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Students Come First Technology Task Force  
Final Recommendations Highlights 

 
One-to-One Mobile Computing Devices 

D Recommend procuring the same device statewide; recommend that that device be a laptop.  

D Recommend a managed service providing not only the one-to-one device but the resources to 
successfully implement and manage all facets of the technology integration.  

D Recommend all schools provide parent trainings (in a face-to-face, online, or written format) 
multiple times throughout the year and that parental attendance be required at one training 
ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƳƻōƛƭŜ ŘŜǾƛŎŜ ƛǎ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƘƻƳŜΦ  

D Recommend that at no time will the device become the personal property of students or staff; 
however, districts are encouraged to allow students to place personal items on the device, 
which are limited to music, pictures, and other items that do not hinder the network or device 
functionality.  

D Recommend devices are deployed to all students in grades 9-12 among districts representing 
1/3 of high school students in the state, starting with those districts most ready to benefit from 
device implementation. Readiness to benefit components may include: Schoolnet pilots, a plan 
to digitally integrate curriculum, sustainability and resources to make one-to-one successful, and 
the ability / interest to leverage local resources to expand the impact.  

 
Classroom Technology 

 
D Recommend classroom technology integration money be distributed according to a formula 
ƎǊŀƴǘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀƴ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘΩǎ !5! ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΦ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ Ϸон ǇŜǊ 
student for the full year, but the payments are disbursed in two parts: one payment in 
September and one payment in March.  

 
Online Learning 

 
D Recommend that the implementation of fractional ADA for online courses and dual-enrolled 

students be based on credits earned, as opposed to class periods or minutes of instruction, 
because credits provide the most uniformity, best accommodate different schedules, are easy to 
track and report, and provide the opportunity to incentivize success.  

D Recommend the State Department of Education work with districts to develop and implement 
an online portal for parents to register students for online courses. The portal would include 
information on each online course, the provider, instructor, quality and performance metrics 
and, parent and student customer ratings.  

 

 
  



Students Come First Technology Task Force  
 

BACKGROUND 
 
Task Force Creation 
 
Lƴ нлммΣ ǘƘŜ LŘŀƘƻ [ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜ ǇŀǎǎŜŘ ƭŀǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜƭȅ ǊŜŦƻǊƳ LŘŀƘƻΩǎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ 
system.  The Students Come First reform laws will educate more students at a higher level with limited 
resources. Through these laws, the state and local school districts will make every classroom a 21st 
Century Classroom, ensure every student has access to a highly effective teacher every year they are in 
ǎŎƘƻƻƭΣ ŀƴŘ ƎƛǾŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘŀōƭŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŀƴŘ 
district. 
 
Three bills make up the Students Come First reform lawsτSenate Bills 1108, 1110, and 1184 
(http://studentscomefirst.org/legislation.htm). In Senate Bill 1184, the Legislature directs State 
Superintendent Tom Luna to create and chair a task force to study and develop plans for the successful 
implementation of the technology components of Students Come First. These include a one-to-one ratio 
of mobile computing devices to students in high school, improved classroom technology, online 
learning, professional development for teachers, and germane topics determined by the chairman. This 
ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƳǇƛƭŜŘ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ŦǳƭŦƛƭƭƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ {. ммупΩǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ {ǳǇŜǊƛƴǘŜƴŘŜƴǘ [ǳƴŀ 
report the work of the Technology Task Force to the House and Senate Education Committees no later 
than January 31, 2012.   

 
Member Composition 
 
Under the law, the Task Force had to be made up of at least 28 members, 17 of which the State 
Superintendent appointed and 11 of which were appointed by educational stakeholder groups, the 
Idaho Legislature, and the Office of the Governor. Keen to assemble the best task force possible, 
Superintendent Luna recruited a wide range of experienced perspectives. Expanded to include parents, 
school board trustees, and more classroom teachers, the 38-member task force included school district 
superintendents, district technology directors, secondary school principals, a district business manager, 
a head of a virtual public charter school, a head of a traditional public charter school that serves grades 
9-12, secondary classroom teachers, representatives of the business community, school board trustees, 
parents, and at-large community members. Twelve educators served on the Task Force, four of whom 
currently serve as classroom teachers. The Task Force also included a representative of the Office of the 
Governor, two members of the Idaho House of Representatives, two members of the Idaho Senate, and 
a representative of each of the educational stakeholder groups: Idaho Education Association, Northwest 
Professional Educators, Idaho School Boards Association, Idaho Association of School Administrators, 
Idaho Business Coalition for Education Excellence, and Idaho Digital Learning Academy. See the full list 
of Task Force members: Appendix A.   
 
 
 
 
 



Subcommittees 
 
To manage the size of the Task Force, and to effectively address its various areas of responsibility, the 
Task Force was divided into subcommittees. Each subcommittee was tasked with addressing one of the 
technology components of the Students Come First reforms.  
 
The following subcommittees comprise the Task Force: 

1. One-to-One Governance and Instructional Integration 

2. Classroom Technology Integration 

3. Schoolnet Integration 

4. Platform, Specifications, and Procurement 

5. Online Learning Implementation 

Superintendent Luna, chair of the Technology Task Force, formed the subcommittees based on Task 
CƻǊŎŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΣ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ, ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ LŘŀƘƻΩǎ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊ ƻŦ 
the Year, Stefani Cook, is the chair of the Classroom Technology Integration Subcommittee because she 
has experience in integrating technology in her classroom and working with other teachers to design 
professional development. 
 
Meeting Schedule 
 
The Students Come First Technology Task Force met monthly from June 2011 through December 2011.  
Each day-and-a-half-long meeting began with general task force business followed by a presentation 
from one or more guest experts. These experts would address the task force as a whole (as well as 
members of the public who attended the meetings or listened to available online audio streaming) to 
offer perspective or share lessons learned from their own educational technology implementation 
experience. Task Force members would then divide into five subcommittees, where they would dedicate 
the remainder of the first day and all of the second day (a half day) working on specific components of 
the Students Come First laws.  At the end of each monthly meeting, the general task force reconvened 
to update their fellow members on the work of their respective subcommittees.  Meetings would then 
be adjourned, and the chairs and vice chairs of each subcommittee would then meet briefly with 
Superintendent Luna, the chair of the Task Force, to debrief.   
 
{ǇŜŀƪŜǊǎ ŀǎ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ŀǎ .{¦Ωǎ [ƛǎŀ 5ŀǿƭŜȅ ǘƻ aŀƛƴŜΩǎ {ǘŜǾŜ DŀǊǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ WƻŜ aƻǊŜƭƻŎƪ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ 
their unique perspectives at Task Force meetings. See the full list of guest speakers: Appendix B. 
 
