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Attendees: S, Berka. S, Cook t T, Convin, T DOzler, S, Fleming, J. Johnson, C. Jovicich, T, 
Kelley, M Moran, A. O'Leary. V. Pliska, M. Smith, D. Stevenson, G. Tirozzi, S. Wilhelm, . 
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I. TEACHER QUALITY - Key 01'<U5510n Issues 

, Component A Implementing Standards in the Classroom 

Component B: Grants to'Support- Model Teacher Quality Effotrts 

Component C, National ACtivities . ' 


Implementing Standards in the Classroom/Accountability provisions. 
• 	 Major accountability provisions would include report cards on teacher quality, 

development 9fperformance indicators, and development of systems to reward good 
~eacher~ and remove poor .teachers. ~ . . '­ • -Few states currently have performance indicators to measure teacher quality,' "" ,.:,\;-.: :';' 

• 	 Currcn,t legislation'in Eisenhower program w docs rea'ding and math conflict? >~. '. f;~ ..;, ;.~ " 
- .~' .': ", ,.,.,"

• 	 We need to focus on student needs 
- • 	 f" 

..•' ;•.' "j:'I .. :\;., ,;,' «'- ':.
Supporting model teacher quality efforts 	 , . _. 

• Push non-traditional professional development~ 'd~ui t1!roygn fast respo!1s~ '·.!:·: ..:L:}~~;.' .-po, ' 

• 	 There needs to be opportunities for cross planning; .... ,. ~. -;;'-'~ .~~ ,-''- ' .~, :G-- ~:< . 
• 	 Pushing schoolwide programs, school. base decision making, rather than indivjd~al ~" ·,A. 

teacber development (i.c" college course work. conference expense reimbursement, 
etc.) . .

', ..-. n 	 Proposal emphasizes working with an authentic team, and mentoring teachers 
• 	 . From the Apex Study we've learned that teacher quality activites are more effective 

when implemented in the context of the natural environment of the school, 
• Eigh! priority en)phasls will be on low perform1ng schools. 

, b- . 

"~undillg Issues' 
• 	 Having a set-aside for professional development in Tide i would be targeted. 
• 	 We need to walk the line between reality and leadership. 
• 	 In order to put any programs together ~ we need a coalition - (ie., Chje~s, National 

School Boards, ,etc. . " 
• 	 Portions of the proposal wm not need a lot of money, For example, the simple step of 

having a teacher observe another teacher would take very little money. 

• 
• We need to think of the content of Title 1, set-aside, Lessons learnrr.i from last 

,reauthorization, There will probably be. more support for [his approach . 

Alternati\'e Certification Issues 



" 
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• • This is a real source of vigor for many schools 
• No professionaJ. certificates, no emergency certificate 
• Our goal if; well-trained teachers, and goal practicing teachers. Colleges are going to 

fight alternative certification. We need to distinguish between emergency 
certification and alternative certification, 

General Framework: Two larger options:,(l) Consolidate Goals 2000, Title VI, (2) Keep Title 
II 

• 	 We need to be cautioned that Title VI may become a big block grant Hard realities 
on the Hill makes it difficult to combine programs. 

• 	 Teacher quality is more sellable on Hill, 
• 	 We're not abandoning gorus. we are moving into next phase. 
• 	 This age~da needs to continue ~ perhaps focus and teacher quality and standards, 
• We could fold Goals, Title n. and Title VI into teacher quality, 

., Ifwc could fi6,¥re out way ~fgetting proposal out there using current programs, 


[ DECISIONS/ACTION ITEMS - Teacher QualilY 

Pr:~pare and disseminate Jots of models and examples. We can implement models 
, immediately, and develop a public voice as to what constitutes good thinking. How do we 

,.;"J~",., 
get good information out to teachers? (I,e" George Miller, proposed out offield 

. . ,.. '. '" amendment, passed committee. yet home school lobbyists influence the defeat of 
,. " .'. amendment.)
"I 	 ,,'J" ','
'. '.' "0 Give distflcts examples of ways of implementing out-of-field. (l.e., ~cjence, performance,',.... )' ..
" . ., ''''''\<­ licencing.) 	 "'.' T, {, ';. 

...;;;f>;.. ;'d, 1. Do serious negotiating over ~he neXt three weeks with CCSSO. NSBA, etc, and bring
,-; . 

these groups into the pJan. (Le t 5% of funds used in Title VJ for improvement. We , ;' 

haven't asked for money in Title V1, but it is funded anyway. 
W'l.oeedJ.Qjocus and sell 'the yision. The selling point ofGoals 2000 and Title VI is 
flexibiiity . ., How do,we get major education groups on board? We need to get out the 
vision.ofconsolidating Goals 2000, Title III and Title Vt The right question is what 
vision do we want to get out there? \Ve need a story to tell as to how this money will 
wortJogether L However. the States still need some money to keep there standards 
gOing.'·ctc "'Then..~u:;ed to'be a spareate set-aside for states (i,e. Title V); the States no 
longer have that. 

, We need to move to the second, generational question on teacher quality; (1) Quality 
[each.", (2) Professional Develpment, (3) Standards, (4) State Reform, (5) Title Vl 
There must be some Tide VI flexibil1ty. Title VI could focus on technolgoy and teacher 
development. Title Vl is also flexible. How do we know ifwe have a good teacher when 
we have it1 Proposal for the teacher quality formula &'Tant to states does talk about 
charachteristics of effective teaching. 

• 

Over next ten years we need 2 million new teachers, ",,'hat if there was a National Teacher " ..~._ 


Certification Board? It could be state based~ and should have the same cut~off score, 

Praxis test now issued by several states have different cut~off scores in different states ~ 




'. 
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• leading to extensvie inconsistencies in measuring teacher quality. .,. Include clarifying definitions in legislation re emergency certifications, etc . 
We have to talk with some of the educaton groups re placing the different programs .'" 

• 


together. We need to do it in such a way as to get agreement. 

11. PRINCIPAL LEADERSHIP - Kry Discussion Issues 

Intent and Scope 
• 	 2 programs are envisioned: (1) funding of states, and (2) funding a national . 

competition. 
• 	 breadth of role i.e., shared responsibility. 
• 	 Perhaps the intent could be based with other school based programs - i.e., CSRD. 
• 	 Get literature from OER) re school principal leadership 
• Mutual support is important. High school principals, in particular, need instruction, 

support, and networking. 
• 	 Networking and collaboration, sharing solutions are important for principals. 
• 	 lfset~asides are established it will diminish funds for the intended programs. 
• 	 This needs to be additional money, or someown wiJllose a job or be replaced .. 
• 	 Many principals are not aware of new studies, such as important reports on brain 

research, NAS study on reading, etc .. 
• 	 We want to send a national message that principal need to know updated issues on 

c'urriculum and' instruction. . 
• 	 \\~e're ac!uaI~y:understating the problems faced by principals: they're on call 24-hours 
,~ a w~ek', sey~n days a week; very high turnover rates; there is much difficulty recruiting 

.:' ','; .:pr.~~~j~alsfor.ur~~ri 'areas, individuals experience increasingly high stress levels, etc. 

DECISIONS/ACTION ITEMS - Principal Leadership 1 

C1aril)- funding options. ,c, 
Who do you want to 'deliver services? \\'ho are the right institutions, Work throught 
strateb')' and coordinate with teacher quality and pirincipalleadership. 
Review OERl's I3 models for Vi''1~ifla! leader,-c>h!p. . . 
Get information out re teacher quality 'and principal quality in numerous publications ­
i.I! .. NEA newsletters. Get Secretary to talk about both principal quality and teacher 
qualtiy. Get information out into major education publications - i.e., Education 
leadership, Phi Delta Kappa, etc. 
Can have teacher quality linked with principal awards. It would be good to have principal 
leadership money for school systems - priority/targeting (i.e., TCLF, Title II go to 
alternative schools because they receive Title I funding.) 

• Ill. STANDARDS, ASSESSMENTS, AND ACCOUNTABILITY­
Key Discussion Issues 
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• • Standards, assessments, and acCountability is one of the most important part of the 
whole law. 

• Role of external partners, trend have been made 
• Do ?Ie promote continuous improvement, or do we focus on low performing schools? 
• Low performing schools ~ how do you attract teachers? 
• 	 School improvement ~ Title I proviSions on Correction Actions do not have w be in 

pla;~e until States have in place final assessments, 
• 	 17 .states have final assessments, but the Depanment has not been informed. This was 

reported to CCSSO 
m 

DECISIO]'(SiACTlON ITE:vJS -Standards,
1 Assessments~ and A~('ount~!>.~_~i.,ty,--____-, 

.. NAS study on reading should be put in final legislation. S1andards and assessments all is 
reading, LEP, and national test 

@ We need to come up with cost estimates. The idea of state teams is not a bad idea, but we 
need money, We're probably not going to get a separate Hne item in statute" 

• 
o We need to look at where we are tn supporting state capacity. We need to work it out 

Strategically and get by-in' with"chiefs, 'school boards, etc, 95% money 10 classrooms. 
. , .,' ',',;1' 

Additional hllndouts: 	 .. ' 
1. 	 DisJ.r.i9t Response't·o.Stal~:AccoutHapilily SY5tems~ by Margaret Goertz. 
2. 	 Accommodation and'ConflictfTne:lmplementalign QfChicago's Probation and 

Reconstitution· pOlic.ies:l; bY.-Kcnneih oK' Wong,. , 	 . ," " -\ " 

IV. 'TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 
Key Discussion Issues 

Effrctivencss or current ED technicnl assistance effo'i"ts 

.• We don't have good evah.:-ation information: 


• 	 3 options: SEA capacity 
• 	 We need to look at purpose and focus. '.~ .. . . '.' .".

:" " . . " 

Purposes of ED technical assistance 
1, Obey~Porter was not in paper, and cannot stand alone; Obey Porter model is currently 

one of the strongest technical assistance models. 
2. 	 We can now reach aJI95,OOO schools through technology. 
3. 	 Everythil1g we're trying to do in the Department ED staff will need to increase their 

roles of technical assistance providers, (I.e., frontlback office. We could recognize 
this role as part of our missiOl1 ,) 

• 
4. !7nt.t evaluations ~ i e,. Obey Porter. Fonnative evaluation as technical assistanc-e. We 

should be able to Hlp into other technical assistance providers, I.e. SEAs - we're 
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• Thinking through what we can contribute 
• We need to consider benchmarking, thinking nationally. and more broadly 
• [nfclrmation has to put the direction to places, people, etc. 
• 	 Ultimately someone has 10 build capacity in classroom. 
• from officelback office -- OERI, PES as backroom producers ofinfor:mation for ED 

technical assistance, 
• 	 Tht: ED web site is one of the best in government and extensively used. 
• 	 We need to expand such things as video conferencing - Le" OVAE and PES have 

good.modcls. AJso, Chiefs have indicated that is what they have to be. 
• 	 It would be bod to get some updated informatin together and think about 3 years out 

into the future, V\fe need to build the future into some of the current t.hinking. 
Futuristic thinking could significantly change our current provisions of labs, 
comprehensive centers, etc, 

• 	 We should be able to respond accurately, appropriately, and immediately to questions. 
• 	 What is the goal? \\'e have a consolidated system with in a fragmented system We 

currently cannot articulate a relat.ionshiop amon~ labs, comprehensive centers, etc, 

You answer the phone, no matter who calls! 

• 

'" Senator Jeffords Hearings are coming ~p: ,'.' 


• November 17 	 . , ., 
~ * December 11 Literacy 	 . . . 

DEC1 S 10r;SIActION,rrEl\1 S ,:,::rechIiie., Ass;,tance.. ,,, 	 .. 
.' ~ '" 

, 
,., . 

Next steps for technical assistance: 
1. 	 We. should rethink and redefine delivery system, ,.:_ 
2. 	 Define how the Depanment is changing its technicllt assist,i,ice characht~r - especially 

with the new emphasis under Obey~Po!ter. 


3" Extend providers role 

4. Research is the basic model of technical assistance. 

0' Bring lead writers together table about technical assitance. Cb~:'::k' with Kii'/{.al:dVal "-' 
«> We need to get things right. 
0> Unifit'tl approach ~ We want to tell a story ~ something to give people: 

1. 	 Slay the course on standards and assessments 
2. 	 Provide incentives. 
3. 	 Focus on students most in need. 
4. 	 ,Address second wave of reform from the state house to the school house with an 

emphaSiS on professional development, 

• 

:5. Develop up-to~dne information to support refonn and integration with the dasroom . 

The more we can retain our priorities, the better. 

We need to be prepared for upcoming research studies and reports coming out 
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• questioning the effectiveness ofTitle I. 

We're focusing Title I on teacher quality and accountabilitly. 

We're continuing serious reform on State standards and focus on what we've learned" 

i.e" choice, teacher quality, 

What are we going to do about Goals? 


• . . . , " 

.' , ... ,'.:::"t'-.',,' __'·;','.'" " , 
L'::' /1 !;lr}::·?;5,;"Q.!!"~::::..j:.~,~· ~+~ :';":' 
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• 	 Technology for Education - Summary Paper 

INTRODUCT:.JN 

Te::hr1Ology - meaning comjJ!.!lers and inte:net access - is a powerfulleaming 1001 when used well as 
pan of the dnily business (If teaching and learning, Tech.*lOlo&'1' is nearly cbiquitous outsiDe schools and 
familiarity with it is hecomi:1g essential to good employment in the cOnlexl of schooling, using 
Iccimolo£y \\ d; means not only famiJial"lI)'. but making a signific.an1 contribution to improved student 
achieven:em on Stale content and performa::ce standards. Our goal for the Nation is to help develop the 
best and highesl !eve: of use fortechno!ogy in schools and see tlutl level of use be<:ome common 
:hrnughout elementary and' seco7'idary education. The four pillars for educational technology support this 
goal. 

Hc\' ever. J~hic\'ing the goals of the four plHars is beyond the scope of federal funding, Thus, we must 
encourogf Stra1egic usc of Federal reSOL'TCeS to leverage B:>d stimulate other funding, to suhst3;!tially 
inc;ease o,:r knowledge about new and effective uses of technology. and to milke sure thaI ad\'ancing the 
tI~e of lechnology in schQols does not cor..tribme lO further d:vlsions in society, 

T ethnology is panic:.la:-:y po,,"erful in reducing the carders be\\ycen rich and poor students, but (.nly if 
access 10 let,hnolog? • used well - is readily avaiiablc:. Our particular goal for this reauthorizatlol. anrl 
the fU!lding we provide. then, is to: 

• 
• Accelerate Ihe ce\'t']opmen: of 1,mo\'ativc strategies, tools, and appli::-ations :eading to gains in 

. student pt'rf<'ml<tnce ;.gainst c::'alie:lging Stzte COnlen~ a::d perf{)~ance standards, and 
.. 	 Ensure lht" spreac ofeC"C3tional technology to those schools where its power as a learning tool and 

equalizer is mOSt needed -the same schools targeted by Tlile t's schOOl-wide projects .3:1d.lhe 
Schoob ana Libraries Corporat:on 80 pe,cenllevci of SUbSidy. . "" " . 

".,.,' • .:t .• , .. ~ .~ 

Sp:.:cifll:ally. \\'e a:-t proposing to: 	 ' "'.,':;'; It~~~':.;~.,i}i3:~~:-::: .:.)•.1,;,,;/.;::/ ... ' 

• Retain :('{:hnology as a separate ttlle since mn,vhere- else in ESEA is technology ~xplic.i!: 
. Technology has beer. a catalysi for change, particularly with respect to ac:oieYing high sta:;dards. 
improy!;;g leaching, motivating disadvantaged learners. and reaching high need communities, To 
net iCLlve ;:$ :3 separale aUlho!"ily now would be to send 'the wrong signa!. 

• 	 Belter cC),Jrdlns:te Fe-deml educational techno:ogy efforts; 
• 	 Strengthen the target:ng pro"isions in the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund to continue to reduce 

the disparity between technology-rich and technology-poor districts while also, providing States with 
grcaler dis::relion to designate the type ofrccipients and priont)' for rerr.aining fundmg to develop 
beltc-r'sct\'ice:; '0 henefi1 spdents in high poverty schools; 

" 	 Co::sulidate the cur.e"t educational ~echno!i)gy discretionary authorities -- Star Schools, the 
Techno!ogy Inno\'2:tion Chailenge Grants (TleG), lfo= Regional Technology in Education Consortia 
(RTECs). and the FY '99 programs under the leadcrs:-np authori:y into a single discre~ionary 
autho:ity and to do so :r: such away as to discourage setasidcs a::-.d earmarks; 

• 	 Encourat;e a grea1er investmen1 in human ,eSOurces, TecPJlo!ogy ~ining for teaches mus: c{lminue 
lC be high priority since less than half of current of teachers (only 43%} have enough skills to use a 
vartety ofapplica:ions in their teaching; 

• 
• To repeal udunded authorities and the Telecommunications Demonstration ProJect for Ma:thcmatics. 

(We r.a\'e nol recommended disposition of the Ready.to-Lealii.Television authority,) 
• 	 As pan of :he OERJ reauthO:lzation. 10 authorize research targeted to educatior.al techno~ogy ane 

http:educatior.al
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• learning. especially applied research on how adults a':1d children learn using technology. 

BACKGROUND/PCRPOSE 

Since 1995, we have made significant progress tQwards meeting the four goals espe::laHy, even 
prlor 10 the advent of the E-rate, the plllar goal for classroom connectivity. But research, 
although ir.consistent, suggests that progress, even with connectivity, may be leaving some 
districts. schools and students behind. Among the four goals, two (the first, concerning 
professional development and support and the last, concerning software and in~egrating 
"technology ieto tbe cli:-TIculum) have received less emphasis in the effort to establish the 
presence c-f tCI:hnology in schools and require fresh commitment and focus. 

it is important to remember while considering these options that the Federal investment, 
excJudi:lg the E~rate. is rellltively small in all but the most expansive of the op~ions c.onsidered 
below. Cons('qucntly leadershipi leverage, links among program elements, and focused funding 
are essential to maximizing effectiveness. 

To accor:Jplis!; o'Jr goal- to see the best uses of technology for education become common place 
~~ the cdlJca~kmallechriolo£y programs administered by the Department. should have as their 
overall pl,!rpose to support innQyation and other activities leading to gains in student 

• 
perfor~anc" against challenging State content and performallce standards and to help 
,'(.'duel: inequities in tbe distribution and effective use of educationa)"tecbno)ogy . 

This purllOse wi1! be achieved by a combination ofse\'eraJ strategies: '"',qr ,', ".:; ~,~. ~\ ; ." 

1) 	 expand and integrate technOl?sy use in i.eaching and leaming~ especiaEy i!l c!:ssr~~,fn~}f.". \.... ' 
schools v.'jtl~ the,£Tea:est neeti; . _ ;. "'" .. 1\::,.;:'", :.; " h 

2) demonstra1e and disseminate effective models of technology usage; 
3) develop belter, :nore effective applications in critical need areas; and 
,;;) 	 build Ihe capacity ofSlaies and low-income districts to use technology well and 10 dc\;e!op 

cost~effectlv;; stra:egies. 

J) 
i, THRESHOLD QUESTION: iNFRASTRUCTURE: Should there continue to b. 

" . , authority to provide fC!l~,s for equiP'"!cnt,.software1 and telecommunications? 

Recommended Option 

While aCcess (to lelec,OniffiUnicatlons at least) has expanded in schools and classrooms, 

classroom access and ha:dware in poorer schools lags behind the national picture. 


The admini;tratiol1's commitment to the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund, whlch has been 

1!:~ prir::lary federal sour:e for funding for equipment. software, telecommunications, and 


• 
lechnoJogy.. related professional development. has been repeatedly expressed as $2 billion over 
five years. Fisca: year 1999 is the third of five years; in three years, $1,05 billlo!} has been 
appropriated for the TLCF. ACCQrding to the current ich~duk:. fiscal years 2000 and 200! would 
~~ke plil&' under the reau1horized statute. 

2 
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• The Depanmem' s discretionary educationai technology programs have also supported extensh'e 
hardwaTc- inve!>'TP.ents. In the case oflhe TICG, some believe thai innovative ap;J:oaches 
developed by recipients could not be carried oat without expensive equipment and that very few 
schools, pan:culariy poor schoots, could replicate their accomplishments without special 
funding. 

We recommend thai as we continue to support funding for equipment, software, and 
telecommunications, we also strengthen the targeting provisions so that funds are directed 10 
d;s~ricts and schools where dispar.lies are the greatest and further inves:mcnts continue to be 
needed, and that '\\'e limit the amount ofdiscretionary funds used for equipment to focus on 
professional oeyelopmem and on-going support. Although lle E~Rate will help pay for on~golng 
telccommunicatio:is cost and inside wiring for the poorest schools, it is only 15% of the total " 
cost. 

We l;)eJicye that CIJlTC!1i si<Histics and research and the lack of specific targeting provisions 
indicate this need to shift the focus of Federal educational technology progr·ams to ensure that 
a:ccss is made available 10 students in 10\1,'~income areas; to ame;iorate differences arising from 
differences in home access; to bring a focus on uses 0; technology for higher~order thinking to 
low-income schools; and to bring innovation ~ to low-income schools. 

2. 	 TARGETlNG: How can greater equiry in educational tecbn()J()g~' best be achieved? 
How would funds be distributed? Han' would the program be targeted? 

Rc.:-ommL'ndtd Options 
Currelll targeting pro\'lsions in TLCF, TICG, Star Schools, R~TECs are relatively weak. In. . .. , 	 , " .looking at targeting we considered both targeti>1g rcc:~pients of awards and the strategies and ( .. - ,\ .,.~. 

purposes of awarcs. Both the proposed State fomlula program and consolidated discretioilary 
program would do both in some measure, but the emphasis would be different. The State 
form'Jla gran~ program (TLCF) would target a substantial pan of the funds to lowwincorne 

" Ji':1rlcts <:lid schools; the p:oposec! discretionary grant program would make devc!o;nnent and 
pf{widing access 10 innovation for low-income schools a.id districts a priority. 

A. Explicitly target TLCF program funds to districts and schools with the largest number or 
'-p::{cr,ntrl.ge of,-:hildren in poyen)' aP(!.l::Iemonstrates the greatest need for technology, Unlike the 

.' . ..... . 
curren! authtwhy, the new statute would inelude a definition ofh:gh poverty, The revised statute 
would r:1aintain the current language that grants are of sufficient size and duration to have a 
substantial impact on student learning. Requirements for State and local technology plans would 
be retained, with the added provision that pJa.'1S be renewed at least every three years. 

