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Coordinator:
Thank you for standing by. At this time all participants will be in a listen-only mode until the question-and-answer session. And to ask a question at that time, please press star then 1.

Today's conference is being recorded. If you have any objections, you may disconnect at this time.


And now I'd like to turn the meeting over to Ms. Suzanne Immerman.

Suzanne Immerman:
Thank you, and good afternoon and good morning to everyone. This is Suzanne Immerman, Director of Strategic Partnerships here at the Department of Education. We're delighted that you're all joining us this afternoon or this morning for our conference call about the investing and innovation fund and this year's competition.


I'm delighted to be joined by Nadya Dabby -- Nadya Chinoy Dabby -- our Acting Assistant Deputy Secretary for the Office of Innovation and Improvement; Lisa Philp, the Vice President for Strategic Philanthropy at the Foundation Center. We're hoping that we'll have plenty of time for Q&A for all of you, and we won't spend too much time in presentation.


But we are going to take a few moments at the beginning of the call to give you an overview of i3 overall, what the program is about, and then talk more specifically about this year's competition, and how the Foundation Center is participating in ways that you can get involved. And then hopefully we'll have plenty of time like we said for question-and-answer.


So for those of you who may be a little bit new to i3, just to give you overview of what i3's purpose is. i3, stands for Investing in Innovation Fund, as many of you know, was created as part of the Stimulus Act back when the Obama administration first came into office in 2009, and was - out of all of the funds that were given to help save jobs during that time of difficulty in the economy, i3 was one of our - one of our programs like Race to the Top that we were able to use discretionary funds to try to drive reform and meet change in the system. So while we were at the same time trying to make sure that we were stabilizing the system around the country, we wanted to also use some of the discretionary dollars that we had at our disposal to start to make changes.


And why Investing in Innovation Fund is so unique is that it really exists, unlike many of our programs in the federal government, to both generate and validate solutions to some of our persistent educational challenges. It's also there to help support the expansion of effective solutions across the country and to serve substantially larger number of students than many of our discretionary programs historically have been able to do.


So as many of you know, most of the eligible applicants for i3, they can be local education agents -- these are LEAs -- or nonprofit organizations that are working in partnership with one or more LEAs or consortia of schools. That's also one of the things that's not unique but somewhat unique about i3 for many of our programs where we can grant directly to nonprofits working in consortia of schools or directly to local school districts, unlike states which are usually our clients here, the federal government.

For funding the first year in i3, you may remember we had almost $650 million out of the Stimulus Act, which was a wonderful large pool of funds for us to be able to use at our discretion. The following year we were lucky that this has maintained post stimulus and congress has continued to authorize funding as the President has requested to do this important work. For the past two years it's been stable at around $150 million and this year we're estimating about $135 million in i3. So still a large (pot) of money, although perhaps not quite what it was when we first started.


What makes i3 unique? And many of you I think do this in your own jobs as philanthropists, is that we really try to align the level of funding with the level of evidence that's available. So as we often say, a little bit of money for a little bit of evidence; a little bit of more money for more evidence; and then larger pools of money where there is significant evidence to scale up.


We're really trying to create a pipeline of funding opportunities and also of evidence out there of what's working. It's really a portfolio way of managing grants, different than we often do in federal government and more aligned to the way philanthropy often works.


And our whole idea is really for, in each project, not only to be funding the program, but to be funding the independent evaluation, so that we really can start to build this pool of understanding what works in education and what doesn't.


So the program continues to have three competition elements -- the development competition, the validation competition, and the scale-up competition. So, depending on the amount of evidence that a program or intervention might have, and the amount of funding that they might be seeking, we would apply different levels.


In general, just thinking historically or looking historically at the portfolio to date, close to 65% of our grants have been in the development category, so, early stage of operations, although 50% of the funds have gone towards validation grant which the purpose is really to build the organizational capacity, not to just establish that initial evidence of something working. So that they can get to greater scales.


