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CHAPTER 1 . .
OVERVIEW:

Intraduction . ] / .
The National Teache} Center Resource Center (Resource Center),
located in Rhode Island, has a contract with the federal Department
of Education. The purpose of the coA;ract is to provide technical
assistance and serviée;'to'the 44 states/territories that have a
total budget of close to 1.3 million dollars to serve the 99 Teézher
Centers within their borders. The Resource Center provides informa-
tion and technical assistance to help the states/territories fulfill
three mandated argas of responsibility. These are: (1) reviewing '
Teacher Center proposals; (2) providing technical assistaan to ¢
federally funded Teacher Centers in their region; and (3) disseminat- .
ing information about Teacher Center products and results. The
states/territories are reimbursed by the federal Teacher Centers
Program for fulfilling these responsibilities. : ~
Several years ago, state/territorv Teacher éentcr coordinators, -
teacher leaders and local Teacher Center project directors across the
nation expMessed an interest in the structures and kinds of activities -
*he various .states/territcries were using to déliver information and
assistance. In response to this request, the Resource Center undertook
an effort to document and describe state/territory activities, and to-
share the findings with state and federal Teacher Center officials and

other groups interested in Teacher Centers. During fiscal year (FY)

1979.(1975-80) the Resource Ce..ter designed and carried out a process
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for collecting the necessary information fr&h the stite/territory

coordinators and compiled a report on the.findings. For FY 1980
\(1930-81) the Resource Center further refined the process for document-

*ing the services of states/territories to federally funded Teacher

genters, and then ccllected, recorded and compiled iﬁformation about

the state/territory support activities.

" Description of FY 1980 Documentation Effort

During FY 1980 (1980-81 funding cycle), the Resoyrce Center, with
the cooperation of tne state Teacher Center coordinators, collected the
following types of information:

o a description of the proposal neview process, for which
states are reimbursed $50 per proposal, carried out b
states to evaluate proposals seeking FY 1981 (1981-82
funding through the federal Teacher Centers Program;

o backgnou;d information on state atéfﬁing %b‘provide
services to federally funded Teacher Centers;. and

o documentation of the specific activities paid for by
the 0 percent state entitlements to provide technicaf
assistance (including proposal devefopment) and
dissemination services.

Services provided to Teacher Centers solely at state expense in salaries

or other direct costs were.not included as part of this documentation

effort. { ' . -

¢

Regoriing
This report details the‘methndology and findings of the state

ddc&mentation cf technical assistanc;;se(vices, including proposal

development which is treated as a distinct area of service for purposes

of this report, and dissemination services. The report also includes

o R

iy L

highlights on state staffing to provide these services to the fedeially :

i




funded Teacher Centers. -The findiﬁgs are organized in the following

manner. . T
(1) a description of the participants in the documentation
effort, including background information on staffing; .

(2) a summary of activities in the areas of proposal
development, technical assistance and dissemination;
-~
(3) selected uescriptions of state services in the areas '
of proposal development, technical assistance and R
dissemination; and S

(4) a summary of major findings and recommendations. -

The Resource Center has available a complete data set which provides
- the information for all findings presented in this ‘report. Also available

from the Resource Center under separate cover are additional reports

»

related to the documentation effort. Those reports are:

’ "Executive Summary, The State Role: A Documentation Report
’ 1 of Services to Teacher Centers Funded Through The Federal
’ Teacher Centers Program," June 1981 -- ¢ report which pro-
vides a brief overview and summary of the findinas presented
in this final report on the documentation effort;

"Background Information on Staffing in States to Serve
- . Federally Funded Teacher Centers," June 1981 -- a report
A which focuses primarily on state Teacher Center coordinators
and describes (1) the organizational structure, (2) key
roles, (3) time allocations to the Teacher Center role, and
(4) federal financial support of state staff and coordinators
fh states with’ federally funded Teacher Centers who agreed to
participate in the study; and

"A Description of Teacher Center Proposal Review Processes
Conducted by State Educztion Agencies," June 1981 -- a report
which describes 21; the timeframe for- conducting the .proposal
review process, (2) the source of proposals, including
; information on the funding cycle for continuation proposals,
. and (3) a description of the proposal review process, includ-
ing responsibility for coordination, structures used, repre-
sentation, and evaluation criteria.