Funds would continue to be distributed to States in proportion to each State's share of funds 
un':,:,: Part A ofTitle I of the ESEA. The 5 percenf limit on a State resen'e for administrative 

• 
funds would be retained, States would award funds competitively wi.thin, the State, and each, 
State would be required to distribute 65 percent of funds to the distric'ts in the top quartiie"[6:­
stude;lts eligible for Title L Funds w(luld.,benefit scbools within districts in the top quartile that 

3 
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are imple:1Jenling SchOOJ,wide projects. 

S:ates would hav'e greater than current discretion over remaining f ..mds (30 percent), b'Jt the 
p:.lrpose would be to :'enefil the same types of districts and schools. Funds would remain 
:argc:ed to j;nprovin5 classroom instruction, but States would be free to~ design subg:ant 
competitions and designate subgrantee types other than LEAs in order,to develop model 
programs, practices, and products aimed at meeting State educationai technology and iearning 
goals in the ~argeted lmd similar districts and schools. 

B. Target the dis-crcllonary grant prot,'Tam to :,eq:..irc thai ellgible reciplems, beneficiaries of 

services. or the site for 3:1 activity be defined fot a particular competition so that appropriate 

attc!:tion is given 10 tmderserved communities. 


3. 	 RESEARCH: How should research on edueational 1.Cchnology be supported 
1. and integrated',' " 

Rt"commendcd Oplion 
OERl's current resei1rch authority does not specify research imo educationa.; technology as a part 
of-the purpose of any oflhe Institutes. We recommend that a more explicit authority for research 
i.P10 the- use of technology forteaching and learning be pa~ of the reauthonzat:on of the 
Educa!ior,al Research and Imp:-ovement Act, Co:tseqt.:emJy,. no new resea\'"ch authority would be 
needed t;nder the ESEA, Howcver~,the following are non-legislative recor.1mendations to be . 
cCllsider.:d: , 

"..;~. • Creme an imeragency and DepnrrmCIlHi.'ide research agenda for educational 
, " ...,' 

technology In doing so, it is critical to consider research al:-eady being done by other 
agcn;;::ies, Consider as a mode; the proposed Interagency Research lnitiati\'e (proposed 
but nOl f~nded in the FY 99 budget). Th:s program would have conducted 
comprehensive research, coordinated by multtple agencies, to study how children 
Jeam- re?ding a:1d mathematics 'at \'a:ious ages, and how t:chnologv contribu:es ;0 the 
learning process, through a series of grams. The'De;:oartment has begun to collaborate 
wit.h NSF and NJCHD on developing an interagency research agenda. 

# 	 Emph~si::ejn:quell1:~~!eraCtion Wilh SWte and local educarors throughout the 

• 	 Make findings accessible fo educators and developers. Emphasize ongoing work Wilh 
reachers on ~ research. This should be emphasiz.ed withb a research authority in 
OERl Reauthorization, as well as through a discretionary authority providing for 
dissemination and technical assistance, 

• 
4, NATJOA'AL PROGk-4JUS: Ho\-y can we support the development and 

~m!1lementation of models of effective and innovative practices? 

4 
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• Recommended Option 
The Depanmer.t has ail imponant national role in promoting high-quality, effective uses of 
educational technology, \\'e recommend authorizing a single discretionary grant program tha; 
combines the ~;trongest features from the current programs (~echno!ogy bnovation Cha!lenge 
Grants, Star Schools, and R-TECs), These p!"ograms have very similar goals and authorities, 

By combini;)g these programs into a sing!e discfc:ionary program it would allov;.' for the 
foll(l\\'l!~g aCI:\'i:ies; 

'. 	InnOValiy(: Applications: Stimulate the develoi1ment ofcreative new applications of 
tcchno;ogy to propose and lest bold appro~ches to answer nagging education and govema.*1ce 
cuestions and educational problems and focuses on promising applications in criticallea:::ting 
areas such as math. reading English as a second language and science. 

• 	 Scaling Up Effectl\'e Practices: Provide services to ensure effective impler.1er.tntions of 
educ<l!iona: teclmo:ogy become p:-evalent, and specific innovatior.s of promise are rolled out 
and acapted on :1 large scale, with particular attention to benefiting those most disadvantaged. 

• 	 Access 10 Cor.tent: Provide high*quality info:mation an9 services through distance 
lCC:111010gy for mu:tiplc audiences withjr: the education community, with particdar attention 
to bene:i~ing those who oiher.v~se tack access to such content. 

• 	 Link to other high l~c_hnology development. such as Next Generation Internet and lr.temet 2. 

• In' u:! of"tfie~c i1ctkilies, the~e would be an empha:sls on mclti~state involvement, rigorous 
c\'aluation;'a'nd dissemination ofmodels, The new authority would incorporate the flexibility, 

-" peer reyiCW,'3!1d e;:aiuation provislo:1s thaI are found in the current Star Schools authority. Its 
, primary purp~se ,,>,ould be to improve student learning (against State content standards:) 

,:; througit'high·qtlillity and effccUve uses or'educational technology. In keeping with the, ,.M,'.,..... '. 	 '". 
overall purposes of ESEA, an underlying framework of all such competitlons would be a strong 
focus on be:iCl"iting ulldersc:,\'ed communities. 

Eligible entities under t~i~ authority would not be iimited 'to LEAs. The authority should provide 
tl)e flexibility to award gral{(s to States, 'IHEs, non~p:ofit organizations, a:r.:1 other business and 
fOI"~proiite!:tities, uS long as'these applicants can demonstrate: (l) partneiShip \\'ith LEAs as 
defined :;)1" the purpose of targeting State fonnula grant funds~ and (2) that the project will 
direcily bcn-efit those LE.A.~~ 

'~. J. 	 w -., , 

• 	 5. BUILDII\'G CAPACITY: How can we scale up effective practices beyond 
isolated examples'! How can we ensure tbat professional d~\'eJ()pment and 
assistance in planning, implementing and evaluating projects is useful and 

accessible? How can we increase tbe capaci(y of targeted scbools to use this 
assistance well? 

• 
Recommended Option . 
Require a selaslde for educational ,1echnology in consolidated authority: Embed professional 
deveiopmco! fo; educational tech~iogy in a cross-cutting teacher quality authority, A 
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• mandat0D-' setaside for professional de\'elopment for lechnology would be triggered in the 
proposed teacher quahly authority if a district targeted under [he State formula technology 
al:,:hori~y used Stme fomu.:la te;ch.;~lOlogy fundi:1g (the 65 percen:) for equipment, somvare, Qr 
telecom;nunications. The selaside would be waivable if a district receiving S~ate formula 
technology funds for equipment, software, or telecommunications {;ould demons~a[e that 
sufficient professional development in the classroom use of educational technology was provided 
from other sources. Professional development regarding educational technology would continue 
:0 be sl.:ppor:ec. under the recommended technology consolidated discretionary grant program 

and,under that par:: of the State grant program (the 30 percent) over which States would have 
i!lcreased d(screl:on, 

To s~prlement these activities, substantial funding under the proposed consolidated discretionary 
grant prograll1 \\ould also be devoted to activities aimed at scaling up s'Jc.ccssful practices, Such 
activities CQuid include, building be:tcr links,bct\,.,een rcsea:"ch and practice; promoting mul:i~ , 
s:ate 3:1d other p~lrtnersh:p actlvlties, particularly networks between Slale and local tedinology' 
coo~dinator5 and technical assistance providers; and working with all Jevels'of schoo! 
administration to impiement models of effective practices, with a strong focus on activities to 
bel~efjl schools in low~incOl~1<::.communitics. This component oflhe discretionary program" 
would work close!y with the consolidated professional de\'elopment program to ensure that 

• 
schools' technology needs a;1! m'et,.in a manner to be determined." (See National Programs for a 
descriplion of this -p~r1 ofthe'prqposal.) 

;:;:r:;··;','~·'.--.·- .'. - ,- " -, 
The approacbes to buil.ding capa,city we have considered include a continuum of services that 
include profc5sionai deveIopm'entand t'echnicaJ assistance for aJ1.major stakeholders involved in 

. ,', ,;1, "';,"_ .,: ',,' .,', '. ' 

K+12 education.' Again b'enefiis are to focus on impacting the same districts and schools as the 
State Grant program descril)~d 1n the discussion of targeting earlier in this paper. 

. 
The cunent TLCF and TICG authority exp,licil1y penuits the use of funds for professional 
de\'elopmem, both in projects (3134(~» and''',s a means of integrating technology into the "'" 
curriculum • .me as a fac~or in !ong-ternt pJannipg for technology (3134(4)), Local educational ­
tc~r.nology plan provisions for the TLCf (3135) require districts to ensure ongoing, sustained 
professional development for teacheis and other education personnel; district plans are to include 
a list of sour:;es oflraining< There is, howevel~-n:j explici1.mention of preservice professionaL" .. 
devel('~mlent in educational technology. Awards may be made only to local educational '" -­
agenci,;:s, ai1d although consortia inCluding institutions of higher education are explicitly 
(j'Jthor:zed. their purpose is "to.pro\'ide services for the teachers and students in a local 
educational agency... ". 

Current policy calls for a substantial part of the De?artment's funding for educational technology 
to g010 pr0fessional development. States are being encouraged to use at least 30 percent ($127.5 

• 
mi.1.Jion) of their TLCF allocations for professional developme'!lt. In sum, of the $698 million 
appropriated for, educational technology for 1999: aeout $233 mlliion, or about 33 percent, is to 
be used fo:- jJfofess:onal development. including $75 million for preservice. These funds 
represent a suhstantia! investment that We must ensure is well used. 
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• Within the TIO] prog!am it is difficult to identify how much is used for professional 
de\'elopmer.t, although.the 1998 competilio!1 set 3" prionly for professiqnal ~evelopmenL We 
believe that it p:ays a relatively small part in the early stages of projects and later becomes a 
more prominent activity" Within the Star Schools program, professional development and direct 
SUppOr1 for teachers in the context of their classroom has been growing over the years. \\lbile the 
statute requires :ha125 percent of the funds be devoted to instructional activities, the last analysis 
done showed thaI 40 percent was used for instructional programming anc the trend has been to 
greater spending in this area, Some 60 perceni ofRTEC serYices are deemed professional and 

';eadcrship dc\'e:opmen:~and 25 percent technic~1 ~assislance. 'Over 40 percent of their products 
s'Jppor1 prof~ssional developmenl activities, 25 percent tech:1ical ~sis1ance, and the remainder 

, general disseminatio:1, 

Title II of the HigherEducation Ac1 pennits the use of funds for teacher preparation in the use of 
educationUllfchnO!ogy, 'and the 1999 appropriation provides a total of S75 million for these 
Juthorities (thhi is in addhlo:l to !he-S75 million pro'vided for prese;vlce and educational 
technology), Ttlc Department does not curremly plan to dcvoie HEA funds to educational 
technology. bUI glven the HEA authority, seeking additional al,lthority for preservice education 
ccu:d be perceived as duplicative, 

• 
, . r, _:: 

In considering the necessary factors t9 q~ildjng c!lpacity, we also considered the role technology 
itself couid play in·delivering s,e;n:i,g~\ 8fld .i~I,~l:lppqrting new work paradigms in scbools. Two 
conside:-utions emerge: the merii~",>and PPP.9Uu~.i,ties t~at should not be missed and should be 
expanded. and also the lack ofklJq\~'!~9g'e tP:4§lte, particularly'in the J.11ost disadvantaged 
communities, abou1 :;to~,,~o. ~s~J~,e~ !,!y_~i,~~,~J~)~Rtll)plogy effectively for multiple purposes, It is 

, . , iuiportant 10 r(':ncmb~e~ :qwt:~\'~il~, ti.cli.;·i6Jpgyii.I$~lf,can occasionally aCl as a chan&e agent, ' 
usually it musi be accompanied,b); qther;orgfUliZationaJ cha.1ge efforts that utilize direct 
im;oh-emem with those use:-s affected.by.the technology (Markus 1988 & 1997; Thatch 1995; 
Manson 1973), 

.. 
O~he; ieautho:ization reams are considering options for pro;~'sional deveiopment and technical 
assistance. The options recommended below may need to be'reco:1sidered in the context of those 
g:,oups' recommendations, 

,-~. 

• 
,-~, 
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• 
TO: Mike Smith 
FROM: Linda Roberts 
DATE: December 21,1998 
RE: Proposals for ESEA Educational Technology 

As a follow-up 10 our meeting on December 17, we have prepared the following: 
(1) Proposal #1: Maintaining Educational Technology as a Separate Authority; 
(2) Proposal #2: Integration of Technology into the Supporting School Reform document; and 
(3) Consolidated Discretionary Grant Auihority. 

After condllcting an analysis of our options, I helieve that Proposal #1 offers the greatest success 
for us to meet our educational technology goals in the short-term and move toward long-term 
integrated school reform. We have also prepared a revised version of Supporting School Reform 
with technology integ~ted throughout (Proposal #2). An integrated approach will· only be 
possible if technology is sufficiently addressed as an integra! part of any refonn legislation. 

• 

, '- . 


",' .. ""', . 

As discussions move forward and decisions are made, we':would like to be fully included in the, 

, " < ~ ~,' • "" ',I ' . 
process: . . '." ,,,' ,,' 


',~.' \'.: :i-:L," \':,0";"( 


.' 

..:... 

" 

• 
.......' 



• rROrOSAL#I: Educational Technology Remains a Separate Authority 

Achieving the Educational Technology Goals: The President's Technology Literacy Challenge 
estabHshed four 'national goals for educational technology (connectivity, hardware, professional 
development, software).· Although we have made significant progress on these goals, especially 
in the area of connectivity, we are far from fully achieving all of these goals. If we prematurely 
move toward integration, the Administration's commitment to prepari!1g our students for the 21 st .. 
century is pOlentially 10S1. In ord~r to continue to promote accountability and make measurable 
Jlrogress on meeting these goals, we need to maintain national leade:ship. . 

. Tbe Nation's Progress on the Four Goals 

Connecting all dlBSTooms Equipping all classrooms Preparing all teachers to 
to l.~e tntemel with modem computers eff~i\'ely inicgrate thes!;! 

new technologies Into the 
curriculum 

• ~early 8-0[;1l of all K· • 13 students per multi- • •••J2 schools media computer 
oyernU 

c1assro(}m;; 
• 275 of :nsrrtlclionaf 

• 17 students per multi~ 
• KCES, Oc;oher 1997 media computer in the 

classroom 

• 
• 

One out of five 
teachers regularly 1)se 
advanced 
telecommunications 
for instructional 
purposes .. " 

Only 43% of teachers 
have enough skills 10 ~ 
useavarietyor":"" .,' , 
applications In the 

' ,teaching .: \ I ,. , 

Developing engaging 
software and conten! to 
help all students meet high 
s:andards . 

• No sufIkiem data 

' . 
"~'I 

:.- . 

. 
 , ",' . . ,,~··,;,;2.·-.J """;<'\/ ".~", " "" ,,-, ,v-', ' 

Bridging the Digital Divide: Mai:1taining a separate.~ut~ority ,*mj~r:apl.~ ~h~.Adminjstration to 
continue to provide leadership in eradicating the digital divide.:." ~j1e.our progress on reaching 
poor and minority communities has continued, the divide between our wealthy and white 
students is growing at an inequitable pace. ft is very possihle that a consolidated reform proposal 
would result in technology being fost to other issues at the school level i.e. discipHne.:'~afe!y, We 
\\'ant to ensure that all children have access to a 2j~cenlury educntion, 

Cl<lssroom Inh:rnci Access: Gro~ing Digitlll Divide 
, , -,,, 1995 1996 1997 
, 

Low Minority 
,,, 9% 18% J7% 

High Minority ·3% 5% 13% 

Digital Divide 6% 13% 24% 

,Low Poverty , 9% 36%18% 
,,

• 
,High Pove!.} 3% 7% 14%, .< '. 
, -,,Digital Diyide , 6% 220/.,11% , 



• Budgetary Success for TLCF: \Ve are moving into a period of stringent budget constraints and 
budge1 caps. "We are now in the out years." Tying technology to other programs places these 
programs at a higher risk for cuts I.e. if Goals 2000 faces cutS, educational technology will likely 
face similar cuts. For a variety of reasons> the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund is popular 
and has fared well in the budget since its launch in 1995. ' 

I Budget CompprI$on orGnals 2Uf)ij ul'ld tile TerhuQ)(!gy Ulcrllty Cbl\!lengc Fund 
I urmllm arc in ll'u,)(lsand, 

: FY Requested I Actual 
,: '94 · 

1420.000• G2K 
TLCF NIA 

l• '95 
G2K $700,000 

N/A• TLCf 
, '96 

G2K $693.000 
TLCF NlA 
'97 
G2K i $476,000 

'TLCF i• $250,000 
'98 · · 
G2K · , S60;,000 
TLCF S425,000 

S105,000 
N/A 

S371,000 
NtA 

$340,000 
NlA 

5476,000 
$200,000 

5466,000 

• 
5425,000 

'99 · · G2K , 5476.000 ·5461,000 
TLCF : 5475,000 $425,000 

Difference • 

· · 
75%- · 

47% 

· 
· ,· 

51%' 

•.. · · ·20"k · 

23% 
.. 

· · ,4% · 
• '.'•ll% • 

" ,_, \",'V,;) H' ,'J,~.,.,:-", _ 
Educational Technology Needs to,Rc~a~n ~,P~~t:ity:. ,Educational 1£ch_~9,I~gy,,~~pp~~~:~*-y,e~, 
continued to he strong advocates faT educational.technology. Early indi~alid~s ~re ~r.<;tt:~hey,a~ ,,'. 
1ikely to invem their efforts if educational technology remains independent and/ocused, They 
are looking for a clear message from the Administration that educational technology is still a 
priority nationally and therefore; one that stale and local cdu,cators maintain . 
• 

Integration May Slow Down Jlrogress on Technology Implementation: There is no strong 

evidence that technology is being effectively integrated into professional development pr9grams. "­
"

, 
. 

One example is that Title I funds which. can be used to integrate technology throughout the 
>. 


curriculum h~is not taken place. There is a legitimate concern that a broad authority will not 

ensure that educational technology t especially professional devc:opmen1, will not take place. 


Reform is a Good Long~tcrm Strategy: The goal of integration is a good long~tenn strategy; 

however. it \\ould be premature to expect thm all schools are ready to take this step, Through 

'non-legislative action, we elm work with states over the next several years to integrate an of their , 

educational. Legislatively, it would be prematurely to force schools that have limited . 

• infrastructure t() integrate all their programs. \V..e...need to ensure thaCwe maintain the momentum 
for educational technology. 



· . 


• PROPOSAL #2: Integration of Technology into 1heSupportillg School Re/orm document 

Supporting School Rcfonn: 

Getting High Standards into All oJour 1'iati~m's 21" Cell/uF)' Classrooms 


"We cannot chal/eng!.' high powmy schools EO rai,\'c l/teir sfandards and lhen t:nortchal1ge them hy doing 
nothing f(I help fhem. " 

. . - Secretary Riley, September 1998 

O\'-cr the past tea-years. States and Disl~icts have focused their rcfam efforts on defining and improving 
standards to ralr.e student achievement for ALL students. With the passage of the I~pro\:ing America's 
Schools Act und the Goals 2000: Educate America Act in 1994, States were required to accc!erate the 
pace of staildanls-bascd reform. To date. all but two StoIcS have developed content standards in reading 
and math and over 20 States have developed performance st3Jldards in the same subjects, By the school 
year 2000-200 I, Stales are required to 'have standards in' place with aligned assessments and a process for 
disaggregacing student data to get a more precise picture of whe~e students are in their learning and what 
we, as educators, need to do to improve leaching and learning for all students, 

To dale. States navc spent the bulk of their time and resources on developing standards and have spent 

• 
less time focusing olllhe imponance or professional learning to get standards into the classroom and the 
allocation ofeffort 0: resources tliat are needed to provide for this ongoing need-(Florio and Knapp; ­
1998). States and Districts need support and assistance to implement standards in order to improve the' 
quality of teaching and learning. Implementation must focus on finaliz.ing assessments aligned 10 the '> ' 
State's rigorous standards; deVeloping curriculum n:igncd to Ibc standards; providing professional _ t.,.~ . 

development around'the new curriculum; using student pcrfonnance'dalf' to i!l'prove te!1,chi~g' an4,X\':i;i:~:.\;:;: '",',:,::~"r·,:~'.:.'< 
learning; and, allowing time for 'professional cOl1vcrsations about student work and hew it is atjgri:~d' ,\\:i~: ! ;:' " "'-,~~' 
standards (Coht;n and BOlli), 	 .... ,,-~'-, " . 

. A,\ a resull ofTLCF provisiolls oil Stares h(1l'(; submiflcd technology plans. CJ/rrcntly, about halfthe 
StarcJ dre alN:.ady revising their plam so lhis is an opportune rime to s1t1rl enc(iuraging !hem to inlcgralc . 
1t.fchnology 10 rheir schon{ rejbrm effims, . 	 . 
State"~ and schools have also begun to inveII Mal'fly-in cducaiional teclmofogy in the belief that 

• 	" techi:"jogy can qUickly expand the capucilies ofschools aiid teaChers. ,Much of/his effort is only loosely 
connected to educaJi01~ reform, dr:~'Pite evidence rhullecimologyJs hes: used 10 supporl ciassmom 
reform (MconJ\ eJ ai, 19(7). SlaJes and dis/ricrs are al!io beginning to use technology to collect and 
array achicve'''Ctlf data (Texas), provide prOfessional development (Ohio), and make resources 
(including complete curricula) available to students (Virtual High School). Beginning and experienced 
teuchers cUe Kllowledge ofhow 10 irnprovc their teaching using technology second only /0 knowledge of 
con/en! and performtmce standards as (J need, HQ)vever, only four Stares have included technology 
perjormcmc(! standards as parI a/their Icocher ccrrijicarion'rcquirements . 

• 

. Reform PTOposal- Standards to the Classroom. 


Provide Sl.7 billion to, States and districts by consolidating Goals 2000, Tirle VJ, Title II and the 
Technology Literacy Challenge Fund into fme standards-based reform grant that would support the next 



•• 

. . 


• 


. .." ! 

generation of the standards movement - driving standards iniQ the classroom. ED Flex could be 
authorized through this rcfonn piece to give States ullir:ta:e flexibility in getting standards into the 
classroom. 

