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REAUTHORIZATION MEETING
November 1, 1998 11.00 am - 3:00 pm

Attendees: 5 Betka, S. Cook, T. Corwin, T. Dozer, §. Fleming, §. Johnson, C. Jovicich, T,

_ Kelley, M. Moran, A. O’ Lea.ry V. Plisko, M. Smlth D. Stevensen, G. Tirozzi, S. Wilhelm, -

1. TEACHER QUALIT‘Y - Key Discussion Issues

- Component A: Implementing Standards in the Classroom

Component 8: Grants (0 Support Model Teacher Quality Effotrts .
Component C National Az‘%mizes

. im;}iemenimg Standards in the {Xassmomfﬁcmxmzabﬁﬁy ;}mwsmns

= Major accountability provisions would include reporst cards on teacher quahty,
development of pcrf{zrmanca indicators, and development of systems to reward good
teachers and remave poor teachers. ..
= Few states currently have performance indicators to measure teacher quahty N
» Current legislation in Eisenhower program - does readmg and math conflict? |
= We need to focus on student needs. "
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Sugpperting model teacher guabty efforts Lo \
*  Push non-traditional professional deve&e;;mem éaia through fast respczzse ) ’;,"} GHE Y T
= There needs to be opportunities for cross piannmg,
»  Pushing schoolwide programs, school base decision making, rather than individual
teacher development (i 2., college course work, conference expense reimbursement,
etc.) .
» 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 environmant of the school,
.. Eight priority emphasis will be on low performing schools.

Funding Issues’ '

= Having s set-aside for professional development in Title T would be iazgezeé

*  We need to walk the line between reality and leadership.

= Inorder to put any programs together - we need a coalition - (i.e., Chiefs, National
School Boards, et ’

= Portions of the propesal will not need z lot of money. For example, the simple step of
having a teacher observe another teacher would take very little money.

= We need 10 think of the content of Title I, set-aside. Lessons learned from last
- reauthorization. There will probably be more support for this approach.

Alternative Certification Issues |
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This s a real source of vigor for many schools
No professional certificates, no emergengy certficate

»  Qur goal is weli-trained teachers, and goal practicing teachers. Colleges are going to
fight alternative certification. We need 1o distinguish between emergency
certification and alternative certification.

General Framework: Two larger options: (1) Consolidate Goals 2000, Tide VI, (2) Keep Title

11

»  We need to be cautioned that Title VI may become a big block grant. Hard realities
on the Hill makes 3t difficult to combine programs.
Teacher guality is more sellable on Hill,
"We're not abandoning goals, we are moving info next phase,
This agenda needs to continue - perhaps focus and reacher quality and standards.
We could fold Goals, Title I1, and Title VI ino teacher quality,
I we could figure out way of zetting proposal out there using current programs.

| DECISIONS/ACTION ITEMS - Teacher Quality |

Prepare and disseminate lots of models and examples.  We can implement models

- immediately, and develop a public voice as 1o what constitutes good thinking. How do we

get good information out to teachers? (1e., George Miller, proposed out of field
amendment, passed committee, yet home school lobbyists influgnce the defeat of
amendment.}

Give districts examples of ways of implementing out-of-field. {1e, soience, ;}ér‘formanm
l:ce:ncmg ) .
Do serious negotiating over z‘zze next three weeks with CC880, NSB»’& ete, an{i ‘z;mg
these groups into the plan. {J.e. 13% of funds used in Title V] for improvement. We
haven't asked for money in Titie V1, but it is funded anyway. ,

We need 10 focus and sell the vision.  The selling point of Goals 2000 and Titie Vi is
flexibuty. * How do we get major education groups on board? We need to get out the
vision of consolidating Goals 2000, Title I1, and Title VI, The right question is what
vision do we want to get out there? We need a story to tell as 10 how this money will
work together 1. However the Statey still need some money 1o keep there standards
going,&t&. "Therdwied 16°be a spareate set-aside for states {Le. Title V); the States no
tonger have that,

. We need to move to the sccond generational question on teacher quality: (1) Qualsty

teachers, (2} Professional Develpment, (3 Standards, (4} State Reform, (5) Tile V]
There must be some Title VI flexibility, Title V1 could focus on technolgoy and teacher
development. Title V1 is also flexible, How do we know 1f we have a good teacher when

 we have t? Proposal for the teacher quality formula grant 1o states does talk about

charachteristics of effecuve teaching,

Over next ten vears we need 2 malhion new teachers. What if there was a National Teacher ..

Certification Board? 1t could be state based, and should have the same cul-off sgore,
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 10 do it in such a way as to get agreement,

1L PBINCIPAL LEADERSHIP - Key Discussion Issues

Intent and Qcope

= 2 programs are envisioned: (1) funding of states, and (2) ﬁmdmg 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 OERI re school principal leadership

Mutual support is important. ngh school principals, in particular, need instruction,

support, and networking,
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Networking and collaboration, sharing solutions are important for principals.

If set-asides are established it will diminish funds for the intended programs.

This needs to be additional money, or someown will lose a job or be replaced..

Many principals are not aware of new studies, such as 1mp0rlant reports on brain

research, NAS study on reading, etc..

= We want to send a national message that principal need to know updated issues on
curricittum and instruction.

= We're aclually understating the problems faced by principals; they’re on call 24- “hours

. week, seven days a week; very high turnover rates; there is much difficulty recruiting

o fprmclpals for urban areas, individuals experience increasingly high stress levels, etc.

1l

| DECISIONS/ACTION ITEMS - Principal Leadership |

Clarify funding options. T

Who do you want to deliver services? Who are the right institutions, Work throught
strategy and coordinate with teacher quality and pirincipal leadership.

Review OERI’s 13 models for princinal leadership.

Get informatton out re teacher qualuy and printipal quality in numerous publications -
1.2.. NEA newsletters. Get Secretary to talk about both principal quality and teacher
qualtiy. Get information out into major education publications - 1.e., Education
Leadership, Phi Delta Kappa, etc. : :
Can have teacher quality linked with principal awards. It would be good to have pnncipal
leadership money for school systems - priority/targeting (i.e., TCLF, Title II g0 to
alternative schools because they receive Title I funding.) '

111. STANDARDS, ASSESSMENTS, AND ACCOUNTABILITY-
o Key Discussion Issues :
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»  Siandards, assessments, and accountability is one of the most important part of the
whole law, . ) .
s Role of external partners, trend have been made
* Do we 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 1o be in
place until States have in place final agsessments.
- % 17 states have fina! assessments, but the Department has not %een informed. This was
reported 1a CCSS0.

DECISIONS/ACTION ITEMS -Standards,
;&ssgssments, and Accountability

® . NAS study on reading should be put in final legislation. Standards and assessments all 15
reading, LEP, snd national test, )

= We need to come up with cost estimates. The idea of state teamns is not a bad idea, but we
need money. We're probably not going to get 4 separate ling item in statute..

=3 We need to look at where we are in supporting state capacity. We need 10 work it cut
strategically and get by-in'with'chiefs, 'school boards, eie, 95% money to classrooms.

st s‘f‘

Additional hzmdﬂnis: st o
1. District Response to State’ Accountability Systems, by Margaret Goertz.
2. Accommodation and’ Conflict:=The: Implementation of Chicago’s Pmbatzfm and

Reconstitution P Polzcms ,3}} Kcnn&th K Wong,

IV.* TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
Key Discussion Issues
Effectiveness of current ED technical assistance efforts ..
-#  Wedon't have good evaluation information?
» 1 options: SEA capacity
» We need to lock at purpose and focus, ... o

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 al} 95,000 schools through technology.

3. Everything we’re trying to do in the Department. ED staff will need to increase their
roles of technical assistance providers. (Le., front/back office. We could recognize
this role as part of our mission .}

4, Iast evaluations - 1 e, Obey Porier. Formative evaluation as technical assistance. We
should be able to tap into other technical assistance providers, le. SEAs - we're
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Thinking through what we can contribute

»  We need to consider benchmarking, thinking nationally, and more broadly

» Information has fo put the direction 1o ;}I&ces people, eic.

s  Ulumately someone has to build capacity in classroom.

s fromt office/back office -- OERI, PES as backroom producez‘s of information for ED

technical assistance.

= The EID web site 15 one of the best in government and extensively used.
»  We nged to expand such things as video conferencing - i.e., OVAE and PES have
good models. Also, Chiefs have mdicated that is what they have to be.

w1t would be ood to get some updated informatin together and think about 3 years out

intn the firure. We need to build the future into some of the current thinking.
Futunistic thinking could significantly change our current gfmmons of labs,
camprehensive centers, ¢,
»  We should be able to respond accurately, appropriately, and immediately 1o questions.
»  ‘What is the goal? We have a consolidated system with in a fragmented system We
currently cannot articulate a relationshiop among labs, comprehensive centers, etc.

" You answer the phone, no matter who calls!

* Senator Jeffords Hearings are coming up: e ,
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[ nﬁcmm smc*nez«e ;?Ewsf - Techuical Assistance

Next steps for technical assistance:

1. We should rethink and redefine delivery system. ,

2. Define how the Department is changing its technical assistance charachiar - gspeciatly
with the new emphasis under Obey-Porter,

3. Extend providers role

4. Researchis the basic model of technical assistance. |

Bring lead writers together table about technical assitance. Cheuk’ with sz aud-Val -~

We need 10 get things right.

Unified approach - We want to tell 2 story - something 10 give people:

1. Siay the course on standards and assessments

2. Provide incentives.

3. Focus on students most in nieed,

4. .Address second wave of reform from the state house to the school house with an
emphasis on professional development,

5. Develop up-to-date information to support refonm and integration with the clasroom,

The more we can retain our ;m{}ntles the better,

We need to be prepared for upcoming research studies and reports coming out
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questioning the effectiveness of Title 1,

We're focusing Title 1 on teacher quality and accountabilitiv.

We're continuing serious reform on state standards and focus on what we've learned.,
1.., choice, teacher quality,

What are we going to do about Goals?

®

e



Technology for Education ~ Snmmary Paper
iNTRODUCT ON

Teehnology - meaning compuiers and interne! gccess 15 a pawerfzz eamning too] when used well a8
part of the daily business of weaching and learning. Technology is nearly ubiguitous outside schools and
Tarniliarity with 1t 15 becoming essential 1o good emplovment. In the context of sthooling, using .
iechnology well means not only familiarity. but making a significant contribution to improved student
achievement on State content gnd performance standards. Our goal for the Nation is to help develop the
best and highesi level of use for technology in schools and see that level of use become common .
throughowt elementary and secondary educstion. The four pillars for educational technology support this
gonl, )

- Hewgver, achieving the goals of the four pillars {5 beyond the scope of federa! funding. Thus, we must
ensourspe strategic use of Federal resources to !cveragﬁ and stimulate other funding, 1o substantially
mcerease our knowledpe about new and effective uses of technology, and 10 make sure that advencing the
use of technology in sthools does not contribute o further divisions in society.

Technotogy is particularly powerful in reducing the barriers between rich and poor students, but ¢oly if
aceess to iechnology » used well - is readily svailable, Our particular goal for this reauthorization and
the funding we provide. then, is 1o:

= Accelerate the development of innavative strategies, tools, and applications leading to gains in.
“student performance against challenging Stete content and performance siandards, and
v Ensure the spread of educational technology to those schools where iis power as 2 Jearning wol and
equalizer is mos needed — the same schools targeed by Tule s schom»wndc Projecis | md the
Schools and Libraries Corporation 80 pf‘:"{‘:ﬁ?ﬁ tevel of subs;d}
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Spueifwallv, we are proposing 1o
«  Relain technology as 2 separate tutle since nowhere else in ESEA s zf:chnologv explhicit!
Te*‘imz;ieg; has been 2 catalys: for change, particularly with respect to aciieving high standards,

improving teaching, motivating disadvantaged learners, and reaching high need communities, To
not leave gs 2 separate authorily aow would be to send the wrong signal;

Better courdinate Federal educational technology effons;

Strengthen the targeting provisions in the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund to continug to reduce

the disparity benween technology-nich and technology-poor disiricts while also, providing Swuies with

greater discretion 1o designate the type of recipients and priofity for remaining funding 1o develap
better services 1o henefit suxdents in high poverty schools;

(onsclidaie the current cducational technslopy discretionary authorities - Star Schools, the

Technology Innsvation Challenge Grants {TICG), the Rzgional Technology i Education Consorlia

{RTECs). and the FY '99 programs under the leadership authority into 8 single discretionary

authority zod 1o ¢0 50 w1 such & way a5 1o discourage setesides and earmarks;

» Encourage a greawr mvestment in human resources. Technology training for teaches must continue
16 be high priority since less than half of curren: of weachers (only 43%) have enough skillstouse a
variety of applications i their ieaching;

To repeai unfunded authorities and the Telecommunications Demonstration Project for Mathematics.
{We have not recommended disposition of the Ready-to-Leaitt Television authority.)
" As purt of the DER] reanthorization, 10 authorize research targeied to educational sechnology and

*
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. learming. especially applied research on how adults and childzen learn using technology.
BACKGROUND/PURPOSE

Since 1995, we have made significant progress iewards meeting the four goals espesially, even
prior to the advent o the E-rate, the pillar goal for classroom connectivity, But research,
aithough inconsistent, suggests that progress, even with connectivity, may be leaving some
districts, schools and students behind. Among the four goals, two (the first, conceming
professional development and support and the last, concerning sofiware and integrating
technalogy into the curnieulum) have received less ermphasis in the effort to establish the
presence of technology in schools and reauire fresh commitment and focus.

It iz important to remember while considering these oplions that the Federal invesiment,
excluding the E-rate, 15 refattvely small in all but the most expansive of the options considered
below. Consequently leadership, leverage, links among program elements, and focused funding
are essential (o maximizing effectivensss,

To accomplish our goal - 10 see the best uses of techrology for education become common place

-- the educational technology programs administered by the Department should have as their

overall purposs to support innovation and other activities leading to pains in student

performance against challenging State content and performance standards and to belp »
. reduce zzzequmts in the distribution and effective use of educational technology. = *»

' P engE s dpnt TN T

) This ;mr;ms‘* will be achieved by 3 combination of several strategies:
1} expand and htegrate technology use in ieaching and leeming, espemal y in classrooms.in
schools with the greatest need; SR S A
cimwnszmzz and disserrinate effective models of technology usage;
develop better, more effective applications n critical need areas; and
build the capacity of States and low-income districts 1o use technology well and to develop

cost-effective strategies.

i~ r b
R P

1
1. THRESHOLD Q&ES TION: INFRASTRUCTURE : Should there continue to be
Ty - authority to prm ide funds for equipment, software, and telecommunications?

Recommendﬁd (};ﬁmn
While access {to ielcmmmunzc&imm at least) has expanded In schools and classrooms,
classroom access and hardware in poorer schools lags behind the national picture,

The administration’s commitment to the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund, which has been
ths primary federal source for ﬁmézng for equipment, software, telecommunications, and
technology-related professional development, has besn repeatedly expressed as §2 billion over
five years, Fiscal vear 1999 is the third of five vears; in three years, $1.05 billion has been

. appropriated for the TLCF. W&W&ﬁM&M&M
lake place under the reauthonzed statute.

2
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The Depuatment’s discretionary educational technology programs have also supported extensive
hardware invesiments. In the case of the TICG, some helieve thal innovative apioaches
developed by recipients could not be carried out without expensive equipment and that very few
schocls, particularly poor schools, could replicate their accomphishients without special
funding.

We recommend that as we continue to support funding for equipment, software, and
telecommunications, we also strengthen the targeting provisions so that funds are directed o
districts and schiools where disparities are the greatest and further invesiments cominue io be
needed, and that we limit the amount of discretionary funds used for equipment to focus on
professional development and on-going support. Although the E-Rate will help pay for on-going
telecommunications cost and inside wiring for the poorest schools, it is only 153% of the total ‘
cost,

We beliove that current statistics and research and the Jack of specific targeting provisions
indicate this need ta shift the focus of Federal educational technology programs to ensure that

coess s made available 1o students in low-income areas; 1o ameiorsie differences arising from
differences in home aceess; to bring a focus on uses of technology for higher-order thinking to
low-income schools; and to bring tnnovation garligr to low.income schoots.

2. FARGETING : How can greate{,equiry in educational technology best be achieved?
How would funds be distributed? How would the program be targeted?

Recommepmded Optlions
Current largeting provisions in TLCF, TICG, Star Schoals, R-TECs are relatively weak, In.

iooking al targeting we considered both argeting recipients of awards and the strategies and  © o~

purposes of awards. Both the proposed State formula program and consolidated discretionary
program would do both in some measure, but the emphasis would be different. The State

© formula grans program {TLCF) would target a substantial part of the funds o low-income
" districts and schools; the proposed discretionary grant program would make development and

providing access 16 innovation for low-income schools and districts a priority.

A. Explicitly target TLCF program funds to districts and schools with the largest number or
“pegesatage of shildren in poverty and demonstrates the greatest need for techinelogy. Unlike the
gurrent autherity, thé new statate would include a  definition of hi gh poverty. The revised statute
would maintain the current lenguage that grants are of sefficient size and duration to have 3
substantial impact on student leaming. Requirements for State and local technology plans would
be retzined, with the addad provision that plans be renewed at least every three years.

Funds would ¢continus to be distributed to States in proportion to each State's share of funds
under Part A of Title | of the ESEA.  The § percent limit on'a State reserve for administrative
funds would be retained. States would award funds competitively within the State, and each |
State would be required o distribute 65 percent of funds fo the districts in the top quartile Jor
students sligibie for Title 1. Funds would benefit schools within districts in the top quartile that

3
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are implemeniing schoolwide projects.

