Iowa Learning Technology Commission

Monday, May 14, 2007

Meeting Summary

Attending

Voting Members: Bill Decker, Ann Watts, Al Bode, Tom Brotherton, Matt Shaffer, and Tim Buenz

Voting Members unable to attend:  Gene Vincent

Ex-Officios: Greg Davis, Jeff Berger, Lowell Ernst

External Evaluators:  Gary Phye, Mary Herring, Don Yarbrough

Representatives from the following school districts were in attendance either in person or via ICN:  Davenport, Pella, Sioux Central, Sidney, Clay Central-Everly, Ankeny, Cedar Rapids, CAM (Anita), Okoboji, Williamsburg.

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

· May 14, 2007 Meeting agenda

· January 5, 2007 Meeting Summary

· Part I ILTC Grant 2007

· Part II ILTC Grant 2007

· Scoring Criteria
Agenda Items

1. Update on Round 2 grant implementation

The six 2007 ILTC grantees are in the process of implementing.  Each has received 50% of the grant award.  This meeting is designed to ensure they understand expectations moving forward.

2. Update on 2007 Legislative process

The 2007 Legislature appropriated another $500,000 for this process and another round of grants.

3. Update on reappointments/new appointments

There was miscommunication between the DE, ILTC, and the Legislative Service Agency on responsibilities for reappointment, but all of that has been resolved.  The Senate had three reappointments to make this year and they did occur.  Tom Brotherton, Al Bode, and Ann Watts are reappointed for another term.  The other three appointed members will be addressed by the House next session.

4. Review of 2006-07 Grant Application Process

There seemed to be general support for the two-part grant application process.  Suggestions were offered for possible adjustments to the application process for Round 3:

· Should we ensure that new grantees are not duplicating projects funded in prior rounds of grants?  Tentative answer:  This may be desirable, but would resist a hard-and-fast rule on this.

· Should we elevate “community engagement” as a criterion? Tentative answer:  No

· Should we strengthen the assessment portion of the application or elevate the criterion for assessment?  Tentative answer:  Yes – more clarity on expectations.

· Do we allow Round 1 grantees to use Round 3 as a means to apply for dollars to extend the original grant concept?  Tentative answer:  No – we want to promote innovation over continuation.

· Should we require grantees to continue to report data to us for a year or two after the grant funding expires?  Tentative answer:  Yes, but this will likely require a statutory change.  They should clearly report in several contexts:  1) did they achieve the goals they set out to achieve?  2) Did they realize any movement in the mandated indicators and 3) did student achievement improve?

· In the past rounds, we’ve allowed districts to submit multiple grant proposals.  Should we restrict the number of grants moving to Part II of the application process to one per district?  That would seem to help those districts by reducing duplicative effort for no good purpose.  Tentative answer:  Yes

5. Conversation with Grantees

· Feedback from Round 1 grantees on the implementation process successes and barriers

First Year Grant Winner Report Out

Davenport - Project Lead the Way technology

This grant focused on the creation of two courses to be integrated into the nationally recognized engineering/technology program, Project Lead the Way.  Currently, 269 students have been recruited into the program.  The funding provides resource to develop courses centered on introduction to engineering design.  Students taking these courses qualify for college credit if they want it.  Last year 14 students received college credit through this program. 

ILTC funds were used to install hi-tech computer labs.  The ILTC project was able to help district engage business/vendor partners (Dell, Gateway).  Six teachers went to 10 days of training on the use of these technologies. ILTC funds helped support training. ILTC funds also helped purchase supplies and materials for project. The project also established an advisory council including engineers from community.

Lessons learned

· Found the need to tweak the budget as the project moved along.

What will follow-up assessments be?

· Project Lead the Way assessment

· Track number of students taking course for college credit

· Track grades and district wide standardized assessments

External evaluator comments

· District did a great job working with the established program.

· Technology was state of the art. Comparable to what students would find in a college or university.

Pella

Goals

The project is working to change teaching methodology. We want to refine the way teachers teach and students learn.  This project has a science focus – students are engaged with real scientists, students are working with real science projects, students are working with 21st century technology and skills

The project is working to set up a contacts database that would connect students with scientists.  We are working with Pella Corp to develop a program to develop and recruit engineers, using a mentoring framework to connect students to engineers.

Results so far – Teachers are changing the way they teach, taking more of a project learning based approach.

Lessons Learned

a. Are you seeing teachers buying in to the new teaching methods?  Yes, we see teachers in areas outside of science asking for the opportunities similar to the science classrooms.

b. Is the program having success with students that have historically not been attracted to science?  Yes, we see the program pulling in students.

c. How are you measuring the impact of commission dollars?  Using student surveys to determine ways students have been engaged by the project. We will be looking at standardized assessment information.