Involvement of Outside Parties 
 
The public was involved in the Technology Task Force in several ways. First, members of the public were 
encouraged to apply to participate in the Technology Task Force. In May, Superintendent Luna 
appointed 27 members of the 38-member Task Force based on applications the State Department of 
Education received from the public. These members represent specific educational stakeholder groups, 
such as parents and teachers, as well as the public at large. (The remaining 11 Task Force members were 
appointed by educational stakeholder groups, the Idaho Legislature, and IdahoΩǎ Governor.) 
 
Second, all Task Force meetings have been open to the public and streamed live online via Idaho Public 
¢ŜƭŜǾƛǎƛƻƴΩǎ [ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜ [ƛǾŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΦ !ŦǘŜǊ ŜŀŎƘ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ƳƛƴǳǘŜǎΣ ŀǳŘƛƻκǾƛŘŜƻ ŀǊŎƘƛǾŜǎ, 



and presentations were posted on the StudentsComeFirst.org website. In this way, members of the 
public could (and still can) stay informed and participate at their own discretion. Finally, members of the 
public were encouraged to contact the Task Force or staff of the State Department of Education with 
questions or comments. These contacts were passed along to the appropriate subcommittee or to the 
full Task Force. 
 
Private vendors and other providers, however, have not worked with the Technology Task Force and 
have not been involved in the Task Force process. To avoid conflicts of interest, the Technology Task 
Force has followed the state purchasing process and has developed strict site visit protocol. (See site 
visit information Appendix C and review site visit protocol Appendix D). At the September 2011 meeting, 
Task Force members heard in-depth presentations on both the state purchasing process and site visit 
protocol. The protocol ensures that the Task Force uses official Request for Information (RFI) and 
Request for Proposals (RFP) processes. In addition, site visits were only conducted with schools or school 
districts, not with vendors or providers.  
 
Development of Recommendations 
 
Subcommittees developed their recommendations over the course of the ¢ŀǎƪ CƻǊŎŜΩǎ ǎŜǾŜƴ months of 
meetings. Subcommittees relied on the expertise of their various members, the testimony of guest 
experts, research, a survey, and site visits to education technology programs in districts and states 
around the country. See the list of site visits Appendix C and view the survey Appendix E. 
 
Each subcommittee strived to reach consensus on every recommendation before bringing it to the full 
Task Force. Each subcommittee devised its own method for reaching consensus. Some formally voted on 
proposals or ideas, while others worked to gain consensus before moving on to the next topic. At the 
December Technology Task Force meeting, each subcommittee submitted its recommendations to a 
vote of the full Task Force. 9ŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¢ŀǎƪ CƻǊŎŜΩǎ пт ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǳƴŀƴƛƳƻǳǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭ 
from the full Task Force.  
 
Some recommendations from the Technology Task Force may require changes in Idaho Code or Idaho 
Administrative Rule. In the event that the State Department of Education adopts recommendations of 
this nature, Superintendent Luna will bring legislation before the Legislature, or a proposed rule before 
the Idaho State Board of Education. If neither legislation nor rule changes are needed, the State 
Department of Education will work with Idaho school districts and educational stakeholder groups to 
ensure the recommendations are fully implemented. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Listed below are the members and responsibilities of each Technology Task Force subcommittee as well 
as their respective recommendations. 
 
One-to-One Governance and Instructional Integration 
 
Responsibilities:  

¶ Determine the capabilities of the mobile computing devices for the Platform, Specifications, and 
Procurement Subcommittee 

¶ Develop model policies for mobile computing device usage, filters/security measures, and 
governance of the device 

 
Committee Members:  

Chair:    Rep. Reed Demourdant, R-Eagle 

Vice Chair:   Brian Duncan, Trustee, Minidoka County School District 

Members:  

Salvatore Lorenzen, Teacher, Post Falls High School;  

Christine Donnell, RŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ  

educator and district superintendent;  

Bicker Therien, Principal, New Plymouth High School;  

Christopher Campbell, District Technology Director, Genesee School  

District;  

Rep. Bob Nonini, R-/ƻǳǊ ŘΩ!ƭŜƴŜΣ /ƘŀƛǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ IƻǳǎŜ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ  

Committee. 

Attached SDE Staff:  Luci Willits  

Matt McCarter 

Recommendations: 
 
Student Device Usage:  
 
The subcommittee finds great value in giving students a sense of ownership of their computing devices. 
The experiences of other states with one-to-one mobile computing device ratios indicate that students 
gain greater utility from their devices, and take better care of them, when they are allowed to 
personalize the devices and take them home. The subcommittee encourages districts to allow students 
to place individualized items on their devicesτlike music, pictures, and other items that do not hinder 
network or device functionalityτwhile reminding students that at no time do the devices become the 
property of students or staff. The district should clarify that it is not liable for copyright infringement or 
loss of data related to any individual content placed on the device.  
 
The subcommittee recommends that students also be allowed to take their devices home. Districts are 
encouraged to charge a nominal insurance fee ($25-$75), which can be used by districts to self-insure, 
insure through a third party, or to cover the cost of device repair/replacement for malicious damage or 
loss. Districts are also urged to require attendance at a parent training before allowing students to take 
their devices home. A signed Acceptable Use Policy must also be submitted before a device may be 



taken home. If students are not allowed to take their devices home, responsibility for charging the 
devices each night will rest with the school district. If students are allowed to bring their devices home, 
students will be responsible for ensuring their devices are appropriately charged for the school day.  
 
 
Parents:   
 
The subcommittee recommends that all schools provide parent trainings multiple times throughout the 
ȅŜŀǊΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ parent or guardian to attend a parent training before that 
student is allowed to take his/her computing device home. These could be face-to-face trainings, online, 
or written trainings.  
 
Parents are encouraged to use school-issued devices, but should keep the following in mind:  

¶ Mobile computing devices are intended to support the academic growth of Idaho students  
¶ Parental involvement in student learning through technology is strongly encouraged  
¶ Use of school-issued technology outside of this purpose (i.e. personal gain, activities 

unrelated to student learning) is prohibited  

 
The subcommittee recommends that district policy pertaining to parental consent (i.e. media and library 
content) include digital content.  
 
 
Digital Citizenship and Student Safety:  
 
The subcommittee recommends that all Idaho schools be required to establish an Acceptable Use Policy 
(AUP) that includes the responsibility of the user when the device is used outside the school 
environment. All Idaho schools should be required to include network usage and internet filtering in 
their AUP. AUPs should be crafted at the local level and should emphasize protecting bandwidth and 
usage for students and staff. Any party (students, staff, parents, guests, etc.) who wishes to access 
ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ²ƛCƛΣ Ƴǳǎǘ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ǎƛƎƴ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ !ŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ¦ǎŜ 
Policy.  
 