And what we're very pleased to see at this point through the past cohorts that we've had, i3 served over a million students a year, and somewhere in the range of 80% to 95% of the students, depending on the cohort, are high-needs students. So we really feel like we're targeting the students most at risk, which has always been the hope of the program.


So I'd love to turn it over to Nadya Dabby to go into much more detail about what's new about this year's competition, what you can expect, how you can participate in some of the individual and specific stories of successes that we've seen.

Nadya Dabby:
Perfect. Hello everyone. Good to be with you today.


So one of the things I want to flag is that this year's competition actually looks a little bit different than it has in years past. And the main reason for that really connects to something that Suzanne mention, which is that from our perspective, the idea behind this program is really to create a broad portfolio. And given the way the program had been structured previously, we had very broad categories that allowed anyone to kind of apply as long as they were doing something under Teacher and Principal Effectiveness or under STEM, but we were relatively neutral on what particular kind of aspects they were doing.

And the good point about that is it meant that we actually have funded an incredibly set of ranging and heterogeneous and all the best ways portfolio of 92 different grantees. The downside of that is that there were particular areas in which we thought it was really important to sort of shine our light and to make sure that folks were focusing. We actually didn't have a lot of tools to do that.


And so this year's competition for the first time includes kind of a number of different sub-parts that call out this particular area. And the way that we select those sub-parts is really thinking about kind of what's the portfolio that we're looking to build. So whether we're already funded and whether we're hoping to fund in the future where other folks' funding and kind of how do we think about rounding out this wide range of solutions to the most challenging education issues.


And so this year's competition will look a little bit different. I will flag a couple of particular sub-parts that I think may be of interest folks here, so - and also different priorities that are in there.


So one of those is for the first time there's a focus within this competition on the not terribly well-named realm of non-cognitive skills. We should add that we are taking any suggestions for better names for this topic, because it is not - it is both a - it is just a misnomer and not particularly helpful.


But at any rate, if you want to think about the broad range of socio-emotional skills that we know matter for children success, what we wanted to start doing was trying to think about, how do we actually build those skills and how do we learn from different efforts to build those skills? So I think at this point, our sense is those skills matter a lot.


We know less about how malleable they are and how to actually make sure that kids have the wide of range socio and emotional skills that they will need to be successful later in life. So there's a particular focus there.


There are also kind of a broad range of priorities, focus on using technology in different ways, so whether that's around thinking kind of course redesign and how you really change the structure of classes, which is something that we know has been effective in the higher education space but not as much in the K-12 space, interested in encouraging that.


So, just to kind of - and then there are the sort of usual categories that folks have seen in previous years around Teacher and Principal Effectiveness, around school turnaround, around STEM, around the implementation of college and career-ready standards. And there's also particular focus in this competition as there has been in years past around serving rural students.


One of the changes that we did also make this year is that in years past we had said, we wanted to focus on rural areas, and we actually gave a very, very wide range of opportunities for - focused within that area. And this year for the first time, we are asking folks to pick one of the topics that I was just talking about. So for example, if you're interested in building students' non-cognitive skills in rural areas, you pick the rural areas and you pick the particular topic area.


And from our perspective, this is a good way to make sure that the projects that are happening in rural areas which face a unique set of challenges are also kind of aligned with the broader policy frame around the program and continue to meet the most pressing needs that our students face.


So that's a little bit about what's different this year. I want to talk a little bit about kind of where we are in terms of the process. So we have to make these grants by the end of December. Our money disappears on December 31st of this year.


And so as Suzanne mentioned, we are running these three different - the three different levels of the competition -- development, validation and scale-up. We tend to announce those all at once and we tend to announce those towards the end of the year which we know from a private funder perspective always cause us a little bit of heartburn, but I think we have some good news there about how we've kind of re-thought some of those issues, which I'll come to in a second, but I just want to state quickly kind of where we are.


