Iowa Learning Technology Commission

Tuesday, May 30, 2006

Meeting Summary

Attending

Voting Members: Tim Buenz, Al Bode, Bill Decker, Gene Vincent, Ann Watts

Voting Members unable to attend:  Tom Brotherton, Matt Shaffer

Ex-Officios: Representative Carmine Boal, Greg Davis, Lowell Ernst, Carol Greta, Marilyn Weber, Susie Oleson, Jeff Berger 

Note:  All information related to the Iowa Learning Technology Commission can be found at http://homepage.mac.com/albodespanish/iltc/iltc.html. As additional information is presented or developed, this site will be regularly updated to provide access to information for any interested party.

Documents Distributed

· Meeting agenda

· Current budget summary

· Update from external evaluators

· Pilot Grant Application document

· Grant Criteria document

Agenda Item

1. Introductions/Updates/Sharing

2. Legislative Update and new appropriation

Summary:

Received $500,000 new dollars in the RIIF bill this year.  Research triangle implementation with Regents institutions was delayed for another year (07).  Rep. Boal asked for discussion as she attempts to move this piece forward in the next legislative session.  Al shared that the Carver grants of the mid-1990s could be viewed as a model.  In those grants, which were private technology grants, the recipients were required to post on their web sites the results from the grants.  Jeff shared that the DE has a model on its web site (Content Networks in Reading, Math, and Science).  Lowell suggested that the AEAs be invited to get involved in this because they have resources that could be tapped into and used for dissemination of information.

3. Update on budget

Summary:  Of the six grants that were awarded, half of the monies were distributed upfront; 40% will be paid on Sept 1 and the last 10% was contingent on the grantees completing their pilots.  The 40% is accessible now if the grantees can demonstrate actual expenditures.  This has caused some adjustments locally because the timing of distributions had not been made clear to districts.  This will be clear in the next round.

Jeff reviewed line items in budget.  Over half of the funds have been dispersed.  Balance remaining from total start figure of $500,000 is $188,682.46 with the next 40% distribution of each grantee to occur by Sept 1.  Bill noted that the Commission is well under the projected administrative costs, and Jeff stated that those monies can roll over into next application cycle.  Everyone acknowledged the need to be sensitive to such costs and to continuing to conduct the business of the Commission in full sunlight.

4. Update from Evaluation Team

Summary:  Three Regents university employees are conducting the evaluations of the grantees.   They are Gary Phye (ISU;  working with Sydney and Sioux Central), Don Yarbrough (UI; working with Pella and Davenport), and Mary Herring (UNI:  working with North Cedar and Clay Central of Everly).  Progress on reaching the expressed goals is the anticipated end product of these reports.  Lowell shared that a control group within his district (Pella CSD) is not feasible because no attendance center is left out of Pella’s grant.  Jeff and John will visit with the university folks about controls that are external to the districts.  Another possibility is pre- and post- factors unique to each district.  The mandatory indicators in the statute are standardized testing, discipline referrals, student perceptions as to relevance of curricula, etc.  (refer to statute).

The evaluation team (Gary, Don, and Mary) is meeting on 6/12 with John O. and probably Jeff to define a common set of criteria and operational definitions for the mandated indicators.  [It was noted that the team shall produce a formative progress report to the Legislature by 1/15/07, followed by a summative, end-of-year evaluation report on 9/1/07.]  Commission is aware that the reports need, as much as possible, to focus on results that can be solidly traced to the technology grants.  The reality is that many factors play into this, and it may not be possible to isolate a learning effect on technology alone.  Technology is a great tool for classroom teachers, but the primary factor affecting student achievement is still the teacher.  It is recognized that immediate results are not realistic, and that because the touchstone of this project is innovation, it is likely that the members of the General Assembly also understand that reality is not the usual one for pilot programs.

Al stated that a common template for the team members to use is ideal. This was agreed upon by the Commission members.  Consensus reached for Jeff and John to talk to the team about feasibility of comparing indicators vis-à-vis grantees and other districts.  If certain comparisons are not feasible, the Commission will not force the matter.