All users should be made aware of the local school Acceptable Use Policy, and it is recommended that 
the policy be posted on the school or district web site.  A signed Acceptable Use Policy must be 
submitted before a device may be taken home. Local districts are responsible for the devices once 
deployed. 
 
The subcommittee recommends that it be made known that use of school-issued electronic devices shall 
not be considered private. Designated district staff shall be authorized to monitor all activity at any time 
to ensure appropriate use. All monitoring shall comply with local, state, and federal laws.  
 
The subcommittee recommends that a strong emphasis be placed on student safety and the prevention 
of cyberbullying, especially as it is defined by Section 18-917A, Idaho Code. To that end, the 
subcommittee recommends the incorporation of the Idaho Attorney DŜƴŜǊŀƭΩǎ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳτ
titled άProtecteensέτinto classroom discussions about digital citizenship, responsible online behavior, 
and consequences for non-compliance. Districts/schools should develop policies and practices that 
include language on digital citizenship and that link to CommonSenseMedia.org. Districts/schools should 
also include a reference to digital citizenship in their student handbooks.  



Other District Recommendations:  
 
The subcommittee offers several recommendations to help districts effectively implement one-to-one 
mobile computing devices in their schools.  
 
The subcommittee recommends that Idaho school districts articulate a vision for how technology will 
support effective instruction and increase student achievement.  
 
District decision makers should discuss with classroom teachers the challenge of incorporating student-
owned computers into the school one-to-one program and monitoring their use. Districts should also 
build policy related to teacher codes of conduct around the Code of Ethics for Idaho Professional 
Educators for certificated staff and incorporate the appropriate use of technology.  
 
School districts should decide whether students in their districts may take their state-issued laptops on 
out-of-state trips. The Technology Task Force strongly recommends that local districts set policies that 
keep them informed when a student wishes to take the device out of Idaho for either a brief or 
extended period of time. The local district is responsible for the devices deployed to its students and is 
charged with balancing student access to the device and appropriate oversight. 
 
The subcommittee recommends that districts interested in supplementing the hardware and/or 
software of the state-issued mobile computing device be solely responsible for the initial and ongoing 
cost, compatibility, upkeep, maintenance, and disposal of supplemental items.  
 
The subcommittee recommends districts expand their existing intellectual property rights policy to 
include work created through technology and imbed these property rights in the student handbook. 
 
The subcommittee recommends that districts/schools establish local councils, including parents and 
students, to inform technology integration into the learning environment. 
 
 
Recommendations for the State Department of Education:  
 
The subcommittee recommends that responsibility for the mobile computing devices reside at the local 
level, similar to any resource local districts purchase with state funds. The State Department of 
Education plans to purchase devices after a four-year lease cycle, at which point districts will be given 
the opportunity to purchase the devices from the state at a rate similar to what the state paid. Once 
purchased by the district, re-deployment, re-sale, or disposal of technology equipment, after that four-
year life cycle, is at the discretion of the district. 
 
After reviewing the implementation plans of other states, the subcommittee has discovered that Idaho 
may be better served if it chooses to deploy mobile computing devices by school district instead of by 
ƎǊŀŘŜΦ hǊƛƎƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ LŘŀƘƻ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ǘƻ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ŘŜǾƛŎŜǎ ǘƻ мκо ƻŦ LŘŀƘƻΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŜŀŎƘ ȅŜŀǊ 
ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘǊŜŜ ȅŜŀǊǎΦ 5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¢ŀǎƪ CƻǊŎŜΩǎ ǎƛǘŜ Ǿƛǎƛǘ ǘƻ aŀƛƴŜΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƻǊǎ ǘƘŜre 
raised questions about that strategy, noting that classrooms are often composed of students of several 
different grade levels. A stepped deployment by grade level would mean that, during the three-year 
implementation period, some students in these classrooms would have mobile computing devices while 
ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘΦ aŀƛƴŜΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀƳǇŜǊ ŀ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾƛŎŜǎ 
to teach these classes and would result in the computers not being used at all.  



 
To avoid this pitfall, the subcommittee recommends that devices be deployed to all students in grades 
9-12 among districts representing 1/3 of high school students in the state. Such a district-by-district 
deployment will improve the chances of a smooth and successful device implementation. To determine 
which districts receive the devices in the first, second, and third years of implementation, the 
subcommittee recommends the SDE give preference to those districts most ready to benefit from the 
devices. Readiness to benefit criteria might include: Schoolnet pilots, a plan to digitally integrate 
curriculum, sustainability and resources to make one-to-one successful, and the ability / interest in 
leveraging local resources to expand the impact. 
 
Were Idaho to replace its original plans to implement mobile computing devices by grade level with a 
plan to implement devices by school district, this would raise questions about online graduation 
requirements. Currently, all students, starting with the graduating class of 2016, are required by law to 
complete two online courses. This requirement fits well with a grade level implementation model, but, 
with a staggered district-by-district device implementation, this would give students in districts that 
receive devices in the first wave a full four years to complete their online requirements while leaving 
students in districts who receive devices in the third wave of implementation only one year to complete 
their requirements. As a result, the subcommittee recommends the SDE review how other states and 
school districts that do not have one-to-one computer programs meet online credit requirements 
and/or consider a tiered graduation requirement for online classes that allows students in districts that 
receive devices in the second and third wave of implementation a full four years to complete their 
online learning requirements. The SDE should make recommendations to the Legislature to assure the 
proper alignment of resources and requirements. 
 
The subcommittee recommends that device deployment, assignment, and tracking systems be included 
in the Request for Proposals (RFP).  
 
For questions regarding the One-to-hƴŜ DƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ LƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ LƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ {ǳōŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ 
recommendations, please contact:  
 
Matt McCarter: 332-6961, mamccarter@sde.idaho.gov 
 
Luci Willits: 332-6814, lbwillits@sde.idaho.gov 
 
 
Classroom Technology Integration 
 
Responsibilities:  

¶ Develop a plan for the deployment of classroom technology, including the application for 

funding and list of allowable expenses 

¶ Develop criteria for the  professional development related to classroom technology 

Committee Members:  
 Chair:   Stefani Cook, Teacher, Rigby High School 
 Vice Chair:   Sen. Chuck Winder, R-Boise 
 Members:   
    Brent Lloyd, Idaho Business Coalition for Education Excellence,  

mailto:mamccarter@sde.idaho.gov
mailto:lbwillits@sde.idaho.gov


     President and CEO of Futura Corporation; 
    Heidi Rogers, Executive Director, Northwest Council for Computer  

Education; 
    Desiree Laughlin, Head of Idaho Virtual Academy; 
    George Boland, Idaho Association of School Administrators,  
     Superintendent, Idaho Falls School District; 
    Alan Millar, Head of Sandpoint Charter School 
    Wendy Horman, Trustee, Bonneville School District 
 Attached SDE Staff:  Rob Sauer  
    Jacque Hyatt 
Recommendations:  
 
General Planning:  
 
The subcommittee sees value in developing a comprehensive plan clearly explaining and linking the 
various components of Students Come First and the timeline for its implementation, including the keys 
for, and hurdles to, success. The plan should specifically link the following elements of Students Come 
First: 1) one-to-one mobile computing devices, 2) installation of wireless across the state, 3) classroom 
integration of technology, 4) online learning, 5) the longitudinal data system, 6) SchoolNet, 7) Common 
Core State Standards, 8) Response to Intervention, 9) teacher/administrator evaluation, and 10) student 
assessment.  
 
