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Preface to Volume |

This is the first volume dbtate Strategies and Practices for Educational fietdgy by the
National Educational Technology Trends Study (NEJTSETTS is a federally sponsored
evaluation of the Enhancing Education Through Tetdgy (EETT) program, a program
authorized by Title I, Part D, of tHelementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 ASE
which was reauthorized as tNe Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB)

Volume I,Examining the Enhancing Education Through Technolggram describes state-
level educational technology policies, focusinglo® implementation of state-level Enhancing
Education Through Technology (EETT) programs infitst years of operation. The report
draws on survey data from both state educatiocahi@ogy directors and district-based
educational technology coordinators that were ctaig by NETTS.






Executive Summary

Introduction

The recent proliferation of information and comnuation technologies, including desktop
and laptop computers, handheld devices, cell ph@uetable video players, and the Internet,
has transformed the world in which we live. In jaslecade or two, the ways in which people
shop, bank, work, and communicate have changettisufly to suggest to many that children
growing up today will require a new and more denwagnihtellectual skill set to thrive in
adulthood than their parents did. As a result, matperts recommend that students’ educational
experiences be reformed to better prepare stuftamtseir future. These efforts have renewed
emphasis on developing mathematics, science, esrgngeand technology proficiency among
our nation’s youths.

As information and communication technologies placeeased demands on workers and
families, they also have the power to enhance atehd formal and informal educational
opportunities. Educational technologies, when ysegerly and in coordination with a variety
of school reforms, have been shown to enrich legrenvironments and enhance students’
conceptual understanding. Indeed, educational sxgséeross the country have embraced the
potential of technologies to improve schoolingtha past 10 years, all levels of government
have invested significant resources to supporiritegration of school-based technologies in
teaching and learning practices. The ratio of sitglper instructional computer has consistently
dropped over the years, as computers and relafedase have become increasing available to
teachers and students. And after several yeaedefdl, state, and local investment in
information technology, a majority of teachers ubjic schools consider particular technologies
essential to their teaching.

The federal government has played an importantinobeodernizing schools and their
technical capacity, administering several progréarisprove telecommunications and Internet
access, purchase hardware and educational softprarede technology-related professional
development and other technology supports, and tlumdesearch and development of
innovative uses of technology for educational psgso The Enhancing Education Through
Technology program (EETT) is among the largestuchgprograms at the U.S. Department of
Education. The EETT program, authorized by Titléhart D, of theElementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (ESEA)s amended by tido Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB)
provides formula grants to states for promotingubke of educational technology to improve
student achievement. States, in turn, provide féerand competitive grant awards to districts
within their state. Through the activities that HEJupports, the program explicitly recognizes
that the presence of computers and network cororecin schools, though necessary, is
insufficient to meet the program’s primary goalproved student achievement. EETT is
designed to improve the capacity of high-povertyosis to improve student academic
achievement through the use of educational teclgredpand it is the focus of this report.



About This Report

This report discusses the role of the EETT progtamnstate priorities and programs that
EETT supports, and the relationship between sthieational technology program activities and
the overarching goals and purposes ofNbeChild Left Behind Act of 200Chapter 1 of this
report describes state educational technology ipslignd related programs, including the role of
the EETT program in state efforts. Chapter 2 prissiewlividual state profiles that present data
summarized in Chapter'l.

This report is part of the U.S. Department of Ediocés National Educational Technology
Trends Study (NETTS), a multiyear evaluation thatuients the implementation of the EETT
program. The report draws primarily on data fromINE surveys of state educational
technology directors and district technology cooatidrs that were gathered in 2004 and 2005
and case study data gathered by NETTS in six sta@804° The survey results reported below
focus on administrators’ perceptions of needs aradegjies as opposed to providing direct
evidence of needs or strategies, unless otherwiggInThe state survey asked state educational
technology directors about state priorities foreational technology and administration of the
EETT grant program. The district survey asked distechnology coordinators about current
and past activities supported by the EETT prograthaiher general educational technology
activities in their districts. State case studyadate used to illustrate themes raised by state
survey data.

These data describe the EETT program in its fmgtsecond years of operation. It should be
recognized that some states were still compleheg tducational technology plans and getting
their EETT implementation procedures in place dythis time. In addition, these data and other
NETTS data sources do not address the relationbeipgeen educational technology use and
student academic achievement. Evaluation of theainpf educational technology on academic
achievement is beyond the scope of this study.

Key Findings: State Educational Technology Policies and Practices

» Forty-two states reported having technology standats for students in place by fall of
2004.

Of the 42 states that had student technology steeda8 reported having “stand-alone”
standards, and 16 reported embedding technologgatds with other academic content
standards. The remaining eight states reportechgdoth stand-alone technology standards
and integratedtandards. The second goal of the legislation auzihg EETT is to assist
students in becoming technologically literate by ¢éimd of eighth grade. Eighteen states
reported that student technology literacy was &ifipgriority for their EETT grants in

! While the EETT program requires LEAs to provideigaple services to private school students anchess, this
report does not address the participation of peigahool students and teachers.

2 The NETTS project collected survey data from stettnology coordinators in the 50 states and tis&iEx of
Columbia (D.C.) and Puerto Rico in 2004 and frorf 8listrict technology coordinators sampled to repne the 50
states, D.C., Puerto Rico, and nondistrict entiteegiving EETT funding as lead entities in 200&tdwere
gathered on states’ and districts’ EETT progranmts@ntheir technology practices more generally.

% Case study data were collected from Kansas, Mhaasatts, Ohio, Texas, Washington, and West Virginia



fiscal year (FY) 2003. Thirteen states reportedimagg a student technology literacy
component in their competitive grant applications.

* Two states reported that they used statewide assesnts of students’ proficiency with
technology.

Assessments required and collected at the stadéddow a common framework for
evaluation of state standards across a state arehse the probability that results can be
compared across districts. Although only two stag¢g®rted using statewide assessments,
there is reason to think that several more staiksaon assess student technology
proficiency. Eleven states reported plans to assestent technology skills.

More students may have their technology proficieexgluated than state statistics suggest.
An additional 13 states reported that district®assd student progress toward technology
proficiency? More than a third of states (35 percent) descrthethselves as “not yet
decided” with respect to whether they would assasgents’ technology literacy in years to
come.

* Many states have put in place minimum standards foteachers’ use of technology, and
five states reporting using statewide assessmenftsteachers’ technology proficiency in
FY 2004.

More than half of the states (27) reported on tB'NS survey that they had technology
standards for teachers in order to specify the kedge and skills that teachers need to use
technology for administrative or instructional posps. Five states formally assessed
teachers’ technology skills at the state leveleFather states that do not assess the
technology skills of teachers reported that theyewsanning to do so.

» Just over half of states reported the provision oactivities related to online education,
with 26 states reporting that they provided onlinecourses, tutorials, software, and other
academic content and resources in core subject area

State educational technology directors were alkedhabout state policies related to
technology-enhanced assessment, which has thetipbterimprove traditional paper-and-
pencil assessments. Sixteen states reported @jferiernet- or computer-based assessments
of students’ academic achievemdritie states made electronic networks and otheartist
learning a priority for EETT competitive grantskiy 2003.

Key Findings: State Administration of the EETT Prog ram

Formula Grants

* In school year 2003-04, states awarded more than,080 formula grants to local
authorities.

Formula grants to districts differ greatly in sibet this variation is attributable to large
differences in the numbers of high-need studemaedeStates award EETT formula grants
to districts on the basis of the district’'s propmrate share of funding under Title I, Part A,

* No data regarding whether districts do in faceassstudent technology proficiency are availahléute NETTS
reports will address this issue.



for the same fiscal year. In FY 2003, formula gsaotdistricts ranged from $1 to
$20,980,099, with an average amount of $21,275.

Formula grants of $5,000 or less account for just gercent of total formula funds but 39
percent of the number of formula grants.

Despite concern about the number of formula grératswould be too small to support
meaningful activity, analyses revealed that onpedcent of EETT formula grant funds were
distributed to local education agencies in amolets than $5,000. Although this represents
a small percent of total funds, grants in amougds than $5,000 account for 39 percent of
all formula grants. Administration of small formwdaants, therefore, is likely to take more
time and effort than the amount of funds distrilbutgight otherwise suggest.

Competitive Grants

In school year 2003-04, states made more than 1,68fmpetitive grant awards, with
award sizes averaging about $154,000n average, states awarded 33 competitive
grants, but the range for the number of competitiveawards in a state was from five to
102 grants.

The range in competitive award sizes was consitiereamging from $1,000 to more than $6
million. Competitive grants to districts or partgieips in FY 2003 ranged from $1,000 to
$6,655,600, with an average amount of $154,28dtes could only award competitive grants
to districts and partnerships that were also digibr formula grants. The numbers and ranges
of competitive grants varied widely across stataeggesting different philosophies about
whether to spread competitive grant funds widelgancentrating them in fewer, larger
awards. State average competitive grant amounggdainom $2,603 to $854,919. Eleven
states awarded competitive grants to all the distthat applied. In contrast, 17 states awarded
grants to fewer than half of the districts thatlaggh Among the factors likely to affect the
number and range of competitive awards in stakeshartotal number of EETT-eligible
districts in a state, the total amount of EETT fsiagtailable, and pressure to distribute funds
to a majority of districts in “local control” stegeln addition, some state leaders appear
convinced that sizable awards are necessary totetfi@ange in districts.

Many eligible districts did not apply for competitive funds in FY 2003.

The proportion of non-applying eligible districtaned by state. In 20 states, 20 percent or
fewer of eligible districts applied. Data suggésitttechnology directors in some districts did
not know that they were eligible or did not expiecget funds if they applied. In addition,
some district technology coordinators reported thay did not have the resources to apply.



* Intheir EETT competitive grant programs, almost hdf of the states gave priority to
grant applications from partnerships.

Given the overwhelming costs and challenges obéstang an adequate technological
infrastructure in education, all levels of govermtgublic-private partnerships, and local
communities can provide critical input, leaderslaipd financial support for educational
technology. The majority of states emphasized thenption of roles for multiple
stakeholders in making their EETT grants. A quaggare priority to applications that
emphasized parent and family involvement.

» Officials in 38 states said they gave priority togacher professional development in their
competitive grant programs.

Recognizing the importance of professional develepmint technology is to be used
effectively in schoolsESEArequires local recipients of EETT funds to allecat least 25
percent of those funds for professional developnretite integration of technology into
instruction® Given the level of state grants awarded under EERTestimated $600 million
supported teacher professional development on téoty integration over the five-year
lifespan of the program. States appear to have aretrthe professional development aspect
of the EETT program. Officials in 28 states used patheir federal EETT set-aside funds to
support research and development activities orepsidnal development for technology
integration.

Conclusions

The EETT program is the U.S. Department of Educ&ionly program dedicated to the
integration of educational technology in high-payelementary and secondary schools across
the country, and it continues a tradition of fetlstgport for educational technology The design
of EETT set forth in Title Il, Part D, &SEA attempts to balance the strengths and weaknesses
associated with both formula and competitive graathanisms. NETTS case study data
highlight the value of incorporating both the folaand competitive elements. Formula grants
allocate funds directly to those districts serving highest-need populations; competitive grants,
on the other hand, give states leverage in promakiair particular priorities among high-need
districts. Formula grants ensure that districtenez some portion of funding in proportion to
objective, need-based standards, but states havm#luence on where the formula funds go or
how they are spent. On the other hand, statesdatrenger role with respect to the half of the
EETT program that consists of competitive grants.tRe first time in FY 2006, state EETT
officials will have an opportunity to award all fis through competitive provisions due to the
decrease of funding available to the program afeatleral level. Of interest in future reports will
be the degree to which states embrace this opptyrtumd the ways it appears to influence
program operation.

States are required to evaluate their EETT progi@mismay use a portion of the state-level
funds available to them through EETT. However, syrand case study data suggest that states

® Districts where technology-related professionaleieoment is already being provided or deemed wessaTY
may request a waiver from their state educatiomeigs.



may not have adequate funding to design and impiengorous evaluations. Results from case
studies suggest that some states have attemplieeetage state funds by requiring data
collection with common instruments across the staencouraging districts to contribute funds
to a common pool for what amounts to the fundingtatewide evaluations by local grantees,
but these efforts may not be sufficient to link BERvestments with student academic
achievement, the program’s primary goal. Indeed|uations that can adequately isolate the
effects of educational technology on student acadashievement require complex designs.
The measures and methods that would be necessasyinttate the independent effects of
technology, instruction, students’ prior achievetmand other likely contributors to student
performance are likely beyond the human and firer@pacities available to many states.

In an effort to establish links between the EETdgonam and student academic achievement
and to build state capacity to conduct rigoroudwateons of educational technologies, nine
states received additional funding from the Departhto conduct rigorous, high-quality state
evaluations of educational technology under thduatang State Educational Technology
Programs (ESETP). Awards to states amounted to thare$1 million per state over a three-
year period, which is considerably higher thanrtfeglian amount of allowable state-level
funding available through the EETT program, agaiggesting that high-quality evaluations cost
much more than most states can afford through ElETEprogram.

Data reported in this document were collected in2092 and FY 2003, the first two years of
EETT program operation. In the first years of thegpam, states reported emphasizing
professional development, technology integratio, student achievement, in keeping with the
intentions ofESEA As NETTS data collections move to the distrial aohool levels, NETTS
will examine the quality of the activities funddddaugh EETT and their alignment with the goal
of raising student achievement. In addition, NEMIibconduct a second state survey in winter
2006-07 to collect information about program p@&scand practices as the EETT program
continues to evolve. The survey will concentratgr@ater depth on how the EETT program
works in coordination with other federal and siedecational technology programs as well as
state programmatic activities, such as professideatlopment, technology integration, and
evaluation. The survey will update information @manistrative practices of the EETT program,
including the size and number of grant awards,iamill support examination of trends in the
implementation of the EETT program from its inceptin FY 2002 through FY 2006.

Additional district and teacher surveys are alsmpéd for the spring of 2007.



CHAPTER 1: STATE EETT POLICIES AND RELATED
PROGRAMS







Introduction

The proliferation of information and communicati@echnologies in the recent past,
including desktop and laptop computers, handhelitds, cell phones, portable video players,
and the Internet, has transformed the world in tvive live (Friedman, 2005). In just a decade
or two, the ways in which people shop, bank, warld communicate have changed sufficiently
to suggest to many that children growing up toddlyrequire a new and more demanding
intellectual skill set than their parents did ider to thrive in adulthood. As a result, many
experts recommend that students’ educational expees be reformed to better prepare them for
their future (Kozma, 2005; Bransford, Brown, ancb&iag, 1999; Murnane and Levy, 1996;
Bailey and Berryman, 1992; Partnership for 21stt@srSkills, n.d.): “Students need to leave
school with a deeper understanding of school stayjearticularly science, mathematics, and
technology, and with the skills needed to respanaint unbounded but uncertain 21st century—
skills to use their knowledge to think criticaltg, collaborate, to communicate, to solve
problems, to create, and to continue to learn” (lKaz2005 p. 1). Federal policy has also
renewed attention on the importance of mathematasnce, engineering and technology, both
in the work place and in educational settings védemced by the American Competitiveness
Initiative and the analysis provided by the Natioheademy of Sciences repoRjsing Above
the Gathering StornfNational Academy of Sciences [NAS], 2006).

As information and communication technologies pliaceeased demands on workers and
families, they also have the power to enhance atehd formal and informal educational
opportunities. Educational technologies, when ysegerly and in coordination with a variety
of school reforms, have been shown to enrich legrenvironments and enhance students’
conceptual understanding (Kulik 2003; Yeager, 2@&ljub, Bertental, Labor, and Curtis,
2002; Roschelle, Pea, Hoadley, Gordin, and Mea¥))2 and educational systems across the
country have embraced the potential of technologiésiprove schooling. The ratio of students
per instructional computer has consistently droppest the years, as computers and related
software have become increasing available to teacrel student&@ucation Week2006).

After several years of federal, state, and locaéstment in information technology, a majority

of teachers in public schools consider particidahhologies essential to their teaching. As early
as school year 20601, more than 50 percent of surveyed teacherstexptrat the following
technologies were “essential to their work™: tearctomputer work stations with access to
electronic mail, Internet access in their classreai@lephones in their classrooms, and
encyclopedias and other reference works on CD-RR8i¢nal Center for Education Statistics
[NCES], 2005).

The federal government has played an importantinabeodernizing schools and their
technical capacity. Over the last decade, the Department of Education has funded several
programs to improve telecommunications and Inteaweess in the nation’s schools, purchase
hardware and educational software, provide teclyystelated professional development and
other technology supports, and fund the researdtdamelopment of innovative uses of
technology for educational purposes. The U.S. Depant of Education’s Enhancing Education
Through Technology program (EETT) is designed tpriowe the capacity of high-poverty
schools to improve student academic achievemeotigiirthe use of educational technologies,
and it is the focus of this report.



About This Report

This report is part of the U.S. Department of Ediocés National Educational Technology
Trends Study (NETTS). It describes state strategyigispractices with regard to educational
technology, focusing specifically on the role o BBETT program and discusses the
relationships of state and local technology progeativities to the overarching goals of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 f§Skhich is more commonly known as
theNo Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB)he report is organized in two parts. Chapter 1
describes the EETT program as it existed in it few years of operation, although funding
data are presented for subsequent years as widiwiiay an overview of the EETT program in
the context of other federal educational technolaggrams, Chapter 1 reports findings related
to state policies that support access to technokeginical support, and instructional uses of
technology in public k12 school$.Chapter 1 also examines the prevalence of sitelatds
for student and teacher use of technology anddieethat EETT plays in supporting technology-
related teacher professional development and stuelemology literacy. Chapter 2 provides
individual state profiles of selected data sumneatim Chapter 1.

The report draws on data from several sourcegjdinal) survey data gathered for NETTS
from state educational technology directors in 2804 district technology coordinators in 2005.
The NETTS project collected survey data from statdnology coordinators in the 50 states, the
District of Columbia (D.C.), and Puerto Rico in 20&nd from 916 district technology
coordinators sampled to represent the 50 stat€s, Buerto Rico, and nondistrict entities
receiving EETT funding as lead entities in 2005teDaere gathered on states’ and districts’
EETT programs and on their technology practicesenga@nerally. Kansas, Massachusetts, Ohio,
Texas, Washington, and West Virginia served as stagbkes for state-level practices. Case study
analyses included extant documents and intervieitvsstate staff.

Although this report highlights data related to tinst few years of the EETT program,
NETTS is a multiyear evaluation that will docum#ém implementation of the EETT program
from fiscal year (FY) 2002 to FY 2006. Future NETEorts will describe local educational
technology priorities and programs and the spetafttinologies that support America’s schools.
They will describe the technology-related profesalaevelopment that teachers receive, the
uses that teachers and students make of techn@odythe things that support and stand in the
way of the integration of technology in teachingl &&arning. NETTS reports do not address the
relationships between educational technology udesturdent academic achievement.
Measurement of the impact of educational technotoggcademic achievement is beyond the
scope of the evaluation.

® While the EETT program requires districts to po@vequitable services to private school studerdseachers,
the report does not address the participationighfr school students and teachers.
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Overview of the Enhancing Education Through Technol ogy (EETT)
Program

The Enhancing Education Through Technology progfgitte I, Part D, ofESEA is the
Department’s only program dedicated to the intéegnabf educational technology in K-12
schools. EETT explicitly supports the broad godlESEAthrough the use of technology in
schools. The primary goal of the program is to ioverstudent academic achievement in
elementary and secondary schools through the uséuaftional technology.

Section 2402 of the Title Il legislation also détdawo additional goals for EETT:

* To assist every student in crossing the digitalddi\oy ensuring that every student is
technologically literate by the time the studentdhes the eighth grade, regardless of the
student’s race, ethnicity, gender, family incomeggyaphic location, or disability.

* To encourage the effective integration of technplasources and systems with teacher
training and curriculum development to establisesgch-based instructional methods
that can be widely implemented as best practicestdig education agencies and local
education agencies.

The program supports the three EETT goals witht afseight activities, called “purposes” in
ESEA(Exhibit 1).

Exhibit 1. Purposes of the Enhancing Education Thro ugh Technology Program

« To provide assistance to states and localities for the implementation and support of a
comprehensive system that effectively uses technology in elementary schools and secondary
schools to improve student academic achievement.

e To encourage the establishment or expansion of initiatives, including initiatives involving public-
private partnerships, designed to increase access to technology, particularly in schools served by
high-need local education agencies.

e To assist states and localities in the acquisition, development, interconnection, implementation,
improvement, and maintenance of an effective educational technology infrastructure in a manner
that expands access to technology for students (particularly for disadvantaged students) and
teachers.

e To promote initiatives that provide school teachers, principals, and administrators with the
capacity to integrate technology effectively into curricula and instruction that are aligned with
challenging state academic content and student academic achievement standards, through such
means as high-quality professional development programs.

