Iowa Learning Technology Commission

Friday, September 23, 2005

Meeting Summary

Attending

Voting Members: Tim Buenz, Al Bode, Tom Brotherton, Bill Decker, Matt Shaffer, Greg McClain for Gene Vincent, Ann Watts

Ex-Officios: Representative Carmine Boal, Greg Davis, Lowell Ernst, Carol Greta, John O’Connell, Susie Oleson, Jim Osterberger, Roger Rezabek, 

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

· Draft 1 – Pilot Grant Application

· Note: While this document is available on the web site to review, it was heavily modified in the meeting. A new draft is being developed.

· PowerPoint presentation – Data and Funding Information on Technology in Iowa

· Copies – Statewide State Board Technology Survey to districts, IT directors, and teachers in randomly samples districts last spring

· Draft – Scoring Criteria – Pilot Grant Applications

Agenda Item

1. Introductions/Updates/Sharing

Summary:  The Commission welcomed Greg McClain standing in for Gene Vincent.  Jeff Berger reviewed the last meeting and covered some additional Commission logistics, including an opinion from the Department of Management that school districts have as long as the Commission decides to spend these grant dollars.  The only constriction in Code is that the DE must have these dollars awarded and distributed by June 30, 2006.

2. Pilot Grant Process and Criteria

Summary:  Jeff presented the second draft of a pilot grant application designed to accommodate the Commission’s input at the August 26 meeting. The copy of the grant application reviewed by the Commission is available on the web site. Jeff systematically walked through the document to highlight places where changes were made that aligned to the input. The document used the Department’s E2T2 application simply as a template – the content is modified. Much of the content in the application is simply place-holding items for discussion.

Specific feedback provided by Commission members on the draft Pilot Grant Application process:

· Clarify the numbers of schools in each proposed size category

· There should be some consideration for special populations in this grant application.

· Is the set-aside for evaluation proper and if so, is it necessary to have dollars set-aside in both the overall appropriation and in each awarded grant?

· Recommend that AEAs are mandatory partners in grants awarded due to the resources they bring to the table and the equalization they could provide for small schools interested in applying for grants.

· We need to determine what product we want.

· The hope is that the legislature captures successful innovation that can be replicated statewide.

· We do need to consider minority populations and equal participation, not just equal access.

· The commission should have the ability to determine the scale of the grants awarded.

· Breakouts o# of school districts in each proposed size category.  

162 districts

0-600             13% of students

140 districts

601-1500       26% of students

60 districts

1501- 9000     36% of students

8 districts
    
9001 +            25 % of the kids 

· The application process should not be a burden to district teams.

· We need to talk more about the proper amount of matching funds.

·  Alternate proposal on size break-outs

0-900
           240 districts   

901- 2100  
91 districts 

2100-9000 
31 districts

9001+

8 districts   

Each category would represent roughly 25% of students statewide.

· Need to discuss the funding amounts and numbers of grants awarded.

· Do we want individual classrooms with innovative teachers? With small number of grants and short time for application, will this produce a significant number of applicants? Separate those that are ready and those that are not. Maybe we go with the early adopters to get better and faster results.

· The language in the accountability section should include more than just standardized test.   

· What about some assessment of 21st Century learning skills?

· Don’t think we can codify innovation.

· Set a range of grant awards, from 5 to 15.  

· We are already doing a lot of research and grant writing with E2T2 and Star schools. One to one in the classroom is the $40-50,000 cost range.

·   How about no less than five grants with a $20,000 minimum plus $10,000 match. What is a reasonable amount of a match – 25%?

Specific feedback provided by Commission members on the draft Pilot Grant Application guiding principles:

· The guiding principles need to reference the appropriate Iowa standards and initiatives.  

· Replace the word intervention with another.

· Letter:  How does this change the way teachers teaching?

· We want to see the improvement of teaching. 

·  Take out obsolescence. How do you make educational plans for sustainability?

· Equitable access should be modified – that is a Commission behavior.

· Ensure students from minorities will have access. 

Tentative decisions made using group consensus:

· Lower limit to grants - $20,000 with a minimum of $5000 local match.

· No less than five grants awarded. $450,000 available. Award until money gone. Must award one in each size category assuming the applications pass the quality criteria.

· Districts may submit as many applications as they would like, but cannot receive more than one award.

· Will go with the original size categories for awards: 0-600, 601-1500, 1501-9000, 9001+

· Virtually every sentence in the draft guiding principles was modified, but the group verified that the criteria categories were the right ones.

All feedback and these decisions will be reworked into the next draft reviewed. Scoring criteria will also be developed

3. Presentation on Data and Information available on the State of Iowa Technology

Summary:  Jeff and John O’Connell presented a PowerPoint and supporting documents that described the information available through the State Board’s Technology Survey conducted last spring. The presentation was intended to give the Commission an idea of the types of information available. The PowerPoint also covered the types of funding currently available to K-12 districts for technology. These documents are available on the web site.

4. Future meeting dates

The next meeting of the Commission will be Friday, October 7, at 10:00 a.m. This meeting will likely be brief, as the Commission is attempting to simply approve the pilot grant application.

Potential Action Items

1. Officers – Chair and Vice Chair

2. Length of terms of service of Commission Members

3. Tentative approval of grant application and approval process

4. Tentative approval of grant application criteria

5. Timelines