The subcommittee recommends the adoption of the International Society for Technology in Education 
(ISTE) definition for the integration of technology in the classroom: 

 
ά/ǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ŀǎ 
a tool to enhance the learning in a content area or multidisciplinary setting. Effective 
integration of technology is achieved when students are able to select technology tools 
to help them obtain information in a timely manner, analyze and synthesize the 
information, and present it professionally. The technology should become an integral 
part of how the classroom functions τ as accessible as all other classroom tools. The 
ŦƻŎǳǎ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƭŜǎǎƻƴ ƻǊ ǳƴƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜΣ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΦέ  

 
Funding Timeline:  
 
The subcommittee established the following timeline for classroom technology funding, which has 
already been put into action this year. Classroom technology integration money is distributed according 
to a formula ƎǊŀƴǘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀƴ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘΩǎ !5! ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛrst reporting period. Districts will receive $32 per 
student for the full year, but the payments are disbursed in two parts. The timeline for the disbursement 
is as follows:  

¶ By September 30, 2011: 50 percent of the funds will be distributed to school districts and 
charter schools based on estimated first reporting period average daily attendance.  

¶ October 2011: The State Department of Education (SDE) will host informational webinars to 
help districts with technology integration plans.  

¶ November 2011: The SDE will provide regional workshops to assist districts in developing 
their technology integration plans.  

¶ WŀƴǳŀǊȅ сΣ нлмнΥ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΩ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘΦ  



¶ By March 31, 2012: 50 percent of the funds will be distributed to school districts and charter 
schools based on actual first reporting period average daily attendance.  

¶ In future years, the funds for classroom technology will be distributed in an 85 % Fall/ 15% 
Spring allocation format. 

  
Professional Development:  
 
The subcommittee found adequate professional development to be critical to the effective use of 
technology in the classroom. The subcommittee provides a number of recommendations regarding 
professional development, including advocating for more robust teacher training,  increasing the 
number of hours of professional development, and increasing funding for professional development. 
 
The subcommittee recommends that more time for professional development be built into the school 
calendar through change in Section 33-рмнόмύόŎύΣ LŘŀƘƻ /ƻŘŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ŀƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ŦǊƻƳ άǳǇ ǘƻ нн 
ƘƻǳǊǎέ ǘƻ άǳǇ ǘƻ тн ƘƻǳǊǎέΥ 

33-512(1)(c) When approved by a local school board, annual instructional hour requirements 
stated in paragraph (a) may be reduced as follows:  

i) up to a total of up to twenty-two  hours (22) seventy-two (72) hours to accommodate 
staff development activities conducted on such days as the local school board deems 
appropriate. 

 

This, of course, would also require more funding, and the subcommittee recommends the Legislature 
consider increasing funding for professional development.  

 

!ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ άǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣέ ŀǎ 
referenced in the same section of Idaho Code, 33-512(1)(c), be developed and adopted by the State 
Board of Education.  

 

Recognizing that well-trained technical support staff will also be an important part of the successful 
integration of technology into the classroom, the subcommittee recommends the development of a 
strong training and support system for IT and instructional integration professionals as part of the 
professional development plan. To help fund this training, the subcommittee recommends the creation 
of an additional funding category in salary-based apportionment that supports IT professionals in the 
effective integration of technology into teaching and learning.  

 
To obtain the most effective professional development, the subcommittee recommends the release of a 
Request for Information (RFI) for professional development for classroom technology integration. The 
RFI should include professional learning strands that promote the following:  

¶ the effective use of technology by students, staff, and parents 

¶ the integration of technology into public school curricula and instructional methods. 

This RFI has already been let by the State Department of Education, and the Department has received 12 
responses. The Department will be hosting a vendor fair on January 23 and 24, where the 12 responding 
vendors will present. Here is the schedule:  
 
1/23/12  Open House for vendors to share with the public, 3:30pm ς 6:30pm in the JRW East 

Conference Room  



1/23/12 Presentations to the Department, 8:00am ς 5:00pm in the JRW West Conference Room 
1/24/12 Presentations to the Department, 8:00am ς 5:00pm in the LBJ Basement Conference 

Room (Across from Galley) 

 
In addition to the RFI release, the subcommittee recommends the development of a multi-year 
comprehensive professional development plan that encompasses all initiatives and professional 
development efforts, not just technology. The plan would include:  

¶ disǘǊƛŎǘǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ƛƴǇǳǘ ŀƴŘ ǘŀƛƭƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

design of the professional development to meet those needs.  

¶ identifying and using standards for professional learning that will be reflected in professional 

development plans. 

¶ development of a system to provide for and support instructional coaches. 

¶ building an evaluation and outcome measurement component to the professional development 

plan that links to student achievement and college- and career-readiness. 

¶ development of training on integration of technology in the classroom that supports the 

implementation of Common Core State Standards and Idaho Content Standards. 

¶ development of a mechanism to allow school districts to apply for a portion of professional 

development funds to develop local training. 

¶ professional development and student skill development (Idaho Content Standards for 

Information and Communication Technology) follow the standards that have been adopted by 

the State Board of Education and are based on the ISTE NETS Standards. 

Finally, the subcommittee finds it important that new teachers are trained in the use of technology in 
ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ LŘŀƘƻΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜǎ ƻŦ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǇǊŜ-service training 
includes classroom technology integration.  
 
For questions regarding the /ƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ LƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ {ǳōŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ 
please contact:  
 
Rob Sauer: 332-6934, rcsauer@sde.idaho.gov  
 
Jacque Hyatt: 332-6951, jshyatt@sde.idaho.gov 
 
 
Platform, Specifications, and Procurement 
 
Responsibilities:  

¶ Develop the platform and specifications for the Request for Information (RFI) and Request for 

Proposals (RFP) for the procurement of mobile computing devices in Idaho. 