CHAPTER 2

METHODOLOGY

Instrumentaticn

The data for this report were obtained primarily from activity
logs suybmitted to the Resource Center by the state Teacher Center
coordinétor§. The 1o§ format (see Appendix A) was designed to assist
the coordinators in documenting their activities 1nrthree areas:
,proposé1 deve]opﬁeht:< technical assistance and Jissemination.

" For each activity, the resﬁondent was asked to ipdicate or describe:

(1) the aren of senvdice (proposal development, technical
assistance or dissemination);

. "~ (2) the time period when the activity was conducted (if
. documenfing a single activity) or the frequency of
- the activity (if documenting a continuous or periodic
., activity);

‘

“ " (3) the primary method fon deliveny of the service;

(4) the activity it3etf,” including information on the
< providens and receivers of service; .

(5) the purpose of the activity; -

(6) the time ppent by thé state Teacher Center coordinator,
regardlesf of source of funds for salary, or by other
state education agency (SEA) staff paid in whole or
part through the 10.percent state entitlement;

(7) amcunt and éo«.mpou of expendituies from the state
entitlemeny used to support the activity;

(8) purpose of any state inkind contributions toward the
activity; and ’ :

(9) outcomes of the activity, anticipated or actual.

12
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In addition to these nine areas of interest, the respondent's
'name and é;a;e‘affiliation were requested. The respondents were also
provided an opportunity to make additiona’ comments about the activity.
Relevant data obtained from a second instrument, a state back-
ground information survey (see Appendix A), were also obtained as a
ba§1§ for this report. The survey consisted of two parts. Part A
sought background information about the state Teacher Center Egprdinator.
including questions aboﬁt the unit to which the coqydinaf&?ﬂ%s assigned,
level with%nAthe organizational structure of the SEA, and additional
roles which the coordinator serves. Part B of the survey requested a
description of the titlc and pfogram a;ea of responsibility, percent
of time assigned to Teacher Center duties, and amount of fuﬁﬁs (if any)
and percent of state entitlement used to support the salary of the
coordinator. Part B o. the éurgey also sought information for any
‘professional or clerical supﬁs;t staff whose sélaries were paid in

whole or part from the 10 percent state entitlement received from the

\ federal Teacher Centers Program.

Data Collection

Date col]gs;jon from the activity logs was carried aut by the

Resource Center. The specific steps are detailed below.

e mail, October 9, 1980, in order to present the plans for
« documenting their FY 1980 Teacher Center activitfes.
\ The letter outlined the purposes for documentation and
R stressed that the Resource Center was seeking fu%l parti-
cipation of states with federal centers, and ful reporting

. , o the use of the 10 gercent state entitlement. 'Three
~ deadlines for duta collection were announced (December 15,

. St g

1980, February 15, 1981 and May 1, 1981). The, dccumentation

(1) The Resource Cenggr contacted all state coard1n§tors by

13
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effort was designed to cover the period from July 1, 1980

through June 30, 1981. An agreement to participate was

included, and states were asked to return it, signed, by

October 20, 1980. Forty of the forty-four eligible states

agreed to participate. &

(2) Ten states participated in piloting the revised log forms
in November 1980 by mail. They also piloted the new back-
ground and proposal review forms. In addition, these forms
were piloted at a cluster meeting in October 1980. Ai1 feed-
back was incorporated in the development of the final forms.

(3) On November 25, 1980 the background form, the log forms and
instructions were sent to the participants and logs for activi-
ties completed by the end of November 1980 were due in ‘
December 1980 to the Resource Center. Follow-up was condurted
by telephone and by mail in January 1981.

i ! (4) Letters and additional logs were sent to participants in
b January, reminding participants ot the February 15, 1981
deadline for the second batch of logs.

(5) Telephone follow-up was conducted in March, and on April 20,
1981 additional- 1ogs and-a reminder notice for the May 1.
1981 deadline were mailed. This notice included some tips
on avoiding common errors found in the 187 logs submitted in
December 1960 and January 1981.

?3) Telephone follow-up was conducted between May 1 and May 12,

1981 in an effort to include data from all who had agreed ~
to par. 1inate. A total of 295 1ogs representing 32 states
were . . :d by May 18.

Appendix B includes copies of correspondence pertaining to data collection.

