
Qwest Foundation

2010 Teachers and Technology Mini-Grant Program – Concept Proposal
Administered by the Iowa School Boards Foundation (ISBF) 

The research arm of the Iowa Association of School Boards, committed to excellence and equity in public education
Introduction and Goal:
The Iowa School Boards Foundation has received $50,000 from the Qwest Foundation to be awarded to Iowa educators proposing innovative classroom uses of technology. The goal of the mini-grant program is to provide support to educators who utilize technological tools to deliver instruction based upon rigorous curriculum expectations and increase the development of higher order thinking skills for all students.
Purpose:

The purpose of the competitive mini-grant program is to:
· improve student learning through the innovative use of technology.
· enhance the development of students’ higher order thinking and problem solving skills. 

· increase educators’ collaborative study of their content, practice, and student effects.
· increase educators’ understanding of best practices related to integration of technology for improving student learning.
Eligibility:

All Iowa PK-12 public school districts and/or PK-12 certified public school educators (with documented support from the building principal, the superintendent and the school board president) are eligible to apply. This is intended to include teachers, principals and district level administrators.
Qwest Concept Proposal Paper 

In order to apply for the funding, Qwest and IASB have instituted a concept proposal phase of the grant process. The purpose of this phase is twofold:

· The concept proposal will help school districts achieve clarity about their proposals.

· The concept proposal will allow Qwest and IASB to identify the concepts they are most interested in funding without the burden to school districts of writing the full blown proposal. 

Making it through the “concept proposal phase” does not guarantee funding, but it does significantly increase the chances of being funded.

TIMELINES

Concept proposal due date: Friday, Jan. 29, 2010.
Notification of eligibility to districts to write the full grant proposal by IASB: 

no later than Friday, Feb. 12, 2010.
Full grant proposal due at IASB: Friday, March 19, 2010

THE PROPOSAL MUST INCLUDE:
· a cover page (see example on next page).
· a concept description on a second page that is no longer than 1 page, single spaced, 12 point font, and margins no smaller than 1 inch, including:

1. the main goals of the project.
2. a one paragraph description of the project.
3. a short discussion of how this proposal will support teacher and student learning.

Please be sure to submit as a RTF (Rich Text Format) file.

Please submit your concept proposal via e-mail to CJ Bloyer, cbloyer@ia-sb.org. Any questions can be directed to CJ at 1-800-795-4272, ext. 246.
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Qwest Concept Proposal Paper
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Qwest Foundation Mini Grant Program

Scoring Rubric for Concept Proposal Paper
(Total narrative length should be no longer than 1 page)
	
	Exceeds expectations
	Meets expectations or would only need minor adjustments.
	Would need to be revised/rewritten.

	
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	Goals, Monitoring and Evaluation
	Clear and measurable goals for student learning with specific targets and clear plan for ongoing monitoring of  student learning. Data referenced need is presented. Implementation of instruction using the technology also tied to specific targets with an ongoing plan to monitor. 
	Clear and measurable goals for student learning and teacher implementation.
	Goals are focused on student learning but need more specificity.  Teacher implementation referenced but not tied to a monitoring plan.
	Student goals are not tied to academic performance/learning. No reference to monitoring implementation.
	Student goals are not present or not clear.

	Technology use
	Innovative use, tied to student learning, obvious demand of higher order thinking - requires collaboration and other 21st century skills.
	Describes innovative use of technology to enhance student learning. (means to an end)
	Uses technology to enhance student learning but lacks innovation.
	Innovative use of technology but focused on the technology for the sake of the tool.  Not directly tied to student academic learning.
	Not innovative and not tied to student academic learning.

	Teacher collaboration
	Project demands collaborative assessment of the problem of practice, collaborative effort to improve practice, and the project could not possibly play out in isolation.

Demands collaboration beyond the school walls.
	Describes  how the project will enable teachers to work together to study content and instruction and student learning.
	Indicates teachers should work together but not clear how the project is dependent upon that.

Teachers work collaboratively but don’t address all areas (study of content, instruction, and student learning).
	Doesn’t address how teachers will work together to improve their practice and/or not clear that it is even necessary.


	Doesn’t mention what teachers will do.

	Student engagement
	Project will clearly engage students in collaborative problem solving and study of content.  Clearly ties to solving real world problems.
	Project clearly engages students in critical thinking and problem solving around issues within academic content areas.
	Project engages students in critical thinking but does not engage them in solving problems.
	Students would be engaged in fun activities but isolated activities not linked to higher order outcomes or academic content.
	Not clear what the students will be doing.

	Proposal mechanics
	Eloquent writing, attention grabbing, makes you want to know more.
	Well written, complete, easy to read and understand, no grammar, punctuation, spelling, etc., errors.

Stays within the parameters as described in the RFP.
	Only very minor errors.
	Numerous errors.
	Very difficult to understand.