Members:  
 Chair:    Jayson Ronk, Idaho Association of Commerce and Industry (IACI); 
 Vice Chair:  Keven Denton, District Technology Director, Joint School District No. 2  
     (Meridian);   
  

Members:   Colby Gull, District Superintendent, Challis School District  

mailto:rcsauer@sde.idaho.gov
mailto:jshyatt@sde.idaho.gov


    Jennifer Johnson, Business Manager, Moscow School District 
    Rep. Wendy Jaquet, D-Ketchum 
    Sen. Melinda Smyser, Trustee, Parma School District  
 Attached SDE Staff:  Troy Wheeler  
    Louie Konkol 
 
Recommendations:  
 
Device Choice: 
 
The subcommittee finds that a laptop is currently the mobile computing device that best serves the 
ƴŜŜŘǎ ƻŦ LŘŀƘƻΩǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΦ 
 
In the interest of equality, to ensure compatibility, and to maximize purchasing power, the 
subcommittee recommends procuring the same laptop device statewide for both teachers and students. 
The district may provide devices to counselors, librarians, technology directors, building principals, and 
vice principals at their discretion. 
Managed Service Providers: 
 
CƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άƻƴŜ-throat-to-ŎƘƻƪŜέ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƳƻŘŜƭ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ƛƴ aŀƛƴŜΣ ǘƘŜ 
subcommittee recommends a managed service providing not only the one-to-one device but the 
resources to successfully implement and manage all facets of the technology integration. To that end, 
the subcommittee also recommends, if possible, the wireless procurement Request for Proposal (RFP) 
be combined with the mobile computing device/management RFP. 
 
Implementation: 
 
Lastly, the subcommittee shares the opinion of the One-to-One Governance and Instructional 
Integration subcommittee that mobile computing devices should be deployed by entire high schools or 
districts rather than by grade levels. This includes 9th grade feeder schools.  
 
For questions regarding the Platform, Specification, and Procurement {ǳōŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ 
recommendations, please contact:  
 
Louie Konkol: 332-6874, ldkonkol@sde.idaho.gov  
 
Troy Wheeler: 332-6982, twheeler@sde.idaho.gov 
 
 
Schoolnet Integration 
 
Responsibilities:  

¶ Develop a plan for the deployment of professional development related to Schoolnet 

¶ Integrate the J.A. and Kathryn !ƭōŜǊǘǎƻƴΩǎ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ƎǊŀƴǘ ƛƴǘƻ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ /ƻƳŜ CƛǊǎǘ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ 
 
Members:  
 Chair:    Debbie Critchfield, School Board Trustee, Cassia County School District 
 Vice Chair:   Maria Nate, Parent, Rexburg 

mailto:ldkonkol@sde.idaho.gov
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 Members:   Linda Clark, District Superintendent, Joint School District No. 2  

(Meridian) 
    Penni Cyr, President, Idaho Education Association 
    Mike Fornander, Businessman, Data Projections Inc. 
    Gary Smith, Businessman, Board member of ESTech 
    Marne Curtis, Teacher, Gooding Elementary School 
    Mary Vollmer, Parent, Aberdeen 
 Attached SDE Staff:  Carol Sholz 
    Scott Cook 
    Chris Avila  
    Warren Danforth 
 
Recommendations:  
 
¢ƘŜ ǎǳōŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ Ǉƭŀƴ ŦƻǊ ǇƘŀǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ {ŎƘƻƻƭƴŜǘΦ  Lƴ ǘƘŜ нлмм-
2012 school year, all Idaho educators will receive access to longitudinal student data and the Common 
Core State Standards through Schoolnet.  In addition, during the 2011-2012 school year, five school 
districts in Idaho will serve as pilot school districts and receive the full suite of products from Schoolnet, 
including but not limited to individualized student growth data, assessment items, common core 
standards, and digital content.   
 
On November 1, 2011, the State Department of Education will release a grant application to all school 
districts and public charter schools.  By applying for and receiving a grant, a school district will receive 
access to the full suite of products from Schoolnet as well as the necessary training and professional 
development for staff within their district.  Grant applications will be due by January 15, 2012.  Awards 
will be announced on February 15, 2012.  Training will begin in Spring 2012.  
 
The subcommittee approved the professional development plan for implementing Schoolnet and added 
some modifications to include more community outreach. Having satisfied its responsibilities earlyτ
finishing them at the September Task Force Meetingτthe subcommittee ceased to meet, and its 
members participated in other subcommittees for the remaindeǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¢ŀǎƪ CƻǊŎŜΩǎ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎΦ 
 
The SDE released an RFI for Digital Content. Eight digital content vendor responses to the RFI were 
received by the SDE. A preliminary Digital Content Review Panel Review of the RFI responses was held 
on December 15th. On January 20th, a Digital Content Vendor Demonstration Day was conducted with 
participation by the top two ranked vendors. Both Digital Content Panel and Digital Content Vendor 
Demonstration Day meetings were attended by district, community, and SDE stakeholders.  The SDE 
commenced contract negotiations for digital content in January, and digital content will be made 
available within Schoolnet to all districts state-wide upon finalization of the contract. 
 
 For questions regarding the Schoolnet Integration {ǳōŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǇƭŜŀǎŜ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘΥ  
 
Warren Danforth: 332-6983, wdanforth@sde.idaho.gov  
 
Scott Cook: 332-6927, scook@sde.idaho.gov 
 
Carol Scholz: 332-6985, cscholz@sde.idaho.gov 

mailto:wdanforth@sde.idaho.gov
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Chris Avila: 332-6932, cavila@sde.idaho.gov 
 
 
Online Learning Implementation 
 
Responsibilities:  

¶ Develop  plan for implementation of State Board of Education rule related to an online course(s) 
graduation requirement for the Class of 2016 

¶ Develop a plan for the implementation of fractional ADA for online courses and dual-enrolled 
students 

¶ Address the issues of how to pay for, and who should pay for, online summer courses and 
overload courses 

 
Members:  
 Chair:    Andy Grover, District Superintendent, Melba School District 
 Vice Chair:   Aaron McKinnon, Teacher, South Junior High in Boise 
 Members:   Sen. John Goedde, Chair Senate Education Committee, R-/ƻŜǳǊ ŘΩ!ƭŜƴŜ 
    Brad Patzer, Member, Northwest Professional Educators 
    Alan Dunn, District Superintendent, Sugar-Salem School District 
    Spencer Barzee, Secondary Principal, West Side School District 
    Cliff Green, Executive Director of the Idaho Education Network 
    Mike Caldwell, Director of Academics, Idaho Digital Learning Academy 
 Attached SDE Staff:  Jason Hancock 
    Tim Hill 
 
Recommendations:  
 
Funding: 
 
By law, online courses in Idaho are funded through a Fractional Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 
formula. The subcommittee recommends that the implementation of fractional ADA for online courses 
and dual-enrolled students be based on credits earned, as opposed to class periods or minutes of 
instruction, because credits provide the most uniformity, best accommodate different schedules, are 
easy to track and report, and provide the opportunity to incentivize success. 
 