Of the 44 states/territories eligible to participate in the documenta-
tion effort because they have one dr more Teacher Centers funded through -
the federal Teacher Centers Program, 40 {91%) agreed to participate. of - -
that number, 32 (73%) actually completed activity logs.‘ The 32 states
documented a total of 295 activities.c Table 1 namks tﬁe states that
have federally funded Teacher Centers, and the number of federally
funded Teacher Centers in each. Table 1 also indicates the states that

participated in the study and the number of activities documented in

each of the three areas of service. .

s 14
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FREQUENCY OF DOCUMEMTED ACTIVITIES
FOR PARTICIPATING STATES

Number of

Federally
Name of Funded
State Teacher

Centers Jevelopment

Number of Activities Logged
Each Area of Service

Dissemination

Total
Number of

Activities
Documented

-
Aldbema 1
Alaska 1
Arizona® 1
Arkansas 2
California 10
Connecticut

District of
Columbia

Florida
Georgia
Guan*

Idaho
I111nois
Indiana
Towa**

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisianawe
Maine

Meryl and
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippd
Missour{vw
Montana*
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jerscy
New Mexico**
New York
North Carolina*
Ohio

0k shama**
Oregon
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

Utahwe
Vermont
Virdinfas
Washinaton
)v‘iscomi,p"

”»

) = A = AN N = RN = PN e N OE N R e s =) WYY =N W R W N

N -

[T ey

o e

N &8 aw

~N

17

14

L L

1

Total , <9

/

* Indicates itatu that chose not to participate in the documentation effort,
- }Miuzn states that provided background information but chose not to

"y

51

295



The number of activities documented by the states was not related
to the number of federally funded Teacher Centers within the state
boundary. In FY 1980, as shown in Table 2, the number of activities
docuriented showed a v..de range, regardless of the number of Teacher
Centers served.

Data collection procedures for the bacnground survey were less
complex than those for the activity logsgbecause the survey had to be
completed just once by each coordinator. Respondents were asked to
provide information that would be relatively unchanging during FY 1980,
the year of this study, such as salary figures, housina of Teacher
Center services within the SEA, and state conrdinator rolas and responsi-
bilities. During November 1980 the background survey, along with
correspondence from the Resource Center encouraging participation, was
mailed to the 44 eligible states and territories. Follow-up telephone
calls‘were made where necessary to obtain missing information and to
61arify some information provided earlier.

55 previously noted in the "Reporting" section, the major portion
of the backgroun--information appears as a separate document. A
limited ament of profils data pertirent to the documentation of proposal
development, -technical qssistance and dissemination services is includad

in this peport.

Dq;a Analysis

An examination of the log instrument which appears in Appendix A
indicates that most of the guestions included pcgformed response
categories. In particular, questions 2, 3, 4a, ab., 4c, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9,
10 and 11 included response categories similar to those developed ' S
during the 1979-80 documentation effort.' However, each of these ques-
tions also included a space for the respondent to provide further

16
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Table 2
RANGE IN NUMBER OF ACTIVITIES DOCUMENTED

ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF TEACHER CENTERS SERVED
Number of - Number of Range in Number rage Number
~ Teacher Centers States of Activities Activities
Served Reporting Documented Documented
— w
1 12 2-20 8.3
2 9 1-17 8.1
3 5 4-18 8.6
4 2 2-11 6.5
.5 2 20-38 29.0
8 1 3 3.0
10 1 5 5.0
17
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descriptioﬁ of the response. Questions 1 and 11 were entirely open-
ended. The item number from the log and the subject of each question
appear in Taﬁle 3, along with a summary of the nurber of initial,
; pre-established (or original) categories for coding.
Additional categories were established by examinipg a sample of
98 responses. Various persons involved in the de#ign of the study and
the data collection/analysis reviewed the sample responses and assisted
in the éstablishment of.categories. A list of the original categories
appears on the log in Appendix A. The additional categories established
for questions 4b, 5, 6, 7, and 8 appear in Appendix C. Categories of - s
numerical value (e.g., questions-7 and 8) were grouped into pre- pr
) /esféalished ranges of value. A preliminary analysis of frequencies . /////
and percentages were calculated by the computer on a sample of 187féése;(

Slight aqustmente were made in the program at that time, but/thg/g ng

N

cateaor{é% remained the same. A1l 295 activities were theﬁ/codéa key-
uncpéd and analyzed. An examination of the full sgf/bf‘frequenc1es

and percentages revealed tﬁé need for col]aps199/f;; responses to S

"question 7 because of the small number of reéaonses in four of the s

f o categories. The followina is a summary of/fhe adjustments that were

Vi
/,,

made in the original categories: //v/

/ ¢ new cateqor1es were created in five (5) questions;
/ ] and s

-

o categoriés.were combined in one (1) question. v

P et /
o
. s

.
-

Table 3 a1§b incfudes by item, the changes in the number of categories

}

ang,fﬁ://;yﬁes of changes (e.g., creating new categories and combining
)

,ﬁ*catego ies) that took p]ace between the initial analysis of the data

e apd/the final reporting.
4 4
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e Table 3

s/

NUMBER OF CATEGORIES FOR EACH LOG ITEM UTILIZED DURING VARIOUS
: PHASES OF THE DATA ANALYSIS o5 .

