria and the conditional criteria?



MS. WEISS:  So I don't know if this is the answer you thought I would give, but the answer is that we don't know the answer to that one yet.  Since these are proposed priorities, figuring out how to weight them is premature.  



So we are waiting until we figure out what the final list of priorities looks like.  The weights will be published as part of the final application package, so states will know that when they apply.  But we don't actually even know the answer to that yet ourselves until we have gone through this process with the public.



MR. SHIVERS:  Okay.  Thank you.



MS. WEISS:  Thanks.



Yes?



MR. CAIRE:  Yes.  My name is Kaleem Caire, Next Generation Education Foundation.  I am really interested in what the State of Wisconsin is going to do on this issue.  But there has been a ton of money spent on Title I, we all know that.  And there is accountability for process but not outcomes.  



What are the accountability measures going to be for these resources for states who win these grants?  And then, also, what is the vetting process going to be like?  And I was just hoping that each of you could speak to that issue in your comments.



MS. WEISS:  The vetting process ‑‑



MR. CAIRE:  The vetting process for who gets selected ‑‑



MS. WEISS:  ‑‑ for picking the winners.



MR. CAIRE:  ‑‑ how they get selected, exactly.



MS. WEISS:  So we will be talking more about that at a later date, but the basic process for all of these competitive grants is a peer review process, where we will have experts who come in and judge each of these proposals.  But we will have a lot more detail than that in the next few months for you.



MR. CAIRE:  And then, you see accountability.  You know, you are going to spend a lot of money.  What are the accountability measures?  If you haven't figured it out yet, that's fine, but I'm just ‑‑ 



MS. WEISS:  So in the notice ‑‑



MR. CAIRE:  ‑‑ accountability for ‑‑



MS. WEISS:  So in the notice for proposed priorities, we have suggested performance measures, because we are concerned about the same thing.  And there are obviously hundreds of millions of dollars at stake here per state.  So we have suggested performance measures, and let me just suggest that you look there.  There is an appendix.



States actually submit their own specific measures in many cases and target numbers in all cases, but we have suggested different ways that we think it makes sense to be accountable for the achievement goals as well as the process goals.



MR. RITSCH:  Why don't we ‑‑ why don't we get this last question, and then we'll move on.



MS. WEISS:  Okay.  Great.



MR. REYNA:  Hi.  Ryan Reyna from the National Governors Association.  I just had a quick question.  In the high quality assessments piece, there is a line that says, "The extent to which this consortium includes a significant number of states."  Is there a definition as to what that means?



MS. WEISS:  No.



MR. REYNA:  Okay.



MS. WEISS:  There is not.



MR. REYNA:  Okay.  Thank you.



(Laughter.)



MS. SEGAL:  Joanne, hi.  Nancy Segal with ETS.  I think you have answered this, but I just want to confirm my own understanding.  So if a state applies for phase 1 funding, and either they are turned down or they are accepted, but later they have other ideas of how they could improve their system, and want to apply for funds in the second round, is that accepted, or do they only have one bite at the apple?



MS. WEISS:  So if they win in phase 1 ‑‑



MS. SEGAL:  Right.



MS. WEISS:  ‑‑ then they win, and they go start working.



MS. SEGAL:  Right.



MS. WEISS:  We do expect this to be a pretty collaborative process over the course of several years with the Department, so I don't think we think that this is sort of a static picture that they must then march to exactly this blueprint.  There will be some room for conversations, if there are some new ideas they have that they think are terrific and want to add to the pot.  



If they don't win, they certainly can rework their proposal in any way they want and resubmit it for phase 2, absolutely.



MS. SEGAL:  Okay.  Great.



MS. WEISS:  Okay.  Should we turn it over to Jim?



MR. SHELTON:  We're going to switch gears to the Invest in Innovation fund, the fund formerly known as the Invest in What Works and Innovation fund.



The time that we just listened to Joanne is a great warm-up in a couple of different ways.  One, a lot of the overall framework and the way the competition works is very similar.



Two, the overall strategy and frame is the same.



And, three, in terms of the questions that I'll be able to answer, my notice is not even public yet.  Okay?  So I just need to set expectations right up front that there's a lot of information that you want that I'm not going to be able to give you until we go public with the notice, but I did want to start to lay out the overall frame, and some of the principles around how we're thinking about this so that people can start to think about the kind of partnerships and activities they want to engage in.