So there are four scale-up applications in peer review, there are 38 validation applications. There are now 142 applications for development that are under review. And development, you all may recall, is the broadest category. It's where - and we have a pre-application process -- almost 600 peer applications that we sort of narrowed down into this universe of 142.


And so all of those are kind of undergoing their review process on our end, which is pretty exhaustive, and particularly for folks who have evidence, we have to review that evidence. And this year for the first time, are actually excited to announce that one of the things that folks have struggled with in the past is that people don't actually have information about what kind of evidence we're looking for and whether the evidence that they may be using actually are evidence standards.


And so one of the things we're excited about this year is actually all of those evidence reviews that we do as part of the application process will actually be released publicly through the What Works Clearinghouse Web site. And so that's from our end is a way to both kind of catalog what kind of evidence is out there to really kind of increase public awareness around what that looks like, and really give tools to folks who kind of do this work in different ways, since we all know it's not particularly helpful to say, you have to do things you know work but then not to actually give examples of what actually works.


So that's where we are in the process. I want to just emphasize here -- because we've been talking through sort of numbers and process -- of just overall how interesting we think this pool of grantees are. And so there are 92 who are - who have been ardently doing this work for the last year. The first cohort of grantees was 49 grantees that were made in 2010.


And for most of folks, that means that they are right in the middle of their implementation, so most of them will end up doing five-year grants and they are about two-and-a-half years in at this point, which is actually just for the record a really, really interesting time for them. It means that they are sort of far enough along where they can think back to what they meant to do originally and kind of still see that and think about that, but also far enough along where they can also sort of see the finish line and think about kind of what they're hoping will have changed as a result of this grant.


And so we continue to be incredibly impressed by their work. I think by and large, folks are kind of on track and doing really good work. I wanted to highlight a couple of kind of ancillary spillover benefits that we've seen from a few of our grantees that may also be on your radar screen, just to highlight kind of how interesting a group they are.

So one of our grantees is the -- and it's the Advancement Through Opportunity and Knowledge project which is based in Southern California. And it's kind of data-sharing model that has been recognized kind of pretty early on actually in this grant implementation as a model worthy of replication. And so they are expanding the program to 15 sites across Los Angeles County. And this is a program that works particularly with foster care youth. And so it's a really high-need population that we have not kind of as a sector figured out how to serve effectively, and really excited to see them having their chance kind of expand, particularly beyond the scope of the grant.


Another one of our grantees is (Aspira) Public Schools which is a California-based charter management organization. And a lot of the work that we had supported was around their kind of data infrastructure in terms of working with teachers on teacher effectiveness. And some of you may also know that they have actually recently spun out School Villa which is kind of their data management platform, so it's very integrally connected to that work. So, kind of a fund spillover benefit there.


And then the last example I'll toss out is Utah State is one of our eligible entities. And they - sorry, is one of our grantees. And they've been doing some work in New Mexico that actually the New Mexico State legislature adopted and established the program that they ran which is the K-3 Plus Program across the state.


And so again just sort of - that's not directly related to their grants, that is not something that kind of was a part of their original plan. But I think part of what we're really excited to see is increased interest, kind of increased tick-up and expansion that really extends beyond the footprint of the particular $1 billion in federal funds and of course about $200,000 - sorry, $200 million in private funding. (Unintelligible).

The other cool thing, because we've talked about the evidence, that I just want to make sure that folks have on their radar screen, as Suzanne mentioned, this program straddles this funny space where it is both trying to support really early-stage innovation where there may not be a lot of evidence, but also really think about what it takes to scale things that do work.


And I think focusing - I think there can be a perception that they think they're somehow in contradiction with each other. And I think from our perspective they actually go very well together. So you actually want to try out new things, figure out what works, and then help scale up what works from there. And that's sort of why we have this grant structure that we have in place.


And what that means for us is one of the things that we care about a lot as I mentioned in a slightly different context earlier is this question about evidence and really making it much easier for this field to be on these specific grantees here to actually benefit from what we're learning, and to make it easier for people to do what works best for kids.