States would have a single set of purposes for this grant and would be required to submit a consolidated 
plan, Stutes {Iud districts would be required to show progress on a SCI of performance indicators, For 
example: ' 

• 	 Report Cards at Slate, district. and school-level 
• 	 Plan to increase the number of students reading a1 grade-level 
• 	 Progress on TLCF's four goals 

State Ref(II'm £Jforts: St.1tes would be awarded the funding from t~1e $1.7 billion gram by formula and 
would retain 10% at the State level to: 
• 	 continue the development and implementation of ;>erformance standards and aligned assessments, 

including the use oflcchnology 10 calfee! daJa and make re.wils available.' 
• 	 develop a dernand·drivcn support infrastructure thai uses technology effectively to assure that districts 

and sehouls have acccss 10 technical ossistancc and infonnation on effective practices to help all 
students reach challenging academic standmds (e.g, regional technical ilSsistance centers; LEA 
consortia, partnerships with institutions of higher education, etc.); 

• __ develop and/or support networks Inal usc techn%KY l+'(!:/I in linking teachers, principals, schools, and 
districts to each other nnd to other educational resources to develop and share information about 
cmr1cu!um, assessment, :md instructional p • ..lclice; and 

• 	 use technology 10 provide services EO se}wul,\' and g(1Cncrs(.wch m l1erwork.~ ilnd weh sites providing 
currlcuhml offerings and lesson plans that nIctt Siau: academic conlen! and performance standards) 
and develop new ways frir technology tQ suppar: reform Swu!wide wirh SpcCiJll attention to lltub,'ling 
1()I1'~performing SChOf!ls. , 

Teacher QU:llity: In ordcr 10 improve teacher quality, Stutes would be rcq~ir'ed to u~c 50% of the .' . 

funding to award competitive grants to LEAs to improve and refonn teaching aligiled with student 

standards. Funds must be used to: 

• ~ 	 :mplenlcnt 5tronger teacher accountability measures (indu'ding performance·based assessments, peer 

. r~'iew and assis;ance systems, knowledge and skills-based pay structures, recognition of exemplary 

teachers, mid-career ccrtificalions. including expert usc ojfrN..:hn"ology in instrucllon) throughout a 

teacher's C3leer to ensure that good teacherS are being rewarded and supported, aad that poor 


,....t!!.Ilchers are given the tools they need 10 improve or be removed from the classroom; , 
• 	 "ujip~rt -on-golll!;, intensive professiona: development that is fneuse<!: at the schoQI-level and nllo,",s teachers 

time to col!a~or4(e and 10 learn more aOOIJI how to improve stIJOenl work, including requirements that 
projesSilJ!1a{ development inlegrming rechnology into ins/ructian be intense and sustained); 

• 	 ~mpro\le recruitment ofhigh-quaJity teachers :h:oIJgh support for alternative certificutton and merit-based 
scholarships to college students willin!,; to teach in high-need a:eas; 

• 	 provide teachers with extra sUPpOrt and guidance in their first three years of teaching; 
• 	 eliminate the use of teacher uides as instrm;tors in Title Iscn.oois; 
• 	 provide support and professional develop-men! for principals in their role as instructional leaden; mcluding in 

Ihe usc ofteclmology /0 use achievement info~mafimr effectivciy" ' 

• States would be aiso required to set-aside 10% of their funds 10 award competitive grants to institutions 
of higher ec.ucalion or alternative certification programs partnered with school districts to trair., recruit" 
and retain high quality tcachers and cnsure Ihal beginning reachers are able Jo teach effectivc(y using 



• fechnology. 

(sec attached teacher quality proposal) 


Nole: Technology will need to be fully integrated fmo the Teacher Qualit), Proposal. 

thing Tec/Jn(Jlt·cy to Support Schoul Reform: States w(Juld he required 10 .~etasidc 30% of thef~s to 
suppar! approaches to using lcchnolugyfor reform thai move standards into Ihe classroom. 

• 	 nw purpose! would be to focus efforf using reclmology on schools Jurlhcst behind in achievement, 
with concentrarictlls oflow-income students, and thar are altempting schoo/wide rejiJrffl through 
schoolwide projects. (UJYJ;cting should be consistent with res! ofschoo! reftmn proposal 10 
conC(mfrmc effort) 

• 	 Funds w{Juld be awarded competitively to a subset of districts with schools implementing 
school wide projects, 

• 	 40 /(J 50 percent ofrhefwlds could he used for eqUlpment or leJecommunicalions,' Stale would. 
dc'ermfm~ priori,,),. applicants Ydndd he required to dcrnomtrafc oOlh nead andprior usc: ofE-Rate 
subsidies. Based on current dalCl. the (j\'f!Yridfng need is 1() bring modern computers and networking 
capahilities to the classroom. The £-RtJlc is not covering these costJ', 

LEAs would need 10 dCm()nMrate how thc project would complement Iheir ovcrall sysu:mic plan to 
imp!cl/1cnl standards ill {heir classrtJOfm;, Professional dc>velopment aClivilic.x would meellh£! quality 
requirC:{JIenil described in the :.econd Teacher Quality buller ahove, 

• 

• 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

OFFICE OF THE UNDE.R SECRETARY 

FEe 2 6 1999 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: 	 Judith Johnson Val Pliska 
Mike Smith Sandra Cook 
Mike Cohen Carol Cichowski 
Pat Gore . Rich Rasa' 
Ann O'Leary Phil Roseufelt 
Susan Wilhelm· Jon Weintraub 
Jack Kristy Jeanette Lim 
Delia Pompa Greg Mar~h 
Sue Betka Jay Noell 
Linda Roberts Peirce Hammond 

FROM: 	 T~n: Corwi~ r:h~ C­
• SUBJECT: Specifications for Education Technology Programs 

Attached for your review are iegislative speCifications for reau1orization ofEducation 
Technology programs (Title III of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act) 
..:.~.. '.,; \~",~C",' ','.,;;:. .' , 

The specs wouM reauthorize; and improve the targeting of, the Technology Learning Challenge 
Fund; consolidate and reauthorize" discretionary technology programs, reauthorize the Regional 
Technology Education Centers; and update the overall findings and purpose. 

. 	 .~ 

Please send your comments to Jim Butler of my statf(FOB6, Room 5Clll) by next Thursday, 
March 4. 1apologize for the shon tum~around time. 

Attachment 

• 

cc: Chuck Lovett 

Deborah Spitz 

Cheryl Garnette 

Catherine Mozer 

Mary Moran 

Leslie Mustain, OMB 

Tanya Martin. DPC 
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. Draft Title III Legislative Specifications 

• Scctjon~By~Section Spe~ifications Based On Slmcture Of Current Law 

Title Name 

Current Law: Technology For Education 

Proposed Amendment: Retain the current name, if technology programs continue to have their 
own title. 

Section 31 0 I Short Title 

Current Law: Currently, ESEA Title 1I~ is ciled as the "Technology For Education' Act of 1994." 

Proposed An1endmem: Rename the short title as the "Technology For Educlltion Act of 1999." 

Section 3111 Findings 

Current La\!{: The current law lists 15 findings: that justify a Federal Tole in assisting schools and 
districts to integrate technology into their classrooms, . 

• 	
. ." 

Proposed Amendment: 

T',•• ;' ,',', !.\' ~;\". 
• 	 Delete current'(l) and rewrite along the following !lnes: "Technology has the potential to 

assist and support th~ impr~~l?ment of teaching and learning in schools and other settings and 
. ~ , ••• _I, •• v • 

to prod~~~~~;;~ft~~,r;:~~~;;t~~t:~:sJC!r ~<!-!l students to achieve to challenging standards. 
-"'- ,~.\·';e·:·· ..,.,' 

• 	 In (3) dcl* (;\l through (D).: Re\wite first paragraph to say: "The use of technology in 
education thro~ghout:the United States has been inhibited by the limited availability of . 
appropriate technolog)'~enhanced curriculum, instruction, professionaJ development. and 
administrative support resources and ser\';c~s in the educational marketplace;" 

.~ 

• 	 Delet!~ current (8) and replace with something along the lines of "Federal support is 
partitularly important in providing access to computers and the Internet to students and 
teachers in high-poverty ~chools," _., 

t,., ~. "". 

• 	 ReVl'rite number OJ) along the lines of "the Department will continue to playa vital 
leadership and coordinating role in developing the national vision and strategy to infuse 
technology throughout all educationa1 programs." 

• 	 Deh:te (13), which discusses interoperability. (nteroperability is no longer a major issue. 

• 	 Delete (15). This finding has been incorporated.into (I) . 

• • Insert new finding (maybe after (10)) that "Girls of all ethnicities consistently rate 
themselves significantly lower than boys on compu1er abHity and are less likely to enroll in 
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• advanced computer and graphics courses, Therefore, Federal leadership should pay attention 
to the needs of girls and women related to tec!:mologicalliteracy," 

Section 3112 Purpose 

Current Law: The current law lists 12 purposes for the Technology Act. 

Proposed Amendment: Rewrite this along the following lines: Tlo ensure that all students are 
prepared to achieve 10 challenging State o!1d local standards t it,}s the purpose of this title is to 
support efforts by State and local educlltional agencies 10 achieve the four goals of the National 
Technology Literacy Challenge. These g.oals a:e that: 

• 	 "All teachers in the Nation win have the training and sUptJort they need to help 
5tud~nts learn using computers and the information superhighway; 

• 	 All teachers and students will have modern multimedia computers in their 
classrooms; 

• 	 Every classroom will be connected to the information superhighway; and 

• 
• Effective software and·on~line learning rcsou:-ccs will be an integral part of every 

school 's curriculum.:~' 

": Section:) I 13· Definitions 
.: .. ' :>:.:; ;)lj,'\" ,I'I",~" ;." .'.
"i;H",.~,,·, 1~!'. ,),;'. !" 

Current Law: Includes 11 definitions-. " :'.. 
\ ~~ .. :, ,'," ., 

~'" r '1" .. ,••0", ~.j.'.,
"" ' . '" " 

ProJb-')sed Amendment Delete this'section;'dCfinition sections will be included in the various 
parts as necessary. 

Section 31)4 Funding 

Current Law: The law currently authorizes "such sums as may be necessary'" to carry out 
subparts I, 2, and 3 ofwhich: -;~'"' 

' .. J, .I" • 

-- $3 million is for subpart 1 (National Programs for Technology in Education) if the 
amount appropriau!d is less than $75 million or $5 mlliion if the appropriation is $75 
million or more; 

-- $10 million is to carry out subpart 3 (Regional Technical Support and Professional 
Development); and 

• 
,- The remair.'b of the appropriation is to be used for subpart 2 (State and Local' 
Programs for School Technology Resources), 

The law includes a separate authorization for subpart 4 (product Development). 
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• The statute requires ~hat, in yearS in which the amount appropriated is less tban $75 million, the 
amount available for subpart 2 is 10 be lised for h"ational Challenge Grants. In years in which the 
appropriation is $75 minion or greater, the funds are to be used for grants to State educational 
agencies. except for the arnOU::lt necessary to meet continuing obligations for National Challenge 
Grants, 

Proposed Amendment Delete this section. Separate authorizations would be created for each 
part, 

Section 3115 Limitation on Costs 

Current Low: Limits the amount recipients of grants may use' for administrative expenses to 
5 percent 

Proposed Amendment: Delete this section. Distinct liml.tations on administrative costs would be 
created in the parts where it is appropriate, 

Section 3121 National Long~R~nge Technology Pian 

• 
'Current Law: Requires the Department to develop and publi~h, not later than 12 months after the 
dale ofenaCfment (if the 1994 law, a nlltlo·nallohg~range iechn61og)' pIon. It includes 8 items 
that are; to be included in' the plan, ' 

Proposed' Amendment: Delete this secti~n> whic-his:~~J';6~'t~~'i'd~t~: 

. " ... ' :,,,;'/::.~.'.;~~:~/',;' ~ '~':'\"'." " '." 


, . lo~ert Proposed Po:'! A'",'·Fcdeial keadershin 
',; 	 ."',..'. ':. 

Section 3122 F~deri!1 Leade'~hin 

CUITe!111~<;rw: Authorizes the Secretary to carry out activities to promote the effetltve use qf 
technology in classrooms. 

Proposed Amencment: -.• i. 4' 

• 	 'In (a), which lists the entities which the Secretary must consult in carrying out 
leadership activities, delete the United States National Commis.sion on Libraries and 
Information Sciences and replace \\'ith the White House Office of Science and 
Technology Policy, 

• 	 In (b)(l) delete everything from "in accordance" through the end of the sentence, 
This deletes a reference to plans. submitted under Goals 2000. 

• 
• Delete current (c)(1) , which authorizes providing technical assistance to technical 

assistance providers. Repface'with language allowing the Department to conduct, 
long-term studies on the effectiveness of educational technology, 
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• • Delete language in (0)(2), which authorizes development grants to technical 
assistance providers. Replace with language authorizing the Department to convene 
expert panels to identify uses of educational technology that hold the greatest promise 
~or improving teaching and learning." , 

• 	 Delete (c)(4), which authorizes research on "jnteroperability;" interoperability is no 
longer a major issue fot schools. 

• 	 Delete (c)(12), which authorizes a biennial assessment and report on the uses of 
technology in elementary and secondary schools; the Department is conducting 
assessments and evaluations of educational technology under other authorities. 

• 	 Retain all ofect), which <luthorizes the Department to require a match from grant 
recipients under this part. 

Section 3J23 Study, Eva1uation. and Reoort ofE\!.nding Alternatives 

• 
Current Law: Requires the Department to produce a study, not later than 12 months after the 
enactment of the bill, on alternative models available to schools for financing educational 
technology. " 

'." , 
..,. , .. 

Proposed Amendment: Delete section. which is now out of date. 
-" " , 

Proposed Authorization of Armropriation:c;·Section .-.': :;. ~',7;,:~{" 
;; :i~:l ... ',:;·"., 

Proposed Amenc:nent For the p~rposes of carrying out this' p~~:t~~re"are authorized to be such 
sums as may be necessary for fiscal years 200; through 2005, ' .' " "."'., ' 

Insert Proposed Part B- Technologv Literacv Chalier.ge Fund 

Proposed Amendment: Insert a section containing a purpose specific to the State formula grant.. program. The purpose would be: To increase the capacity of bigh~poverty. io\v-perfonning - ....~<.j ~ '" 
schools to provide students with access to educational technology and to assist teachers in those, 
'schools to integrate educational technology effectively into instruction to improve teaching and 
learning. 

Section 3131 Allotment and _Reallotment 

Current Law: This section specifies the fannula through which State grant funds are to be 

• 
allocated among the States. The formula allocates funds to the States on the basis of amounts 
receiv~ by each State under Title I for the previous fiscal year, except that nQ State may receive 
less than one-halCofl percent of the tOtal funding. In addition, this section describes the process 
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• to be used to rcalloca~e any funds should the Secretary determine that a. State does not require its 
full allocation, 

Proposed Amendment: Amend the current provisions to state specifically that BJA and the 
Omlying Areas receive one-half of 1 percent of the amounts appropriated., BIA was defined as 
afl SEA in the definition section of the statute; the deletion of that section requires the addition of 
BIA In this section, Current law doesn't specifY the amount for the Outlying Areas: the 
Department has had to obtain appropriations language to avoid giving each of the Outlying Areas 
the full one-half of I percent. 

Section 31 n School Technologv Resource Grants 

Current Law: Authorizes the Secretary to award g.rants to States that have approved technology 
plans under section 3133. Requires States 10 award funds competitively to local districts and to 
ensure that grants are "of sufficient duration, and ofsufficient size, scope. and quality. to carry 
out the purposes of this part effectively." This section also requires States to identify and 
provide technical assistance 10 local educationalllgencies with the highest number or percentage 
ofchildren in poverty and that demonstrate the greatest need for technical assistance in 
developing a program application. 

• 

Proposed Amendment: 


• 	 Rename section "Technology Literacy Challenge Fund," which is. the name the 
Department has lIsed for this program, 

.. ,;. 	 '"'.".";; ".- p'.' • " ,- -, 	 , ..•. _.. ,.
'" Under 3132(a)(2): 	 ," 
" "\." 

.~ ~-";:':,,'Ir~\~)~;'-:i:~\(,~'"'' 

• 	 Specify that each State must use at least 95 percent of its allocation for local" . 
subgrams 10 "eligible local applicants" (see below for definjtion)~ \~ith the rest 
ilvailable for State administrative costs and technical assistance, 

• 	 Provide States with the authority (0 use up to 1 percent of their ailocations to provide " 
grants to eligible districts to help them to develop local technology plans, This 
1 percent would come out of the 95 percent required to be used for local grants, The 
evatua~ion of the TLCF pj'v~rflm founD that many districts needed additional financial 
sutJport to develop their technology plans. 

• 	 Specif11 that awards may be made only to eligible local applicants. or partnerships 
containing at least one eligible local applicant, for use by those applicants or 
partnerships to improve the capacity of teachers in high~poverty, low-perfonning 
schools served by the eligible appHcant to use technology effectively in their 
classrooms 10 improve studenl1earning. ,This targets program funds to distri~ts with 

• 	
the greatest n~ for educational technology and the fewest resources to meet those 
needs. 	 . ..,,/ . 
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• • RequiTe States to give a priority to partnerships that contain an eligible l0'2al 
educational agency and one or more ofthe following: a local educational agency that 
can demo~strate that teachers in schools served by the agency a..re ~sing technology 
effi;ctively in their classrooms; an institution of higher education; a non~profit 
organization; a private business; or a museum, library, or other public or private non~ 
profit cultural institution. This provision would provide an incentive for an eligible 
district to form a partnership with an entity or entities that possess the capacity to 
assist schools in the eligible district 10 use technology more effectively. 

In 3132(b) change (2), which requires Stutes to provide technical assistance to high-poverty 
districts, to: 

• 

• Require States 10 provide (from the 5 percent available for State administration and 
technical assistance) eligible local educational agencies \vith assistance in: developing 
applications; fonning partnerships for purposes of applying for aZ1 award; and 
establishing perfonnance indicators and methods for measuring program outcomes 
against :he indicators. The current statute requires States to provide lcchnical 
assistance to high-poverty districts that demonstrate the greatest need for assistance in 
developing an application. The proposed pro\'ision'wouJd expand the technical 
assistance to incluce help in fOm1lng partnerships and developing accountability 
meaSUre in addition to assistance in developing an application. 

. " 
Proposed Definitions Section 

, 
Eligible Local Applicant: (I) a local educational agency that (0) is among the LEAs ,,;th the.',' 
highest numbers or percentages in the State of children from households living in poverty; and 
(b) demonstrates the greatest need among districts in the State for educational technolngy and r,)V' 

serves at least one lO\\'-performiug school; or (2) a partnership that includes at least one such 
district. 

" 	 Low.Performing School: (I) a school ;denlified by the local educational agency for school 
improvement under section 1 116(c) of the ESEA; or (2) a school in which the great majority of 
students fail to" meet State performance standards based on assessments the agency is using under 
Part A- ofTitle 1 or comparably rigorous State or local assessments. 

" 
Section 3) 33 Stat~..AppHcation 

Current La'w: States are required to submit a stmewide educational technology pIan that 
"outlines long-term strategies for financing technology education in the State" and meets other 
criteria determined by the Secretary to enable States to provide assistance to local educational 
agencies with the highest numbers or percentages of children in poverty and demonstrate the 
greatest need for technology. TIle statute lists I {) activities as examples of the type of activities 

• 
that LEAs can carry out pursuant to the plan. 
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• Proposed Amendment: 

• 	 Require States to submit a new or updated statewide plan to receive fiscal year 2001 
funds. Remove "the Goa1s 2000; Educate America Act" and replace with «other 
Titles in t..'1is act." 

• 	 Delete 3133(2), which requires States to meet criteria the Secreta!)· might set to 
ensUre that districts v.rith the greatest concentrations of poverty and demonstrated 
need for technology receive program funds. In additio:), the section iists 10 possible 
local uses of funds. This section is no longer necessary as the p:oposed statute' 
specifically limits eligible appHcants to districts with high concentration ofpoor 
children and the greatest need for technology. The uses of funds described are 
duplicative of those included in the local use::>"of funds section. 

• 	 Include language requiring each State 10 describe, in its plan, its criteria for 
identifying (under section 3132) a local educational agency as high-poverty and 
having the greatest need for technology and the justification for those criteria. 

• 	 Include language requiring each State to describe how it will ensure equitable 
distribution of grants across districts of varying size and urbanicity. 

• • Include language requiring each State 10 set specific Sta~e goals for technology; to 
establish baselines fOT each of the goals: and to set timclincs for achieving the goals. 
include a requirement that the State's goals must relate to the 4 national technology -, goals. 	 ' 

• 	 l:1cludc language requiring each State to describe how it will ensure that the grants to. . . ',:: ..~.) 
districts are of sufficient size~ scope, and quality to meet purposcs'ofthis part ' ~ 
effectively_ 

,., ...,! Include language requiring each State to describe how it will provide technical 
"'~ assistance to eligible applicants and its capacity for providing sllch assistance. 

Section 3134 Local Uses of Funds 

Curre~tr..;j\il: 'Allo\;;',3 LEAS to use program funds for th~"Jollowing ?Gtivities: 

(1) 	Developing, adapting, or expanding existing and new applications of technology to 
_ support the school ,efom1 effort; 

(2) 	Funding projects of sufficient size and scope to improve student learning and, as 
appropriate, support professional development, and provide administrative support; 

• 
,(3) Acquiring connectivity linkages. resources. and services, including the acquisition of 

hardware and soft\vare, for usc by teachers, students, and school library media . ,*,""~ 
personnel in the classroom or in school library media centers, in order to improve 
student learning by supporting the instructional piOgram offered by such agency to 
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• ensure that students in schools will have meaningful access on a regular basis to such 
lif'J\ages. resources, and services; 

, (4) 	Pro\'iding ongoing professional development in the integration of quality eduCational 
technologies into school curriculum and long~lCrm planning for implementing 
,educational technologies; 

(5) Acquiring connectivity with wide area networks for purposes_of accessing 
information and educational programming sources, particularly with institutions of 
higher education and public libraries; and 

(6) Providing educational services for adults and families, 

Proposed Amendment: 

• 	 In the first sentence, after "for~', amend along the following lines, "activities such as", 
The current statute seems to require grantees to fund alt 6 listed activiti.es. 

• 	 fnsertlar.guage tbe amount that any grantee may use for administrative expenses 10 
no more than 5 percent of its award. 

• 
 0; lnsen language along the following lines: "Any activities supported with funds 

received under this part must benefit schools identifit.'Xf by the agency as high*poverty 

and Jo\v-performing. Activities funded under this pari may also benefit other schools, 

but the focus of those activities must be on improving the capacity ofteachers in 


: < ;:-..1 higb-poverty, low-performi,ng scbools 10 usc technology, effectively in their' \ :;;'" 

,", , ;.~ I ;':~,j ,·classrooms. This would target funds on tbe schools with the greatest need for·· .,,~ ,' .. 


educational technology. 