Siates would have greater than current discretion over remaimng funds (30 percent}, but the
purpase would be to benellt the same types of districts and schools. Funds would remain
targeted to improving classroom instruction, but States would be free 1o/ design subgrant
competitions and designate subgrantee types other than LEAs in order to develop mode]
programs, practices, and products aimed a1 meeting State educational lechnology and | zeammg
goals i the targeted and similar districts and schools,

B. Target the discretionary grant program 1o reguire thai eligible recipients, beneficiaries of
services, or the site for an activity be defined for a particular competition so that appropriate
atlention is given 10 underserved comymunities. :

3. RESEARCH: How should research ¢n educational icchnology be supported
i and iotegrated?

Recommended Option

QLEI's current research authority does not spacify research into educanonas teehnology as 3 part
ofthe purpose of any of the Institutes, We recommend that a more explicit authority for research
o the use of technology for teaching and leaming be part of the reauthorization of the
Educational Research and Improvement Act. Consequently, no new research authority would be
needed under the ESEA. Bowever, the foliowing are non-legisiative recommendations to be |
cen*szdemd,

o Cregre on imteragency and Department-wide research agenda for educarional

U™ echnology. In doing so, it s critical to consider rescarch already being done by ather

agencies. Consider as a model the proposed Interagency Research Inttiative {proposed
but net funded in the FY 99 budget). This program wouid have conducted
comprehensive research, coordinaied by multiple agencies, to study how children
Tearn reading and mathematics st various ages, and how technology ¢ontributes 1o the
ieaming process, through a sedes of grants. The Department has begun to collaboraie
with NSF and NICHD on developing an interagency research agenda.

e Emphasize frequeniinteraction with Stae and locel educators throughout the
resanreh process. .- T

o AMake findings accessibie fo educators and developers. Emphasize ongoing work wirh
reachers on ysing research, This should be emphasized within a research authority in
OERI Reauthonzation, ss well s through a dzscr&tlonaz}’ authority providing for
dissemination ang technical assistance,

4. NATIONAL PROGRAMS: How can we support the development and
imniementation of models of effective and innovative practices?

Sonith
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Recommended Qption

The Deparument has an important national role in promoting high-quality, effective uses of
educational technology. We recomumend authorizing s single discretionary gran! program that
combings the strongest features from the current programs (Technology Innovation Challenge
Grants, Star Schools, and R-TEC's), These programs have very similar goals and authorities.

By combining these programs into a single discretionary program it would allow for the
following activities;

e hmovative Applications: Stimsulate the development of creative new applications of
technology @ propose and test bokd approaches 1o answer naggmg education and gavernance
auestions and educational problems and focuses on promising applications in ::rmcal learning
arcas such as math, reading English as a second language and science.

+ Scaling Up Effective Practices: Provide services to ensure effective mpaer*zﬁfmauons of
educationul technology become prevalent, and specific innavations of promise are rolled out
and adapied on a large scale, with particular attention {0 benefiiing ihose most disadvantaged.

o Access to Content: Provide high-quality information and services through distance
techinology for multiple audiences within the educalion commaunity, with pamcuiar altention
0 benefiting thase who otherwise lack sccess ta such content,

s Link i other high technology development, Such as Next Generation Internet and Intemnet 2,

I el of z%iés;}é achivities, there would be an emphasiz on multi-state involvement, ngorons
evaluation, and dissemination of models. The new authority would incorporate the flexibility,
paer review, ‘and evaluation provisions tha! are feund in the current Sar Schools authorty, lis
primary purpose would be $o improve student tearning (against State content standards)

L gi?&l‘()ll“il high-quality and effective uses afeducatmnal techrology. In keeping with the,

overall purposes of ESEA, an underlying framework of ali such competitions would be 2 s:rong
focus oy benefiting underserved comn*zzmms

Eliz i}le erviities under this authonty would not be lirnited 1o LEAs. The authority should provide
the ‘Temb:‘uv to award graifis to States, IHEs, non-profit orgamizations, ard other business and
for-profit entitizs, a8 long as'these applicants can demonstrate: (1) partnership with LEAS a5
defined for the purpose of targeting State formula grant funds; and (2) that the project will

direcily benefit those LEAs, , o

- , - . s

. 5. BUIHLDING CAPACITY: How can we scale up effective practices beyond
isolated examples? How can we ensure that professional develepment and
assistance ip planning, implementing and evaluating projects is useful and
accessible? How can we increase the capacity of targeied schools to use this

assistance well?
) ¥
Recemmended Option . '
Require a setaside for educational zechnologs in consolidated authority: Embed professional
devel opmm; for educational thnoiog} n a cross-cutting teacher quality authonty, A



mandatory setaside for professional development for technology would be triggered in the
proposed leacher quabity authority if a disinict wargeted under the State formula technology
authority used Staie formula wechnology funding (the 65 percent) for equipment, software, or
telecommunications. The setaside would be waivable if a distnict receiving State formula
technology funds for equipment, sofiware, or telecommunications could demonstrate that
sufficient professional development in the classroom use of educational technology was provided
fram other sources. Professional development regarding educational technology would continue
10 be supporied under the mwrmnenéed technology consolidated discretionary grant program

and under that part of the State grzim program {the 30 percent) over which States would have
increased discretion.

To supplement these activities, substantial funding under the proposed consolidated discretionary
grant prograi would also be deveted to agtivitiss aimed a1 scaling up successiul practices. Such
activities could include building better links hetween research and praclice; promoting multi- |
state and other partnership activities, particularly networks hetween state and local technology
coordiators and technical assistance providers; and working with ail levels-of school
adiinistration to implement models of effective practices, with a strong {ocus on activities to
benefit schools in low-income communities. This component of the discretionary program .
would work closely with the consolidated professional éeveiogmem program to easure that
schoois’ technology needs are mct 1 2 manner 1o be determined. (See National Programs for 2
description of this pm of the prop{}&ai ¥

The approaches ou;]dzrg, z‘.a;}amy we have c{}r‘swered inc ade a conhmum of services that
include professional deveiop“nml and, technica) assislance for all. major stakeholders invoived in
K-13 education.” A gain ‘benehis dfe to Tocus on impacting the seme districts and schools as the |
State Grant program éﬁscnbcd in the discussion of targeting earlier in this paper.

The current TLCF and TICG authority explicitly permits the use of funds for professional
development, both in projects (31342} and 21 a means of integrating technology imo the
curriculum und as a facior in long-ierm planning for technology (3134(4)). Local fziézzcauona] -
technology plan provisions for the TLCF (3135} require districts w0 ensure ongoing, sustained
professional development for teachers and other education personnel; district plans are o include

a list of sourzes of training. There is, however, no explicitmention of preservice professional. |
aevzzio_-,)mem in educational technology. Awards may be made only to Jocal educational
agengies, and althaugh consortia including institutions of higher education are explicitly
authorized, their purposa s “10. ;vaxcit services for the teachers and students in a local |
educational agency.. :

Current policy calls for a substamtial part of the Department’s funding for educational technology
to go to prafessional development, States are being encouraged to use af feast 30 percent (31275
million) of their TLCF allocations {or professional development. In sum, of the $698 mallion
appropriated for educationa) technology for 1999, about $233 million, or about 33 percent, is to
be used for professional development, including $75 million for preservice. These funds
represent z substantial investment that we must ensure is well used.
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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. We
helieve that it plays a refatively small part in the early stages of projecis and Jater becomes a
more prominent activity. Within the Star Schools program, professional development and direct
support for teachers in the context of their ¢lassroom has been growing over the years. While the
statute re:quim that 23 percent of the funds be devoted 1o Instructional activities, the {ast analysis
done showed that 40 percent was used for instructional programming and the trend has been to
greater spending in this area. Some 60 percent of RTEC services are deemed professional and
leadership development and 25 percent technical assistange, Over 40 percent of their products
support professional development activities, 23 percent techmcal assistance, and the remainder

" general dissemination, ‘

Title Il of the Higher Education Act permits the use of Tunds Jor teacher preparation in the use of
educational technology, and the 1999 appz‘opriation provides a iotal of 875 mithon for these
authorities (this is in addition to the $75 million provided for preservice and educationat -
technology), The Depariment does not currently plan to devoie HEA funds to educational
technalogy. but given the HEA authority, seeking additional authority for preservice education
couid be perceivcd as d{zp}icative.

in conszdermg, the necessary factors e bn;&émg capacm we also considered the role technology
iself could play in-delivering services, and s an, supp&z‘img new work paradigms in schools. Two
considerations emerge: the merits zm} c}ppox;mnmcs that should riot be missed and should be
expanded. and also the Jack ;}f&nowlﬁdﬁfz todme, pamculariy 1 the most disadvantaged
commamzzﬁ:s} sbout how-10. use; Lhe ay ax;aﬁ € ch}moicgy cf}“ect:vely far mﬁltzp?e purpases HEH
usually it musi ‘m: accompanzeé mr other orgamzatzonal change ¢f?’orts Ihat ntilize éirect
involvement with those users affected by.the technolngy {(Markus 1988 & 1897, Thmc%z 1995,
Nanson 1973).

Other reauwthorization teams are considering options for professional development and technical
asgistance. The options recommended below may m:s:{:% to be rccmszézmd n the context of those
groups’ reconunendations.

~



TO: Mike Smith

FROM: Linda Roberts
DATE: December 21, 1998

RE: Proposals for ESEA Educational Technology

" Asa 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 Supporrmg School Reform document; and
(3) Consolidated Discretionary Grant Authomy

After conducting an analysis of our options, | believe 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 verston of Supporting School Reform
with technology integrated throughout (Proposal #2). An integrated approach will-only be
possible if technology is sufficiently addressed as an integra! part of any reform legislation.

) f N TR TP N A
As discussions move forward and decisions are made, we,would like to be fully included in the-

s

process.




PROPOSAL #1: Educational Technology Remains a Separate Authority

Achieving the Educational Technslogy Goals: The President’s Technology Literacy Challenge

established 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 connectivily, we are far from fully achieving sl of these goals. If we prematurely
move toward integration, the Administration’s commitment to preparing our students for the 21st
century is potentially lost. In order to continue te promote accountability and make measurable

nrogress on meeting these goals, we need to mainiain national leadership.

The Nation’s Progross on the Four Goals

Connecting i} clussrooms
ts the {niermet

Equipping all classrooms
with modem ¢computers

Preparing afl teachers to
effectvely iniegrate these
new techaoiogies o the
currizulum

Dievelaping engaging

software and content to

help all students mec‘ high
siandards

»  Neoarly 80% of ali K-
12 schosls
& 275 of instructionat
" classrooms
* NCES, October 1997

= 13 students per multh
media computer
overail

s 17 students per multl
media computer in the
classroom

s Oneoutolfive
teachers ropularly uae
advanced
selecommunications
for Instructional
purposes ||

«  Only43%of iz:z:c?zers

have eact};}z skzi s a‘; ‘

use & variety of -
applications inthe
tgaching 1t

«  Nosufficient daa

o;t
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Bndgmg the Digital Divide: Marziammg a separaté, authority wz3§ xzzabié the, Aémzms{mtwn to
continue to prowde teadership 1n eradicating the digital divide W%}zie our progress on reaching
poor and minority communities has continued, the divide between our wcaiiizs’ and white
students is growing at an inequitable pace. It is very possible that a consolidated reform proposal
would resuit in technology being lost to other issues at the school level Le. discipline/safely. We
want to ensure that all children have access 1o a 21%cenlury education, ‘

3

Classroom Internet Access: Growing Digital Divide

e ——

T e

1995 1996 1997
Low Minority 9% 18% 3%
High Minority % 3% i3%
Drigital Divide 6% T 13% 4%
Low Poverty 9%, 18% 36%
Hiﬁh Poverty 3% ‘ol M {4%
Digital Divide 6% 1 1% A%




Budgetary Success for TLLF: We are moving 1o & period of siringent budget constraints and
budget caps. “We are now in the out vears.” Tying technolopy 10 other programs places these
programs at a higher risk for cuts i.e. if Goals 2000 faces cuts, educational technology will likely
fuce strilar cuts. For a variety of reasons, the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund is p@pular
and has fared well in the buégcz since its launch in }995

Budget Cemparison of Gaals 1000 and the Techoolegy Literacy Challenge Fund
**Eyvitars are In thousands
FY Fequested Actual Difference
D4
(2K $420,000 $105,000 7584
TLCF MN/A NIA
‘95
OIx £204,000 $371,060 47%
TLCF - MH/A NiA
86
G2K 56583, 000 $340,080 :51% .
TLLF HiA Wi
97
GZK 476,000 2476500 ==
"TLCF $230.000 $200.000 0%
98 .
G2K 605,000 $488.000 25% . -
TLCF $425.080 $425.000 E e Con } v
99 . . 'y ;: . T F : v
G2K §475,660 461,080 4% e .
TLCF 5475,000 &4‘35,&{;{} 11% R ; o

. . 13
- - W me wAmw‘.‘.‘H
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Educational chhnolug}' Needs to Remain g Priority: Educational 2cc§zn<3§£}gy $z&pp{zﬁers i}aye v
continued to be strong advocates for educational technology. Early indications. are 2%232 ﬁ’;c} are
fikely to invest their efforts if educational technology remains zndapenéem and focused, They

are looking for a clear message from the Administration that educational techmology is still @

priority nattonatly and therefore, one that state and local educators maintain.
: :

.

Integration May Slow Down Progress on Technology Implementation: There is no strong
evidence that technology is being effectively integrated into professional development programs.
One example is that Title | funds which can be used to integraie echnology throughout the
curriculum hus not taken place. There i3 a lepitimate concern that a broad authority will not
ensure that educational technology; especially professional development, will not take place.

i
.V

Reform is a Good Loeng-term Strategy: The goal of integration i3 a good long-term strategy;
however, it would be premature 1o expaet tha all schools are ready to ake this step. Through
non-legislative action, we can work with states over the next several years to integrate all of their |
educational. Legislatively, it would be prematurely to force schools that have bmited .
infrastructure to integrate all their programs. We need {o ensure thal we maintain the momentum
for educational technology.
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PROPOSAL #2: Integration of Technelogy into the Supparting Sciroof Reform decument

. Supporting School Reform:
Getting High Smmﬁa rzis inte AH of sur Natien's 21¥ Century Classrooms

“We cannot chm’fﬁﬁg{* High poverty sehools (o raise their stemdards and then shortchange them by doing
. nothing ra help them. "
., = Secretary Riley, September 199§

Over the past ten-years, States and Districts have focused their reform efforts on defining and improving
standards 1o raise student achievement for ALL students. With the passage of the Improving Awmerica’s
Schaods Act and the Goals 2000: Edocate America At in 1994, States were required to acecierate the
pace of stahdards-based reform. To date. all bui two States have developed content standards in reading
and math and over 20 States have developed perfamance standards in the same subjects. By the school
year 2000-2001, Stases are requiced to have standards in place with aligned assessinents and a process for
disaggregating student data 10 get a more precise picture of where students are in their learning and what
we, 48 educators, need 1o do to improve teaching snd learning for all students,

To date, States have spent the bulk of their time and resources on developmg stzndards and have spent
less time focusing on the impontance of professianal leaming to get standards into the classroom and the
. alfocation of effort or resources that are needed 1o provide for this ongoing need (Florio and Knapp;
1D98). States and Diistricts need support and assistance to implement standards in order to improve the
quality of teaching and learning. fmplementation mast focus on finalizing assessments aligned fo i:%ze g
. Stawe’s rigorous standards; develaping cufriculum ligned to the standards; providiog professional
development around the new curriculum; using student performance' data o improve tcachmg and (%,
learning: and, allowing time for professional conversations abaut studert work and how it i§ alzz,ncd wn.b

standurds (Cohen and Ball).

. " As a vexwlt of TLCF provisions ofl Stares hove x’z{izmmczd techaviagy plans. Currently, about half the
- States dre afready revising their plans so this is an opportune time 16 start encawraging them 1o integrate
techmology 10 their school reform affosis,,

Statex and schools have alse bogn to mvesr heevily in ea‘um:wmf technology in the belief Ih{z{

e o- tecm“x’ﬁg}: can quickly expand the mpucmm af schotls und teachers. Much of this effort is only foasely
connected o education reform, despite evidence that technolagy is best used to suppor: classroom
reform (Means, et &, 19971, Siates and disiricts are olse beginning 1o use technology to collect and
array achievement dota (Texas), provide professional developrment {Ohio), and make respurces
fincluding complete curricula) aviiluble 1o students (Virtual High School), Beginning and expericnced
reachers cite knowiedge of how 1 improve their reaching using sechnology second anly 10 knowledge of
conieni and performance standords as o need. However, only four States kave included technalogy
performance stundards as part of their ieacker certification-requirements.

caree

- Reforn Proposal ~ Standards to the Classroom . e

. Provide $1.7 billion to States and districts by consolidating Goals 2000, Tatle VI, Title 1} and the
Tectmology Literocy Challenge Fund into ene standards-based reform grast that would support the next
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generation of the stendards movement - driving standards into the classroom. ED Flex could be
authorized through this reform piece to give States niimate flexibility i getting standards into the
classroom.