We know that everybody that does this work, does this work for the right reasons. And we also know that we are not reliably as good as we could be about making sure that people have the tools to do all of the right things that they want to do for children. And so by sharing that evidence, we think this is a way to really break through on that.


And so for that first three cohorts of grantees -- so that's the 92 projects funded from 2010, 2011 and 2012 -- there are 76 projects that we estimate will be - will meet the What Works Clearinghouse evidence standards. So What Works Clearinghouse, just to be clear, is right on the department's Institute for Education Sciences, kind of the R&D arm of the Federal Department of Education.


And so what that means for us is that there will be some really rigorous information that demonstrates what works and also what doesn't work across a wide range of context and a wide range of interventions. And we're really excited to learn from that.


One of the things that we are really committed to kind of in that process is also really making sure that it's structured as a learning experience for our grantees. So I think the side effect we don't want is for folks to say, oh, that didn't work quite the way I intended, and to sort of be excessively punished for that. By all means we want them to change their practices and make sure that they have the support and the tools they need to do different things for kids, but really want to make sure that we are thinking about that thoughtfully as a learning experience both for the grantee as well as for us in terms of how we do this work and how we support this work, as well as for the field more broadly.


In terms of the practical next steps, I think we will - we are aiming to make these announcements. We always make - aim to make them as early as possible, but given the way our schedule works, it takes a while. One thing I want to flag is that we have changed the way that we do the private sector match. So one of the things we had heard consistently from, primarily, from the folks on this phone, are - is that when we make the announcements typically last couple of years, they've been in November when we announced the highly-rated applications. They then have - the grantees then have somewhere in the kind of four to six weeks range to officially secure their private sector matching funds.


And one of the things, understandably, is that that's kind of a tough time of year to do that. For a lot of foundations, folks have kind of closed their books for the year, and so there isn't necessarily kind of new many set aside available to give, it's a difficult timing thing around the holidays.


And so one of the changes that we put in place this year to really make sure that folks have the time that they need to build the robust partnerships with the private sector is to change exactly how that works. And so this year, instead of folks having to find that full match in the period of from when we announced kind of before the end of the year, they will actually just have to find half of that match and then we will give them the first six months of 2014 to secure that second half of that match.


So our hope is that by essentially decreasing the dollar amount that any one grantee has to raise, that that gives folks a little bit more flexibility and a little bit more time to kind of build meaningful relationships, particularly with philanthropy.


We of course are eager to see how it goes and we'll welcome your feedback on that experience. I think one thing we want to flag in that is that if the - if grantees do not actually secure 100% of that matched by the six-month march into 2014, it is a requirement to have the match and so the grant actually has to go away.


So we are happy to have introduced this flexibility but we think it kind of ups the bar on all of us to make sure that those matching funds are actually met within that timeframe. That said, you all have been incredibly tremendous partners over the last four years or so of this program. So there's always a lot of flurry and a lot of worry around the match and we certainly understand and share, you know, all of those sentiments, but it is in fact true, every single one of our grantees has always met their full match and it is in fact also true that nobody has -- despite how folks' matching funds may shift over the course of a grant -- it is also true that nobody has lost access to any federal fund because of those shifts.


So I want to be really clear here that though it seems like in some way it makes it a little bit more flexible on the front end, it ups the bar, I think we have tremendous amount of confidence in you all and in our grantees in being able to kind of meet this bar. But again, I want to make sure that we keep open the lines of communication to figure out what works well. And if this doesn't work as well, then we should recalibrate moving forward.

Suzanne Immerman:
Great. Terrific. Thanks so much, Nadya.


What I want to do now is turn it over to a colleague at the Foundation Center, Lisa Philp, who has actually been involved in i3 from many different perspectives since its inception. Lisa, before she came to the Foundation Center, was at JPMorgan managing the strategic philanthropy for their client the Private Bank. And I just want to point out that what Lisa was able to do there was actually access a whole different group of philanthropists that may not necessarily be paying attention to something like i3, and really helped raise awareness and in fact funnel a lot of dollars strategically towards evidence-based programs and scaling.