• 	 Delete (~). which authorizes funds to be used for acquiring connectivity with wide 
area netwoi!:s. This section is duplicative of(3). 

Section 3135 Loca! Applications 

Current Law: Require~.L:2As des:.lng assistance 10 submit an 3pplicat~~n to' the SEA atsuch 
time, in such manner, and containing such infonnation as the SEA may reasonably requ:re. 
Requires that, at a minimum, the application include: 

• A strategic, long-range ( three~ io five~yea:) plan that includes: 
. 

-~ A description of the technologies to be acquired, including specific provisions for 
interoperability among the components of such technologies; 

• 
~~ An explanation of how the technologies will he integrated into the curriculum to 
enhance teaching. '\f!aming, and student achievement; . 
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• ~~ An explanation o:how programs will be developed in coHaboration vvith existing 
aduh literacy services; 

- A description of how the LEA will ensure ongoing, sustained professional 
development for educators, administrato:-s, and schoo! library 'media personnel to 
further the use of technology in the classr?om 

-- A 1 ist of the sources of ongoing training and technical assistance available; 

-- A description of the supporting resources, such as services, software, and print 
resourccs~ which will be acquired 10 ensure successful implementation of the pian; 

-- The timetable for implementing the plan; 

-- The projected cost of the technologies to be acquired 10 implement the plan; and 

-- A description Dfhow the LEA will coordinate the technology provided with 
program funds with that purchased from other funding sources, 

Proposed Amendment: 

• 
 • Insert new (ll(A) requiring districts to describe how they will ensure that funds 

received under this part arc used to increase the capacity of teachers in high·poverty. 

low.performinlPchools to imeg-rate educational technology effectively into ." .. ', 

instruction. This requires djst:ic~ to describe how they will use Federal funds to 
meet the purposes of this part. 

" 
• 	 Reletter (I)(Al as (1 )(B), Delete the language after "acquired" and insert language 

along the lines of"how the technologies wi11 ,be integrated into the curriculum, and 
the support services llJat the district would provide 10. schools," 

• 	 Delete the language in eU,rrent (I)(c) and replace with language requiring an LEA to 
identify its goals for educational technology) and to establish timelines, benchInarks, 
find indicators of success against the goals, This requirement will help to hold 
grantees accountable forlhdr 'Jse of~""7ederal funds. 

• 	 Delete (l)(e), which requires a description of the supporting resources. This 
requirement is being incorporated above. 

• 	 Insert a new (1 )(H) requiring, ifapplicable, a description of lhe partnership and the 
governance structure of the partnership. 

• 
o ReYoTite (2) along the following lines: "A description of how the local educational 

agency included parents l puhlic libraries, business leaders, ilnd community leaders In 
~he development of the local tech:lOlogy plan," 

9 	 02/26/99 




•• 

Draft Title III Legislative Specifications 

• • Delete (d), which a1l0\\'5 districts to ronn pannerships 10 apply fo: program funds. 
The pro\'isions of this paragraph are being incorporated in other places in this part. 

• in (e) delete the reference to the Goals 2000: Educate America Act 

Proposed Maintenance of Effort Section 

Proposed Amendment: Insert language aIons the tines of: UA loca!'educational agency may 
receive funds under this part only if the agency submits to, or has On file with, the State 
educational agency an asscrance tbat the agency will spend at least as much funding from nOl1~ 
federal sources as the agency spent in tbe prcvio'Js year for the combination 9f educational 
Jechnology and training for educators to use technology effectively in their classrooms." This 
provision is meant to ensure that local districts maintain the same level of commitment to 
providing educational technology to schools as they did prior to receiving program funds. 

Prono,sed Authorization of Appropriations-Section 

Proposed Amendment: For the purposes of carrying out this part, there are authorized to be 
appropriated and such sums as may be necessary for fiscnl year 200 I and for each of the four 
succeeding fiscal years, 

. ,
" 

, ,.... 

" " 

' . 

• 
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lnsert Proposed Part C - Next Generation Technolol!\' Innoyation Challencc Grants 

(This would be inserted as Title IJI, Part C It IS meant to replace the current sections 3136 and 
3137 (Technology Ir.novation Challenge Grants) and the curren! P .." B (Star Schools).) 

Proposed Janguae:e - The purpose of this part is to expand our knowledge base about the use of 
educational technology to improve student learning, by supporting projects that address 
questions of national significance, and that develop models ofinnovative and effective uses of 
educational technology for wldc~scale adopt£on by Slates and LEAs. 

fumlanation The above language describes the purpose of this program. 

Grants Authorized 

Proposed language - The Secretary is authorized to award grams, contracts, and cooperative 
agreements on a cornp.etitive basis, to consortia of public and private entities. 

(a) The Secretary may'detennine preferences for paI1icular applicants at the time of competition. 

(b) Av,:ards may be made for up to five years . 

Explanation - This language is designed to allow flexibility in·the:type of av.'afds'and their 
duration, We want to have the option to award three-year development grants, \vith an'option for 
a fourth and fifth year for promising projects:, (Do.\\'cineed specific language for this?) We want 
to keep eligibility for these awards as broad as possible, ,but also maintain the ability to prioritize 
certain categories ofapplicants at the time oflhe competition. 

Prooosed Janguage: The fiscal agent of the consortia must be a J~ld educational agency \\ith a 
hjgh percent.:1.ge ofhigh~po\'erty students and low student achievemoJt scores. Consortia 
members may include local educutional agencies, State educatior.al agencies. institutions of 
higher education, businesses, academk content experts, software designers, museums, libraries, 
and other appropriate entities. 

'~ " 

Exnlanation: This would esSentially maintain the language in section 3136{a)(J), but with an 
additional emphasis on poor-perfonning schools. We should consider if we want 10 target more 
specifically than this. . 

Application Requirements 

Proposed language ~ Applications mustinclude a detailed evaluation plan! to be approved by the 
Secretary. that provides for external evaluation and includes 3 description of the project's goals, 
measures of progress, ari,iciuestions to be answered. ~'"", 
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• Projects will be; requi:ed to document not only outcomes, but also the process ofdevelopmentl so 
that LEAs and SEAs can benefit from their experiences. . 

i;:xjjia:1atiol1- This language is designed to give greater emphasis 10 evaluation for the projects 
funded under this program. It would give us the flexibility to work with projects 10 improve their 
evaluation plans. 

Uses of Funds . 

Proposed language - Awards shall develop, adapt, or expand existing and new ap;Jlications of 
educational technologies and telecommuniC<ltions to support school reform efforts, including 
wireless and web~based telecommunications, hand~held !echnology, and the development of 
software and other applications, Funds awa:ded shall he used for activities designed to carry out 
Ihe purpoee.of this part, such as ­

1) 	 Teacher quality: provide prcservlcc and inservice professional development in the integration 
of quality educational technologies into course curriculum. . 

2) 	 ProducVc,ontent development: develop high-quality, standards-based content software and 
instructional pr.ogramming. 

• 

3) Access to technology for underserved populations~.~.~~ telecommunications and other 


technologies to make programs accessible to low-income students, students with disabilities, 

students in remote areas, students with Hm~t~d-~~gli~!l prof!_~jcp.cy,; etc .. ;· '"' 


... '~~H ,.' ""<,,,"t;. 

4) Parent educa~iol) nn~' community accc?S,~nq'.'(~\;·9!,~~mC~,~';J·P;~;;i~~~epucati9nal services for 
adults and families, particularly parent educa~i(m:p!l2g~.a~s 'Yhich'reinforce a student's 
course of study ,and actively involve parents.i!1 the !ea,mit)£ process; 

5) Equipment/connectivity: acquisition of connectivity Enkages, resources. and services. 
including the acquisition of hardware and software, as needed to accomplls·h·I.b~ goals of the

'. 
project 

6) Collaboralion with other Department technology programs, particularly the regional 
"', ~ technology in education consortia and the Stllte formula grnnt program, "":., J. 

Ex:gJanatlQ!J - TIlis Jan,guage specifies how.funds may be used, 

Priorities 

Prooosed language -The Secretary may establish priorities consistent with the objectives of this 
part, including the following: 

• 
]) Projects developing innovatlve' models of effective uses of educational technology)ncluding 

the development of software and online resources, 
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• 2) Projects that build the capacity of S!ates, LEAs, and schools to use existing educational 
technology resources . 

. 3) 	 Projects providing multi-State services and resources. by a consortia of. SEAs, LEAs, and 
other pubJic"and private entities, 

4) Projects developing innov:ttive models for improving teacherS) ability to integrate technology 
effectively into course curriculum, through sustained professional development in both 
preservice and inservice education. 

5) 	 ProjectS developing innovative models that serve tradi;,ionally underserved populations, 
Including lmv-income students, students with disabilities, students with limited English 
proficienc)', etc. 

6) 	 Projects that demonstrate that members of the consortia or other appropriate entities will 
comributt': substantial financial and other resources to achieve the goals of the project. 

Expianation -- The language above is designed to give the Department the flexibility to determine 
specific priorities in each competition, and !O minimize rulemaking by setting out a list of 
optional priorities that can be used each year. ' 

• 

. ,
Evaluation Activities . 

, ' .;,~ '::'" " If!> '" 

Proposed language - The Secretary shall develop procedures for'State aad local'evaluations of 
the programs under this part. (section·3137(a}) l11e Secretary may reserve up to:5 percent of 
funds ava.:lable under this part for the ,fctivities' described in this:section:~:~t·'::.~'P; t:~I'll{'.:'':<' _, . 

Funds may be used to conduct independent evaluations of the a'ctivities.'assisted under this part 
and of educational technology in general, including assistance to grantees and dissemination of 
findings, as well as other activities that contribute to the development of models and their 

". .implementa~jon. ". 

The Secretary may award, on a competitive basis, grll!1ts or contracts to conduct the activities 
described in this section. . 

Explanation - This language will allow the Department to fund, up to 5 percent of available 
funds. One or more grants or con.:racts for external evaluation of all of the projects funded under 
this program, in addition to broader analyses of the impact of educatio.nal technology. The 
recipient or recipients would coordinate and assist the data collection and evaluation activities 
for each project. Leadership and dissemination activities related to the projects funded by this 
program ale also included . 

• 
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• Authorization of Appropriations 

Prooosed language - There are authorized to be appropriated to carry Out this part, such ~ums for 
fiscal year 2001, a.'1d for each of the four succeeding fiscal years., ' 

Explanation - The authorization for 2001 cannot be determined umit decisions have been made 
on the 2001 budget. This section needs to be added because the current law has the 
Authorization,of Appropriations section at the beginning ofTitle III. 

DRAFT - February 26,1999 

• 
-. \ li·\':'~:2·~~;~"f~:;":' >!';.'" " . 

• 
.-~... 
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• ill:;ert Propo5ed Part D -~ Regional Technology in Education Consortia 
(Current sectlo:1 3141'1 

Grants Authorized-section 3141(a)(1) 

Cu:rent Law: Section 314j(a)(1) provides the authority to make grants to consortia ofregional 
entities, ,,'ith a priority for the Eisenhower Consonia, the regional labs, the comprehensive 
centers, and other regional entities designated by the Secretary. Erich region of the U.S. shall be 
served by a consortium, 

ProMsed amendment: After "gmnts, add "or contracts", Delete "through the Office of 
Educational Technology". Del~te last .sentence. 

Explanation: The authority to make contracts insteac of grants will provide greater flexibility for 
the Department in defining the work of the RTECs. We arc deleting the priority for awards to go 
to current Department technical assistance provid~rs, 

Requirements-section 3141 (a)(2) 

. 
Current Law: Each consortium must (A) be composed ofSEAs, institutions of higher education. 
nonprofit organizations, or a combination of these entities; (B) develop a regional program that 
addresses professional developmen!, technical assistance, and information resource 
dissemination, with specia! emphasis on meeting the needs of the region~ (C) foster regional 
cooperation ;md resource sharing. " " , '. " ',.' :,' ;~~' '" "r·' 

Prooosed arr-.endment: Add language that makes the gene?-al technical assistance requirements",~; :itr~, 'I" 

from Title XJJI applicable to this program. ,'; .' I ".:, - ~'~ • ... 
Explanation: The requirements for alltcchnical assistance programs will be fQund in section 
13003 ofth!~ reauthorized Title XIII. These requirements should be incorporated by reference, or 

.- explicitly, into this section so that they uppl~ fully 10 this program. 

Functlons~seclion 3141 Cbl 

""-.. , i :'. TechnicaT Assi:':!!lnf.-e-section 314) (b)(l) 

Current Law: Each consortia shall engage in the foHewing activities, to the extent practicable: (a) 
collaborate with SE.A.s and LEAs to develop strategies to assIst disadvantaged scbools; (h) 
provide infbnnation on types and features,of educational hardware and software and make 
recommendations that support fue National Goals and the needs of the school; (c) participate in 
the tailoring of software and other materials to meet State standards; and (d) provide technical 
assistance to facilitate the use of electronic dissemi~ation networks by SEAs1 LEAs, and schools. 

• Proposed amendment: In (B), delete "in coordination with information a\'ailahle frOla'lhe 
Secretary"; delete "evaluate and make recommendations on equipment and software that support 
the National Educatio,n Goals and are suited for a school's particular needs". 
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Draft Titie III Legislative Specifications 

In (C)~ change "to participate in the tailoring of' 10 "assistance :n applying advanced 
• , 


technologies/' 


Explanation: These changes are minimall in order to clarify and make the language more 
accurate!y reflect the work oftne RTECs, 

Professional Dcvelopmcn!-;;ection 314 J(b)(2) 

Current Law: Each consortia shall engage in the following activities~ to the extent practicable: (a) 
develop .and imple:ne~: technoJogyMspecific professio:lal development; (D) develop training 
resources; (c) establish a repository of profes5~onal development and technical assistance 
resources; (d) identify and link technical assistance providers to State and local agencies~ (e) 
ensure that training and T A meet the needs of educators, parents, and students served by the 
region; (f) ",,;is! IHE's to develop and implement preservice training programs; (g) assist LEAs 
and schools in working with community mer:Jbe:-s and parents to develop support for technology 
progra.n:s and projects.. ' . 

Proposed Amendment: In (A)(i), add "and other expens" after "library personnel". 

Dele!e (4)(ii)(II). 

'. .' In (A)(H)(IV!, c~ange ':video conferences and scmin~rs v·...hich" to "the use of advanced 
. 1eJecommumcattons to' " , 

, "'. ',' ......,.,., -:-,.. , '." . '. 

· . ". '. Delete (A)(ii)(V) . .~:- ;'-. :- .,., :; . '." ... 
-' . Delete (B) ond (C). . · . -.: .' . 

)n (F), after "preservice training programs", add "that incorporate the effective use (l-f advanced 
technolngy iryto teacher preparation courses." 

"." 

In (G), change "develop support from)) to "'increase the inv'olvement an'd support of' 

Explana!iQQ: These edits are intended 10 simplify the professional development activities 
authorized: 'S'pecificaI'iy;the reference to adult literacy ha;;·bt;en delett.d! because the RTEes 
have only minimally engaged in activities in this area. Other edits are made to update the 
Janguage to more accurately reflect the work of the RTECs, 

Infonnation and Resource Dissemination-:::-~Stction 3141 (b)(3) 

Current Law: Each consortia shall engage in the following actIvities, to the extent practicable: (a) 
assist State and local education agencies in the identification and procurement of financial~ 

• 
technological, and human resources needed to implement technology plans; (b) provide outreach 
and work with !;E.A.s and LEAs to assist in the development and validation of technology . ,'., .. 
education resources; (c) coordinate activities and estab!ish partnerships v.ith organizations and 
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Draft Title 111 Legislative Specifications 

• institutions of higher education that represent the interests of the region pertaining to educational 
technology. 

Proposed Amendment: 


Add H(A) maintain or participate in a nationally accessible repository of information about 

effective uses of educational technology. including" professional de\ie\op:nent, and disseminate 

resources nationwide," 


Move (b)(3)(C) to (b)(4). 


Explanation: We are adding a provision to authorize the RTECs 10 coHeet and disseminate 

information. Section (3)(C) is moved to the next section because it describes coordination and 
not dissemination. 

Coordination-section 3J4l(b)(4) 

Current Law: Each consortia shall work collabofillively and coordinate services with appropriate 
regional and other entities assisted by the qepartment 

Proposed Amendment: 


• Move (3)(C) to this section, which deals with coordination, 

'hJr" ",,",," . . 

. E.xpJanation: see above, 
I , ~;{< .. f '\",;". " . ... ... 

New section Targeted Assistf!flCe for Department Technology Programs 

Proposed amendmer-~:,~dd: "Each consortium shall collaborate with other Department 
technology programs. pa,ticularly the State form.ia grant program (fitle mesoc. 3132), and the 
discretionary grant program (sec. -.J, to provide specific assistance that supports the needs of the 
programs, particularly in the provision of high~quality teacher professional development~ and to 
provide feedback to e~re that these.Department programs are meeting the needs of the field. 

".: '" -., ~ '. ' . '''..... 
~ 
. 

'.... ... 
Explanation: ,This language is meant to require that the RTECs work coUaoorativeJy with the 
other Title III programs, to provide assistance and guidance as needed, 

New sectiot)-Authonzation of Appropriations 

Proposed lUl]guage - There are authorized to be appropriated to carry out this part, ,such sums for 
fiscal year 2001, and fOT each of the four succeedint; fiscal years: 

• Explanation - The current Title JILhas the Authorization of Appropriations at t.~e beginning of 
the Title, We want each prO'gram to' have its own Authorization of Appropriations so that the 
funding level of one program is not tied to the others, 
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• Current F::?U A, Suboart 4 Product Development 

Current Law: Authorizes support for t.'-1e development of curriculum~based leaming resources 
and long-term comprehensive instructional programming. 

Propose Amendment: Delete this section. This section has never received funding, 

Current Pan B - Star Schools 

Current Luw; Provides support fOT programs that provide content fC?f students and professional 
development activities for teachers: through distance learning technology. 

Proposed Amendment: The purposes of this program would be induded in the new discretionary 
grant program. As a result ofrecent advances ill distance learning technology, lhe purposes of 
this program and the current Technology Innovulion Challenge Grants are able fa be combined 
inl0 a single discrclionar}' granl aUlhoriry to develop innovative applications oftechnDlogy 10 
if!lproW! leaching and learning. 

Insert Proposed Part E Readv to Learn Televis_!QfJ (Current Part C)u 

ReauthoriZe as ,i~" ~j}~ ~the following amendment: 

• ~ Section 3308 Authorization of Appropriations 
" '"'. 

Prooosed Hmendment: Delete "$30,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, and such sums as may be 
.nccessarY'ro!,l-:-iin'd"inscit"~'such sums as may be necessary for fiscafyear 200] and" 

Explanation: the amount of funding to be requested will be d~1ermjned after budget decisions for 
fiscal year 2000 have been made, 

Jnsert Proposed Part F n Teiecommunications DemonStr3!ipn Project for MathematicS:' 
(Current Tille 1lI, Part Dj 

Reauthorize as is, with the followin~fiu~~e;idment: ,",' . 

Section 3403 - Authorization of AnprQpriations 

Proposed amendment: Delete '''$5,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, and such sums as may be 
necessary for.... and insert '!such sums as may be necessary for fiscal year 2001 and" 

Explanation: the amount of funding to be requested v,m be dete:mined after budget dec:sions for 
fiscal year 2000 have been made, ' 

• 
..... -1' 

". " 
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Draft Title III Legislative Specifications 

• Cun'ent Part E - Elementarv Mathematics and Science Equipment Program 

Current Law: Provides support for the purchase equipment and materials to improve 
mathematics and science education. 


Proposed Amendment: Delete this part. This parI has never receivcdfunding .. 


• .. ....• :. .,,~ ':­-- .. ' .... 

" ,~~, ':,.. . .; .! 

.-. 

... " 

• 
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• Educational Technology 
Ct:RRENT LA W PROPOSED 

Title lit Part A, subpart I - Nalional Plan Retained with minor changes 
and Federal Leadersbip , Focus on interagency cooperation. 
Provides for development of,a National 

, Plan for educational Technology and a 
! broad authority to fund Jeadership 


activities. 

FY '99 request - $87 million ($85 million 

for programs; $2 million leadership) 

Tille Ill, Part A, subpart 2 - School 
 Retained with changes to targeting­

Provides State allocations p:oportl0nate 10 

: Provides State allocations proportionate to : Title T; competitive below the State leve1; 
i Title I; competitive below the Stare level to : 50 percent of awards must go to district 
i LEAs; assistance goes to PN1[ and neediest 

• Technology Resource Grants (TLCf)­

with high percentage of SVlP schools; 
LEAs as define<! by St.,es, remaining funds also targeted. (to be 
FY '99 request· $475 million developed), Professional development no 

longer include<! in uses of funds. (10 be 
further specified in PD paper) 

Title III, Part A, subpart 2 (3137) ­ Consolidated with Star Schools into u 

• 

NUlional Challenge Grants ([leG) - : singlediscretionary program with strong' 
Discretionary gnmts, Shares statutory uses.' evaluation and dissemination requirements, 

· of funds with TLCF, requires consnrtia, Uses of funds (to be developed) 
involvement ofJow~income schools. shared . : '. ~::' " 

, . 

funding. "r·.t~-::,.,,' I r,;'" .. ' ':; I,·:,;>i. "'\ 


• FY '99 request - $106 millIon 
Title Ill, Part A, subpart 3 - Regional. ," t ,Considered as part of general ESEA 
Technical Support and Professional : teclu'1ical aSsistance proposals. (To be 
Development (RTECs) ~ , developed) " 
Six regional technical assistance entities 
provide a variety of services. In~ludes 
work with districts, States, and community 
orgs. 

'.~'.. : • J ,

FY '99 request· $JO million 

Title Ill, Part A, subpart 4 - Product 
 Unfunded authority ~- repeal 

Development ­
Discretionary gran3 and loans to conscirtia 


, to develop programs or systems of 
~ educational "technology_ 
i FY 99 request· none 

• 




• 


• Title III, P,m B • Star Schouls ­
Discretionary grant);. Supports multistate 
consonia that primarily use broadcast 
sateHhe TV 10 deliver distance learning to 
schools that would not other\<vise have 
access, Also provides professional 
development via distance learning, 
Computer netv.'Orks can be used. 
FY '99 request· $34 million 

• 


Title Ill, Part C • Ready.tn.Learn 
Tch:wision ­
Provides an award to the Corporation for 

: Public Bn.ladcasting to develop children's 
~ educational television programming . 
• FY 99 request· $7 million 
: Title Ill, Part D ~ Telecommunications 

Demonstration Project for Mathematics -­
Provides an award to the Public 
Broadcasting System to prodl.!ce 
"Mathlinc," a television broadcast for 
teachers, 
FY '99 request· $2 million 
Title III, Part E -,Elementary mathematics 
and Science Equipment ~rogram ­
State formula grant program, with one~time 
awards to LEAs for elementar), school 
scientific equipment and resourceS, 

: FY'99 request - none 

~=~~~-..........................~.... 