5. Review and updating of Grant Reading Process and grant criteria

Summary:

Bill raised concerns with having more time spent upfront with readers to ensure more consistency.  Marilyn, who was a reader, thought the process would benefit from more direction and “rules.”  Ann posed the question whether the Commission should be the readers.  

Miscellaneous comments:

Lowell:  too much stock placed in the current one page summary

Ann:  more emphasis on innovation

Ann:  Frustrations of readers and of Commission included:


-too many points given to “mundane” issues, not enough to innovation


-inconsistencies

Marilyn:  Need more expertise among readers, and have readers present to the Commission once the reading and scoring is completed to discuss the districts under consideration

Bill:  Seek input from districts, input from vendor reps … did we go from avoiding the best presentation as winning to having best written grant as winning?  Susie asked if any good ideas were left on the table.  No examples cited, but Ann raised possibility of doing away with enrollment criteria (no…it’s in statute).  

Lowell suggested having an abbreviated application and that app used to invite number (to be determined by the Commission) to submit a full app with the same readers for all of the survivors.  Then the Commission might by the readers also (of both the abbreviated summaries and the full apps).  Or…have same readers for same enrollment cohorts.


Pros/cons (or just realities) of a three-page concept paper:

More applicants…if true, make the concept page a 1-2 page document.



Concept paper needs to be directive and not open-ended?


Addresses concerns earlier expressed about reading process and the inconsistencies therein.

Anonymity of concept papers?  Review could be blind and readers would still have capability of seeing all necessary demographic information.

Budget info up front?  Needs to be at least a range provided in the concept paper.

One magic number or not of “winners?”

Concept paper as an innovation screen.

Identity of partners needs to be in concept page?  Or just “who are you thinking of partnering with?”  Or nothing in concept page?  Consensus of nothing to be said about that in concept page.

Enrollment cohorts the correct sizes?  Discussion that there were many more quality apps from the middle cohorts (especially 601 – 1500) than from the extremes.  


0 – 900 K-12


901 – 1500


1501 – 9000


9001 – higher

Ideal is to have 25% of K-12 students in each category.

Application details itself:


Page 6:  “b” change title to include “innovation” and not “emerging”


Page 6:  Assignment of points, more to ‘a’ at the expense of ‘c’, and increase ‘b’s points (also ‘f’ and ‘h’)



Assign 15 points to a, b, f,and h



Assign 9 points to c, d, e, and g and 5 (budget, page 8)….total of 105 points


Timeline need tweaking?  Consensus not to change this too much, if at all.

Legislature’s expectation of how much, if any, of the new $500,000 appropriation to support current six grantees as they go forward?  (Rep. Boal:  no discussion about this.)  But, sustainability was assumed in round one, so there is no expectation among the six present grantees for new money.  Jeff analogized to charter school app process wherein the initial process was viewed by the grantees as “getting them over the hump,” and there was no expectation of continued state funding.  Also, level of sustainability might be an interesting factor to study.

Present grantees allowed to apply again?


Fewer points given?


Totally blind?

6. Meeting Summary

DECISIONS:  

1. Concept papers (1 page with cover page that has demographic information) to be divided into enrollment cohorts and read by Commission members divided into groups.

2. Enrollment cohorts to be close to 25% of K-12 students represented in each;  DE will put these numbers together.

3. Consensus (not strict criteria) will determine who moves on, and there will be no set number.

4. The “winners” submit full applications to be read and scored by Commission members directly.

5. On the application itself changes to points:  assign 9 points to c, d, e, and g and 5 (budget, page 8) and 15 points to a, b, f,and h for a total of 105 points.

6. Concept paper due on September 15.  First cut notification by October 1.  “Winners” to submit full apps by notification (October 31).

7. District notified by December 10 whose apps will be funded.  

8. Jeff will draft templates.

9. Commission will meet again in late June (3rd week).

10. Many thanks to Rep. Boal for carrying the Commission’s water with her colleagues.