So Lisa was previously on your side of the fence as a funder paying attention to the announcements, thinking through what the matches were, (embedding) the program, and is now an amazing partner at the Foundation Center in helping run one of the most important tools that'll enable i3 to partner with the private sector. So, Lisa, it's my pleasure to turn it over to you now to talk a little bit about the Foundation Center's role in helping support this program.

Lisa Philp:
Sure. Thanks so much, Suzanne. Really appreciate it. It feels great working with you and all of your colleagues at the Department of Ed.


Let me just start by just making sure everybody is clear on what the foundation registry i3 is. It's foundationregistryi3.org. It's a Web site that was created by a group of national education funders including the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation in the first year of the i3 program.


And it was just a very smart idea of, why don't we create this kind of online tool that allows the applicants to the i3 program to load the materials, you know, voluntarily, that they've submitted to the Department of Ed, so that funders who sign up to be a part of the registry can have a one-stop shop area to look at the pending proposals.


On the funder side there's a password-protected area that allows foundations to comment and share their review process. As Nadya was mentioning, you know, the four to six weeks typically on the cycle where, you know, all systems go and folks are needing to make decisions around matches, the more information that could be shared in a safe environment by funders, the better.


So this is this Web site that has been in existence for the full several-year cycle of the i3 program. And very easy for funders on the phone, if you're not already part of it, there's no commitment required to sign up, just potential interest, and reviewing and potentially providing support for i3 applicants. So anybody who's not already a part of it should send an email to help@foundationregistryi3 to be a part of it. And I'll give you more information again at the end.


But basically -- let me just pick up a little bit what Suzanne was saying in terms of my personal involvement -- in - a few years ago, in 2010, when I was working with emerging philanthropists and family foundations, the i3 registry was this, you know, was this godsend because I was working with a number of individuals who very much cared about public education in their own backyard and knew the groups that they knew. But these tended to be folks who were interested and leveraged and wanting to know what works and all those sorts of things that i3 stands for.


And so to have this mechanism that allows me to go beyond my (role at XMC), you know, who has funded some of the groups that were under consideration, who was taking something to their board, you know, was really invaluable during that crunch period.


The Gates Foundation which built the tool the FoundationRegistryi3 Web site on behalf of this group of national education funders, they administered it as well for the first two years of the program. Since they always been designed as being something by the field, you know, for the field, they asked the Foundation Center last year if we would take on the administration of it. So we were happy to do that.


I can give you some results from last year's process which is that 20 of the 20 highest-ranked applicants all did upload their materials to the registry. So we're happy to have 100% participation on that front.

We start now. I mean we start earlier, then try to get applicants before the ratings come down to participate because funders do get a chance to look to see, you know, what's going on as the peer review happens at the Department of Ed.


Last year, $7 million was matched by registry funders out of the $16 million required, so about 44%. Overall, over the past three years of the program, 54 of the 85 highest-rated applications uploaded their proposals to the FoundationRegistryi3. They needed 152 in matching funds of the ones that uploaded. And the registry funders provided about $75 million, so roughly half of the amount.


So again this is something funders on the call, do encourage your grantees to have applied to this year's i3 cycle to voluntarily upload their materials themselves. We have already started the outreach process on that, have about 20 or so proposals uploaded, so people can go take a look at that right now. But please do encourage your grantees who are part of the cycle to upload.


And for all of you who aren't a part of it, again send us an email at help@foundationregistry.org. You can learn more about the registry by visiting the Web site at foundationregistryi3.org. Again reminder, no funding commitment to sign up, this is really just a tool that, as part of the process, we'll be sending you all sorts of updates.

The tool itself is terrific, provides the sort of framework for this, but then there's a kind of human element of my team and me, you know, taking this on and sending updates and nudges and reminders and letting you know what's happening in terms of the ed process to be a part of this.