States would have a single set of purposes for this grant and would be reguired (o submit a consolidated
plan. States and districts would be required to show progress on a set of performance indicators. For
example:

»  Report Cards a1 State, district, and schogl-level
s Plan 1o increase the number of students reading at grade-fevel
»  Progress on TLCF's four goals '

State Reform Efforts: States would | be awaz‘«:icd z}zc fundmg from the $1.7 bitlion grant by formula and

would retain 10% at the State level to:

+ continue the develspment and implementation of performance standards and aligned assessments,
inciuding the use of rechnology 1o collecr date and make resuits available,

«  develop a demand-driven support infrastructure (it wses lechnofogy effectively to assure that districts
and schoals have access 1o technical assistance and information on effestive pragiices 1o help all
students reach chalienging academic standards (e.g. regional technical assistance centers, LEA
consortia, partaerships with institutions of higher education, eic.);

«__ develop andior support networks that use technology well in linking teachers, principals, schools, and
districts to each other and to other educational resources 10 develop and share information about
cursiculum, assessment, and instructional practice; and

o use techmalogy to provide services to schouls and teachers(such as ngtworks and web sites pmwdmg
cwrriculum offerings and lesson plans that meet State academic conteni and performance standards)
and develap new ways for iechnology to support reform Starewide w m‘: sprecial aitention 1o cxsisting
low-performing schm}fs )

. <
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Teacher Quality: 1o ordor 1o improve igacher quality, States would be z‘equzred 10 use 0% of the
funding to awarnd competitive grants to LEAS to improve and refoon teaching aligned with student
standards. Funds must be ased to:

. .mpiemezzt stronger teacher accountability measures {including performance-based assessments, peer

review and assistance systems, knowledge and skills-based pay structures, recognition of exemplary
teachers, mid-career certifications, including expert use of techniology in instruction throughout a
Ieachcr 5 gareer 10 ensure that good fzachers are being rewarded and supporied, and that poor

el ac!zcrs are gzwn the 1o0ls they need o improve or be removed from the classroom;

L ppcri on-goiny, imensive professional development that s focused at the schogi-level and allows 2each¢:rs
tims 10 coliaborate and 1o leam maore abowt how to improve student work, ncluding requirements that
professional development integrating 1echnology into Instruction be intense and sustained),

»  improve recraiment of high-quality téachers throngh support for alternative certification and merit-based
scholsrships ro college students willing o 1each in high-oeed areas;

o provide teachers with extra support and guidance in their first three years of Zaachmg,

»  gliminate the use of icacher atdes as instroctors in Title | schoots;

«  provide support and professional development for principals in their role as instruciional leaders srcfuding in
the use of technology fo use achievenient fﬁfarmaﬁfm effeciively. ’

States would be alsa required © set-aside 10% of their {imds 19 award competitive grants to inst utions

of higher education or alternative centification programs partnered with school districts to train, recruit,.

and retain high quality teachers and envure that beginning reachers are able 10 teach effectively using

¥



technology.
(sce attached teacher quality proposal)

’

Note: Technology will need 10 be fully integrated inio the Teacher Quatity Proposal.

Using Technology to Support School Reform: States would be required to setaside 30% of the funds
support approaches (o using rechnology for refornr that move standards into the elassroom,

o The purpose would be 10 focus effort wsing technology on schools furthest behind in achicvement,
with concentrations of low-income students, and that are attempting schoolwide reform through
schoolwide prajects, (targeting showld be consistent with rest of schaol roform ;}rz};ms.,:e’ o
concentrate gffort)

» Fonds would be awarded competitively w3 subset of dzszm‘xs with schools zmpiememmg
schoolwide profects. _

= 010 50 percent of the funds cowld be used for equipment or ielecommmmications; State would |
determine priority, applivinis would be required to demensirate both need and prior wse of E-Rate
subsidies, Besed on current data, the gverriding need is to bring modern computers and ??("f%?‘émg
capabilities to the classroom. The E-Raic is nol covering these costs,

LEAs would need 1o demonstrate how the project wordd complement their averall sysiemic plan to
implement stundards In their classrooms. Professional developmeny activities would moeet the qual ity
requirements described in the second Teucher Quality bullet ahove.
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MEMORANDUM :
TO: Judith Johnson : Val Plisko

Mike Smith + . Sandra Cook

Mike Cobhen Carol Cichowski

Pat Gore - Rich Rasa -

Ann O'Leary Phil Rosenfelt

Susan Wilhelm - Jon Weintraub

Jack Kngty Jeanette Lim

Delia Pompa ‘ Greg March

Sue Betka Jay Koell

Linda Roberis Peirce Hammond
FROM: Tom Corwin /77 (-

. SUBIECT:  Specifications for Education Technology Programs

Attached for your review are legislative specifications for reautorization of Education
'i‘e.ohnoiogy prmgrgmtz {Title iII of the Elemeniary and Secondary Education Act.)

R
The specs wcu%d reantharzze and improve the targeting of, the Technology Learning Challenge
Fund; consolidate and reauthorize discretionary technology programs, resuthorize the Regional
Technology Education Centers; and update the overall findings and purpose.

Please send your comments to Jim Butler of my staff (FOBS, Room 5C111) by next Thursday,
March 4. 1 apclogize for the short tum-around time.

Attachment T .

¢t - Chuck Lovett
Deborah Spitz
Cheryl Garnette
Catherme Mozer
Mary Moran
i Leslie Mustain, OMB
- Tanya Martin, DPC



Draft Title it} Legislative Specifications

Seciion-By-Section Specifications Based O Structure Of Current Law

Title Name

Current Law: Technology For bducation

Proposed Amendment: Redain the current name, if technology programs continue 1o have their
own title. :

- Section 3101 Shorg Title

Cuprent Law: Currently, ESEA Title 1l is cited as the “Technology For Education Act of 1994.”

Proposed Amendment: Rename the short title as the “Technology For Education Act of 1999,

£

Section 3111 Findings

Current Law: The current taw Iists 13 findings that justify a Federal role in assisting schools and
distrivts 1o integrate technology into their classrooms.

Proposed Amendment;

o " r. nEy E
Delete current (1} and rew me along the following lines; "Technology has the potential to
agsist and support the improvement of teaching and learning in Schools and other setungs and
to pr{ztiace grcatcr opperwmtzes for a*l students to achieve to challenging standards.
In{3 &clctﬁ: {A} zhvaagh (D) Rawmc first paragraph to say: “The use of technology in
sducation thmzzghom the United States has been inhibited by the limited availability of .
appropriate technology-enhanced curriculum, instruction, professional development, and
administrative support resources and services in the educational marketplace;”
Delete current {€) and replace with something along the lines of "Federal support is
particularly important in providing aceess to computers and the Internet to students and
teachers in high-poverty schools.” ~— S :
Rewrite number {(11) aleng the Bnes of “the Department will continue to play a vital
leadership and coordinating role in developing the national vision and strategy to infuse
technology throughout all educational programs.”

Delete (13), which discusses interoperability. Interoperability is no longer a major issue.
Delete (15). This finding has been incorporated-into (1),

Insert new finding (maybe after (10)) thas *Girls of all ethnicities consistently rate
themselves significantly jower than boys on computer ability and are less likely to enroll in

1 02726189



ﬁrai‘t Title 1l Legislative Spacifications

advanced computer and graphics courses, Therefore, Federal leadership should pay attention
to the needs of girls and women related (0 technofogical literacy.”

Section 3112 Purpose

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

Proppsed Amendment: Rewrite this along the following lines: Tio ensure that all students are
prepared to achieve fo challenging State and local standards, it is the purpose of this title is to
support efforts by State and local educational agencies 1o achieve the four goals of the National
Technology Literacy Challenpe. These poals are that

= “All teachers in the Nation will have the training and support they need 10 help
_students learn using computers and the information superhighway; -

»  All teachers and students will have modfzm multimedia computers in their
classrooms;

s Every classroom will be connected 10 the Information superhighway; and
s Effective sofiware and on-hne £ttamm§, TCSOUITES will be an integral part of every

school’s curriculum.” 7 L
" Séetion: 3113 Definitions

AN "“’f!;x‘;} }f‘f}(f ‘;:{ \:"’"‘:‘*
Current Law: Includes 11 definitions. .
vs‘e- : l”_\""“ii?;iﬁ:;"j'f"'

Proposed Amendment: Delele Ih:s section; dcﬁmtzon seetions witl be included in the various
Paris as necessary.

-

Section 3114 Funding

Current Lavs: The law currently authorizes “such sums as may be necessary™ to carry out
subparts 1, 2, and 3 of which: : “tmen :

v, £ LU

o *a

~ 83 million is for subpart 1 (National Programs for Technology in Education) if the
amount appropriated is less than $75 million or $5 million if é}a appropriation is $75
million or more;

-~ 310 mllhcn is to carry out subpart 3 (Regional Technical Support and Professional
Development); and

- The remairrer of the appropriation 15 {0 1:3{3 used for subpart 2 (Stale and Local -
Programs for School Technology Resources).

The law includes a separate authorization for subpart 4 (Product Development).

2 : T po6/99



Draft Title lil Legisiative Specifications

The statute requires that, in years in which the amount appropriated is less than $75 million, the
amount avatiable for subpart 2 is 10 be used for National Chalienge Grants. In years in which the
appropriation 15 $75 million or greater, the funds are 1o be used for granis to State educational
agencics, except for the amount necessary to meet continuing obligations for Nutional Challenge
Grants,

Proposed Amendment: Delete this section, Separate authorizations would be created for each
;}m‘

Section 31135 Limitation on Costs

Current Law: Limits the amount recipients of grants may use-for administrative expenses to
3 percent. .

Propased Amendment: Delete this section. Distinet Himitations on administrative costs would be
created in the paris where it is appropriate.

Section 3121 National [.ong-Ranse Technology Plan

‘Carrent Law: Requxres the Department to develop and pnbizs?& aot tater than 12 months afier the
date of enactment of the 1954 faw, azzazzfma] cn&’»range icc%molog,} plan. Itincludes 8 ems
that arg 10 be included in the plan.

1

?romoqe{i Amendment: [Delete this w:ctwa vs%nch 1s now {zzzz ef c}ate

¢ “|°':\“ { :‘éi P

Insert Pmnosed Pa chem igeademhig

Section 3127 F cdcral Lcaéershir}

Current Law: Autharizes the Secretary to carry out activities 1o promote the effective use of
technology in classrooms.

Proposed Amendment:

T v
I ax

* ‘In (a), which lists the entities which the Secretary must consult in carrying out
teadership activities, delete the United States National Commission on Libraries and
Information Sciences and yeplace with the White House Office of Science and
Technelogy Policy.

® [n (b)}{1) delete everything from “in accordance” thyough the end of the sentence.
This deletes » reference to plans submitted under Goalg 2000,

e Delete current (¢){1}, which authorizes providing technica) assistance to technical

assistance providers, Repldée with language allowing the Department to conduct |
long-term studies on the effectiveness of educational 1echnology.

3 : 02/26/89



Drat Title lll Legislative Specifications

® Delete language in {¢)(2), which suthorizes development granis to technical
assislance providers. Replace with language authorizing the Department 1o convene
expert panels to identify uses of ed ur:ai:orzai technology that hold the greaicst promise
for improving teaching and Jearning.” ‘

& Delste {¢)(4), which autharizes research on “interopershility;” interoperability is no
longer a major issue for 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 authoritics.

* Retain all of (d), which avthorizes the Department to require a match from grant
recipients under this part.

Section 3123 Swdy. Evaluation, and Report of Funding Alternatives

Current Law: Reguires the Depariment to produce a study, not later than 12 months after the
enactment of the bill, on alternative models available to schools for ﬁn:—mcmg edueanonai .
technology. a

L

Proposed Armendment: Delete section, which is now out of date,

Proposed Authorization of Appropriations Stctlon E

;; 'tu'.*"_‘:'!ié’ve‘.

Proposed Amendment: For the pnrposes of carrying out this ;3&& there are aazhorlzed te be such
sums as may be necessary for fiscal vears 2001 through 2005, - T

Insert Propgsed Part B — Technology Literacy Challenge Fund

b

Pronosed Purpase Section

Proposed Amendment: Insert a section containing a purpose specific (o the State formula grant
program. The purpose would be: To increase the capacity of high-poverty, low-performing " e
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 formula through which State grant funds are to be
allocated among the States. The formula allocates funds 1o the States on the basis of amounts
received by each State under Title I for the previous iiscal year, except that no State may receive
less than one-half of T percent of the total funding. In addition, this section describes the process

4 - (R426/99
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Draft Title i Legislative Specifications

10 be used {o reallocate any funds should the Secretary determine that a State does nof require its
full allocation, .

Pronosed Amendment: Amend the current provisions 1o state specifically that BIA and the

Outlying Arcas receive one-half of | percent of the amounts gppropriated. BIA was defined as
an 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 gmnﬂ each of the Outlying Areas
the full one-half of 1 percent.

Section 31132 School Technology Resource Grants

Current Law: Authorizes the Sceretary to award grants to States that have approved technology
plans under section 3133, Requires States 1o award funds competitively to local districts and to
ensure that grants are “of sufficient duration, and of sulficient 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 educational agencies with the highest number or percentage
of children in poverty and that demonstrate the grealm neeé for tcchmca¥ assistance in
developmg a program a;}plzcatlon

Proposed Amendment!

. Renarﬁc section “Technology Literacy Challenge Fund,” which is the name the
Liepariment has used for this program.

Under 3132{a)2): 3 ' _ e

PN . = .\,-r‘,::.-“fh‘,-}ae o .”.," I e

® Specify that each State must use at Jeast 93 percent of its a?iacation for local’

subgrants to “eligible local applicants” (see below for definition), with the rest
available for State administrative costs and technical assistance,

® Provide States with the authority {o use up to 1 percent of their atlocations to provide
grants to eligible distriets to help them to develop local technology plans. This
1 percent would dome out of the 95 percent required to be used for local grants. The
evaluation of the TLCF prozrem found that many districts needed additional financial
support to develop their technology plans,

¢ Specify that awards may be made only 1o 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-pez‘fannmg
schools served by the eligible applicant to use technology effectively in their
classrooms 1o improve student learning. This targets program funds (o districts with
the greatest need for educational tcc:hnoiogy ard the ;ewesz resources (o meet those
needs.

5 QL/28/88



Draft Title It Legislative Specifications

& Require States 1o give a priority 1o partnerships that contain an eligible local
educational agency and one or more of the following: 2 lecal educational agency that
can deronstrate that teachers in schools served by the ageney are using technology
effectvely in their classrooms; an institstion of higher education; a non-profit
organization; a private business; or a museum, library, or other public or private non-
profit eultural 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 cligible district 1o use technology more effectively.

In 3132(b) change (2}, which rcqzzzras States to provide technical assistance to high-poventy
districts, to:

* Require States to provide (from the 5 percent available for State administration and
technical assistance} eligible local educational agencies with assistance in: developing
applications; forming partnerships for purposes of applying for an award; and
establishing performance indicators and methods for measuring program oulcomes

 against the Indicatars, The current statule requires States {o provide technical
assistance 10 high-poverty districts that demonstrate the greatest need for assistanee in
developing an application. The proposed provision would expand the technical
assistance to include help in forming partnerships and developing accountability
measure it addition to assistance in developing an application.

Praposed Definitions Section

Eligible Local Applicant: {1} a local educational agency that (4] is among the LEAs with the . ¢ -

highest numbers or perceniages in the State of children from houscholds living in poverty; and
{b} demonsirates the greatest need among districss in the State for educational technology and ¥ -
serves at least one Jow-performing school; or (2} a partnership that includes at least one such -
district,

Low-Performing School: (1) a schoo! identified by the local educational agency for school
improvement under section 1116(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 of Title I or comparably rigerous Sta;e or local assessments.

£1] bl

Section 3 2 33 Szaza ,éﬁzzizz:zz%w

Current Law: States are required to submit a statewide educational technology plan 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. The statute lists 10 activities as examples of the type of activites
that LEAS ¢an carry out pursuant 1o the plan,

> et
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. ~ Proposed Amendment: )

Require States to submit a new or updated statewide plan to receive fiscal year 2001
funds. Remove “the Goals 2000: Educate America Act” and replace with “other
Titdzs in this act.” :

Delete 3133(2), which requires States 10 meet criteria the Secretary might set to
ensure that districis with the greatest concentrations of poverty and demonstrated

" need for technology receive program funds. In eddition, the section lists 10 possible

local uses of funds. This section is no longer necessary as the propoesed statute -

specifically limits eligible applicants to districts with high concentration of poor
children and the greates! need for technology. The uses of funds ézscz‘zbed are
duplicative of those inctuded in the local uses of funds section.

Include language requiring each State to describe, in #ts plan, Hs 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 critenia.

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

Include language requiring each State 1o set specific State goals for technology; to
establish baselines for each of the goals; and to set dmelines for achieving the goals.
Include a requirement that the Siae’s goals must relate to the 4 national zechnoiogy
goals, <

Include language rcqmnm each State to describe how it will ensure that the grazzzs to.
districts are of sufficient size, scope, and quality to meet purposes of this part
effectively.

Inchude language requiring each Staie 1o describe how it will provide technical

= assistance to eligible applicants and its capacity for providing such assistance.

Section 3134 L{;cal‘ Llses of Funds

Current s -Allows LEAS o use program funds for the-following activitien

(1) Dieveloping, adapting, or expanding exisung and new applications of technology to

_support the school reforn: effort;

(2} Funding projects of sufficient size and scope to improve student §é:aming and, as

. {3} Acquiring connectivity linkages, resources, and services, including the acquisition of

R TE

appropriate, support professional development, and provide administrative support;

hardware and software, for use by teachers, sindents, and school library media
personnel in the classroom or in school library mediz centers, in order to improve
student learning by supporting the instructional program offered by such agency to

7 02/26/89
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. ensure that studenis in schools will have meamnaful access on a regular basis 1o such
linkages, resources, and services;

* (4) Providing ongoeing professional deveiopment in the integration of quality educational
technologies into school curriculum and long-term planning for implementing
educational technologies; :

{3) Acquiring connectivity with wide arca networks for purposes of accessing
information and educational programming sources, particularly with institutions of
higher education and public hbraries; and

{6} Providing educational sérvices for adults and families,

Proposed Amendment:

* [n the first sentence, afier “for”, amend along the following lines, “activities such as”.
The current statute seems to require grantees to fund alt 6 listed activities.

& [nsert janguage the amount that any grantee may use for administrative expenses to
no more than 3 parcent of s award,

& Insert ianguage along the following lines: “Any activities supported with {unds

. ' received under this part must benefit schools identified by the agency as high-poverty
and Jow-performing, Activities funded under this part may also benefit other schools,
T but the focus of those activities must be on improving the capacity of teachers in -
ot high-poverty, low-performing schools 1o use technology, effectively in their -

wut s - glagsrooms. This would target funds on the schools with the greatest need for .-~ o+ -
educational technolagy.