It takes time for teachers to prepare for this type of classroom experience.

Technology support is extremely important to the project’s success.

d. What was the cost per classroom, technology wise? About $18,000 per classroom.

e. How did you set up the tech support structure? These classrooms were designated as a priority. Vendors were helpful in making sure equipment was installed on time.

External Evaluator Comments

We are seeing some early signs of teachers learning and using new skills. Also seeing signs of partnerships and relationships from outside the school being established.

Sioux Central

The funding from this grant allowed for the purchase of a rolling mobile computer lab with science probes. (GLX probeware)

Major issue – we have a new Superintendent, principal, and science staff that came in after grant was awarded.  The lab is being used in multiple subject areas.

Lessons learned

One day of in-service training was not enough. They have taken this year to learn what the technology can do. We are now looking for ways to integrate the technology into their curriculum. 

External Evaluator comments

This project was a new project. It was written by a Principal who left the building after the grant was awarded. The project handoff was not well done. The new building staff did their best in coming up to speed on this new project, and has put a lot of effort into this project. There won’t be a lot of student assessment data yet for this project. The focus is currently on professional development.

Sidney
Project – create podcasts using wireless mobile technology that focus on problem solving and on writing.

Student achievement standardized test scores have been analyzed. They are using a problem solving probe assessment as well as on-line survey for students and staff. Teachers are developing and submitting lesson plans that integrate the technology.

They are definitely seeing increased student and staff engagement.  Another 4 day round of training is being set up for this summer for staff. Training will adapt itself to the level of each staff member’s expertise. Also training support will be coming from AEA.

This project has changed the way the Board and community look at technology.

Lessons learned

Professional development is important. Staff exists with various levels of technology expertise. 

External Evaluation Comments

Sidney is doing an excellent job. This was an ambitious project. Effort was made to integrate technology into the existing system. Close work with AEA was evident. There was evidence that Sidney was doing a good job of leveraging the funding to provide improvements to their instructional program.

Clay Central

Project: Issued a laptop computer to every high school student this year.

The district required professional development this year – 8 days of training with ClassServer program.  Last fall, the district invited legislators to technology night event in Oct. 2006.

Successes:  We have had to learn how to manage a large computer system.  We’ve used an early out professional development time each week to support the project.  We are pleased with parent and community response to the project.

There have not been significant problems with student misuse of equipment.

Lessons learned

Classrooms still need basic supplies and materials

The learning of how to use the technology is continual

1.  What is the cost/benefit analysis of laptops vs. textbooks?  Thinks they are ahead in the long run with using the CDs on the laptops compared to using textbooks.

2.  What has been the biggest technology service problem? Some hard drive problems, some file corruption problems. 

3.  What have you learned about the use of student portfolios? It provides an electronic filing cabinet. Still in early stages of understanding the benefits students will have by being able to take their portfolio with them.

4.  What other major initiatives are going on in your district? One action plan goal is to teach better reading strategies.

North Cedar

Project: 6th grade one-to-one computing project using ClassServer

We’ve provided professional development related to technology and related to project based learning.  The district picked out 4 main areas to focus on, one per quarter.  Our classes over the internet are still under construction. Teachers have developed a nice cohort for support and collaboration.

Data – no immediate improvements found in scores at this early stage. We noticed a dip in capitalization/punctuation… under review.

Lessons learned

Some signs of wear and tear on laptops being carried in student book bags.

External Evaluation comments

This project supported the restructuring of the class day.

· Dialogue with external evaluators on successes and barriers from Round 1 implementation

See notes above.

· Discussion with Round 2 grantees on implementation

The dialogue from Round 1 grantees was done to help Round 2 grantees understand some barriers and missteps to overcome.  Round 2 grantees can be implementing now.  The expectation is to implement the proposal put forward.  External evaluators will work with Round 2 grantees on set up and implementation to assure that the expressed outcomes are monitored and supported.

6. Conversation with Round 1 grantees on final report development – expectations and process

The ILTC will need to submit a final report to the Legislature on Round 1 grant implementation in January.  There is some need to have some standardization in reporting templates.  The external evaluators will work on this.  There is also a need for meta-analysis on some of these broader indicators.  More from the external evaluators once they have a plan put together.  Round 1 grantees can begin assessing outcomes and collecting data on mandated indicators in preparation for the final analysis.

7. Next Meeting:  To be determined in June sometime.  Jeff Berger will produce updated grant application materials for review and will work to set up a next meeting to discuss those documents.

