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GARY GONZALEZ:  Good afternoon or morning, depending on where you're located in the country.  My name is Gary Gonzalez.  I'll be with you throughout the day's webinar, providing any technology support, should you need it.

Before we begin, I want to go over a few housekeeping items.  First and foremost, if you're hearing my voice coming out of your computer speakers and the audio quality is not the best -- maybe it's too low, maybe it's choppy -- know that you can always dial into the teleconference line.  That teleconference information is located in the top middle of your screen.  That information will shift over from the top left hand of your screen in just a moment or so.

Also, if you haven't done so already, I'm going to ask that you let us know just a little bit about yourselves, some general info if you would.  Go ahead and type in your name, your organization, where you're located in the country -- for instance, your city, your state, or even your region -- and how many people, if any, are attending today's session with you.

While you're typing that information in the chat window at the bottom left hand of your screen, I want to let you know, we are recording today's webinar.  We'll post that recording to Workforce 3One in approximately two business days, along with a written transcript of everything that was said.  You'll notice that we have some captioning, live captioning being provided by a captioning service.  I want to thank our captioner for today.  But know that a transcript will be provided that's probably a little bit more faithful to what is said with the recording.

The PowerPoint has already been posted.  If you haven't downloaded it to the file share window, know that it has been posted to Workforce 3One.

So with that, I'm going to turn things over to Jennifer Kemp.  She's the unit chief of the Division of Youth Services here at Department of Labor.  Jennifer, take it away.

JENNIFER KEMP:  Thanks, Gary, and thanks, everyone, for joining us today.  We're glad that you're here to learn a little bit more about the P-3 initiative.  I'm Jennifer Kemp.  I am with the Division of Youth Services at the Department of Labor and Training Administration. 

We are going to give you a little recap of what we talked about earlier in this month when we did our initial P3 -- the P3 stands for Performance Partnership Pilots -- overview.  Also, similar to our last webinar, we posted some frequently asked questions.  Some of these are available, and you hopefully have already looked at some of them.  As we go through the slides, there are a couple of cases where the FAQ will be accessible to the information in today's webinar, you'll be able to tell that by looking at this slide.

And many of you have already found our chat feature.  We did see that many of you are giving us a sense of who's in the room with you, where you're located, what organizations you are with.  We encourage you to chat with each other throughout today's conversation.  We will keep the chat open so that you can make questions to the other audience participants.

Similar to the last webinar, we will be watching your chat questions.  They will help inform the FAQs that we develop moving forward.  But we will not be responding specifically to the questions in today's webinar.  We will look at them and post FAQs at a later date.

So we're going to kick off today's conversation with a poll similar to the one we did earlier, which is what type of agency do you represent?  We're interested in knowing if you are calling or dialing or webinaring in from the state, local, tribal, research evaluation, nonprofit, private sector, or federal partner perspective, or if you're another -- if you don't fall into any of those categories, we want to know that, too.

So we'll give you just a couple minutes to let us know who is participating, and you can see on your screen sort of where folks were calling in or joining us from.  We have quite a few states and local.  I guess (inaudible) for both of those.  We also have a lot of nonprofits who are joining us, some travel entities, the research and valuation (inaudible) good representation across all (inaudible) so thank you for that.

I think we're ready to move on to the next poll.  And so we know a little bit about what level you're working at.  Now we want to know a little bit about what services you primarily provide.  Want to know if you are joining us from the education perspective, labor workforce, child welfare, health, mental health, you work across these categories (inaudible) evaluator, or another entity (inaudible) joining us today.

OK, give it just a moment.  We're seeing that a lot of you are from the labor workforce side.  That's great.  We also have a lot of evaluators, which would anticipate, given the topic of today's conversation.  And there's actually representation (inaudible) so that's great.  So, thank you.