So, happy to take any questions at the end. Thanks. Back to you, Suzanne.

Suzanne Immerman:
Thank you. Thanks so much.


And I do want to get - make sure we have plenty of time for questions - I want to just point out, and I know we sent this out in the notice for the call. But so in addition to the i3 registry which has already, as we noted, a lot of the applications uploaded and soon hopefully there will be many more. The i3 Web site does have also a decent amount of information for you to look at, just if you want to get a sense of the names of the applicant, who's applied in each category, and I believe where they're from.


So if you're interested more in geography or just looking for certain organizations but you can't really get a lot of information, (just name). So I encourage you to really use the registry to be able to dig in to what the applications are saying and what they're looking to do.

Nadya Dabby:
This is Nadya. And just to be clear, we do as a department in the end share the applications of the funded proposals. For a bunch of reasons, we don't actually do it during the competition, partly because we think it will actually sort of distort the competition, particularly as we think about the development competition, whether it's a pre-application process and then a full application process. So sort of for the interim information, we try to share as much as we can which is sort of really dollar amount where folks are located, the names of the organizations. But the real detail of this we'll leave elsewhere.


And we of course encourage all of our applicants to kind of share, you know, share this widely to get sort of early on their funding, you know, on their matching. I think most folks often thing, well, there's no chance I'll win, so people don't get that lined up.

So we try to encourage them. But we cannot do kind of individualized outreach to applicants. And so for any of you who do have those individual relationships with folks who you know are applying, certainly kind of your discretion, but an option for you all to talk to them to make sure that they are sharing their proposal as appropriate.

Suzanne Immerman:
So why don't we open it up for questions now? And while folks are raising their hands and asking questions, we can also continue to throw out fun facts or ask each other questions. But I'll turn it over to our Verizon moderator just to make sure everyone knows how that works.

Coordinator:
Thank you. And to ask a question at this time, please press star 1. Unmute your phone and record your name when prompted. To withdraw your request, you may press star 2. And once again to ask a question, please press star 1.

Suzanne Immerman:
So while we are waiting for the queue of questions to start to come in, just also thinking -- listening to Lisa talk about the registry, that want to point out what's so exciting to the department about this and I think has been exciting to other funders is what might seem like a relatively simple idea and tool was such a breakthrough for the department in terms of being able to share information in a way that took it out of the government's hands and allowed applicants to make choices about wanting to share their information with funders, enable the private sector partners really take the lead in promoting a government program and being able to talk about it.


Obviously the way the Foundation Center does that is entirely up to them. We, as you can tell, are limited sometimes by our tools in terms of marketing and outreach. And so what's exciting is that this tool, the registry, has been copied by other agencies throughout the administration. It's something that the White House is aware of and excited about.


And I have also been approached, as I know Lisa has, by other philanthropic entities and other nonprofit entities about using this similar kind of registry model for other kinds of collaborations and programs where you're really looking to not necessarily have to have funders accept thousands of applications, but be able to have viewing into a portfolio of opportunities and to make choices and communicate with each other there. So, kudos to the foundation community and Foundation Center in particular for really making this happen and starting this new model.

Lisa Philp:
This is Lisa again. When Nadya brought up Utah State as an i3 grantee and the work that's going well in New Mexico, that was actually one of the groups that was supported through the group of emerging philanthropists that I was working with in 2010 and I never would have found that organization and that proposal without the Foundation Registry i3.


It wasn't a geographic area that was represented with the donors that I was interested at - that I was working with, but they wanted the folks that were doing great work, had been vetted by the i3 process, but didn't have deep-pocketed foundations and donors locally. Again the registry was something that made for some fortuitous connections. So, glad to see that one highlighted.

Nadya Dabby:
And maybe we may not have mentioned -- this is Nadya, I might have missed it -- with just the matching percentage requirement for this year. So for the three different peer groups, different percentages for matching requirements, and that's because the dollar amount is different. So for development reps, they're required to secure a 15% private sector match. For a validation grantees, it's 10%. And for scale-up grantees, it's 5%. The percentage goes down as the dollars go up, which seems like a reasonable way to do things.


