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Coordinator:
Welcome and thank you for standing by. Currently all participants are on listen-only for the presentation. At the time of the question and answer session please press star, then 1 to ask your question. Today’s call is being recorded. If anyone objects, they may disconnect at this time.


I’d like to turn the conference over to Suzanne Immerman. You may begin.

Suzanne Immerman:
Thank you. Good afternoon everyone or good morning for those of you from the West Coast. Thanks for calling in today. I’m Suzanne Immerman, the Director of Strategic Partnerships with the U.S. Department of Education and delighted to have a chance to introduce this call. We appreciate all of you making the time at short notice but we were very excited to announce this year’s i3 competition and knew that there was a lot of interest from the philanthropic field.


Last year as many of you know, many of you yourselves were active participants in making the competition such a success and we’d love to continue to have a strong partnership with the philanthropic community this year so we wanted you to be some of the first to hear about the changes in the competition and opportunities for your participation.


As many of you know, last year the private sector came through with $130 million in match funds for the 49 winning applicants of the i3 competition. It was an extraordinarily diverse group of match providers from the corporate, private, community, family, individual, national foundation community. We hope to have a similarly diverse group of participants this year.


We also were thrilled to see the collaboration of the foundation communities coming together to form a foundation registry to facilitate the work of the philanthropic community in providing the matches and the opportunity for applicants to apply to look for match partners and we’re thrilled that they are going to be doing something similar again this year for this year’s competition.


And I just want to point out and as a way to both thank and make a plug for asking for the same kinds of flexibility for this year, we really recognize the extraordinary flexibility and ease with which the philanthropic community worked to help accommodate this incredible opportunity to leverage government funds at scale.


And many foundations once they realized the windows in which matches were needed to be made changed the dates of their board meetings, allowed for themselves to have sort of extraordinary power to make decisions during times when they wouldn’t normally have board meetings and I think it showed what the flexibilities and possibilities were when the private sector and the public sector worked together. And I’ll just say that we’re very hopeful that many of you will be able to do that again and anything we can do to help facilitate that process, please let us know.


So it’s my pleasure to turn the call over to my colleague who many of you know well, Assistant Deputy Secretary for the Office of Innovation and Improvement, Jim Shelton.

Jim Shelton:
Thanks Suzanne. Hi, everybody. Glad to be together on the phone today to talk about the second year of i3, very grateful that we’re actually able to talk about a second year of i3.


I’m going to spend a few minutes going through the basic outlines to make sure we all start out on the same page and then I want to open it up for questions as quickly as possible.


Before I begin, you know, Suzanne said better than I ever could thank you for last year. The importance of the public/private partnership continues to grow as we see the last year’s winners and frankly the folks who were close but found only funding from the private sector at post the competition last year. Your partnership has been phenomenal and so we just look forward to continue to work together.


So last Friday we announced formally the second round of i3. This year it’s $150 million. The core principles of the program remain the same, a little bit of money for a little bit of evidence, a lot of money for a lot of evidence. That’s reflected in the three categories, development, validation and scale-up. The grant sizes have changed this year because there’s $150 million available in total. That’s going to be $3 million for development, $15 million for validation and up to $25 million for scale-up.


Additionally, I’ll talk more about the match but the match amounts have changed as well. The match requirement on scale-up is 5%, the match requirement for validation is 10% and the match requirement for development is 15%.


The opportunity that we have here is to continue to build the portfolio of things that have strong and moderate evidence that we’re able to show to the field and make available to educators based on the great work that’s happening in nonprofits and schools and districts across the country.


We got a lot of feedback from the foundation community and from others and so you’ll see a number of things have changed about the competition. Obviously the match requirement was one of the big things that you all gave us feedback on and so we took that to heart. We also got feedback about the complexity of the application so we took great pains to try and simplify the application.


We did have limitations because of the timing on the calendar and the flexibility we had to make some changes. So it will look different when we do a complete redesign should we get that opportunity but we did believe we’ve made it much simpler than it was in prior years.