We're moving on to people who are in the room with me.  I'm joined today by Kathy Stack.  She's the adviser for evidence-based innovation at the Office of Management and Budget.  Also, Demetra Nightingale from the chief evaluation office at the U.S. Department of Labor is here, as well.  And then we're also joined by two other speakers.  We have Celeste Richie, who's with the U.S. Department of Labor's chief evaluation office, and also Julie Glasier, who is a presidential management fellow here for one more day at the Department of Labor before she returns to her home base at the Department of Education.

So with that, I'm going to give you a quick overview of what we are going to cover today.  We're going to talk a little bit about the framing of P3.  We're going to recap what we talked about last time related to the timeline.  We're going to go in more detail about the evaluation requirements, a little bit of a discussion about the national evaluations that will come along with P3, the data requirements, and then what you might need to consider in proposing site-specific evaluations, and then we wrap that up.

Moving on, I'm going to turn it over to Kathy Stack, who is going to give us a little bit more information.  So, Kathy, it's all yours.

KATHY STACK:  Thanks, Jennifer.  So before having my colleagues in the room walk through the details of the P3 evaluation requirements, I wanted to provide some broader context about how this program shifts into a set of innovative brand initiatives launched by this administration, which are aimed at promoting adoption of evidence-based practices and also encouraging rigorous evaluations of promising strategies to build deeper knowledge about what works.

Others, which I hope many of you are familiar with, which were launched in prior years include what we call our tiered evidence programs, such as education investing in education program, the corporation for national community services, social innovation fund, and the Department of Labor's workforce innovation fund.  These were all competitive grant programs, where the federal agencies give the largest awards to projects backed by the strongest evidence of impact, but they also invest in innovative and promising strategies that will be rigorously tested to measure their impact with the goal of helping us build a much broader evidence base that can help communities across the country.

Some of these programs have invested in service delivery models that are already showing promise and could be useful components of a performance partnership pilot, so I encourage you to look at those.  The administration's also provided grants to support state and local (inaudible) projects, where private investors contribute working capital for services and individuals and families and the government pays back investors only after results are achieved.

Pay for success has helped purpose and implement evidence-based interventions in areas such as juvenile recidivism and maternal and infant health.  And, again, these are areas where you may want to put some focus in terms of the particular interventions that are getting attention.

The administration has also supported place-based initiatives, such as promise neighborhoods, choice neighborhoods, and most recently, promise zones.  And these initiatives recognize the critical role of cross-sector leadership at the local level that can bring together the expertise and resources needed to get better results using collective impact approaches.

So performance partnership pilots draw on the key elements from all these initiatives, but it's unique in the degree of flexibility that local pilots will have to create innovative solutions with existing resources.  So the slide that's in front of you here really states the hypothesis.  We're trying to test the hypothesis that additional flexibility for states, localities, and tribes in the form of blended funding and waivers of certain program requirements can help overcome some of the significant hurdles that governments face in improving outcomes for disconnected youth.

We're hopeful that today some communities across the country will see this an opportunity to devise more cost-effective ways to achieve better outcomes for youth using their existing resources.  So we're thinking pilots, communities that will embrace our culture of continuous learning and improvements.  We're looking for communities that are being able to showcase how they can improve results using the full suite of measurement and evaluation tools to answer important questions, and informed choices about what adjustments are needed.

We hope to see state and local governments working collaboratively on strategies for maximizing impact.  If successful, these pilots could potentially transform the way the federal government works with state and local governments to improve results by accelerating innovation and learning, not just in programs focusing on disconnected youth, but in other program areas, as well.

So with that as just a broad overview, I'll turn it over to Julie to go into some more details.

JULIE GLASIER:  Great.  Thanks, Kathy.  So in the next few slides, we'll provide a quick recap of P3 and direct you to where you can learn more about the P3 proposition before we go into the evaluation elements specifically.

So the P3 opportunity is really looking to give state, local and tribal governments working with their partners the opportunity to test innovative and outcome-focused strategies to improve outcomes for disconnected youth.  This competition may award up to 10 pilots.