« To enhance the ongoing professional development of teachers, principals, and administrators by
providing constant access to training and updated research in teaching and learning through
electronic means.

e To support the development and utilization of electronic networks and other innovative methods,
such as distance learning, of delivering specialized or rigorous academic courses and curricula
for students in areas that would not otherwise have access to such courses and curricula,
particularly in geographically isolated regions.

e To support the rigorous evaluation of programs funded under this part, particularly regarding the
impact of such programs on student academic achievement, and ensure that timely information
on the results of such evaluations is widely accessible through electronic means.

e To support local efforts using technology to promote parent and family involvement in education
and communication among students, parents, teachers, principals, and administrators.
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Federal Financial Support for Educational Technolog y

It is difficult to determine what percentage of theion’s total investment in-KL2
educational technology (including contributionsnfrall levels of government, foundations, and
the private sector) comes from the federal govenin@ne of the most recent estimates suggests
that total K-12 public school spending on educational technolmglpcal, state, and federal
governments in school year 26@8 was $7.87 billion (Quality Education Data [QERDO4).
On the basis of this estimate, the direct fedeyatrdoution may have been as high as 43 percent,
with the EETT program contributing $692 million g@rcent) and a second program, the Schools
and Libraries Program of the Universal Service Fuvtuch funds telecommunications and
Internet access for schools and libraries, continigub2.7 billion (34 percent) during school year
2003-04. Although these estimates are sizable, they magaqture the full federal investment
in educational technology. Funds from programsgiesi for other purposes, such as Part A of
Title 1 or Reading First, also may be used to feddcational technologies and are likely to
represent a significant source of such expenditioremany schools, especially those serving
large numbers of low-income students (Schneider2d®5). More recent data show declines in
federal funding for educational technology. In H#ygregate, federal funding for&k2
educational technology rose from FY 1998 through20®¥3. Consistent with other federal
discretionary spending, EETT appropriations dropjeedhe first time in FY 2004, with further
declines in FY 2005 and FY 2006.

EETT and Related Programs at the U.S. Department of  Education

EETT is distinctive among the educational technglpghgrams at the U.S. Department of
Education because it is the largest program destidat the provision of comprehensive support
for the use of technology to improve student acadachievement in high-poverty districts. In
FY 2006, three smaller programs at the DepartmiBtiacation—Star Schools, Ready to Learn
Television, and Ready to Teach—also provided fupdinstates explicitly for educational
technology. These three programs are describeflyobielow.

* The Star Schools program (http://www.ed.gov/progatarschools/index.html) supports
improved mathematics, science, and foreign langusgeiction to underserved
populations through telecommunications partnersfips program enables these
partnerships to integrate audio and visual mediagtruction and provides support for
purchasing equipment, planning instruction, ancioiitg technical assistance.

* Ready-to-Learn Television (http://www.ed.gov/pragsdrtitv/index.html) focuses on the
academic achievement of preschool and elementaposstudents through developing
educational video programming and supplemental ma¢égedesigning publicly available
digital programs for parents, and facilitating thstribution of these programs.

* Ready to Teach (http://www.ed.gov/programs/readytéadex.html) distributes
multiyear grants to nonprofit organizations to supmational implementation of a

" Because no comprehensive estimates of state aabdducational technology funding are availabteFg 2005,
it is not possible to determine what percentagedoicational technology funds came from the fedgmakernment
more recently than FY 2004.
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telecommunications-based demonstration projecgdedito enhance instruction in core
curriculum areas.

These programs are smaller in scope and scaleibdETT program, focusing on specific
technologies or particular types of support.

The EETT program is the successor to an earli@ar&aeducational technology program, the
Technology Literacy Challenge Fund (TLCF). LaunchreBY 1997, TLCF was the first federal
program to provide direct financial assistancet&es and districts nationwide for the
integration of technology into school curriculaoirder to both improve classroom instruction
and enable students to become technologicallyatiet ike TLCF, EETT distributes funds to
each of the 50 states, the District of Columbia,eficean Samoa, Guam, the U.S. Virgin Islands,
the Northern Mariana Islands, and Puerto Rico apprtion to the share of funds each received
that year under Part A of Title | of tiESEA except that no state may receive less than 15 of
percent of the amount available for all states.r&laee, however, significant structural
differences between EETT and TLCF. Under TLCF estatwarded all program funds to school
districts through a competitive process. In contaETT requires states to split funds evenly
between competitive grants and formula grants $tridis, based on Title I, Part A, allocations,
after reserving up to 5 percent of the EETT awardstate-level activities. Congress included in
the Department’s FY 2006 appropriations legislataorguage overriding the statutory provision
that states use 50 percent of the amount avaifabkibgrants for competitive awards and 50
percent for formula subgrants. States are permittee up to 100 percent of their FY 2006
EETT allocations for competitive subgrants to digilocal entities. A state education agency
may not award more than 50 percent of its FY 2@0@sant funds by formula.

Although the Schools and Libraries Program of tméversal Service Fund (commonly
called the E-rate program) is not administeredubhothe U.S. Department of Education, it
merits mention here as the largest single fedeogram related to educational technology. The
E-rate program is administered by the UniversaViserAdministrative Company (USAC)
under the direction of the Federal Communicatioas@ission (FCC) and provides discounts to
assist most schools and libraries in the UniteteSte obtain affordable telecommunications
and Internet access. E-rate funds go to servicagers, not to the schools themselves. In
addition, the program covers only three categafeservice—telecommunication services,
Internet access, and internal network connectioesvihg schools and districts to fund many
other components of a robust technical infrastmectGlassroom computers and instructional
software, for example, cannot be funded throughte-Recipient schools and libraries are
responsible for providing additional resourceshsas the end-user equipment (computers,
telephones, and the like), software, professioraetbpment, and other elements that are
necessary to realize the objectives of connectiViherefore, the EETT and E-rate programs
fund complementary components, with EETT suppomiragy services that E-rate does not.

Individual state profiles in the second part ostreport shows federal appropriations of
TLCF together with EETT, E-rate, and other fundsdducational technology from FY 1997
until FY 2005%In FY 2006, the federal government provided apprmtely $2.6 billion for

8 For more information about other federal fundingéducational technology included in the individsiate
profiles, which present funding information for nggerograms that have been discontinued or are mtlyre
continuation grants only, please refer to Exhibit A Appendix A.
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direct federal assistance to states, local schetiats, and other entities to aid in the acgigsit
and use of educational technologies (Exhibit 2).

Exhibit 2. Federal Educational Technology Funding, FY 1998-2006
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Exhibit reads: Federal educational technology funding increased from
approximately $2.2 billion in FY 1998 to about $3.6 billion in FY 2003. Funding
has decreased annually since FY 2004. Sources: U.S. Department of Education
and Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC).

EETT Program Funding Trends

EETT program funding trends roughly track fededa@tional technology funding trends
overall. In the five years that the EETT prograrms haen funded, it has awarded an estimated
$2.7 billion to states and localities to suppod ittegration of educational technology in
elementary and secondary instruction. When the Egogram was launched in FY 2002, the
first year’'s funding was just over $700 millionogram funding has declined in each subsequent
year, with the most significant decline to datewsdag in FY 2006. After a cut of less than 1
percent in FY 2003 and another cut of less thaartegmt in FY 2004, which reflected across-
the-board budget cuts on all of the Departmentg@ms, appropriation levels fell by 28
percent in FY 2005 to $496 million (U.S. DepartmehEducation, 2006). In FY 2006,

® This sum is based on E-rate awards for its fungieeay 2005, July 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006Ghvhi
corresponds roughly to federal FY 2006. The Uniak8ervice Administrative Company distributes atfi25
billion each year to schools and libraries acrbesnation under E-rate. No recent estimates arhbiafor the
proportion of funds that specifically goes to sdspas opposed to libraries. One study of E-rateliftg found that
84 percent of funds went to public schools in ir& fwo years of the program (Puma, Chaplin, aage? 2000).
Total E-rate funding for FY 2006 is estimated a252billion, although only a portion of this is dily to go directly
to schools. Final commitments will be availabldp://www.sl.universalservice.org/funding/previcasp in July
2006 after funding year 2005 has ended.
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appropriations for EETT were nearly halved from pinevious year’s funding level to $272
million (U.S. Department of Education, 2006).

Estimates of federal funds available for FY 2008 &Y 2006 show decreases in EETT
support to states, with the average award declinin§3.6 million in FY 2005 to $9.3 million
(Exhibit 3). Average awards declined again in FY&@o $5.1 million, for a total average
decrease of $7.8 million, 6 percent of FY 2004 fagdevels. In any given year of the program,
no state receives less than .5 of 1 percent dbtlaé program funds available for state grants. In
FY 2005, 16 states received the minimum EETT aw&ithe minimum state award amount in
FY 2006 is expected to decrease by more than $ibmifrom $2.4 million in FY 2005 to $1.3
million in FY 2006. The largest awards to stateslished from a high of $93 million in FY 2004
to an estimated low of $35 million in FY 2006.

Exhibit 3. Range of EETT Awards to States, FY 2002— 2006
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Exhibit reads: Although EETT funding has declined since the program’s inception
in FY 2002, program awards to the states were relatively stable until FY 2005,
when a noticeable decline in funding occurred. This sharp decline continued in
FY 2006. Source: U.S. Department of Education.

Note: FY 2006 numbers are estimated because EETT is a “forward funded”
program. Funds become available on July 1 of the fiscal year for which they are
appropriated and remain available for federal obligation for a period of 18 months
and remain available for state and local obligation for a period of 27 months. In
this case, funds were not made available to states until July 1, 2006.

1 The 16 states that received the minimum EETT aivaf¥ 2005 are Alaska, Delaware, District of Cohim
Hawaii, Idaho, lowa, Maine, Montana, Nebraska, Ndampshire, North Dakota, Rhode Island, South Dgkota
Utah, Vermont, and Wyoming.
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The remainder of this part of the report focusestate-level EETT programs and priorities.
It is divided into four sections: instructional ssa technology, state standards for technology
use, technology-related teacher professional dpustait, and state administration of the EETT
program.

Instructional Uses of Technology in K—12 Schools

“Technology integration” is a common term in theseational technology community that
represents the multiple ways that technology candeel to support educational goals and
activities. Integration of technology into classmomstruction may include either teacher or
student use of computers. Technology integrativenadlso refers to administrative uses of
technology to develop curriculum, communicate wetlucational stakeholders, and analyze data
related to student academic achievement. Onesajdhls of the EETT program is “to
encourage the effective integration of technolaggources and systems,” and the enabling
legislation allows states to develop their own niébns of effective integration. Although
particular definitions may differ somewhat, defioits typically mention accessibility of
technology and frequency of classroom use; defimtisometimes mention specific practices
(Exhibit 4).

Exhibit 4. Examples of “Technology Integration” Def ined

 Curriculum integration with the use of technology involves the infusion of technology as a tool to
enhance the learning in a content area or multidisciplinary setting. Technology enables students to
learn in ways not previously possible. Effective integration of technology is achieved when students
are able to select technology tools to help them obtain information in a timely manner, analyze and
synthesize the information, and present it professionally. The technology should become an integral
part of how the classroom functions—as accessible as all other classroom tools (ISTE, 2002).

» Technology integration is the use of technology resources—computers, digital cameras, CD-ROMs,
software applications, the Internet, etc.—in daily classroom practices, and in the management of a
school. Technology integration is achieved when the use of technology is routine and transparent.
Technology integration is achieved when a child or a teacher doesn’t stop to think that he or she is
using a computer or researching via the Internet (George Lucas Foundation, 2004).

» Technology integration is the incorporation of technology resources and technology-based practices
into daily routines, work and management of schools. Technology resources are computers and
specialized software, network-based communication systems, and other equipment and
infrastructure. Practices include collaborative work and communication, Internet-based research,
remote access to instrumentation, network-based transmission and retrieval of data, and other
methods.... [I]t is important that the integration be routine, seamless, and both efficient and effective
in supporting school goals and purposes (National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), 2002).

* Integrating technology is not about technology—it is primarily about content and effective instructional
practices. Technology involves the tools with which we deliver content and implement practices in
better ways. Its focus must be on curriculum and learning. Integration is defined not by the amount or
type of technology used, but by how and why it is used (Earle, 2002).

Examining how practitioners interpret “technologyeigration” offers insight into how
technology is likely to be used in schools. Onesyiof a sample of principals concluded that
there was no common understanding of the termrdinge of specific practices that principals
cited as evidence of technology integration inrtkehools included:
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* using an integrated learning system in a subject;

» allowing, encouraging, or requiring students towsed processing and presentation
software in reports and displays;

* requiring papers to be done on a word processor;
* using presentation software and projection techmofor teacher presentations; and

» using computers for online testing and analysiesf results (Northwest Educational
Technology Consortium, 2005, p. 1).

It should be noted that the practices cited bygapias do not suggest any profound
modifications to curriculum or instruction. The pesses of principals cited above suggest that
school leaders need guidance in developing thectgda distinguish between uses of
technology for its own sake and uses of technotbgyadd value in terms of student learning.

States reveal the emphasis they place on technoltggration in their EETT programs both
by explicitly encouraging applications in this areaequests for proposals and in their
evaluations of local EETT activities. Technologtegration was cited as a priority in making
competitive grants in FY 2003 by 31 states. Howethex variety of interpretations of
“technology integration” referenced above compbdiie generalization of findings across
states, since definitions of the term have impioret for how status should be measured.
Twenty-three states report using adequate yeaogrpss (AYP) to evaluate their competitive
grants, explicitly focusing the integration of tacfogy on student academic achievement. In
addition, state-required evaluation measures forpaditive grants included teacher use of
technology in the classroom in 40 states and stugsnof technology in 22 states. Teacher use
of technology in the classroom was the most fretiyeited measure used to evaluate either
formula or competitive EETT grant programs in FYO20Twenty-two states used a measure of
teacher use of technology in the classroom for tdangrants. A related concept of teacher
knowledge, skills, and comfort with using technglagas also frequently cited. Thirty-nine
states used a measure related to teacher knowlgkltie, and comfort level with technology to
evaluate competitive grants, and an additionalt@@s used it to evaluate formula grants. It
seems fair to say that states put considerable asighn this goal of the legislation. It is less
clear, however, what kinds of programs and acésithis emphasis results in at the district,
school, and classroom levels, largely becausedheept of technology integration itself is so
open to multiple interpretations.

Access to Technology

In order for teachers and students to use scholht#ogies, they must have access to a
functioning technical infrastructure. The perceetafischools connected to the Internet is now
approaching 100 percent, up from 35 percent in IB®ES, 2002). However, available
hardware does not always meet teachers’ needsidbtechnology coordinators reported on the
NETTS survey that more than 30 percent of studeate in schools where insufficient
hardware presents a substantial barrier to teadieetsiology use, and almost 40 percent were
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in schools where dated hardware is a major bartiermaking EETT competitive grants in
FY 2003, 36 states either prioritized student actesechnology or provided computers,
personal digital assistants (PDAs) or other ingtomal hardware. Data from state educational
technology directors reveal that almost half of stees gave priority to student access to
technology in making competitive grants to local@ation agencies in FY 2003 (Exhibit 5).
Some states made specific requirements for the atmof money grantees should reserve for
hardware and software purchases to ensure thatttistould implement specific projects.

Exhibit 5. Number of States That Reported Prioritiz  ing Student Access to Technology in Making
Grants or That Provided Computers or Other Instruct ional Hardware in FY 2003
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Exhibit reads: Twenty-three states prioritized student access to technology, and 24
provided computers, PDAs, or other instructional hardware. Eleven of these states
did both. Source: NETTS state survey.

Supporting Teachers’ Technical and Instructional Ne eds

Schools and districts across the country have dpeel several different models for
providing technology-related support to teachels fechnology is sometimes maintained by a
teacher, often with release time, or a full-tim#h®l-based “technology coordinator” may be
employed. Sometimes schools share a person thtbeghdistrict. The responsibilities of these
individuals also vary and may include keeping senamd back-end software up and running,
troubleshooting computers in classrooms, reseaydeirhnology-based resources for the
curriculum, and teaching students and teachersitdofy-related skills. However, district
technology directors reported the need for addiis@chnology support. They reported that in
school year 200394, more than 35 percent of students were in sshabére the lack of district-
level support specialists presented a major baiwidre integration of technology into

! District technology coordinators were asked iftifficient hardware” presented a barrier to use fheiterm was
not defined.

18



curriculum, and 50 percent of students were in slshehere the absence of school-level
specialists slowed integration. Further, distriaffsreported that almost 30 percent of students
were in schools where the lack of trained techrstaif for product and service acquisition,
installation, and equipment maintenance preserdaetkbs to the use of educational
technologies. Technology directors in 43 percertisificts reported plans to hire school-level
technology coordinators during school year 2@ and 64 percent had plans to hire district-
level technology coordinators to increase technplatggration in their schools.

Online Learning

Distance education that uses the Internet (oftdaccéonline learning” or “e-learning”) is
the modern embodiment of correspondence coursie df800s, the first instances of distance
education. Although online learning practices atatively new, a growing research base is
emerging about their effectiveness. Evidence te dahvincingly demonstrates that, when used
appropriately, electronically delivered educatiore-tearning'—can improve how students
learn, can improve what students learn, and cametdligh-quality learning opportunities
(Cavanaugh et al., 2004; Cavanaugh, 2001; Berrtaald, 004; Sitzmann et al., 2006). On the
NETTS state survey, just over half of the stateemned activity in the e-learning domain, with
26 states reporting that they provided online cesirtutorial software, and other academic
content and resources in core subject areas. Hoywtbese initiatives did not appear to be
supported by EETT funds in FY 2003. Five statestified electronic networks and other
distance learning as a priority for their EETT catifive grant programs in FY 2003.

Technology-Enhanced Assessment

Technology has the potential to improve traditigmegber and pencil assessments in several
ways (Pellegrino, Chudowsky, and Glaser, 2001)oligh simulations and technology-enhanced
portfolios for project-based learning, educatorgehan opportunity to assess students’ ability to
apply knowledge and solve problems in more realsgitings. Technology-based assessments
can also be embedded in computer-based curriciduatiaw frequent, formative feedback to
students and teachers, ultimately allowing moréviddalized curriculum than might otherwise
be possible in traditional classroom settings. Tiyix states reported either offering
technology-based academic assessment or fundiegrofsand development activities that
supported student assessment in FY 2003. Geddgiap, Minnesota, North Carolina, Texas,
West Virginia, and Wyoming reported having onlieeting programs. State educational
technology directors in 16 states reported supphtimg teachers’ assessment efforts by offering
Internet- or computer-based assessment of studademic achievement (Exhibit 6). Officials
in 16 states reported that they invested someeif HETT state-level funds in research and
development activities to support student assessi8enof these states reported conducting
both types of activities.
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Exhibit 6. Number of States That Provided Internet- or Computer-Based
Assessment and That Funded R&D on Assessment in FY 2003
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Exhibit reads: Of the 26 states that either provided Internet- or computer-based
assessments or used EETT state-level funds to support research and development on
assessment, 16 provided Internet- or computer-based assessments and 16 funded
research and development on assessment. Six of these states do both. Source:
NETTS state survey.

Technology for Accountability, Evaluation and Plann ing

States are increasingly using technology for actahility purposes, including districts
reporting to states and states reporting to therddjovernment, and for evaluation and
planning of state and district progranEgi(ication WeegK006). States’ EETT set-aside funds
“may be used for developing performance measuresystéms to evaluate the effectiveness of
programs supported with Ed Tech funds” (U.S. Depart of Education, 2002). A set of
practices called “data-driven decision making” oftelies on these performance measurement
systems. “Data-driven decision making” is a poptgam used to describe the integration of
various data streams on a common platform designedorm administrative and instructional
decisions at multiple levels of the education gystédntegrated data systems that bring together
student information collected at the classroomoetidistrict, and state levels in ways that can
inform instructional decisions are considered oi@aday’s most promising trends in education”
(Means, 2005). Current efforts by the Data Qudligmpaign to encourage states to strengthen
the collection, availability, and use of data fdueational improvement suggest that data
systems should include elements such as studergeztaking information, program
participation information, grades and achievemest data, and grade-to-grade progression data.

Eleven states gave priority in their FY 2003 gnagtprocess to the use of technology in
managing, collecting, and analyzing data to impr@aehing; 36 states provided data to
administrators and teachers for decision makindn(liik7). Nearly 80 percent of states either
prioritized technology use in managing, collectiagg analyzing data in their granting process
or provided data to administrators and teachers.tyjpes of information provided and state
supports for using the information well are not wmo States may interpret the online
availability of school-level achievement test dasausing technology to support practitioners’
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decision making. Independent reviews of state sigggems suggest that few of them are in a
form that readily supports school-level decisiorkmg (Wayman, Stringfield, and Yakimowski,

2004).

Exhibit 7. Number of States That Prioritized Techno  logy Use in Managing, Collecting, and
Analyzing Data or That Provided Data for Instructio ~ nal Improvement in FY 2003
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Exhibit reads: In making EETT competitive grants, 40 states either prioritized technology
use in managing, collecting, and analyzing data for instructional improvement or provided
data for data-driven decision making. Of these states, 11 states prioritized technology
use to work with data, 36 states provided data for data-driven decision making, and
seven did both. Source: NETTS state survey.

District technology staff reported that they toorgvevorking to support data-driven decision
making in their schools. According to district teockogy coordinators’ reports, about 60 percent
of students were in schools where building-levatfstould access student data management
systems. They further reported that between 55epéand 80 percent of students were in
districts where technology coordinators reported they had offered or planned to offer
professional development on using data to tailskddo student ability, track student
achievement, and improve schools through data-dmezision-making techniques.