4

Number of Categories

Item Subject Number of Pre- Utilized in
Number of Item Established
, Categories >
/ Initial™-
e ‘ Data . Reporting
y . Analysis Data

-- Nane of State (Utilized to code and contact respondents)
-- Respondent ~ v

1 Descripticn
of Activity*

2 Frequency of Activity

2a By month 12 12 12

2b By times per year 8 8 8

3 Primary Methods of E** 6 6
. Service Delivery

4 Type of Activity

4a Proposal Development 6** 6 6

4b Technical Assistance 14%* 16 16

4c Dissemination ﬂ Sk 5 5

5 Primary Purpose of g% 10 10

— Activity

6 Provider of Service . il 11 11

7 Recipients of Service , 10** 14 10

8 Direct Expenditures 4k 6 7

9 Inkind Expenditures . b 4 4

}:N

10 Amount of Time Spent 7** 7 7
Providing Service

11 Outcomes of Activit 10** 10 10

(Actual/Anticipated
s 12 Additional Information*

* These were open-ended questions for which the data were hand recorded.
** For these questions there were _ohe or more spaces for respondents to
further define their response_ "

N
AN

‘;. ~ gg

/




Finally, the data»(wifh adjusted categories) from the logs were

analyzed using frequencie§ and percentages. In the duestions where

_ more than one response Qas possible (i.e., questions 3, 4a, 4b, 4c,
5, 6,7, 8,9, and 11); the frequencies and percentages of combinations
of responses were also examined. Selected cross-tabulations of variables
were conducted to d?iermine:trends in the data.

A set of "WOCKing“ tables was developed from the final run of data.
These tables appeér as part of a data packet on file at the Resource
fenter. For th¢ most part the tables that appear in the main body of
the report sumﬁar1ze the "working" tables.

Data fr9m the background survey were also examined for the 32
states that/?nmpleted Yoth the logs and background survey. In a
separate 7Aa1ysis, the background data were comoiled frr 40 states,
which in¢luded the 32 states noted above but also included the eight
states’ﬁ;o submitted only the background survey. The relevant profile
data wére reported by frequencies and percentages in the_first part of

Chagfer 3.

chus to the Reader -

/ In reviewing the report findings, there_are sevenq] points the

/
/

f,reader should keep in mind, The first is that the stUuy design was
 Uimited 2o technical assistance and disseminaiion Aenviceé provided
| through the 10 percent entiilement to states with federally funded
Teacher Centers by the federal Teacher Centers Program. It does not
include other services to Teacher Centers provided solely through

/ state support or through state support in concert with programs other

than the federal Teachar Centers Program.
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A second point relates to the framework and definitions used in
this study. Through iheir acceptance of the 10 percent state entitle-
ments: states agree to provide services in two areas: technical
assistance and dissemination. For purposes of this study, a segment
of technical assistance was separated from that area of service and
labeled proposal development; therefore, the findings are presented
for thnee areas of service: proposal devefopment, technical assistance,
and dissemination. ‘

Finally, the reader should bear in mind the limitations inherent in
a written sﬁrvey. 0f particular ccncern here is the difficulty for the
respondent to capture in writing, primarily in an'objective format,
events which may be complex both in design and delivery. This limita-
tion was minimized, to the extent possib{?, by modifying procedures and
format based on the previéus year's pilot study, by providing technical

assistance and training at cluster meetings, and by follow-up telephone

calls as ﬁeeded.
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CHAPTER 3

DESCRIPTION OF PARTICIPATING STATES -

Number of States Participating and Activities Documented

’

Foriy-four states/tegritories were eligible to participate in the
documentation of state activities to serve federally funded Teacher
Centers bgpguse they have one or more Teacher Center projects funded
‘through the federal Teacher Centers Program. Of the 44 eligible states/~
territories, 31 states and the District of Columbia chose to partici-
pate, bringing to 32 the number of states* involved in FY'1980 docu-
mentation. As displayed in Table 1, these 32 states serve 81 (82%) of
the 99 Teacher Center projects fun@ed by the federal Teacher Centers

. St
Program. . v

The respondents documented 295 activities which represented:

- @ 33 activities in the area of proposal development
assisiance (reported by 15 states);

e 211 activities describing technical assistance ‘
(reported by 32 states); and : *

o 51 dissemination activities (reported by 23 states).