I want to spend to spend a second talking about some of the specifics of the changes. Two new absolute priorities of importance, one, is the focus on science, technology, engineering and mathematics. The President has talked a lot about winning the future and the need to focus on the areas of study that are going to allow us to prepare people for those jobs of the future. So we’re trying to come up with solutions that can actually make specific strides in those areas.


The second is we actually moved the rural competitive priority to an absolute priority. Though we’ve always thought that rural was a priority since the beginning of the competition, many of you actually were an important part of our ability and our attempt to focus on the rural communities last year. We found that in some cases we were very successful, we were very proud of the rural grantees that we awarded last year. But there were some places where there was still room for improvement. We believe the new absolute priority around rural will allow us to have the rurals compete on a level playing ground and give us the opportunity to see some really important innovations come out of the field.


The additional changes that are worth noting is that there are a couple of new competitive priorities as well and there’s a change to the way the competitive priorities work. The first - the new competitive priorities, the first is around productivity because we know the world that we’re going into, and that frankly we’ve been in for the last couple years, is one where we have to encourage people of finding ways to do more with less.


And we also recognize that technology is an important tool in actually achieving that and also support some of the other goals around personalization and around access. And we believe that encouraging solutions that focus on these other areas but also leverage technology to do so will be important opportunities as we move forward.


The last few things I want to highlight while we’re going through is that the competitive priorities are going to work a little bit differently. Last year what we saw was that it was better to get applicants to focus as opposed to try and write to all the different priorities.


And so this year applicants will choose two areas where they want to try and get points and they’ll be scored on those. They can write to as many as they like but the incentives will be to focus on the absolute priorities and then focus on the competitive priorities where they can truly distinguish themselves. We also hope to do much clearer training and things of that nature to make sure the peer reviewers are very clear about what makes for a strong demonstration of having met the criteria versus not.


The second thing that I wanted to make sure that we highlight is that we have - are continuing to focus on the sustainability and scalability of these solutions as they go through. We want to continue to encourage the new ideas in the development category but in all categories the demonstration that people have thought for substantially sustainable models and that they thought about how these things will ultimately go to scale though they may not and will not necessarily do that themselves, will be important parts for the competition.


Those were areas - those - the scalability in particular was an area last year where some of the grantees and even the community more broadly got confused about whether they had to do it themselves and how could, for example, rural communities think about scalability. We want to make sure that people understand the difference between designed and developing a project that can be scaled and the requirement that they actually scale it themselves. We’ll continue to actually ask people to think about issues of cost effectiveness and things of that nature and so that all of those things that are about the long-term success of these projects and programs remain important.


One last thing that I want to highlight because I think it’s important that we emphasize it because I know it’s a little bit complicated for some people and that is that evidence still is at the core of the program. What we’ve done is last year the strength of the evidence was something that was both an eligibility criteria and a criteria that was judged by the peer reviewers.


What we’ve done this year is said there will only be one review. There will be one official review. It will be done by our staff experts and the people who work with us through the (Watwers) Clearinghouse. They’ll use that criteria to determine whether or not applicants met that criteria and that will be the only place where they are frankly judged, if you will, on whether or not they met the eligibility criteria.

That said, the relationship of the evidence to the impacts that the applicants are proposing will remain extremely important as well as the magnitude of the impact that’s expected as well. Those two things are now tied together, they’re spelled out. They account for the same amount of points that they did last year and will be the biggest determinates in the bigger determining categories in both the scale-up and validation competitions.


With that I’ll let my colleagues chime in if there’s anything important that they feel like I’ve missed and we’ll turn it open to questions from the audience. Again, while you’re queuing up your questions, thank you everybody for joining and thank you for the work that we’re about to do as we go forward.

Suzanne Immerman:
Jim, do you want to give maybe just a reminder a little bit on the timeline, the expected just generally anticipated timeline for everyone.

Jim Shelton:
Oh, sure. So the applications will be back in on August 2. It will take us - hopefully we’ll be able to process them so that we are able to notify the folks that are in the top categories within eight weeks after that so to speak and that will give a clear signal to the field of folks who are going to be anticipating needing a match. And then we hope to announce final winners in late fall recognizing that we have to get the money out by December 31.