Exhibit 8 indicates which states report providiregadto local staff and on the provision of
online courses and materials to teachers and ggiden
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Exhibit 8. State Uses of Technology for Data -Driven Decision Making and Online Learning

State provides data to local State provides online courses, materials, or softwa re
State Name staff for decision-making For Teachers For Students
Yes Plans to Do* Yes Plans to Do* Yes Plans to Do*
Alabama X X X
Alaska X
Arizona X X X
Arkansas X X X
California X
Colorado X X X
Connecticut
Delaware X
District of Columbia X X X
Florida X X
Georgia X X X
Hawaii X X X
Idaho X X X
Illinois X X
Indiana X X X
lowa X X X
Kansas X
Kentucky X X X
Louisiana X X X
Maine X
Maryland X X X
Massachusetts X X X
Michigan X X X
Minnesota
Mississippi X X X
Missouri X
Montana X
Nebraska X X X
Nevada X
New Hampshire X
New Jersey X X
New Mexico X X X
New York X X
North Carolina X X X
North Dakota X X X
Ohio X X
Oklahoma X X X
Oregon X X
Pennsylvania X
Puerto Rico X X
Rhode Island X
South Carolina X X
South Dakota X X X
Tennessee X
Texas X X X
Utah X X X
Vermont X
Virginia X X
\Washington X X X
West Virginia X X
\Wisconsin X
\Wyoming
Total Number of States 36 8 25 10 27 5

Source: NETTS state survey.
*Respondents were asked if they were “completing plans” or “beginning plans” at the time of the survey. “Plans to Do” in this
table indicates whether a state reported either beginning or completing plans to do particular activities.
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State Standards for Technology Use

Student Standards

Student technology standards can be useful to ¢escivho can use them as a framework for

planning technology-based activities and lessongleé®it standards also provide the basis for
developing assessments of student technology cempet-an important tool for states that

intend to meet the EETT goal that all students medachnology literacy by eighth grade. As an
example of the kinds of skills typically emphasizedtudent technology standards, the National

Educational Technology Standards (NETS) of therhvatonal Society for Technology in
Education (ISTE) highlight six broad categories:

Basic operations and concepts

Social, ethical, and human issues

Student use of technology productivity tools
Student use of technology communication tools
Student use of technology research tools

Student use of technology for solving problems ixading informed decisions
(ISTE, 2000)

State definitions of student technology literacy aften explicitly tied to student technology
standards? The core academic standards, technology standardsjefinitions of student
technology literacy in the six case study statevide an example (Exhibit 9). In one of the
states (Texas), student technology literacy istiethastery of both the core academic and
technology standards.

12 status of technology standards and assessmetatshafical proficiency as of the fall of 2004 arpoeed on a
state-by-state basis for both students and teaahé&rshibit 13.
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Exhibit 9. Standards and Technology Literacy Defini

tions in FY 2004 in Case Study States

Core Academic Technology Standards Definition of Technology
Standards (Students) (Students) Literacy
Kansas Kansas Curriculum Embedded in core academic |State relies on local definitions
Standards standards
Massachusetts |Massachusetts Massachusetts Meeting the Massachusetts
Curriculum Frameworks |Recommended Pre-K—12 Recommended Pre-K—12
Instructional Technology Instructional Technology
Standards Standards
Ohio Ohio Academic Content |Stand-alone and embedded |Meeting technology standards
Standards in core academic content (i.e., the K—8 Benchmarks and
standards Indicators)
Texas Texas Essential Stand-alone and embedded |Meeting technology standards
Knowledge and Skills  |in TEKS and TEKS standards
(TEKS)
\Washington Essential Academic Has adopted NETS (stand- |[State relies on local definitions
Learning Requirements [alone)
West Virginia  |West Virginia Content  |Stand-alone and embedded [Responsible use of appropriate
Standards in core content standards technology to communicate,
solve problems, and access,
manage, integrate, evaluate,
and create information to
improve learning in all subject
areas and to acquire lifelong
knowledge and skills in the 21st
century.

Source: NETTS case study data.

A large majority of states (42) reported havingrpecting to have technology standards for

students in place by fall 2004 (Exhibit 10). Thiswber has increased from 35 in 2001
(Education Week2001). These standards can take a variety ofdo@hthose states that had
student technology standards, 19 reported havitagtsalone” standards, and 16 reported

embedding technology standards with other acadeamtent standards. The remaining eight
states reported having both stand-alone techndtagydards and integrated standards.

Student technology literacy falls under the primBBTT program goal of improving student
academic achievement. While many states have temwetandards for students, most states
did not report explicitly linking EETT funds to stant technology literacy in FY 2003. Eighteen
states reported that student technology literacy avariority for their EETT grants overall, and
13 states reported requiring a focus on studehntdogy literacy specifically for their
competitive grant applications. States also reficemphasis on student technology literacy by
including indicators of student technology profiwg specifically in their evaluations of the
EETT activities. Eighteen states reported usindestttknowledge, skill, and comfort levels with
technology in their evaluations of EETT activitiad=Y 2003.
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Exhibit 10. States with Technology Standards for St  udents in FY 2003
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31%

Exhibit reads: The vast majority of states had technology standards for students
in place by FY 2003. Source: NETTS state survey.

Statewide assessments of student technology potigiwere not as common as the
standards themselves. Statewide assessments leaadvimtage of encouraging consistent
interpretations of standards across a state aflddtecthe comparison of districts and the easy
aggregation of data within a state. Two states, &lieand North Carolina, reported that they
assessed students’ proficiency with technologyMr2B03 (Exhibit 11):* Some states may be
postponing measurement of students’ technologsatitewhile they work on developing
technology literacy assessments. Indeed, manysstperted either planning to assess student
technology proficiency in the future or relying districts to do such assessments. Eleven states
reported plans to assess student technology skilts another 13 states reported that their
districts assess student progress toward techngiadiciency. A large portion (35 percent) of
states, however, described themselves as “notegadeld” with respect to whether they will
assess students’ technology literacy.

13 These findings are inconsistent with earlier répbyEducation Weekwhich found that three states (New York,
North Carolina, and Utah) had assessments for stsidechnology literacy based on state standddsgation
Week 2003). In New York, the inconsistency is moselikdue to differences in terminology and methodglo
New York reported “not currently, but planning to so” on the NETTS survey, but on the New York &tat
Education Department Web site, there is a techryodoiyication test that assesses student techndtdlyy Stah
answered “not yet decided” on the NETTS survey mdigg whether it assesses technology standardguddents.
However, according to its Web site, teachers weked for opinions of how students were masteringrielogy
skills.
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Exhibit 11. Assessing Technology Standards for Stud ents in FY 2003
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Exhibit reads: Despite the prevalence of student technology standards, most
states did not assess student technology skills. Many states either were planning
to do so in the future or relied on district assessment practices. Source: NETTS
state survey.

Teacher Standards

States have demonstrated a commitment to encogréepcher capacity to use technology
for teaching and learning by putting in place stadd for teacher technology proficiency and
requiring or providing technology training for praad in-service teachers. Recognizing the need
for all teachers to have some capacity to use tdobg for administrative or instructional
purposes, many states have put in place minimunaatds for teachers’ use of technology.
Technology standards for teachers articulate wdaathters should know and be able to do with
technology. They typically suggest that teachexelsmme basic familiarity with computers and
use computers and the Internet for research andncoincation. Standards may further specify
ways that teachers should be prepared to intetgelteology into the classroom. For example,
the National Educational Technology Standards mteithat teachers should know how'fo:

» Demonstrate a sound understanding of technologsatipas and concepts.

* Plan and design effective learning environmentsexeriences supported by
technology.

* Implement curriculum plans that include methods stnategies for applying
technology to maximize student learning.

1 1STE has developed National Educational TechnoBgydards for both students and teachers. Alththagh
standards are not part of federal policy, manyestative adopted or adapted them.
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» Apply technology to facilitate a variety of effagti assessment and evaluation
strategies.

» Use technology to enhance their productivity arafgesional practice.

* Understand the social, ethical, legal, and humsuneis surrounding the use of
technology in PK-12 schools and apply that undedsta in practice. (ISTE, 2000)

More than half of the states (27) reported on tBEE NS state survey that they had technology
standards for teachers in place. A number of ste@s created indicators for their teacher
technology standards (Exhibit 12). These indicatiescribe the characteristics of proficient
performance on the standards.

Exhibit 12. State Indicators for Teacher Technology Standards

Standard: Demonstrate a sound understanding of tectology operations and concepts

Use basic computer operations such as editingmfdaagement, printing, e-mail, multi-
tasking, and networking (Nebraska)

Use the network to create new teaching and leamiactices, i.e. publishing or preparing
Web pages to post student or parent resources @ctout)

Use Internet applications such as Telnet, Web bemy$-ile Transfer Protocol, listservs,
newsgroups, etc (Nebraska)

Standard: Plan and design effective learning envinements and experiences supported by
technology

Assess students’ learning and instructional need$eintify the appropriate technology for
instruction (Maryland)

Analyze and evaluate the effectiveness of educaltisoftware tools on students learning

(Florida)

Design student learning activities that integratmputers and technology for a variety of

student grouping strategies and for diverse stugeptilations (lllinois)

Exhibit continued on next page.
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Exhibit continued from previous page.

Standard: Implement curriculum plans that include methods and strategies for applying
technology to maximize student learning

* Present technology-enhanced lessons that leadn$suideanalyze, synthesize and evaluat
relevant problems (Georgia)

» Integrate the Nebraska Student Essential Learnim@echnology into curriculum plans to
assist with student achievement of standards (N&bja

* Apply best teaching, learning, and assessmentipeactuch as utilizing instructional
technology to promote interdisciplinary approachessg technology to support cooperative
and collaborative learning strategies, etc. (Nedaps

D

Standard: Apply technology to facilitate a varietyof effective assessment and evaluation
strategies.

» Use multiple methods of electronic evaluation, saslonline assessment, evaluation of
students portfolios, etc. (Nebraska)

» Use technology to analyze class performance angbamero a larger set of students locally
statewide, or nationally (Nebraska)

* Collect and use data related to teaching and leguioi make decisions and build knowledge
(Connecticut)

Standard: Use technology to enhance their productity and professional practice.

» Create a professional development plan that insluegources to support the use of
technology in lifelong learning. (Maryland)

» Use computers and other learning technology to @t mpoblem solving, data collection,
information management, communications, presemstiand decision-making (lllinois)

» Develop and publish digital content and providelstis with opportunities to gather and
share digital information through intranets andhe Internet (Florida)

Standard: Understand the social, ethical, legal, ahhuman issues surrounding the use of
technology in PK-12 schools and apply that understaling in practice.

» Establish classroom policies and procedures thatrercompliance with copyright law, Fair
Use guidelines, security, privacy and student enfirotection (Maryland)

» Teach legal and ethical uses of technology (Flyrida

» Select technology resources and print materiaksrdii@ct a diverse world (Nebraska)

Note: Examples of indicators were taken from the following states: Connecticut (Connecticut State Department of Education, 2001);
Florida (Educational Technology Clearinghouse, 2003); Georgia (Georgia Professional Standards Commission, N.D.) lllinois (lllinois
State Board of Education, 2002); Michigan (Michigan Department of Education, 2002) Maryland (Maryland State Department of
Education, 2002); Nebraska (Nebraska Department of Education, 2001).

Although requirements for teacher technology compey are relatively common state
policies, only 10 percent of states reported agsg$sacher technology competencies in
FY 2003, which represented about 18 percent otdtes that had technology standards for
teachers in place. Five states (Arizona, Califgr@eorgia, lllinois, and Pennsylvania) reported
formally assessing teachers’ technology skillseFother states (District of Columbia, Hawaii,
Mississippi, New Mexico, and Rhode Island) that mad assess the technology skills of teachers
in FY 2003 reported that they were planning to dg@Exhibit 13). As mentioned earlier, state
assessments have the advantage of encouragingteonsnterpretations of standards across a
state and increase the probability that resultssacdistricts can be compared within a state.
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However, many more states (30 percent) relied em thstricts to assess teacher technology
skills according to state policy. Sixteen stateBdated that their districts assessed teacher
technology integration progress according to stetedards, although it is not known to what
extent districts were consistently meeting stafeeetations for assessing teacher technology
skills. Thus, 50 percent of states were assessiptaoning to assess teacher technology skill or
were relying on districts to do so.

Exhibit 13. Assessment of Teacher Technology Skills in FY 2003

9.5%

O State assessment
developed

Planning to develop state
assessment

O District assessment
developed

B Currently, no assessment
developed

[J Not yet decided and not
planned

Exhibit reads: There were mechanisms in place or planned to assess teacher
technology skills in 50 percent of the states, including district-based efforts.
Source: NETTS state survey.

The states with technology standards and technasggssments for teachers and students are
shown in Exhibit 14.
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Exhibit 14. Status of Technology Standards and Asse

FY 2003

ssments for Teachers and Students in

State

Teachers

Students

State has
minimum
technology
standards

State formally
assesses
technology
skills

State plans to
assess
technology
skills

State has
minimum
technology
standards

State formally
assesses
technology
skills

State plans to
assess
technology
skills

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

X X[ XX

California

Colorado

Connecticut

XX XXX | X

x| X

Delaware

District of Columbia

Florida

Georgia

XX | X

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

XXX X[ X[ X

Indiana

lowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

XXX

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

XXX

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

DX X XXX XX X | X[ X | X

Oregon

Pennsylvania

x

Puerto Rico

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

XXX XX XXX

\Washington

West Virginia

\Wisconsin

\Wyoming

XX ([ X

Total Number of States

27

11

Source: NETTS state survey.
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Technology-Related Teacher Professional Development

In-service professional development to developheest capacity to use technology
effectively takes a variety of forms, including wehops, face-to-face and online courses,
conferences, and training sessions. Less frequdatghers participate in study groups, peer
observation, and coaching, which are more likelyntegrate lessons learned from professional
development into teaching (NCES, 2005).

Because funds generated locally through bondsxesthequently have legal restrictions
requiring them to be spent for hardware and conwvigcpurchases only, federal and state funds
supporting professional development on the usedsfrtology resources fill a critical gap (Zhao
and Conway, 2001). Recognizing the importance adher professional development on the use
of technology in teaching and learning, Title [&rPD of ESEArequires local recipients of
EETT funds to allocate at least 25 percent of ERINs for professional development in the
integration of technology into instructidRGiven the level of state grants awarded under EETT,
an estimated $600 million supported teacher pradaatdevelopment on technology integration
over the five-year lifespan of the program.

States appear to have embraced the professiongogevent aspect of the EETT program.
Officials in 38 states said they gave priorityéad¢her professional development in their
competitive grant programs (Exhibit 15). Officias27 states reported that they offered online
professional development for teachers to help timegrate technology into core subject areas.
Officials in 28 states used part of their federallE state-level funds to support research and
development activities on professional developni@ntechnology integration.

'3 Districts where technology-related professionalal@ment is already being provided or deemed wessry
may request a waiver from their state educatiomeigs.
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Exhibit 15. Number of States That Gave Priority to Professional Development in Making Grants,
Provided Online Professional Development, and Funde  d R&D on Professional Development in
FY 2003
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* Data are missing for one state.

Exhibit reads: In making EETT competitive grants, 38 states gave priority to
professional development. Twenty-seven states provided online teacher
professional development, and 28 states used EETT state-level funds to support
research and development on professional development. Source: NETTS state
survey.

The findings from two NETTS case study states, $exal West Virginia, provide examples
of the ways states are approaching teacher profedsievelopment. In Texas, the state
education agency has used EETT funds to providenteal assistance to districts on the
implementation of the School Technology and Readif{f8 TaR) Chart. The Texas STaR Chart
is part of the Texas Education Agency’s long-rategdnology planning process. It focuses on
four key themes: teaching and learning, educatparation and development, administration
and support services, and technology infrastructuxeas designed to help schools and districts
assess their progress toward state and local gdasCEO Forum on Education and
Technology, in partnership with ISTE, has subsetiyeleveloped a more generic STaR Chart
for use in K—12 schools. West Virginia has receitesteral, foundation, and commercial
company funds to support the state’s diverse etuattechnology projects. However, state
officials reported that because of recently enactdd in the state budget for educational
technology, EETT is essential to funding schoolding professional development coaches,
called technology integration specialists (T1S) owitovide and coordinate appropriate
professional development activities for all teashand administrators in the schools. Each TIS
receives 40 days of professional development teldpvthe ability to assist effectively teachers
with integration of technology into the curriculumorder to improve student achievement.
Officials said they doubt that the program woul@igte without EETT funds because EETT is
currently the only source of funds that can be desethe TIS position at the school level.
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In addition to adopting technology standards, mstajes either have in place or are planning
for state-level policies that require teacher paétion in technology-related course work or
other professional development activities. Theg@irements are designed to ensure that
teachers pursue opportunities to learn about tdoggp@pplications at various points in their
careers. Most states (43) require teachers totégkamology-related course work in order to get
or renew teaching certificates. More than 70 pdroéthe states reported having or planning to
have certification requirements that include te¢bgy knowledge or skill, and nearly half of the
states were requiring or planning to require veteéeachers to participate in technology-related
course work or related professional developmentreghey were granted recertification
(Exhibit 16). State requirements for technologyted course work are reported on a state-by-
state basis in Exhibit 17.

Exhibit 16. Number and Percentage of States With Te  chnology Requirements for Teacher
Certification and Education in FY 2003

Technology-Related Course Stage of Process

Work Required for: Implemented Plans to Do* No Plans
Certification 29 (56%) 8 (15%) 15 (29%)
Recertification 14 (27%) 11 (21%) 27 (52%)
Continuing Education 18 (35%) 9 (17%) 25 (48%)

Source: NETTS state survey.

Exhibit reads: More than 70 percent of the states reported having or planning to have certification
requirements that include technology knowledge or skill. Nearly half of the states were requiring or
planning to require veteran teachers to participate in technology-related course work or related
professional development before they were granted recertification.

*Respondents were asked if they were “completing plans” or “beginning plans” at the time of the
survey. “Plans to do” in this table indicates whether a state reported either beginning or completing
plans to do particular activities.
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Exhibit 17. State Requirements for Technology-Relat

ed Course Work in FY 2003

State Name

State requires technology-related coursework for:

Teacher certification

Teacher recertification

T

each

er continuing education

Yes Plans to Do* Yes

Plans to Do*

Yes

Plans to Do*

Alabama

X

X

X

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

District of Columbia

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas

Kentucky

XXX

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

XXX

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Puerto Rico

XX XX

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota

x

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

XX XX

Washington

West Virginia

XXX

XXX

Wisconsin

XX

Wyoming

Total Number of
States

29 8

14 11

18

Source: NETTS state survey.

*Respondents were asked if they were “completing plans” or “beginning plans” at the time of the survey. “Plans to Do” in this table
indicates whether a state reported either beginning or completing plans to do particular activities.
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State-Level Administration of the EETT Program  *°

The federal government distributes EETT progranu$uto states on the basis of their Title I,
Part A, allocations. To receive EETT funds from fbderal government, states are required to
develop dong-range strategic educational technology plathsarbmit it to the Department of
Education. Plans must include, among other things:

» Goals for using technology to improve student anad@chievement and information on
the way these goals align with state academic abviated student academic achievement
standards.

* Instructional and management strategies for impggtudent academic achievement
through the effective use of technology in claserso

* Process and accountability measures for evalugimgxtent to which funded activities
are effective.

States use their EETT allocation as follows:

» Conduct state-level activities to support progranpiementation with the aid of a small
set-asideStates may keep up to 5 percent of their totad$uior state-level activities,
including administrative activities, technical asance, and evaluations. No more than 60
percent of the state-level funds may be used foriadtrative expenses.

» Distribute a portion of EETT program funds by fotento all eligible local education
agencies that applystates distribute 50 percent of the remaining EERIROS to all
eligible LEAs that apply. Generally, LEAs must asquarter of these funds for teacher
professional development on the use of technologhess their state waives this
requirement for selected districts that have alygadvided sufficient technology-related
professional development to teachers.

» Distribute a portion of EETT program funds by cotitpen to eligible local entities.
States distribute the remaining 50 percent to LBA®cal partnerships that include at
least one high-need LEA, based on Title I, Parelagibility, through a state-managed
competitive process. States may give priority toost districts that received a formula
allocation considered insufficient to carry out fheposes of the EETT program
effectively. As with formula funds, LEAs must useguarter of the competitive funds for
teacher professional development on the use oht#agy, unless their state waives this
requirement.

States subsequently distribute these funds to $dmstacts through both entitlement (formula)
and competitive awards, targeting “high-need ditgfiin the process.

The availability of formula and competitive grastems to accomplish two important goals.
EETT formula grants are provided to districts, parships, or consortia with the highest

'8 Detailed information about individual EETT awaiggresented in the state profiles and at the étlissection
of the report.
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numbers or percentages of students from familiéls mcomes below the poverty line.
Competitive grants can be more effectively targétea subset of these districts and other local
entities based on the strength of their grant appbns. States have a much greater opportunity
to channel competitive funds to particular purpo3é®y can also concentrate competitive funds
in selected districts to a much greater extent thay can with formula funds. However, some
states reported that winners of competitive awardssomewhat predictable; large urban
districts can often afford grant writers to helpnove the quality of applications.

Determining Local EETT Eligibility

High-need districts must meet two specific critetieey have the highest numbers or
percentages of children from families with incorbetow the poverty line in the state, and they
either have demonstrated technology need or conteror more schools with demonstrated
academic needESEASec. 2403(3)]. The legislation requires that state federal census data
to determine the percentage of children from fagmsiliving in poverty. The U.S. Census Bureau
provides data at the school district level throtlgh Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates
(SAIPE) program. SAIPE provides estimates betwsssus data collections, which happen
every 10 years, with a model that uses the CuRepulation Survey data, IRS tax return data,
annual population estimates, and other data. AGhdetter than outdated census data, these
estimates are likely to be less robust for digtriotareas with rapidly changing demographics
and economic conditions, a concern expressed bg ttase study states.