Background Information on Participating States

A1 32 states that submitted activity logs, plus eight additional
states that did not document the1r~act1vit1es in serving federally
funded Teacher Centers, completed the background survey. Background

information about the 40 states shows that:

o

*The District of Columbia will be referred to as a state in the report.

,. R 22
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e most Teacher Center coordinators, in relation to the
Chief State Schoo} Officers as level one*, are located
within Levels three through five in the organizational
structure of their SEA's;

e the units to which the majority of state Teacher Center
coordinators are assigned and, therefore, in which
Teacher Center responsibilities for-service to federally

S~ funded Teacher Centars are housed, are Staff Development/

Iqbenvice Education and/or Teacher Education/Certifica-
tuan; .

o the majority of Teacher Center coordinators allocate
15 percent on Less of thein time in fulfitling thein
Teacher Center nole; ‘

e the most ‘common additional roles of the state Teacher

Center coordinator are National Council of States for

Inservice Education (NCSIE) defegate, Teacher Co’ps

nepresentative, and teacher centification official;

@ §dive states have clerical support staff and nine states
have professional staf 4in addition to the state
coondinaton to serve federally funded Teacher Centers,
but the amount of Ltime contributed by the clerical and
professional support staff varies widely among the nine
states; and L N

o 26 of the 40 states do not use federal Teachen Center
Program funds fon safary; of the other 14 states, 13
spend 45 percent or less of their state entitlements
on salary, leaving 55 percent or more of their federal
funds available to support program activities and
related efforts. ’

o The findings oﬁ background and staffing for the 32 states who
completed bot; the background surv;y and documentation 10gs show no
major differences in the results from those for all 40 states, which
are noted above. ' .

The 32 states that submitted both the background survey and one

* or more activity log may be further described by the following" informa-

-

tiono h ' ) ~

#The Term "Tevels” was used in this study to designate the number of
people in the bureaucratic structure of the SEA located between the
Chief State School Officer (1evel one) and the state Teacher Center
coordinator. This approach was adopted because of the many differences
in titles and the meanings of responsibility associated with those
titles among the various SEA's. '
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o The 32 states represent 73 percent of the funded states/
territories. :

e Within the geographic boundaries of the 32 states are 81
Teacher Center projects, which represent 82 percent of
the federally funded Teacher Centers. -

o The federal Teacher Center budgets of the 32 states for
FY 1980 rafige from $5,500 to $194,500 and, together? the
total state entitlements of the 32 states amount to
$1,076,621, which is 83 percent of the $1,289,430 reim- .
bursec to :11 44 states/territories by the federal Teacher
Centers Program. i o
o Nineteen of the 32 states reported no use of state entitle-
ments to support salary; the remaining 13 states ecrmarked
$232,052 for salaries, which represents 22 percent of their
total state entitlements. The 32 states provided logs of '
activities which account for an additional $661,757, which
is 61 percent of their total entitlement of $1.,07¢,621.
The combined salary and activity costs total $893,409,
which represents 83 percent of the total entitlement for °
the 32 states. Further, this total amount of $893,409
accounts for 9 percent of the $1,289,430 reimbursed to
all 44 states/territories by the federal Teacher Centers
Program. .

o The latter total of $893,409 does not reflect $75,934
reported by six states as carryover, as well as other
carfyover funds that may not have been reported by other
states because the survey did not seek this information.
The statistics presented in this report reflect the
10 pgrcent state entitlements, without carryover funds.

This report, therefore, represents services provided by 32 of the

44 states with federally funded Teacher Centers. These 32 states logged

205 activities to serve the B1 Teacher Center projects within their
borders and then documented salary and activity costs of $893,409;
this figure reflects 83 percent of their total state entitlements of
$1,076,621.

