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Coordinator:
Welcome and thank you for standing by.


At this time, all participants are in a listen-only mode until the question-and-answer period. If you’d like to ask a question at that time, please dial star 1.


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


I will now turn the meeting over to Ms. Suzanne Immerman.


You may begin.

Suzanne Immerman:
Thank you so much. Good afternoon and good morning to all of you. Thanks for joining us for this exciting call about this year’s i3 Competition.

First of all, I just want to thank Grantmakers for Education and the Council on Foundations and the other networks of funders out there that help get the word out about these calls that are often scheduled rather last minute. And as the operator mentioned, we are recording this conversation. We will transcribe and post it on our Web site as soon as we get that back. So you can also share this with other colleagues who might not be able to join us today.


It’s really my pleasure now to introduce you to Deputy Assistant Secretary Jim Shelton who is the Deputy Assistant Secretary in the Office of Innovation and Improvement and has been leading the effort to both design i3 and implement it over the past several years in this administration. And, Jim, we’re really excited to have you on the phone today to talk about this year’s competition. And then we’ll turn it over to open lines to answer questions that you and I might be able to answer for folks who are calling in.
James Shelton:
Good deal. Thanks, Suzanne.


Good afternoon everyone. I appreciate you getting on the phone today to talk about i3. I want to spend a couple of seconds just to make sure we’re starting off from the same starting place because there may be people new to the i3 program. And then talk about this year’s portfolio.

So, you know, the Investing in Innovation Fund, otherwise known as i3, was started last year with the Recovery Act Funds. And the original program had $650 million. And the thought - and it’s important to remember that was originally called the What Works and Innovation Fund. And the important thing to remember about that is that when we were trying to figure out how to leverage this program to accelerate innovation, it had two very specific components. One is that it was supposed to generate and help identify and that really promising innovative ideas. But also it was meant to take things that had promising evidence and actually really rigorous evidence and help them to go scale.

And so the program was developed with three tiers -- development, validation and scale-up. In the first year, the validation - I mean the development grants were up to $5 million -- development $25 million and scale-up $50 million. And this year, it’s $3 million, $15 million and $25 million. We were overwhelmed in the first year. We had almost 1,700 applicants showing a significant latent demand for folks trying to highlight their practices that they’ve been using in the field that they thought were either really innovative or that had significant evidence-based to support them.

Out of that, we were able to award 49 grantees. There was a tremendous showing. We had a portfolio that cut across four different absolute priority areas last year, which corresponded to the (four assurances) that we have emphasized across the administration. Those innovations that supported the implement - it’s a good quality implementation of standards and of college-ready standards and assessments. Those things focused on increasing the number and percentage of effective teachers and leaders. Those things that supported the implementation of innovative data systems that improve quality instruction and those things focused on the turning around persistently low-achieving schools.

We got a good distribution across those things, a good distribution geographically and a good distribution across the competitive priorities last year as well. Again, things focused on early learning or things focused on - excuse me, things focused on early learning, things focused on rural, things focused on college access and readiness. And I’m having a (unintelligible) moment here. One more thing that was really important. And then obviously students with disabilities in the (LL) population.


For this year, we actually revised the program slightly, changed - kept three of the absolute priorities from last year and then added two. Specifically this year, we added an absolute priority focused on rural, moving it from a competitive priority to an absolute priority. And we added an absolute priority specifically focused on STEM, so that we could get to those to address the very specific needs identified all across the country, but also clearly presidential priority.

Those absolute priorities that were added had a significant impact on the pool. We got good representation there. And so we’ll talk about that. And this year, we only had $150 million in total funding. And so we had a good distribution of grantees across that pool. But there were only 23 winners. We had 23 winners though out of 600 - almost 600 applicants. So relative to the amount of funding that we had, the interest was still very, very strong, disproportionate interest relative to the absolute funding level.

And I think, and in particular, there was a strong showing recognizing that the field had much better information about what rigorous set of standards really mean. I think there’s good indication that people were waiting a little bit. So they feel like they’ve got their evidence (housed), in order before they apply to some of those categories.

The 23 grantees span on all of the different programmatic absolute priority areas. The STEM receiving the most funding because that is the one where they would scale up grantee, which is by itself is $25 million. But again, good representation across all of the other absolute priority areas. And again, we added two competitive priorities this year -- one focused on technology and one focused on productivity. And we had good representation across all of the competitive programmatic areas, as well as the new ones - including the new ones.

Last year and this year, we had a match requirement. The philanthropic community has played a very important role in providing these matches. And I want to talk about the importance of the - why the match is important and how the community came together last year.

There are three reasons that I think that the match is particularly important. One is that it actually allows the grantees to demonstrate that they have committed stakeholders beyond the money that they’re getting from the federal level. And that in fact they can organize themselves to access resources and that they have buy-in in the local community in a specific way. Because typically, even when they have national support, there’s also a good portion of it that comes from the local community from which they - the grantee arises.