® Delete (S}, v;im:h authorizes funds to be used for az:quzrmg connectivity with wide
area networlss. This section is duplicative of (3.

ha

Section 31335 Local Applications

Current Law: Requirél L2As desumg assistance to submit an application to the SE4 atsuch
time, in such manner, and containing such information as the SEA may reasonably require.
Reguires that, at a minimum, the application include:

® A strategic, long-range { three-to fzve-yeei:‘) plan that includes:

- A description of the te:cimaiegzes to be acquired, including specif fic provisions for
interoperability among the components of such technologies;

- An explanation of how the technologies will be integrated into the curriculum to
enhance teaching, learning, and student achievemnent; ‘
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-- An explanation of how programs will be developed in coliaboration with existing
adult literacy services;

-~ A description of how the LEA will ensure ongoing, sustained professional
development for educators, administrators, and schoo! library media personnel to
further the use of technology in the classroom

-- A list of the sources of ongoing training 4and technical assisiance available;

-~ A description of the supporting resources, such as services, software, and print
resaurces, which will be acquired (o ensure successiul implementation of the plan;

-- The timetable for implementing the plan
-- The projected cost of the technologies to be acquired to implement the plan; and

-~ A description of how the LEA will coordinate the technology proviéed with
program funds with that purchased from other funding sources.

Proposed Amendment

Insert new {1 }{A} requiring districts to describe how they wzli ensure that funds
received under this part are used o increase the capacity of teachers in high-poverty,
low-performing schools to integrate educational technology effectively into
instruction. This requires districis to describe how they will use Federal funds to

‘meet the purpmes of this part.

Reletier {i)(A) as (1 )(B) Delete the languape aftcr “acquired” and insert language
along the lines of “how the technologies will be integrated into the curricufum, and

the support services that the district would provide 1o schools.”

Delete the language in current (1¥c) and replace with language requiring an LEA

identify itg poals for educational technology, and to establish timelines, benchmarks,

and indicators of success apainst the goals. This requirement will he}p to hold

grantees accountable foFhedr use of edersl funds. .

Delete (1)(e), which requires a description of the supporting resources. This
requirernent is being incorporated above,

Insert a new (1)(H) requiring, 1f applicable, a description of the partnership and the
governance struciure of the parinership.

Rewrite (2) along the following lines: “ A description of how the local educational

agency included parents, public libraries, business leaders, and community leaders in
the development of the local technology plan.”
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. . - & Delcte (d), which allows districs to form partnerships te apply for program funds,
. The provisions of this paragraph are being incorporated in other places in this part.

‘

* In (¢} deleie the refi erence 1o the Geals 2000: Educate America Actl.

Pronosed Maintenance of Effort Section

Proposed Amendment: Insert language along the lines oft VA local educational agency may
receive funds under this part only if the agency submits to, or has on file with, the State
educational agency an agsurance that the agency will spend at least as muceh funding from non-
Federal sources as the agency spent in the previous year for the combination of educational
technology and training for educators to use technology effectively tn their classrooms.” This
provision is meant to ensure that local districts maintain the same level of compiitment 10
providing educational technology o schools as they did prior 1o receiving program funds.

Propased Authanization of Anpronniations Section

Proposed Amendment: For the purposes of carrying out this part, there are authorized o be
appropriated and such sums as may be necessary for fiscal year 2001 and for cach of the four
susceeding fiscal vears,
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. sert Proposed Part C = Next Generation Technolopy Innovanon Challenee Grants

(This would be inserted as Title 11, Part €. It is meant to replace the current sections 3136 and
3137 (Technology Innovation Challenge Grants) and the current Part B (Star Schools).)

Statemént of Purpose

Proposed language - The purpose of this part is to expand our knowledge base about the use of
cducational technalogy 1o improve student learning, by supporting projects that address
guestions of national significance, and that develop models of innovative and effective uses of
educational technology for wide-scale adoption by States and LEAs.

Explanatign —~ The above language describes the purpose of this program,

Grants Authorized

Proposed language — The Secretary ts avthorized (0 award granis, contracts, and cooperative
agreements on a competitive basis, to consortia of public and private entities,

{a) The Secretary may'determine preferences for particular applicants at the time of competition.

. (b) Awards may be made for up to five vears.

Explanation — This language is designed to allow flexibility i the type of awards and their
duration. We want to have the option to award three-year development grants, with an option for
a fourth and fifth vear for promising projects:. (D6 weneed specific language for this?) We want
to keep eligibility for these awards as broad as possible, but also maintain the ability to prioritize

certain categonies of applicants at the time of the competition.

Proposed language: The fiscal agent of the consortia must be a local educational agency witha
high percentage of high-poverty students and low student achievemaat scores. Consortia
members may include local educational agencies, State educational agencies, wstitutions of
higher education, businesses, academic content experts, sofiware designers, museums, libraries,
and other appropriate entities, '

- R v .
g nggatmn This would essentially maintain the language in section 3136{a)1), but wlzh an
additional emphasis on poor-performing schools. We should consider if we want 10 target more
specifically than this

Apzlicaion Requirements

Proposed language - Applications mustinclude a detailed evaluation plan, to be a;;prmed by the
Secretary, that provides for external evaluation and includes 2 description of the project’s goals,
. measures of progress, ana’ c;w:srzcns to be answered. e
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Projects will be required to document not only outcomes, but also the process of development, 5o
that LEAs and SEAs can benelit from their experiences.

Explanation - This language is éeslgm{i {0 pive preater emphasts to evaluation for the projects
funded under this program. It would give us the flexibility to work with projects to improve their
evaluation plans,

Uses of Funds- )
Proposed laneuape — Awards shall develop, adapt, or expand existing and new applications of
educational technologies and telecommunications to support school reform efforts, including
wireless and web-based telecommunications, hand-held technology, and the development of
software and other applications. Funds awarded shall be used for activities designed to carry out
the purpase of this part, such as -

1} Teacher quality: provide preservice and inservice professional dcvclopmcnt in the mtegranon
of quality educational technologies into course curriculum.

2) Produceontent development: develop high-quality, standards-based content software and
instructional programming,

3} Access to technology for underserved populations:.use telecommunications and other
technologies to make programs aceessible to low-income students, students with disabilities, |
students in remote areas, students with imited-English proficiency; ete..o - - =0 0 » - -

koran o
;‘}' LR S BT L) .—5“

4y Parent aducaﬂon and communuy aoLEss dnd mvo}vemcm SProy ide, educaimna! services for
adults and families, particularly parent educatzon pmgrams whzch reinforce a student’s
eourse of study and actively involve parents;in the_ fearning process.

5} Equipment/connectivity: acquisition of connectivity linkages, resources, and services,
moluding the acquisition of hardware and software, as needed to accomplish the goals of the
project.

6) Collaboration with other Department technology programs, particularly the regional

. technelogy in education consortia and the State formula grant program. T -,

Explanation - This language specifies how (unds may be used,

Priorities

Proposed lanpuage ~The Secretary may establish priorities consistent with the e%:gccttves of this
part, including the following:

1) Projects developing innovative models of effective uses of educational technology_ including
the development of software and online resources.
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2) Projects that build the capacity of States, LEASs, and schools to use existing educational
technology resources.

3} Projects providing multi-State services and resources, by a consortia of SEAs, LEAs and
other public and private entitics.

4} Projects developing innovative 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 traditionally underserved populations,
including low-income students, students with disabilites, students with imited English
proficiency, etc.

6} Projects that demonstrate that members of the consortia or other appropriate entities will
"~ contribute substantial financial and other resources (o achieve the goals of the project.

Explanation - The language above is designed 1o give the Department the flexibility to determine
specific priorities in each competition, and to minimize rulemaking by setting out a list of
optional priorities that can be used each vear. .

Evaluation Acyvites

Proposed language — The Secretary shall develop procedures for State and local-evaluations of
the programs under this pan. (section-3137(a)) The Sccrelar; may reserve up 0.5 percent of
funds available under this part for the attivities described in this'section: sy }ﬂ; Velk ot -

L DN roa . . t.ul.,u i (-t dliy y\%?é‘ v oL .
Funds may be used w conduct zndzpendem evaluatzmzs of the acuvmes ‘assisted under this part
and of educational technology in general, including assisltance 1o grantees and dissemination of
findings, as well as other activities that contribute 10 the development of models and their
implernentation.

The Secretaty may award, on a competitive basis, grants or contracts to conduct the activities
described in this section,

xplanation — This language will allow the Department to fund, up to 5 percent of available
funds, one or more grants or comtracts for external evaluation of all of the projects funded under
this program, in addition to broader analyses of the impact of educational technology. The
recipient or recipients would coordinate and assist the data collection and evaluation activities
for cach project. Leadership and dissemination activities related 10 the projects funded by this
program are also included.
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Authorization of Appropriations

Proposed lanpuape — There are authorized to be appropriated to carry out this part, such sums for
fiseal year 2001, and for each of the four succeeding fiscal years.

Explanation — The authonization for 2001 cannat be determined unii! decisions have been made
on the 2001 budger, This section needs to be added because the current law has the
Authorization of Appropriations section at the beginning of Title IIL

DRAFT - February 26, 1999
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Insert Proposed Part D - Repional Technology in Education Consortia

{Current section 31410

Granis Authorized--soction 3141{a)1)

Current Law: Section 314H{a)(1) provides the authority to make grants to consortia of regional
entities, with a priority for the Eisenhower Consertig, the regional labs, the comprehensive
centers, and other regional entities designated by the Secretary, Each region of the ULS, shall be
served by a consortium. :

Proposed amendment: After “grants, add “or contracts”, Delete “through the Office of
Educational Technology™. Delete last sentence.

Explanation: The authority 1o make contracts instead of grants will provide greater frexibality for
the Department in defining the work of the RTECs. We are deleting the prionity f{:r awards (0 go
to current Depariment technical assistance providers.

Regquirements——section 3141 (a2}

Current Law: Each consartium must (A) be composed of SEAs, institutions of higher education,
nonprofit organizations, or a combination of these entities; (B) develop a regional program that
addresses professional development, technical assistance, and information resource
dissemination, with special emphasis on meeting the needs of the region; (C) foster regxanal
¢ooperation and resource sharing. SR S L

Proposed amendment: Add language that makes the general technical agsisimce reqmremmz:; i w Lo
from Title X111 applicable to this program. N LN

Exg]ana{ze The requirements for all technical assistance programs will be found In section
13003 of the reauthorized Title X111 These requirements should be incorporated by reference, or
explicitly, into this section so that they apply fully 1o this program.

Funcions—section 3141k}

“~ Technical Assintanne—section 3141 (hY1)

Current Law: Each consortia shall engage in the following aciivities, 1o the extent praciicable: (a)
collaborate with SEAs and LEAS 10 develop strategies 1o assist disadvantaged schools; (b)

. provide information on types and features of educavonal bardware and software and make

recommendations that support the National Goals and the needs of the school; (c) participate in
the tatloring of software and other materials to meet State standards; and (d) provide technical
assistance to facilitate the use of electronic disserination networks by SEAs, LEAS, and schonis,

Proposed amendment: In (B}, delete *in coordination with information available fror’the
Secretary”; delete “evaluate and make recommendations on equipment and software that support
the National Education Goals and are suited for a school's particular needs”.

1% 02126198
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In (C), chang,e ‘1o participate in ihs tailoring of” to “assistance in applying advanced
technologies,”

Explanation: These changes are minimal, in order to clanfy and make the language more
aceurately reflect the work of the RTECs,

Professionsal _ Develonment—section 3141(hY2)

Current Law: Each consorta shall engage in the following activities, to the extent practicable: {a} -

develop and implement technology-specific professional development; {b) develop training
resources; {¢) esiablish a repository of professional development and technical assistance
resources; {d) identify and link technical assistance providers to State and Jocal agencies; (¢)
ensure that training and TA meet the needs of educators, parents, and students served by the
region; {f} assisi IHE's to develop and implement preservice training programs; (g} assist LEAs
and schools in working with community members and parents to develop support for technoiogy
programs and projects.

Proposed Amendment: In {A}i), add “and other expents™ after “library personnet”.
Delete (i&)(iz}(ﬁj

In (AJHXIY), change ‘video canfcrcnccs and seminars which” 1o “the use of advanced
tslecommumcatmns to” -

Delete (AYD(Y)

EIVENR 3N

Delete (B) and (C).

in (F), afler “preservice training programs”, add “that incorporate the effective use of advanced
technology intw teacher preparation courses.”

wg

In (), change “develop support from” to “increase the involvement and support of”

Explanation: These edits are intended 1o simplify the professional development activities
authorized “Specifically, the reference o adult literacy hazbeen deletad, because the RTECs
have only mmimally engaged in activitics in this area. Other edits are made to update the
language to more accurately refieqt the work of the RTECs,

Information and Resouree Q%ssemiaai%ew&gzim 31413

7

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,
technojogical, and human resources needed 10 implement technology plans; (b) provide outreach
and work with SEAs and LEAs 10 assist in the development and validation of technology
education resources; (¢} coordinate activities and establish partnerships with organizations and
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institutions of higher education that represent the mierests of the region pertaining to educational
technology.

Proposed Amendment:

Add “{A) maintain of participate in 8 nationaliy aceessible repository of information about
effective uses of educational technology, including professional development, and dlssemma&:
resources nationwide.”

Move (b)(3HL) to (B)(4).

Explanation: We are adding a provision to authorize the RTECs to eolieet and disseminate
information. Section (3)(C) is moved to the next section because it describes coprdination and

not dissemination.

Coordination-section 3141(0Y4)

" Current Law: Each consortia shall work collaboratively and coordinate services with appropriate
regional and other entities assisted by the Department.

Proposed Amendment;

. _ Mi}ve (3){_{3 e t}z 15 section, which deals with ceméznaﬁon

PRESETS

§;(gianaizo see abovc

ey nEed v'hi“v:"

- New section—Tarpeted Assistance for Departent Technology Programs

Proposed amendmens: Add: “Each consortium shall collaborate with other Department
technology programs, pmtlculaﬂy the State formula grant program (Title 11, se¢. 3132}, and the
discretionary grant progrars {sec. _ ), to provide specific assistance that supponis the needs of the
programs, particularly in the provision of high-quality teacher professional development, and to
provide feedback to ensure that these i}epanmcm programs are meeting the needs of the field,

l' L r, =

Explanation: This language is meant to require that the RTECs work ce;labaratzveiy with ¢ ihe
other Title HI programs, to provide assistance and guidance as needed.

New section-Authorization of Apprepnations

Proposed language ’I‘?;ere are authorized to be appropriated to carry out this part, such sums for
fiscal year 2001, and for each of the four succeeding fiscal years,

the Title. We want each program to have its own Authorization of Appropriations so that the

. Explanation — The current Title I1E has the Authorization of Appropriations at the beginning of
funding level of one program is not tied to the others.
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Current Part A, Subnart 4 — Produoct Development

Current Law: Authorizes support for the development of curriculum-based learning resources
and long-term comprehensive instructional programming. .

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

Current Part B ~ Star Schools

Current Law: Provides support for programs that provide content for students and professional

development activities for teachers through distance learning technology.

Proposed Amendment: The purposes of this program would be included in the new discretionary
grant program. As a resulf of recent advarces in distance learning technology, the purposes of
this program and the current Technology frnavaiion Challenge Grants are able 1o be combined
into a single discretionury grant auihority re develop innovative applications of techroiogy 1o
Improve teaching and learning.

( Insert Proposed Pant E -- Ready 1o Learn Television {Current Part &y

Reauthorize as i3, with the following amendment:

v~ Sestion 3308 ~ Authorization of Appropristions

PR

Proposed am«*ndmcﬁ“ Delete 30, {Z{HJ 000 for fiscal year 1995, and such sums as may be

-necessary for? dnd i mscrl “such sums as may be necessary for fiscal year 200] and”

¥ - %

§xglanaiim: the amount of funding to be requested will be determined after budget decisions for
fiscal year 2000 have been made.

Fa

e

Insert Pruno%zi Part F -- Tc%ecommumcat*ms Demonstration Project for Maiﬁemancs -
(Current Tzz le 111, Part D}

Reauthorize as is, with the following mneadment: « - .

Section 3403 - Authorization of Appropriations

Proposed amendment: Delete “85,000,000 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 will be determined after budget decisions for
fiscal year 2000 have been made.
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Current Part E — Elementary 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 part has never received funding..

19 ' 02/26/99



Edueational Techuology

CURRENRT LAW

PROPOSED

Trle 11, Part A, subpart | - National Plan
and Federal Leadership ~

Provides for development of 3 National
Plan for educational Technology and a
broad authority to fund Jeadership
activities.

FY *99 request - $87 million (385 million
for programs; $2 million leadership}

Retained with minor changes -
Focus on inigragency cooperatiol,

Title IT1, Part A, subpart 2 — School
Technology Resource Grants (TLCF) -
Provides State allocations praportionate to
Title I; competitive below the State level to
LEAs; assistance goes (o poor and neediest
L.EAs as defined by States, ’

FY *99 request - $475 million

Retained with changes fo targeting ~
Provides State allocations proportionate to
Title T, competitive below the State level;
50 percent of awards must go to district
with high percentage of SWP schools;
remaining funds also targeted. (to be
developed). Professional development no
longer inchuded in uses of funds. {io be
further speeified in PD paper)

Title I11, Part A, subpart 2 (3137) —
National Challenge Grants (TICG) —
[riscretionary grants. Shares statutory uses .
of funds with TLCF, requires consortia,

mvolvement of low-income schools, shared |

funding. gt iyt g
FY ’99 request - $106 million

Censqiiéateﬁ wiih Star Schools into ,
single discretionary program with strong

_evaluation and dissemination requirements,

Uses of ﬁzz&és {(1c be developed)

*
o omF o oAt

MRS v S A I

Title {11, Part A, subpart 3 - Regional. -

.| Technical Support and Professional
Development (RTECS) -

Six regional technical assistance entities
provide a variety of services. Includes

' work witl) districts, States, and community
orgs.

FY *99 reguest - $10 million

l:Considered as part of general ESEA

technical aSsistance proposals. (To be
developed)

*
"y

Tide 111, Part A, subpart 4 - Product
Developroent -

Discretionary granis and loans 1o consortia
to develop programs or systems of
educational technology.

