MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Grants Coordination and School Support 

2005-2006 Enhancing Education Through Technology Grant

INFORMATION AND APPLICATION 

Category 1 - School and Classroom Formative and Summative 

           
  Assessment Enhanced Through the use of Technology

General Instructions

INTRODUCTION 

The Michigan Department of Education (MDE) is offering a grant to advance the collection and use of student assessment data facilitated by technology. This program is supported by the U.S. Department of Education under Title II, Part D of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, CFDA Number 84.318, Enhancing Education Through Technology. This competitive grant will be known as the 2005-2006 Enhancing Education Through Technology Grant—Category 1.

PURPOSE OF THE GRANT
The goals of this grant are to:

· Provide professional learning to school and district teams that will define and implement methodologies that will enable teachers to increase their knowledge and use of student assessment facilitated by technology
·  Provide teachers the expertise to use classroom and school assessments to  

      teach to the correct level of difficulty and appropriately pace instruction 

·  Provide the opportunity for teachers to acquire technology devices/software  

      that will facilitate student assessment in order to provide timely feedback and 

      re-teaching opportunities
·  Demonstrate how technology enhanced student assessment will advance  

      teaching and learning and enhance academic achievement for children
TARGET POPULATION TO BE SERVED BY THE GRANT

This grant is targeted to “high need local educational agencies (LEAs)”.  A high need LEA is one that -

(1) Is among those LEAs in Michigan with the highest numbers or percentages of children from families with incomes below the poverty line as defined by the TITLE I - PART A, ALLOCATIONS School Year 2005-06 found at:  
http://www.michigan.gov/documents/Eligible_School_Districts_Mar_2006_152730_7.pdf
and
(2)
Serves one or more schools identified for improvement or corrective action under Title I, Part A, section 1116 of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001.

GRANT RANGE

Grants will be awarded in amounts up to $300,000.  

Total Funds Available:   $2,553,458

ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS
Consortia formed between Intermediate School Districts (ISDs) and districts within that ISD area that contain one or more schools that have been identified for improvement, or corrective action because they have not made Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for one or more years and that fit within the earlier stated guidelines on family income below the poverty line are eligible.  In addition, other school districts within the eligible ISD are permitted to participate.  
 
Districts with enrollments of 10,000 or more students that have schools identified for improvement, continuing improvement, or corrective action because they have not made AYP for one or more consecutive years are eligible for funding if they choose not to partner with their ISD. Consortium applications between ISDs are permitted.  Nonpublic schools residing within a qualifying LEA are eligible to  participate.
ASSURANCE OF ACCURACY
For each application, an assurance must be submitted stating that all information provided within is true and accurate.  If, during the implementation of any funded project, MDE establishes that inaccurate or false information was provided in the application, the grant may be rescinded. 

CLOSING DATE AND SUBMISSION INSTRUCTIONS   

Eligible consortia must submit a grant application using the Michigan Electronic Grants System no later than 11:59 p.m., April 10, 2006, to the Michigan Department of Education.  The application will include a narrative, abstract, budget, and contact information.   

ENHANCING THE USE OF SCHOOL AND CLASSROOM LEVEL FORMATIVE AND SUMMATIVE ASSESSMENT DATA THROUGH THE USE OF TECHNOLOGY
Narrative. The grant narrative should be written in the sequence of the rubric. All pages in attachments should have one-inch margins and be collated and numbered consecutively throughout. The narrative is limited to ten double-spaced pages. The font size should be no smaller than eleven-point.  Appendices can be used to provide supplementary material.  Appendices will be limited to a total of five pages.

1. ISDs working with one or more LEAs, or eligible LEAs, will form school teams consisting of the principal, selected teachers, and school improvement team member(s).

2. Through professional learning and technology assistance, the teams will define  

     and implement methodologies which will enable teachers to increase their 

     knowledge and usage of school and classroom formative and summative 

     assessments.  