The purpose of this first slide is just to remind you of the overall frame of our work.  What we've tried to do is obviously emphasize the four basic assurance areas, to scale our framework nationally with the stimulus dollars, and then also to accelerate that with the Race to the Top.



We're trying to put an emphasis in place and actually build some of the infrastructure of the scale excellence where we can see an end to spur transformational innovation where we can.



Now, that takes the form in the innovation fund which is a $650 million competitive fund.  The eligible applicants are LEAs and nonprofits, not SEAs.  LEAs and nonprofits.  They have to meet specific eligibility requirements that are currently spelled out in the statute.



I'll stop there.



The statute does not specify what kinds of things the applicants can propose to do.  It is likely though that when you do get the notice of priorities, we will set boundaries for practical reasons as much as strategic reasons in order to ensure that we can run a process where people can actually make comparisons, determine what's most effective, what's not effective, all of that good stuff.



When?  We're going to try and trail Race to the Top largely by a few weeks throughout the competition, one for practical reasons, just in terms of the enormity and the magnitude of the program.  We are expecting thousands of applications for this competition.  The public comment periods and all of those things you can expect to be taxing on the Department.



Second, our expectation is that both LEAs and nonprofits are going to want to figure out how they fit into the state competition framework, as well as how they fit into the LEA context, their individual application context, and we want to give them that opportunity.



So here is the highest level of what I can tell you, and that's where I'm going to stop today, to be honest, which is that we're really focused on driving these innovations towards very specific sets of outcomes.  We want to look for outcomes on student achievement, matriculation, and graduation.  There's going to be a heavy emphasis on evidence, on the quality and the relevance of that evidence.  There's going to be a heavy emphasis on learning.



So what will we learn from this particular proposal, this proposed activity, that's going to be of benefit to the field and how well is the evaluation, for lack of a better word, wrapped around it?  How well is that evaluation designed so that it will definitively answer those questions for us?



Sustainability, how do we know that financially and, with a small P, politically, the proposed project is going to be sustained after we're done with our funding?



And then scalability.  With the strategy for scaling, the capacity for scaling, and the feasibility of scaling, including things like costs, all of those things actually factor in.



Now, this fund was originally called the What Works and Innovation fund, and people have noted before that there's a little dissonance in that, and so you can expect that there are going to be some things that are going to look more like what works, and they'll have different associations to these kinds of core criteria than those things that are really going to be breakthrough ideas and innovative.   They will have different correlations with what we have expectations for around evidence and being able to demonstrate sustainability and things like that.  We will recognize the differences in those things.


But the reality is that core principles are still going to be the same.  In the end, what we want to come out with is a number of programs that are of high quality with really strong evidence bases that can expand regionally and nationally based on the dollars that we're able to provide them, that will build the capacity of a number of organizations that are essential, that are in the field today, that have been doing good work, but need to build the capacity in order to scale to meet the demand, once people figure out that their stuff actually works.



There are a number of promising concepts, some of which we're familiar with and one of the things that we really hope comes out of this competition are things that we're not familiar with that are really promising, that start to actually have the evidence base to actually recognize much more broadly.



Out of all this we want to figure out a way to create some platforms that allow us to have ongoing innovation in the sector, recognize that this is a large, one time investment in this field that should create some platforms and networks and relationships that allow not only for the development of new innovations, but for the broad scaling of those innovations over time.  Then if we really do a good job, we'll also get some breakthrough innovations out of this where people really think out of the box and actually come up with some things that change the trajectory of the pace of learning that we're seeing in the field.



That was fast and that was it.



(Laughter.)



MR. SHELTON:  Okay. Are there any questions off the top, recognizing that all of the basic parameters -- yes, sir -- that you appreciate where we are, actually one step even earlier in the process.



Yes, sir.



PARTICIPANT:  Good afternoon again.  In this process are there criteria or measurements, whatever, that matches the applicant and the geographical location of the project specifically?  Will a nonprofit that creates itself in Wisconsin or Iowa be able to come in and say, "I want to do a program in the District of Columbia"?



MR. SHELTON:  So because a lot of this is about being able to scale what works, it's reasonable to assume that people would propose to do things in places where they are not today.  What we have not spelled out is on what basis and what evidence they will have to bring to the table, that those are the kinds of partnerships they're likely to participate in; that the target populations would be of a particular priority; that they would have evidence of the kind of support that would be required to sustain it afterwards.