1017198 

Consolidated willi TlCO into a single 
discretionary program with .strong 
evaluation and dissemination requirements. 
Uses of funds (to be developed) 

Autborize under CPB? (undecided) 

Autho:izc under CPS? (undecided) 

.,' . 

,< ;, ' •. I 

,Unfunded authority .~-Ircpeal 

.:;"1·"~·.1: :,: ~ ,I-"-'~. '., 

Professional development - t-o be included 
'. 

in teacher capacity proposal, whh tI ~riggcr 
that would require of use.of teacher : 
capacity funds for professional . 
development at a proportionate level when 
Federal funds were used for educaii(;nal >. 

technology. 

• 




• 


• 
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Tecbnology for Education 

The paper that foHows provides research, discussion, pros and cons, non-legislative 
options, and options considered a.,d rejected for each of the questions below, The paper 
covers the whole of the current Title mof ESEA and represents contributions from 
OESE, OERl, OET, and the Budget Service. . 

Specifically, we are proposing: to continue a separate authority for educational 
technology; to strengthen the targeting provisions in the TLCF but also provide States 
with "greater discretion over part of the f\lnding; to consoiidate Star Schools, the rICa, 
the RTECs. and the FY '99 programs under the leadership· authority into a single , 
disc.retion~ry aut_hority; and Lo repeal unful?ded authorities. We have not recommended· 
disposition ofReady-to-Leam and tb~ Telecommunications Demonslration Project for 
Mathematics. 

Throughout, we intend a stronger focus On high ~eed areas, direct benefits to students, 
sustained professional development a.'1.d capacity-building to maximize the effect of 
technology, a balance between Federal and State discretion over funding, and 
dcveloptpent ofwell-tested innovation to integrate technology into teac~ing and learning, 

.. ', 
A summary of the paper's recommendations follows . 

PURPOSE
.'" •• , .... , ." ,;' .•.••.,;'.".J •. ".",_.".,., •• ,. 

A. \Vhat should the purpose of the Tef.:hnology for Education progrnm be?.'. , " .-. 
';. '" :;.f. "':'f~ .' _ .~"'.l •. '" -'; 

Recommended ODtjQD '. , .• ,l ~ ,'. • 

To acco~lplish our goal, the c~ucational technology Prog:aT:?-s;ll?rninistere~ by the 
Department should,have as their overall purpose to support innovation imd other 
activities leading to gains in student performance against cbaiJenging State content 
and perfon.Jl.ance stand~rds and to help rcdi:f.:c inequities in the distribution an~ 
effecth'e use of educational technoEogy. 

This purpose \\,ill be achieved by a combination of severa! s~ategies: 
1) expand and integrate technology use in teaching and learning. especially in 

classrooms in sehoo!~ with the greatest need; 
2) demonstrate· and disse.minate effective models, of technology usage; 
3) develop better. more effective applications in critical need areas; and 
4} build the capacity of States and I{)w~income districts to use technology well, 

These strategies will require coordination, and will include interag~ney collaboration on 
research~ dissemination~ technical assistance, and national leadership efforts, as wen as 
retention ofllie authority to coordinate these efforts with the Office of Educational . "" ,. 
Technology. The grant~making authority in the CUJTent Leadership authority, however, 
would be consolidated under a single discretionary authority. 



• I) THRESHOLD QUESTION, INFRASTRUCTURE 
B. Should there continue to be authority to provide funds for equipment, software, 

and telecommunications? 

RccommcndaIion 
We recommend that as we continue to support funding for equipment, software, and 
telccornmunicati~ns. we also strengthen the targeting provisions so that funds are directed 
to districts and schools where disparities are the greatest and further investments continue 
,10 be nceded, 

For tbe consolidated discretionary authority (dis~llssed under section E) we 
recommend that funding for equipment be limited although not prohibited, Some 
funding for equipment, software, and access may be necessary to allow some districts that 
are less wen equipped to participate in the development of models and other activities 
underthi:; authority, However, the put;'lose of the discretionary authority would not be to 
provide infrastructure but to develop, demonstrate. and evaluate good practice. Some 
Jimit (e,g,; 15 percent) that could be waived in special circumstances would be set to 
prevent recipients from using funds primarily to equip schools. 

TARGETING 

• 
C. How can greater equity in educational technology best be achieve,d'! How 

would funds be distributed? How would the program be targeted? 

.,,' .' . ,, '. " .,.' ••.• ' • I .. ' ",.' l' 

Recommended Option :.' " ,; ;,! ,~: ".,: 

Authorize a State formula grant progr:am. simitar in ~ize to the cun:ent ~,L~f: ,but l!t0r~ 
explicitly target program funds to distriCl~ ?I1d schools with the large'st number or 
percentage ofchildren in poverty and demonstrate the greatest need fo~. t;:chnology.­
Unlike the,current authority, the new statute would include a definition ofhigh poverty 
and greatest need for technoiogy. The revised statute would maintain the current 
language- that grants be of sufficient size and duration to have a :;ubstantial impact on 
studenUeaming. Requirements {or State and local technology plans would be retained, 
with the added provision tti~t plans be renewed every three years. ' 

Funds would continue to be distributed to States in proportion to c:",c:~ State's share of 
funds under Part A ofTitl. I of the ESEA, The 5 percent limit on a State reserve for 
administrative funds would be retained. States' would award funds competitively ~ithin 
the State, and each Stale would be required to distribute 65 percent of funds to Ihe 
districts in the ~op quartile for students eligible for Tide 1. Funds would benefit schools 
within such districts. that are eligible for schoolwide projects. 

States would have greater than current discretion over remaining funds (30 percent), 

'~ 

« 

• 
but the purpose would be to benefit Ihe same types of district~ ,and schools, Funds would 
remain targeted to improving classroom instruction, but States would be free to design 
subgrant competitions and designate subgrantee types other than LEAs in order to 
develop model programs, practices, and products aimed at meeting State educational 

2 




e teclmoJogy and learning goals in the targeted and similar districts and schools. 

Authorize a broad discretionary grant program tbat requires activities to benefit 
underserved communities, This would require that eligible recipients. beneficiaries of 
services. or the site for an activity be defined for a particular competition so that 
appropriate attention is given 10 underserved communities. (See discussion under 
Sections E and F) 

RESEARCH 
D. 	 How sbould research on educational technology be supported and 

jn tcgrated? 

Recommended Option 
OERJ's current research authority does not specify research into educational teclmology 
as a part (lfthe purpose of any of the Institutes. We recommend that a more explicit 
authority for resea.""Ch into the use of technology for teaching and lca.rning would be part 
of tbe reauthorization of tbe Educational Research and Improvcmc'nt Act. 
Consequently, no new research authority would be needed under the ESEA 

A. INNOVATION 
B. 	 How can we support tbe development of models of effective and innovative 

practices?._e 
Recommended Option 
We recommend authorizin'g a discretionary grant program thllt is, similar to the current·: .~ '_ ... "t" , ,~' 
Teclmology Innovation Challenge Grants program"but with ,greater :emphasis on mu1ti~ ",' :,\~,.-:,(, .,. 
state invoJvement, rigorous evaluation, and dtsseminatlon ofmodels, and that ,~ . "~ ,,":', 'I.' t 

incorporates the flexibHlty.leadership, and evaluation provisions of the current Star 
Schools authority, This program would support the two overall purposes of the 
education,al technology programs: equity in access and use of technology; ru,d nationally 
improved student achievement. These purposes will be achieved through the 
development of technology applications that are proven effective and can be replicated by 
school~ throughout the Nation,

" . 
In keeping with the overail purposes of ESEA, an underlying framework of all such 
competitions would be a strong focus on benefiting underserved conununhies. Eligible . 
entities under this authority would p-ot be limited to LEAs, The Department should 
maintain the flexihility to award grants to States, IHEs, non~profit organizations, and 
other business and for~profit entities! as long as these applicants can demonstrate: 
(l) partIlership with LEAs as defined in the targeting provision; and (2) that the project 
will dirc'Ctly benefit those LEAs. 

-"A. SCALING UP • B. How <:uo we scale up effective practices beyond pockets of excellence? How 
can we ensure that information, assistance in planning, implementing and 

3 




• evaluating p:rojects, and professional development concerning effective and 
innovative practices is useful and accessible? 

',.".",
" ' 

Recommended Option 
Require u setaside for et;lucationaJ technology in consolidated authority: Embed 

, professional development for educational technology in a cross-cutting teacher quality 
autbority, with a required setaside for technology that would be triggered if a district 
used funding under the technology authority for equipment, software, or 
telecommunications. Make tbe setaside waivable if a district receiving funds for 
equipment, software. or l.elecommunicatjons can demonstrate that there is sufficient 
attention elsewhere to professional development in the classroom use of educational 
tochnology. Professional development would e-ontinue to be supported under the 
recommended discretiona.ry grant program and under that part of the State gralll program 
over which States would have increased discretion. 

Require that substantial funding under the proposed consolidated discretionary 

grant program (50 percent or more) be devoted to activities aim~d at scaling up 

successful practices. Such activities could include building better links between research 

and practice and among interested groups; mulri~state and other partnership activities; and 

a strung focus on activities to benefit schools in low-income communities. (See E. 

Innovation for a description of this part of the proposaL) 


" 

" 

, 

• 
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• 	 Technology for Education 

'. -...~ '. ' , . ,.. 
. . 


PURPOSE 

B. 	 "'hat should the purpose of the Technology for Education program be? 

1. 	 Introduction 

In.1995 the President established the Technology Literacy Challenge and set out four 

specific pillars to support teaching and learning with technology: 


.' 

1. 	 All te:achers in the Nation will have the training and support they need to help all 

students learn through computers and through the "information superhighway"; 


2. 	 All teachers and students will have modem multimedia computers in their 

classrooms; 


3. 	 Every classroom will be cc;mnected to the information superhighway; and 

4. 	 Effective and engaging sofiv..'are and online learning -resources will be an integral part 
.oT every school curriculum. 

. ". -We propose to stay the course with the four pillars, and would make them an explicit " .' 
, . 'objective of any new technology authority. 	 . .~ 

Since 1995, we have made very significant progress towards meeting these goals 
especially, even prior to the advent of the E-rate, the pillar - goal- for classroom 
connectivity. Bu~f a~.!J1e summaries of studies around specific issues provided below " .' 
illustrate, our progress, even with connectivity, has left some districts, schools and 
students behind. Among the four goals, two (the first, concerning professional 
development and support and the last, concerning software and integrating technology 
into the curriculum)"i.'.a'/e receiv::,j less emphasis in the effort to establish the presence of 
technology in schools and require fresh commitment and focus. 

It is important to remember while considering these options that the Federal investment, 
excluding the E-rate, is relatively small in all but the most expansive of1he options 
considered below. Consequently leadership, leverage, links among program elements, 
and focused funding are essential to maximizing effectiveness. 

• 
5. Research Review 

a. Equity: Technology has the,potential to act as a great equalizer to abate the persistent 
differences between the education of poor children and their more wealthy peers. The 
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• interaction that computers and telecommunications can provide with the world outside 
the school and the irrunediate community students live in can open the world to all, and 
do so with greanichness and diversity, But for this to happen, students across different 
income levels must have roughly the same access to technology and Quality Qfteacbers, 
or what promises to be a great equalizer could instead exacerbate differences, 

Each year since 1994, the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) has 
surveyed schools to determine their level of access. to educationat techno~ogy. The 
studies show that classroom access to telecommunications is growIng at a very fast pace 
but that poorer schools lag in getting classrooms connected. In the 1997 report on 
telecommunications access, there j5 a distinct break in the percent of classrooms with 
internet access between schools with 71 percent or more free and reduced lunch students 
(14 percent with access) and schools with 31 to 71 percent free and reduced price lunch 
students (27 percent with access), Furthermore, NCES' projections to 2000 show that 
classrooms in poorer areas are likely to take longer to reach the same levels of 
connectivit}' as wealtJ1Y districts. 

• 
Acc?rding to Quality Education Data (QED)1 as reported in Computers in Classrooms, (3 
Policy lnformation Report from the Educational Testing Service (ETS), 1997), schools 
with Jess than 25 percent minority enrollment have a student-to-computer ratio of about 
10 to 1; schools with 90 percent or more minority enrollment have a ratio of 17.4 to ). 
The ratio of students:'to--computers also goes up as the number of Title I students 
incr~~. ETS concl~des that students with the grea~est need get the le<ist access, 
Looking at multimedia computers, schools with more"than 90 percent minority student 

-enrollment have' abo.ut:30 students per modem computer compared to-about 22 to 1 for 
schools with between-2S:and 49 percent minority student enrollment Many observers 
believe that funding for technology from Title I has prevented an even greatcr differential 
between communities. 

In a 1989·9] study. Henry Becker ff!'"Ind inequities based on race, gender, tracking, 
urbanicity. and subject area. In a prcvious study, Becker found that students in lower 
tracks were often limited to drill and practice work on computers. Little more recent data 
on how computers are used in instructlon with different groups of students exists, 
although Becker has a new study unlk~r",vay, .< .. 
A study reported in Science in April 1998 (first published on the lntemel, at 
",,'w2000.ogsm.vanderbilteduipaperJist.html, April 199&) used analysis of a Nielsen 
survey to describe differences in African American and white access to persona} 
computc;rs and the Internet One conclusion of the study is that for respondents with 
incomes over $40,000 there is little difference in access between African Americans and 
whites. A second conclusion is that, in the case of students, household income does not 

• 
fully explain race differences in home c~mputer ownership. Extending this1 the authors 
state that "white students lacking a computer at home, but not African Anlerican students, 
appear to be fmding some alternate means ofaccessing the InterneL" For students with 
home aecess to a computer. the race~based difference goes away. The autbors also 
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• condude that access to the Intemet at school is a.bout equal for both groups ofstudents 
bu~ leave open possible differences in the technological capacity of the schools. The 
authors state that " ... white students. whethe: or not they have a home computer, are much 
more likely than their African ,A.merican counterparts to use the Web at places other than 
home. work or school." 

A report of 1991 Current Population Survey data published by the National 
Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) in summer 1998 (Falling 
TIirough the Net ll: New !)ata on the Digital Divide; Falling Through the Net 1 was 
published in 1994) describes telephone (telephones are necessary for the most common 
fOnTIS of internet access), PC ownership, and on-line acCess by geographic area, race, and 
income, Their profiles of the least connected are: 

4 Rural Poor ~ Those living at the lowest income levels in rural areas are among the least 
comlected. Rural households earning less than $5,000 per year have the lowest 
telephone penetration rates (74.4%), followed by central cities (75.2%) and urban areas 
(76.8~i.). By contrast. central city poor were the least connected in 1994. Rural 
households earning between $5,000-$10_000 have the lowest PC-ownership rates 
(7.9%) and on-line access rates (2.3%), followed by urban areas (10.5%; 4.4%) and 
central cities (11 %; 4.6%). _.. _;,H' 

• • Rural and Central City Minoritiesi.-;.'~Other non*Hispanlc" househol4s1 including 
Native Americans, Asian Americans, and Eskimos, are least llkely to have telephone 
senrice in rural areas (82.8%);:particularly at \0\\1 incomes (64.3%), Black and 
Hispanic households also:have;l~w;telepho.ne rates in rut"al areas (83.2% and 85%). 
especially at low, incomes.(7J.6·and~72:2%).·As in 1994, Blacks in mral areas have the 
lowest PC-ownership rates (14:9%)followed by Blacks and Hispanics in central cities 
(17.1 % and 16.2%. respectively), On~line access is also the lowest for Black 
households in rural areas (5.5%) and central cities (5.8%), followed by Hispanic 
households in centra] cities (7.0%) and rural art~.{7.3%), 

, 
• 	 Young Households -- Young households (helow age 25) also appear to be particularly 

burdened. Young, rural, low-income households have telephone penetration rates of 
only 55.4%, and'only .15,5% of these households'h:x; HkeJy to ~rwn a PC" S~mnarly> 
young households with children are also less likeJy to have phones or pes: those in 
central cities have the lowest rates (73.4% for phones, 13,3%.for pes), fcHowed by 
urnan (76% for phones, 14.5% for PCs) and ruralloeal.s (79.6% for phones, 21.2% for 
PCs). 

• 	 Female-headed Households - Single-parent, female households also lag signifieantly 
behind the national average, They trail the telephone rate for married couples with 

• 
chUdren by ten percentage points (86.3% versus 96%), They are also significa1l11y 'ess 
likely than dual-paren1 households to bave a PC (25% versus 51.2%) or to have on-line 
access (9.2% versus 29.4%). Femalewheaded households in central cities are 
parucularly unlikely to own pes or have on~line access (20.2%, 6.4%), compared to 
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dual-parent households (52%~ 27 J% ) or even male-headed househoids (28%, 11,2%) 
in the same areas. 

Clearly, rural and central city minorities, low-income people and young and single-parent 
households have the least access and are least able to provide home access for their 
children. 

, These data on the digital divide highlight important quantitative differences in access to. 
phones, computers and connectivity. It is also typical that providers of 
telecommunications'services target innDvations in services primarily to commt::nltics that 
are most likely to adopt them at an additional cost. Consequently the most visionary and 
innovative uses of technology generally take place first among the most privileged and 
best educated communities. 

b. Support for Content Standards and Education RefQnn: Technology, used in regular 
teaching and learning, demands teachers to ask mOre real work of their students. students 
to work together in learning tasks, and teachers to plan lessons well so that time spent 
with technology is productive and targeted to real accomplishment. Technology, in short; 
is another way to approach schoo! reform. 

Cuban and Kirkpatrick recently published a critical review of the research on educational 
technology in Tcchnos that distinguished:berWeen Cominiter~Aided Instruction (CAl), 
Computc.,..Managed Instruction (CMI) and Computer·Enhanced Instruction (CEI). They 
find that the research on CAl and C~·fI\has.been ·shown:to improve student scores, In 
their observations on CEI, they note,thlit·!!teachers,becori!e .cntical elements/' and that, " 
"classroom technologies are' severcly)1imited:in~erfe~tivCrie.s's· ifnot set within a general 
reform context" (italics added). Rescarch:done by.S~ International in the early 90's 
(noted by Cuban under Usingle studies, elementary and secondary: positive" and "eEl 
Models") indicates a strong correlation beh\'een classroom~level school reform activities 
(such as collaborative learning, heterogeneous grouping of studems;-<\f1"d other forms of 
interactive learning using computers) and the use of telecommunications and computers , , 
in classrooms: The SRI study also contains an infonnative discussion of the relationship 
between te~hnology and educational reform in the classroom. 

4. e' 

States have begun to connect technOlogy and content standards in various ways. For 
example, Virginia has built standards for student technology literacy into their content 
standards; New Jersey includes stalldards for student technology literacy as one of five 
cross~cutting work~related standards. 

The International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) has developed national 
technology standards for students, building on their development of technology standards 
for teachers (adopted by many States) and teacher preparation programs (adopted by 
NeATE), The standards however~ are specific to technology and are nat embedded in 
particular academic content areas. 
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• A relatively new development in the extensive experience with distance education in the 
US, both \\~th K-12 education under Star Schools and higher education, is the advent of 
the 4'Virtual High School," the use of the Internet 10 offer distributed courses in 
specialized or advanced topics to secondary students located in schools in severa) States. 
In addition. at least one State (Ohio) is exploring the electronic collection of teacher· . 
developed lesson plans that would be linked to and support State content standards for 
middle school students; work that would be organized as elements of a curriculum 
designed 10 meet the StateOs proficiency standards. The Agency for Instructiomit 
Technology (AlT, publisher of Technos) has developed a grade 4·9 curriculum that to 
meet content and student perfonnance standards they claim can be aligned with those of 
virtually all the States. The Milken Family Foundation collects and makes available 
lesson pJans from their lviilken Ed'Jcators, 

• 

Additionally, a new report indicates that technology, when used to promote higher-order 
thinking skills instead of "drill and practice," can raise student achievement. The report 
from the Educatlo:ml Testing Service, based on NAEP data, found that teacher training 
plays a critical role in using technology to improve student learning, For eighth-graders, 
the study found that professional development for teachers in using computers to teach 
higher-order tninking skills was positively related to academlc achievement in 
mathematics. In contrast. the use of computers to leach lower-order thinking skills was 
negatively related to academic achievement In the, fourth grade, the study found 
professional development and using computersJor;learriing.games were positively related 
to academic achievement. l, .. ~.,- .•• 

States have used technology for data coilection'and:dissemination~for,somejime. But at 
least one State (Maryland) has begun to look it'ho\\',.to'jiio\,jde schools'with more 

. immediate access to performance data through. tcchrioJogy.(t·t".~, ,:':; '\,'., 
" ', 

c, Using TeclmQIQ&y IQ Cbange Ieaching And Lea;njng: By providing teachers with 
nc\\, tools for teaching, technology can change the way teachers teach and studeI1.t,t'.ieam. 
According to Technology Counts '98. released in September i998, "education re(onners 
generally agree that teachers should spend less time lecturing their students and more 
time engaging them in active learning activities." For example, technology can be used 
to facilitate higher-order thinking<::kills, allow studC:lts to learn at individuai'rates;;a;'id, ~~ 
engage students as active learners rather than passive listeners. Technology can also be 
used to improve learning opportunities for students with disabilities, And computer-
based assessments can provide teachers with critical information about individual student 

, learning stvles.- . 
Telecommunications teclmologies add new Challenges. complexities, opportunities and 
potential solutions for meeting the primary goal ofheiping all students achieve to high 

• 
standards, The gnw:th of lelecommunirations networks enables new kinds of links and 
associations among educators~ students and the pUhlic. The goa) is that the technology 
become transparent and suPPort networks of those engaged in education improvement 
and refonn, The fed,eral government can have a significant role in supporting programs 
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that bridge technical requirements and promote wider communications. 