And then again it's only half of that that has to be secured in order for us to be able to award the grant by the end of the year, but it's the second half of that that folks will need to secure within six months of the beginning of the grant period. Obviously if somebody secures more than that, you know, in the kind of first few weeks, that's great and that's fine, but just trying to build in a bit of that flexibility there.


And so if you're trying to figure out exact amounts and you are looking on the Web site and you see how much folks have applied for, you can kind of pretty easily figure out the required matching at that point.


And then once - and that's sort of for all of you who are trying to do a bit of pre-planning. Once we actually announce the highest-rated applications, we do of course provide a summary that has all of that information and carefully delineates exactly their requirements so that that's clear.

Suzanne Immerman:
And do you want to just repeat for everyone how they can ask a question in case people...
Coordinator:
Again to ask a question, please press star then 1. I currently show no questions at this time.

Suzanne Immerman:
All right. Well, we'll give you plenty of time, we'll chat a little bit more, because we don't - we do want to make sure that you have questions, although also through the i3 Web site, through Lisa Philp and through our team here, the Strategic Partnerships team at the department, you can always follow up and ask individual questions and we will answer them to the best of our ability.


One thing I've noticed, you know, now having been here for four years and watched the competition and kind of the model and the paradigm of i3 spread, that I don’t know if the department can take credit for, but I think it's been really interesting, of looking at how other entities outside of the department are starting to do this kind of running competitions in similar ways.


Many of you may be familiar with these examples, the social impact exchange out of Growth Philanthropy Network has really created a collaborative of funders that are looking at rigorous evidence standards and trying to start marketing programs that meet those standards and sharing information amongst funders in similar ways. Many of the programs that they are highlighting are programs that have one i3 grants or have come close to the i3 competition.

You may also be familiar with what the business roundtable has recently announced, which was an RFP looking across the country for programs and then wanting to market specifically to businesses. They've done their own independent review and are choosing five to seven entities that meet their rigorous evidence standards that they (unintelligible).


It's exciting to see this kind of starting to take root in other places, and hopefully, you know, is a model and has provided opportunities for all of you in your grant-making to think about this not only for the organizations that apply to the department and that need matches, but in terms of how you do your work. I think the more we can build that shared evidence pool in a sense and help support organizations in building that evidence for their program, the better.

Nadya Dabby:
This is Nadya. One other thing that I would add in terms of kind of longer-term impact of the i3 program that extends down this program itself is in our efforts to think more broadly about how we support programs that have evidence and how we think about kind of the tools that we need to be able to support rigorous evaluation as well, we actually put into place earlier this year the kind of official set of rules that we have to use for covering all of our grant competitions.


We have kind of now in our default rule book -- it's a toolkit -- the ability to include evidence in any grant competition for which it is appropriate. So I want to be clear, it doesn't mean that the whole world looks like i3, but rather that we realize that this is an important tool that we wish have available or a broader range of discretionary grant program. And that's around evidence, that's around how we think about funding evaluations.


So one of the things that we sometimes run into, or that we are thinking about how we might run into, is the fact that evaluations can actually (unintelligible) (for longer) than the program that we're supporting. And so wanting to make sure we had additional flexibilities to be sure to support that, so that we didn't end up in a situation where there was a bunch of good research that was going on about a bunch of good work that had been then, but we actually can't conclude that research, we can't actually figure out what happened to high school graduation rites as a result of that research because we simply kind of ran out of time and money.


So there are -- without getting too far into the nitty-gritty of federal grant-making -- there are kind of a host of tools that we have successfully put in place that were very much shaped by the i3 grant-making experience.

Suzanne Immerman:
So, Nadya, if you could just repeat -- I know we don't have definitive dates, but just to help people get a sense of what the - what our estimate timeline is in terms of when certain information will become available.