All of those things are things that are left to be defined.



PARTICIPANT:  So that's a very important question.



MR. SHELTON:  Sure.



MS. WEST:  I hope mine is as important.  This is Jane West.  I'm with the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education.



Two questions.  What are you thinking of as a threshold to determine what works?  In other words, there's a lot of competing research results out there, and one person's definition may not be another's.



The second part of the question is do you have an independent evaluation in mind for the innovation projects to have a determination as to, you know, what sort of results really are being achieved?



MR. SHELTON:  So on the first question, that actually goes to a very specific criteria around what kind of evidence would meet the threshold.  So I can't speak to that.  Sorry about that.



MS. WEST:  That's okay.  That will be spoken to though when the --



MR. SHELTON:  That will be very much spoken to in the notice.



And on the second question about the evaluation, so you might know there was one note that said there was no set-aside for a separate evaluation of the innovation fund overall, but that when I mentioned the core principles, learning and evaluation was a core component of the design of the competition itself.



So the likelihood is that applicants will have to speak to how they actually will think about evaluation as well.



MS. WEST:  IES has money.



(Laughter.)



MR. SHELTON:  Great.



MR. EDELSTEIN:  Fritz Edelstein, Public-Private Action.



You've kind of let it out that the proposed rule that you're going to publish will be out eventually.  Do you have any sense of range of time?



(Laughter.)



MR. SHELTON:  More yesterday than today.



MR. EDELSTEIN:  Well spoken.  Also in your presentation you talked about looking at innovation of what works in almost two different pots.  Are you anticipating that you're going to have two different competitions within it or is it you're just going to check the applications that come through, throw them up against the wall and say they're two different pots?



PARTICIPANT:  Are those the only two choices?



MR. SHELTON:  Unfortunately, I think I can't actually answer that one.  Yeah, unfortunately I don't think I can actually answer that one.  Sorry about that.



MR. EDELSTEIN:  Okay.



MR. SHELTON:  Yes.



MR. DeSCHRYVER:  David DeSchryver with Brustein and Manasevit (phonetic).



In the notices, will there be anything to address procurement issues?  So if a district or a nonprofit is working with existing vendors and they want to bring solutions to scale, does it in any way adjust procurement and how to do that and how to kind of exist within existing --



MR. SHELTON:  In the notice you can expect to see us ask for the description of the current eligible lead applicants, potential partnerships, and probably more infrequently asked questions, the kind of subordinate relationships they could have behind their application.



MS. FLORES:  Rebecca Flores with the Houston Independent School District.



On the Race to the Top funds, I know that states could only apply individually even though they were working with the collaborative.  So I was just curious for this program if we want to join and work and submit an application as a collaborative, will we be able to.



MR. SHELTON:  Yes.  Our intent is to encourage partnership and collaboration, and the reason I say it that way is, frankly, that is one of the most complicated components to figuring out how to make this work well.



MS. FLORES:  And for the Race to the Top, even though we're not applying, but if Texas enters into collaborative with Oklahoma but Texas' application is approved and Oklahoma's is not, how does that work?



MS. WEISS:  So that's exactly why states are applying individually.  So it's not a collaborative for my whole application.  It's in specific areas.  Texas would come in with its own proposal for how it plans to use Race to the Top funds to accomplish these goals, and in doing so, it might have a couple places where it's working with other people, but Texas is coming in on its own two feet with a proposal.



MS. FLORES:  Okay.



MR. RICHARDSON:  Good afternoon again.  Walter Richardson from L.A. Unified.



MR. SHELTON:  Yes, sir.



MR. RICHARDSON:  I forgot to say that I'm the District Advisory Committee's First Vice Chair that represents 607 identified Title I schools, approximately 600,000 students, and a million five parents.  I have many concerns with regard to after the four-year period that this is working, then the fund runs out, and some school districts are really making great improvement; will there be a second allocation of money for those districts that are making progress? 



If there are some that are making great models, are you then going to take those models that are really exceeding greatly and use those particular models to model the entire nation, or what's going to be the status of this?



You know, normally when you give grants -- I've been around 43 years dealing with the school district -- normally when you give a grant, once they get the money, there's no real monitoring.  What form of monitoring is the Fed really going to have on this?