Education visionaries talk about the future in terms of educa:ing ~'anyonet anytime, 
anywhere" and providing "just in time" assistance and support. The recent advances in 
fast globaJ telecommunications are capable of supporting powerful distributed education 
environments. The manner in which we deliver technical assistance to other service 
providers (e.g., states, intennediate service units), share infonnation and learn from each 
other (e.g" linkages between researchers and practitioners) is already being affected. 

6. Discussion 

Techno!ogy - meaning computers and telecomm~nications for purposes of this 
discussion- is a powerfulleaming tool when"used well as part of the daily business of 
teaching and learning. Tec1mology in one fonn or anotlier is ncarly ubiquitous in 
Commerce and i,ndustry and faIniliarity with it is becoming essential to good employment 
as well as full civic panicipation. ln the context of schools, using technology well means 
not only familiarity, but realizlng the potentia! to make a significant contribution to 
improved student achievement on State content and perfonnance standards. \Ve have a 
long way to go - technology in schools is relatively undeveloped and teachers are only 
beginning to use it wen, Our gO,al for the Nation is'thus not only to help developJhe'hest 
and highest level of use for technology in schools. but also to see that level of use become 
common throughout elementary and secondary education, ,. :~,?," t ,~".::..: ::,I'~'... ;' ' 

The four pillars for educational technology support this goal, but achieving the fOUT',.: 
pjllars is beyond the scope of Federal funding,- To meet this'challcnge;,\ve mU5tu'M:.J."':);'; ~~~4 '_. 
encourage strategic use of Federal resources to leverage other fi.mding.~sub5tari.tfally,t;;¢~·h'" 
increase knowledge about new uses of technology. and ensuie'that intiodu~jng. .'::" "l' 

technoiogy in schools does not contribute to further divisions in society,' w1Ule 
techno~ogy is particularly powerful in reducing the barriers between rich and poor 
students, it is successful only if access to it is readily available and used in educationally 
significant ways, 

Our pat1icular goal for this reauthorization and the funding we provide, then, is to 
accelerate the innovation and spread of educationa1 trchnology f"r those schools and 
communities where its power as a learning tool and equalizer is most needed - the same 
schools targeted by Title 1's school-wide projects and .the Schools and Libraries 
Corporation 80 percent level of subsidy_ 

7. Recommended Option 

To accomplish our goal, the educational technology programs administered by the 
Department should have as their overall purpose to support innovation and other 
activities 'leading to gains in student performance against chaJlenging State content 
and performance standards and to help reduce inequities in the distribution and 
effectiyc us.e of educational technology. 

!O 



• This purpose IAtill be achieved by a combination ofseve:-al strategies: 
8) expand and integrate technology use in teaching and learning, especially in 

classrooms in schools with the greatest need; 
9) demonstrate and disseminate effective models ort~chnology usage; 
10) develop better; more effective applications in critical need areas; and 
11) build the capacity of States and low~income districts to use technology well, 

These strategies will require coordinalion, and wiIl include interagency collaboration on 
research~ dissemination, t~chnical assistance, and national leadership efforts; as well as 
retention of the authority to coordinate these efforts with the Office of Educational 
Technology. The grant-making authority in the current Leadership authori'!y, however, " " 
would be consolidat¢ under a singie discretionary authority, 

Pros: 

• 

The purpose and related strategies cut across different types of technology programs 
(State formula, discretionary, research, etc.), other Department education initiatives a.,d 
elementary and secondary education initiatives in other federal agencies, The focus on 
State content and perfonnance standards is consistent with other ESEA and Dcparunent~ ., 
wide objectives, ~ .... _ ~ :,:,'~":_. 

"'''',' ,"':.J' :',: . 

The prog.""all1·s purpose, like the four national pillars, is broad enough to encompass State 
and local goals and efforts. which makes ~ssible greater indirect effect through'support I, J :..,'.',.> 

for those efforts. . .~,'"-'.~ ,:' :t"!" "t,~ '. " ' ~ .",01::,: ,:~.iI:!.~(,\,i:~'~lrlJ!lf.~l.!i( -~",},' <)' ,;.: , ' 

Stronger targeting, support for innovation. and aHention to professional development,and:: ".' 
capacity building are consistent with other ESEA efforts, 

Cons: 

With limited resources it may be more realistic to focus our efforts on more limited and 
directly achievable goals, For example, we could define a subset of the national goals ., (such as providing professional developmem in 50 percent of'lvw-income f:~hools) and 
target an funding to that objective. 

Much ofthe activity necessary to move fonvard with the proposed purpose is beyond the 
Department's direct influence and funding. 

Achieving such a broad purpose through a :-.Iational agenda for educational technology 
relies heavily on coordjnated planning and effort across the Federal government. Such an 

• 
effort is very difficult to achieve without a specific mandate for federal ,policy leadership 
and associated funding, 

12. Other Opti~ns Considered and Rejected 
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• The options that follow are n01 so much choices that have been rejected (since all would 
be included in Ollr recommended options) but instead aspects of the need for educational 
techno;ogy that could serve as alternatives to the recorr:mended purpose. 

a, Focus primarily on achieving equity, 

Equity is the \ong~standing rationale for most substantial ESEA programs. The research 
shows that inequities in the distribution and use of technology in classrooms persist. 
However, a Federal program 10 achieve equity by providfng funds for equipment and 
targeted professional development. for example, like the E-rate, would be very expensive 
and could create a long~lenn Federal obHgatior:, and thus would be unlikely to survive the 
authorization process. Options concerning program size and targeting are discussed 
below, 

h. Focus primarily on research 2nd development 

Beuer research and evaluation information is the need most commonly expressed by State 
coordinators and .others. Innovation is the focus for a substantial part of our current 
funding. The PCAST report in particular has called for a greatly expanded Federal 
investment in research and development. However, an investment primarily in research 
and development wou1d limit funding for providing and using technology welt in 
classrooms and could be: perceived as reducing 'the immediate c;lassr.oom effect _Options 

. concerning treatment of research, development and innovation in a broad authority arc 
0,1.,..; ;~ ,;' " discussed below. . "",, . .' '\)!'L 

c. Focus primarily on professional development. 

Many policymakers fear that teachers' Jack of knowledge about the appropriate use of 
. ~..~.... technology in classrooms could lead to the waste ofa substantial part ofth~ investment 

being made in equipment and connectivity, Recent analysis ofNAEP dala shows a 
. correlation between even limited professional development and positive classroom 
effects. However, professional development (or "training') in the use of computers is 

~'tN'IEkely ly itself.to lead to appropriate classroom use, More integrated prof-=~iof!a! ;. .. 
development that teaches the use of technology as an insuuctionaltooi in pursuit of 
curriculum goals is difficult to distinguish from professional·development that teaches the 
use of other 1001s and techniques for the same purpose. Professional development in the 
use of technology in classrooms is singularly important, but, as a primary purpose, does 
not distinguish technology funding from other funding for professional development that 
could easily include the use of technology, Options concerning professional development 
as part ofa broad authority are discussed below . 

• 
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• THRESHOLD QUESTION: INFRASTRUCTURE 

B. ShouJd there continue to be authorit)' to provide funds for equipment, sofrn'3rc; 


and telecommunications? 


1. Introduction 

In preparing to make the recommendations in this paper) the reauthorization working 
groups firSt considered a threshold question: should the Department continue to provide. 
funding for equipment, software, and telecommunications? Were a decision made not to 
~nd these activities, there is little reason for a separate technology authority; all other 
activities currently supported by 'the current Slate fo~uja grant prof,'l'an1 (e.g, 
professional development) could be funded under other authorities, We have 
recommended'that research be u'ndertaker. u:1der a new OERJ research authority. 
Technical assistance could be provided under a broader authority for that purpose. 
1nnovation could be supported by retaining an education technology discretionary 
authority, or under a more general authority like FIE or by other agencies. 

How~er, as reflected in the studies referenced below, while acce~s (to 
telecommunications at least) is generally improving across the board. classroom access 

,and hardware in poorer schools specifically lag well behind, 

• '2. Research Re,'iew 

" fJ.·.... ~ .'", The most recent data on student·to-<:omputer ratios and telecommunications access is 
.u4.\:Aw~\'.:~~J:<·I.J",·J Market Data RetTiev?} (MDRYs 1998 data, as published in Technology Counts"Although 
4":; ;')", t.tf;.v;'~t::r,' ',the method used (census survey) and response rate (38 percent) make reliance on the data. 
',' ;~': !)"C<~:.': 	 questionable. the data show remarkable progress in the student to computer ratio (13 . 

students'to a multimedia computer overall; i 7 to 1 in classrooms) and classroom access 
to the Internet (44 percent), MDR's data also indicate less progress being made in poorcr 
(50 percent" Q,fstudents quality for free iunch) schoojs (80 percent schoo) access '.. 
compared to 89 percent in aU other schools). 

~CES' Telecommunications survey for 1997 shows a similar but bleaker picture. As 
schools have"·hik.:n.;r per<.1"';nages of poor students, access to telecommunications is .~, 

reduced. In schools \"'lth 71 percent or more free and reduced-price lunch, 63 percent 
have access to the internet compared to a national average of7& percent; in schools with 
less'than 11 percent free and reduced-price lunch, 88 percent have access to the Internet. 
For classroom acces~ there is a distinct break in the percent ofclassrooms with internet 
access hetvleen schools with 71 pexent or more free and reduced lunch students (14 
percent with acc~ss) and schools with 31 to 71 percent free and reduced price lunch 
students (27 percent with access). Funhermore, NCES' projections to 2000 show that 

• 
classrooms in poorer areas are likely to take longer to reach the same levels of 
connectivity as wealthy districts, MDR's 1998 report (as provided in Technology Counts 
'98) does not provide data for classroom connectivity disaggregated for poorer districts. 
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• Some studies, including the Digital Divide report from the Commerce Department and 
the Neilson survey reported by Vanderbllt University researchers on the Internet, indicate 
that school access to technology is not strongly differentiated by poverty, based on 
reports from students and households surveyed, Both studies argue, howeverl that access 
outside of schools is strongly differentiated according to income, and, in ~he Vanderbilt 
study, by race. Lack of access outside of school has a strong effect on the ease with 
u'hieh shldents adopt and use technology in schoo~s. 

Since the passage ofIASA, States' investment in educational technolob'Y has increased, 
although there is great variation in the level and consistency of support 101998, 
according to Technology Counts, all but eight States provided funding for educational 
technology; -of these, 22 targeted funds in some manner to lower-income districts. 

1. Discussion 

• 

The administration's commitment to the TeChnology Literacy Challenge Fund, which has 
been the primary federal source for funding for equipment, software, teiecommunications, 
and technology-related professional development, has been repeatedly expressed as 52 
bjllion over five years. Fiscal year 1999 is the third offive years; in three years j $1.05 
billion has been.appropnated for the TLCF. According to the current schedule, fiscal 
years 2000 and 2001 would take place under the reauthorized statute. 

States have used funds under the TLCF for a wide variety of uses, with considerable 
, ,Vanation among'States. State educational technology plans are required, and States hold 

.,,;,'1:" cO'mpetitions-among districts forTLCF funding. States have considerable latitude in 
,,' : :1, ,;. '~establistiirig pno'rities for TLCF competitions! and most have used funds to support one 

" or ailod.er aspect of their State technology plan. Some have limite<! the use ofTLCF 
funding to professional development and others have required that a percentage of funds 
(usually 30 percent) be u~ed for professional development. But there is little doubt that 
much ofthe funding has bee.~used to purchase needed equipment. software, and access. 

The Department's discre~ionary educational technology programs have also supported 
extensive hardware investments. In the case of the TICG. some believe that innovative 

~'approaches developed by r~c;pi~l1t$ coultrnot be carried out without expensive equipment 
and that very few schools. particularly poor schools, could replicate their 
accomplishments without special funding. 

The Star Schools program has historicaily supported two fOTIns ofinrrasrructure that, 
especi:tlly in the early years of the program were costly: support for downlinks at 

. schools, such as satellite dishes and similar equipment, and support for providers of 
distance education (the primary recipients of the grant) to enable services through means, 

• 
such as satellite uplinks, telephone bridges; and studio equipment that (at least in the 
earlier days of the program) were not commonly available, Star Schools grants have 
pro!:,1fcssively larger matching requirements: 25 % first t\\'O years1 40% 3r<i and 4111 year, 
and 50% the 5" year. Furthermore, "not less than 25 percent of the (federal) funds ... 
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shan be used for the cost ofinstructional programming.". in any fiscal year", 

2. Recommended OptioJl 

We recommend that as we contin.ue to support funding for equipmenl;'softv.are, and 
telecommunications, we also strengthen the targeting provisions so that .funds are directed 
10 districts and schools where disparities are the greatest and further tnvestments continue: 
to be needed, and that we limit the lise of discretionary funds for equipment. 

In the next section j where,we take up targeting, we recommend that a substantial part of 
the State grant program be targeted to the top quartile ofTille rdistricts. and to schools 
eligible for scboolwide projects within them because these districts a.'1d schools are likely 
to be the neediest 

For the consolidated iliscretionary autbority (discussed under section E) we recommend 
that funding for equipment be limi'ed although no' prohibited. ' 

Some funding for equipment, software, and access may be necessary to allow some 
districts that are less wen equiped to participate in the development ofrnodels and ether 
at:tivitier. under this authority:! However, the purpose of the discretionary authority would 
not be to provide infrastructure but to develop, demonstrate. and evaluate good practice, 
Some limit (e.g., 15 percent) that could be waived in special circumstances would be set 
to prevent recipeients from using fimds primarily to equip schools .. 

Pros: Reduces focus on- fui1ding~for equipment and'pennits 6~eater investment jn 
professionafdev'elop"itient1and"other:activitie's supporting innovation and effective 
instructional uses,~ ..' :;-h'~~l" .-' ,k 

By controlling the use of funds for equipm~nt. begins to shift the long~tenn costs of 
SGpport and equlpment replacement to S~ate a;.vi local sources. 

By targeting funding for equipment to low-income communities and focusing on 
innovations using existing infrastructure provides a clear rationale:... equity and 

,~ .'
inlJo';ation - for Federal support. '.' ... .'~, - '..i. 

Cons: Strong targeting provisions may be perceived as. reduced s.upport for State 
priorities and strategies as. promulgated in State Educational Technology plans. 

Data supporting distribution of need for equipment is relatively weak; some States have 
argued that the brreatest equipment needs are in middle-income schools. 

Eff"!ctive use in targeted schools is dependent on a concentration of effort from other 
sources. 

5. Non~legislati\'e options: 

IS 
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• 	 Encourage stronger targeting and more support for professional development under• 	 the TLCF (see non-legislative options in the next section), 

• 


• 	 Set priorities for funding under the TICO and Star Schools program to reduce the 

level of funding for equipment and encourage greater jnvest~ent in professional 

development (see also the non-legislative recommendations under section E), 


2. 	 Otber Options Considered and Rejected 

a. Provide funding for hardware, softl"are, and telecommunications as part of a 

construction and infrastructure development authority . 


. Pro: Links construction and technology so that infrastructure needs (electrical, wiring) 
for technology are direc~ly linked to technology infrastructure plans. 

Cons: Separates funding for equipment from funding for professional development in its 
use, 

Treats equipment as a one~time capital cost, without bui1t~in technical support and regulnr 
,:, :' ',~,:.'l' :It "replacement.". ' 

h. Consolidate educational tecnno)ogy funding int6 a teacher and school capacity-
building authority. , ... ,. '- '""·;-I'~""'~' ~'~1. .... ~,;'!'~,; ~ .....", ." , ... ' 

" ',' " 

Pro: Mttkes technology ari.iiltcgral:pait o~.a' high~capacity workplace for teachers and 

students. ' .". ,.~ ,'~d ·~k' ;:k~~~i~\Jd;:Fti:~):;.ii:':;~>;"'· , 


. rl,'~:": :.1, .11 : 


Focuses attention on professional development and technology as a key component in 

increasing teacher capacity. 


Builds in common provisions for planning, professional f!evelopment, concentrating 
resources, possible peer revjew, . 

Cons: Developi'f,.en~ of edUc,:ltionaHechnology as a focus [0; ~lI(;rt'is redl1ced. 

Funding for equipment, sofuvare, and telecommunications would not be separately 
authorized . 

• 

16 


http:Developi'f,.en
http:k~~~i~\Jd;:Fti:~):;.ii


• 


• 


• 


TARGETING 

C. How can greater equity in educational technology best be achieved? 	 How 
would funds be distributed? How wo"uld tbe program be targeted'! 

1. Discussion 

In looking at targeting we considered both targeting recipients of awa..'l.is and the 
'strategies and purposes of awards, Both the proposed State formula program and 
consoIid;:lted discretionary program would do both ;n some rneasure~ but the emphasis 
would be different The State fonnula gram program would target a substantial part of 
the funds to iow~jncome districts and schools; the discretIOnary grant program would 
make development and providing access to innovation for low-income schools aad 
districts a priority. 

The Department currently funds a technology State fonnula grant program, the 
Technology Literacy Challenge Fund (TLCF). The TLCF helps States put into practice 
the strategies contained in their State technology plans, Funds from the TLeF assist 
States in developing the infrastructure needed to integrate technology into classrooms, 
The Depart!11cnt is encouraging all States to use 30 percent of their fiscal year 1999 funds 
to provide professional development to hetp teachers to effectively integrate technology 
into their cuniculum. For fiscal year 1999,$425.:million has:beenapproprialcd for the 

, ',' ", 

TLCF. . '." ", .. ' 

Prior to rcceivh,g,first year funds.frqm,!l!e'TLpf,;,S.tatc:s,r;er~, req~ired to develop a 
statewjde educational technology pJan, and'have.such,pian:approvcd by the Deparunent. 
Each plan included the State's long-tenn strategies:for financing educational teChnology 
within the State, described how ot~er public and private agencies would participate in 
implementing and supporting the State plan, and outlined the technical ~sjstance that 
will be provided to the local educa~ional agencies within the State that Jlosisss the largest 
number or percentage of children in poveny and that demonstrate the greate~ need for 
technology, 

Each State rece:v~ I! share of]'LCFJunds in proportion to its share of fund$·ur'tdcr Parr'·, 
A ofTitle I of the ESEA, except that no State receives less than one-half of I percen, of 
the aniount available. Appropriations language limits funds reserved for the Outlying 
Areas to one-halfof 1 percent. States must award at least 95 percent oftheir allocations 
competitively ,to local school districts. 

Current targeting provisions are relatively weak. The legislation says that States must 
identify iocal educational agencies with the highest concentrations of poor children and 
the greatest need for technologyJ'l1"d provide them with technical assistance. The statute 
also requires States to "provide assistance to local educational agencies" with high 
poverty and the greatest need for technology, in Hs guidance, the Department has 
intelJlretcd "assistance" to also mean that States should make an effort to target funds to 
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• the identified districts. There is some evidence that not all States are targeting their 
technology funds to district, with high poverty and the greatest need, A database of first­
year recipients will soon allow us to compare CCD poverty data (free lunch) and other 
\'ariables and compare recipients to State totals. We a~read)' know that four Slates 
(Kentuc-ky. Alabama, Louisiana, and Tennessee) made TLCF awards to virtually every 
district within the Stale. About half of the States target their own funds for educational 

. technology. Technology Counts reported a survey ofStale funding for educational 
technology, Ofthe 43 States that provided school districts with State technology funds 
in 1998, 2] target those funds to the poor districts within the State 

The current educational technology discretionary p:ograrns also have relatively weak 
1argeling provisions: 

The authority for the T!CG (section 3136) stipu!ates that "consortia shall include at least 
one local educational agency with a high percentage ar number of chi!dren living below 
the poverty line... ," and sets a priority for projects "designed to serve areas with a high 
number or percentage of disadvantaged students or the greatest need for educational 
technology," 

• 
The authority for Star Schools (Part B ofTitle lH) specifies two ~ltcrnativecligibility' 
criteria: a public agency or corporation that "shall represent theiinte~ests·.of elementary 
and secondary schools that are eligible to participate in tht.:.pro&'Tam under.:p'~ A of title 
I," or "a partnership". that includes,., at least ope (o~ eit~.er): 3: iSlCjli ~duc!:!tional flgency 
that serves a significant number ofelementary and secondary schools that ar~ eligible for 
assistance under part A ortitle,1 or." is operated or fl.!.n,de~IoJJ~~4i~f!',i1J:i,il~~e!lJ?~\~~e" 
Department ofIntcnof.:.:;,,:, .. './;,.,\, . , ' !~I;,\:~;1:;'j',d...~~9'$i;!;i\ Q~:::nj~r':'i:.:;::,,';, : . 

•" ",,, •. ',~ t'." -:, ."", 
, "',',, "', " . 

The RTEC authority (Subpar< 3 of Part A ofTile III) does not stipulate any targeting 
except t(l indicate that the RTEC, as part of one of four functions, shull collaborate with 
SEAs or LEAs requesting it, "particularly in the development of strategies for assisting' "_ 
those schools with the highest numbers or percentage of disadvantaged students with 
little or no access to technology in the classroom", The rest of the legi.slative language 
remains conspicuously silent about equity and targeting, 

.,. ..,~-

As a practical matter, it is probably accurate to assert that many TICa projects only 
marginally benefit most disadvantaged communities, and the implementation under many 
projects might be difficult to adapt elsewhere without substantial funding, There are 
nonetheless many nCG projects where the benefits go primarily to undersetved 
populations. 

While it is arguable that the targeting and eligibility provisions in Star Schools are 

• 
weaker than in the TICG, much orth. Star SC!)Qols effort has been directed to serving 
disadvantaged and isolated populations. Because much ofthe programming is broadcast 
broadly, other schools benefit as well, 

!8 


http:theiinte~ests�.of


• The RTECs proposed different ways and differing commitments to serving low~income 
schools in their original applications. In February ,1998, OERI engaged in a Midpoint 
Assessment nfthe program and of each project. All projects are now strengthening their 
focus on de\~e1oping strategies, products and services that ultimately (directly or 
indirectly) benefit underserved communities. 

2. Recommended Option 

Authorize a Stale formula grant program, similar in size to the current TLCF, but more 
explicitly target program funds to districts and schools with the largest number or 
percentage ofchildren in poverty and demonstrate the greatest need for technology. 
Unlike the current authority, tbe new statute would include a 'definition ofhigb poverty 
and greatest need for technology. The revised statute would maintain the CutTe!'lt 

language that grants he ofsufficient size and duration to have a substantia) impact on 
student learning. Requirements for State and local technology plans would be retained, 
with the added provision that plans be renewed every three years. 