For the purposes of P3, improving outcomes for disconnected youth means to increase the rate at which they achieve success in meeting educational, employment, or other key goals.  Applicants may leverage the flexibility provided through the P3 to blend existing funds from at least two youth-serving programs and also to seek waivers of program requirements from the programs that are involved.

The funds that can be used include money that was appropriated by Congress in F.Y. '14 for certain programs under the Departments of Education, Labor, Health and Human Services, the Corporation for National and Community Service, and the Institute for Museum and Library Sciences.

As previously noted, for P3, the lead applicant must be a state, local or tribal government entity represented by a chief executive, such as a governor, mayor or other elected leader.  While a nonprofit organization may not serve as the pilot applicant or the physical agent for pilot implementation, it still may play a significant role in the design and governance of a performance partnership pilot.

For example, a nonprofit may facilitate the development of the pilot and prepare the application or deliver services and coordinate service delivery under the pilot.  And we know that the agencies have received several inquiries about whether specific entities are eligible to apply for P3, and we are working to provide comprehensive guidance to the field in order to address questions of eligibility in a holistic way.  We look forward providing a status in the very near future.

While disconnected youth is a term that gets used in many ways, Congress gave a specific definition for the purposes of P3.  Disconnected youth includes individuals between the ages of 14 and 24 who are low-income and either homeless, in foster care, involved in the juvenile justice system, unemployed, or not enrolled in or at risk of dropping out of an educational institution.

So on this slide, we want to provide some key dates to note for the P3 application submission timeline.  First, the notice inviting applications was published on November 24th, so that's already out and available for you to find, and the deadline to submit the optional notice of intent to apply is January 8, 2015.  And, again, that is optional.  Finally, the deadline to submit applications for P3 is March 4, 2015.  And so in total, applicants will have 100 days to submit proposals.

On this last slide, on this last slide, we would like to highlight that more information on the P3 solicitation and application process is available through Workforce 3One.  We held a webinar December 1st for potential applicants, and so we would like to refer you to that link if you would be interested in getting more information.

So next, I will turn over the presentation to Demetra Nightingale from the Department of Labor.

DEMETRA NIGHTINGALE:  Hi, everyone, and thank you, Julie.  I'm going to shift now to the evaluation -- the role of the evaluation and what's required in the application.

P3 is one of several federal initiatives underway right now that are encouraging innovation in program service delivery to address critical social challenges.  And as Julie and Kathy have just said, this particular one is focused on youth with high risk.  And it's really intended to be one of many efforts underway that are building evidence -- meaning conducting rigorous evaluations -- and also using evidence to determine sort of the appropriate steps to take in the pilot.

The federal agencies are really trying to make sure that the pilots create a foundation for broader systems change and continuous improvement in serving the target population of disconnected youth.  So through program evaluation, P3 is supporting pilots that include interventions and practices that are based on evaluation, evidence that's already been done or that will be evaluated as part of this pilot. 

The agencies are interested in pilots that draw on the best available evidence that there is available on how to improve outcomes for the youth.  So through a combination of careful implementation and adoption of proven evidence-based practices and then also evaluating some innovations during these pilots and developing and institutionalizing effective administrative structures, they should be more efficient and integrated data systems and better outcomes per dollar by focusing the resources on what works, by blending funds from different agencies and programs, rather than the traditional way so far, which is complying with the siloed program requirements that come from multiple federal programs.

So that's sort of the importance of evaluation and evidence and what we're doing.  All of the applicants are required to acknowledge that they understand they will be included in the national evaluation.  In the solicitation, there are two key evaluation elements.  One is that participation in the national P3 evaluation, and the second component of element that's related to evaluation is that there are two optional -- what we're referring to as competitive preference priorities for evaluation, which basically means an extra point for applicants that propose site-specific evaluations. 

We'll go into both of these elements in more detail in a minute, but I want to start by just highlighting that participation in the national evaluation of P3 is required for each pilot that is selected through this competition.  The applicant must acknowledge in writing that they understand they must fully participate in the national evaluation of P-3.  You have sign and submit an application, and the form is provided in Appendix A of the P3 application package.  The form is called Evaluation Commitment Form.  So this is just a little indication of the importance of evaluation in P3.