Then what, if any, sanctions are going to take place providing that a district abuses, misuses the funds?



MR. SHELTON:  So, first of all, thank you for asking about accountability for results.  We very much have the intention to work towards accountability for results in all of this.  However, one of the things that we hope to hold people accountable to is sustainability as I mentioned earlier.  So in the individual case of a grant, applicants will need to plan for the fact that there will not be an additional award from this particular pool.  This pool will be gone once we make the awards.



MR. RICHARDSON:  Okay.



MR. SHELTON:  And we cannot speak to future applications or grant programs unfortunately.



MR. RICHARDSON:  Okay.  Thank you, but please make that clear to all of them so that they understand that.  Thank you.



MR. SHELTON:  Definitely.



Yes, ma'am.



MS. COHEN:  Hi.  I'm Marjorie Cohen with the National League of Cities.  My question goes to a follow-up from a couple of questions ago.  So LEAs and nonprofits are going to be applying for this.



Is it possible for an LEA or a nonprofit to be part of more than one application?



MR. SHELTON:  We haven't specified that, but as per the following question, we will spell out all of the opportunities for the partnership as well as eligibility in the notice of priorities.



MS. COHEN:  Okay.  Thank you.



MR. SHELTON:  And I think we're going to need to take one more question and then go to the next section, and then we can round it up at the end.



MS. WOODSIDE:  Thank you.  Cynthia Woodside with New York State Ed.



At the state level we're wondering if you're envisioning any role for the states in the innovation fund process or was this just going to be, you know, from the locals and nonprofits?



MR. SHELTON:  So the eligible lead applicants are LEAs or nonprofits.  To my knowledge, there's nothing in the statute that prohibits an LEA from wanting to partner with the state.



MS. WOODSIDE:  So there possibly could be a role, but there's not a designed role at this point.



MR. SHELTON:  Correct.



MS. WOODSIDE:  thank you.



MR. SHELTON:  Okay, and with that I'll turn it over to my colleague, Ann Whalen.



MS. WHALEN:  Good afternoon.  Can everybody hear me on this mic?  Great.



So this part of the agenda is to talk about the state stabilization Phase 2 proposed requirements, definitions, and review criteria.  As Tony mentioned in his opening, earlier this winter there was $100 billion roughly for education as part of ARRA.  The largest chunks of these funds actually went to state stabilization, or SFSF.



We are looking at SFSF as three different chunks, two for education and one for government services.  The first chunk for education is $28 billion for Phase 1; the second chunk is eight billion for government services; and the third chunk is 12.6 billion for education Phase 2.



On April 1st, a "Dear Colleague" letter went out to the chiefs and the governors outlining the timing and award details for the majority of this funding, basically the two-thirds for Phase 1 for the stabilization, and announced our intent to publish a notice detailing the specific requirements for Phase 2.



As Joanne mentioned, last week a notice for proposed requirements, definitions, and approval criteria went out for Race to the Top as well as SFSF, Phase 2.  On July 29th, it was posted in the Federal Register for 30 days for public comments.  Please submit all public comments in writing to www.regulations.gov.



Similar to Race to the Top and for the majority of the ARRA programs, we are looking at the SFSF through the four reform assurances.  Part of SFSF Phase 2 is measuring the state's progress against these four assurances.  So this is the teacher effectiveness and leadership effectiveness, the longitudinal data systems, high standards and quality assessments, and intensive support for struggling schools.



As part of the proposed reporting requirements, we are asking all states to provide us data against a set of indicators under each assurance.  The metrics will include three descriptions and 30 indicators.



Of the 30 indicators, nine request confirmation under existing information that we already receive at the department.  We will be pre-populating that information and we are putting it as part of the application because we believe it provides valuable context for additional information we're collecting under the application.



Of the 21 new indicators, eight are yes or no questions.  So our intent with this application is to be very transparent around data and around where states are in terms of advancing and requesting information along these four assurances, but to not measure their actual data that they actually provide to us.



This is truly a tool for us to see where states are, how they're moving along with education reform, to be used by all stakeholders within the community, with practitioners and within the educational field.



The number of indicators and descriptions ensures that there will be eight for teacher distribution, two for data collection, 14 for standards and assessments, and nine for struggling schools.  All of these indicators and descriptions are outlined in the notice, and you should have received a chart on your way in that gave a brief description of what the indicators are and a high level rationale for them.