• 

Funds \\'ould continue to be distributed to States in proportion to each State's share of 

funds under Part A of Title I of the ESEA. .,The 5 percent limit on a State reserve for', ,.",,, 

administrative funds would be retained, Stales would award funds competitively.wilhin'/?-' " 

the Siah:, and each State would be required to distribute 65 percent offunds to the ~,: 'i: ~' ..:', 


districts in the top quartile for students eligible for Title 1. Funds ,wQuld.benefit.schools.,,.... 

within such districts that' are eligible for schoolwide projects. " . ' ."~ ':,,", , . ,+ .,' 


. ,-~ ~',~\..- 4~ ~_"-j ,,~
,", ''';, I .'." , • ,; ~" •• ~.-...t; :,'1;{;;"\"~;'."~~i:(d';;'t~·:."\J., '", 

States would have greater than currenl discretion over remaining,funds,(30 percent); but :i~j"< ' 
the purpose would be to benefit the same types of districts and schools: Funds would, 
remain targeted to improving classroom instruction) but States would be free 10 design 
subgrant competitions and designate subgrantee types other than LEAs in order to 
develop model programs, practices, and products aimed at meeting State educational 
technology and learning goals in the targeted and similar districts and schools. 

Authorize a broad discretionary grant program that requires activities to benefit 
~. underserved communities. This would requirw·t~ateligible.r:ecipients, be:teficiaries of 

services, or the sJte for an activity be defined for a particular competition so that 
appropriate attention is given to underserved communities. (See discussion under 
Sections E and F) 

3. Pros: Would ta!'get funds 10 the neediest schools and districts. Would provide 
States with funds and the discretion to develop professional development and 
other activities designed to use technologyJo support State learning goals in poor 

• 
communities. 

Provides the Department with a flexible discretionary progra.'11 that would focus 
on innovation, pW\'iding access to content. and scaling up effective uses of 
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• t(:chnology in poor communities. 


b. Cons: Would limh State discretion in awarding most funds. Some schoots that 

receive earmarked funds may not be prepa:ed to make effective use of them. 
State capacity to use discretion well varies substantially, 

Discretionary program would support both innovation and benefits for schools in 
poor communities, which could be perceived as conflicting purposes, 

3. 	Non-legislative options; 

a. Improved targeting: 

• 	 Using infonnatjon about the first year's awards as a guide. ide::1tify States where 
targding was consequential and where it is not and provide technical assistaI!.ce to 
Slates to improve outcomes, . ' 

• 	 Undertake a new initiative, through the RTECs and other technical assistance entities, 
to target assistance to the big chies in implementing their educational technology 
plans. 

• • . Initiate a consortium ofStates with large numbers of rural low-income schools to. ,;,~."', i ,._~ 

provide targeted technical assistance in developing and implementing educational:. ,''''' .... 
technology plans. 

',' ' 

• 	 Encourage existing Tl CG projects to expand their work, with low-income schools: 1,'; :- ':': :~:;-,~' ".:t;: , 

through midMpoint assessments and other means, \. ,,]: ,.,' ,><,', 

• 	 For new funding for pro-fessio,nal deve~opment in educational technology. fund 
....... 	 pre~;ervice institutions that prepare large numbers oftl;(lchCfS a!1d teachers that serve' 


in 10w~jncome communities; focus on both technology and preparing teachers to work 

with diverse students. 


.... 	 b. ,. Rome and community access: 

• 	 Provide Stales and local school districts with models for assistance to low-income 
households~ such as Indiana's Buddy Sy~tem. or Unior1 City. New Jersey's Columbus 
Middle School. 

• 	 Undertake a task order through PES or OERI to evaluate the cost and effectiveness of 
vatious methods of providing home access to poor students, such as carry-home laptops, 

• 
on-loan compute!'$, apple c-mates or similar products, and school-based provision of 
email and scho?l-mediated Ir1temet access. . " .. ­

• 	 As part of funding for new community access program, examine the effe~ts of such 
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• llccef;S on school performance. 


• Increase support for technical assistance through R'fECs to community based 

organizations in the powision ofaccess to computers and the lntemet for low-income 
studt:nts. Increase support for and coordination with programs in other agencies that 
support access to computers outside schools, such as the programs under the Library 
ServIces and Technology Act and the TL..... P program operated by the Department of 
Commerce. 

4. Other options considered and rejected 

•. Funds for all high.poverty schools: A program designed to provide $1 00,000 per 
year to all schools nationally with at least 50 i'crcem of their children eligible for a free-
or r::duced-price lunch subsidy: . 

Pros: The program would provide additional funds for technology 10 the neediest 
schools. Funds would be Hnked to the E-Rate and school v.ride programs, 

Cons:: School-level poverty rales can fluctuate from year to year. Program is 
prohibitivelY,expensive, Strong targeting provisions are unlikelY to survive ,'" . 
reauthorization process. Estimated first year cost is $2.3 billion, 

, ..• 
h. Guaranteed funding for high~pm:crty districts: A prObYfarri'aesigned,fO pro\ride 
high~poverty districts with the same proportion of State technology fun~5 as they receive, 
under Part A of Title L "I _",' ",c' _.. <, ., " .,', ~ ~" • 

't' ' 

Pros: The program would guarantee funding to high~poverty districts- that 
frequently do not have the resources to be successful in obtaining competitive 
grants. 

Cons: For many districts, the amount guaranteed would be too small to have 
substantial impact. Funds could go to districts unprepared to make effective use 
nfth-:rn, ". 

t. Award all funds directly to higb~poverty districts througb national competition: 
A program designed to award fi.t.'1ds competitively to districts that have large numbers or 
percentages ofchildren·from households living below the poverty line and demonstrate 
the greatest need for technology. 

Pros: Targets funds to the high-poverty, high.need districts. Funds are tied to a 
district technology plan.

• 
• 'f"-' . 

C~ns: Impact of program IS limited to a relatively small number of districts. A 
competitive grant program of this size would be difficult for the Department it:;. 
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• " conduct CoordInation with States would be reduced, 


d. Change the formula allocating funds to States: Currently. each State receives a 

share ofrunds proportionate to it share of funds under Part A of Title I. Allocation could 
be based on each State's share of Concentration or Targeted grants, which is? ar.e? 
des;gned to target funds to schools and districts with the greatest concent:ations of poor 
children. Eliminate the small State minimum to provide more equltab;e per pupil funding 
among the States, 

Pros: Changing the fonnula would more effectively target program funds to 
States ~~th higher concentrations ofpoor chi1dren:. Eliminating the small State· 
minimum would provide more equitable per child allocations across States. 

Cons: It is very difficult politically 10 change program allocation fannulas, The' 
elimination of the small State l1!inimum has a greater relative impact On the small 
States than the large States, Politically difficult as all ,States havc·2 senators. 

. . ". 

'., 

", ',. 

• 
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• RESEARCH 

B. How should research on educational technology be supported and 
integrated? 

1. Discussion 

The 1997 report ufthe President's Committee of Advisors On Science and Technology 
(peAST) issued a strong recommendation f!that the federal government dramatically 
increase its investment in research aimed at discovering what actually works, not only 
with respect to the application of educational technology. but in the field ofelementary 
and secondary education in generaL" The report recommended spending at least $1,5 
billion on education research, particularly on educational technology. The CEO Forum, a 
group ofcorporate and education leaders. endorsed improved rollection of data on 
schools; use or technology in a report released in October 1997. The Department's and 
others' attempts to identity measures ofprogress with regard to ¢ucational technology 
has revealed great inconsistencies in the way data is collected from one community or 
State to another, with the result that llule consistently reliable national data is avaiiabie. 

• 
rn examining options for research, development, and implementation, we set out three 

. goals for such an-effort: 
, . 

• ,Build State and local capacity to improve teaching and 'learning through technology. 
• Improve State and local decisionmaking by building a better knowledge base. 

',.,,,,_, v.IntegrateJtcchnology into other education objectives. 

Detemlining the extent to which technology is actually being used in schoois and the 
effectivt:ness of educational technology in raising student achievement is complicated by 
two inherent problems: (!) l~e dHIiculty in isolating the effects oftechnology~ and 
(2) technology and the ways it'ir..used are changing more rapidly than dala car. be 
gathered. 

Quality must be a primary concern of any research program. The PCAST report points 
out that while numerous studieS';)f~ducativ~1al·teclmoJogy have found positive effects on 
student learning and motivation, questions have been raised about the validity of these 
studies. The report calls for a tiwell~designed,prograrn of rigorous, carefully controlled, 

. independently replicated research conducted over a reasonable period of time, " 

Furthermore, the PCAST report and others have criticized the fractured nature of many 
teclmology studies, in part because we have not yet determined what we want technology' 
to accomplish. A recent article by Larry Cuban and Heather Kirkpatrick of Stanford 

• 
University (Technos1 Summer 1998) defines three distinct purposes for technology in 
schools: ensuring computer titerac)" restructuring classrooms to improve teaching and 
learning, and improving course content and skills development. These competing 
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purposes result in studies whjch fail to provide clear conc1usions, and are not COF.1pa.able 
to similar stUdies. The peAST report questions whether current studies are in fact 
measuring the higher-order thinking and problem-solving skHls we wish to facilitate, and 
which are perhaps best facilitated by technology. In researching the impact of tech.'101ogy 
in the classroom, it is critical that we reconsider our defmhion of student achievement 
By limiting our measures of achievement to test scores, we ignore the capacity of 
technology to fundame:1tally alter the way students learn, 

The~e are currently few strong studies ofclassroom effectiveness, However, the ETS 
study released this month demonstrates that technology, when used to teach higher·order 
thinking skills and supported by teacher training. has a positIve impact on student . 
achievement in mathematics, based on 'N"AEP data. In the article cited above) Cuban and 
Kirkpabick note that m::tcomes of evaluations of educational technology are highly 
dependent On the quality of implementation of the instructional design and the knowledge 
and skil1s of the teacher. 

In addition, there is a lack ofsolid data on the amount of technology that is already in 
schools and the way it is ;1SOO, Two of the main sources for State eala are Quality 
Education Data (QED) and Market Dala Retrieval (MDR), commercial marketing firms 
that coIleet information on:equcational technology and sell it to technology 
ma~ufactureTS. ,Many.experts,believe the data coilected by the firms is flawed. 

2. 	 Recommended Option 

OERl's currel).t reSea(9hl3uthority ,dges not specify research into educational technology 
as a ~ar! of,the,p.urpose,of any 'of the Institutes. We recommend that a more explicit 
authority for n;searckintq the use of technology for teaching and learning be part of the 
reauthorization of the Educational Research and Improvement Act Conseguently, no 
new research authority would be needed under the ESEA, However, the follov.ing are 
recommendations to be considered. in the OER.I reauthorization:, 

" 	 Create an interagency and Department-wide research agenda for educational 
technology. In doing so, it is critical to consider,research already heing done 
by other agencies: NSF, NlCHD~'e~~. 'It;tegra.1:. research on technology into 
other critical education objectives. Consider as a model the proposed 
Interagency Research Initiative (proposed but not funded in the FY 99 
budget). This program would have conducted comprehensive research, 
coordinated by multiple agencies. to study how children learn reading and 
mathematics at various ages, and how technology contributes to the learning 
process, through a series ofgrants . 

. -,.. • 	 Emphasize frequent interaction with State and local educators throughout the 
research process. Research should he closely tied to the efforts and " "' 
experiences of the field, Educators should be consulted during all stage,s, ITom 
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defining an agenda to disseminating the findings. 

• 	 Make findings accessible to educators. Emphasize ongoing work with 
reachers on u.illlg research. This should be emphasized within a research 
authority, as well as through a discretionary authority providing fOT 

dissemination and technical assistance. See Section F for further discussion. 

In addition, a discretionary authority should be provided under ESEA that would support 
the development of models (including, to the extent possible, research-based models) of 
innovative and effective uses of educational technology. This program is detailed in the 
following section. This authority would provide for rigorous evaluation, dissemination 
and technical assistance so that the innovations may be scaled up and used by schools 
throughout the country. 

3. Pros 

By keeping technology research within the scope of the OERI reauthorization, the 
Department's research authorities are kept clo~er to ~ common authority. This pennits 
research regarding technology to be considered as part of an overall research agenda for 
the Nation, and potentially links research,on educational technology with other related 
research efforts. .:: ~ '.' ',;' .;i·" 

b. Cons 	 ...... , • .,<..~, . 
. ' I . I,: " 

Authorizing technology research 'as"pareof a1broaderIesearch authority may not .. 
sufficiently emphasize,the'need:fo~'.a coordinated:research agend~ for educational 
technology. This requires.making'choices'between research on technology and research 
focused on other aspects of education. This would require working within the Institute 
structure (presuming it is reauthorized), which could prove less conducive to targ~ted 
res~arch in technology than a dedicated authority. . '_ 

3. Non-legislative options 

. .. 
• 	 EXllll1inp. the resC'-arch that is currently being done by othel"Jg:!ncies, ~'aerrnine urunet 

needs, and coordinate efforts. 

• 	 Use Office or Educational Technology to engage collaboration across agencies, 
government, and experts in the field. 

• 	 Develop Department-wide research agenda for educational technology, with input 
fron1"alJ Princip.al Offices and major Department initiatives, including OERl's expert 
panel on technnlngy programs. 

• 	 Work with Institutes to integrate technology research into current research agenda. 
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• 4. Other Options Considered and Rejected 

a. De\'elop an ESEA proposal for a research authority requiring national, interagency 
research in the area of educational technology. TI)is authority would focus on producing 
reliable research findings and making those findings effective in practice. 

Pros: Utilize reauthorization to emphasize need for technology research; this would 
provide a consistent mechanism for funding researchi would be consistent with FeAST 
report; and could be tailored to meet specific needs. 

Cons: Establishing new research authority could be perceived as undem1ining existing 
research authority and would increase the number of technology programs where existing 
authorities ,arguably would suffice, 

b. Provide a-scI-aside in formula grant program for State/local rese.arch. 

Pros: A sei?aside within a larger program may be more likely to receive funding. States 
would focus research in areas relevant to their issues such as:conten!-and perfonnance 

• 
standards. and a State M level research authority would 'encourage the use of research-based 
practice with other funding, 

, .. ¥".,~ .•. ". 
Cons: there would be reduced national control of agenda orq'ua1ity; no comparability, and 
may not be useful at the national level: i State capaCity,·to·coi)iauct and:use research varies " < • 

substantially, The peAST report identifiesreseliiCh'as"an,important,federal role, 
, '.' ,~, ",,"" '~ht.~~, ',,, ',""' •• !".}'i;;.J. ,,_ . '~. 

c. Design research authority as a discretionary grant program, to work with State 
formula grant program. Such a program would support grants and contracts through a 
corr.petltive proces!)' ror local research in a variety of areas, This option is basel~,on the _ 
interag{!ncy research initiative proposed in the FY 1999 budget, and would preclude a 
discretionary grant program (like the TICO) focusing on model development. 

Pros: Competitive re~"Cf\rc'" awardf,-e!1courage quality research. A large~scale" '': ;'p'. "h 

competition would support research in a number of areas, specific to State and local 
needs. This program would facilitate coordination with other agencies. 

Cons: Single discretionary program may nor serve the needs met by TICG or similar 
pro&lfarn; e.g. to enable LEAs to develop and implement models, and to disseminate 
results. Would primarily involve research community. might be ineffective in reaching 
educators and policymakers, 

• • lNNOVATION 
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• B. RO"t" can we support tbe development of models of effective and innovative 
practices? 

1. 	Discussion 

"While a research authority will not be developed under ESEA, another important 
consideration is how to stimulate innovation in practice and support the development of 
models of etTective practice, We know that there is a great need for such models, and . 
also for strategies to make them easily replicable for schools and LEAs. 

As we look at findings and knowledge from various sources, some general conclusions 
can be made: 

• 	 Teachers and other educators in the field are dema!1ding models of best practice that 
they can adapt or at least get inspiration from; , 

• 	 Teachers and other edu~tors very rarely implement a model in its entirety; rather, 
they adapt the model to. their particular context and teaching style; 

• 
• Technology can be used to tackle certain nagging problems in unfque ways. ,Concepts 

ofte-ehnology-supported solutions can be developed based on other areas ofresearch 
(such as on what we know abuut organizational change; what we know, about·learning ' .. 
by constructing knowledge, what we know about distributc{lcollaboratiol'!s,in' ; 
general. what we know about adult learning, and what we know about language 
acquisition); 

• 	 If innovation is to benefit people beyond those directly lnvolve~ in Jhe,i~novation 
projc:ct, a hy-product of fundamental importance is lhe,c1ear;doc~J?len~tion:of,the1 f. 

innovation. Such docwnentation" must not only inelude·a'.descriptionjoft~e,N·~·';f,;( , 
innovation and its practice, but also -and often morc importan!ly':;'- a'clear description 
of the process the innovation team when through to implement it; as well as guida!lce 
about adapting the innovation to other contexts. 

" ..: 

All three discretionary programs currently authorized under Title Hi have engaged in the 
development of new innovative models, to varying degrees, 

One of the current authorizations fOl"a.'l1. enucation:Jl technology discretionary grants 
program (the Technology lrmovation Challenge Grants) supports competitive grants (0 

consortia, includjng "at least one local educational agency with a high percentage or 
number ofchildren living below the poverty line" .." The program focuses On funding 
programs that m:e developing innovative applications of educational technology that can 
serve as models for other schools, The authority requires that projects serve high-need 
areas; directly benefit students; ensure o:lgoing, sustained professional development; and 
ensure efTecth:e and sustainable use oftecbnologies, 

• In addition. the current authority requires that "members of the consortia or other 
appropriate entities will contribute substantial financial and other resources." ," This has 
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• resulted in leveraging offunds at a rate of3.5 dollars for every Federal dollar. However, 
there is concern that this requiremenl may preclude some highwpovetty districts from 
applying for a grant 

In awarding grants, the Secretary is required to give priorhy to projects that ·'a.:-e desig:Jed 
10 serve areas with a rugh number or percentage.of disadvantaged st.udents ...." 
However, the law do~s nol stipulate what constitutes a. high percentage or number of 
children living below the poverty line and the Department has nor specified any 
percentage or number In its award process. 

• 

The Challenge Grants program has supported innovative projects dealing with a ...vide 
range ofobjectives) content areas, and populations. The projects are complex and 
d:vcrse, The program was designed as a demonstration program. with some emphasis on 
replicabillty of the models developed. Evaluation strategies have been uneven, though 
guidance is now being given to all projects about exactly what is expected in this area. 
Furthennore, only now are sop1e projects mature enough to start sharing their lessons 
learned as they enter a fourth year of operation. More emphasis must be placed on 
ensuring that models developed are evaluated and disseminated in a way that w:il] be 
useful to other schools. These are elements that must be 5~rongly considered in designing 
a new program. At the same time. the objectives of.the current authority are the same for'~:; ,:,. ~ : ' 
both the OIallenge Grants and the TLCF. In practice, because of the differenl funding ..';.' .. : 
mechanisms, these programs serve two very different functions,. A new authority should '}l.';c, . 

make these different objectives explicit, while making them complementary and . 
consistent with the Department's overall techno.logy objectives. ',', ~ ': ':i >y li::. ,-:,};,l\.. "', 

". '-, ,'" ~ " . '. ..~ ..;,~ ..., '!"'~';"'~f! .... "!!'/~ ,'~' ,,"'. ,..,~,..J" .. , __ '~ ,_ .... ·,.~,·""~;! •• '-<.,(.1....N..,..,';,Jd.,f .... 

A second discretionary grant program, the' Star Schools program;was,first.fundedjiri;-1988;:-:-,.;th'·" • 
as an initiative of Senator Kennedy (he continues to have an interest), and is.simHar, and ", ",or, 

in some ways more flexible than, the Challenge Grant authority_ The program has as its 
major purpose the provision ofdistance education, .and pemits doing so through the use 
of compLiter networks. Partnerships and matching ftlnds are required, and awards for 
large, five-year, multistate projects have been the nonn in recent years, However, the 
program's stringent partnership requirements and history of support for satellite broadcast 
distance learning projects has resulted in relatively low numbers of applicants over the 

". 	 years, The option selected below when developed in tktaiLmay adQPt.some provisjons 

from the Star Schools program. We do not recommend authorizing two educational 

technology discretionary authorities. 


The RTEC program provides services to a wide variety ,of beneficiaries that includes 
teachers and students, technology coordinators, curriculum developers, staff from 
intcnnediate service units, state agency and local agency decision~makers, higher 
education faculty and deans; as wen as providers of adult literacy services. The RTECs 

• 
have found that while these constituents want good models ofpractir.:e, they also want 
and need to adapt them. The process for implementing a model is often as significant to 
eventual success than the content of the practice itself. In developing s.ervice strategies 
for these clients. the RTECs have developed many innovative technology-supported ways 

28 


http:percentage.of


' 

• to model practices and deliver services. 

2. Recommended Option 

We recommend authorizing a discretionary 'gram program that 1S similar to the current 
Technology Innovation Challenge G:-anlS program, but with greater emphasis on multi M 

state involvement, rigorous evaluation, and dissemination ofmodeis, and that 
incorporates the flexibility, ieaderShip, and evaluation provisions of the current Star 
Schools authority. This program would support the two overall purposes of the 
educatjonal tech.'1ology programs: equity in access and use oftechno)ogy; and nationally 
improved stude:ll achievement. These purposes will be achieved throu~ the 
dcvelop~ent of technology applications that are proven effective U11d can be replicated by 
schools throughout the Nation, 

In keeping y:ith the overall purposes of ESEA, an underlymg framework of all ,such 
competitions would be a strong focus on benefiting underserved communities. Eligible 
entities under this authority would not be limited to LEAs, The Department should 
maintain the flexibility to award grants to States, lHEs, non~profit organizations, and 
other business and for-profit entities. as long as these applicants can demonstrate: 
(1) partnership with LEAs as defi"ed in the targeting provision; and (2) that the project " .,", '.:"" 
will directly benefit those LEAs. '.'" 

Specifically, a discretionary authority at the national level is necessary. to achieve several 
., . important goals: ,'. 
:llf1'~,$t 

1) Develop innovative, high-quality models a/practice, targetingfederalfunds tofoeus':;.. ·::~r ..~.:;l:·,:>, ;:'.,~)r 
on particular questions thaI impact all Stales and LEAs. . ..:..:;'>•.••~. ;~.:,.;" 

In defining uses of funds. the authority should remain bwad but provide for specific 
strategies to ensure that models are linked to State content standarLs and can be replicated 
nationwide. Applicants should be required 10 demonstra;te the impact of their projects, 
the level ofinnovation, and the potential for replication. Uses of funds should include 
professional development (both preservice and inservice), multi~State activities, and - . 