3. Professional learning activities will combine the use of formative and 

     summative assessments with technology assistance to generate accurate and     

     reliable data that will be used to monitor and adjust lesson delivery to ensure     

     teachers are presenting lessons at the correct level of difficulty and making 

     sound professional decisions to pace instruction appropriately. 

4. Participating district and school teams will define strategies and implementation procedures to ensure the sustainability of activities that will continue the use of productive high quality assessment practices.

5. Professional learning opportunities should begin by Summer 2006 to increase  

    the participants’ knowledge and use of school and classroom formative and  

    summative assessment practices, thus preparing them for classroom    

    implementation in the 2006-2007 school year.

6. At the end of the grant program, school teams will make presentations to their local board of education, describing the team’s activities, the impact the activities have made on student achievement, and the procedures in place to ensure sustainability of high quality assessment practices.

Abstract.  This is a one page description of the project.  The abstract is not used in the scoring of the grant proposal.
Budget.  Each application will include a budget. The budget will be reviewed to ensure that it’s adequate to support the project.  There should be clear evidence of a relationship between budget items and project objectives.  All budget items must be identified as to which partner directly benefits.  Fifty percent (50%) of the grant funds must be used for professional development related to the project.  The budget must include a budget summary and budget detail following the Michigan School Accounting Manual.  

Final Report.  The awardee must provide a report of the project to include measurable outcomes based on grant objectives.  The grantee will be required to compile data to provide a means to evaluate the effectiveness of the grant.

NONPUBLIC SCHOOL PARTICIPATION

The Enhancing Education through Technology Program statute requires applicants to provide meaningful opportunity for the equitable participation of teachers and administrators from nonpublic schools in professional learning and equipment funded under EETT. This opportunity must occur during the planning stages of the application so that the proposed initiative and the funding request take into consideration the needs of the nonpublic staff.  Grant applicants are required to document the planning activities that occur between public and nonpublic entities and to maintain as documentation items such as copies of letters inviting nonpublic participation.  Funds may not be used for nonpublic substitute teacher costs.

PROCESS FOR THE GRANT COMPETITION

ISDs or eligible LEAs will compete for the 2005-2006 Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed Tech) Program grants through established procedures utilized by MDE in managing its grant programs.  Applications will be received and reviewed.  Each proposal will be rated on a 100-point scale, as identified later within the application instructions.

The tentative time frame for the operation of this grant program includes these major milestones:

April 10, 2006
Applications due

April 24, 2006
Competitive review

May 1, 2006
Funding recommendations presented to the Superintendent of Public Instruction; awards given to ISDs and qualified LEAs

June 30, 2007
Projects to be completed

July 31, 2007
Final Performance Report due

August 30, 2007
DS-4044, Final Expenditure Report due

REJECTION OF PROPOSALS

The Department of Education reserves the right to reject any and all proposals received as a result of this announcement.  

REVIEW PROCESS

MDE utilizes an expert review panel when scoring its competitive grants.  For this  grant program, review teams will be composed of people both within MDE and outside MDE as needed, with expertise in student assessment and technology.  MDE staff will supervise the review. As a requirement for submission, each applicant will make available one professional educator to participate in the competitive review process.  

Award selections will be based on merit and quality, as determined by points awarded for the Review Criteria Section and all relevant information.  The following rubrics will be used as a rating instrument in the review process.  All funding will be subject to approval by the Superintendent of Public Instruction.  All applicants will be notified of the Superintendent’s action.  

The maximum score for the following criteria is 100 points.  In addition to the content of the rubric categories below, the Superintendent of Public Instruction may apply other factors in making funding decisions, such as (1) duplication of effort; (2) duplication of funding; (3) performance of the fiscal agent on previously funded initiatives.

REVIEW CRITERIA

The Enhancing Education Through Technology Grant Program is intended to improve student achievement through the use of technology in elementary and secondary schools. Ed Tech is also intended to combine high quality professional learning to teachers and administrators with technology tools to further enhance learning opportunities for all children.  The scoring rubric below should be used as a guide when writing the proposal.  The reviewers will judge proposals against the elements described in the rubrics.  The proposals most likely to be funded are those that have most completely addressed all the elements described in the “Exceptionally comprehensive and rigorous” column of the rubrics.  A narrative that is written in the sequence of the rubrics facilitates evaluation by the grant readers.