If a state is unable to provide us the data at the time of submitting their application, we just ask that the state then submit a plan for how they will get us that data as soon as possible, or by the latest, September 30th, 2011.



As I mentioned earlier, our intent of this application in asking for this information is to truly be transparent around state progress around these four education reforms.  Therefore, all of these applications and plans will be available to the public on our website.



So high level, I'm just going to walk through a couple of the indicators or descriptions we are requesting just to show some of the examples of what we're asking for.



Under the first assurance for teacher effectiveness and equitable distribution, for example, we're asking for the distribution of teacher by performance level by school.  For that to make sense, we know that we also have to ask for what does your teacher evaluation system look like in your LEA in your state.



Under each assurance there's what we believe is a high level indicator that will give us a lot of information about where the LEA and the districts and the states are moving towards their reform assurance, but oftentimes to get to that data we may have to ask for one or two pieces of information underlying that.



Under longitudinal data systems, as another example, we're asking which of the 12 elements described in the America Competes Act the state has attained.  You answer yes or no whether you have those 12 elements, and if you do not have those 12 elements, we ask for a plan of how you will attain those 12 elements.



Under standards and assessments, we're asking for the number of students who graduate from high school using the four-year adjusted cohort rate; the number of those students who enroll in an institution of higher education; and the number of those students who complete one year's worth of credit in two years.



Again, if a state does not have all of this data when they're submitting their application, all we ask for then is a plan by which they will attain this data by no later than September 30th, 2011.



And under struggling schools, the President and Arne have really put a spotlight on the bottom-performing, chronically low-achieving schools within the state.  Therefore, we're asking each state to identify these bottom five percent of their schools and give us information about what they have done to turn around these schools.



Additionally, we're asking for information about the number of charter schools available within the state and how many of the charter schools have been closed and for what reason, and we're hoping with that information it will also drive what type of accountability is surrounding charter schools.



So that's the high levels of where we are with SFSF Phase 2 application.  I will welcome any questions.  Similar to my colleagues, I may be limited in how or if I can answer.



MR. ROTHKOPF:  Ann, thank you for that presentation.  I'm Arthur Rothkopf with the U.S. Chamber of Commerce.



And we are extremely supportive of the Race to the Top and all of the reforms that are there, and the business community generally is very supportive of the assurances which were contained in ARRA.



I have to say that as we monitor what's going on out there and as part of a coalition, we feel very positive about the transparency coming out of the department.  We can find out what you're doing, but our chambers, our local groups that are focusing on education reform, are sort of hopelessly in the dark about what the states are doing.



We've had sessions with them.  We've brought them in.  We've talked to them.  We do not know what's going on.  They do not know what's going on, and they're telling us that they don't know what's going on.



Again, I make that observation and then get to what you're doing.  States will come in and they'll tell you all of these wonderful things they're doing, but they may have been doing that beforehand and not use any of the SFSF monies to get there, and will you be testing that or in some way holding their feet to the fire to say, "No, you're just using it to plug the gaps and not really to do reform"?



So I guess I'm asking:  how do you enforce all of this and how do we get real transparency at the state level?



MS. WHALEN:  That's a great question.  Through this application we are proposing to collect what we believe are important information that inform transparency at the state and LEA level, and as Joanne mentioned in her presentation, SFSF 1 and SFSF 2 approval are proposed eligibility criteria for Race to the Top, and as well as in their application, it is proposed that states explain how they invested their funds in education.



MR. BRANNUM:  Robert Benson Brannum. To the extent that you are encouraged to move forward and press your policy objectives, I welcome that.  It is my hope being a resident and education advocate in the District of Columbia that the President and the Secretary will be as equally vigorous and strong and stern in its current opposition and maintain that opposition to vouchers for the District of Columbia.



Don't fall on that.  Don't take the sword on that.  Stand firm.  There are people in this city who support the President and the Secretary in saying no to those vouchers, to that voucher program.



Thank you.



MS. WHALEN:  Thank you.



MR. RICHARDSON:  Walter Richardson, LA Unified parent.
In regards to the SFSF resources, parents want to know -- let me back up.  



I met with Secretary Arne Duncan in May of this year, and he stated that parents need to be the watchdogs of this funding, and that if we made reports back to him, that then there would be something carried out.  We got that.