The subcommittee recommends that the State Department of Education create a task force to look at 
funding formulas and differences between funding for online and brick-and-mortar programs. The 
subcommittee also recommends the State Department of Education review Fractional ADA in the 
following areas:  

¶ review non-online dual enrollment options between Idaho school districts that could be 
excluded from fractional ADA. 

¶ review of fractional ADA for any course in which expenses are not incurred at the home 
school district. 

The subcommittee recommends leaving the cost of summer online courses up to the school district or 
parents of non-at-risk children (the state pays for alternative summer school for at-risk children). 
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Online Provider Accountability:  
 
The subcommittee recommends the State Department of Education work with districts to develop and 
implement an online portal for parents to register students for online courses.  The portal will serve as a 
one-shop stop where parents and students should be able to find information on each online course, 
the provider, instructor, quality and performance metrics, and parent and student customer ratings. The 
rating system, perhaps not unlike the rating systems of popular online retailers, along with the quality 
and performance metrics, would give providers accountability and incentive to provide quality courses 
and would help steer students to quality courses.  
 
Additionally, the subcommittee recommends the State Department of Education consider making a 
portion of the payment to online course providers contingent on the successful completion of the 
course by the student. 
 
Contracts and Purchasing:  
 
The subcommittee recommends a Request for Information (RFI) for statewide contracts for online 
courses, with the following provisions: 

¶ Districts will still have the option to choose their own provider.  
¶ Will enable smaller districts to gain access to courses at the same lower, fractional ADA rate 

of larger districts. 
¶ Willing to sign multiple statewide contracts with any provider that can provide a quality 

course that meets state standards at a competitive price. 
¶ Parents can enroll their students through a statewide, online clearinghouse of approved 

courses. 
¶ The clearinghouse would include detailed information about the course, including 

instructional samples and past student and parent evaluations of the course and instructor, 
ŜƴŀōƭƛƴƎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ 

¶ Consider paying part of the contracted amount to providers up front, and the balance based 
on measures of student success. 

¶ Consider incorporating some or all of the elements of quality online instruction developed 
by iNACOL. 

Once the RFI process is complete, the subcommittee recommends the State Department of Education 
work with the Division of Purchasing to develop a Request for Proposals (RFP) for statewide contracts 
for online courses. 
 

For questions regarding the Online Learning Implementation {ǳōŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǇƭŜŀǎŜ 
contact:  
 
Jason Hancock: 332-6853, jhancock@sde.idaho.gov  
 
Tim Hill: 332-6843, tdhill@sde.idaho.gov 
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MORE INFORMATION 

 
Find more information in the Appendices to this document or review recorded audio and video of the 
Task Force meetings online at http://studentscomefirst.org/technologytaskforce.htm. 
 
Appendix A:   List of Technology Task Force Members 
Appendix B:  Meeting Schedule and Guest Speakers 
Appendix C:  Site Visits 
Appendix D:  Site Visit Protocol 
Appendix E:  Informal Survey 
Appendix F:  Professional Development 
Appendix G:  Mobile Device Request for Information (RFI) 
Appendix H:  Online Course Request for Information (RFI)  
Appendix I:  Digital Content Request for Information (RFI)  
Appendix J:  1:1 Policy Guide and Policy Examples 
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Appendix A 
 

Technology Task Force Members 
 

Tom Luna, Superintendent of Public Instruction, chair of the Technology Task Force  

Andy Grover, superintendent of the Melba School District  

Alan Dunn, superintendent of the Sugar-Salem School District  

Linda Clark, superintendent of Joint School District No. 2 (Meridian)  

Colby Gull, superintendent of the Challis School District  

Christopher Campbell, technology director in the Genesee School District  

Keven Denton, technology director in Joint School District No. 2 (Meridian)  

Bicker Therien, principal of New Plymouth High School, New Plymouth School District  

Spencer Barzee, principal at West Side High School, West Side School District  

Jennifer Johnson, finance specialist in the Moscow School District and president of the Idaho 
Association of School Business Officials  

Desiree Laughlin, head of Idaho Virtual Academy  

Alan Millar, principal of Sandpoint Charter School  

Stefani Cook, 2011 Idaho Teacher of the Year and current business education teacher at Rigby High 
School, Jefferson County School District  

Salvatore Lorenzen, 2009 Giants Award recipient and current technology teacher at Post Falls High 
School, Post Falls School District  

Gary Smith, board member for Eagle/Emmett/Star Tech Corridor (ESTech) and on the Boise Valley 
Economic Working Group (BVEP)  

Jayson Ronk, vice-president of the Idaho Association of Commerce and Industry (IACI)  

Michael Fornander, region vice-president of Data Projection, Inc.  

Maria Nate, parent in Rexburg and a former school board trustee  

Mary Vollmer, parent in American Falls  

Debbie Critchfield, school board member, Cassia County School Board  

Sen. Melinda Smyser, state senator, school board member (Parma), and school counselor 2  
Wendy Horman, school board member, Bonneville School District  

Heidi Rogers, executive director of the Northwest Council for Computer Education  

Cliff Green, current executive director of Idaho Education Network and past regional vice president for 
Insight Schools  

Marne Curtis, fourth grade teacher at Gooding Elementary School, Gooding School District  

Aaron McKinnon, 2009 Milken Educator of the Year and current science teacher, South Junior High 
School, Boise School District  

Rep. Wendy Jaquet, Idaho State Representative from Ketchum.  

Penni Cyr, president of Idaho Education Association  

Brad Patzer, online principal at Idaho Digital Learning Academy and Northwest Professional Educators 
member  

George Boland, superintendent of the Idaho Falls School District and represents Idaho Association of 
School Administrators  



Brent Lloyd, president and CEO of Futura Corporation and represents Idaho Business Coalition for 
Education Excellence  

Mike Caldwell, director of academics at Idaho Digital Learning Academy (IDLA) and represents IDLA  

Brian Duncan, chair of Minidoka County School Board and represents the Idaho School Board 
Association  

Rep. Bob Nonini, chair of House Education Committee and represents the Idaho House of 
Representatives  

Rep. Reed DeMordaunt, state representative and represents the Idaho House of Representatives  

Sen. John Goedde, chair of Senate Education Committee and represents Idaho State Senate.  