TIE BREAKER

The Ed Tech Grant Program targets buildings and districts most in need of additional resources for professional learning and technology resources to improve student achievement.  In the event of a tie score, the applicant with the higher census poverty level will prevail.

SCORING RUBRIC

A. Identification of the Need

Provide a description of the need for the project.  This section of the proposal is worth a maximum of 10 points.

	Poor, incomplete, not comprehensive


	Marginally comprehensive, lacks rigor


	Comprehensive, rigorous


	Exceptionally comprehensive and rigorous



	The proposal:

provides no description of need and no support for determining the need; and
	The proposal:

provides a description of need with vague data references; and
	The proposal:

provides a description of need supported by MEAP and other assessment sources; and
	The proposal:

provides a clear description of need as identified by MEAP and other assessment sources; and



	provides no link to any plan or source of data. 
	provides a vague link to the district’s School Improvement Plan.
	provides a link to the district’s School Improvement and Technology  Plan.
	provides clear links to 

the needs evidenced in the district’s School Improvement and Technology Plan. 


B. Project Design

Provide a description of the methodology, design, and strategies to be used to accomplish the project goals.  This section of the proposal is worth a maximum of 25 points.

	Poor, incomplete, not comprehensive


	Marginally comprehensive, lacks rigor


	Comprehensive, rigorous


	Exceptionally comprehensive and rigorous



	The proposal:

does not describe research-based activities; and
	The proposal:

provides a description of project activities to improve student learning techniques by using assessment data; and
	The proposal:

provides a description of project activities, some of which are research- based; and  focus on improvement in student learning through the effective use of assessment data enhanced by technology; and
	The proposal:

provides a comprehensive description of the researched-based activities that will improve student learning through the effective and timely use of assessment data enhanced by technology; and



	does not mention initiatives to sustain the effective and timely use of student assessment data.
	mentions the school/district’s effort to improve and sustain the use of student assessment data.
	defines a plan in which a school/district will improve and sustain the use of technology enhanced student assessment data.  
	provides a clearly defined plan with roles and responsibilities for sustaining the effective use of  technology enhanced student assessment data to improve student learning.


C.      Use of Project Resources

Provide a description of the plan that integrates professional learning and technology assisted applications such as devices and/or software for the implementation of the project.  This section of the proposal is worth a maximum of 25 points.

	Poor, incomplete, not comprehensive


	Marginally comprehensive, lacks rigor
	Comprehensive, rigorous


	Exceptionally comprehensive and rigorous



	The proposal:

For professional learning only:

lacks or provides a vague plan of professional learning; and 


	The proposal:

For professional learning only:

provides a vague plan for professional learning but either without specific technology integration strategies or specific examples on how technology can enhance the use of student assessment data; and


	The proposal:

For professional learning only:

provides a plan of professional learning which includes August activities with some technology integration strategies describing how technology can enhance the use of student assessment data with some application strategies; and
	The proposal:

For professional learning only:

provides a comprehensive plan of professional learning including August activities combined with a fully developed  plan to integrate technology that will provide building level educators with an array of data assessment tools and application strategies; and

	For hardware and software only:

lacks a plan to fully integrate technology devices into the project’s goals.
	For hardware and software only:
provides a vague plan for using technology devices to permit teachers and administrators to more effectively use assessment data.


	For hardware and software only:

provides a plan for using technology devices that includes project goals, identifies technical support, shows a clear link of how technology devices will improve assessment strategies and analysis.
	For hardware and software only:

provides a well-defined plan for using technology devices that includes project goals, identifies technical support, shows a clear link of how technology devices will improve school and classroom assessment strategies and analysis.


D.  
Project Management

Provide a description of the key personnel and their responsibilities related to the completion of project goals.  This section of the proposal is worth a maximum of 20 points.

