Iowa Learning Technology Commission

Friday, October 7, 2005

Meeting Summary

Attending

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

Ex-Officios: Representative Carmine Boal, Senator Pat Ward, Greg Davis, Lowell Ernst, John O’Connell, Jim Osterberger, Roger Rezabek, Marilyn Weber

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 3 – Pilot Grant Application

· Draft 3 – Grant Scoring Criteria 

Agenda Item

1. Introductions/Updates/Sharing

Summary:  Jeff Berger reviewed the last meeting summary. No additional comments were noted.

2. Pilot Grant Process and Criteria

Summary:  Jeff presented the third draft of a pilot grant application designed to accommodate the Commission’s input at the September 23 meeting. Jeff systematically walked through the document to highlight places where changes were made that aligned to the input. 

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

· Definition for “indicator” needs to be bolded.

· Definition for one-to-one needs to be changed to “ubiquitous access to technology by students.”

· Concern expressed by DE staff that the timelines are too tight to do an adequate review of the applications. However, another member stated that the timeline was certainly right for school districts, as the grant award notice of around February 15 was just right for budget conversations for schools for next year.

· DE requires these funds to be distributed during the current fiscal year – the cut-points for the completion of the pilots is arbitrary, but one that seems to make sense for the legislative process.  

· Acknowledged that this isn’t really enough time to see much if any improvement in student achievement.

· Include timelines under number 6 in the guidelines.

· Should include language that indicates that there may be interim reports requested and that grantees could be asked to present at various meetings or conferences.

· Increase font size to 12

· 20-page limit? Seems about right. Will require an abstract as well.

· DE needs a hard copy of the grants, but can email as well.

· Be clear on margins, fonts, page numbers, spacing, etc.

· Be clear on interim and final reporting requirements.

· Need an ICN help session “just in case” for interested applicants.

· Will hold off on a firm decision related to a sales pitch from finalists to the Commission. We may need to create a finalist’s list in advance of final notice.

· DE needs a letter of intent to try to gauge the volume of grants to read.

· Include the signature of the Technology Director.

· Need to identify where the match funds are from and the partners involved.

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

·  Include language in “e” and assessment on “learning skills for the 21st century” rather than “21st Century Learning Skills.”

· Should the Iowa Professional Development Model be the model to use for PD? Yes.

· Do we need language on the ability to replicate results? Yes. Also the concept of scalability.

· If we are going to include the term “mandatory indicators,” use that throughout the document.

· Soften the term “standardized test scores” to read more like “measures of student achievement, including standardized test scores…” Locals will determine “how” to collect data on each indicator.

Specific feedback provided on the pilot grant-scoring rubric

· Members asked for an explanation of the point value assignments – several were adjusted from the draft.

· Where is innovation as a concept – worked into the technology-planning criterion?

· Raise b and c to 12 points, keep h at 12. Raise PD to 12 as well.

· Appendices will not count toward point totals.

· Adjust the “baseline” language in the assessment criterion – many of these will not have a baseline.

Other feedback:

· Mechanisms for assessing vendor relationships? Locally determined.

· DE should consider the following issues:  will there be a bidder’s conference (yes). Should a Q & A be developed through a web site for questions (no – direct them to Jeff or John directly and guidance will be issued as needed)? Need rules for the process to use when people cry “foul.” What about application of the gift law. What guidelines will be used to reject grants? Should there be a blackout period for contact with Commissioners during the application process? DE will consider all of this in the last clean up.

Decisions made:

· Unanimous approval of both the application and scoring rubric documents pending adjustments based on feedback. Jeff will route the documents to voting members once clean up has happened and members will be asked again to indicate a final vote on the documents. Target is October 17, 2005 for the start of the process.

· Grant materials will be available on the DE and ILTC web sites, as well as notices directly to superintendents and other parties in an email and information included in the School Leaders Update.

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

3. Election of Officers

The Commission elected Bill Decker as Chair of the Commission and Ann Watts as the Vice-Chair.

4. Future meeting dates

The next meeting of the Commission is to be determined. There will likely not be another meeting until it is time to organize the review of grant applications around the first of the year.  

Potential Action Items

1. Length of terms of service of Commission Members