Sen. Chuck Winder, state senator and represents Idaho State Senate  

Christine Donnell, current executive director of Idaho Business Coalition for Education Excellence and 
ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜΦ  
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Appendix B 
 
Meeting Schedule and Guest Speakers 
 
June 13-14, 2011 
 
Guest Speakers:  
 
Dr. Marybeth Flachbart. Idaho State Department of Education 

Lessons from the Field 
Jeff Coe and Jeremy Davidson, Schoolnet 
 Taking Technology to the Teacher 
Dr. Lisa Dawley and Chris Haskell, Boise State University 
 Innovation in Learning Technologies and Teacher Education 
Dan Thomander, Cassia Alternative High School 
 Integrating Technology in Instruction 
Governors Jeb Bush and Bob Wise 
 Harnessing the Power of Technology for a 21st Century Education 
 
July 11-12, 2011 
 
Guest Speakers:  
 
Luci Willits, Chief of Staff at State Department of Education 
 Review of Legislation Relating to the Task Force 
Steve Garton, Coordinator of Educational Technology for the Maine Department of Education 
 Maine Learning Technology Initiative  
Diana Golden, Megan Marquez, Jason Martinez, and Wuanita Vann, Denver Public School System 
 5ŜƴǾŜǊ tǳōƭƛŎ {ŎƘƻƻƭǎΩ WƻǳǊƴŜȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 5ƛƎƛǘŀƭ 5ƻƻǊǎ ό{ŎƘƻƻƭƴŜǘ ƛƴ 5ŜƴǾŜǊύ 
Hall Davidson, Discovery Learning 
 Needs of 21st Century Learners/Discovery Education Network 
 
August 8-9, 2011 
 
Guest Speakers:  
 
Joe Morelock, Director of Technology and Innovation, Canby, Oregon 
 ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ wƻƭŜ ƛƴ LƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘ !ŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘΥ {ŎƘƻƻƭ /ŀǎŜ {ǘǳŘȅ ƻƴ ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ŀƴŘ  
 Student Learning 
Dr. Eileen Lento, K-12 Strategist, Intel Corporation 
 Students at the Center: The K-12 Computing Blueprint for eLearning Initiatives 
 
September 12-13, 2011 
 
Guest Speakers:  
 



Sarah Hilderbrand, Purchasing Officer for the Division of Purchasing 
 Division of Purchasing Overview 
Troy Wheeler, Chief Information Officer at State Department of Education  
 Funding Timeline Presentation 
Louie Konkol, Chief Fiscal Officer at State Department of Education 
 Request for Information/Request for Proposal Timeline Presentation 
Representative Reed DeMordaunt 
 Results of Mobile Computing Device Survey Presentation 
Matt McCarter, Students Come First Director at State Department of Education 
 Site Visit Protocol Presentation 
 
October 10-11, 2011 
 
Guest Speakers:  
 
James Basham, University of Kansas 
 Understanding Universal Design for Learning (UDL) 
Brian Darcy, Idaho Educational Services for the Deaf and the Blind (IESDB) Administrator 
 Technology and Idaho Educational Services for the Deaf and the Blind 
Andy Grover and Jason Hancock, Online Learning Implementation Subcommittee 
 Fractional ADA 
 
November 7-8, 2011 
 
Guest Speakers:  
 
Site Visit Reports: 

1. Auburn, Alabama 
2. Mt. Arat, Freeport, and Yarmouth, Maine  

 
Patrick Lowenthal 
 High Quality Online Courses 
Jason Hancock, Deputy Chief of Staff at State Department of Education  
 Public Schools Funding Formula and Fractional ADA 
Dr. Lorna Finman 
 Discover Technology ς Mobile 21st Century STEM Classroom 
 
December 12-13, 2011 
 
Guest Speakers:  
 
Site Visit Reports:  

1. Crescent, Oklahoma 
2. Keller and Klein, Texas 

Cliff Green, Brady Kraft, and Garry Lough, Idaho Education Network 
 Wireless Deployment in Idaho 
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Appendix C 
 
Site Visits 
 
Keller and Klein, Texas 
 
Task Force Members:  
Bicker Therien ς principal of New Plymouth High School, New Plymouth School District  

Salvatore Lorenzen ς 2009 Giants Award recipient and current technology teacher at Post Falls High  

School, Post Falls School District  

Debbie Critchfield ς school board member, Cassia County School Board  
Jacque Hyatt ς Instructional Integration Coordinator at State Department of Education 
Scott Cook ς Content Director at State Department of Education 
 
Auburn, Alabama 
 
Task Force Members:  
Alan Dunn ς superintendent of the Sugar-Salem School District  

Gary Smith ς board member for Eagle/Emmett/Star Tech Corridor (ESTech) and on the Boise Valley  

Economic Working Group (BVEP)  

Mary Vollmer ς parent in American Falls  

Camille Wells ς Students Come First coordinator at State Department of Education 
Alex Macdonald ς Education Technology Coordinator at State Department of Education 
 
 
 
Mt. Arat, Freeport, and Yarmouth, Maine 
 
Task Force Members:  
Penni Cyr ς president of Idaho Education Association  

Keven Denton ς technology director in Joint School District No. 2 (Meridian)  

Christopher Campbell ς technology director in the Genesee School District  

Spencer Barzee ς principal at West Side High School, West Side School District  

Matt McCarter ς Students Come First Director at State Department of Education 
Troy Wheeler ς Chief Information Officer at State Department of Education 
 
Crescent, Oklahoma 
 
Task Force Members:  
Jayson Ronk ς vice-president of the Idaho Association of Commerce and Industry (IACI)  

Brian Duncan ς chair of Minidoka County School Board and represents the Idaho School Board  

Association  

Sen. Chuck Winder ς state senator and represents Idaho State Senate  

Troy Wheeler ς Chief Information Officer at State Department of Education 
Louie Konkol ς Chief Financial Officer at State Department of Education 



Rob Sauer ς Deputy Superintendent, Great Teachers and Leaders at State Department of Education 
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Appendix D 
 

 
 

Technology Task Force Site Visit Protocol and Expectations 
 

This guidance is intended to clarify the purpose, roles and responsibilities of Students Come First 
Technology Task Force members assigned to conduct site visits. Assignments will be made by 
subcommittee chairs and SDE staff. The purpose of site visits is to capture successful policy and 
practice related to the integration of technology in instruction through interviewing key personnel 
(and students), observing instruction and student use of computing devices, and documenting 
findings. Task Force members conducting site visits will be asked to report their findings to the 
Technology Task Force and/or germane subcommittees.  
 
Suggested participants for interviews / focus groups:  

¶ School Board members  

¶ District Technology Directors  

¶ District / School Administrators  

¶ Teachers engaging technology in the classroom  

¶ Students engaging mobile computing in learning  

¶ Technology Advisory Councils  

¶ Parents  

¶ Education stakeholders  

Suggested observation events:  

¶ Technology rich classroom instruction  

¶ Instructional staff professional development focused on integrating technology  

¶ Technology Advisory Council meetings  

¶ Staff meetings focused on technology integration  

Vendor sales executives will not be part of the site visit process. Only vendor help line or technical 
assistance representatives are allowed to be part of the process.  
 