WhereasEESEAand federal guidance define how the economic nésdhool districts is
determined, states have more discretion in how ith@jement the concepts of districts’
academic and technical needs. Among the disthetisserve concentrations of poor students,
states select those demonstrating either acadereclmnology need for funding. To target
districts that have academic need, some statesdenribe district proportions of students with
limited English proficiency or identify low-perforimg schools. Sufficient data are not available
from the first NETTS state survey to indicate wieetstates used other data sources or standards
to help determine academic need. States reported asnixture of objective and subjective
data that compared a district with state and Ietaidards to determine a school district’s
technology need (Exhibit 18). The most common magheere through a local needs assessment
or self-reported need, which were used by 33 statagty-one states reported using the results
of a state-administered technology inventory fdedwaining technology need. Several states
also indicated that they used information aboualldicancial supports for technology to
determine school district need. Only two statesr{iNDakota and Michigan) used none of the
methods included on the NETTS state survey.
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Exhibit 18. State Determination of District Technol ~ ogy Needs in FY 2003
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Exhibit reads: States sometimes used multiple means of determining technology
need. Local needs assessments and the results of state-administered technology
inventories were the most common methods for determining a school district's
need for assistance in acquiring or using technology. Source: NETTS state
survey data.

Exhibit 19 illustrates how case study states defie@nomic, academic, and technology
needs. A state’s decisions about how it will defsaeh of these three categories shape which
districts are eligible for EETT funding. There mnsiderable variation in state approaches to
these categories, even across the six case statdg.st

Exhibit 19. Determination of Economic, Academic, an  d Technology Needs
for EETT Eligibility in Case Study States in FY 200 4

Economic Need Academic Need Technology Need
Title | eligibility Schools with large numbers of State-administered technology
Census Bureau data students with limited English inventory
proficiency Other state-administered data
Low-performing schools collections

Local test data

Local needs assessments/self-
reported need

Input on local financial supports
for technology

Exhibit reads: States used a variety of eligibility criteria in categories stipulated by ESEA:
economic need, academic need, and technology need. Source: NETTS state survey.
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In addition to meeting various need-based crit@listyicts must prepare new or updated
long-range strategic educational technology plamsistent with their respective states’ current
educational technology plans to be eligible foneitftormula or competitive EETT program
funds. As defined in the legislation, key composesftiocal plans parallel those at the state
level, with additional requirements sometimes dedeby states. However, only 29 states
reported requiring local EETT applications to hésehnology plans that provided for the
sharing and dissemination of educational technoloijatives across the state.

Although the EETT legislation has specific requiests for state distribution of funds
(guidelines such as eligibility, professional deyahent requirements, and evaluation), states
also have flexibility to design their program applions and award processes within the context
of their identified needs. Survey results sugdest &pplying for formula and competitive grants
are separate processes in 47 states. Only fivesgtiatva, Puerto Rico, South Carolina, West
Virginia, and Hawaii) reported offering the optiftor a consolidated application. lowa and
Puerto Rico required a consolidated formula andpm=iitive application; the other states
allowed a consolidated application but did not regjane. Five states (Connecticut, Delaware,
Hawaii, lowa, and South Carolina) allowed multiyapplications for both formula and
competitive grants. Many more states (29) awardeltiyear competitive grants. No state gave
multiyear awards for formula grants only.

Formula Grant Awards

Federal EETT guidelines specify how states carcatéoformula funds. Specifically, states
may retain up to 5 percent for state-level actgithnd must subgrant 50 percent of the remaining
EETT funds to school districts in the form of formgubgrants. States award formula subgrants
to school districts according to the districts’ poctionate shares of Title I, Part A, funds forttha
year. ESEA stipulates no minimum award size foosthlistricts'’

School districts must apply to their states to isec&nding. Twenty-four states reported that
100 percent of the eligible school districts witkieir states had applied for formula funds in FY
2003. In other states, however, many eligible distidid not apply for formula awards. The
percentage of districts not applying for awardgezhfrom 38 percent in California and
Connecticut to just 1 percent in six other stafe®ry eligible district that applied for and
wanted an allocation of formula funds received fagdhowever, some districts chose not to
receive an allocation for various reasons.

The size of formula awards to local school dissricaries greatly from state to state
(Exhibit 20). States reported awarding $273 milliofiormula grants in FY 2003 to 12,823
districts. The average formula award across themat FY 2003 was $21,275. State average
formula awards varied from $4,127 (lowa) to $219,83dawaii). The average maximum award
across the states in FY 2003 was just over $1.8omilNew York awarded the largest single
formula grant in the country in FY 2003 ($20,98®)9n 12 states, districts received formula
awards greater than $1 million.

" According toESEA school districts receiving formula funds “toouifiicient to be effective” should be given
priority in competitive competitions. What sizegrnts is “insufficient” is left to the states tetdrmine.
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Exhibit 20. Formula Grants to School Districts in F Y 2003

Number

of States | Smallest Largest Mean
Number of formula grants awarded within a 51 6 1,146 255
state
Largest formula award to a school district 51 $99,879 | $20,980,099 | $1,818,404
Smallest formula award to a school district 52 $1 $60,000 $2,896

Exhibit reads: Individual formula awards in FY 2003 ranged from $1 to more than $20 million across
the country. The average number of awards per state was 255. Source: NETTS state survey.

Some policymakers have expressed concern thatdfd Eormula grant mechanism results
in spreading funding for educational technologyttmaly, such that the maximum number of
districts get funding but that individual award amts are often too small to support significant
accomplishments. In fact, many states do makevelgtmodest awards to LEAs, but these
awards make up a small proportion of available fiogdin FY 2003, the average minimum
EETT formula award in a state was about $2,900. Nensey awarded the smallest formula
grant ($1). Eighteen states had districts thativedeformula awards less than $100 in FY 2003.
Forty states had minimum formula awards that wess than $1,000. Despite the fact that some
very small grants were awarded in most states, 4plgrcent of EETT formula grant funds were
distributed to local education agencies in amoleds than $5,000. Although this represents a
small percentage of total funds, grants in amoless than $5,000 account for 39 percent of all
formula grants. Administration of small formula gts, therefore, is likely to take more time and
effort than the amount of funds distributed migtiteswise suggest.

However, rural districts that have few student®ar population density may still choose to
apply for small EETT grants to exercise their Rigdlication Achievement Program (REAP)-
Flex authority. Under REAP-Flex, a district can asg or all of its EETT formula funds with
other formula funds it receives from Title I, PA&r{lmproving Teacher Quality), Title IV, Part
A (Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities),Tathel VV, Part A (Innovative Programs) of
ESEA for district activities for any of these pragrs, and any activities under Title I, Part A
(Improving the Academic Achievement of the Disadeged), Title Il (Language Instruction for
Limited English Proficient and Immigrant Studentm)d Title 1V, Part B (21st-Century
Community Learning Centers) BSEA

Competitive Grant Awards

As with formula grants, states must subgrant theareing 50 percent of their EETT awards
to eligible entities through a competitive procédse EETT program allows states considerable
flexibility in determining priorities for EETT conmgtitive awards, and states can give preference
to competitive applications based on state-levierpies. States can target money to eligible
partnerships, as well as to those districts théhdt receive formula grants sufficient to
accomplish the purposes of EETT.

State Targeting Provisions

The EETT legislation specifies that school distrigtay apply for competitive funds as part
of an eligible local partnership. Only a schooliits can serve as the fiscal agent in an eligible
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local partnership. An eligible local partnershiglefined as consisting of at least one high-need
school district and at least one of the followimgitges:

* A school district that can demonstrate effectiveht®logy integration resulting in
improved classroom instruction;

» A higher education institution in compliance wittetreporting requirements of
section 207(f) of théligher Education Act of 1965

» A for-profit business or organization that speciadi in technology products or the
application of technology in instruction; or

* A public or private nonprofit organization with exqise in using educational
technology in instruction.

Given the overwhelming costs and challenges obéstang an adequate technological
infrastructure in education, all levels of govermtgublic-private partnerships, and local
communities can provide critical input, leaderslaipd financial support for educational
technology. Almost half of the states (22) priaetl partnership applications, and seven states
provided direct funds to public-private partnershigxhibit 21). Thirteen states (25 percent)
gave priority to parent and family involvement neir grants.

Exhibit 21. Number of States That Prioritized Partn  ership Applications and Parent and Family
Involvement in Grant Making and That Funded Public-  Private Partnerships in FY 2003
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Exhibit reads: In making competitive grants, 22 states gave priority to partnership
applications, and 13 states gave priority to parent and family involvement. Seven
states provided funds to public-private partnerships. Source: NETTS state
survey.

A second form of targeting expressly required mmBETT legislation is prioritizing LEAS
receiving “insufficient” formula grant awards in@ating competitive awards. Twenty-four
states reported giving priority in their competigrants programs to school districts considered
to have received insufficient formula grant awakehibit 22 presents the number of states
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using each of six specified criteria for determgnmhich school districts received insufficient
formula grant awards.

Exhibit 22. Criteria for Determining Insufficient F  ormula Grant Award in FY 2003

Number of

Definition States
District received less than a certain amount in formula funds 8
District received less than a certain amount per student in formula funds 0
District was determined to be “high need” as defined in federal guidelines 12
District received a formula grant that was less than the minimum allocation received 1
under the previous educational technology program(TLCF)
District need based on a technology-based metric, such as higher student-to- 3
computer ratio than the state average
District served a high number of English as a second language learners or other 0
special populations not specifically poverty-related
Other 9

Exhibit reads: Of the 24 states that gave priority to competitive grant applications from districts that
received an insufficient formula grant award, half coupled the priority with other “high need” criteria
defined in federal guidelines. Source: NETTS state survey.

Eight states reported defining an insufficient fafengrant award as less than a certain amount,
with amounts considered insufficient ranging fraad than $5,000 (Arizona and Wisconsin) to
less than $46,000 (Virginia). One state (Marylameghorted that school districts did not receive
adequate funding if their grants were less thamtimmum allocation under the previous TLCF
program. Three states (Alabama, New York, and Qregsed technology-based metrics to
determine whether funding was adequate. Amongitieestates that reported having other
criteria for defining an insufficient formula graaivard, seven indicated some process for
distributing competitive funds to high-need schaistricts that received small formula grants.

Case study states reported a variety of means/@wang, prioritizing, and awarding
competitive funds (Exhibit 23). All but one of thkex NETTS case study states used review
panels for the competitive grant process, and istroases, these panels consisted of external
education specialists. Many states indicated tiet tvere moving toward more multiyear
grants, with applications and reviews necessaryeioewal from one year to the next. They
believed that multiyear grants would help produagerand longer-lasting change.
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Exhibit 23. Competitive Grant and Application Revie

w Process in Case Study States in FY 2004

of external education
and educational
technology specialists

also commit to using formula
funds for state program

State Reviewers Priority or Preference Bonuses Awar d Cycle

Kansas Review panel hired from | Preference points given to 16 months,
professional research schools in need of improvement, | pmarch 1—June 30
organization lowest income levels, and

geographic location

Massachusetts | Review panel consisting | High-need school districts One program,12
of external education months; one program,
and educational 24 months
technology specialists

Ohio Review panel consisting | None 12 months,
of educators from July 1-June 30
applicant districts (no
self-review)

Texas Review panel consisting | Technology Applications Target 1: 18 months,
of educators and others | Readiness Grants for January 1-June 30;
from across the state Empowering Texas (TARGET): Target 2: 24 months

Objective scoring with some

subjectivity for proposals from .

applicants lacking a grant writer TIP: 18 to 22 months,
Aug. 16—June 30

on staff .
possible

Technology Immersion Project

(TIP): Total of 20 possible for

emphasis on five areas of

instructional enhancement

Washington State office None 24 months,

July 1-June 30

West Virginia Review panel consisting | Highest need and applicants that | 17 months, May 1-

Sept. 30

Source: NETTS case study data.

Competitive Grant Award Amounts

A smaller percentage of eligible school distrighpléed for competitive funds than for
formula funds. Many eligible districts did not appbr competitive awards in FY 2003. Fifty
percent or more of eligible districts applied fongpetitive grants in FY 2003 in only six of 45
states (13 percent). In 20 states, 20 percentstriiats or fewer applied for competitive funds.

About one quarter of district survey respondendscated that they did not apply for competitive
funds because they did not think that they weigitdi. About 18 percent of district technology
coordinators reported not knowing that competifiveds were available, 17 percent reported not
having the resources to apply, and 17 percent reghoiot expecting to receive the funds. Only 4

percent of districts reported having funds leftrovem a previous year as a reason for not

applying.
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For districts that did apply for competitive grarttee likelihood of receiving an award varied
markedly across states. In 11 states, all schatics that applied for a competitive grant
received funds. Twelve states awarded competitigatg to more than 90 percent of the school
districts that applied. In three states (Vermonariand, and Florida), a combination of a high
application rate and a high acceptance rate resintthe award of competitive grants to more
than 50 percent of all eligible school districts.the other end of the spectrum, 17 states granted
competitive funds to fewer than half of the schaistricts that applied for them.

Among the states that reported holding competinaat award competitions during
FY 2003, the number of competitive awards rangenthffive in Delaware, Colorado, and Utah,
representing 16, 3, and 7 percent of districthénrespective states, to 102 in Ofisyhich
includes 12 percent of its school districts (Exhi#sl). The median percentage of districts in a
state receiving competitive awards in FY 2003 wagdrcent. Because the number and
proportion of districts that received awards, dnelgize of the competitive awards were
determined by individual states, the average diz@mpetitive awards varied considerably
across states. Average competitive awards to sahisivicts ranged from $2,603 in South
Dakota to $854,919 in Texas. Each state distrihutediverage, $154,261 to each school district
receiving a competitive award. The median averagepetitive award was $161,849. Five states
(California, Colorado, Illinois, Michigan, and Pt@Rico) distributed individual competitive
awards that exceeded $1 millibh.

Exhibit 24. Competitive Grants to School Districts across States in FY 2003

Smallest Mean Largest
Number of competitive grants awarded within a state 5 33 102
Largest competitive award in a state $15,649 $648,705 $6,655,600
Average competitive award in a state $2,603 $154,261 $854,919
Smallest competitive award in a state $1,000 $440,743 $500,000

Exhibit reads: Individual competitive awards in FY 2003 ranged from $1,000 to more than $6.6 million
across the country. The number of awards ranged from 5 to 102; the average number of awards per state
was 33. Source: NETTS state survey.

The range in competitive award sizes was consitierdbe smallest competitive award
given to a school district was $1,000 in South Dakwhich did not make any competitive
grants larger than $15,649. The largest competitward to any one school district was
$6,655,600, awarded in California. The average aitiye award decreased from $236,172 in
FY 2002 to $154,261 in FY 2003. However, the avenagmber of districts awarded
competitive funds in each state increased fronoZ83t indicating that funding was spread over
more districts. Several factors are likely to hameaffect on the number of awards and range of

'8 New York did not award any competitive grants dgrihis period. Eleven states awarded eight or fewe
competitive grants.

9 pyerto Rico is a “unity school district,” and asls, Puerto Rico acts as both a state educatiarcgg8EA) and
an LEA. As a result, Puerto Rico has the authdatgtistribute funds to schools by competition, aith it does not
make formula awards.

43



awards in any particular state. In addition to clifefluences, such as the total number of EETT-
eligible districts and the total amount of avai@BIETT funds, some state leaders, particularly
those in strong “local control” states, may feelrepressure than others to distribute funds to a
majority of districts. In some other states, leadggpear convinced that sizable awards are
necessary to effect change in districts.

Grade and Subject Priorities for Competitive Grant Awards

The primary goal of EETT is to support the useeahihology in ways that enhance student
achievement, especially in schools serving highdretedents. Student achievement was cited as
a priority for EETT competitive grant programs iff EO03 by 30 states. States were also asked
whether they targeted specific academic areas itk devels in their competitive grant
competitions. States were permitted to identifytipld academic and grade-level priorities.
Twenty-four states indicated that they targetedigiganstructional content targets, and among
these English or language arts and mathematicstivemn®aost common foci, consistent with the
emphasis of the reauthorizationESEA(Exhibit 25). Fifteen states required competitiwants
to focus on English or language arts, and 14 requarfocus on mathematics. Although less than
a majority of states, these numbers were consitiehadher than that for the next most
commonly required academic focus (sciences, redjliyeseven states).

Exhibit 25. Instructional Content Priorities for EE =~ TT Competitive Grant Applications in FY 2003
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Exhibit reads: The most common academic priorities states required for EETT grants were
English or language arts and mathematics, in keeping with the overall goals of NCLB.

Source: NETTS state survey.

Only nine states required a grade-level priorityhieir EETT competitive grant proposals.
Seven states prioritized elementary and middleagadich seems logical in the early years of
NCLB. Two states required grade-level priorities bdt mvt identify which grade levels they
prioritized.

Experience in the case study states indicatestaggs have interacting foci and targeting
provisions (Exhibit 26). Case study data suggestdhvariety of state-level priorities can come
together within an individual grant competitionafeis can target specific grades, subjects, and
activities through a single request for proposals.
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Exhibit 26. State Approach to Multiple Prioritiesf  or EETT Competitive Awards in FY 2004

School/Grade Disciplinary Improvement
State Level Focus Focus Purchases
Kansas Math, reading, |Curriculum and |Mandatory equipment, software,
4-5 science instruction peripherals up to $20,000 per
classroom
Student Leadership Professional development and
8 technology skills training for students
literacy
Massachusetts Core academic |Assessment Hardware and software, professional
K-12 subjects development
Ohio Math, English or |Curriculum and |Software, professional development
K-8 language arts  |instruction
Texas K_12 General Curricu!um and |Professional development
instruction
Core academic |Assessment Professional development
6-8 subjects (through
technology
immersion)
Washington Math Assessment Professional development, hardware
6-8
West Virginia Core academic |Assessment Professional development
K-12 subjects

Exhibit reads: While states appear to have multiple foci and targeting provisions, the experience of case
study states suggests that states may use multiple priorities to target programs on particular activities in
particular academic disciplines for specific grades. Source: NETTS case study data.

State-Level Funds

The EETT program allows states to set aside upperéent of their EETT allocations for
state-level activities and for program administmatiStates may use up to 60 percent of the set
aside for administrative purposes, and the remgitthpercent may be used for state-level
activities. This is consistent with similar prowss in other programs sponsored by the U.S.
Department of Education. The EETT legislation regmistates to provide technical assistance to
applicants, especially to those applicants sertheghighest numbers or percentages of children
in poverty or with the greatest need for technasaistance in developing an application for a
competitive grant. State educational technologgdlars report that states used the 5 percent set-
asides to accomplish a range of tasks, includimgige administrative overhead, research and
development, technical assistance, and evaludtises for the funds vary, but most states
appeared to be meeting the requirement for techassastance (Exhibit 27). More than half of
the states used their state-level funds to accemptiultiple objectives.
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Exhibit 27. Common Uses for 5 Percent EETT State-Le vel Funds in FY 2003
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Exhibit reads: More than half of the states used state-level funds for general administrative
overhead, technical assistance to grant applicants, meetings to collaborate with other
states, research and development, and evaluation of programs supported with EETT
funds. Source: NETTS state survey.

Note: R&D refers to research and development. PD refers to professional development.

State directors noted the challenge associatedaalithinistering the program and conducting an
adequate evaluation of the effectiveness of thgrara within the constraints of the state-level
funds.

State Evaluation Practices

The federal legislation requires recipients of EElifds—both states and school districts—
to evaluate the effectiveness of their programeré&lare many reasons to encourage sound
evaluation practices, most of which fall withingergeneral categories: accountability and
oversight, program and organizational improvemant, assessment of merit and worth (Henry,
2005). Focusing on accountability and oversighived program officials to monitor program
activities and determine whether these activitresm compliance with expectations and
standards. This type of evaluation is often theps@st, and therefore least expensive, compared
with other evaluation types. Evaluations that foongprogram and organizational improvement
are sometimes called “formative evaluations.” lis tigpe of evaluation, the purpose is to collect
data while a program is still in development inartb provide information to refine program
implementation. In contrast, the ultimate purpossumnmative evaluations, which assess the
merit and worth of a program, is to inform discossi about the value of a program and may
ultimately influence program funding decisions. Bese of the methodological rigor necessary
to accurately estimate the impacts of a prograssdtevaluations are typically the most
technically complex and expensive to conduct.
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The EETT legislation states that one purpose optbgram is “to support the rigorous
evaluation of programs funded under this part,i@aerly regarding the impact of such
programs on student academic achievement, andestigirtimely information on the results of
such evaluations is widely accessible through edleat means.” The Department of Education
requires that state education plans include acebility measures for how states will evaluate
their programs. Federal guidance requires states to

...develop a process and accountability measuresh@a&tate will use to
evaluate the extent to which activities funded uride program are effective in
integrating technology into curricula and instraati These accountability
measures should evaluate the impact that Ed Tduliti@s have had on student
achievement. The legislation expressly authorizageS to use funds that are set
aside for State-level activities to develop perfante measurement systems to
determine the effectiveness of educational teclgyopwograms supported with
Ed Tech funds. (SEESEASection 2415(5).) As part of its monitoring and
evaluation of the program, the Department intend=sxamine the progress that
SEAs [State Education Agencies] have made in iateyg technology into
curricula and instruction and in meeting their gdar using technology to
improve student academic achievement. (U.S. Depattiof Education, 2002)

Neither the legislation nor Department guidanceir®g any particular staffing arrangement,
methodology, or reporting for EETT evaluations.r@ported by officials in case study states,
the limited guidance available from the federal@ownent regarding evaluation has caused
some anxiety among state stafStates were concerned that they would be helduatable for
data that they had not collected or that they wana@ldsked to conduct types of evaluations that
they did not feel they could afford. States may &le concerned about having sufficient
evaluation expertise. Only seven states reporteshpaccess to evaluators on staff, and nine
states reported that they did not have accessaloaion expertise. Thirty-three states reported
that they had access to external evaluators frametsities (14) or private organizations (19).