" | Unfunded authiority -- repeal

FY 99 request - none




Title Hi, Part B « Sar Schosls -
Discretionary grams. Supports multistate
consortia that primarily use broadeast
satellite TV 1o deliver distance learning o
schools that would not otherwise have
access, Also provides professional
development via distance leaming.
Computer networks can be used,

FY "9% request - 534 millien

Consolidated with TICG into a single
discretionary program with strong
evaluation and dissemination requirements.
Uses of funds (1o be developed)

Title III, Part C - Ready-to-Learn
Television -

~ Provides an sward to the Corporation for
Public Breadeasting to develop children’s
educational television programnting,

FY 99 request - $7 million

Authorize under CPB? (undecided)

Title 1, Part D - Telecommunications
Demonstration Project for Mathematics --
Provides an award to the Public
Broadcasting System to praduce
“Mathline,” a television broadceast for
teachers,

FY 99 request « §2 million

Authorize under CPB7? (undecided}

Tide 111, Part E - Elementary mathematics
and Science BEquipment Program —

State formula grant program, with one-time |

awards to LEAs for elementary school
scientific equipment and resources.
FY?99 request — none

Unfunded authority ~-repeal

T e UL U T
PR e LA

Professional development — 1o be included
in teacher capacity proposal, with singger
that would reguire of use.of teacher -
capacity funds for professional
development at a proportionate level when
Federal funds were used for educatitndl -
lechnology. :

10/7798




Techoology for Education

The paper that follows provides research, discussion, pros and cons, non-legislative
options, and options considered and rejecled for each of the questions below. The paper
covers the whole of the current Title Hl of ESEA and represents o@nt*‘zbmxons from
QESE, OER], OE? and zbe Budgez 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 funding; to consolidate Star $chools, the TICG,
the RTECs, and the FY *99 programs under the leadership authority into a single
diseretionary authority; and (o repeal unfunded suthonties. We have not recommended -
disposition of Resdy-to-Leamn and the ”feicccmmzzmcatwns {)cmanstmlon Praject for
Mathematics,

Throughout, we intend = stronger focus on high need areas, direct benefits to students,

sustained professional development and capacity-building t¢ maximize the effect of
technology, a balance between Federal and State discretion over funding, and '

development of well-tested innovation to integrate technology into teaching and learning,

A summary of the paper’s recommendations follows. o X

! . t il
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A. What should the purposc of the Fechnolog) for Educatwn pfo;,ram hL‘?
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Recommended Option e

To acconplish our goal, the eduz:atz{znal {acimg ogy pmg*ams aémzmst&md by the
Depariment should have a3 their overal] purpose 1o support innovation and other
activities leading to gains in student performance against challenging State content
and performance standards and 1o help reduce inequities in the distribution and I
effective use of educational technology. B

This purpose will be achieved by a combination of several strategies:

1} expand and mntegrate technology use in teaching and learning, especially in T

classroormms in schools with the greatest need;
2) demonstrate and disseminate effective models of technology usage;
"3} develop better, mare effective applications i in ¢riticel need areas; and
4} buiid the capacity of States and low-income districts 10 use technology well.

These strategies will require coordination, and will include intersgency eollaboration on
research, dissemination, technical assistance, and national leadership efforts, as well as
retention of the authority 1o coordinate these efforts with the Office of Educational
 Technology. The grant-making suthonity in the current Leadership authority, however,
would be consolidated under a single discretionary authority.



1} THRESHOLD QUESTION: INFRASTRUCTURE
B. Shouid there continue to be authority to provide funds for equipment, software,
and telecommunications?

Reconunendation

We recommend that as we conlinue to support funding for equipment, software, and
telecommunications, we also strengthen the targeting provisions so that funds are dirgcted
to districts and schools whm {izs;zzmzws are the greatest and further invesiments continue

40 he needed,

For the eonsolidated discretionary authority (discussed under section E} we
recommend that funding for equipment be limited although not prohibited. Some
funding for equipment, software, and access may be necessary 1o allow some districts that
are Jess well equipped to participate in the development of models and other activities
under this authority, However, the purpase of the discretionary authority would not be to
provide infrastructure but to develop, demonstrate, and evajuate good practice. Some
Hmit {e.g., 15 peroent) that could be waived in special circumstances would be set to
prevent recipients from using funds primanly to equip schools. ;
TARGETIRG
C. How can greater equity in educational technology best be achieved? How
would funds be distributed? How would the program be targeted?

Recommended Option iveig s T
Authorize a State formula grant program, mmiiar in size 1o the cam:ni ’}"LCF buz more
explicitly target program funds to districis and schools with the Zargesi furmber or
pereentage of children in poverty and demonstrate the greatest need for technology. .
Unlike the current authority, the new statute would include a definition of high poveﬁy
and greatest need for technology. The revised statute would maintain the current
language that grants be of sufficient size and duration fo have a substantial impact on
student iearning. Requirements for State and local technology plans would be retained,
with the added provision that plans be renewed every three years.

Funds would continue (o be distributed to States 10 proportion 0 each State’s share of
funds under Part A of Title 1 of the ESEA. The 5 percent limit oo 2 State reserve for
administrative funds would be retained. States would award funds competitively within
the State, and each State would be required to distribuie 65 percent of funds (o the
districis in the top quartile for studenis eligible for Title 1. Funds would benefit schools
within such districts that are eligible for schoolwide projests.

States would have greater than current discretion over remaining funds (30 percent),
but the purpose would be to benefit the same types of districts and schools. Funds would
remain targeted to improving classreom instruction, but States would be free to design
subgrant competitions and designate subgranlee types other than LEAs in order to

" develop model programs, practices, and products aimed at meeting State educational
2
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technology and leaming goals in the targeted and similar districts and schools.

Authorize a broad discretionary grant program that requires sctivities to bepefit
underserved communities. Thig would require that eligible recipients, beneficiaries of
services, or the site for an activity be defined for a particular competition so that
appropriate attention s given to underserved communities. {See discussion under
Sections E and F)

RESEARCH
D. How shouid research on educatinnai technology be supperted and
integrated?

* Recommended Option

OERT’s current research authority does not specify research inlo educational technology
as a part of the purpose of any of the Institutes. We recommend that a2 more explicit
authority for research into the use of technology for teaching and lcarning would be part
of the reauthorization of the Educational Research and Improvement Act.
Consequently, no new resgarch authority would be needed under the ESEA.

- A. INNOVATION
B. How can we support the develepmient of models of effective and mnovatise
practices?

Recommended Option ‘

We recommend authorizing a diseretionary grant program that is similar to the current.: ..
Technology Innovation Challenge Grants program, but with greater emphasis on multi-
state involvement, rigorous evaluation, and dissemination of models, and that ve b

incorporates the flexibility, leadership, and evaluation provisions of the current Star
Schools authority. This program would support the two overall purposes of the
educational technology programs: equity in access and use of technology; w.d nationally
improved student achievement. These purposes will be achieved through the
development of technology apphications that are proven effective and can be replicated by

schools throughout the Nation,

+ Y N
@ . . s,
e

In keeping with the overall purposes of ESEA, an underlying framework of all such
competitions would be a strong focus on benefiting underserved communtties. Eligible .
entities under this authority would not be limited 1o LEAs. The Department should
maintain the fexibility to award grants to States, IHESs, non-profit organizations, and
othier business and for-profit entities, as long as these applicants can demonstrate:
(1) partnership with LEAs as defined in the targeting provision; and (2) that the project
wil] directly benefit those LEAs, :
AL SCALING UP
B. How can we scale up effective practices beyond pockets of excellence? How
can we ensure that information, assistance in plansing, implementing and



evaluating projects, and professional development concerning effective and
innovative practices is useful and accessible?

Recammended Option

Require a setaside for educational technology in conseolidated autherity: Embed

. professional development for educational technology in a cross-cutting teacher quality

authority, with a required setaside for technology that would be triggered if a district
used funding under the technology suthority for equipment, software, or
telecomumunications.  Make the setaside waivabie if a distniet receiving funds for
squipment, software, or telecommunications can demonstrate that there Js sufficient
attention elsewhere to prefessional development in the clagsroom use of educational
technology. Professional development would continue 1o be supported under the
recommended discretionary grant program and under that part of the State grant program
over which States would have increased discretion.

Require that substantial funding under the proposed consolidated discretionary
grant program {50 percent ar more) be devoted to activities aimed at scaling up
successful practices. Such activities could include butlding better links between research
and practice and among interested groups; multi-state and other parthership activities; and

- astrong focus on activities to benefit schools in low-income commumties, {Scz E,

lnnovation for a description of this part of the proposal.}
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Technoloﬁy for Education
PURPOSE
B. What should the purpose of the Technology for Education pfogram be?
1. Introductic.m

In-1995 the President established the Technology Literacy Challenge and set out four
specific pillars to support teaching and ]eammg with technology:

1. All teachers 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 wsll have modern multimedia computers in their
classrooms;

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

4, Effective and engaging software and online learning resources will be an mlegral part
.of every school curriculum.

.. -We propose to stay the course with the four piltars, and would make them an explicit ..

nﬂ“ o

+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. But as.the summanes 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, conceming professional
development and support and the last, concerning software and integrating technology
into the curriculum)l:ave receivad 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 of the options
considered below. Consequently leadership, leverage, links among prograin 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

5



interaction that computers and felecommunications can provide with the world outside
the school and the immediate community students live in can open the world to all, and
do so with greatrichness and diversity, But for this to happen, students across differeat

. income levels must have roughly the same ggeess {o technology and guality of teachers,

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 thear level of access to educational technology. The
studies show that classroom access to telecommunications is growing at a very fast pace
but that poorer schools Jag in getting classrooms connected. In the 1997 report on
telecommunications access, theve 5 a distingt break 1 the percent of classrooms with
intemnet access between schools with 71 percent or more free and reduced lunch students
(14 percent with access) andd schools with 31 to 71 percent free and reduced price Junch
students (27 percent with zeoess), Furthermeore, NCES' projections to 2000 show that
classrooms in poorer aress are likely to take Jonger to reach the same levels of
connectivity as wealthy districis,

According to Quality Education Data (QED), as reported in Compurers in Classrooms, (a
Policy Information Report from the Educational Testing Service (ETS), 1997), schools
sith less than 25 percent nrinority enrollment have a student-to-computer ratio of about
10 to 1; schools with 90 percent or more minority enrolliment have a ratio of 17.4to 1,
The ratio of students-té-compiters also goes up as the number of Title | students
increases. ETS concludes that students with the greatest need get the least access,
Looking at multimedia computers, schools with more than 90 percent minority student
-enrollment have about 30 students per modemn computer compared to-about 221w 1 for
schools with betwéen 25:and 49 percent minority student enroltment. Many observers
believe that funding for technology from Title T has prevented an even greater difforential
between communities, ’

In a 1589-51 study, Henry Becker found inequities based on race, pender, tracking,
urbanicity, and subject area. In a previous study, Becker found that students in lower
tracks were ofien limited to drill and practice work on computers. Little more recent data
on how computers are used in instruction with different groups of students exists,
although Becker has a new study uiderway, = -

A study reported In Science in April 1998 (first published on the Internst, at
www2000.0gsm.vanderhiit.edw/paper_list.itml, April 1998} used analysis of a Nielsen
survey to describe differences in African American and white access to personal
computers and the Internet. One conclusion of the study is that for respondents with
incomes over $40,000 there 15 little difference in access between African Americans and
whites. A second conclusion is that, in the case of students, household tncome does not
fully explain race differences in home computer ownership. Extending this, the authors
state that “white students lacking a computer at home, bui not African American students,
appear 1o be finding some alternate means of accessing the Intemel.” For students with
home access to a compiser, the race-based difference goes away. The authors also

5



concinde that access to the Internet at school is dbout equal for both groups of students

but leave open possible differences in the technological capacity of the schools. The

authors state that "... white students, whether or not they have a home computer, are much

more likely than their African American counterparts to use the Web at places other than
home, work or school.”

A report of 1997 Current Population Survey data published by the National
Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) in summer 1998 (Falling
Through the Net li: New Data on the Digital Divide; Falling Through the Net I was
published tn 1994} describes telephone {ielephones are necessary for the most common
forms of internet access), PC ownership, and on-line access by geographic area, race, and
income. Their profiles of the Jeast ceanfsctﬁd arg; .

+ Rural Poor - Those living at the lowest income levels in rural arcas are among the least
connected. Rural households eaming less than $5,000 per year have the lowest
telephone penetration rates (74.4%), followed by centyal cities (75.2%) and urban areas
{76.8%). By contrast, central city poor were the least connected in 1994, Rural
households carning between $5,000-810,000 have the lowest PC-ownership rates
{7.9%}) and on-line access rates {2.3%), followed by urban sreas {10.5%; 4.4%) and
central cities (11%; 4.6%). . .. .ar -

+ . Rural and Central City Minorities:-1Other non-Hispanic™ households, inciuding
Native Americans, Astan Americans, and Eskimos, are Jeast likely to have telepbone
service in rural areas (82.8%) particularly at low incomes {64.3%;). Black and
Hispanic houscholds alsolhavedow:telephone rates in rural areas (83.2% and 85%),
especially at low incomés (73.6-and;72.2%). As in 1994, Blacks in raral areas have the
lowest PC-ownership rates {14:9%) followed by Blacks and Hispanics in central tities
(17.1% and 16.2%, respectively), On-ling access is also the lowest for Black
households in rural areas (5.5%) and central cities (5.8%), followed by Hispanic
households in central cities (7.0%) and rural arées (7.3%).

* Young Households -- Young households (below age 25) also appear to be particularly
burdened. Young, rural, low-income households have telephone penetration rates of
only 65.4%, and'only 15.5% of these households aig Hkely 10 own a PC. Similarly,
young households with children are also less likely to have phones or PCst those in
central cities have the lowest rates (73.4% for phones, 13.3% for PCs), followed by
urbasn (76% for phones, 14.5% for PCs) and rural locales (79.6% for phones, 21.2% for
PCs).

+ Female-headed Households - Single-parent, female households also lag significantly
behind the national average, They trail the telephone rate for married couples with
children by ten percenlage points (86.3% versus 96%). They are also significantly less
likely than dual-parent households to have a PC (25% versus 57.2%) or to have on-line
aceess (9.2% versus 29.4%). Female-headed households in ceniral cities are
particularly unlikely to own PCs or have on-line acecess (20.2%, 6.4%), compared to
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dual-parent households (52%, 27.3% ) or even male-headed houscholds (28%, 11.2%;)
- in the same areas.

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

. These data on the digslta divide highlight important quantitative dnfercnces N Bocess
phones, computers and connectivity. It is also typlcal that providers of
telecommunications services target innovations in services primarily o communuies that
arg most hkely to adopt them at an additional cost. Consequently the most vistonary and
innovative uses of technology generally take place first among the most privileged and
best educated communities,

arL i ent Stand FH et R : Technology, used in reglilar
{ca{:‘mng ané eamzng, é%rzz’m{is tea{:hers to ask more real work of their students, students
to work together in leaming tasks, and teachers to plan lessons well so that time spent
with technology is productive and targeted (o real accomplishment. Technology, in short,
is another way 1o approach school reform.

Cuban and Kirkpatrick recently published a critical review of the research on educational
technology in Technos that distinguished berwveen Computer-Aided Instruction (CAL,
Computer-Managed Instruction {CM1) and Computer-Enhanced Instruction {CEf). They
find that \he research ors CAl and CMIthas béen shown .o improve student scores. In
their observations on CEl, they note-that-lieachers become critical elements,” and that, .
“classroom technologies are severelyilimitedin éffectivéness if nof sef within ¢ general
reform conrexy” (italics added). Rescarchidone by SRI International in the early 90'%
{noted by Cuban under “single studies, elementary and secondary: positive” and “CE!
Models™) indicates a strong correlation between classroom-level school reform activities
{(such as collaborative leaming, heterogeneous grouping of studéents, and other forms of
interactive learning using computers) and the use of ielecommunications and computers
in classrooms. The SKRI study also contains an informative discussion of the're fationship
between technology and exducational reform in the classroom.

*a
[
I

States have b&gun*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 standards for student technology literacy as one of five

cross-cutting work-related standards,

The Infernational Society for Technology in Education (JSTE) 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
NCATE). The standards however, are specific to technology and are not embedded in
particuiar academic conient areas.



A relatively new development in the extensive experience with distance oducation in the
US, both with K-12 education under Star Schools and higher education, is the advent of
the “Virtual High School,” the use of the Intemet 1o offer distributed courses in
specialized or advanced topics to secondary studenis located in schonls in several States.
In addition, at Teast 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 2 curriculum
designed 1o moet the Statels proficiency standards. The Agency for Instructional
Technology (AT, publisher of 7echnos) has developed a grade 4-9 curriculum that to
mest content and student performancs standards they claim can be aligned with those of
virtually all the States. The Milken Famuly Foundation collects and makes avaz}abze
lesgon plans from their Mitken Educators,

Additionally, a new report indicates that technology, when used 10 promote higher-order
thinking skills instead of “drill and practice,” can raise student achievement. The report
from the Educational 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 thinking skills was positively related to academic achievement in
mathematics. In conirast, the use of computers to teach lower-order thinking skills was
negatively related to academic achievement. In the fourth grade, the study found
professional development and using computers for:leaming gatnes ‘were positively related
to acadernic achievement. . N -
: : ' I ROREIFE A YR -
States have used technology for dala col}actmn and disséminationfor:some time . Butal
least one State {Maryland) has begun to look at how:to' pmvldc schtaols wtih more
-immediale access to pcrfaﬁname data ihmugh tcchnalogy Ty (0
- ; L lhange Te ming: By providing teachers with
new zoois for zcachmg, wa:hnaiug}* can change zhe way 1eachers teach and students learn.
According to Technology Counts ‘98, released in September 1998, “education reformers
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-skills, allow students to Jeam at individual rate;and.
engage students as active learners rather than passive listeners. Technology can also be
used to improve learming opportunities for students with disabilities, And computer-
hased assessments can provide weachers with critical information about individual student
learning styvles.