I'm concerned about when parents do come forth and go to their schools and get the necessary data, they're not doing it without some form of abuse.  They're not a Walter Richardson.  I can handle the abuse.



What type of safeguards or what type of preventative are we going to do or put into the law to help safeguard parents from being abused or their kids being attacked when these parents go out and get this data and send it back to Washington, D.C.?



And then what, if anything, is going to be done in order to be able to help or what requirement are you going to put upon the states to ensure that they have to do a follow-through on helping to monitor?



Because there is a disconnect regarding charter schools.  Charter schools are not doing the things that are required of them under the law.  Example, the student population should be based upon what is in the population, and it's being discriminated where they are choosing the applicants that they're bringing to the school.



MR. RITSCH:  This brings up a good topic that I wanted to interject, and then maybe you all can add to it.



We very much want everyone to be a watchdog of how this money is spent, and there's a mechanism for that, and there's a mechanism for anonymity and protection.



With $100 billion going out the door as quickly as it will, we know that there will be some waste, some fraud, some abuse of it, but we want to know about that, and our Office of Inspector General, in particular, wants to know about that.  



And they can take in your tips and your information in a variety of forms, e-mail, they have a hot line; they have a mailing address, and it's all anonymous and we'll be pushing more than just me standing up here and telling you about this, doing outreach around that.



So we know that we want those reports, and we want parents to be watchdogs.  We want business groups to be watchdogs.  We want all of our stakeholders at the ground level to be looking out for that.



Did you all want to say anymore along those lines?



Okay.  Why don't we take the next question or comment over here?



MR. RICHARDSON:  Thank you.



MS. AVERA:  Hello.  My name is Alison Avera.  I am with the Department of Education in New York City.



And just sort of a question across the three of you, which is what will be the relationship between the data that is gathered for the four assurances and the actual applications for the other funds?



For instance, might you be looking just at, okay, they've provided the data on the different teacher distribution criteria, or might you use that to then make assessments as to whether LEAs or SEAs have been effective in actually equitably distributing teachers or making progress towards that?



And I'm just using that as an example, but the larger question is how will you relate the data to the actual competitive applications?



MS. WHALEN:  So for SFSF 2, we are not going to place a value judgment on the data that is submitted.  What we are looking at is to ensure that the data is available and that it's transparent and that the public can monitor how states are progressing across these reforms.



When we are looking across multiple grants out of the Department of Education, we are truly looking for areas of overlap and trying to bring consistency in our definitions.  What we are asking for wherever possible for the grants process, to make it as user-friendly for the applicants as possible.



MS. KNIGHT:  Good afternoon.  Zoa Knight, L.A. USD.



From a parent perspective, I'm going to ask two things.  The SEA and the LEA that we represent, California and Los Angeles, we have a large English learner base, and the challenge is you're seeking comment relative online or with the new technology.  However, many of our English learners are not savvy enough to do that.  They're not comfortable to have leaders come forth to speak on their behalf.



That's a challenge because we're trying to grasp all parents in getting buy-in relative to transparency, accountability, and the last word, reform.



In addition to that, one area as a parent that I don't like is a yes or no question.  Reason being is because that can be interpretive.  From one perspective I can give you a yes.  From another perspective I can give you a no.



And, again, I want to reiterate my support of my SEA.  It's a daunting challenge to deal with an LEA, Los Angeles Unified School District, that is larger than the SEA in many capacities.



So what I ask in the future, that we don't utilize this one size fit all mechanism because there's differing factors that are involved, and with data you're not going to collect the true vetting for the data.



MS. WHALEN:  So can I just ask that for your yes/no question that you please submit it in writing so we can take that into consideration, please?



MR. DeSCHRYVER:  Hi.  David DeSchryver with Brustein and Manasevit (phonetic).



A clarifying question that the woman just asked prior, a moment ago, and that's just about the required indicator.  So what’s required is really not that you meet it but that you have it and show plans on progressing on it.  So if in districts or states that don't have that system, you're really looking for  the plan in place to develop that system.  So not that you failed to meet the indicator, but that you're moving fowards or progressing.



MS. WHALEN:  Correct.  The beauty of SFSF 2 is that everybody can be a winner.



MR. DeSCHRYVER:  Wonderful.



(Laughter.)



MS. BRENNAN-GAC:  Hi.  Trish Brennan-Gac, again with Learning Point Associates.