The second thing is that it gets others deeply invested in the success of the organizations besides us. There are many limitations on the quality of our ability - not the quality, on our ability to have deep engagement with the grantees, certain types of performance management, certain types of grantee support, that having others that are deeply invested in their success allows us to fill that gap in the best cases. And we found that many of the folks who participated were not only good (thought) partners in terms of the selection process, but with a great - having great (thought) partners to the grantees themselves as things have moved forward.

And the third is one that is important for us which is another check, if you will, on the selection process, which basically says hey, you know, this is a, you know, a real merit. And then it ought to be able to track resources from the outside. And so having the - another third party validate these grantees with the investment of prior resources and the assurance and the process, that I also think it’s valuable that we continue to value over time.

Now that said, last year, we had a requirement for 20% match. We recognized that that was exceptional. And so we have lowered the thresholds for the match requirement. And this year, the largest grants, the scale-up grants only require a 5% match. The validation grants only require a 10% match. And the development grant was the smallest grants that require only a 15% match. And that’s obviously proportionate over the time frame of the grant. And then what we’re asking for is a very, very firm commitment - that that commitment is there, but it’s most firm in the first year. And there is a room for performance indicators to play a factor in continued funding in the out-year.

So those folks who do decide to invest private capital are doing so with the recognition that they have the ability to manage performance and not only continue to invest to the extent that the grantees deliver.


We also saw some extraordinary innovation in the philanthropic community last year, thinking very differently about how to run their processes in order to expedite the approval process and also how to work collaboratively. And so one of the things that I would think was one of the most successful experiments last year surrounding i3 was the creation of the foundationregistryi3.org. It’s an online platform where philanthropic investors were able to come together to review the - both the - many of the applicants who apply whether they were high-scoring or not. And then ultimately, we’re able to come together around the highest-rated applicants to co-fund many of the applications. And in fact, more than half of the grantees received funding from the foundationregistryi3. And significant portion of those received funding from philanthropists that they did not have prior relationships with.

So it created an act of secondary market, both which was beneficial to the grantees and, you know, where new philanthropists were exposed to new opportunities that they might not have been exposed to before. It’s turned out to be I think an incredibly powerful thing as we watch over the course of the year. These grantees continue their work and move into the year of implementation.

Before I turn it over to take questions on this year’s grantees, I know you all have the information about the portfolio. And we’re very excited about the portfolio of grantees, the distribution and diversity and the quality. And frankly that some people have really pushed the envelope in terms of thinking about not just how to create one good idea, but how to create an infrastructure that allows for them to (pour) and to test and validate many, many types of innovations through the course of their grant.

But also we’re excited that as we see the portfolio start to come together over multiple years -- you know, last year we had 49 grantees; this year we have 23 potential grantees -- you can start to see that over multiple years, this portfolio has the potential to be very powerful. It has potential to increase dramatically the number of rigorous studies that we have of things that are - have potential for impact in the field.

We’re still checking on some of these numbers. The one report that was (accredited) that there were only 61 ultimately very rigorous studies of interventions in the education sector. Last year’s i3 portfolio alone added 26 to that number. But in addition to that, we’re, you know, using this to push the envelope about what the definitions are, (unintelligible) at the earliest stages, and coming up with new models for how we think about what performance looks like in these different areas of innovation.

So as we think about it five to seven years from now, there’ll be a catalog of these projects and proposals and programs, whether they’d be new strategies or approaches or, you know, tools or resources that are actually deployed in the field, that educators will be able to their number in the hundreds. And in those numbers, there’ll be many that have been validated or actually proven at the most rigorous levels that effectiveness. And as importantly, there’ll be many that did not prove out to be things that stood up to the test of real rigor, where we know that it may not be as smart to invest as much resource, or at least not invest as much resource in the same form. I think that’s an important powerful part of the i3 program.

So with that, I’d like to turn it over to you guys for questions. I want to end with -- and I’ll say this again, but I can’t say it enough times -- last year and this year, we are looking to you for incredible amount of leadership. Last year, people stepped up in incredible ways; were very thoughtful, but also very generous. Not only generous in terms of the dollars that they invested, but generous in a way that they thought about the ways that they can invest to have the most impact and how they could be flexible enough to accommodate the structural constraints that we have with the program overall around timing and things of that nature.

So I want to thank everyone who did that last year. I want to thank all of you who are interested in doing it this year. And I also want to thank you for listening me talk really, really fast because I know that’s not the easiest thing in the world.


And with that, I’ll turn it over for questions.

Coordinator:
If you’d like to ask a question on the phone, please dial star 1 at this time.

Suzanne Immerman:
Jim, while we’re waiting for people to dial in with questions, I’m happen to be sitting here with the funder on the call who was curious about if all of the applications are posted or when they will be posted either online, not just either through the Registry or otherwise for the highest-rated applicants.