Telecommunications techuologics add new challenges, complexities, opportunities and
potential solutions for meeting the primary goal of helping all students achieve to high
standards. The growth of telecommunications networks enables new kinds of links and
associations among educators, students and the public. The goeal is that the technology
become transparent and support networks of those engaged in education improvement
and reform. The federal government can have 3 significant role in supporting programs
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that bridge technical reguirements and promote wider communications,

Education visionanes talk about the future in terms of educating “anyone, anytime,
anywhere” and providing “just in time” assistance and support. The recent advances in
fast global telecommunications are capable of supporting powerful distributed education
environments. The manner in which we deliver technical assistance 10 other service
providers {e.g., states, infermediate service units), share mformation and learn from each
other {e.g., linkages between researchers and practitioners) is already being affected.

6. Discussion

Techneiogy — meaning computers and telecommunications for purposes of tis
discussion— is a powerful leaming tool whenrused well 25 part of the daily business of
teaching and learning. Technology in one form or another is nearly ubiquitous in
commerce and industry and familiarity with 1t is becoming essential to good employinent
as well as full civic participabon. In the context of schools, using technology well means
not only familiarity, but realizing the potential to make a significant contribution to
improved student achievernent on State content and performance standards. Wehavea
long way 1o go - technology in schools is relatively undeveloped and teachers are only
beginning to use it well. Our goal for the Nation is thus not only to help develop the best
and highest level of use for technology in schools, but also 10 see that level of use become
commaon throughout elementary and secondary education, SR SR A A

< g

The four pillars for educational technology support this goal, but achieving the ‘{cw' :

pillars is beyond the scope of Federal funding, . To meet this-challenge/ we must o a g -

encourage strategic use of Federal resources to leverage other funding: szzbszamxallyw&
increase knowledge about new nses of technology, and ensure that introducing, “niv -
technology in schools doss not contribute to further divisions in society.” While
technology is particularly powerful 1o reducing the barriers between rich and poor
students, it 15 suceessiul oniy if access 1o 1115 readily svailable and used in educationally
significant ways

Our particular goal for this reauthorization and the funding we provide, then, isto
accelerate the innovation and spread of educational techuslogy frr those schools and
communities where its power as 2 learning tool and equalizer is most needed ~ the same
schools targeted by Title I'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
Departraent should have as their overall purpose io support innovation and other
activities leading to gains in student performance against challenging State content
and performance standards and to help reduce inequities in the distribution and
effective use of educational technology.
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This purpose will be achieved by a combination of several sirategies:

3} expand and integraie technology use 1n teaching and learning, especially n
classrooms in schools with the greatest nesd;

9y demongtrate and disseminate effective models of technology usage;

10) develop better, more effective applications in critical need argas; and

11) build the capacity of States and low-income districts to use technology well,

These stralegies will require coordination, and will include interagency collaboration on
research, dissernination, techmical assistance, and national leadership efforts, as well as
relention of the authonty to coordinate these efforts with the Office of Educational
Technology. The grant-making authority in the current Leadership authority, however, - -
would be consohidated under a single discretionary authonty.

Pros:

The purpose and related strategies cut across different types of technology programs

(State formula, discretionary, research, ete.), ather Department education initiatives and
elementary and secondary education initiatives in other federal agencies. The focus on

State content and performuance standards is consistent with other ESEA and i}c;}aﬁmem»

wide objectives, - R SRRSS CE T

i
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The program’s purpose, like the four national piliars, is broad enough to encompass State
and local goals and effonts, which makes possible greater indirect effect through support 11 =" .t
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Stronger targeting, support for innovation, and ammmn to prof essional devel opmem and
capacity building are consisient with other ESEA efforts.

Cons: -

With limited resources it may be more realistic to focus our efforts on more Hmited and
directly achievable goals. For gxample, we could define a subset of the national goals
{such as providing professional development in 50 percent of iow-income s~hools) and
target all funding 1o that objective.

Much of the ‘az:,{ivity necessary 1o move forward with the proposed purpose is beyond the
Department’s direct influence and funding.

Achieving such a broad purpose through a National agenda for educational technology
relies heavily on coordinated planning and effort across the Federal govermment, Such an
effort is very difficult to achicve without a specific mandate for federa] policy leadership
and associated funding,

12. Other Options Considered and Rejected
11



. The options that follow are not so much choices that have been resected (since all would
be incladed 1n our recommended options) but instead aspects of the need for educational
technelogy that could serve as aliernatives o the recommended purpose.

a. Focus primarily on achieving equity,

Equity is the long-standing rationale for inost substantial ESEA programs. The research
shows that inequities in the distribution and use of technology in classrooms persist,
However, a Federal program 1o achieve equity by providing fimds for equipment and
wargeted professional development, for example, like the E-rate, would be very expensive
and could create 2 long-term Federal obligation, and thus would be unlikely to survive the
authorization process. Options concerning program size and targeting are discussed
below,

b. Focus primarily on research and development,

Better research and evaluation mformation is the need most commanly 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

S investment in research and development. However, an investment primarily in rescarch

Ll : and development would limit funding for providing and using technology weil in
. classrooms and could be perceived as reducing the immediate classroom effect. Options
SN - concerning treatment of research, development and innovation in a broad authority arc
OO NI discussed below. . . ’ s oy
by s CarEEt. L. . Sl

¢. Focus primarily on professional development. : : B

Many policymakers fear that teachers’ lack of knowledge about the appropriate use of
"™ ... technology in classrooms could Jead 1o the waste of a substantial part of the jnvestment
being made in equipment and connectivity. Recent analysis of NAEP data shows a
_correlation between even limited professional development and positive classroom
effects. However, professional development {or "training™) in the use of computers is
“wanlikely by itselfio lead o appropriate classroom use. More integrated profossional
development that teaches the use of technelogy as an instructional ool in pursuit of
curriculum goals is difficult to distinguish from professional development that teaches the
use of other tools and {echruques 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 fimding from other funding for professional development that

could easily include the use of technology. Options concerning professional development .

as part of 2 broad suthority are discussed helow,
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THRESHOLD QUESTION: INFRASTRUCTURE
B. Should there continue 16 be anthority te provide funds for equipment, software,
and telecommunications?

. Introduction

In preparing to make the recommendations in this paper, the reauthorization working
groups first considered a threshold question: should the Departrent continue 10 provide.
funding for equipment, seftware, and telecommunications? Were a decision made not to
funid these activities, thére is little reason for a separate technology authority; all other
activities currently supported by the current State formula grant program {(e.g.
professional development) could be funded under other authorities. We have
recommended that research be undertaken under 8 new QERI research authority,
Technical assistance could be provided under a broader authonty for that purpase,

“Innovation could be supported by retaining an education technology discretionary
authority, or under a more general avthority like FIE or by other agencies.

However, as reflected in the studies referenced below, while access (o
telecommaunications at Jeast) is gencrally improving across the board, classroom access

. . and hardware {n poorer schools specifically lag well behind.

‘2. Research Review

The most recent data on student-to-computer ratios and telecommunications access 1§

‘¢ Market DData Retrieval {MDR)'s 1998 data, as published in Technology Counts. Although
¥i.4 the method used (census survey) and response rate (38 percent) make reliance on the data.

questionable, the data show remarkable progress o the student to computer ratio (13 .
students to a multimedia computer overall; 17 to 1 in classrooms) and classroom acoess
to the Internet (44 percent). MDR's data alse indicate less progress being made in poorer

{50 percent af students quain“y for free lunch) schools {8{} percent school aecess . .

compared to 89 percent in all other schools),

\‘CES Telecommunications survey for 1997 shows a similar but bleaker picture. As
schools have highe pemwmages of poor students, aceess to lelecommunications is
reduced. In schools with 71 percent or more free and reduced-price lunch, 63 percent
have access 1o the Internet compared 10 2 national average of 78 percent; in schools with
less than 11 percent free and reduced-price lunch, 88 percent have access to the Internet.
For classtoom access, there is a distinct break in the percent of classrooms with infernet
access between schools with 71 percent or more free and reduced hunch 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
classronms In poorer areas are likely to take longer to reach the sams levels of
connectivity as wealthy districts. MDR"s 1998 repont {as provided in Technology Counts
28} does not provide data for classroom connectivity disaggregated for poorer districts,
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Same szuézes including the Digital Divide report from the Commerce Department and

the Neilson survey reporied by Vanderhilt 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, however, that access
outside of schools is strongly differentiated according to income, and, in the Vanderbilt
study, by race. Lack of access outside of schoo! has a sirong effect on the ease with
which students adept and use technology in schools.

Since the passage of JASA, States’ investment in educational technology has increased,
although there is great variation in the level and consisiency of support. In 1998,
according to Technology Counts, 21} but eight States provided funding for educational
technology; of these, 22 targeted funds in some manner to lower-imcome districts,

1. Discussion

The admisisiration’s commutment (0 the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund, which has
been the primary federal source for funding for equipment, software, telecommunications,
and technology-related professional development, has been repeatedly expressed as $2
billion over five years. Fiscal year 1999 is the third of five years; in three years, $1.035
billion bas beervappropriated 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

.+ ¥ariation among'States. State educaticnal technology plans are required, and States hold
meiiln cb’mgz:zitiozzs among districts for TLCF funding. States have considerable latitude in
b wesiabizshmg priorities for TLCF competitions, and most have used funds to support one

or ahothier aspect of their State technology plan. Some have limited the uge of TLCF
funding to professional development and others have required that a percentage of funds
{usually 30 pereent) be used for professional development. But there 15 ittle doubt that
much of the funding has begsused 1o purchase needed equipment, software, and access.

The Diepartment’s discretionary educational technology programs have also supported
extensive hardware mvcstmzntk: Ins the case of the TICG, some believe that innovative

V" approaches developed by recipiénts coulli not be carried out without expensive equlpment

and that very few schools, particularly poor schools, could replicate thelr
accomplishments without special funding,

The Star Schools program has historically supported two forms of infrastructure that,
gspeciaily in the early years of the program were costly: support for downlinks at

- schonls, such as satellite dishes and sinular 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 studic equipment that (at least in the
carlier days of the program} were not commonly available. Star Schools grants have
progressively larger matching requirements: 25 % firsl two years, 40% 3™ and 4™ year,
and 50% the 5% year. Furthermore, “not less than 235 percent of the (federal) funds ..
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shall be used for the cost of instructional programming ... in any fiscal year”,
2. Recommended Option

We reconumend that as we continue 16 support funding for equipment, software, and
telecommunications, we also strengthen the targeting provisions so that funds are directed
to distniets and schools where disparities are the greatest and further investments continue:
" 1o be needed, and that we limit the use of discretionary funds for equipment.

In the next section, where we take up targetirfg, we recommend that a substantial part of
the State grant program be targeted to the top quartile of Title I districts, and to schools
eligible for schoolwide projects within them because these districts and schools are likely
1o be the neadiest,

For the consolidated discretionary authority (discussed under section E) we recommend
that funding for equipment be Jimited although not prohibited.

Some funding for equipment, software, and access may be necessary to allow some
districts that are less well equiped o panticipate in the development of models and other
activitics under this authority: However, the purpose of the discretionary authority would
not be w provide infrastructure but to develop, demonstrate, and evaluale good practice,
Some limit (e.g., 15 percent) that could be waived in special circumstances would be st
10 prevem recxpelents from using funds primaniy to equip schools..

R . .
e [ P S e >-. iﬂ

Pros: Reduces focus on: fundmg for equipment and: permits greater investment in
professional’ developmem anid:othet activities supporting innovatior and effective
instructional usss:. o o .
By contrelling the use of funds for equipment, begins o shifi the long-term costs of
sapport and equipment replacement to State axd local sources.

By targeting funding for equipment (o low-income communities and focusing on
innovations using existing infrastructure 3}?&92@{:5 & clear raiwnaie equity and
innovation - for Federal support. Ta e Ao T

Cons: Stmng targeiing provisions may be perceived as reduced support for Siate
prioritics and strategies as promulgated in Statc Educational Technology pians‘

Data supporting dlsmbutton of need for equipment is relatively weak; some Staies have
argued that the greatest equpment needs are in middle-incorae schools.

Effactive use in targeted schools is dependent on & concentration of effort from other
SOUrCes.

8. Nop-legislative options:
5
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s Encourage stronger targeting and more support for professional development under
the TLOF {see non-legisiative options in the next section).

s Set prionties for funding under the TICG and Star Schools program to reduce the
tevel of funding for equipment and encourage greater investment in professional |
development {see also the non-legisiative recommendations under section E).

2. Other Options Considered and Rejected

-

a. Provide funding for hardware, software, and {clecommunications as partof a
construction and infrastructure development authority.

~ Pro: Links construction and technology so that infrastructure needs (electneal, wiring)

for {echnology are directly linked to technology infrastructure plans.

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

Treats equipment a8 a one-fime capzzai cost, without built-in technical support and regular

a&a’ ey

replacement... IS e LI

RN S T T
b. Consulidate educational techiriology funding int6 a teacher and school capacity-
building authority, . . cparmma il weem@ e o s . < - :

f L.
PR R

Pro: Muakes wchnology an initegral pait ofd hagh capamty workplace for tcaciacrs and -

" students. INERTIET R m‘“‘i(‘"*":b‘}i Ly

#yoared oy gl R

RS- DAt

Focuses attention on professional development and technology as a key componcnt in
zz‘z{;masmg wgcﬁer capacity.

~
Builds in common provisions for planning, professional development, concentrating
resources, possible peer review.

Cons: Developren: of educational-technology as a focus for &ffSrtis redifesd.

- Funding for equipment, sof’cwara and telecommunications would not be separaiely

authorized.

- AR
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TARGETING

C. How can greater equity in educationsl technology best be achieved? How
would funds be distributed? How would the program be targeted?

1. Discussion

In looking at targeting we considered both targeting recipients of awards and the

strategies and purposes of awards. Hoth the proposed State formula program and

consolidated discretionary program would do both in some measure, but the emphasis
would be different. The State formula grant program would target a substantial part of
the funds to low-income districts and schools; the discretionary grant program would
make development and providing access to innovation for low-income.schools and
districts n priority.

The Department currently funds a technology State formula grant program, the
Technology Literacy Challenge Fund (TLCF). The TLCF helps States put into practice
the strategics contained in their State technology plans. Funds from the TLCF assist
States in developing the infrastructure needed to integrate technology into classrooms.
The Department is encouraging all States 1o use 30 percent of their fiscal year 1999 funds
to provide professional development 10 help teachers to effectively integrate technology
into their curriculum. For fiscal year 1999, $425:million hasbeen appropriated for the
TLCF. . T NP P P TUpPr P D

Prior to receiving first year funds-from the TLCF Statcs Were z’eqmred 1o develop a
statewide educational technology plan, and! ‘have such plan’ appmved by the Department.
Each plan included the State’s long-term strategiés: for financing educational technology
within the State, described how other public and private agencies would participate in
implementing and sipporting the State plan, and outlined the technical assistance that
will be provided to the local educational agencies within the State that posssss the largest
number or percentage of children in poverty and that demonsirate the greatest need for
technology. , '

Each State receiveg # share of TLCF funds in proportion to its share of fundS-uvider Pars™
A of Title I of the ESEA, except that no State receives less than one-half of 1 percent of
the amount avaifable. Appropriations language limits funds reserved for the Outlying
Areas to one-half of 1 percent.  States must award at least 85 percent of their allocations
competitively to local schoal districts, '

Current targeting provisions are relatively weak. The legistation says that States must

. identify local educational agencies with the highest concentrations of poor children and

the greatest need for technology avd provide themn with technical assistance. The statute
also requires States 1o “provide assistance to local educational agencies™ with high
poverty and the greatest need for technology. In its gutdance, the Department has
interpreted “assistance” 1o also mean that States should make an effort 1o target funds to
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the identified districts. There is some evidence that not all States are targeting their
technology funds to districts with high poverty and the grestest need. A database of first-
year recipients wil] soon allow us to compare CCD poventy data {free lunch) and other
variables and compare recipients to State 1otals. We atready know that four Siates
{Kentucky, Alabama, Louisiana, and Tennesses) made TLCF awards to virtually every
district within the State. About half of the States target their own funds for educational

-technology. Technology Counts reporied 8 survey of State funding for educstional
iechnology. Of the 43 States that provided school districts with State technol :}g}* funds
in 1998, 21 target those funds to the poor districts within the S‘tate

The current educational technology discretionary programs also have relatively weak
fargeling provisions:

The authority for the TICG (szction 3136} stipulates that “consortia shall include at least
one local educational agency with a high percentage or number of children 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 of Title II1) specifies two allernative eligibility- -«
criteria: a public agency or corporation that “shall represent the interests of elementary
and secondary schools that are eligible 1o participate in the program under,part A of title
1,” or “a partnership... that includes. .. at least one (of either): a local educational agency
that serves a significant number of glementary and secondary schoals that are eligible for
assistance under part A of title \I: or... is operated or funded f‘or;lndmn children, bylihe
Department of Interior.:.% e L IRPERTS ;WM sa,-'s ;&W senige L

The RTEC authority (Subpart 3 of Part A of Tile Iii) doas nez st:puiatc any mrgctmg
except to indicate that the RTEC, as part of one of four functions, shall collaborate with
SEAs or LEAs requesting it, “particularly in the development of strategies for assisting ...
thase schoals with the highest mumbers or percentage of disadvantaged students with

little or no access to lechnology in the classroom”.  The rest of the legislative language
remains conspicuousty silent abcaz equity and targciing«

As a practical matier, it 18 pr@bab%y acouraie i:} asse:rt that many TICG projects only
marginally benefit most disadvantaged conmmunities, and the implementation under many-
projects might be difficult to adapt elsewhere without substantial funding. There are
nonetheless many TICG projects where the benefits go primanly o underserved
populations.

While it is arguable that the targeting and ehigibility provisions in Star Schools are
weaker than in the TICG, much of the Star Schools effort has been directed 1o serving
disadvantaged and isolated populations. Because much of the programming is broadcast
broadly, other schools benefit as well,
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The RTECs proposed different ways and differing commitments {o serving low-income
schools in their original applications. In February 1998, OERI engaged in a Midpoint
Assessment of the program and of each project. All projects are now strengthening their
focus on developing strategies, products and services that ultimately (directly or
mdirectly) benefit underserved communities.