I have a question about expectations for states and districts around timing with so many different funds.  Is it accurate to say that for the competitive funds, also teacher incentive fund and school improvement, that all of the applications will be made available to states and districts in 2009 and that all of the applications for first phases will be due by the end of 2009?



MS. WHALEN:  I'm actually going to see if we can go back to Tony's slide, which outlines when we think that all of these proposed notices will be available and when we anticipate to be able to publish final notices.



I think your point is that there is significant overlap.  We hope that people see this as an opportunity to collaborate and to inform their applications across these grants, and see it as an opportunity to really leverage thinking.



MR. SHELTON:  A probability, but not definitive.  I can say this--the one that's the most at risk is probably the innovation funds simply because we need to understand what it's going to take to get through the comment period.  



If we have lots and lots and lots of comments, which we could, it could push our time line back.



PARTICIPANT:  We can't hear you.



MR. SHELTON:  Sorry.  If we have lots and lots and lots of public comments, it could push back our time line, and in particular, if we have thousands as opposed to a couple of thousand, but thousands of applicants, it will push back our time line.



PARTICIPANT:  (Speaking from an unmiked location.)



MR. RITSCH:  Let it be noted that Jim smiled in a very nice way when describing this.



(Laughter.)



MR. RITSCH:  Trish then made the point that winter can be very long.  Jim smiled again.



(Laughter.)



MR. RITSCH:  This is for our transcriptionist.



I'll take one last question.



MS. KIELY:  Hi.  Is it possible to return to an innovation fund questions



MR. RITSCH:  I think it is.



MS. KIELY:  Okay, great.



MR. RITSCH:  And we'll probably smile some more.  So let's see what happens.



MS. KIELY:  Great.  I'm looking at the fact sheet in the folder, and I'm sorry.  My name is Kim Kiely.  I'm with the National College Access Network.



MR. RITSCH:  Yes.



MS. KIELY:  I'm wondering if you or the future notice could talk a little bit more about the differences you've seen between scaling up effective programs and, quote, simple expansion.



MR. SHELTON:  Yeah, and so let me speak to that because that's actually something that probably needs to be clarified even in the information sheets.  There's a line that says what this is not supposed to do a simple expansion.  There used to be some other lines in there that were deemed inappropriate, and so they got taken out, which made it more clear.



That basically is to say if you are a program that is already at scale serving millions of students, this is not for you to apply to expand your program to a few more schools.  That was the intention of that line.  Without the additional context, it's not quite so clear.



But definitely by definition this is meant to help scale effective state practices and programs.



MS. KIELY:  Thank you.



MR. SHELTON:  Sure.



MR. RITSCH:  Okay.  Well, thank you for good questions and good comments.  Again, anything that you want to actually be official, you need to submit in writing, and we’ve outlined how to do that.



And I do want to reiterate how important it is to us that we get any reports of shenanigans or otherwise with the money at all levels. 



The hotline I happen to know offhand.  It's 1-800-mis-used.



(Laugher.)



MR. RITSCH:  Which is clever, but you can do this on line or through the mail as well with our Inspector General's Office.



A couple of other things here on a variety of topics.  H1N1 flu, I hope it is on the minds of all our stakeholder groups, both the importance of keeping kids healthy and safe as this flu returns for the fall flu season in a form that we haven't seen before, and that we think about how to keep kids learning if school is interrupted by it.



We expect CDC will be releasing guidance for schools for the fall this Friday, and then we'll be pushing that out in a variety of ways, but do be thinking about what that means for your group and how you can help keep everyone safe and learning as well.



We're looking for feedback on ed.gov about ed.gov.  So if you have any questions about the website or any feedback about the website as we redesign it, please file that with us through ed.gov.



We're also looking for feedback on these sessions, and so when you leave, we hope you will drop off a completed evaluation form.  These were on your chairs, and we certainly appreciate your doing that.



We'll have a transcript.  We'll have powerpoints.  We'll have video of this forum on ed.gov later this week.  So check back and please do share that with your groups and any other information that you gathered here.



We'll convene again in September, at a date to be determined, agenda to be determined as well, but I think we'll start to get people focusing around ESEA reauthorization, and sort of the timetable for that and how we can take in your comments and policy documents there.



So with that, enjoy the rest of your summer, and we will hope to see you again next month.



Thanks, everyone.



(Whereupon, at 3:31 p.m., the forum was concluded.)