The survey data and experiences in the case stathg suggest that many states may not
have adequate funding to design and implementaigoevaluations (Exhibit 28). As a result, it
is not surprising that most states do not creatiedével EETT evaluation reports. Only 18 states
reported producing state-level evaluation repantsefther competitive or formula grants. All 18
reported evaluation data for their competitive pamgs; only eight included data about formula
grants. No states produced state-level evaluaéiparts that addressed only the formula part of
the program. Of the 18 states that reported produstate-level evaluation reports, 12 included
data from local evaluation activities.

During fiscal years 2003 through 2005, nine statéscluding Texas and West Virginia,
received additional funds from Evaluating State éadiwnal Technology Programs (ESETP) to
support rigorous, high-quality state evaluationgddicational technology. In fiscal year 2004,
each state recipient was awarded funds exceedid@, @30 per year, about three times as large

2 Subsequent to the case study interviews, theMepartment of Education held an Evaluation Instifor state
technology directors and other staff implementifi¢JTEE to provide technical assistance in conductiggrous state
evaluations.

% States with ESETP awards are: Arkansas, lowa, &)aiorth Carolina, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Té¥ast
Virginia, and Wisconsin. West Virginia receivedESETP awards.
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as the median allowable state-level set-aside dfTElEnds? that can be committed to
evaluations. This suggests that the resourcesrezfjto perform these rigorous, high-quality
evaluations of competitive EETT grants cost muchieriban most states can afford.

Evaluations that can adequately isolate the efi@gceslucational technology on student
academic achievement are complex and, as alreadtfaned, likely to be beyond the human
and financial capacities available to many stakbs. measures and methods that would be
necessary to estimate the independent effectslohtdogy, instruction, students’ prior
achievement, and other likely contributors to shugeerformance are complicated. Three of the
six NETTS case study states were focusing on iseckase of classroom technology in their
evaluations, one was focusing on teachers’ assessmktheir own technology integration
skills, and two were including student achievendatt in their evaluation information.

Exhibit 28. Challenges in Evaluation and Accountabi lity in Case Study States

The six case study states varied in their understanding of legislative requirements for evaluation under
EETT, and all noted that they could not conduct high-quality evaluations with the resources made
available to them. In addition, all six states were concerned that they would be held accountable,
retroactively, for data they did not currently collect. States would like clearer guidance concerning what
data will be required as part of the EETT reporting and accountability process, and they would also like
clearer definitions for accountability measures, such as “technology literate.”

All six case study states, even Texas and Ohio with their relatively large amounts of funding, indicated
they needed more funds for administration of the program, particularly for evaluation. Several states
either were not doing statewide evaluations beyond data collections already in place or were funding
descriptive surveys and relying on self-reported data from teachers. Washington used all of its set-aside
for personnel and general administration and, like Texas, funded its evaluation by using a portion of
funds awarded to districts. Texas also received a separate federal grant from the U.S. Department of
Education’s Evaluating State Educational Technology Programs (ESETP) to conduct a more robust
evaluation of program impacts.

Like Texas, West Virginia was one of nine states to receive an ESETP award. As a result, the state
focused its state-level set-aside on personnel and technical assistance. However, state officials in West
Virginia reported that newly emerging budget concerns in the state threatened the stability of the West
Virginia educational technology office and its ability to continue to deliver relatively high levels of
technical assistance and conduct impact evaluations.

Source: NETTS case study data.

For the most part, states gave their local granprents flexibility in terms of how they
evaluated their EETT activities. A majority of &satrequired local evaluations of school
districts’ EETT grants whether they received eitfoemula or competitive awards, but some
states required evaluations only from school ditdrihat received competitive awards. In fact,
states have much more leverage legally over locgbation of competitive grants, compared
with formula grants. Whereas states can requirecibrapetitive grant recipients set aside a
certain portion of their funds for evaluation attes, they cannot make similar requirements of

2 |n fiscal year 2004, this amount was $165,215.

48



formula funds, which are allocated by formula asddiat the discretion of local education
authorities. State requirements for the use ofifipalata collection instruments (which would
permit aggregation of data to the state level) vi@iry common for competitive grants (22
states). Eleven states required competitive gesnipients to set aside a certain proportion of
their funds for evaluation (Exhibit 29). States gvatso more likely to stipulate the use of
specific outcome measures in evaluations of corpegrants.

Exhibit 29. State Requirements for Competitive Gran  t Evaluations in FY 2003
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Exhibit reads: States often required local evaluations as a component of
competitive awards, but they were less likely to require the allocation of a specific
portion of funds or use of specific data collection instruments. Source: NETTS

state survey.

A large proportion of states reported using or négg local entities to use adequate yearly
progress (AYP) in their evaluations of EETT graf®3 for competitive grants and 22 for
formula grants). In fact, the most commonly usedisht metric for the evaluation of EETT was
AYP, as defined under state accountability systém&ibit 30). Some states also used measures
of student access to technology, student use bhtdogy, and student knowledge, skill, or
comfort level with technology.
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Exhibit 30. Frequency of Student Measures Used to E  valuate Local EETT Projects in FY 2003
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Student access to Adequate yearly Student use of Other measures
technology progress (AYP) technology
B Formula
Measure O Competitive

Exhibit reads: Many states required multiple student measures to evaluate EETT
projects, although student measures were used more often for competitive
awards than for formula awards. Source: NETTS state survey.

Although the proportion of states emphasizing sttdehievement in their evaluations is
substantial, it is not markedly higher than theportions of states requiring other kinds of
student outcome measures, (such as student aodesfinology), and none require grantees to
document the relationships between student achientand technology programs.

The fiscal allocations, methods, and outcomesvaluations as targeted by EETT staff in
the six evaluation case study states are showrhibE 31.
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Exhibit 31. Case Study States’ Evaluation of Compet

itive Grants in FY 2004

Annual Fiscal

Allocation for Entities
Statewide Conducting Evaluation and Targeted
State Evaluation Evaluation Measurement Methods Outcomes
Kansas $69,190—paid | Regional Programl: Attendance Improved
for by education and discipline records, attendance,
subgrantees resource center teacher-assigned reduced discipline
grades, classroom instances,
observations improved student
Program 2: Teacher and | Performance
student surveys

Massachusetts $45,000 University Online assessment tool | Increased use of
in the Virtual Education | technology in the
Space classroom

State staff Site visits conducted
following online
assessment. All projects
must present at annual
technology conference.

Ohio $109,367 Private research | Achievement records, Improved student
and evaluation surveys, classroom achievement in
firm observations mathematics and

English or
language arts

Texas? Subgrantees Varies with Varies with subgrantee Varies with

must evaluate | subgrantee subgrantee;

local projects; improved scores on
state program Teacher STaR

is evaluated Chart (self-

through assessment tool)
ESETP funds

(award

amount:

$649,000).

Washington $200,000 University Teacher logs (surveys) Increased use of
and case study site technology in the
visits classroom; use of

more types of
technology in the
classroom

West Virginia® ESETP funds Private Mentor logs, surveys Increased use of

(award consultant (regular and random), technology in the
amount; software usage logs math classroom
$471,000)

®Texas and West Virginia are recipients of Evaluating State Educational Technology Programs (ESETP)
awards and have additional funds beyond their state-level set-aside to use for statewide evaluation.

Exhibit reads: Case study states varied considerably in their approach to evaluating EETT
competitive grants. Source: NETTS case study data.
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Conclusions

EETT is one of the few federal programs dedicateitié direct support of educational
technology in high-poverty elementary and secondahpols. The program has provided two
very different types of awards: formula and contpeti The incorporation of formula grants
and competitive grants was intended to balancéd¢nefits and limitations of each type of grant.
Preliminary evidence from case study states sugdleat the program has been successful in
balancing the distribution of grarftsBoth features appear to be useful to states, wgtho
because of limits in funding in FY 2006, stated wd able to award all funds through
competitive means in the future.

Formula grants were expected to improve the extewhich educational technology funds
go to districts serving high-need students, becallghbstricts were guaranteed funds if they had
sufficient numbers or proportions of students ingrty. Formula funds are particularly
important to small district, rural districts, andqp districts, because they may not have the same
resources as large urban districts, such as profedgrant writers and other similar advantages.
Indeed, officials in case study states reportetifirenula funds were awarded to districts that
otherwise might not have won competitive grantsweleer, states have relatively little influence
on where the formula funds go or how they are spent

Competitive grants offer states an opportunityarget particular state needs and require
particular programmatic features, such as evaloatiothis arena states are emphasizing
professional development, technology integratio, student achievement, in keeping with the
intentions of the EETT legislation. However, maifigible districts across the country did not
apply for competitive awards in the early yearshef program. In FY 2003, the proportion of
eligible districts not applying varied considerablystate. There are many explanations for a
district’s choice not to apply, including concetroat the level of effort required for proposal
preparation and districts’ satisfaction with thexisting technology infrastructure and integration
practices. Consolidating the formula and competigvant application processes, as a few states
do, may encourage more competitive grant applinatit also seems likely to increase the
degree of articulation between uses made of thautar and competitive funds in districts and
schools that receive both.

The primary goal of the EETT program is “to imprastadent academic achievement
through the use of technology in elementary andrsgry schools.” States are required to
evaluate their EETT programs and may use a podifidhe state-level funds available to them
through EETT. However, survey and case study dajgest that states may not have adequate
funding to design and implement rigorous evaluajgarticularly those that address the
relationship between EETT program activities andleht academic achievement. Results from
case studies suggest that some states have attetopeeerage state funds by requiring data
collection with common instruments across the statencouraging districts to contribute funds
to a common pool for what amounts to the fundingtatewide evaluations by local grantees.
However, these efforts are not enough to link EEIVEStments to student academic
achievement. Indeed, evaluations that can adeguatdate the effects of educational
technology on student academic achievement reqairelex designs. The measures and
methods that would be necessary to estimate tleperdient effects of technology, instruction,

% Future NETTS reports will examine more closely teffectively funds are targeted to high-povertytritiss.
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students’ prior achievement, and other likely citmitiors to student performance are likely
beyond the human and financial capacities avail@bieany states.

In an effort to establish links between the EETdgram and improved student academic
achievement and to build state capacity to condgeotous evaluations of educational
technologies, nine states received additional fugpndliom the Department to conduct rigorous,
high-quality state evaluations of educational tetbgy under the Evaluating State Educational
Technology Programs (ESETP). Awards to states atedun more than $1 million per state
over a three-year period, which is considerablyérghan the median amount of allowable
state-level funding available through the EETT paog, again suggesting that high-quality
evaluations cost much more than most states carddfirough the EETT program.

Student technology literacy by the eighth gradass a key goal of the EETT program.
Although most states have technology standardigcegor students, few reported measuring
students’ technology skills in school year 2003-13s modest attention to assessment of
standards may be attributable partly to federateate about guidance regarding how
technology proficiency is to be defined or measuheall six NETTS case study states, officials
expressed uncertainty about how to adequately poaral assess student technology literacy.
Some states had a working definition of the terat, @ the case study states expressed concern
about what the federal government expects in tefnascountability and assessment of
technology literacy. In the absence of strongeefaldguidance concerning the importance of
having technology skill assessments in place aaddfuirements for a valid and reliable
assessment system, states may have few incentiuegeist significant resources in this area.

Most of the data used in this report describe th& Eprogram in its first and second years
of operation (FY 2002 and FY 2003). It should beognized that some states were still
completing their educational technology plans agitirgg their EETT implementation
procedures in place during this time. An additiostate survey is planned for winter 2006 to
collect information about trends in program polécaand practices from FY 2002 through FY
2006. It will focus on state programmatic actistisuch as professional development,
technology integration, and evaluation, and it wpdate the record of administrative practices
for the EETT program.
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CHAPTER 2: INDIVIDUAL STATE PROFILES OF
EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES







Alabama Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Alabama Technology Plan for K-12 Education
URL: http://www.alsde.edu/html/sections/documergg?section=61&sort=10&footer=sections

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 7.2 [ 204 o
2004 9.9 |-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-24.6-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-I-Z-Z-Z-|0.4
2003 9.7 P86 ] 0.4
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2001 70 [T 2207 o e-Rate
2000 68 [ R = Other
1999 [ 70 oo Toea oo i
1998 6.8 [l il A8 e | 0T
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$0 $10 $20 $30 $40 $50 $60
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Yes
Teacher recertification Plans to do
Teacher continuing education Yes
Data provided to local staff for decision-making esy
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards No Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No
Online courses, materials or software Yes Yes
State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Student academic achievement in core subject Professional development
areas Technology integration into the classroom
Student technology literacy Evaluation of EETT program impact
State learning standards Content priorities:
Student access to technology Technology literacy

Parent and family involvement

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by resoiita state-administered technology inventorylandl
needs assessments or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Melinda Maddox Telephone: 334-242-9594

State Technology Director Fax: 334-353-5886

Alabama Department of Education  E-mail: mmaddox@smakdu

5351 Gordon Persons Bldg. Web site: http://www.alsde.edu/html/sections/docots@sp?section=61&sort=8&footer=sections

PO Box 302101
Montgomery, AL 36130
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Alaska Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Alaska Educational Technology Plan
URL: http://www.eed.state.ak.us/edtech/pdf/Educati®echnologyPlan.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005
2004
2003
2002 O TLCF/EETT
2001 O e-Rate
2000 m Other
1999
1998
1997
$25
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification No
Teacher recertification No
Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards Yes Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No
Online courses, materials or software No No
State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Student academic achievement in core subject areas
Professional development
State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needy/A
EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE
Cecilia Miller Telephone: 907-465-8703
Educational Technology Program Manager Fax: 90 7-Va%H
Alaska Department of Education & Early Development  E-mail: cecilia_miller@eed.state.ak.us
Division of Teaching & Learning Services Web site: http://www.eed.state.ak.us/EdTech

801 W. 10th St., Suite 200
Juneau, AK 99801
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Arizona Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Arizona Educational Technology Plan
URL: http://www.ade.az.gov/technology/AZTechPlarif.

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 | 93 [47]o1
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$0 $10 $20 $30 $40 $50 $60 $70 $80 $90
Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:

Teacher certification No

Teacher recertification No

Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe

For Teachers For Students

Minimum technology standards Yes Yes

Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) Yes Plans to do
Online courses, materials or software Yes Yes

State EETT competitive grant priorities
None

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by rasoiitstate-administered data collections (not iticig a
state-administered technology inventory), localdse@ssessments or self-reported need, and indatah
financial supports for technology.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Chris Castillo Telephone: 602-542-5233

Education Technology Specialist Fax: 602-542-3050

Arizona Department of Education E-mail: ccastil@adeyov

1535 W. Jefferson BIN 31 Web site: http://www.athtes.az.us/technology

Phoenix, AZ 85007
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Arkansas Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Arkansas Education Technology Plan
URL: http://arkedu.state.ar.us/technology/pdf/testbgy plan.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 | 4.6 1.3 0.1
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Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:

Teacher certification No

Teacher recertification Yes

Teacher continuing education Yes
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe

For Teachers For Students

Minimum technology standards Yes Yes

Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No
Online courses, materials or software Yes Yes

State EETT competitive grant priorities
None

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by rasoiita state-administered technology inventory.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

James Boardman Telephone: 501-371-5005

Assistant Director E-mail: jpoardman@arkedu.k12.ar.us

Office of Information and Technology Web site:

Arkansas Department of Education http://arkediesaatus/technology/technology.html

8221 Ranch Blvd.
Little Rock, AR 72223
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California Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: The California Master Plan for Educational Techngjo
URL: N/A

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING
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STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:

Teacher certification Yes

Teacher recertification No

Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe

For Teachers For Students

Minimum technology standards Yes No

Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) Yes No
Online courses, materials or software No No

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Grade-level priorities:
6th—8th grades

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by rasoiita state-administered technology inventory.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Barbara Thalacker Telephone: 916-323-5072
California Education Technology Director Fax: 91833110

California Department of Education E-mail: bthal@éde.ca.gov

1430 N Street, Suite 6308 Web site: http://www.cdayov/Is/et/

Sacramento, CA 95814
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Colorado Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Colorado Plan for Educational Technology and Infation Literacy
URL: http://www.cde.state.co.us/edtech/downloadéstdan.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 | 45 [-40-Joa
2004 | 5.9 ROt 7 L D IR . |
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$0 $5 $10 $15 $20 $25 $30 $35
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification No
Teacher recertification No
Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards Yes Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(kweel) No No
Online courses, materials or software Yes Yes

State EETT competitive grant priorities
None

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by loesds assessments or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Jo O’'Brien Telephone: 303-866-6852

Director of Educational Technology Fax: 303-866B73

Colorado Department of Education E-mail: obrien_¢i@state.co.us

201 E. Colfax Ave. Web site: http://www.cde.state.co.us/edtech

Denver, CO 80203
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Connecticut Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Connecticut Commission for Educational Technologyd_Range Plan
URL: http://www.state.ct.us/sde/dtl/technology/CEU02-StrategicPlan.doc

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING
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Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Yes
Teacher recertification Yes
Teacher continuing education Yes
Data provided to local staff for decision-making No
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards Yes Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standarde(kweel) No No
Online courses, materials or software No No

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:

Student academic achievement in core subject

areas
Student technology literacy
State learning standards
Student access to technology

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres

Parent and family involvement

Professional development

Technology integration into the classroom

Evaluation of EETT program impact

Technology to manage, collect, and analyze
data to enhance teaching and school reform

High-technology-need LEAs were determined by resoiita state-administered technology inventorylandl
needs assessment or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Ann Gaulin Telephone: 860-713-6769

State Director/Program Coordinator for Title I, D Fax: 860-713-7018

Connecticut Department of Education E-mail: annlig@po.state.ct.us

165 Capitol Ave. Web site: http://www.state.ct.us/sde/dsi/technology
Hartford, CT 06106
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Delaware Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Delaware Center for Educational Technology StrategiAction Plans
URL: http://www.dcet.k12.de.us/admin/strategic03.pd

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 2.4 [;-05:-Jo1
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Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Plans to do
Teacher recertification Plans to do
Teacher continuing education Plans to do
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards No No
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(kweel) No No
Online courses, materials or software No No
State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Student academic achievement in core subject Technology linkages, resources, and services to
areas improve academic achievement
State learning standards Content priorities:
Student access to technology English or language arts
Professional development Information literacy
Technology integration into the classroom Grade-level priorities:
Evaluation of EETT program impact 6th—8th grades

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by loesds assessments or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Denise DiSabatino Allen Telephone: 302-857-3313
Education Associate, Library/Media/Technology F302-739-1775

Delaware Center for Educational Technology E-nddllen@doe.k12.de.us

35 Commerce Way Web site: http://www.dcet.k12.de.us/

Dover, DE 19904
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District of Columbia Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Beyond 2001-Thinking Children
URL: http://www.k12.dc.us/dcps/frontpagepdfs/Finali2K1.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 2.4-{0.0-} 01
2004 .
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2001 O e-Rate
2000 m Other
1999
1998
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$0 $5 $10 $15 $20 $25 $30 $35 $40 $45 $50
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Plans to do
Teacher recertification Plans to do
Teacher continuing education Plans to do
Data provided to local staff for decision-making afy to do
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards Yes Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) Plans to do Plans to do
Online courses, materials or software Plans to do Yes

State EETT competitive grant priorities
None

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by loesds assessments or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Stanley Johnson Telephone: 202-442-5666
Director of Instructional Technology Fax: 202-44@69

District of Columbia Public Schools E-mail: stanjehinson@k12.dc.us
825 North Capitol Street, N.E. Suite 8063 Web site: N/A

Washington, DC 20002
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Florida Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Florida Educational Technology Plan
URL: http://www.doe.firn.edu/edtech/it/eett/objeets.html

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING
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2003 29.2 |:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.74_2.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.
2002 | 283 [T rss0 e S TLCFIEETT
2001 216 IR BUUUUODOUOOOEE 127 | O e-Rate
2000 [ 192 [oooooooooooooseo oo m Other
1999 | 185 [ gy
1998 18.6 |.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:49.4:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.2.9
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STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:

Teacher certification Yes

Teacher recertification Yes

Teacher continuing education Yes
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe

For Teachers For Students

Minimum technology standards Yes Yes

Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No
Online courses, materials or software No Yes

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
State learning standards
Professional development
Technology integration into the classroom
Evaluation of EETT program impact
Content priorities:
Reading skills

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by resoiita state-administered technology inventorylandl
needs assessments or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Kate Kemker Telephone: 850-245-5053

Chief, Education Technology Fax: 850-488-3691

Florida Department of Education E-mail: Kate.Ken@didoe.org

B1-14 Turlington Building, 325 W. Gaines Street Waite: http://www.doe.firn.edu/edtech

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0400
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Georgia Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: The State of Georgia K-12 Technology Plan
URL: http://techservices.doe.k12.ga.us/edtech/techpdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 152  [..16.25.]oa
2004 | 20.2 |Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-1-68.5-Z-I-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-ZIO-8
2003 | I RN USUSBUNE 6 |
2002 | 186 [l 3o STLCFIEETT
2001 R Rt 5. | OeRate
2000 11.0 |-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-50.9-1-Z-Z-Z-I-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I m Other
1999 | 108 |Z-Z-I-I-I-Z-I-I-Z-Z-I-I-I-I-I-I-Z-Z-I-I-I-I-I-I-1-1-95-1]-Z-I-I-Z-Z-Z-I-I-I-I-I-Z-Z-Z-I-I-Z-I-I-Z-Z-Z-I-I-Z-
1998 |_109 |Z-Z-Z-Z-I-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-67.7-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z.2.2
1997 48] 21
$0 $20 $40 $60 $80 $100 $120
Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:

Teacher certification Yes

Teacher recertification Yes

Teacher continuing education Plans to do
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe

For Teachers For Students

Minimum technology standards Yes Yes

Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(kweel) Yes Plans to do
Online courses, materials or software Yes Yes

State EETT competitive grant priorities

Special priorities:
Student academic achievement in core subject areas
State learning standards
Professional development
Technology integration into the classroom
Evaluation of EETT program impact

Content priorities:
Mathematics

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic needll/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by rasoiita state-administered technology inventory.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Michael Hall Telephone: 404-657-0810

Deputy State Superintendent, Instructional Tectmplo Fax: 404-656-0978

Georgia Department of Education E-mail: mhall@db2.ga.us

1966 Twin Towers East Web site: http://techservibes.k12.ga.us/edtech

205 Jesse Hill Jr. Drive
Atlanta, GA 30334
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Hawaii Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Hawaii Department of Education Educational Techiggl®lan
URL: http://165.248.2.49/ociss/files/state_edtedanp110_downloads_44.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005
2004
2003
2002 O TLCF/EETT
2001 B0 e-Rate
2000 . . : m Other
1998 .
1997
$12
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Plans to do
Teacher recertification Plans to do
Teacher continuing education Plans to do
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards No Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) Plans to do Yes
Online courses, materials or software Yes Yes
State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Student academic achievement in core subject Electronic networks and other methods of distance
areas learning to reach students who otherwise would
Student technology literacy not have access to school curriculum
State learning standards Technology linkages, resources, and services to
Student access to technology improve academic achievement
Professional development Technology to manage, collect, and analyze data to
Technology integration into the classroom enhance teaching and school reform

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2002)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by resoilta state-administered technology inventoryeostate-
administered data collections, and local needssasgents or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Vicki Kajioka Telephone: 808-733-9150

Director, Hawaii Department of Education Advanced Fax: N/A

Technology Research Branch E-mail: Vicki_Kajioka/ATR/HIDOE@notes.k12.hi.us
Hawaii Department of Education Web site: http://#&&.hi.us/technology/index.htm

475 22nd Avenue, Room 211
Honolulu, HI 96816
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Idaho Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Connections 2004
URL: http://www.sde.state.id.us/bots/documents/T48hPlan0316.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 2.4
2004
2003
2002 O TLCF/EETT
2001 O e-Rate
2000 m Other
1999
1998
1997
$0 $2 $4 $6 $8 $10 $12
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification No
Teacher recertification No
Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards No Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No
Online courses, materials or software Plans to do esyY

State EETT competitive grant priorities
None

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by rasoiita state-administered technology inventory.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Dawn Wilson Telephone: 208-332-6971

Education Technology Coordinator Fax: 208-332-6878

Idaho State Department of Education E-mail: dewi@sde.idaho.gov

650 W. State Street Room 343 Web site: http://wwaler.state.id.us/bots

Boise, ID 83720
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lllinois Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: State of lllinois Five-Year Technology Plan
URL: http://www.isbe.state.il.us/curriculum/eleargipdf/tech_plan.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 19.9 [10.5/0.2
2004 [ 276 [ 1o o8
2003 | 2509 [ R
2002 [%5 [ 85.2 . O TLCE/EETT
2001 72 [nniras L O e-Rate
2000 [173 [ oo ooooowaeds oo R m Other
1099 [ 18.0 [ B2
1997 47

$0 $50 $100 $150 $200 $250

Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification
Teacher recertification
Teacher continuing education

Data provided to local staff for decision-making

Minimum technology standards

Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(kweel)

Online courses, materials or software

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:

Student academic achievement in core subject
areas

Student access to technology

Professional development

Technology integration into the classroom

Evaluation of EETT program impact

Technology linkages, resources, and services
to improve academic achievement

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres

Yes

Yes
Yes
sYe

For Teachers For Students
No Yes

Yes Plans to do

No Yes

Technology to manage, collect, and analyze data to
enhance teaching and school reform
Content priorities:
English or language arts
Mathematics
School-type priorities:
Schools that showed initiative in the applicatioogess
Private schools within the area covered by thetgran

High-technology-need LEAs were determined by tiseilts of a state-administered technology inventimgel
test data, local needs assessments or self-reparezt] and input on local financial supports fehtelogy.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB

SITE

Glenda Bequette

Division Administrator, lllinois State Board of Ecation
100 North First Street

E-Learning Division, E-439

Springfield, IL 62777

Telephone: 217-557-7323

Fax: 217-785-7650

E-mail: gbequett@isbe.net

Web site:
http://www.isbe.state.il.us/curriculum/elearningéldt.htm
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Indiana Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Indiana’s K-12 Plan for Technology
URL: http://www.doe.state.in.us/olr/techplan/welaaitml

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 6.4 [:-:38-]o1
2004 8.6 |-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-1-1-1-17-92-1-1-1-Z-Z-Z-I-I-Z-Z-Z-ZI0-4
2003 | 7.8 s e R
2002 9.0 [ R O TLCF/EETT
2001 6.2 |:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::22.3::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: O e-Rate
2000 61 [ornreos s m Other
1999 6.3 |.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.24.6.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.
1998 62 [oang e
10997 [ 31
$0 $5 $10 $15 $20 $25 $30 $35 $40 $45
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification No
Teacher recertification No
Teacher continuing education Yes
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards No No
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(kweel) No No
Online courses, materials or software Plans to do landto do
State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Student academic achievement in core subject Content priorities:
areas English or language arts
State learning standards Mathematics
Parent and family involvement Sciences
Professional development School-type priorities:
Evaluation of EETT program impact Schools with a large number of LEP students
Technology linkages, resources, and services to
improve academic achievement
State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needy/A
EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE
Laura Taylor Telephone: 317-232-9175
Director, Office of Learning Resources Fax: 317-8321
Indiana Department of Education E-mail: ltaylor@dtegte.in.us
Room 229 State House Web site: http://www.doe.state.in.us/olr

Indianapolis, IN 46204
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lowa Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: N/A
URL: N/A

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 [ 24  [..20.]o1

2004 | 4.0 RO OO RODE T HOORROONORORRRONOOORNRE -

2003 3.9 P e R

2002 35 [T Tmes e O TLCFEETT
2001 26 [oooeccrserss s T O e-Rate
2000 2.8 |:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.5.4:.:.:.:.:.:.3.:. m Other
1999 20 [roirreeeas e

1998 2.7 [ 730

oo e

$0 $2 $4 $6 $8 $10 $12 $14 $16 $18 $20
Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Yes
Teacher recertification No
Teacher continuing education No

Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe

For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards No No
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No

Online courses, materials or software Yes Yes

State EETT competitive grant priorities

Special priorities:
Student academic achievement in core subject areas
Professional development
Evaluation of EETT program impact

Content priorities:
English/language arts
Mathematics

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by ldest data.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

John O’Connell Telephone: 515-242-6354

Consultant Instructional Technology Fax: 515-242%0

lowa Department of Education E-mail: john.oconneti@a.gov

Grimes State Office Building Web site:

Bureau of Instructional Services http://www.state.ia.us/educate/ecese/is/eett/irdey.
Des Moines, IA 50319-0146
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Kansas Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Kansas State Department of Education Technology PG92—2006
URL: http://www.taken.org/techplan.html

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 29 [..s1ioo]od
2004 [ 42 [oooooooooooodsd oo Ry
2003 41 RESRRAARRAARAARRTVINGNRGARRARRANREY /|
2002 [ a8 [ooooroioioooasseee e IR CTLCFIEETT
2001 30 [oooooiiceoesccsss s R o e-Rate
2000 [ 20 [es I m Other
1990 [ 80 [ooooss o
1908 [ 80 [ aoa o IR
1997 |15 |

$0 $5 $10 $15 $20 $25 $30

Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification
Teacher recertification
Teacher continuing education

Data provided to local staff for decision-making

Minimum technology standards
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(kweel)

Online courses, materials or software

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Student academic achievement in core subject
areas
Student access to technology
Professional development
Technology integration into the classroom
Evaluation of EETT program impact

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres

Yes
No
No
No
For Teachers For Students
No Yes
No No
No Plansoto d

Content priorities:
English or language arts
Mathematics
Sciences
Technology literacy
Grade-level priorities:
4th—8th grade
School-type priorities:
Schools that showed initiative in the application
process

High-technology-need LEAs were determined by lows#ds assessments or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Melinda Stanley Telephone: 785-296-1204
Educational Technology Consultant Fax: 785-296-1413
Kansas State Department of Education E-mail: meyamksde.org
120 SE 10th Ave Web site: http://take.ksde.org
Topeka, KS 66612
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Kentucky Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Master Plan for Education Technology

URL: http://www.kentuckyschools.net/KDE/Administiz+Resources/Technology/Master+Plan/2001-

2006+Master+Plan+Update+.htm

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005

70 [417]oa

2004 8.9

2003

2002

2001
2000

OTLCF/EETT
O e-Rate
m Other

1999

1998

1997

$70
Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification
Teacher recertification
Teacher continuing education

Data provided to local staff for decision-making

Minimum technology standards
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel)

Online courses, materials or software

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:

Student academic achievement in core subject
areas

State learning standards

Parent and family involvement

Technology integration into the classroom

Technology linkages, resources, and services to
improve academic achievement

Technology to manage, collect, and analyze
data to enhance teaching and school reform

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by r

Yes
No
No

sYe

For Teachers
Yes
No

Yes

For Students
Yes
No

Yes

Student technology literacy

Student access to technology

Professional development

School-type priorities:

Schools that provided matching local and other
program funds to the competitive funds to
implement professional development

Schools that demonstrated an ability to sustain
the program should competitive funds be
discontinued

asoiita state-administered technology inventoryeogtate-

administered data collections, and local needssasgents or self-reported need.
EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

David Couch

Education Technology Director, Office of Education
Technology, Kentucky Department of Education

15 Fountain Place

Frankfort, KY 40601

Telephone: 502-564-2020

Fax: N/A

E-mail: dcouch@kde.state.ky.us

Web site: http://www.kde.state.ky.us/KDE/Adminigtra
ive+Resources/Technology/default.htm
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Louisiana Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Louisiana State Technology Plan
URL: http://www.doe.state.la.us/lde/uploads/719.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 104 |66 ol
2004 | 14.2 [ v o
2003 | 14.2 |:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.538.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.
2002 | 11.5 s A OTLCF/EETT
2001 1001 [ 2BAr 15.7 Oe-Rate
2000 | 102 [ lTes0 10.9 m Other
1999 | 10.6 [
1998 103 fo 89,9 10.5
1997 [ 53 Jr6

$0 $10 $20 $30 $40 $50 $60 $70 $80

Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Required technology-related course work for:

Teacher certification Plans to do

Teacher recertification Plans to do

Teacher continuing education Plans to do
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe

For Teachers For Students

Minimum technology standards Yes Yes

Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(kweel) No No
Online courses, materials or software Yes Yes

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Student academic achievement in core subject
areas

State learning standards
Parent and family involvement
Technology integration into the classroom
Technology linkages, resources, and services to

Student access to technology
Professional development
Evaluation of EETT program impact

Content priorities:

English or language arts
Sciences
Mathematics

Social studies
Technology literacy

improve academic achievement
Student technology literacy

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by resoilta state-administered technology inventoryeostate-
administered data collections, local test dataglloeeds assessments or self-reported need, aumcoimpocal
financial supports for technology.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Janet Broussard Telephone: 225-763-5575

State Director of Educational Technology Fax: 283-5461

Louisiana Department of Education E-mail: janetussard@la.gov

2758 D Brightside Drive Web site: http://www.doatstla.us/lde/Icet/home.html
Baton Rouge, LA 70820

75



Maine Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Maine Department of Education State Technology Plan
URL: http://www.state.me.us/education/g2000/techygelf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 | 2.4 [.-:13.]o1
2004 | 4.0 |-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-17.41-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-
2003 3.9 RERRRRRRN VUUNIONIRRRRS =22 |
2002 | 31 [T 3.8 O TLCF/EETT
2000 [ 23 [ ea - B e-Rate
2000 | 2.1 |;.;.:.:.:.:.;3.5.;.:.:.:.:.: m Other
1999 21 [ooooites U
1998 [ 21 o30S
$0 $2 $4 $6 $8 $10 $12 $14 $16
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Yes
Teacher recertification Plans to do
Teacher continuing education Plans to do
Data provided to local staff for decision-making afy to do
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards No No
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No
Online courses, materials or software No No

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:

Student academic achievement in core subject areas
State learning standards
Student access to technology
Professional development
Technology integration into the classroom
Evaluation of EETT program impact

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by statetinistered data collections (not including aestat
administered technology inventory), local test dbiteal needs assessments or self-reported neédhnput on
local financial supports for technology.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Jeff Mao Telephone: 207-624-6634

Coordinator Educational Technology Fax: N/A

Maine Department of Education E-mail: jeff. mao@ neagov

23 State House Station Web site:

Augusta, ME 04333 http://www.state.me.us/education/technology/index.h
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Maryland Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Maryland Plan for Technology in Education
URL: http://www.msde.state.md.us/technology/md_textan.html

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 | 6.4 [-23-] 01
2004
2003
2002 O TLCF/EETT
2001 O e-Rate
2000 m Other
1999
1998
1997
$0 $5 $10 $15 $20 $25 $30 $35
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification No
Teacher recertification No
Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards Yes Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No
Online courses, materials or software Yes Yes

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Professional development
Evaluation of EETT program impact

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by raesoiita state-administered technology inventorylandl
needs assessments or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Jayne Moore Telephone: 410-767-0382

Director of Instructional Technology Fax: 410-33B23

Maryland Department of Education E-mail: jmoore@esthte.md.us

200 W. Baltimore Street Web site: http://www.msthtes md.us/technology

Baltimore, MD 21201
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Massachusetts Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Massachusetts Technology Plan
URL: http://www.doe.mass.edu/edtech/tplan03_06.html

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 8.3 [-e8 - ]o1
2004 | 111 [ ena ] os
2003 i 14.2 [-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:.28.0:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:
2002 | 12.8 |I-I-Z-Z-I-2-I-I-I-I-Z-Z-Z-2-I-I-I-I-39.5-2-I-I-I-I-Z-I-Z-Z-I-I-I-I-Z-Z-I-Z-I OTLCF/EETT
2001 7.9 |-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-143-41-Z-Z-Z-I-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z- Oe-Rate
2000 | 7.9 t.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.46,6:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.: 10.1 m Other
1999 [ 81 [ R
1998 | 8.1 RERRRRRRRRRRR RN c: |
1997 I <o |

$0 $10 $20 $30 $40 $50 $60 $70

Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Required technology-related course work for:

Teacher certification Plans to do

Teacher recertification Plans to do

Teacher continuing education Plans to do
Data provided to local staff for decision-making afy to do

For Teachers For Students

Minimum technology standards Yes Yes

Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&Eweel) No No
Online courses, materials or software Plans to do landto do

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Student academic achievement in core subject areas
State learning standards
Technology integration into the classroom

Technology linkages, resources, and services to
improve academic achievement

Technology to manage, collect, and analyze
data to enhance teaching and school reform

Evaluation of EETT program impact

Student technology literacy

Professional development

Electronic networks and other methods of distance
learning to reach students who otherwise would not
have access to school curriculum

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres

Content-level priorities:

English or language arts

Sciences

Social studies

Mathematics

Special education or adaptive education

High-technology-need LEAs were determined by rasoiita state-administered technology inventory.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Connie Louie

Instructional Technology Director
Massachusetts Department of Education
350 Main Street

Malden, MA 02148
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Telephone: 781-338-6865
Fax: 781-338-6850

E-mail: el@doe.mass.edu
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Michigan Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Michigan’s State Technology Plan
URL: http://www.michigan.gov/documents/StateTedanPUpdate_2004 final_117274 7.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 159 | -.89.]o01
2004 ] 21.0 [ aas ) oe
2003 20.5 |.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.445.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:m
2002 ] 24.3 ot irees e R O TLCF/EETT
2001 17.7 |.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:75.5:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.m 0 e-Rate
2000 17.4 |-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-153.6‘I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z m Other
1999 18.1 RO Sanaaaaaoaaaaa . |
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$0 $20 $40 $60 $80 $100 $120
Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:

Teacher certification Yes

Teacher recertification No

Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe

For Teachers For Students

Minimum technology standards Yes Yes

Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(kweel) No No
Online courses, materials or software Plans to do esY

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:

Student access to technology

Technology integration into the classroom

Electronic networks and other methods of
distance learning to reach students who
otherwise would not have access to school
curriculum

Technology to improve academic achievement

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres

Content priorities:
English or language arts
Mathematics
Grade-level priorities:
5th—7th grade
School-type priorities:
Schools that showed initiative in application
process
Schools participating in E-rate

High-technology-need LEAs were determined by ogtate-administered data collections (not includirsiate-
administered technology inventory) and local nesstessments or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Mary Ann Chartrand Telephone: 517-373-8862

Director, Office of Grants Coordination & Schoolfport Fax: N/A

Michigan Department of Education E-mail: chartrat@michigan.gov

608 W. Allegan St., PO Box 30008 Web site: httpasiwmichigan.gov/mde
Lansing, MI 48909
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Minnesota Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Minnesota Digital Learning Plaand theMinnesota State Plan for Pre-K Through 12 Education
URL: http://www.digitallearning.state.mn.us/verti&ites/{D858130B-1C19-4FC5-BDBF-
5DE4B6F86E26}/uploads/{030DAAD7-2859-4D4C-B8B7-9BL3CC94D}.PDF

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2006 | 39 [..ooe3-o]ol
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Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:

Teacher certification No

Teacher recertification No

Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making No

For Teachers For Students

Minimum technology standards No No

Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No
Online courses, materials or software No No

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Professional development
Technology integration into the classroom
Evaluation of EETT program impact
Technology linkages, resources, and services toangpacademic achievement
Technology to manage, collect, and analyze datmhance teaching and school reform

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by loesds assessments or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Mary Mehsikomer Telephone: 651-582-8827

Senior Project Planner Fax: N/A

Minnesota Department of Education E-mail: Mary.Mkbmer@state.mn.us

1500 Highway 36 West Web site:

Roseville, MN 55113 http://education.state.mn.us/html/intro_ed_suppont.
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Mississippi Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Mississippi Department of Education Plan for Edimaal Technology
URL: http://www.mde.k12.ms.us/oet/stateplan/indéxlh

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 |61 [n-rle2i]oa
2004 | 8.3 |-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-]-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-246-11-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-I0-7
2003 8.3 |-]~Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-]-]-]~Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-I-I~I-I-I-138.91-Z~I-I-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z~Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-]-]~Z-Z-Z|0.5
2002 | 6.1 |.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.35,0.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.1,3 OTLCF/EETT
2001 I SIRRRRARARRRaRRNR I I NNIRRARIRARNARANAR /2 De-Rate
2000 [ 66 [oorrllTnnniioo e m Other
1999 | 6.9 |.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.32.9.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.
1998 | 6.7 |Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-24.4I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-ZIO.S
1997 35 Jos
$0 $10 $20 $30 $40 $50 $60
Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:

Teacher certification Yes

Teacher recertification No

Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe

For Teachers For Students

Minimum technology standards Yes No

Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) Plans to do Plans to do
Online courses, materials or software Plans to do esY

State EETT competitive grant priorities
None

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by rasoiita state-administered technology inventory.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Laura Jones Telephone: 601-359-3954

OET Bureau Director Fax: 601-359-2337

Central High School E-mail: lauraj@mde.k12.ms.us

PO Box 771 Web site: http://www.mde.k12.ms.us/oet/index.html

359 North West St., Suite 136
Jackson, MS 39205
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Missouri Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Missouri Department of Elementary and SecondarycBtion Technology Strategic Plan
URL: http://dese.mo.gov/divimprove/instrtech/tecpD2-06statetechplan.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 7.3 0.1
2004 81 [ ere i os
2003 [ 86 [ e LT s
2002 |88 o ea oo s OTLCF/EETT
2001 75 [l eas R Oe-Rate
2000 [70 R AUt 3 | m Other
1999 70 I:::::::::::::::::::28.9:::::::::::::::::::
1998 [ 70 [z el
1997 1.6

$0 $10 $20 $30 $40 $50 $60 $70 $80 $90

Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification
Teacher recertification
Teacher continuing education

Data provided to local staff for decision-making

Minimum technology standards
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(kweel)

Online courses, materials or software

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:

Student academic achievement in core subject areas
Student technology literacy
Student access to technology
State learning standards
Technology integration into the classroom
Professional development
Technology integration into the classroom
The state eMINTS program

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres

Yes
Yes
No

sYe

For Teachers For Students
Yes Yes
No No

No No

Technology linkages, resources, and services to
improve academic achievement
Content priorities:
English or language arts
Mathematics
Sciences
Social studies
Technology literacy
Grade-level priorities:
3rd-6th grades

High-technology-need LEAs were determined by rasoiita state-administered technology inventorylandl

needs assessments or self-reported need.
EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Deborah Sutton

Director of Instructional Technology
Missouri Department of Education
PO Box 480

Jefferson City, MO 65102
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Telephone: 573-751-8247
Fax: 573-5223%
E-mail: dsutton@mese.state.mo.us
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Montana Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Montana Office of Public InstructioBSEAT tle I, Part D “EdTech” Technology Plan
URL: http://www.opi.state.mt.us/PDF/EdTech/020PIEdiPlan.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 2.4 [-0.9-]o1
2004
2003
2002 O TLCF/EETT
2001 O e-Rate
2000 m Other
1999
1998
1997
$0 $2 $4 $6 $8 $10 $12
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification No
Teacher recertification No
Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards No Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No
Online courses, materials or software No No

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Professional development

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by loesds assessments or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Michael Hall Telephone: 406-444-4422