James Shelton:
Sure. So what we have right now is the highest-rated applicants are identified. Their abstracts are posted at data.ed.gov. We expect to have their full applications redacted and posted within the next couple of weeks. We encouraged - all of them received encouragement to make their information available to Foundation Registry i3. So in fact, their full applications may be available there before they’re available on our Web site.

And then any - there is - on our Web site also is posted the contact information for the applicant -- on the (sheet) -- which will allow them to - if you are interested in the grantee based on the abstract to be able to contact them directly for the full application if you’re ever interested in investing.
Suzanne Immerman:
And that’s on the - is that on data.ed.gov or is that on ed.gov in the i3 section? Where is that information?
James Shelton:
Okay. So apologies. There’s a one-pager that I thought we have made publicly available that had actual individual names on it that evidently is not public. So what is there is the location, the name of the grantee. And that’s it.
Suzanne Immerman:
Okay.

Coordinator:
We do have one question on the phone from (Rose Shapiro).


Your line is open.

(Rose Shapiro):
Hi. So I’m at the Carnegie Corporation of New York. And we’re just wondering what evidence you’re going to require for regarding how many dollars are committed and what’s the time frame. We know that the date is December 9th. But we want some more clarity about what’s required of evidence to the private match.
James Shelton:
Sure. So last year, we - there’s actually a pretty good guidance out about what needs to be in the letters of commitment. There’re example letters of commitment also that are up. We’ll try and - to make sure we’ve double-checked the examples that we provided, to make sure they conform with the flexibility that we’re offering this year around the demonstration of commitment in the out-years. But those examples are there and they still apply.
Suzanne Immerman:
Okay, great.
James Shelton:
Thanks.


(Jefferson)?
(Jefferson):
So those examples - the materials around matching are all found on the i3 Web site. We’re encouraging the highest-rated applicants to share with us as quickly as they can their commitment letters and other materials. And then we’ll be able to provide feedback to the highest-rated applicants to let them know if there are specific things that they need to do to make their letters acceptable or greater clarification on the firmness of the match or anything like that.


So to the extent that you’re, you know, speaking with highest-rated applicants or working with them, encourage them to get that information to the department as soon as possible.

James Shelton:
That’s really important point. There were a number of grantees last year where we needed to go back and forth with them a little bit where the contingency language was not quite acceptable. And so we’re trying to encourage the applicants to not wait until we’ve got everything buttoned up, but to get the information as quickly as possible so that then we can get back out to them with any feedback as to - we are meeting on this stuff daily as we get the letters of commitment in to make sure we’re given the grantee’s feedback about where they stand.
(Rose Shapiro):
Great. Thank you.
Coordinator:
Once again, if you’d like to ask a question on the phone, please dial star 1 at this time.

James Shelton:
Did I talk that fast?

Coordinator:
We have one more question from Kartik Raghavan.

Your line is open.

Kartik Raghavan:
Hi there. I just - my name is Kartik Raghavan and I’m from the Gates Foundation. And we helped create the Foundation Registry. And I just wanted to clarify Susan and Jim’s point that roughly about half of the highly ranked applicants are on the Registry right now. And we’re actively contacting them to get all of them on the registry as soon as possible.

Suzanne Immerman:
Great. Thank you so much...
James Shelton:
Fantastic.

Suzanne Immerman:
...Kartik.

James Shelton:
So, yes. And I don’t think I’ve ever publicly gave a personal thanks to Kartik. But it was extraordinary effort to get the active - Foundation Registry up last year. He played the significant leadership role in doing that. And I think his having done that had a significant impact on the program. So thanks very much if I haven’t told you in public before, Kartik. It’s a big deal.

Kartik Raghavan:
No. Thanks. It was definitely a team effort.

Coordinator:
And we had no further questions on the phone.

James Shelton:
Wow. Okay. Well, you all know how to find us if you have any questions, jim.shelton@ed.gov or susan.immerman@ed.gov. Please feel free to reach out if you have specific questions. We’ll try to not only make them available to you, but make sure to get out to the broader community.

If you know of folks who were not able to participate in the phone call who also have questions, feel free to tell them to reach out directly. And we’ll give them whatever guidance that we can as permissible by law, with my lawyer (unintelligible).


And then feel free to take a look at the i3 site. I think you would be surprised that most of the questions that kind of come up, we’ve tried to make sure the information is there and readily available. And even, you know, many questions that you might not have anticipated having are also addressed there as well.

So thanks everyone again. Thanks again. You know, last year, we were in the time frame where it was at the end of the summer and it was very inconvenient. This year, unfortunately, we find ourselves in the holiday season where I’m sure it’s just - going to be just as easy to get everyone around the table wand get these decisions made. And so I’d - like I said, I can’t say enough how thankful we are and appreciative we are of people being willing to take the extra steps necessary to get this done.


Have a great one.

Coordinator:
Thank you for joining today’s call. You may disconnect at this time.

END