&




CHAPTER 4

SUMMARY OF STATE TEACHER CENTER SERVICES

Introduction -
The results which follow represent 295 activities reported by

32 stategfparticibating in the documentation effort. This chapter
¢ascribes the delivery é; services by the 32 states to their Teacher
“Center projects and to those interested in or wishing to develop
Teacher Centers. These services, as noted earlier, are summérized
according to various characteristics, such a¢ the area of service,

- providers and rééeivers of service, and costs incurred.

The findings will be presented for a]i activities combined and,
where apﬁfopriaxe, information will be highlighted fqr the three areas
of service: pr6ﬁg§a1 development, technical assistance and dissemina-

tion.

Areas of Service

For purposes of the documentation, the three areas of service

—
r

are defined as follows: EN

o proposal development: any activity designed to assist
/ client groups (representatives from local education
agencies or institutions of higher education) with
development of a proposal for funding of a Teacher
Center;*

9

, #Inis category exciudes proposal review activities for which states

- receive federal reimbursement at a rate of $50 per proposal for each
proposal that 1s reviewed and forwarded to-Washington, D.C.; these
funds are Separate from the entitlements for state services which are °
the subject of this report. However, in some instances where states
documented proposal review activities with costs exceeding the $50 per

- propnsal rate of federal reimbursement, such activities:are included
TN _under proposal development in this report; 1s0, these activities
l’Elil(? tended to reflect technical assistance in.proposal development.

L]
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o9 Ztechnical assistance: “excluding all activities related
to proposal development (described above) and dissemina-
tion (described below), any actIV1ty designed to assist
Teacher Centers in 1mp]gment1nq their projects; and

o dissemination: any activity igned to spread informa-
tion to other groups at the ‘1§gal, regional, state or
national levels about Teacher Centers.

Chapter 3 described the frequency of activities in each area of
service and the number of states repprting in each area. Information
is provided in the next eection about when or, in cases of continuous

_or periodic activities within a state, with what freqqucy the activi-

ties took place.

Time Period and Frequency of Activities

Respondents were asked, for each documented activity, to describe
when (date) an activity occurred, if it was a sinéle event, or to 4
1nd§cate the f;equency of an activity if describing a continuous or
periodic activity. Figure 1 displays the findings documented for single
events and Table 4 showe the f}ndings for continuous and periodic
activitfes.

hs shown in Figure 1, single events/activities were completedAat
a fairly consisfent rate during the 12-month period, with the exception
of a peak period during December 1980 and January 1981, a time when
proposal development serviceS'were needed by client groups. Technical
assistance activities were also most frequent during that two-month
span. "

Months of relatively less frequent activity were July and August
1980 and Febrdary and May 1981. It should be noted, based on the study
done by the Resource Center of the proposal review process, that

- February was a. busy monch for proposal review activities, especially
; because of -the short timeline for review of proposals.

\)4 -
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Frequency of Documented Activities

Key

——— A1l Activities
w wme=e Proposal Development
ve.-.+a9 Technical Assistance
oo Dissemination

19

1981

1980 »

Months D ~ing Which Activities Were Completed

i

Figure 1

JONTILY TIME PERIOD DURING WHICH ACTIVITIES WERE COMPLETED

$
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Table 4

FREQUENCY WITH WHICH ACTIVITIES OCCURRED
ACCORDING TO EACH AREA OF SERVICE

o Areas of Service
Frequency All
of ) Activities
+ Activity Propcsal Technical Dissemination
' peve]opment Assistance

Single Activity 26 150 27 203 e
Twice a year -- 14 4 18
Three times a year 1 ' og 3 8
Four times a year 1 6 2 9
Five or six times 2 12 6 2

a year

Monthly -- 10 4 14
Bi-weekly ! 1 -- 2
Weekly . 1 12 2 ‘ 15
? Daily 1 2 3 6
Swtotal 7 61 20 92
Total Number B 211 51 295

of Activities

R



Caution is advised in interpreting the information about frequency

of activities éccording to the month in which they were completed. It
cannot be concluded that the highest or lowest number of activities
occurred during any given montb/béééuse not all activities and services
provided by the 32 states wéfé reported.

Some activities took place more than once in the 12-month period
of the’gpcuﬁéﬁfation effort and, for these, the frequency of the
activi;y rather than the completion date was reported. Table 4 shuws
that close to one-third (92/32%) of all documented activities occurred
on a continuous basis or at periodic intervals. The frequency most
often cited for these activities was "five or six times a year,"
followed next in frequency by "twice a year."