Ed Tech Specialist Fax: N/A

Montana Office of Public Instruction E-mail: mhal@te.mt.us

P.0O. Box 202501 Web site: http://www.opi.state.mt.us/EdTech/Indéxlh

Helena, MT 59020-2501
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Nebraska Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Nebraska PreK-12 Technology Plan
URL: http://www.nde.state.ne.us/TECHCEN/downloat#détechplan%201-27-03.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 | 2.4 fo8]o.1
2004
2003
2002 O TLCF/EETT
2001 O e-Rate
2000 m Other
1999
1998
1997
$0 $2 $4 $6 $8 $10 $12 $14 $16
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Plans to do
Teacher recertification Yes
Teacher continuing education Yes
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards Yes Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No
Online courses, materials or software Plans to do lansRto do

State EETT competitive grant priorities
None

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needvot addressed
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by rasoiita state-administered technology inventorylandl
needs assessments or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Jim Lukesh Telephone: 402-471-5023

Nebraska Department of Education Fax: 402-247-1117

301 Centennial Mall South E-mail: jlukesh@nde.stedais

Lincoln, NE 68509 Web site: http://www.nde.state.ne.us/ TECHCEN
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Nevada Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Nevada State Educational Technology Plan
URL: http://www.doe.nv.gov/techinn.html

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 | 2.6 0.14]-o.1
2004 | 35 [ e
2003 32 [ ae
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1997 Ol 0.7 |
$0 $2 $4 $6 $8 $10 $12
Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:

Teacher certification No

Teacher recertification No

Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making afy to do

For Teachers For Students

Minimum technology standards No Yes

Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No
Online courses, materials or software No No

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Professional development

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by raesoiita state-administered technology inventorylandl
needs assessments or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Mark S. Knudson Telephone: 775-687-9137

Educational Technology Specialist Fax: 775-687-9111

Nevada Department of Education E-mail: mknudson@uogov

700 East Fifth Street Web site: http://www.doe.nv.gov/techinn/edtech.html

Carson City, NV 89701
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New Hampshire Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: State of New Hampshire Educational Technology Plan
URL: http://nheon.org/oet/stateplan/nhtp2002.htm

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 | 24 [03] o1
2004
2003
2002 O TLCF/EETT
2001 O e-Rate
2000 m Other
1999
1998
1997
$0 $1 $2 $3 $4 $5 $6 $7
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Yes
Teacher recertification Yes
Teacher continuing education Yes
Data provided to local staff for decision-making No
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards Yes Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(kweel) No No
Online courses, materials or software Yes No

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Professional development
Technology integration into the classroom
Bonus payments to teachers prepared to act asalegyrieaders to assist other teachers
Technology linkages, resources, and services toangpacademic achievement
Technology to manage, collect, and analyze datmhance teaching and school reform

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by resoilta state-administered technology inventoryeostate-
administered data collections, local needs assegsmoeself-reported need, and input on local faiain
supports for technology.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Cathy Higgins Telephone: 603-271-2453
Educational Technology Consultant Fax: 603-271-1953

New Hampshire Department of Education E-mail: chig@ed.state.nh.us
101 Pleasant Street Web site: http://www.nheon.org/oet

Concord, NH 03301
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New Jersey Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: The Education Technology Plan for New Jersey
URL: http://www.nj.gov/njded/techno/state_plan.htm

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 9.8 [79. . ]o1
2004 | 13.5 [ s ok
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$0 $10 $20 $30 $40 $50 $60 $70 $80
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Yes
Teacher recertification No
Teacher continuing education Yes
Data provided to local staff for decision-making afd to do
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards Yes Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No Plans to do
Online courses, materials or software Yes No
State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities: Technology integration into the classroom
Student academic achievement in core subject Evaluation of EETT program impact
areas Technology linkages, resources, and services to
Student access to technology improve academic achievement
Parent and family involvement Content priorities:
Professional development English or language arts

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by statetinistered data collections (not including aestat
administered technology inventory) and local tegtd

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Jack Longworth Telephone: 609-633-9773

Director, Office of Educational and Informational Fax: 609-633-9865

Technology E-mail: Jack.Longworth@doe.state.nj.us
New Jersey Department of Education Web site: hipaiv.nj.gov/njded/techno

PO Box 500, 100 River View Plaza
Trenton, NJ 08625-0500
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New Mexico Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Strategic Planning for Education in New Mexico—Treadlbgy
URL: http://www.sde.state.nm.us/nmcte/nmcte_homal.ht

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 4.0 [247] 0.1
2004 [62 [ 382 ]oa
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$0 $20 $40 $60 $80 $100 $120
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Plans to do
Teacher recertification Plans to do
Teacher continuing education Plans to do
Data provided to local staff for decision-making afd to do
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards No Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(kweel) Plans to do Plans to do
Online courses, materials or software Yes Yes

State EETT competitive grant priorities
None

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by rasoiita state-administered technology inventory.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Mia Romero Telephone: 505-827-7354

New Mexico Department of Education Fax: N/A

300 Don Gasper E-mail: mromero@ped.state.nm.us

Santa Fe, NM 87501 Web site: http://www.nmlites.org/index.html
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New York Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: New York State Technology Framework
URL: www.emsc.nysed.gov/deputy/Documents/technolegh-plan-2-03.html

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 453 7.0F}-15
2004 [ 662 [ 336 Jso
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Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Required technology-related course work for:

Teacher certification Yes

Teacher recertification Yes

Teacher continuing education Yes
Data provided to local staff for decision-making afy to do

For Teachers For Students

Minimum technology standards No Yes

Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No
Online courses, materials or software No Yes

State EETT competitive grant priorities

Special priorities: Content priorities:
Student academic achievement in core subject English language/arts (especially early reading
areas literacy)
Student technology literacy Mathematics
Student access to technology Technology literacy
State learning standards School-type priorities:
Technology integration into the classroom Schools with a large number of LEP students
Professional development Schools that have been identified as in need of
Evaluation of EETT program impact improvement

Technology linkages, resources, and services to
improve academic achievement

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2002)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by resofita state-administered technology inventory.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Anne Schiano Telephone: 518-474-5922

Assistant Director, New York State Education Deypemt Fax: 518-402-1385

89 Washington Avenue 318EB E-mail: aschiano@maskdygov

Albany, NY 12234 Web site: http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/ciai/
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North Carolina Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: North Carolina Educational Technology Plan
URL: http://tps.dpi.state.nc.us/Tech2000rev/techiaml

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 10.8 [ 12900 ]oa
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2003 ] 152 |Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-I-Z-Z-1-1-1-150-61-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-.Z-O
2002 | 127 [ e O TLCE/EETT
2001 8.9 |:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.25.6].:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:. O e-Rate
2000 [ 77 [ooeeas - R m Other
w009 [ 77 [ sea o
1998 77 |-Z-I-I-I-I-I-I-1-1-1-26.91-1-1-1-Z-I-I-I-Z-I-I
1997 |37 22
$0 $10 $20 $30 $40 $50 $60 $70 $80
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Yes
Teacher recertification No
Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards Yes Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(ktael) No Yes
Online courses, materials or software Plans to do esyY
State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Student academic achievement in core subject Electronic networks and other methods of
areas distance learning to reach students who
Student access to technology otherwise would not have access to school
Parent and family involvement curriculum
Professional development Technology linkages, resources, and services to
Technology integration into the classroom improve academic achievement
Technology personnel Technology to manage, collect, and analyze
Evaluation of EETT program impact data to enhance teaching and school reform

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by rasoiita state-administered technology inventory.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Wynn Smith, Section Chief Telephone: 919-807-3270

North Carolina Department of Education Fax: 919-8@2%0

6364 Mail Service Center E-mail: wsmith@dpi.state.nc.us
Raleigh, NC 27601 Web site: http://tps.dpi.state.nc.us/
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North Dakota Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: North Dakota Educational Technology Plan
URL: http://www.state.nd.us/itd/etc/docs/03-05-sttch-plan-final-with-cover.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 2.4
2004
2003
2002 O TLCF/EETT
2001 O e-Rate
2000 m Other
1999
1998
1997
$0 $2 $4 $6 $8 $10 $12
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Yes
Teacher recertification No
Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards Yes Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No
Online courses, materials or software Yes Yes
State EETT competitive grant priorities
None
State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
The state decided that a definition of technologgchwas not necessary.
EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE
Chris Kalash Telephone: 701-328-3544
Program Administrator Fax: 701-328-4770
North Dakota Department of Public Instruction E-melkalash@state.nd.us
600 E. Boulevard Ave., Dept. 201 Web site: httpsiwdpi.state.nd.us/tech/index.shtm

Bismarck, ND 58505-5036
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Ohio Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Ohio Educational Technology Plan
URL: http://www.ode.state.oh.us/centers/state_tplan matrix.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 142 o256 o1

2004 21.0 | ................ B8.3 - ] I 0.9
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$0 $20 $40 $60 $80 $100 $120 $140
Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification No
Teacher recertification No
Teacher continuing education No

Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe

For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards No Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No

Online courses, materials or software Yes No

State EETT competitive grant priorities

Content priorities:
English or language arts
Mathematics
Technology literacy

Grade-level priorities:
K-8th grade

School-type priorities:
Schools that showed initiative in the grant appiaaprocess

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined accortiinigcal needs assessments or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Verda McCoy Telephone: 614-644-3762

Coordinator Fax: N/A

Ohio SchoolNet Commission E-mail: mccoy@osn.stateo

2323 W. Fifth Avenue, Suite 100 Web site: http:/Mmnasn.state.oh.us/go/eett/index.jsp

Columbus, OH 43204

92



Oklahoma Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Oklahoma Instructional Technology Plan

URL: http://title3.sde.state.ok.us/technology/statehPlan.htm

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 51 [--1nal]ot
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$0 $10 $20 $30 $40 $50 $60 $70

Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification
Teacher recertification
Teacher continuing education

Data provided to local staff for decision-making

Yes
No
No

sYe

For Teachers For Students

Minimum technology standards No Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No
Online courses, materials or software Yes Yes

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:

Student academic achievement in core subject areas

State learning standards
Student access to technology
Professional development

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres

High-technology-need LEAs were determined by raesoiita state-administered technology inventory @ther

state-administered data collections.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Phil Applegate

Executive Director, Instructional
Technology/Telecommunications
Oklahoma State Dept. of Education
2500 North Lincoln Boulevard
Oklahoma City, OK 73105-4599

Telephone: 405-521-3994

Fax: N/A

E-mail: Phil_Applegate @sde.state.ok.us

Web site: http://title3.sde.state.ok.us/technology
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Oregon Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Oregon Department of Education Strategic TechnoPigyn
URL: http://www.ode.state.or.us/services/budget@BBpdfs/strategictechplan200103.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 45 |:.:.:.:.4,3.:.:.:.:|0.1
2004 | 7.0 e asd i o8
2008 | 6.3 e R
2002 | 5.5 [ 11 O TLCFEETT
2001 36 s R O e-Rate
2000 [ 36 [oooooooioraoe oo R m Other
1999 38 [ R
1998 i 3.8 |:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.9,4.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:
1997 19 9

$0 $5 $10 $15 $20 $25 $30

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Millions

Required technology-related course work for:

Teacher certification Yes

Teacher recertification No

Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe

For Teachers
Minimum technology standards No
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No

Online courses, materials or software Plans to do

State EETT competitive grant priorities

Special priorities:
Student academic achievement in core subject areas
Student technology literacy
Student access to technology
Professional development
Technology integration into the classroom
Evaluation of EETT program impact

Content priorities:
Technology literacy

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres

For Students

No
No

o N

High-technology-need LEAs were determined by resofita state-administered technology inventory.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Carla Wade Telephone: 503-378-3600
Instructional Technology Specialist Fax: 503-378-5156

Oregon Department of Education E-mail: carla.wad@a@sr.us
255 Capitol Street, NE
Salem, OR 97310
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Web site: http://www.ode.state.or.us/search/reKlitts 160



Pennsylvania Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Pennsylvania State Education Technology Plan
URL: www.pde.state.pa.us/ed_tech/lib/ed_tech/PASw@thnologyPlan2002.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 | 177 [-122-]oa
2004 | 22.9 |-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-278.92-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-l1.7
2003 24.1 |.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:89.7.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:
2002 | 228 [ 868 25 OTLCE/EETT
2001 17.8 [.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.73.3:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.3.1 O e-Rate
2000 | 17.7 |Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-54.1-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-m m Other
1909 | 183 [ 556 e
198 [ 183 [ oooasr o R
1997 86 a7
$0 $20 $40 $60 $80 $100 $120 $140
Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:

Teacher certification Yes

Teacher recertification Yes

Teacher continuing education Yes
Data provided to local staff for decision-making No

For Teachers For Students

Minimum technology standards No Yes

Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) Yes No
Online courses, materials or software Yes No

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Student academic achievement in core subject areas
Student technology literacy
State learning standards
Student access to technology
Parent and family involvement
Professional development
Technology integration into the classroom
Evaluation of EETT program impact
Technology linkages, resources, and services toangpacademic achievement

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by resofita state-administered technology inventory.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Kathleen Brautigam Telephone: 717-214-7128
333 Market St., 2nd Floor Fax: 717-785-5424
Harrisburg, PA 17126-0333 E-mail: kbrautigam@state.pa.us

Web site: http://www.pde.state.pa.us/ed_tech/
site/default.asp
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Puerto Rico Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Puerto Rico Department of Education Technology Plan

URL: N/A
SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING
2004 | 244 11-F] 0.4
2003 | 22.8 [62 28
2002 198 03— L6 O TLCE/EETT
2001 15.2 [120 s O e-Rate
2000 | 14.0 |-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z?G8Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Zl14 B Other
1999 14.5 |-f-f-ﬁ-ﬁ-ﬁ-Z-Z-Z-f-f-ﬁ-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-f-f-1-1-1-267-3-2-f-ﬁ-ﬁ-ﬁ-ﬁ-ﬁ-ﬁ-I-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-I-I-Z-Z-Zl 12
1998 13.9 |I-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-3-3-1-1-2-1-1-1-3-47.6-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-I-I-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-f-f-ﬁ.2.7
1997 | 71 Jos

$0 $10 $20 $30 $40 $50 $60 $70 $80 $90 $100

Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification
Teacher recertification
Teacher continuing education

Data provided to local staff for decision-making

Minimum technology standards

Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(kweel)

Online courses, materials or software

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Student academic achievement in core subject
areas
Professional development
Technology integration into the classroom

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres

Yes
Yes
Yes
No
For Teachers For Students
No No
No No
Plans to do esY

Content priorities:
English/language arts
Mathematics
Sciences
Social studies

High-technology-need LEAs were determined by loesds assessments or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Aurea De Jesus

Director de Tecnologia Educacional
Departamento de Educacion
Federal Affairs Office

P.O. Box 190759

San Juan, PR 00919-0759

Telephone: 787-759-8910

Fax: 787-753-1362

E-mail: dejesus_a@de.gobierno.pr

Web site:
www.de.gobierno.pr/EDUPortal/Sobre+DE/OSIATD/DITE
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Rhode Island Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: RIDE Statewide Technology Audit

URL: N/A
SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING
2005 2.4 o501
2004 | 3.3 |-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-1-1-6.2-1-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-IO.A
2003 32 R s 1
2002 | 31 RARRARRREINRRANRANN [ O TLCFIEETT
2000 [ 23 [oooosi - DeRate
2000 [ 21 [ooirrnieirazocnct KRR m Other
1999 21 s
1998 21 [ocine0 o R
1997 [ 10 [
$0 $2 $4 $6 $8 $10 $12 $14 $16
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Plans to do
Teacher recertification Plans to do
Teacher continuing education Plans to do
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards Yes Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) Plans to do Plans to do
Online courses, materials or software No No
State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities: Technology integration into the classroom
Student academic achievement in core subject Technology to manage, collect, and analyze
areas data to enhance teaching and school reform
Student technology literacy Content priorities:
State learning standards English or language arts
Student access to technology Grade-level priorities:
Professional development K-3rd grade

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology neettes
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by resoiltstate-administered data collections (not idiclg a
state-administered technology inventory), loca tieda, local needs assessments/self-reported aeédnput
on local financial supports for technology.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

William Fiske Telephone: 401-222-4600

Rhode Island Department of Education Fax: 401-222-4600

255 Westminster Street E-mail: fiske@ride.ri.net

Providence, RI 02903 Web site: http://www.ridoe.net/tech_in_schools/Ddtf&tm
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South Carolina Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: South Carolina State Technology Plan, 2003-08, iRieal the Dream
URL: http://www.myscschools.com/offices/tech/tecrpbkctp2003_08/documents/SCTechPlan.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 661~ 12f]-o0.1
2004 [ ss [ e T o
2003 8.7 I.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.584.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:
2002 [ 82 [ s O TLCF/EETT
2001 5.9 |:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::48.0::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: O e-Rate
2000 52 R R RIS ¢ 2 | m Other
1999 s2 [t R
1998 [ 51 [0 R
1997 2.6

$0 $10 $20 $30 $40 $50 $60 $70 $80

Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Required technology-related course work for:

Teacher certification No

Teacher recertification No

Teacher continuing education Yes
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe

For Teachers For Students

Minimum technology standards Yes Yes

Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No
Online courses, materials or software Yes No

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Student academic achievement in core subject
areas

State learning standards
Student access to technology
Parent and family involvement
Professional development
Technology integration into the classroom
Evaluation of EETT program impact

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres

Bonus payments to teachers prepared to act as
technology leaders to assist other teachers

Content priorities:

English or language arts

Mathematics

Sciences

Social studies

Technology literacy

High-technology-need LEAs were determined by resoiita state-administered technology inventoryylteof
other state-administered data collections, locstldata, and local needs assessments or selfedpued.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Dee Appleby Telephone: 803-734-0072

Team Manager — SC Virtual School Coordinator Fax: 803-734-8237

South Carolina Department of Education E-mail: delpp@ed.sc.gov

1429 Senate Street, Room 406 Web site: http://wwsaschools.com/offices/tech/
Columbia, SC 29201
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South Dakota Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: South Dakota Department of Education State TeclgyoRlan
URL: http://doe.sd.gov/octa/ddn4learning/index.asp

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 2.4 03F}—o01
2004
2003
2002 O TLCF/EETT
2001 0O e-Rate
2000 m Other
1999
1998
1997
$0 $2 $4 $6 $8 $10 $12 $14 $16 $18 $20
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Yes
Teacher recertification No
Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards No Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No Plans to do
Online courses, materials or software Yes Yes

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Student technology literacy
Professional development
Technology integration into the classroom

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by loesds assessments or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Wade Pogany Telephone: 605-773-3261

Director, Office of Curriculum, Technology, and Fax: N/A

Assessment E-mail: wade.pogany@state.sd.us

South Dakota Department of Education Web site: http://doe.sd.gov/octa/index.asp

700 Governors Drive
Pierre, SD 57501
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Tennessee Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Tennessee Educational Technology Plan 2003-2006
URL: http://tennessee.gov/education/acct-tp-2008620df

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 76 [-51-]o1
2004 [ 113 [ es o4
2003 | 10.8 |Z-Z~Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z~Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z~Z-Z-2-1-53.3]-Z~Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z~Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z~Z-Z-Z-Z
2002 [ 83 [ooooo238 10 OTLCF/EETT
2001 70 [l Ay R O e-Rate
2000 70 |Z-I-Z-Z-I-I-f-Z-Z-I-I-Z-I-I-f-Z-1-1-146.42-f-f-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-I-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-f-f m Other
1999 | 7.1 |.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:‘61.6:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.
1998 72 |-Z-Z-Z-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-27.1-1-1-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z.1.5
1997 15

$0 $10 $20 $30 $40 $50 $60 $70 $80

Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Required technology-related course work for:

For Teachers

Teacher certification No
Teacher recertification No
Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making No
Minimum technology standards No
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No
Online courses, materials or software Yes

State EETT competitive grant priorities
N/A

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres

For Students
Yes
No

No

High-technology-need LEAs were determined by rasuiita state-administered technology inventoryalldest

data, and local needs assessments or self-repuréet]

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Jill Balthrop

Director of Integrated Technology
Tennessee Department of Education
710 James Robertson Parkway
Andrew Johnson Tower, 4th Floor
Nashville, TN 37243

Web site:
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Telephone: 615-532-3313
Fax: 615-532-8312
E-mail: JillliBajt@state.tn.us

http://www.state.tn.us/education/acctorbitmain.htm



Texas Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Long-Range Plan for Technology
URL: http://www.tea.state.tx.us/technology/Irptfirprpt.html

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 44.0 - 0.3
2004 60.1 |-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-324.6]-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Zl2.1
2003 56.4 |-]-Z-]~I-Z-I-Z-Z-]-]-Z~Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-]-I~Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z‘406-5I-Z-Z-Z-]-Z~Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-]-]~Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-]~I-Z-Z-Z-l7-7
2002 50.7 | 2689 ot STLCFIEETT
2001 38.3 |'Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-2-236-32-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z.12-8 o e-Rate
2000 352 [ rasass s m Other
1999 T340 Fooorassz o Jso
1998 35.3 J.lTazesl a8
1097 16.3] 2.4
$0 $50 $100 $150 $200 $250 $300 $350 $400 $450 $500
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Yes
Teacher recertification Plans to do
Teacher continuing education Yes
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards Yes Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(kweel) No No
Online courses, materials or software Yes Plamoto
State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities: School-type priorities:
Student technology literacy Specific grade levels or specific populations on
Parent and family involvement campuses
Professional development Mentoring networks that demonstrated the full
Technology integration into the classroom understanding of their roles and
Evaluation of EETT program impact responsibilities to the high-need campuses
TARGET: Technology Applications Readiness Grants fo Applications that leveraged existing resources
Empowering Texas teachers and students Partnerships

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by raesoiitstate-administered data collections (not iticig a
state-administered technology inventory), localdsegssessments or self-reported need, and conmtdttbe
Texas School Technology and Readiness (STaR) &reeich campus participating in the project.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Anita Givens Telephone: 512-463-9400

Senior Director, Educational Technology Fax: 512-463-9090

Educational Technology Unit E-mail: agivens@teadesta.us

1701 North Congress Avenue Web site: http://wwwsitade.tx.us/technology

Austin, TX 78701
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Utah Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Utah Public Education Technology Plan
URL: http://205.125.10.10/plan/usoedraft.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 24 [7aooa
2004 [ 88 g
2008 [ 82 [oooooioeass e R
2002 ] 3.1 |:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.7_5:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:. O TLCE/EETT
2001 ENN SRR RNARGRY 23 De-Rate
2000 [ 21 [ooosi o TEEEEREEEEE m Other
1999 [ 21 [ 53 K
1998 [ 21 [ooioea .
1997

$0 $5 $10 $15 $25

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Millions

Required technology-related course work for:

Teacher certification Yes

Teacher recertification No

Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe

For Teachers

Minimum technology standards No

Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No
Online courses, materials or software Yes

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Student technology literacy
State learning standards
Professional development
Evaluation of EETT program impact

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres

For Students

Yes
Plans to do

Yes

High-technology-need LEAs were determined by rasoiita state-administered technology inventory.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Rick Gaisford Telephone: 801-538-7798

Technology Coordinator Fax: 801-538-7769

Utah State Office of Education E-mail: rgaisfor@eisd 2.ut.us

250 East 500 South, P.O. Box 144200 Web site:

Salt Lake City, UT 84111 http://www.usoe.k12.ut.us/curr/EdTech/default.htm
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Vermont Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Vermont Educational Technology Plan
URL: http://www.state.vt.us/educ/new/pdfdoc/pgm eetit'state_edtech_plan_04-07.pdf

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 | 2.4 [-0.5 o1
2004 32 | .......... 17 ...........
2003
2002 O TLCF/EETT
2001 O e-Rate
2000 m Other
1999
1998
1997
$0 $1 $2 $3 $4 $5 $6 $7 $8 $9 $10
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Yes
Teacher recertification Plans to do
Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making afd to do
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards Yes Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No
Online courses, materials or software No No

State EETT competitive grant priorities
None

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by rasoiita state-administered technology inventorylandl
financial information.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Bill Romond Telephone: 802-828-0064

Educational Technology Coordinator Fax: 802-828B14

Vermont Dept. of Education E-mail: billromond @edtica.state.vt.us

120 State Street Web site:

Montpelier, VT 05620 http://www.state.vt.us/educ/new/html/pgm_edtechlhtm
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Virginia Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Educational Technology Plan for Virginia: 2003-2009
URL: www.pen.k12.va.us/VDOE/Technology/plan2003gaf.