2. Recommended Option

Authorize a State formula grant program, similar in size to the current TLCF, but more
 explicitly target program funds to districis and schools with the largest number or
percentage of children in poverty and demonstrate the greatest need for technology. .
Unlike the current suthority, the new statute would include a definition of high poverty
and greatest need for technology. The revised statute would maintain the current
language that grants be of sufficient size and duration 1 have 2 substantial impact on

- student learning. Requirements for State and local technology plans would beé retained,
with the added provision that plans be renewed every three years.

Furds would continue to be distnbuted to States i proportion to each State’s share of
funds under Part A of Title I of the ESEA. _The § percent limit on a Sute reserve for, -
admirusirative funds would be retained. States would award funds compelitively.withine w =
the State, and each State would be required 1o distribute 85 percent of funds tothe + i
districts in the top quartile for students eligible for Title I Funds would bm&f . s&b&e%s v
within such districts that are eligible for schoolwide projects. N

R B ‘::@"za%f ey Frnp i
States would have greater than current discretion over remaining. funds, (30 peroent); but sum .
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 1o design
subgrant competitions and designate subgrantee types other than LEAs in order to
develop maodel 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 (o benefit
underserved communities. This would requirethat eligible recipients, beneficiaries of
serviees, or the site for an activity be defined for a particular competition so that
appropriate attention is given to underserved commumities. (See discussion under
Sections E and F) .

a. Pros: Would target funds 1o the neediest schools and districts. Would provide
States with funds and the discretion to develop professional development and
other activities designed to use technology to support State learning goals in poor
communities. e

Provides the Department with a flexible discretionary program that would focus
on innevation, providing access 0 content, and scaling up effective uses of
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technology in poor communities.

b. Cons: Would limit State discretion in awarding rmost funds. Some schools that
receive earmarked funds may not be prepared to make effective nse of them,
State capacity to use discretion well varies substantially,

Discretionary program would suppoert bolh mmnovation and benefits for schools in
poor communities, which could be perceived as conflicting purposes.

3. Non-legisiative options;
a. impmve%i targeting:

s Using information about the first year's awards as a guide, identily States wherg
targeting was conscquential and where 1t is not and provide technical agsistance 1o
States (o improve suteomes,

= Undertake a new initiative, through the RTECs and other technical assistance entities,
to farget assistance fo the big cities in implementing their educations] zeci’;zwiogy
plans.

Aot T et

£

o _Initiate a consortium of States with large numbers of rural low-income schoolsto . 7 ot .
provide targeted technical assistance in developing and zmpiememmg educational . o . o ol
technology plans. S g ‘

I LT T SR fkf e R G i
. Fncourage extstmg TICG projects to expand tf‘zw work.with Iow-income schcei& I N <
through mid-point assessments and other means. .~ . = SRR BRI

» For new funding for professional development in educational technology, fund
preservice institutions that prepare large numbers of twachers and teachers that serve:
in low-income commumities; focus on both technology and preparing teachers to work
with diverse students.

*a

<" b, ~ Home and community access: e

+ Provide Staies and local school districts with models for assistance to low-income
households, such as Indiana’s Buddy System, or Union City, New Jersey’s Columbus
Middle 3zhool.

« Undertake a task order through PES or OERI 10 evaluate the cost and effectiveness of
various methods of providing home access to poor students, such as carry-home laptops,
on-jpan compaters, apple e-mates or similar products, and school-based provision of
ematl and school-mediated Intemnet aczess, |

*  As part of funding for new community access program, examineg the effects of such
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aceess on school performance,

e Increase support for technical assistance through RTECs to community based
arganizations in the provision of access 1o computers and the Intemnet for low-income
students.  Increase support for and coordinaiion with programs in other agencies that
support access o computers outside schools, such as the programs under the Library
Services and Technology Act and the TIAP program operated by the Department of
Commerce, :

4. Other options considered and rejected

a. Funds for all high-poverty schools: A program designed (o provide $100,000 per
year o all schools nationally with at least 50 percent of their children eligible for a free-
or reduced-price lunch subsidy.

Pros: The program would provide additional funds for technology 1o the neediest
schools. Funds would be linked to the E-Rate and school wide programs.

Cons: School-level poverty rales can fluciuale from year to year, Program s
prohibitively expensive. Strong targeting provisions are unlikefy to survive

reauthorization process. Estimated first year cost is 52.3 billion.

b. Guacranteed funding for high-poverty districts: A program designed to provide

high-poverty districts with the same proportion of State technology funds as they receive . ]

under Part A of 'I."‘iﬂe I, R e

v ¥

Pros: The program would guarantee funding to high-poverty districts that
frequently do not have the resources 10 be successful in obtaining competitive
grants. .

Cons: For many districts, the amount guaranteed would be o0 small to have
substantial impact. Funds could go o districts unprepared to make effective use
of them, - -

-

¢. Award all funds directly to high-poverty districts through national competition:
A program designed 1o award funds competitively to districts that have large numbers or
percentages of children 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 tiedto 2
istrict technology plan.

Cons: Impact of program is limited 1o 4 relatively small number of districts. A
competitive grant program of this size would be difficult for the Department to
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conduct. Coordination with States would be reduced.

d. Change the formula allecating fands to States: Currently, each State receives a
share of funds proportionate (o 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? are?
designed to target funds to schools and districts with the greatest concentrations of poor
children. Eliminate the smal] State minimum to provide more equitable per pum? funding
among the States, : : : .

Pros: Changing the formula would more effectively target program funds to
States with higher concentrations of poor children, Eliminating the small State.
mintmum would provide more equitable per child allocations across States.

Cons: It is very difficult politically 10 change program allocation formulas. The:
elimination of the small Siate minimum has a greater relative impact on the small
States than the Jarge States. Politically difficult as all States have 2 senators.

T AL

¥
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RESEARCH

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

1. Discussion

The 1997 report of the President’s Committee of Advisors on Science and Technology
(PCAST) issued a strong recommendation “that the federal government dramatically
increase s invesiment in research aimed at discovering what actually works, not only
with respect to the application of educ:ational technelogy, but m the field of elementary
and secondary education in general.” The report recommended spending at least $1.5
billion on éducation research, particularly on educational technology. The CEO Forum, 2
group of corporate and education leaders, endorsed improved collection of data on
schools’ use of technology in a report released in October 1997, The Department’s and
others” atternpts to identify measures of progress with regard to educational technology
has revealed great inconsistencies in the way data is collected from one community or
State 10 another, with the result that Hule consistently reliable national data is available.

In examining options for rescarch, éa»ciopmmt and implementation, we set out three

* goals or such an effort;

. Builé State and local capacity 1o improve teaching and-learning through technology.

s Improve State and local décisionmaking by building a better knowiadge base,
_— e Ime;rratc,tcchnolog} mto other education objectives.

'. .
RS USSR TN

Detemnnmg the extent to which technology is actually being used in schools and the

- effectiveness of educational technology in raising student ackievement is comphicated by

two tnherent problems: (1) the diﬁ” culty in isolating the effects of technology, and
{2} technology and t?w ways itis.used are changing more rapidly than data can be
gathered. ‘

‘ ‘Qualz’Zy must be a primary concern of any research program. The PCAST report points

out that while numerous studies of tducatichal technology have found positive effects on

student lcaming and motivation, questions have been raised about the validity of these

studies. The report calls for a “well-designed program of ngorous, 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
technology studies, in part because we have not yet determined what we want technology
1o accomplish. A recent article by Larry Cuban and Heather Kirkpatrick of Stanford
University (Technos, Summer 1998) defines three distinct purposes for technology in
schools: ensuring computer Hteracy, restructuring classrooms to ifiprove ieaching and

. learning, and improving course content and skills development. These competing
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purposes result in studies which fail 1o provide clear conglusions, and are not comparable
to simnilar studies. The PCAST report questions whether current studies are in fact
measuring the higher-order thinking and problem-solving skills we wish o facilitate, and
which are perhaps best facilitated by technology. In researching the impact of technology
in the classroom, it is critical that we reconsider our definition of student achievement.
By Limiting ouwr measures of achievement to test scores, we ignore the capacity of
iechnology to fundamentzlly alier the way students leam, .
There are currently few strong studies of classroom effectiveness. However, the ETS
study released this month demonsirates that technology, when used to teach higher-order
thinking skills and supported by teacher trainimg, has a positive impact on student -
achievement in mathematics, based on NAEP data. In the anticle cited above, Cuban and
Kirkpatrick note that outcomes of evaluations of educational technology are highly
dependent on the quality of implemerdation of the mstructional design and the knowledge
and skil's of the teacher,

In sddition, there is a lack of solid data on the amount of technology that 1s already in
schools and the way if is used. Two of the main sources for State data are Quality
Education Data (QED) and Market Data Retrieval (MDR), commercial marketing firms
that collect information on.educational technology and sell it o technology
manufacturers. Many expertsibelieve the data collected by the firms Is flawed.

2. Recommended ()ption L
;.M_

LR N

OERI’s current researchsauthomy does not specify research inlo educatzonai technology
as a part of the.purpose of any of the Institutes. We recommend that a more explicit
authority for research into the use of technology for teaching and learning be part of the
reauthorization of the Educational Research and Improvement Act.  Consequently, no
new research authority would be needed under the ESEA. However, the following are

recommendations to be considered in the OER] reauthorization:

+  Create an interagency and Department-wide rezearch agenda for educational
technology. In domg so, it is critical to consider research already being done
by other agencies: NSF, ‘\HCHD cic. Integrai research on technology inio
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 mruliiple agencies, to study how ¢hildren leamn reading and
mathematics at various ages, and how technology contributes to the Jearning
process, through & series of grants.

. wn o Emphasize frequent interaction with State and Jocal educators throughout the
p q &t

research process. Research should be closely tied to the efforts and
experiences of the field. Educators should be consulted during all stages, from
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defining an agenda to disseminating the findings.

» Make findings accessible to educators. Emphasize ongoing work with
teachers on using research. This should be emphasized within a research
authority, as well as through a discretionary authonty providing for
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.

a. Pros

By keeping technology research within the scope of the OERI reauthorization, the
. Department’s research authorities are kept closer to a common authority. This permits
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. : B LA

b. Cons C e et e e

Authorizing technology research -as:partiof abroader research authority may not « - -
sufficiently emphasize the neéd:for.a coordinated research agenda for educational -
technology. This requires-making‘choices'between research on technology and rescarch
focused on other aspects of education. This would require working within the Institute
structure (presuming it is reauthorized), which could prove less conducive to targeted
research in tcchnology than a dedicated authority. .

3. Non-legislative options

 Exuamine the rescarch that is currently being done by other-agencies, Gétermine unmet
needs, and coordinate efforts.

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

e Develop Department-wide research agenda for educational technology, with input
from-all Principal Offices and major Department initiatives, including OERI’s expert
pane] on technology programs.

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

a. Develop an ESEA proposal for a research authority requiring national, interapency
rescarch in the ares of educational technology. This 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 research; would be consistent with PCAST
report; and could be tailored 1o meet specific needs,

Cons: Establishing new research authority could be perceived as undermining existing
research authonty and would increase the number of technolopy programs where existing
authorities arguably would suffice.

b. Provide a set-aside in formula grant program for State¢/local research.

Pros: A sei-aside within a larger program may be more likely to receive funding. Siates
would focus rescarch in areas relevant to their {ssues such asicontent and performance
standards, and a State-level rescarch aulthority wi}uié encourage the use of research-based
practi lee with other funding.
Cons: there would be rcduaed nazlanai ::{mirc}l of agamda or qaaizty, no comparability, and
may not be useful at the nationaf level: State capatity;to'condict and.use research varies
substantiaily. The PCAST report identifies: r&seaz‘ch as‘animportant federal role.

oLt Degnasihee ne Loy
c. Design research authority as a diseretionary grant program, to work with State
formula grant program. Such a program would suppor grants and contracts through 2
competitive process for local regearch in a variety of areas. This option is based.on the
interagency research initiative proposed in the FY 1999 budpet, and would preciude a
disoretionary grani program (like the TICG) focusing on model development.

Pros; Compelitive reserch swards.encourage quality research. A large-scale ¢ *
competition would support research in 2 number of areas, specific 1o State and local
needs. This program would facilitaie coordination with other agencies.

Cons: Single discretionary program may not serve the needs met by TICG or similar
program; e.£. 1o enable LEAs to develop and implement models, and to disseminate
results. Would primarily involve research community, might be ineffective in reaching
educators and policymakers.

s INNOVATION

-
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B. How can we support the development of models of effective and donovative
practices?

i. Discussion

While a research authonity will not be developed under ESEA, another important
consideration is how to stimulate innovation in practice and support the development of
models of effective practice. We know that there 1s 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 demanding moﬁe Is 0f best practice that
they can adapt or al least gel inspiration from;

+ Teachers and other educators very rarely implement a moodel in its entirety; raz}zeﬁ,
they adapt the mode! to their particular context and teaching style; .

s Technology can be used to tuckle certain nagging problems in unigque ways. Concepts
of technelogy-supported solutions can be developed based on other areas of research

(such as on what we know abou} organizational change, what we know about-leaming -~

by constructing knowledge, what we know about distributed.collaborationsin-
general, what we know about adult learning, and what we know about language
acquisition}; B .

s If innovation is to benefit peop%e %}%‘:yond those directly mvaived in ﬁ’}cemﬁ{}va‘{z{m
projeet, & by-produet of fundamental zm;ﬁ:}mnw 15 the clear, éﬁwmmm{m Qf the;. «
innovation. Such docwmentation must not only include-a’ {iﬁS{}ﬁpiwﬁf{}f the s
innovation and its practice, but also ~and often more importantly~ a'clear description
of the process the innovation team when through to implement it as well as guidance
aboul adapting the innovation to other contexis,

Al three disc:retionary programs currently authorized under Title 1 have engaged in the
development of new innovative models, (o varying degrees,

One of the current authorizations foraa educational technology discretionary grants
program (the Technology Innovation Challenge Grants) supports competitive grants to
consortia, including “at least one local educational agency with a high percentage or
number of children living below the poverty line,.. . The program focuses on funding
programs that are developing innovative applications of educational technology that can
serve as models for other schools. The azzzlwrity requires that projects serve high-need
areas; directly benefit students; ensure ongoing, sustained p“ofe:ssmnal development; and
ensure effective and sustainable use of technologies.

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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resultedd in Jeveragiog of funds at 8 rate of 3.5 dollars for every Federal dollar. However,
there Is concern that this requirement may preclude some high-poverty districts from

applying for a grant,

In awarding grants, the Secretary s reguired 10 give priority 10 projects that “are designed
o serve areas with s high number or percentage of disadvamaged students. .. 7
However, the law dogs not stipulate what constitutes a high percentage or nuinber of
children living below the poverty line and the Department has not specified any
percentage or number in is award process,

The Challenge Grants program has supporied innovative projects dealing with a wide

range of objectives, content areas, and populations. The projects are complex and

diverse. The program was designed as a demonstration program, with some emphasis on

replicability of the models developed. Evaluation strategies have been uneven, though

guidance is now being given 1o all projects about exactly what is expected in this area,

Furthenmore, only now are some projects mature encugh to start sharing their lessons

learned as they enter 2 fourth year of operation. More emphasis must be placed on

ensuring that models developed are evaluated and disseminated in 2 way that will be

useful to other schools. These are elements that must be strongly considered in designing

a new program. Al the same fime, the objectives of the cutrent anthority are the same for~; w. b«

both the Challenge Grants and the TLCF. In practice, because of the different funding -1 . <

mechanisms, these programs serve two very different functions,. A new authority should -y, -

make these different objectives explicit, while making them complementary and .

consistent with the Department’s overall technofogy objectives. ~ . | oo wlheiie vanis o
RN DVt S bt SERCI Y -3’*?”:53?3&;{&2‘3"?{&&3 shandnion

A second diserctionary grant program, the Star Schools program, was first funded;inv1 98885, .

as an intiative of Senator Kennedy (he continues to have an interest), and issimilar, and-y o

in some ways more flexible than, the Challenge Grant authority. The pregram has as its

major purpose the provision of distance education, and permits doing so through the use

of computer networks. Partnerships and matching funds are required, and awards for

large, five-year, multistate projects have been the nomm in recent years. However, the

program's stringent partnership requirements and history of support for satellite broadcast

distance learning projects has resulied in relatively low numbers of applicants over the

« years. The option selected below when developed in ¢ztailimay adopt some provisions

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 thai includes .
teachers and students, technology coordinators, curniculum developers, staff from
intermediate service units, state agency and local agency decision-makers, higher

' education faculty and deans; as well as providers of adutt literacy services. The RTECs
have found that while these constituents want good models of practice, they also want
and need 1o adapt them. The process for implementing a model is often as significant to
eventual success than the content of the practice itself. In developing service strategies
for these chents, the RTECs have developed many innovative technology-supported ways
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10 model practices and deliver services.

2. Recommended Option

We recommend authorizing & discretionary ‘grant program that is similar o the current
Technology Innovation Challenge Granis program, but with greater emphasis on multi-
state involvement, rigorous evaluation, and dissemination of models, and that
incorporates the flexibility, jeadership, and evaluation provisions of the current Star
Schools authority. This program would support the two overall purposes of the
educational technology programs: equity in access and use of technology; and nationally
improved studenl achievement. These purposes will be achieved through the
development of technolegy applications that are proven effective and can be replicated by
schools throughout the Nation,

In keeping with the overall purposes of ESEA, an underlying framework of all such

competitions would be a strong focus on benefiting underserved communities. Ehgible

entities under this authority would not be limited to LEAs. The Depariment should

maintain the flexibility o award grants to States, IHEs, non-profit organizations, and

other business and for-profit entities, as long as these applicants can demonstrate:

(1) partnership with LEAs as defined in the targeting provision; and (2} that the project SR SRS L
will directly benefit those LEAs. ’ . SRR

Specifically, a discretionary authority at the f}&iié:}ﬁ% tevel 1s necessary. to achieve several
important goals: _ S

LS I . R Lo

1} Devefop innovative, high-quality models of practice, farge{wg fe:fsraf ﬁmds to focus W fondidtl : y
on particular questions that impact all States and LEAs. : TR A

In defining uses of funds, the authority should remain broad but provide for specific
strategies 1o ensure that models are linked to State content standarcs and can be replicated
nationwide. Applicants should be required 1o demonstrate the impact of their projects,
the level of innovation, and the potential for replication. Uses of funds should include
professional development (both preservice and inservice), multi-State activities, and
projec focused on particular types of classrooms (e.g., low-income; viral, special, ..
populations, core subject areas).