Applicants also have the option to propose a rigorous site-specific impact evaluation at their site.  That's in addition to participating in the national evaluation.  Again, this is optional, but as I'll come back and tell you in a few minutes, applicants are going to get more points for proposing to do site-specific impact evaluations. 

Before talking about that, I want to turn the presentation over to Celeste Richie, who will provide an overview of the national P3 evaluations.

CELESTE RICHIE:  Thanks so much, Demetra.  So talking about the national P3 evaluation, just to make sure that everyone understands there a distinction between that and the evaluation components as part of the grant, but as Demetra mentioned, this is going to be a national evaluation funded and managed by the federal agencies that are all participating in P3.  And it will include all the pilot sites that are selected, so every pilot that gets to be part of the P3 project will be involved in some way.  We plan that the national evaluation will be multi-component, so there will be systems, implementation, outcomes, and impact analyses.  So different sites may be involved in different ways, but we're planning for it to be quite comprehensive to learn as much as we can.

Now, rigorous impact evaluations may also be conducted in some of the sites to help us continue to build that base of evidence on effective practices for disconnected youth.  The national independent evaluation contract will awarded through a competitive procurement process in the federal government.  And if an applicant is chosen to participate in P3 as part of the grant competition, then we will definitely be sharing additional information related to the national evaluation.

And I will hand it back to you, Demetra.

DEMETRA NIGHTINGALE:  Thanks, Celeste.  Now back to sort of what's required in the application.  As pilots work to improve outcomes, there are going to have to have meaningful measures and indicators that require having reliable data.  So before talking about the evaluation requirements, I want to say a few words about the data requirements and how that fits into the application.  

It's critical to helping pilots to assess and manage the implementation as they go along.  You need data to manage the program.  As part of the application process, applicants must describe the proposed partnership's data and evaluation capacity, including your ability to collect and analyze data and how to use that data for those managing the program, as Kathy Stack mentioned earlier, as well as having data available for evaluation and accountability.  

Specifically, each application must describe the extent to which the proposed partners for the pilot have already in place and will continue to manage and maintain computerized administrative data systems to track participants, services, and outcomes, whether they have and how they link or they're planning to link data across agencies in the participating pilots.  Again, P3 is intended to be a partnership among multiple agencies and programs.  And that includes having linked data or being able to share data.

It also means have data-sharing agreements in accordance with the relevant privacy laws and requirements that may be ineffective from federal, state, or other jurisdiction laws, describing how you would collect and store and make database available to each of the program partners and to researchers and evaluators, again, in accordance with privacy laws and regulations, and how you would use data to determine cost-effective strategies for outcomes and monitoring and analyzing program performance and progress over time.  

In order to manage the programs, you need good data, and certainly in order to have evaluations conducted, you're going to need to have good data.  So an important part of the application will be an explanation of descriptions of the data systems that the pilot and the partners have or are planning.

In addition, applicants, again, as we said, have the option of proposing site-specific evaluations.  Again, this is in addition to the national evaluation.  It's important that all of the P3 pilots understand that building evidence and understanding more about the most effective approaches for serving disconnected youth is a primary purpose of the P3 initiative.

The competitive preference points, again, the extra points, which simply means the applicant can get extra points when the federal government is reviewing your application, is a continuation of the emphasis on learning through rigorous evaluations.  The P3 includes three competitive preference priorities; two of them relate to evaluations.  The two evaluation extra points are based on applicants' optional plans to conduct a site-specific impact evaluation of at least one service delivery or operational component or strategy in their pilot in addition to participating in the national valuation.  Again, all pilots will participate in the national evaluation.  This is the option that would get extra points in the review process of your applications.

When we refer to an impact evaluation, many of you probably know this, but just to refresh your memory a little bit, we mean an evaluation that measures changes in outcomes for the target population using methods that are rigorous enough to have confidence in whether or not the changes or lack of a change is through this specific intervention or the pilot being evaluated.  