Within each of the three areas of service, less than a fourth (21%)
of the proposal development activities -- as might be anticipated --
was conducted on a regular basis, whereas 29 percent of the technical
assistance activities and 47 percent of the dissemination activities

were carried out on a continuous or periodic basis.

Methods for Delivering Services

One part of the documentation of each activity sought information
on the primary method(s) used by the SEA to deliver the service. Pro-
vided to the respondent were five categories: telephone, written
correspondence, workshop or conference, on-site meeting, and meeting

at sites othen than at the Teacher Center project site; a category

e

entitled "other" was a]so included. . —— T

S
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The majority of activities were carried out using a single method
for delivering the service. Table 5 displays the most frequently cited
methods for delivering services in the three areas of proposal develop-
ment, technical assistance and djssemination.

Proposal development activities were most often carried out
through telephone contact, written correspondence or an on-site meeting
at the local site. Almost half (45%) of all technical assistaﬁée
activities involved a workshop or conference format, and close to
one-third (31%) of the technica: assistance activities included an
on-site meetiﬁb. Written correspondence was most often identif;ed
(75% of the dissemination logs) as the primary method of providing
dissemination services; about‘one-fourth of the dissemination activi-
ties (22%) involved meetings on site and about one-fourth involved

meetings at a location other than the Teacher Center site.

Description of Services

A variety of activities were conducted to fulfill requirements
for providing proposal development, technical assistance and dissemina-
tion services. The activities citea most frequently are described in
Table 6.

The most frequently cited activities in the area of propo§a]¥*‘fﬁ4

development were providjgg%;gchnica4JassT§f§ﬁéérfﬁmﬁTéﬁning or develop-

"

,y<-~f%ng*§”6F656§;1 (54% of the proposal development activities) and

notifying groups about pertinent information (52%), such as federal
requirements for proposal submission and deadlines. A more detailed
analysis of the data, beyond that which is displayed in Table 6,
indicated that about half of the services (18 activities, 54% of all

30
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Table )
MOST FREQUENTLY CITED PRIMARY METHODS o /
BY WHICH SERVICES WERE DELIVERED 0
FOR EACH AREA OF SERVICE -
Frequency/Percentage
)‘ /‘/
/ /
v /7
Areas of Service Rank Activity N/%* '
llﬂ
Proposal Development 1 Teléphone 13/39%
1 Written Correspondence 13/39%
i 9
/I/' On-Site Meeting 13/39%
R Meeting at Other than
e Teacher Center Site  11/33%
Tephnical/As%ﬁstance 1 Workshop/Conf erence 95/45%
2 On-Site Meeting 66/31%
3 Meeting at Other than
Teacher Center Site  55/26%
4 Written Correspondence 48/23%
Dissemination 1 Written Correspondence 38/75%
2 On-Site Meeting . 11/22%
2 Meeting at Other than
Teachggﬂgggggz;SiIeff—'ll{22$~——’*”'““”‘"’”“'—_
-

— T 3 Telephone 9/18%

* percentages will not equal 100 percent because (1) this table does
not include activities classified as “other® and (2) some activi-
ties are cited more than once because they were carried out in com-
bination with other activities.
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P Table 6
g MOST FREQUENTLY CITED ACTIVITIES FOR
| EACH AREA OF SERVICE
| — Frequency/Percentage
Areas of Service  Rank  Activity N/
Proposal L
Development 1 -~  Provided Technical Assistance
‘ in Planning/Developing Proposal 18/55%
2 Notified Groups 17/52%
3 Critiqued Proposal Draft 12/36%X ,.;
4 Provided Assistance for Continuation
. Proposal 7/21%
Technical ;
Assistance . 1 Provided Linkage with Groups 79/37% -
2 Provided Financial Support to
Attend Meetings/Conferences 73/35%
3 Linked Clients to Consultants 48/23%
4 Accessed State/Federal Resources 45/21% |
5 Provided Services/Training ”"““”"”"ﬁ"ﬂU7T§i”———j;7
Dissemination 1 Published/Distributed Written E
Information 30/59%
2 Providéd Financial Support for
Materi als Preparation 14/27% ]
3 Provided Technical Information 11/22%
4 Other o 10/20%
S /s

/
* percentages will not equal 100 percent because (1) this table does not in- -
clude activities classified as “other® and (2) same activities are cited
more, than once because they 5gfe carried out in combination with other
activities.