Al the sizme time, 1t s important that projects funded under this authority implement
reforms that will be useful to most schools and LEAs. For example, projects that receive
2 large amount of funding to develop cutting-edge, highly speciaiized activities will not
develop models that can be easily adapted by other schools. Instead, projects should
focus on innovative and effective models using accessible technologies and easily
replicable processes. % e

The development of innovative models might consist of about 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 of effectiveness, and services,
primarly to disadvantaged schools, for the implementation of promising practices.

2) Bring together multi-State parierships of public and private entities, fo support
broad-scale development and reforms.

One of the primary reasons to authonze a national level discretionary progrars, 1n
addition to State formula funding, is to promote collaboration across Stales and 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 distance leaming programming and
the capucity to broadeast those programs to many students who might benefit from themn.
Such gollaboration is eritical in all areas of education reform, but i1 13 even more relevant
for technology, because ledming via technelogy is not limited to geographic boundaries,
This program will eraphasize, in part, connecting students and educators across these
boundaries in order (0 gnhanse teaching and leaming. Multi-staie parinerships also allow
for funding (o be consolidated and targeted for particular efforts, rather than dispersing
the funds and supporting duplicative projects in every state. i

3} Emphasize high-guality evaluation of demonstration projects, so that projects, that
Wb demonstrate pasz;zw impacts can be used throughout the nation.

. . Accounmability will be a major emphasis of this authonty. Projects must be required 1o
i .' .- conduct rigoious extemal evahsations to demonsirate the effectiveness of the model

SR TSR Ja,, - :developed, and to inform other educators who might adopt the model. Such evaluation is

gt e weo, necessary in order to develop and docament an innovation, the process of ite: o e

e i+ development, implementation and growth, and the manner in which 1t can be tatlored to
meet others' needs, The authority should allow for the option to require some kingd of
midpoint assessment; either a preliminary evaluation report, or a peer review assessmaent
at some point in the grant period. This would inform the project staff as well as the
program office, and ensure that evaluation is conducted from the beginning of the project
period. .

4 Link funding to myld-Stare and national efforts in research, technical assistanes, .and
dizsemination.

This program will enhancee the hnks between research, technical assistance, and
dissemination, by developing funovative models tha! put current research into practice
and make these {indings 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 kamg these programs, see the following

. seCtion,

a. Pros
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Competitive grants have stimulated local parinerships and leveraged large amounts 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 wil! enhance effects of current program and continue
national development of innovation. A common focus on low-income schools should
insure that positive innovations are used by recipients in the State grant program.

b. Cons

Scalability has been a barrier under the current authority because funded projects are
diverse and complex. 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:

» Encourage 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 under the Eisénhower National Program. States would be asked to commit to.

RIS, adoplmg the models under the Elsenhower Statc Grants Program.
Lzm:p;;‘]‘ o TR 2o PRV W .

Voo

" e Use the expenience of the TICG program and the results from the first (1995) awards

as a source for “lessons Learned’.

4. Other Options Conxidered and Rejected

a. Menior-district (or mentor-school) program. Authorize a multiple-year
discretionary grant program designed to pair recipients with well developed educational
technology plans and programs withpotential 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 sctaside, 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 of a new authority.

Cons: Unclear whether this would work on a national level; can LEAs effectively
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“mentor” other LEAs? Districts may elect to forgo additional funding to avoid new kind
of responsibility.

b. Targeted partnership program. Authorize a targeted planning assistance and trial
development program with strong partnership requirements (like Challenge grants or Star
Schools). Competitive award of such & project could become ong way 1o trigger a higher
State allocation.

Pros: Linking competitive awards o State aliocations will discourage Congressional
earmarks for specific projects, because States would then be ineligible for the zrzcz‘ease{i
allocation,

Cons: Not clear that this would actualiy discourage direstives; might actually increase
the funding amounts for those directives. Also, will sound duplicative to Congress (i.e.,
because staies reccive competitive funding, they then receive zncrcas::d funding thmugh

the State program),

. ay oy
ot
T (;; B e
L A Ly
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I
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SCALING ii!"‘

B. How can we scale up effective practices bevond isolated examples? How can
we ensure that assistance in planning, implementing and evaloating projects
and professional development concerning effective and innovative practices
is useful and accessible?

1, Intreduction

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 118 needed most. .

Furthermore, while there are many instances of effective implementation of technology 1o
support teaching and learning, these are usually confined to a single district, school, or
even teacher. Siate coordinators and others working in the field feel considerabie
urgency in making such successes more common.

The approaches 1o building capacity we have considered include both professional
development and technical assistance, We believe that we should target both 1o the same
districis and schools as the State {Srarzz program described in the discussion of targeting
earlier in this paper, RRETS

Professional dgvelopmeni: Abowt 2 mllha:‘z ‘iaach&rs are expected o be hired over the
next ten years (schoel year 1997.98 10:2007:08), Just over 3 million teachers are
currently (1997) employed,iprojecteddo increase to 3.3 million by 2007 (from the Digest
of Educational Statistics, 1997). Overall; K-12 school enrollment 1s projected to rise 4.1
percent nationally over the next ten years, from zbout 52,2 million to about 54.3 million
{from the ngesz of Educational Statistics, 1997}

A report from the Office of Technology Assessment, Tmefzers and Tec}zwfagv Making
the Connection (April 1995} and the later report of the President’s Commitiee of
Advisors on Science and Technelogy (PCAST, March 299’?) both emphasize that
professionu! developmenrt for teachers must go beyond acGuisition of Zomputer skills o
the use of {echnology to improve student achievement in the academic content areas.

These same two reports note that less than 15 percent of technology budgets are invested
in teachers, despile recommendations that 30 percent be spent on professtonal
development. Implicit in these recommendations is the recognition that the most effective
uses of educational technology are highly dependent on the anxiczige and skills of
teachers. .

Asnoted zaziz: er, 'Cuban and Kirkpatrick note that for what they define as computer-
enhanced instruction {CEI}, teachers are gentral and required to play a rouch larger role
than for computer-managed mstruction {CMI) or computer-aided instroction (CAJL
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NCATE has adopted 18TE’s standards for technology for new teachers, and many
colleges 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 16 use
educational technology in classroom instruction.

Techuical assistance background findings to be added.

2. BDiscussion

Professional development

In looking at professional development (meaning the full continuum from preservice to
ingervice), we considered the following four principles:

s Effective classroom use of cdacaﬁona} technology requires well-informed and highly
proficient teachers,

+ Professionsal development in the use of educational technology should b{: ntegrated
with other efforts 1o inprove mstruction,

» Improvement of professional development, both preservice and inservice, shouid also
have as an ohjective the long-term sysigmic improvement of the providers.

« For teachers (whether prospective or experienced) to use technology well, they must
 have ongoing support and continued access o information on using it to improve
teaching and leaming. .

[T

LRSS Sl I Aol IR I e

The current TI..CF and 'Z"ZC(} auth{mzy explicitly pcn‘mzs t?zc use Of funds for professional
development, both in projects (3134{2)).and 25,2 means of integrating technology inte the |
curricutum and as 2 factor in long-term planning fortechnology (3134{4)). Local
gducational technology plan provisions for the TLCF (3135) require districts to znsure
ongotng, sustained professional development for teachers and other education personnel,
district plans are to include & list of sources of wraining. There is, howeyer, no explicit
mention of preservice professional development in educational technology. Awards may
be made only to local educational agencies, and although consortia including institutions
of higher education are explicitly authorized, their purpose is “to provide services for.the
teachers and stodents in2.Jogal educational ageney...”. TR e o

Current policy calls for a substantial part of the Department’s funding for educational
technology o go 10 professional development. States are being encouraged to use at least
30 percent ($127.3 million) of their TLCF allocations for professional development. In
sum, of the $698 million appropriated for educational technology for 1999, about §233
million, or about 33 percent, is to be used for professional development, including §75

- million for preservice,

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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We believe that it plays a relatively small part in the carly stages of projects and later
becomes a more 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. While the statute requires that 25% of the funds be devoted to .. .
instructional activities, the last analysis done showed that 40% was used for instructional
programming and the trend has been 10 greater spending in this area.

The Senate version of Title 1l of the Higher Education Act permits the use of funds for
educational technology, and the Senate mark for 1999 would provide a total of §73
million for the three programs authorized. The Depariment does not currently plan
devote these funds to educational technology, but given the HEA authority, sm:kmg
additional autherity for preservice eduz:auen would be duplicative.

An important component of professional development is the dissemination of models and
applications that have proven effective in other classrooms, as well as current research
findings. It is critical that teachers have-access to these tools and have the trainmg 10 use
them. Under the current authority, this task has been performed by the Regional
Technology in Education Consortia {the RTECs).

Technical assistance I PTIE S Y -
Technical assistance beyond profzssional development i is a-significant factor in increasing
the capacity of districts and schools to use technology well, The technical assistance
reauthorization team is using a definition used by SRI in the evaluation of the
Math/Science Consortia program. Under that definition, technical assistance includes:
panning assistance, development assistance, capacity-building of; {:iiﬁmts facilitation of
eoliaborations and networking, brokering and referrals:, profpsslonaé devc?opmcm,
training, communication, community outreach, dlssemlnalmn pwduct develapmcnt, and
{the use of} technology and telecommunications. L

Other reauthonzation teamsare considering options for professional development and:...
techrucal assistance. The options reconmiended below will need ta be considered in the -
context of those groups’ recommendsations,

Ty

3, Recommended Option -~ . .. . . . et

Require a setaside for educationrl technology in consolidated authority: Embed
professional development for educational techoology in 8 cross-cutting teacher guality
authority, 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 the setaside waivable if a district receiving funds for
eguipment, software, or telecommunications can demonstrate that there is sufficient
atlention elsewhere to professional development in the classroom use of educational
technology. Professional éw&i&;&m&zz would continue 1o be supported under the
recommendad discretionary grant program and under that part of the State grant program
over which States would 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 scaling up successful
practices. Such activities could include burlding hetter links between research and
practice and among interested groups; multi-state and other parinership activities; and 2
strong focus on activities to benefit schools in low-income communities. (See E,
Innovation for a description of this part of the proposal.)

. Pros

This option would integrate technology with the support and planning for quality
teaching. Funding for educational technology equipment and the assoctated professional
development would be strongly linked.

Discretionary funding would permit support for innovation ia professional development
for educational technology and for scaling up and building suppost for such efforts.

b, Cons

Enless funding for professional development in technology is explicitly authorized, 1t . -
may be lost in a broad authonty. Entry-level training in equipment and sﬁﬁwaz‘e uses
would not be specified. SR L A

o

Funding for professional development under the proposed consotidated discretionary. -

program and under the State development. progmm could requrre mcrcased State andw;';:i el e
ocal coordination effort, R N e i wtﬁ‘w*tn AR
LS " ad ;i: 1 won, i

3. Non-legislative options:

» [Encourage States to set priorities for investments in educational technelogy
professional development as part of district TLCF competitions,

+ Encourage States 1o partier with TICG profassional development award recipients. "

» - Encourage States o integrate educational technology in applications for awards under
Title I of HEA.

» Encourage Staies to hold joint TLCF/Goals 2000 competitions for (he establishment
of professional development schools specializing in professional development in

educational technology.

s ~Focus grantee effort under the TICG on documenting implementation and replication
efforts.
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4, Other Options Considered and Rejected

a. I’ccizaeiogy aatheritg State setaside: Provide a set aside, analogous io that in the
curvent Title 11, for State Agencies for Higher Education awards to non-profits and
institutions of kigher education charged with both improving the preparation of
prospestive teachers 16 use educational technolegy and the use of educational technology
in instruction by teachers already in service.

b. Flexible State level technology autherity setaside: Require that a specific amount
or percentage of the State allocation for educational technology be used for the preservice
education of teachers 1o the classroom use of educational technology through
competitive award by the State, but leave further requirements and selection of |
recipients 1o the State,

e. Technology or consolidated authority subgrant requirement: Require districts
receiving ED educational technology awards to set aside a significant pottion of funds

{30 percent) for professional development, and further require that at Jeast 10 percent of -
the 1tal be used in cooperation with an institution of higher education that prepares new
teachers, in order to directly conmect the preparation of teachers to the needs of schools. |
Alternatively, authorize professional development schools that devote a mg’m ficant ievel T
of resources to the use of educational technology in ciasswoms ‘ ‘
d. Authorize SEAs working with content specialists fwm msiz{mzons of %n gher educaizarz
and teachers to develop lesson plans and surmicuium zzmzs zzsmg eéuaatwn al iﬁth{zeiggg - r-";,};%.; sy A
and online resources to meet State content and student perfarman{:c stan{iaﬂis e ‘ o
Make the plans and units available on State web sites as a resource for teachers. B ‘
e. Reserve a proportion of the amount appropriated for competition among States to

improve their preservice preparation of teachers in the use of educational technology to

improve struction.

f. Continue support for the existing discretionary educational Zechﬁologv Programs,
dlffercntzanng their purposes. _ -l S
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Author: EBllen Conaway at WROJO2
nate $7/8798 10:312 AM
Priovity: Normal . - -
T0: Judith Johnson ab WDCID3, Gerald Tirozzi at ¥DOJOL, Jim Kohlmoos at wWDCOJIOL,
Bich Rauna ab Wdcoigfl, Sylvia ®right, Francisco Garcia ab WDCJO3,
william Kincaid at WDCS0L, Catherine Jovicich at WDCJO¥, Terry Dozier ab WDCBOZ,
Phil Resenfelr at WDOED4, Rafael Bamirez at WDOQOY, Patriciz Gore, 3us Betka ab ¥DCRDZ,
Thomas Corwin at WRITEZ, Marilyn Hall at WoCJo1, Catherine Schagh ar w001,
Rudrey Smith, Joyoe Murphy at WRIJE3, Thomas Fagan at WDOJSl, Anm O'Leary &t wWichidsg,
David Beaulieu at WDOJID1, Mary Jean LeTendre at WDOJ01, EBlois Seott ar WDOJTOL,
Frances Shadburn
Subject: addendum to minutes

=

Ag an addivion teo the minutes from 9/2, please add the following,
generated by Rich Rasa, )

RE: 'Tax Credit for Professiconal Development Lor K~12 Teachers:

This would be a direct ¢redit against federal tax due up &9 a garvain
thresheid which could be tied to an average cost (e.g., 35,000}
approprisvely dngurred for H-12 prefessional develoapment. This would
sestm to fiv if iv is tyue that many teachers actually fund thelr own
professional development costs -- in effect -- the tay credit woulsd
reimburse them dollar-for-doller for these costs and at the same time

. entouragse them $0 bake gubstantive training each year, Alsg, the .
exadit would be for 8l1 E-32 teachers, thereby promoting skills
improvement for tsachers af all schocols, 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 on state and local
taxes. Alss, singg improving Sesachers’ cradentials and their abliliny
to teach in the classroom 48 a high priority for the public, most
taxpayers would probably suppori such a taz credit. Just an idea -~
hope it is helpful, Thanks for belpinc-us think outside the box!
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ISSUES RELATED TO STATE COMPETITION PROGRAMS

From éxpcriﬁme with Goals 2000 and the Technology Literacy Chailenpe Fund, I have
identified a few issues that need to kept in mind as we consider whether to operate all or a
pr;rtic»z% of Part 11 as formula 1o state, wm;}ctitive state Lo district program.

i.

b2

There s pressure an states o spread money around, mom in some states that in

‘others. 1t is very difficult to get states to reaily concentrate ﬁmds

State priorities are not zlways consistent with ours or with those in the statute.
Govemnors and Chiefs often see Federal dollars they control as a fund to support their
ideas. For instance, CA one year sent Goals money to all distrigts for professional-
development in reading for grade 1.3 teachers. While not of itself bad, it is not the
comprehensive reform that Goals 2000 is to foster. . Alabama and other statés have
used Goals 2000 funds almost exclusively for technology that, while tied o

. tomprehensive reform on paper, does not ensure that, at district and school level, itis

being attended to.

. S ST T -
States tend to give one or, at best, two year grants, resuiting in use of funds for short
range activities or purchases rather than long range reform. Part of this is to spread
funds around over time {everyone gets it f:venzuaiiy) and L part is due to um:ertamty
over continued Federal support. L e

P
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‘s«"v‘hether Or nota dzstnci is funded mav d.,;:zezzd mare onthe abil z'{y of grant writer

than quality of an implemented program. (this is true of our competitive grants as
weil). .

. Large cities believe that states shortchanpe them. The Council of Great Citing

Schools firmly believes this, and there is some evidence for the belief in certain states.
We had to get PA and W1 10 raise their maximum grant awards in the technology fund

. since the ceiling effectively punished those two large districls, We had a similar

circumstance in CA that the state corrected before in put the policy into place, Mew’

Yotk bad a great deal of difficulty getting out its Technology funds out because the’
amount it effectively set aside for NY city was opposed by members of the state
legislature because they thought it was oo much.

In some states competition may not make sense. Marvland has 24 distnicts, all good
size, and gets enough funds to suppart all of them. Nebraska has 500 districts, mosty
simall,. Competition may make sense bere, since there i$ not enough money fo
around. Wyoming has 19 small districts and I don’t quite know where it fits.. ] am
not certain that it makes sent to treat all of these states in the same manner,

More on this later.
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