The first competitive preference priority would award up to five points to applicants that propose to conduct a rigorous, independent evaluation using a quasi-experimental design.  The second competitive preference priority would award up to 10 points to applicants that propose to conduct a rigorous, independent evaluation of impacts either of their overall program or components using randomized control trial.

If well designed and executed, both quasi-experiments and randomized control trials can produce high-quality results that give you a high degree of confidence in the finding.  In both types of studies, you compare a treatment group that receives an intervention, such as participating in a new program under a pilot or receiving a particular service with a control group that receives whatever the status quo or the regular services would be that are typically provided in the absence in the pilot.

The difference in the type of the designs has to do with how you create the treatment group and the control group for the evaluation.  In  randomized control trial, often referred to as RCT, the groups that created through random sign up, such as using a lottery, which helps to ensure that the make-up of the two groups is the same and instead of having differences that might, for example, occur if people were able to choose on their own, which proves to be a quasi-experimental design and does not use random assignments, but it attempts to approximate an RCT by identifying a comparison group that is similar to the treatment group in important respects without using random assignments. 

For example, the groups could come from different counties in a state that currently have similar demographics and similar use outcomes.  For these reasons, since the quasi-experimental design is not quite as rigorously strong as the random assignment, we'll be awarding fewer points to quasi-experimental design evaluations and to RCTs.  And both of them are acceptable and need to sort to think about how you want to -- when do you want to propose a site-specific evaluation and have it do that.

So what do you need to consider if you're proposing site-specific evaluations?  There are many things to think about, but in designing the optional site-specific evaluation, we encourage all applicants to be familiar with the criteria and guidelines for what it means to have a well-designed and well-executed quasi-experimental evaluation or an experimental design evaluation.

Listed on this slide as the -- a number of the federal clearinghouses, research and evaluation clearinghouses, where you can find guidance on evaluation standards for evaluations, for conducting evaluations.  These include the U.S. Department of Education's What Works Clearinghouse, the Department of Labor's Clearinghouse of Labor and Evaluation Research, the Department of Justice Crime Solutions, and HHS's findyouthinfo.gov.

There are others, as well, but these are among the ones that are probably the most relevant for disconnected youth.  For more information, you can look at the FAQs under FAQ H-1, as the slide said, on the application package.

On the next slide, what should you be considering if you're proposing site-specific evaluations?  One issue that often comes up when we do evaluations is the tradeoff between high-cost and low-cost evaluations.  High-cost can sometimes be really high cost, and the high-cost of impact evaluations comes from primarily having to have long-term follow-up if you're trying to look at the impact of services and of an overall impact of a program, it could require very long-term follow-up, often with surveys of participants, and pretty large sample sizes.

The costs can vary and could easily go into the multi-millions of dollars and take several years to result -- to see the results.  Not all evaluations have to be long-term high-cost style.  There are many good low-cost impact evaluation options that will add to the evidence base more quickly and be very useful.  For example, the impact of a particular strategy could be done rather than looking at the impact of the entire program.  You might want to have a targeted impact evaluation of using a particular kind of an assessment package or counseling or employment subsidies compared to different types of counseling or services.  

You might want to test different marketing or outreach strategies.  Again, this may not necessarily lead to overall estimates of impact for your entire program, but it could provide very useful information about the effectiveness of different parts of the pilot strategies that you're trying out.

You could also use what's referred to as behavioral economics or behavioral insight strategies to test different messaging to motivate you to get youth in.  Often we heard in youth programs -- and I know many of you are from programs that provide services to youth -- the hardest thing is getting them in and keeping them in.  Well, maybe you might want to propose some special tests to test different messages for reaching youth and then test the extent to which different messaging brings youth into your program and keeps them in.