So it’s still not going to be the amount of time that we would have liked to have allowed for the matches to happen over the course of the competition because of how late we got our budget. We’re hopeful that because of the lower match amounts and because of the requirement that the grantees only have to have a - that grantees can have a firm commitment for the first year and the latter years can be continued upon performance, we’ll get the flexibility and comfort that everyone will need to get to the finish line on their matches.

Coordinator:
As a reminder if you would like to ask a question, please press star, then 1. To withdraw a question, star, then 2. Once again to ask a question, please press star, then 1. At this time we do have one question coming from Jim Pitofsky from the Arizona Community Foundation. Your line is open.

Jim Pitofsky:
Hey, Jim. Just wanted to know for the rural absolute priority, which is great that you did that, does that mean that an applicant must propose to exclusively work in rural communities or just that you’re trying to encourage rural inclusion but they can apply to expand to both rural and non-rural communities?

Jim Shelton:
They can apply for both rural and non-rural but the meeting the unique needs of students in rural communities takes on a much greater importance and there will be additional information about - that makes much more clear what counts as rural and what doesn’t so people won’t have to guess.

Jim Pitofsky:
Thanks.

Jim Shelton:
Thanks a lot, Jim. Appreciate it.

Coordinator:
We do have a question from Deborah Carney, Cincinnati Public School. Your line is open.

Deborah Carney:
Good afternoon. A couple of questions concerning the development grants. Do you know how many grants will be available because one notice says 2 and another notice says up to 15?

Jim Shelton:
In the development category our estimates are in the 15-plus range. It depends on how many apply. Those are all estimates. It’s totally dependent upon how many we award in each one of the categories. We do think the notion of creating this pipeline of innovation is really important and so would like to see a really strong and robust pipeline of development grants that are successful.

Deborah Carney:
And could you also give us the number of grants for scale-up and validation?

Jim Shelton:
So the estimates are there in the package of two to three of each.

Deborah Carney:
Okay.

Jim Shelton:
Sorry, two to three of the scale-up and about five in the validation category.

Deborah Carney:
Okay. And is the grants this year also for five years?

Jim Shelton:
The opportunity is for grants of three to five years.

Deborah Carney:
Three to five years, okay. And for the matching, you just need a letter of commitment for the first year only?

Jim Shelton:
No. So the letter of commitment is for - the letters of commitment that you need are for the entire match amount; however, there can be contingencies for performance.

Deborah Carney:
Okay. And you need that along with the initial application?

Jim Shelton:
Yes, ma’am.

Deborah Carney:
Thank you.

Suzanne Immerman:
Jim, just to clarify...
Jim Shelton:
I’m sorry. I’m sorry.

Suzanne Immerman:
Yes.

Jim Shelton:
I’m sorry. No, that comes at the - the confirmation comes after you’ve been announced as high scoring.

Deborah Carney:
Okay.

Jim Shelton:
But you must submit with your application is if you plan to apply for a waiver. If you plan to apply for a waiver of some portion or the full match amount, you have to submit that with your application.

Deborah Carney:
Thank you.

Jim Shelton:
And then obviously the foundation folks on the phone will appreciate this but also applicants should start to seek out their potential funders early.
Coordinator:
Our next question from (Dave Blackburn), (Repeads). Your line is open. You may ask your questions.

(Dave Blackburn):
Hi, Jim.

Jim Shelton:
Hey. How’s it going?

(Dave Blackburn):
Great. We are a rural Central Louisiana nine district consortium led by the (Repeads) Foundation. We have two questions. One, can we as the philanthropic put up the match or do we need a private corporate partner as well or both? And second, we have 144 schools of 63,000 children and our target would be 100,000. We are just shy of 100,000, so is that an issue?
Jim Shelton:
So on the first part, private funding from any source, philanthropic, even the nonprofit - any other nonprofit that happens to be involved in the partnership can use their funding as a portion of it as long as it’s non-public funding that counts. So it doesn’t have to be a private corporation.


On the second thing, I can’t give you specific guidance on whether 100,000 reaches scale or anything like that. What I can say is that if you’re in the rural targeted area, that’s what matters. As a matter of fact we would love to see large consortia of rurals working together to create - to produce solutions that can be shown that actually you can so these things and they can scale across rural communities.

