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Teacher Quality Oversight Committee

Monday, Sept 26, 2011
Business/HR Conference Room

8-10 am
Minutes
Members Present:  Kris Donnelly, Julie King, Bart Mason, Sherry Sines, Anne Steffensmeier, and Lynn Tiemann
Review minutes from June  21, 2011
· The minutes from the June 21, 2011 meeting were reviewed.  There was a correction made to the minutes – Recorder was listed twice.  Julie moved and Lynn seconded to approved the minutes with the correction made.  The motion carried to approve the June 21, 2011 minutes.

Review the revised rubric and proposal forms
· Sherry reported that the committee reviewed the rubric and proposal forms at the June meeting.  At that time it was recommended that Question 13 (If this proposal is for discipline/region/program professional development, please provide evidence of need identified by staff.) be removed as it was felt that it was part of Question 4 (Briefly describe the Professional Development including intended GWAEA audience.) and Question 5 (Describe how your proposal/professional development addresses the Agency’s goals.).  Question 6 (What does the data tell about student achievement?) – the examples of data source was added back in.  Question 9 (Plan of Action.) – Reviewers look at the steps taken reflect the Iowa Professional Development Model.  The committee also suggested that the formatting be looked at as there were some “i” that appear out of place. On the individual proposal a place for the RA/Supervisor to review and a link named.
· The committee made a recommendation that the statement “*Proposal will not be approved if it does not meet the intent of the Teacher Quality legislation.” Be moved to the top of the rubric with check box for both yes and no and a place for comments.  This would be answered by the Proposal Review Committee and if marked no a comment would be placed and the rest of the rubric would not be done.

·  The committee then went into a lengthy discussion regarding Question 13 (If this proposal is for discipline/region/program professional development, please provide evidence of need identified by staff.).  Do we need this question, does the proposal supplant PD dollars, maybe move to the rubric, etc.  It was suggested that the question be removed but a statement be added a long the lines of TQ dollars may not be used to supplant Agency funds.  Would also need to include the definition of supplant.  Sherry to work on wording with the help of Jackie Schreder and Barb Harms.  Will run by the committee via email.
· The committee also felt that a disclaimer be added to the directions regarding the authority of the Proposal Review Committee as the question arose regarding does the PRC have the authority to say “No you can not go because GWAEA offers.”  Julie indicated that “per the training at DE-yes they have that authority.”  Some suggestions included

· They have the obligation…

· TQ funds are intended to be used…

· TQ committee’s charge is to insure the funding is to be used to supplement not supplant other Agency dollars…

· Add law intent to directions
Sherry will work on wording and send to committee via email.

Consider guidance to distinguish between Agency and Region/Discipline/Program proposals
· Sherry gave a brief definition of what is meant by Agency – District Level-impacts agency wide; and Region/Discipline/Program – meant to add capacity.
· Discussion centered around whether or not they need to have the proposals broken out as it would be less complicated to access the money if not.  The proposals do need to be broken out as the percentages need to be listed on the BEDS document.  Kris asked of the number sent in how many are the problem? 5%, 50%?  The answer was hard to determine.  
· It was decided that the Proposal Review Committee would be asked to determine Agency or Region/Discipline/Project with the following general guidance given

· Take into consideration the scope of the project

· Is it across disciplines/regions

· What is the intended audience

The committee asked for a report back if the PRC needs more guidance.

· Question – If the PRC determines that it is an Agency proposal and then denies it because of lack of money, is there an avenue for the staff to make a case for why they feel it was a Region/Discipline/Program proposal?

Determining the percentage for allocations for 2011 – 2012 for agency, region/discipline/program and individual proposals
· Sherry provided the committee with the following balances prior to the September funding period.
· Agency  $-3,602.55

· Region/Discipline/Program $132,892.21

· Individual $17,321.57

· Percentage breakdown for the 2010-2011 was Agency 32%, Region/Discipline/Program 67%, Individual 1%

· Funding for 2011-2012 will be $146,823.00

· Proposals received and approved at the September funding period equal

· Agency (1) $1,669.56

· Region/Discipline/Program (5) $14,742.12

· Individual (1) $299.00

· It was shared that the original intent was to have the percentage breakdown of 
· Agency 25%

· Region/Discipline/Program 70%

· Individual 5%

· After a lengthy discussion, the committee felt that they needed to honor the original intent and get the balances as close as possible without taking money away from any one group.

· Kris moved and Lynn seconded to set the percentage allocations for 2011-2012 at 65% for Agency, 35% for Region/Discipline/Program, and 0% for Individual proposals to bring the funding in line with the initial intent which was 70% Region/Discipline/Program, 25% Agency, and 5% Individual.  The motion carried to approve allocations for 2011-2012 at 65% Agency, 35% Region/Discipline/Program and 0% for Individual.
Review TQ Proposals submitted Sept, 2011 

· Seven proposals were submitted and reviewed on September 21st.

· There was one Agency-wide proposal submitted and approved for $1,669.56.

· There were five Region/Discipline/Program proposals submitted.  All were approved totaling $14,742.12.

· There was one Individual proposal submitted and approved for $299.00.

Update on Iowa Core TQ-PD

· Kris gave a general list of ideas which include but are not limited to:

· Data Teams

· Conceptual Learning

· Instructional Teaching

· Characteristics of Effective Instruction

· Formative Assessment for Learning

· There might be more ideas that surface after the Iowa Blueprint for Education is released on October 3rd.

· Reminder this committee is just advisory not overseeing this funding.

Develop 2011-12 meeting schedule
· The committee established the meeting schedule for the 2011-2012 school year.

· November 21, 2011
Noon-2 pm

· March 1, 2012
8:30-10:30 am

· April 30, 2012
2-4 pm

Develop next meeting agenda

· Agenda items for the next meeting include:

· Review September 26th minutes

· Review TQ Proposal submitted November, 2011

· Update on Iowa Core TQ-PD

· Review Feedback from Proposal Review Committee

· Develop Next Meeting Agenda

Facilitator: Lynn Tiemann
Recorder: Tammy Carolan