It's also important for low-cost options to remember that you can use administrative data, and it's a great opportunity for doing lower-cost evaluations instead of having to do high-cost follow-up surveys.  At the beginning of this webinar, we talked about the importance of data.  We can't emphasize that enough, because the administrative and institutional developments that can occur in the P3 pilot is a great opportunity to create linked administrative data that you can then use for either short-term quick evaluations and also use it for managing your program. The key to having a successful evaluation is often having good data and access to good data.  Those are things you need to have good management, as well.

And one more slide on what you can consider if you're proposing site-specific evaluations.  First, how do you choose an evaluator?  If you're proposing a site-specific optional impact evaluation, you must submit a plan for how you will select or procure the services of a qualified, independent evaluator.  When you're choosing an evaluator, the federal agencies recommend that you follow whatever your regular procedures are for procurement, which usually is a competitive procurement process, and ever agency or public entity or state or local government has their own procurement rules and procurement process that should guide your selections.

The evaluator should be independent and not responsible for any design or operation of the program.  Having this separation of the evaluation and the program responsibility is sort of a key aspect of standard program evaluation.  It's essential that the evaluator have no conflicts of interest that would bias the evaluation or someone might think may bias the evaluation findings.

Universities and faculty and university research centers are often places where highly qualified evaluations can be found, evaluators can be found.  And I just want to emphasize that the applicants don't necessarily -- do not necessarily have to have already selected and evaluated before you submit your applications.  You will have to explain how you're going to select an evaluator.  But just make sure that someone on your application team knows enough about evaluation to write that part of your application.

And to learn more about the application process for this part, you can see Appendix B in the package.  

How do you pay for the evaluation?  Well, there are a number of ways.  Again, the federal agencies are going to pay for the national evaluation, so you don't have to worry about that.  You can use start-up funds that you're getting as part of the pilots to pay for site-specific impact evaluations.  You also can use the funds that you propose blending with the authority to blend and braid federal funds.  That can -- some of those funds can also be used to fund the evaluations.  And many foundations, philanthropic foundations are very interested in P3, looking at it as sort of a way to allow more flexible use of funding and more collaborative integrated service delivery.  So there could be foundations that are interested in helping to fund an evaluation, as well.

So the evaluation is an important part of the proposal.  And we encourage you to think about that.

So on the next slide here, we just sort of try to summarize that a little bit, which is the -- for data and evaluation, is it required or is it optional?  Well, you have to be able to describe the data and evaluation capacity, and the proposed measures and indicators that are going to be used.  All of that is required.  And the capacity, really, is around having the data, so they're needed for managing the programs, which is the same data that we need for evaluating programs.

Second, you have to have the signed acknowledgement forms that shows that you acknowledge that participation in the national evaluation is required of all of the selected pilots.

And third is the site-specific impact evaluation proposal, which you can choose to include in your application as an option, but get extra points if you do so.  Again, for additional information, you can see the application requirement F in the package.

OK.  Just to conclude a little bit, the federal government will have a national evaluation and all of the pilots that are selected into this competition will participate in the national evaluation that Celeste described will have multiple components evaluating the implementation of pilots, the partnerships that you develop, systems change, and impact analysis and some of the sites.

Applicants can also propose and include in their applications an optional site-specific impact evaluation.  If you do that, you will receive extra points.  The optional site-specific evaluations can either be experimental design with random assignments or a high-quality quasi-experimental design with comparison groups and no random assignments.

All of the applicants must include descriptions of their data systems, participant tracking, and cross-agency data linking.  It doesn't necessarily mean you have to have all of that in place in order to apply, but you need to describe what you have and how you will be improving it.  And all of the evaluations, the optional evaluations that are included, as well as the national evaluations, must be rigorous and meet high-quality technical standards.

I hope that gives you an idea of some of the evaluation elements of the P3 and clarifies some of the questions you might have on what needs to be included in the evaluation -- in the application.  I'm going to turn it back to Jennifer Kemp.

JENNIFER KEMP:  Wow, thank you so much.  I know that was a lot to get out and a lot of for everyone to take in.  We hope that you found that information useful.