Site visit representatives (school to be visited) and SDE staff will participate in a conference call 
prior to the visit to establish a common agenda, roles and expectations. Conference call topics will 
include:  



¶ Clarification of expectations of both parties for the site visit  

¶ Confirmation of site visit participants / groups  

¶ Review and solidify agenda and logistics  

¶ DƭŜŀƴ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ Ƙƻǎǘ ǎƛǘŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘǊŀǾŜƭΣ ƭƻŘƎƛƴƎΣ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŜǘŎΧ  

¶ Protocol surrounding vendor interaction  

Task Force members will conduct a debrief after the site visit with their respective subcommittees, 
and one member of the site visit group will give a presentation to the full task force on the visit.  
Suggested Introduction Script:  
 
(begin with personal introductions) ά¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ LŘŀƘƻ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ǇŀǎǎŜŘ ŀ ǇŀŎƪŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ 
reform laws, titled Students Come First, that include a significant focus on the integration of 
technology in instruction including a one-to-one ratio of computing devices in grades 9-12 (phased 
in over time), technological upgrades for every classroom, an instructional management system 
(Schoolnet) and digital coƴǘŜƴǘΦ !ǎ ŀ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ƻŦ LŘŀƘƻΩǎ ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ¢ŀǎƪ CƻǊŎŜΣ Ƴȅ Ǝƻŀƭ ƛǎ ǘƻ 
understand how your school / district successfully integrated technology in instructional practices 
ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅ ΨƭŜǎǎƻƴǎ ƭŜŀǊƴŜŘΩ ŦǊƻƳ ȅƻǳǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ ǿƛƭƭ ǘŀƪŜ ŀpproximately 
ол ƳƛƴǳǘŜǎΤ ǘƘŀƴƪ ȅƻǳ ŦƻǊ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ ǎǇŜŀƪ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŜΦέ  

 
 

General Interview Protocol 
 

1. Paint a broad picture of how your school / district has integrated technology in instruction, 

what is in place?  

a. How have teachers incorporated technology in the classroom?  

b. What classroom tools have been most effective?  

c. Do you utilize an instructional management system (portal to access student data / 

ŘƛƎƛǘŀƭ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ κ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ κ ƛǘŜƳ ōŀƴƪǎΣ ŜǘŎΧύΚ  

d. What is it and how does it work?  

e. Describe your digital content, who is the provider?  

f. Were there barriers to teachers adopting technology in their classroom?  

g. For those who have adopted, what got them on board?  

h. Describe how professional development around technology in instruction is 

delivered? What is the model?  

2. Describe your school / district one to one program?  

a. Which grades are included in your one to one program?  
b. Which device(s) are in place?  

i. What are the functional (capabilities) advantages of using these devices?  
ii. What are the functional (capabilities) disadvantages of using these devices?  

c. How are the devices governed?  
i. Are students assigned their own device or are the checked out?  
ii. Are students allowed to take devices home outside of the school day?  
iii. Is Wi-Fi available on your campus (open or closed)?  



iv. How do you handle filtering / internet safety?  
3. Adoption considerations  

a. How was your technology integration initiative received when announced?  

b. How did you overcome resistance (if any) to the initiative?  

c. Describe the communication / rollout strategies to promote awareness and 

adoption of the initiative.  

d. Is there evidence that academic achievement has been impacted through the 

integration of technology in instruction?  

e. How is this measured and what benchmarks are in place?  

f. How has the state supported the implementation of technology in instruction? 

(services, management, depƭƻȅƳŜƴǘΣ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΣ ǎǘŀǘŜǿƛŘŜ La{Σ ŜǘŎΧύ  

g. Iƻǿ ƛǎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƘŀƴŘƭŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜǿƻǊƪ όƛΦŜΦ ŦǊŀŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ !5!Σ ŜǘŎΧύΚ  

 
Student Interview Questions 

 
1. Which grade(s) are you in?  

2. Describe your level of comfort using portable computing devices?  

3. Do you have your own personal computer?  

a. What device(s) do you own?  

4. Do you have internet access at home? (y/n) If not, how does it impact your ability to complete 

homework?  

a. How do you work around this barrier?  

5. Do you currently use a computing device for schoolwork?  

6. Which functions do you most commonly use for schoolwork? (word processing, web research, 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΣ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΣ ŜǘŎΧύ  

7. Have you ever taken an online course? What are some examples of online courses you have 

taken?  

a. What is your perspective about value of online courses (advantages / 

disadvantages)?  

8. Does access to a mobile computing device aid your academic success? How?  

9. ²ƘƛŎƘ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ όƪŜȅōƻŀǊŘΣ ƭƛƎƘǘǿŜƛƎƘǘΣ ŘǳǊŀōƭŜΣ ƭƻƴƎ ōŀǘǘŜǊȅ ƭƛŦŜΣ ŜǘŎΧύ ŀǊŜ Ƴƻǎǘ 

important for completing schoolwork?  

10. How have school issued mobile computing devices been abused (if applicable)?  

11. Can your school do anything different to manage technology better (if applicable)?  

 

Parent Interview Questions 
 

1. Iŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ōŜŜƴ ŀ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΚ ²ƘȅΚ  



2. Has personal access to a mobile computing device during the school day increased your 

ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΚ  

a. On what evidence to you base your response?  

3. Can your school do anything different to manage technology better?  

4. Iƻǿ ŘƛŘ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜ ȅƻǳ ŦƻǊ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΚ ²ŀǎ ƛǘ 

sufficient?  

 

Classroom Technology Integration Subcommittee Questions 
 

1. Describe your school / district / state implementation plan for classroom technology?  

2. Describe the metrics used to determine student achievement link to technology.  

3. Do you have examples of qualitative and quantitative information from teachers and students 

about how it has impacted their learning and teaching?  

4. Are students receiving technology certificates?  

5. What type of professional development to teachers find most useful?  

6. How do schools obtain IT support, whose responsibility is this (district, from the state, at the 

ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎΣ ŜǘŎΧύΚ  

7. For one-to-one devices, how are the devices purchased (state or local function)?  

8. Do students and/or teachers use the school technology outside of the classroom? How?  

9. Do teachers receive training on the use of the device only or also on integrating technology into 

their teaching?  

10. 5ƻ ȅƻǳ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀƴȅ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ŘŜǾƛŎŜǎ ŀǘ ƘƻƳŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ 

schoolwork? Please describe.  

11. Are online classes accepted by institutions of higher education as student transitions to post-

secondary programs?  

a. ²Ƙŀǘ ƘŀǎƴΩǘ ōŜŜƴ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŜŘΚ ²ƘȅΚ  

12. To what extent is the effective use of technology in instruction included in teacher evaluations?  

13. Is there a model that is used for technology integration in the classroom?  

14. Describe the school / district training plans to address the continued growth of personnel, 

families and students.  

15. How is accessibility for all populations, including language and disability, addressed?  
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Informal 1:1 Student Survey 

  



  



  



  



  



  



  



  








































