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 8.1 |77 o3
2004 | 103 e 1o
2003 9.9 |-Z-I-Z-I-Z-Z-Z~Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z~Z-314-Z-Z-Z-Z~Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z~Z-I-Z-Z-
2002 10.4 [ose e O TLCF/EETT
2001 6.8 [:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:21.4:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:. 13.9 O e-Rate
2000 [ 61 e R m Other
1999 | 6.1 |.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:30_6:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:. 13.3
1998 | 6.2 |-:-:-:-Z-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-Z-:-25.6-:-:-:-Z-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-Z-:
1997 ] 29 |

$0 $10 $20 $30 $40 $50 $60

Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Required technology-related course work for:

Teacher certification Yes

Teacher recertification Yes

Teacher continuing education Yes
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe

For Teachers

For Students

Minimum technology standards Yes Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No
Online courses, materials or software Yes Yes

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Professional development
Technology integration into the classroom
Evaluation of EETT program impact

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres

High-technology-need LEAs were determined by rasoiita state-administered technology inventoryeostate-
administered data collections, and local needssassents or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Lan Neugent Telephone: 804-225-2757

Assistant Superintendent of Technology Fax: 804-98p4
Virginia Department of Education E-mail: Lneugent@@k12.va.us
101 North 14th Street Web site:

James Monroe Bldg., 18th FI.
Richmond, VA 23218-2120

http://www.pen.k12.va.us/VDOE/Technology/EdTech/
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Washington Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Washington State Educational Technology Plan
URL: www.k12.wa.us/edtech/EdTechPlan.htm

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 65 [-38]o1
2004 | 9.0 |:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:20.3:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.IO.4
2003 | 8.3 [ 220 R
2002 8.3 [T esl O TLCF/EETT
2001 5.6 |:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.18.5.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:. O e-Rate
2000 [ 58 [lod85 i iiiiin 10.4 m Other
1999 [ 60 [l 346 | 86 |
1998 1 6.1 |:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.284.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.
1997 2.5 JEER

$0 $10 $20 $30 $40 $50 $60

Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification
Teacher recertification
Teacher continuing education

Data provided to local staff for decision-making

Minimum technology standards
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&Eweel)
Online courses, materials or software

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:

Student academic achievement in core subject areas

State learning standards

Technology integration into the classroom

Bonus payments to teachers prepared to act as
technology leaders to assist other teachers

Technology linkages, resources, and services to
improve academic achievement

Student technology literacy

Student access to technology

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres

No

Yes
Yes
sYe

For Teachers For Students
No No

No No
Yes Yes

Technology to manage, collect, and analyze
data to enhance teaching and school reform
Parent and family involvement
Professional development
Evaluation of EETT program impact
Content priorities:
Mathematics, technology literacy, & special
education or adaptive education
Grade-level priorities:
6th—8th grades

High-technology-need LEAs were determined by rasoiita state-administered technology inventorylte®f
other state-administered data collections, locstldata, local needs assessments/self-reported aeethput

on local financial supports for technology.
EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Dennis Small

EETT Program Director

Information Technology Services, OSPI
Old Capitol Building

P.O. Box 47200

Olympia, WA 98504
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Telephone: 360-725-6284
Fax: 360-586-7251

E-mail: dsmall@ospi.k12.wa.us
Web site: http://www.k12.wa.us/edtech



West Virginia Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: West Virginia Educational Technology Plan
URL: http://faccess.k12.wv.us/techplan/stateplan.htm

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 | 3.9 pslo.1
2004 ] 5.9
2003 6.0
2002 ] 45 O TLCF/EETT
2001 | 3.9 B e-Rate
2000 ] 3.9 m Other
1999 4.1
1998 4.0
1997 20 N
$0 $2 $4 $6 $8 $10 $12 $14 $16 $18 $20
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Yes
Teacher recertification Yes
Teacher continuing education Yes
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards Yes Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No Plans to do
Online courses, materials or software Yes Yes
State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities: Professional development
Student academic achievement in core subject Technology integration into the classroom
areas Evaluation of EETT program impact
Student technology literacy LEA-level technology integration specialists
State learning standards who train teachers to integrate technology

Student access to technology into the classroom
Parent and family involvement

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by lows#ds assessments or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Brenda Williams Telephone: 304-558-7880
Executive Director Fax: N/A

West Virginia Department of Education E-mail: brang@access.k12.wv.us
1900 Kanawha Blvd. Web site: http://access.k12.wv.us

East Building 6, Room 346
Charleston, WV 25305
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Wisconsin Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Wisconsin Educational Information & Technology PRIK-12
URL: www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dltcl/imt/k12_tech.htm

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 | 59 [’317]o01
2004 | 8.9 |Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-224-31-1-1-1-2-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-I-Z-ZI0.4
2003 8.1 |Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-]-Z-]~Z-I-Z-Z-Z-I-22.2-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-]-Z~Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-]-]
2002 | 8.5 [ s e OTLCF/EETT
2001 GO ARRRRARARNRARARFCCARARIRNARARARANR 7 De-Rate
2000 [ 67  [CTTTTTTLELEELRes0 s m Other
1999 | 6.9 |:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.26,8.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:
1998 | 6.8 |Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-38.2-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-Z-I-Z-Z-
1997 35 Jor
$0 $5 $10 $15 $20 $25 $30 $35 $40 $45 $50
Millions
STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification Yes
Teacher recertification No
Teacher continuing education No
Data provided to local staff for decision-making sYe
For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards No Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No
Online courses, materials or software No No

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Student academic achievement in core subject areas
State learning standards
Professional development
Technology integration into the classroom

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needres
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by rasoiita state-administered technology inventorylandl
needs assessments or self-reported need.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Robert Roy Telephone: 608-261-6332

Education Consultant, Instructional Technology F&08-267-1052

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction E-medbert.roy@dpi.state.wi.us

125 Webster Street, PO Box 7841 Web site:

Madison, WI 53707 http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dltcl/imt/index.html
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Wyoming Educational Technology Policies

LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Title: Wyoming Education Technology Plan
URL: http://www.k12.wy.us/ep/ctde/pubs/WyTech_Pjatf.

SELECTED FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

2005 2.4 [-709-Jo1
2004 3.3 [--.0
2003 3.2 [ s T R

2002 3.1 |j-j-j-j-j-:-:-j-j-j-2.8-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-: O TLCF/EETT
2001 2.3 [::::::::::17.7“::::::::::m Oe-Rate
2000 2.1 BRI 06 | m Other
1999 2.1 [ 5.0, | 08 |

1998 2.1 I:.:.:.:1_2:.:.:.:.

1997 10 IEER

$0 $1 $2 $3 $4 $5 $6 $7 $8 $9
Millions

STATE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Required technology-related course work for:
Teacher certification No
Teacher recertification No
Teacher continuing education Yes

Data provided to local staff for decision-making No

For Teachers For Students
Minimum technology standards No Yes
Formal assessment of proficiency on standardee(&weel) No No

Online courses, materials or software No No

State EETT competitive grant priorities
Special priorities:
Student academic achievement in core subject areas
Student access to technology
Professional development
A statewide network that includes a compressedev&ystem. LEAs were encouraged to distribute ctatsware
limited resources) with other LEAS via the stateamek.
Additional points were added to applications thattioed use of the Educational Portal for Staff Blepment.

State EETT definition of “high-need” LEA (2003)
Academic need\/A
Technology needvot addressed
High-technology-need LEAs were determined by rasoiita state-administered technology inventoryylisof
other state-administered data collections; andinédion gathered from LEA technology directors,aih
improvement state conferences, and LEA site visits.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CONTACT AND WEB SITE

Chuck Mitchell Telephone: 307-777-6220
WEN Video Coordinator Fax: 307-777-6234

Wyoming Department of Education E-mail: cmitch@edtate.wy.us
2300 Capitol Ave., 2nd Floor Web site: http://www.k12.wy.us/

Cheyenne, WY 82002
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APPENDIX A:
REPORT METHODOLOGY







Data Sources

This report presents data from numerous sourcelsidimg surveys of state and district technology
coordinators, interviews with state technology clioes, and administrative records from federal and
state educational technology programs. Each oktlsedescribed in greater detail below, including
information about the data, its collection, andlgsia as presented in this report.

NETTS Survey of State Educational Technology Direct  ors

In fall 2004, the U.S. Department of Education @epartment) identified educational technology
administrators in the 50 states, the District ofuitbia, and Puerto Rico as respondents for the
National Educational Technology Trends Study (NE)3t&te survey. EETT recipients not included
in the sample were the Bureau of Indian Affairsa@uthe Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and the
Commonwealth of Northern Mariana Islands. Thesgiesitwere excluded because of their limited
funding. Specifically, the Department allocateg#iguarters of 1 percent of the total funds made
available each year under the EETT program todhbeetary of the interior for programs in schools
operated or funded by the Bureau of Indian Affaimns a total of .5 percent of the funds to the
aforementioned territories.

EETT implementation data for FY 2003 grants ana @et technology use more generally were
collected using both electronic and paper versadribe NETTS state survey. The 49-item survey
addressed a variety of topics, including state atioical technology policy contexts, the subgrant
application process, stataorities for subgrant competitions, administrataf the EETT program,
and EETT monitoring and evaluation.

To initially engage respondents, the Departmenteda notification letter to each of the state
educational technology directors. The letter exygdithe purpose of the survey and provided
directions on how to access and complete the oslimeey. Subsequently, an e-mail was sent to each
state educational technology director that presktite same information contained in the letters.
Respondents were tracked, and non-respondentscaetacted.

During the entire survey administration period,leation team staff were available to educational
technology administrators via e-mail and phoner®ager questions and address concerns. Follow-up
e-mails and calls to the state administrators seasepersonal reminders and provided them with an
opportunity to discuss any issues. Staff at thedtegent also made reminder phone calls to the
nonrespondent state administrators to ask themsfwond to the survey. Survey data were collected
from November 2004 to February 2005.

Responses were received from all states, for go@@€ent response rate. Data from returned paper
surveys were entered into the online survey dagghdsich included the surveys completed
electronically. These data were imported from thine database to SAS, which was used for the
analysis. A series of descriptive statistics andevealculated and used for this report.

NETTS Survey of District Technology Coordinators

The sampling frame for the survey of district tealogy coordinators included regular public
school districts in all 50 states, the DistriciGdlumbia, and Puerto Rico, plus nondistrict ergitie
receiving EETT funding as lead entities. Districtsnposed exclusively of charter schools, special
education schools, and “voc-tech” schools wereusled from the study. Primary stratification
incorporated the following factors: district entgiatus (district vs. nondistrict entity), EETT gram
status (did or did not receive competitive fung®yverty, size, urban or rural location, and whether
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target grade or subject area is covered by themalteducational technology intervention
experimental study being conducted by the U.S. Bepant of Education.

States were asked to provide lists of appropregeandents for each entity (district or nondistrict
recipient of EETT funds) in their state-specifiatmn of the sampling frame. This information was
supplemented with information from the Common Gafr®ata (CCD), Web searches, and phone
calls** The sampling frame included the 60 largest urbsmmicts (which were selected with certainty),
12,423 other districts that had received EETT fulad®ther 2,239 districts that had not received
EETT funds, and 70 nondistrict entities that hambineed EETT funding (also selected with certainty).
A subset of 1,039 entities from this frame were laih by using stratified sampling with probabilgie
proportional to a measure of size. Districts thdtribt receive EETT funding were sampled in
proportion to their student populations. The renrmgrdistricts (the vast majority) were selected in
proportion to their EETT funding. Sample sizes trata were designed to meet prespecified precision
thresholds established by the U.S. Department at&ibn.

District coordinators were given three responsméds for the district survey: a Web-based
version, a hard-copy version, and a phone ver&tespondents were strongly encouraged to use the
Web-based version to reduce costs for data enthhalp ensure more accurate and consistent data.
The hard-copy survey was made available only aftgpondents had sufficient time to make use of the
Web-based version, and the phone version was uggdear the end of the data collection process.

Survey data were collected from March to June 2@0fegan with an e-mail notification to
respondents requesting their participation in thigne survey. District coordinators were mailed
personalized incentive checks of $40.25. Duringsilm¥ey window, nonrespondents were contacted
by mail and phone. Approximately 1,800 calls wemmto 420 districts, resulting in 294 completed
telephone surveys (70 percefftnly 10 districts declined to respond, so the fieabonse rate was
99 percent overall. ltem response rates (i.e.,usstjon) averaged 97 percent, with a minimum of 73
percent. Item response rates exceeded 90 perceait buit three of the 54 questions.

After being cleaned and checked, data were weidbtegpresent students nationally and analyzed
by using tabular analyses and descriptive stadistic

State Case Studies

Six states were targeted for qualitative data cttba. Candidate states were identified to be
nationally representative by region, number of sthigstricts, enrollment levels, overall educatibna
technology ranking, levels of connectivity, and HHUnding levels. Overlap between candidate
NETTS case study states, states receiving Evatu&tiate Educational Technology Program (ESETP)
grants, and states of policy interest to the Depant were considered in the final selection ofestat

Two-person interview teams used semistructurecdhirg@s to obtain qualitative data from state
educational technology directors and others inwbimetechnology planning and budgeting in the six
states. Chief education officers also were inteveig. Evaluators drafted case study reports and
summaries and participated in debriefings. Thesa alad documents gathered before and during site
visits were the subjects of cross-case analyses. Were coded and queried by using qualitative data
analysis software (ATLAS.ti). Analysts identifiedeimes and examined similarities and differences
across sites.

24 Data were initially collected with the 2001-02 EGind additional districts were added when stmigisated that they
had received EETT funding and were found in mooemé CCD data or via Web searches.

% About 70 percent of respondents had cashed tletive checks by October 2005.

% There were an average of 4.29 calls per distsietall, ranging from 1 to 14, with a mean of 5.88the districts that did
not complete a survey.
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Administrative Data

Existing published research and data from a wideteof sources, including academic papers,
legislation, published news articles, governmeut @ade group reports, state government Web sites,
and market research reports, were compiled toifgearid assemble state comparative information
from FY 1997 through FY 2003. The report also eba published and unpublished data from the
2003 survey of state educational technology diredby the State Educational Technology Directors
Association (SETDA). Data about EETT formula anchpetitive subgrants to local education
agencies for fiscal years 2002 and 2003 were obddiom the Department’s Web site for FY 2002
and from the NETTS state survey for FY 2003. Indiinl state educational technology contacts and
Web sites were obtained through each state’s dapattof education Web site and through the
Department. Data on individual states’ federal adiooal technology funding were extracted from
publicly available national data sources, as spetifi Exhibit A-1. In all, more than 100 data
elements were assembled for each state, the Distri@olumbia, and Puerto Rico.

To help ensure the quality of data provided in tbjgort, data were double entered for a sample of
states to calculate accuracy rates. Discrepantidata entry were resolved, and the process was
repeated until accuracy rates from a sample césEceeded 99 percent. In addition, each state
educational technology director was provided wittbaportunity to add, review, or correct
information presented for his or her respectivéespaior to publication. Though the majority (88
percent) of state educational technology diregpoosided such feedbacékthere were nonetheless
instances where discrepancies in the data couldenotsolved or where data were not provided at all
Where this was the case, “N/A” in the state prgfiledicates that data on a specific field were not
available (i.e., missing).

Elements for Individual State Profiles

The profiles that appear in the individual statefipes provide detailed information about
educational technology on a state-by-state basise&ch state, the District of Columbia, and Puerto
Rico, data allow readers to review detailed contpssin a state-by-state basis, offering a more
complete picture of educational technology trenus iadicators for states.

In each of the 52 profiles that appear in Chapten@e than 100 individual data elements were
compiled from a wide variety of sources for theenkY periods from 1997 to 2005. Each profile is
organized into four sections, which are detailddweData elements address a range of topics,
including information about state educational textbgy plans, trends in federal funding of
educational technology, subgrant awards for twas/ethe EETT program, and trends in educational
technology access and integration.

Long-Range Strategic Educational Technology Plan

Under EETT, each state is required to develop g-fange strategic educational technology plan,
the minimum content of which is set forth in feddegislation (Title Il, Part D, oNCLB). This
section of the profile includes the title of eatdtas’s plan and the location of that plan on therlMd/o
Wide Web, if available.

%7 Six states did not respond to requests for feddbacheir draft state profiles.
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Selected Federal Educational Technology Funding

The federal government operates a number of pragthat provide states with direct support for
their efforts to integrate technology into K—12 edlion, including primarily EETT and its predeceasso
program, the Technology Literacy Challenge FundQfF), and E-raté® ?° This section of each state
profile provides graphical and tabular informatmmthe levels of federal support for selected falder
educational technology programs in the state fohdiacal year from 1997 to 2005. The following
programs are included in the “Other” federal fumpaategory’:

» Technology Innovation Challenge Grants (discontihater FY 2001)

« Star Schoof$

* Preparing Tomorrow’s Teachers to Use Technologgtgrédiscontinued after FY 2003)
* Community Technology Centers grants (discontindest &Y 2005)

* Learning Anytime Anywhere Partnership grants (ddcwed after FY 2001)

» Assistive Technology Funding (discontinued after Z004)

» Technology-related Migrant Education Funding (drgcwued after FY 2001)

State Educational Technology Policies and Programs

The state profiles provide information about thetess technology standards, requirements, and
initiatives. Individual state poverty, academic ehe@nd technology need requirements for districts,
also called local education agencies (LEAS), aowided in the profile, in addition to requiremefus
strategic targeting provisions.

Educational Technology Contact and Web Site

Many states maintain an office and staff dedic&ecbordinating educational technology
strategies and programs, as well as a Web sitgthaides more detailed information about a
particular state’s plans and activities with ediacsl technology. Most of these sites also include
information about state-specific special projectd mitiatives. In this section of the profile, ¢ant
information for the individual responsible for cdorating educational technology activities in each
state is provided.

B TLCF is consider the predecessor program to EEGcRbse it shares some of the same requiremenfsagim
elements and TLCF was phased out as EETT was begioperation.

% Note that historical E-rate funding estimatesfezquently updated. All E-rate data presented i tport were retrieved
June 10, 2004, from http://www.sl.universalsenacg/funding.

%0 State-by-state funding for Ready to Learn Televisind Ready to Teach, two new federal progranisagharopriated
funds beginning in 2005 and reference®tate EETT Policies and Related Prograimsve not been included in the state
profiles.

31 State-by-state funding for the Star Schools Progras not been included in the state profiles.
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Exhibit A-1. Selected Federal Educational Technolog y Funding

State Profile Data
Element

Primary Source(s)

TLCF funding (1997—
2001)

U.S. Department of Education (2000). Progress report on educational technology: State-by-
state profiles. Retrieved Feb. 5, 2004, from
http://www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/os/technology/reports/statebystateprogress-12-2000.pdf.
U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Technology. TLCF FY1997-2001 grant
allocations. Retrieved Feb. 5, 2004, from
http://www.ed.gov/Technology/tlcf_allocations.html.
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