	Poor, incomplete, not comprehensive


	Marginally comprehensive, lacks rigor


	Comprehensive, rigorous


	Exceptionally comprehensive and rigorous



	The proposal:

does not identify key personnel;  provides no description of a project management design.
	The proposal:

identifies key personnel but lacks specificity of project responsibilities; provides a limited description of project management design.
	The proposal:

identifies key personnel, their project responsibilities, and the amount of time assigned to the project; provides a description of a project management design but without clear lines of authority or the oversight necessary to complete the project goals. 


	The Proposal:

provides a chart identifying key personnel, project responsibilities, percentage of time devoted to the project, and a timeline for completion of activities; 

provides a description of a comprehensive project management design with clear lines of authority and the oversight necessary to complete project goals.


E.   
Project Evaluation

Provide a description of the evaluation design, including the specific method and measurement that will be used.  This section of the proposal is worth a maximum of 15 points.

	Poor, incomplete, not comprehensive


	Marginally comprehensive, lacks rigor


	Comprehensive, rigorous


	Exceptionally comprehensive and rigorous



	The proposal:

lacks an evaluation design; and
	The proposal:

identifies an evaluation design but does not provide a description of specific methods or instruments that will be used; and
	The proposal:

identifies a limited evaluation design with some methods and instruments that will be used; and
	The proposal:

identifies a comprehensive evaluation design to include the individual responsible for the program evaluation and specific methods and instruments that will be used; and

	provides no plan for feedback.
	provides limited description of a regular feedback process for ongoing program improvement. 
	provides an acceptable  description of the following: a regular feedback process for ongoing program improvement. 
	provides a comprehensive description of an ongoing feedback process for program improvement. 


F.  
Program Budget

Provide a detailed program budget that includes salaries and/or stipends for all participants to be funded with the grand funds and a detailed description of technology and other resources required for project completion. This section of the proposal is worth a maximum of 5 points.

	Poor, incomplete, not comprehensive


	Marginally comprehensive, lacks rigor


	Comprehensive, rigorous


	Exceptionally comprehensive and rigorous



	The budget:

is incomplete and does not provide a clear picture of how grant funds will be expended.
	The budget:

is limited in scope and does not provide a detailed plan of how grant funds will be expended.
	The budget:

is complete and provides information on salaries, equipment, and other expenditures.
	The budget:

is complete and provides detailed information on salaries, equipment, and other expenditures.  The detail also includes locations for grant funded resources. 


INFORMATION CONCERNING OTHER REQUIREMENTS
Grant Reviewers:

All Ed Tech Grant applicants, as part of their application process, are asked to submit the name of one person the Michigan Department of Education could consider when selecting grant reviewers.  This person should have experience in student assessment at the district and classroom levels.  They should also have experience in using MEAP data in order to align curriculum and modify teacher delivery systems to facilitate increased student achievement.  The names submitted will be entered into MEGS to be used by MDE when there is a need for grant reviewers.  Readers for EETT grants will be selected on expertise, geographic location, and need, as determined by the number of applications received.  All individuals chosen to be grant reviewers will be required to participate in a grant reviewer training session to become familiar with the specifics of the program and funding priorities prior to the beginning of the review processes. 

Length of Award:

Funding will be effective immediately following the Superintendent of Public Instruction approval of grant awards (anticipated in March 2006) with an ending date of June 30, 2007.

Payment Schedule:

Payments to the grantee will be made upon filing the Department’s “Expenditures/Request Form, DS-4492A.”  The grantee is permitted to request advance payments not exceeding immediate cash needs and reimbursement up to the total amount of the award.  “Immediate cash needs” means that the recipient needs funds within 30 days to pay bills incurred.

Financial Reporting:

A final expenditure report will be required within 60 days of the grant ending date, showing all bills paid in full.  

Ownership of Materials Produced:

Ownership of products resulting from an EETT grant, which are subject to copyright of economic value, shall remain with the Michigan Department of Education unless such ownership is explicitly waived.  This stipulation covers recipients as well as subcontractors receiving funds through this grant program.

PAGE  
1