Nadya Dabby:
So we will - like we will announce the highly-rated application in the fall. You will recall that we have done this in years past in November. You know, we are always aiming to get better on that, but there are a lot of kind vagaries in our timeline and so we can't commit to a very specific timeline on that.


We know of course that folks are eager to hear the answers, and particularly given the importance of securing your private sector match, we try as hard as we can to make sure that they have as much time as possible to do that. And so they will then have kind of a month-ish if not more to secure that private sector match. We have to go through and actually vet all of those matches. We have to make sure that those are real matches. And then at that point, once we kind of go through all of that and make sure they met their match, folks transition to being a highly-rated applicant to actually being a grantee of the i3 program.

Again in all years past there's been a 100% conversion from being highly rated to being a grantee, but the reason we structured that that way is just to make sure that folks - make sure that we have - if somebody can't figure their match theoretically, we could actually give a different kind of grant.


All of that will have to be finalized by December 31st. Out of respect for kind of general human sanity, we try to make it a little bit before December 31st since that's sure not the best way to spend your New Year's Eve. But that is kind of our rough timeline.

Suzanne Immerman:
Okay. And the portfolio, I think you mention this earlier, but just to remind folks, the current applicant pool of scale-up, development and validation represents, I think it's over 40 states throughout the country where they come from. And do we know offhand how many have applied in each category?

Nadya Dabby:
We do know offhand - so 40 states total represented across all of the different priorities in the competition. Under scale-up, we have four applications; under validation we have 38; and under development we have 142. So that's, you know, a sort of a universe of about 200-ish...
Suzanne Immerman:
Yes.

Nadya Dabby:
...that we are reviewing, which is about consistent with where we landed last year as well.


And part of the reason, in years past you will recall that we had much higher pools. Part of the reason that pool is smaller is intentional because we put up the application process in place for development, which has historically been our most popular competition.

And one of the reasons we wanted to do that was to make sure applicants got sort of early feedback on the competitiveness of their applications since it's a lot of work to pull together a full application, and we wanted to kind of short-circuit some of that so folks weren't over and (pursuing) something that where they weren't going to end up winning these funds.


And another reason for doing that actually quite frankly is it gives us - it gives everybody a slightly more manageable universe to work from here. So, to tell you all now kind of in a definitive way that you're looking at a universe of 200, versus in years past where you were looking at maybe universe of 2000, seems like a kind of easier place to work from.

Suzanne Immerman:
Well, on that, so, and I was thinking the same thing, but Lisa might laugh remembering that when I actually first came out and thinking about having - as a funder thinking about a universe of 2000 applications was - or 200 is pretty reasonable.


So if there aren't any questions, we can - at least I'll just open it up to you if you have anything, any additional comments or points you want to make.

Lisa Philp:
No. I think just, again, just keep the registry in mind. It's just a really terrific complement to do this funding stream. And, you know, we work closely with our colleagues at the Department of Ed to keep everybody informed throughout this process and share information as it comes down. So again just help - foundationregistryi3.org to sign up if you're not already a part of it. Thanks.
Suzanne Immerman:
Fantastic. And we encourage those of you on the phone to let - you know, people have pointed out the first couple of years of this competition, there was a lot of press, there was a lot of excitement, it was the Stimulus Act, the Obama administration was new, it was $650 million. So it was kind of on the tip of everyone's tongue that probably is not the case so much anymore.


So for those of you that took the time during this call today, we ask for your help in kind of being our ambassadors and champions in spreading the word about the program, about the registry, about the timeline and the opportunity. And we look forward to continuing to work with you. So that will...
Nadya Dabby:
Absolutely. And please feel free to reach out if there are - if there's anything we can do to be helpful, any clarifications or additional information that you think would be useful to you all. If we can provide that, we are happy to do so.

Suzanne Immerman:
Terrific. Have a great afternoon. Thanks everyone.

Coordinator:
Thank you for your participation. You may disconnect at this time.

END