*" • 	 projec2:; focused on particular types of classrooms (e,g., low-income;'\,:lral, special.· 
populations, core subject areas). 

At the same time, it is important that projects funded under this authority implement 
reforms that will be useful to most schools and LEAs. For example, projects that receive 
a farge amount of funding to develop cutting-edge, highly specialized activities will not 
develop models that can be easily adapted by other schools. lnstead, projects shouid 
focus on innovative and effective models using accessible techno~ogies and easily 

• 
replicable processes. 	 ~ ,...... ' 

The development of innovative models might consist ofaboct 30 percent of funding 
under a consolidated discretionary authority, Other funding would support activities 
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• related to content development and access, assessment ofeffectiveness, and services, 
primarily to disadvantaged schools, fOT the implementation ofpromising practices, 

2) 	 Bring together multi-Statc partnerships qfpublic an.a private entities, to support 
broad-scale devciopment and reforms. 

One of the primary reasons to authorize a national level discretiona.,,}, program, in 
addition to State fOl1uula funding, is to promote collaboration across States a...,d support 
nationwide reform efforts, Multi-state partnerships are effective in consolidating funds 
and enhancing each others' efforts, A good example is the Star Schools program, where 
partnerships resulted in the development of quality dislai1ce learning programming and 
the capacity to broadcast those programs to many students who might benefit from them. 
Such coliaboratIon is critical in all areas of education refonn, but it is even more relevant 
for technology, because learning via technology is not limited to geographic b9undaries, 
This program wHl emphasize, in part} connecting students and educators across these 
boundaries in order to enhance teaching and learning. Multi-state partnerships also allow 
for funding to be consolidated and targeted [or particular efforts, rather than dispersing 
the funds and supporting duplicative projects in every state. 

" '...' _ 3j Emphasize high-quality evaluation ofdemonstration projects. so thal projec{~.1hat 
"... t; . 1",' demonstrate positive impacts call be used throughout the nallon. 

" 

Accountability will be a major emphasis of this authority_ Projects must be requiredJo 
.'.'; .: _,' ~~:. conduct rigOtOUS external evaluations to demonstrate the effectiveness of the mode) . 

.';'l.,q~'jh.r,~\"· ~J;..ll~~Y)f; .:deveJoped, and to inform other educators who might adopt [he modeL Such evaluation is 
'.t~;l!~~:i:~,;:"i~ .~,,~~'" necessary in order to develop and document an innovation, the process of its:; ",C c.:,Il£:' 
f~,,;·.."". ; .-"~: .development. implementation and groy,.1.h, and the manner in which it ·can be tailored to 

meet others' needs. The authority should allow for the option to require some kind of 
midpoint assessment; either a preliminary evaluation report, or a peer review assessment 
at some pojr~t in the grant period. This would infonn the project staff as well as the. 
program office"and ensure that evaluation is conducted from the begi~ning ofthe project 
period. 

4) 	 Linkjtiflt!ir.g fO rnu/>.'i-State and national efforts in research, technical assista1!e3,~qn"d.. 
dissemination, 

This program will enhance the links between research, technical assistance, and 
dissemination, by develoj)ing innovative models tha~ put current research into practice 
and make these findings more accessible for educators across the nation, Technical 
assistance would support project development and.assessment of impact, and would work 
with schools throughout the country to implement these and other models. For more on 

• 
technical assistance and dissemination, and linking these programs) see the fonowing 
section. 

a. Pros 
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• Competitive grants have stimulated local partnerships and leveraged large amount? of 
funding. TICG program has been highly competitive, which allows Department to fund 
high-quality projects and demonstrates community need and interest. Greater focus on 
model development and scalability will enhance effects of curren't program and continue 
national development of innovation. A common focus on low-income schools should 
insure that positive iimovations are used by recipients in the State grant progr~. 

b. Cons 

Scalability has been a barrier under the current authority because funded projects are 
diverse and compJex. The focus of the current program has been more on development of 
innovative applications, and less on how to make those applications meaningful to other 
schools. 

3. Non-legislative options: 

• Encou~age the new (1998) TICG recipients and their State partners to connect to 
groups of States and related RTECs to jointly develop model professional 

, development and' evaluation efforts for use by school districts. 

• .' Fund the development of models for professional development in educational 
technology in mathematics and science in cooperation with NSF under an absolute 

... priority' un-der the Eisenhower National Program. States would be asked to commit to, 
, ,. ~: ~ t. 'r\' .. :,t .. ,"._,~, adopting the models under the Eisenhower State'Grants Program. 


. " ," ". "\,:.! '. ': ~ '" . . .
""" 	:~, .. \ ',,,"{JI,,I'1,•. ""'~·.'I· I.j\'·, .. I, I . . '. 

:..., 	 U~e the experience of the TICG program and the results from the first (1995) awards 
as a source for "lessons Learned". 

4. Other Options Con~-':1ered and Rejected 

a. Menlor-district (or mentor-school) program. Authorize a multiple-year 
discretionary grant program designed to pair recipients with well developed educational 

.... 	 .- technology plans and pro-grams with1lOfential recipients with less well-developed plans . 
Over the term of an award recipients would need to qualify for mentor status to continue 
(maybe with mentor status as a condition for year three or four funding). If authorized as 
a State setaside, States would be required to set criteria for mentor status. 

Pros: Has the potential to provide direct assistance to schools in integrating technology. 
LEAs may have greatest capacity to assist other LEAs because they have relevant' 
experience and a better understanding of the barriers. Some elements of this concept 

..,. 
, ' 

'" 

• 
should be considered as part ofa new authority. 

Cons: Unclear whether this would work on a national level; can LEAs effectively 
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• "mentor" other LEAs? Distr;~!s may elect to forgo additional funding to avoid new kind 
of responsibility. 

• 

'" 

b. Targeted partnership program. Authorize a targeted piarming assistance and trial 
development program with strong partnership requirements (like Challenge grants or Star 
Schools). Competitive award of such a project could become one ·way to trigger a higher 
State allocation. 

Pros: Linking competitive awards to State allocations will discourage Congressional 
earmarks for specific projects, because States would then be ineligible for the increased 
allocation. 

Cons: Not cl~~ that this would aCluaHy discourage directives; might actuaUy increase 
the funding amounts for those directives, Also; will sound duplicative to Congress (i.e., 
becaus(~ states receive competitive funding, they then receiYe increased funding through 
the Stale program), 

,., " 
4 ',' 

,t " 

• 
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SCALING UP 


B, 	 How can we scale up effective practices be~'()nd isolated examples? How can 
we ensure tbat assistance in planning, implementing and evaluating projects 
and professional development concerning effective and innovative practices 
is useful and accessible'! 

1. Introduction 

Educational technology, used well, is demanding of teacher's knowledge and skills. In 
many cases the capacity of schools and teachers to use technOlogy well is least well . 
developed in the places where it is needed most 

Furth<.'ffilore, while there are many instances of effective implementation Qftech1101ogy to 
support teaching and 1ea:ning, these are usually confined to a single district, school •.or 
even teacher. State coordinators and others working in the field fcel considerable 
urgen(~y in making such successes more common. 

The approaches 10 building capacity we have considered include both professional 
development and technical assistance. We believe that' we should target both to the samc 
districts and schools as the State Grant program described in the discussion of targeting 
earlier in this paper. . .. ll, " 

"'w',' v·". ' 
£[Qfessional development: About 2 mimon·teachers are expected to be hired over the 
next ten years (school year 1997~98 to,·2007:-08). Just over 3 million teachers are t" 

currently (1997) employed,ipfojecte<Mo jncr~se to 3.3 mUlion by 2007 (from the Digest 
ofEducational Statistics, 1997). OveraH;,K~12 school enrollment is projected to rise 4.1 
percent nationally over the next ten )'ears, from about 52,2 minion to about 54,3 million 
(from the Digesl ofEducational Slatislies, 1997). 

A report from'the Office ofTechnology Assessment, Teachers and Technology: Making 
the COllneclion (April 1995) and the laterreport of the President's Committee of 
Advisors on Science and Technology (PCAST. March 1997) both emphasize that 
professlonu! :1evelopmcJ"t for teachers must go beyond acq",i~jtion of~omputer skills to 
the use of technology to improve student achievement in the academic content areas. 

These same two reports note that less' than 15 percent of technology budgets are inves!ed 
in teacbers, despite recommendations that 30 percent be spent on professional 
development. Implicit in these recommendations is the recognition t,hat the most effective 
uses ofeducational technology ate highly dependent on the knowledge and skills of 
teachers. 

. '. 

As noted earlier, Cuban and Kirkpatrick note that for what they define as computer~ 
enhanced instruction (CEI), teachers are central and required to playa much larger role 
than for computer-managed instruction (CMl) or computer-aided instruction (CAl). 
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NeATE has adopted ISTE's standards for technology for new teachers, and many 
colle!gcs of teacher education are proViding prospective teachers with instruction in the 
classroom use of educational technology. Nonetheless, State coordinators and others 
have voiced concern that most beginning teachers are not well prepared to use 
educational technology in classroom inSL'1.lction. 

Iechnical assjstance background findings to be added. 

2. Discussiun 
Professional development 
Tn looking at professional development (meaning the full continuum from preservice to 
inservice), We considered the following four principles: 

• 	 Effective classroom use of educationa. technology requires well~infonned and highly 
proficient teachers, 

• 	 Professional development in the use ofeducational te<:hnology should be in!cgrated 
with other efforts to improve instmclion, 

• 	 Improvement of prof esslona 1 devc}Qpment, both preservice and inservice, should a1so 
have as an objective the long~tenn systemic improvement of the providers. 

• 	 For teachers (whether prospective or experienced) to use technology well, they must 
,have ongoing support and continued aceess to inf~ll}nation on using it to improve 
tea~hi.ng and learning. • .c,',v 

., " 

The current TLCF and TICG autho~ty. explicitly pcnnits,1heluse of funds fo:- professional 
development; both in projects (3134(2»,~c:.as,a means of integrating technology into the, 
curriculum and as a factor in long-tonn plaiming,for,lcchnology (3134(4}), Local 
educational technology plan provisions for the TLCF (3135) require districts to ensure 
ongoing, sustained professional development for teachers and other education personnel; 
district plans are to inc:ude a list of sources of training. There is, howt't:l!r, no explicit 
mention ofpreservice professional development in educational technology. Awards may 
be made only to local educational agencies, and although consortia Including institutions. 
ofhighl.'T education are explicitly authorized, their purpose is "to provide services for, the 
teachers and students in·.!·~ocftl educa!ional·agency ... ". <:' " ... 

Current policy calls for a substantial parfof~e Department's funding for educational 
technOlogy to go to professional deVelopment. States are being encouraged to use at least 
30 percent ($127.5 minion) of their TLCF allocations for professional development. In 
sum, oflhe $698 million appropriated for educat;Qnal technology for 1999, about $233 
milHan, or about 33 percent, is to be used for professional development, including $75 
million for preseTvice. 

Within the TICG program it is difficult to identify how much is used for professional 
development, although the 1998 competition set a priority for professional development. 
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\Ve believe that it p!ays a re;atlvely small part in the early stages ofprojects and later 
becomes a ni.ore prominent activity. Within the Star Schools program, professional 
development and direct support for teachers in the context of their classroom has been 
growing over the years. vVhile the statute requires that 2SI}-~ of the funds be devoted to .. 
instructional activities, the last analysis done showed that 40";6 was used for instructional 
programming and the trend has been to greater spending in this area. 

The Senate version of Title II of the Higher Education Act permits the use of funds for 
eclue.tional technology, and the Senate mark for 1999 would provide a total ofS75 
million for the three programs autborized. The Department does not cur;ently plan 
devote these funds to educationa: technology, but given the HEA authority, seeking 
additional authority for prescfvice education would be duplicative" 

An important component of professional development is the dissemination ofmooels and 
apptk:ations that have proven effective in other classrooms, as weU as current research 
findings. It is critical that teachers have-access to these tools and have the trainirtg 10 use 
them, Under the current authority, this task has been perfonned by the Regional 
Technology in Educalion Consortia (the RTECs). 

Technical assistance . __ ',:·:'::'."·~';;4 (,i -,'. :;" " 

Technical assistance beyond professional dc~e1opment is ~ significant- factor in increasing 
the capacity of districts and schools to use technology,:weH., ,The technicaLassistance 
reauthorization team is.usir~Ka definitiol} used by SRI in the evalu~tion of the 
Math/Science Consortia program. Under that definition, tcchf!ical assistance includes: 
planning assistanc'e, ~e\:el.opment assistance, caJl'aci~y..b_unqing 9"fl~jients,:faciHtation of 
collaborations and nc:t:v-'o~king"brokcring and re.f~3:J~~,p~p,fq~si9l!al'.dcyelopmeI1t, 
training, communication, community outreach, disseminatjo.n~'product,developmcnt, and 
(the usc 01) technology and telecommunications. ... . 

Other reauthorization teams-are considering options for professional qeveloprnent and:,"~, 
technical assistance. The options recommended below will need to be considered in the .' 
context o(those groups~ reconunendations. 

3.. Recommended Option -. <;. • ' 

Require n setaside for educational tecbnology in consoHdated authority: Embed 
professional development for educational technology in a cross~cutting teacher quality 
authority, \",ith a req:..lired selaside for technology that wou}d be triggered if a district 
used funding under the technQlogy authority for equipment, software. or 
telecommunications. Make the setaside waivable if a district receiving funds for 
equipment, software, or telecommunications can demonstrate that there is sufficient 
attention elsewhere to professional development in the classroom use of educational 
technology_ Professional development would conti:me to be supported under the 
recommended discretionary grant program and under that prut of the State grant program 
over which States w9u1d have increased discretion. 
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• Require that substantial funding under the proposed consolidated discretionary grant 
program (50 percent or more) be devoted to activities aimed at scaEng up successful 
practices..Such activities could include building better links between research and 
prac.tice a.'1d a:nong interested groups; multi-state and other partnership activities; and a 
strong focus on activities to benefit schools in low~income communities. (See E. 
Innovation for a description of this part of the proposal.) 

a. 	 Pros 

This option would integrate technology with the support and planning for quali1y 
teaching. Funding for educational technology equipment and the associated professional 
development would be st:ongly hnked. 

Discretionary funding would pennit support for innovation :n profcssiona! development 
for educational technology and for scaling up and building support for such efforts. 

b. 	Cons 

• 

Unless funding for professional development in technology is explicitly authorized, it '. ' 

may be lost in a broad authority. Entry-level training in equipment and software usee '-; " . 

would not be specified, . ",'. U'~ ',' .. f . 


Funding for professional development under the proposed consolidated discre:ionary' . ",,;.' 
program and under the State developme::1t,program could requireli~crcased;Sta~e an&:.;::;5;.-.:'". 
loc" .. coord,'nat,'on ."Orl, 11 . ~<'''''''',' ,': - ", " "'.I,{.{\",..,.,:".h"'-,·'l·.'.j".1!"."}"'.~"';';I~"-':;" .~ ... ".~.,\.\;",:\.H' 	 • 

",'" "f,~ ',:i:,: 't,",. ";J: 

3. l'"on-Iegislative options: 

• 	 Encourage Slates to set priorities for i::lvestments in educalionallcchnology 
professional development as part of district TLCF competilions, 

" 	 • Encourage States to partner with TICG'proft;:ssionai tieveiopment award recipients. 

• 	' Encourage States to integrate educational technology in applications for awards under 
Title II of HEA, 

• 	 Encourage States to hold joint TLCFfGoBls 2000 competitions for the establishment 
of professional development schools specializing in professional development in 
educational technology. 

• • Focus grantee effort under the IlCG on documenting implementation and replication 
efforts. 
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• 4. Otber OptiQns CQDsidered and Rejected 

a. Technology authority State setaside: Provide a set aside, analogous to that in the 
current Title 11, for State Agencies for Higher Education awards to non-profits and 
institutions of higher education charged with both improving the preparation of 
prospective teachers to use ed'Jcational technology and the use of educational technology 
in instruction by teachers already in service. 

b. FJexibJe State leyel technology authority setaside: Require that a specific amount 
or percentage of the State allocation for edu'cational technology be used for the preservice 
erlucatlon of teachers in the classroom use of educational technology through 
competitive award by the State j but leave fu:--'Jie:- requirements and selection of, 
recipients to the State. ' 

c. Tecbnolog}' or consolidated authority subgran1 requirement: Require districts 
receiving ED educational technology awards to set aside a significant portion of funds. 
(30 percent) for professional development, and further require that at least lQ percent of 
the total be used in cooperation with an institution ofhigher education that prepares new 

• 
: ' 

teachers, in order to directly connect the preparation ofteachers.to the needs ofschools. ',. 
Alternatively, authorize professional development schools that devote a significant level ~ ," 
of resources to the use ofeducational technology in classrooms,. ' 

d. Authorize SEAs working with content specialists ~m in.stit!lli,9n5 of higher ed~93ti(h!:'~~~~'·':~'J'~ :'~~~, ~ , 
and teachers to develop lesson plans and curriculum unjt~\isirig educationitJ iecnnol'ogy:'-: :,,~:~I~:., '1 :" ':'~ 

"'~." '" .;:-I"'I"'\';"\""N""
and online resources to meet State content and student performance standards, • ''', "" ~ ". ~,".' .~'."" 

. , "I' • .'
Make the plans a.'1d units available on State web sites as a resource for teachers. " 

e. Reserve a proportion of the amount apprOpriated for competition among States to" 
'~ 

improve their preservic:e preparation ofteachers in the use of eGucationallechnology to 
improve instruction. 

,~ f ... <:ontinue support for the existing discretionary educational technology programs,

'". 

differentiating their purposes. ' ... ' _. , 


• 
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Author: Ellen Conaway at WDCJ02 

•
nate; 9/B/98 10:32 AM 
Priori ty: Normal 
TO: Judith·Johnson at WOCJ03, Gerald Tirozzi at WDCJ01, Jim Kohlmcos at WDCJ01. 

Rich RAna at Wdcoig(U, Sylvia Wright, Francisco Garcia at WDCJ03, 
William Kincaid at WDCJ01: Catbe~ine Jovicich at WDCJ03, Terry Dozier at w;,)CB02, 
phil Rosenfelt at WDC£04, Rafael Ramirez at ~~CC01, Patricia Gore. Sue Betka at WDCR02, 

Tholt'.as Corwin at I<.1)CT02, r<:arilYrl Hall. at W:.x:J01, Catherine Schagh at WDCJ01, 

Audrey Smith, Joyce Murphy at W:')CJ"03, ':'homas Pagan at w::ICJC1, Ar.n O'!..eary at h'dcbO-4, 

David Beaulieu at ~"DCJ01, ~~ry Jean LeTendre at WDCJ01, Elois Scott at WDCJ01, 

France~ Shadburn 


Subject, addendult. to It',inutes 

As an addition ~o the minutes from 9/3, please add the following, 
generated by Rich Rasa. 

RS: Tax Credit for Professional Development for K-12 Teachers: 

• 

This 'would be a direct credit lI3"ains';; federal tax d',le up to a certain 
threshold which could· be ::.ied to an ave::::age cost. (e.g., $5,000) 
apprcp:r~ately inc\;rred for ;::-12 professional development. This would 
seem to fit if i';; is true chat ma~y teachers actually fund their o~ 
prOfessional developtr.ent costs _. in effect -- tee tax credit would 
reimburse them dollar-for-dollar for these costs and at the same time 
encourage them co take substantive trainin~ each year. Also, the 
credit \ • .-culd be for all K-12 teachers, thereby prqmoting skills 
improvement for teachers at all schools, not just high poverty 
schools. This would also seem to free up other funds at the state and 
local or could be matched through a similar credit ~n state and local 
taxes. Also, since improving teachers' credentials and their ability 
to teach in the classroom is a 3igh priority for the pu~lic. most 

~axpayers would probab!y suppor~ sucr. a tax credi~. Just an idea 

hope it is helpful. ':'hanks for helpir:g, _'oJ? ~hink o".1tside the :;o.xj 
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• ISSUES RELATED TO STATE COMPETITION PROGRAMS 

, 
From experience with Goals 2000 and the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund, I have 
identified a few issues that need to kept in mind as we consider whether 10 operate aU or a 
portion of Part II as fonnuJa to state, competitive stale to district program. 

j, 	 There is pressure on states to s;'lread money around, more in some states that'in 
'others. It is very difficult to get states to reaIly concentrate funds, 

2, 	 State priorities are not always consistent with Ours or with those in the statute. 
GovernorS and Chiefs often see Federal dollars they control as a fund to support their 
jdeas. For instance, CA one year sent. Goals money to all distric,;ts for profes,sional' 
development in. reading for grade 1~3 teachers, \Vhile not of itself bad, i1 is not the 
comprehensive reform that Goals 2000 is to foster. ,Alabama and other states have 
u'sed Goals 2000 funds almost exclusively for technology that, while tied to 

, comprehensive reforrr. on paper. does not ensure that. at district and school level, it is: 
being attended to. ' 

, ."'" '\ 

• 
3. States tend to give one or, at best, two year grants, res:~;iing in ~se of funds for short 

range activities or purchases rather than long range rcfonn. Part of this is to spread 
funds around overtime (everyone gelS it eventualiy) and pan is due to uncertainty 
over contirlUcd,Feder"al support: • . "".';','. ',. ~~::' ~:':'"'' c..' "u. 

, '. -, • • " 'J' -. '".,:: ".,' ~,.t:_ '~~-";', ,'.' 
4. 	 Whether or.,nora ~istrict is funded may d.epynd ,more onJhe abmty of grant \\'riter 

than quality of an' implemented program. (this is true of our competitive grants as 
well). 

5. ' Large cities believe that states shortchange them. The Council of Great Cjti~~, 
Schools firml\' believes this, and there is some evidence for tbe belief in certain states.. 	 . 
We bad to get PA and WI to ralse their maximum grant av,.-ards ill the technology fund 

. since the ceiling effectively punjshed those ~o large districts, lA!e had a similar 
circumstance in CA that the state corrected before in put the policy into placc•. Jie'_v 
Y('rk, had a' gt:,eat dea] of difficulty £ctting out its Technology funds oul becau~e the' 
am'ount it effectively set aside for NY city was opposed by members ~fthe state ' 
legislature because they thought it was too muc:h. ' 

6, 	 In some states competition may not make sense, Maryland has 24 districts, all good 
size, and gets enough funds to support all of them. Nebraska has 500 districts, mostly 
small" Competition may make sense herel since there is not enough money to 

• 
around. Wyoming has 19 smatl districts and I don~t quite k.n.ow where it fits .. J am 
not certain that it makes sent to treat all of these states. in the same manner. 

More on this later. 