(Dave Blackburn):
Got it. Thanks.

Coordinator:
Once again if you...
Jim Shelton:
Just really for quick reference, one of our winners from last year was a consortium of rurals from Tennessee, the Niswonger Foundation.

Coordinator:
As a reminder if you would like to ask a question, please press star, then 1.

Suzanne Immerman:
If you all don’t have any questions, we’ll just assume that you’re thrilled with all the changes to the application this year.

Coordinator:
We do have a question from Scott Thompson, Panasonic Foundation. Your line is open.

Scott Thompson:
Yes. I just wanted to follow up on the competitive priorities. One question was would the - can competitive priorities from last year all still be continuing with the addition of productivity and I believe you said technology was another one.

Jim Shelton:
Yes. So all the competitive priorities from last year continue with the exception that rural was moved from a competitive priority to an absolute priority. And then of course we added the productivity and technology priorities as well.

Scott Thompson:
Okay. Great. Thanks.
Suzanne Immerman:
But, Jim, the absolute priorities have changed; is that correct?

Jim Shelton:
Yes. The absolute priorities have changed so there’s the addition of STEM, there’s the addition of rural and the absolute priority for data was removed leaving the absolute priorities around supporting the implementation of high quality standards and assessments the teachers and leaders want and the turnaround is (struggling fairly) persistently low-achieving schools.

Coordinator:
We have a question from Jeremiah Newell from Mobile Area Education Foundation. Your line is open.

Jeremiah Newell:
Hi, Jim. We just - (really) just put in the rule absolute priority and the requirement that other absolute priorities are met, can you meet more than one additional absolute priority or are we just going to focus on an additional absolute priority to rule? So essentially are we - what I’m trying to get clarity around is does for instance with rural priority, do we then need to do whatever we would normally do for any additional absolute priority whether it be STEM or innovation or whatever it may be? Is that...
Jim Shelton:
We are - thank you very much. We are encouraging folks to include the other priority areas but it is not a requirement.

Jeremiah Newell:
But (on the side) is requirement to do another priority, right? Am I misreading it?

Jim Shelton:
You are. It is just an encouragement.

Jeremiah Newell:
Thank you.

Coordinator:
We have a question from Doris Williams, Rural School and Community Trust. Your line is open.

Doris Williams:
Yes. Thank you.

Jim Shelton:
Hi, Doris.

Doris Williams:
Hi. How are you?

Jim Shelton:
Good.

Doris Williams:
What kind of technical assistance if any is the department going to offer this round and is there anything that’s targeting specifically rural?
Jim Shelton:
Sure. So we are going to do our pre-application information sessions and conference calls. In particular we’re going to be doing one of our technical assistance centers - technical assistance visits in rural community and the webinars will be broadly available.

Doris Williams:
Okay. And have you decided where that rural visit is going to be, a location for that?

Jim Shelton:
No. I think I just blew it. Hang on one second. Okay. So the locations we wound up with still wound up being city-bound for the in-person locations and then we’ll be multiple webinars and then we’ll continue to reach out through the nonprofits that have put together special sessions for rural populations.

Doris Williams:
Okay. Thank you.

Coordinator:
Once again if you would like to ask a question, please press star, then 1.

Suzanne Immerman:
As many of you - this is Suzanne. Just wanted to add, as many of you know last year with the addition of the competitive priority for rural communities, we went out of our way at the department to encourage the philanthropic sector to think about ways to help support rural communities and we were delighted that a couple of major national foundations and other local funders came together and actually reached out to the Rural School and Community Trust and asked them if they would provide technical assistance to rural communities when thinking about this above and beyond what the department is doing and also that they would put together rural set-aside of a pool of funds that should there be high-scoring rural applicants that they would have more assistance.