As you have realized, if you listened to the other presentations, as well (inaudible) is really a very complex project that we're all undertaking, and we appreciate (inaudible) local level.  I know that you all are listening to this, so you value (inaudible) otherwise you wouldn't be spending this hour with us (inaudible) hope that you (inaudible) evidence base (inaudible) help disconnected youth in the future.  So we're really excited about the evaluation process.  We recognize that it is a complex (inaudible) we hope that this was helpful for you.

Earlier, I believe (inaudible) on your screen that suggests if you liked this webinar, you should continue to stay on and also give us topic ideas that you think will be helpful.  This webinar occurred because of the feedback that we got on the first P3 webinar when we received feedback about the complexity of evaluations.  So if there are other areas that you think would (inaudible) benefit from (inaudible) please let us know.

So as we wrap up today's conversation, similar to what we did on the previous webinar, we would like to gauge people's interest in moving forward with the application process.  So we're asking your level of interest (inaudible) do you plan to apply?  Are you not so sure?  Or you decided based on (inaudible) that this is not the right time for you to apply?

So we can see your levels of interest there, and it seems like the polling is continuing to come in.  I'm pausing for a second because the numbers are continuing to flow.  And there's a group of you that are definitely committed to applying at this point.  There's a sliver of you who have decided that you do not plan to apply.  And there are many of you who are unsure, so I think that is a good (inaudible) probably reflects the complexity of this project.

So we're going to move on to -- to our final slide, which (inaudible) provide information, if you have more questions about P3 (inaudible) OK.  So there is another question on the slide for you.  And that is, after today's session, do you plan to include a site-specific evaluation in your proposal?  Again, similar to before, there's about a quarter -- inching up to a third of you who are thinking about going back to a quarter (inaudible) poll results here.  And then a number of you are not certain, and a few of you are thinking that, no, that's not the route that you were going to go.  Give it just another second.

This is really helpful for us, in terms about planning our end, as well.  I really appreciate you giving us your response.  

And then there is one final slide here, which we want to make sure that you have the information.  If you do have other questions, please send us.  The e-mail up above disconnectedyouth@ed.gov.  We have gotten many questions there over since December 1st.  It's a good way for us to (inaudible) frequently asked questions together, another way for us to consider what other information we need to get out (inaudible) P3 (inaudible) your questions should go there.  I know speaking from the Department of Labor's perspective, we have gotten a few sent directly to us, and we just send them back to that address.  So because it's (inaudible) multi-agency effort, the Department of Education (inaudible) that is where your questions should be directed, disconnectedyouth@ed.gov.

So thank you again for your participation.  And, Gary, I think I can turn it over to you.

GARY GONZALEZ:  Thank you, Jennifer.  We're going to switch layouts here just a little bit and sort of to what Jennifer alluded to, this is your time to tell us what you thought of today's webinar.  So we're going to leave the webinar room open for as long as we see feedback rolling in.  And as I said, this is your time to stay logged in, if you like, so you can provide us that open-ended feedback or you can participate in the polls if you like.  

At the bottom of the screen, you'll see a poll that asks you to rate the quality of today's program.  That can be around content or either the technology.  And you can expand on your answer in the chat window directly above that poll.  And this is not a Likert scale.  I'm not looking for demarcations between -- or levels of life.  I want to know, if you didn't choose excellent, what do we need to do to move you from satisfactory or poor up to excellent?  And if you choose excellent, what did we do right so we can do it again?

And as I said, you can expand on your answer in the poll -- or in the open chat directly above that poll to the top right.  Would you recommend doing this webinar to a colleague?  And at the bottom right, what are some future webinar topics that you'd like us to conduct to help you better to do your job?

So as I said, we're going to leave this webinar open for as long as we see that feedback rolling in.  Just want to remind you, we have been recording today's event.  We're going to post that recording to Workforce 3One in approximately two business days.  Also, there will be a transcript posted that will match up a little bit better than the captioning probably did with what was said over the phone line.  OK?  

So with that, we're going to disconnect from today's call, and we hope to see you on future webinars.  Have a great day, everyone.

(END)
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