And there were many foundations that came together and we want to thank all of those that did and we’d be happy to continue to work with any that wanted to think about ways to try to help rural communities in particular access either philanthropic match dollars or technical assistance. And of course really the same goes for all communities in that department, anything we can do to help facilitate those partnerships, we would love to do. And I know many of you know how to get in touch with me at the department, Suzanne Immerman, so feel free to do so.
Jim Shelton:
The support you all provide in that area just one getting strong support for the technical assistance still remains very important because, again, our funding did not include a set-aside for technical assistance this year. So we are going to do all that we can carve out from our resources here, all of the things will be broadcast through webinars and all that good stuff but the reality is that we would love to see, especially for some of our communities where we think that they may need resources in order to compete effectively, to see them get some additional support from the philanthropic community. The work that was done last year I think paid off in great ways and I appreciate it and I think it can pay off again.

Suzanne Immerman:
And, Jim, just a point of clarification I remember from last year this came up, it’s up to the applicant to determine where their level of evidence fits in best as in if they should apply for development validation or scale-up, is that correct? That we won’t move them into a different category if...
Jim Shelton:
Yes.

Suzanne Immerman:
...their evidence is not (efficient).

Jim Shelton:
This is going to be something - you’re right, Suzanne. And this is going to be even more important than it was last year just for the efficiency of the processes. We are going to hold the line that we had to hold last year which is that people will have to self-select into the category to which they want to apply. They will be judged - their evidence will be judged based on where they position themselves.

So just to give you a sense of this, last year for example we had 19 applicants to the scale-up category, I believe only 13 meant to do that, you know, kind of just roughly speaking based on where they positioned themselves, where they came in with their applications and what kind of evidence they presented. And then even among those there were some who when it came down to it had not actually met the criteria and so though they were high-scoring, there were a couple that were deemed disqualified because they did not meet the evidence threshold.

So we really want to encourage people to have reputable folks work with them to make the distinctions to really understand what the requirements are for the criteria as they are described and to make sure they choose well when they submit them. And when in doubt, (unintelligible).
Coordinator:
We have a question from Karen Kalish, the Teacher Home Visit Program. Your line is open.

Karen Kalish:
Hi, Jim. How are you?

Jim Shelton:
Good. How are you?

Karen Kalish:
Great. I want to be clear about what next steps are, the doing teacher home visits in St. Louis, we’re not necessarily doing rural, and we are working on STEM with the teachers but I’m wondering what next steps are to send a letter of intent. And I will be in D.C. next week and is there someone I can meet with to make sure that I do everything properly?
Jim Shelton:
So now that the competition is open, our ability to have individual conversations with applicants to discuss the program are highly limited.

Karen Kalish:
Okay.

Jim Shelton:
The next steps are going to be communicated pretty clearly through our Web site. You ought to make sure that you’re signed up for all of our updates and getting all of our updates as they hit. That will happen pretty regularly on the i3 Web site. All of the information sessions are confirmed and will be announced, hitting the Web site. The timing of when we need your notice of intent to apply is 20 days from the time that the application went out, so basically two weeks from now.

Karen Kalish:
Okay. Great. I’ll go on the Web site and get all the information.

Jim Shelton:
Fantastic.

Karen Kalish:
Thank you.

Coordinator:
Once again if you would like to ask a question, please press star, then 1.

Jim Shelton:
Okay. So hearing no other questions at this time, you all know Suzanne and know how to get in touch with her. Also for those who are not specific applicants and/or things that may wind up being broad conversations, we can also set up additional conversations to cover specific topics as they come up. But let us know what questions that you have or what questions that you’re hearing and we’ll make sure that they get addressed to our Frequently Asked Questions or specifically through our communications as appropriate with you as individuals.


And with that I want to say thank you, thank you, thank you. As you know, this is a program that is heavily dependent on your insight and your resources and all that good stuff.

And last thing I will say is please, please, please ask everyone you know who would be a good peer reviewer to sign up. This is going to be heavily dependent on who’s reviewing the applications and my hope is that this year because it’s a smaller pool and things like that we may have the opportunity, and it’s been around, we may have the opportunity to access an even broader and better pool of reviewers than we were last year.


Have a great one. Bye-bye.

Suzanne Immerman:
Thanks, everyone. Bye-bye.

Coordinator:
Today’s call is concluded. All parties may disconnect at this time. Thank you for participating in today’s conference.

END