L /
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proposal development activities) involved a combination of any two or

all three of the following act‘vities: notifying aroups, providing

proposal writing training, and providing technical assistance in /

planning or developing a proposal.

Technical assistance activities most frequently documented were

providing linkage with groups (37% of the technical assistance activi-

ties) and providing financial support for travel to attend state,

- regional or naticnal meetings or conferences {35%). Also cited in

19 to 23 percent of the logs were the followinc: 1linking clients to

consultants or experts in a given area, helping clients to access

\\\ state or federal resources to serve the needs of the Teacher Center

‘projects, and providing consulting services or training in topics of

interest to the clients.

Examples of topics cited 'ﬁ" linking to experts included: - basic

skills and testing; subject arcas such as science, consumer education

and physical education; needs assessment, program planning and manage-

"__—‘____’_____’__i—ﬂ
e
BN

— ~ - ment: stress management; and computers. Sample topics for training

included:

basic skills; ebtaining grants; funding services; record

keeping; statt and local plénning for inservice needs; and media

Agrgduction.

.,

N

Several of the major technical assistance activities occurred

with notable frequency in combi: .tion-with each other. These combina-

tions were:

linking clients to consultants/experts in a given area
and (a? responding to technical questions.or (b) pro-
viding services/training or (c) helping client access
state or federal resources to serve the needs of the
Teacher Center project;




e providing 1inkage with Teacher Centers or related
groups at the state, regional or/national levels
and providing financial support for attendance at
state, regional or national meeFings or conferences.

Dissemination activities most often involved the publication or
distribution of written information, such as brochures and newsletters

® about Teaché;—ée;fers (59% of the documented dissemination activities).
Activities also noted in 20 to 27 percent of the dissemination activities /
were: providing financial support for'preparation of materials, such as (
filming and printing, providing technical information abcut the design
or distribution of communfﬁét;ons'about Teacher Centers, and "other"
miscellaneous activities, such as providing speakers and bré;entaiianﬁ"* B
to state professional and community groups interested in learning about

- Teacher Centers. In the area of dissemination services, only two
activities occurred with each other with notable freguency. These
were: assia:1ngfgsfgygggglﬁgggjgl§—gggjmgﬂjshingJﬂLdJStF#bu%ﬁur——'——___ﬂﬁ

S
| itten information.

Appendix D contains a complete rank ordered 1isting ongll docu-_

mented activities for eaéﬁ of the three areas of service.

Providers gf Services

Tablef7 displays information, according to role group, of the
most frequént provi&ers of service in éach of the three areas of
service. The figures reflect the participation of the role group,
whether involved AIone or in concert with other groups, as the service
provider. Clearly, the State Teacher Center coordinator wasrpost

/' -
often the provider of services. This is the case in ali three areas
' //

, 5?4'3
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Table 7

PROVIDERS OF SERVICE BY ROLE GROUP
FOR EACH AREA OF SERVICE

Frequency/Percentage

27 .

Areas of Service Rank Provider of Service N/%*
Proposal ‘
Development 1 SEA Coordinator 22/67%
‘ 2 Other SEA Staff 9/27%
’ 2 Teacher Center Staff/Coordinators
from Other States 9/27%
3 Teacher Center Project Staff 6/18%
Technicat ~ -~ S _
Assistance 1 SEA Coordinator 99/47% .
2 Other SEA Staff o _A9/23%—
3 Teacher Center Project Staff 40/19%
4 _ Teacher Center Staff/Coordinators L
from Other States 27/13%
[ -~
Dissemination 1 SEA Coordinator ~ 28/55%
2 Other SEA Staff 17/33%
3 : Teiéher Center Project Staff 10/20%
3 ~ Teacher Center Staff/Coordinators
from Other States 10/20%

* Percentages will not equal 100 percent
ciude activities classified as "other"

~

because (1) this table does not in-
and (2) some activities zre cited

more than once because they were carried out in combination with other
activities.




of service -- proposal development (22/67%), technical assistance

(99/47%) and dissemination (28/55%). Specific services in which

the state Teacher Ceﬁter coordinators were most often involved are

listed below. In the area of proposal development, state Teacher

Center coordinators most often:
® notified groups;

»”

e provided technical assistance for developina a
proposal; and - -

e critiqued draft proposals:

Technical assistance services most often provided by the state

Teacher Center coordinators were: ~2: N
e provided linkage with groups; D
i ______’___/‘ S ———— ;
eeee———— —o—provided financial support for clients to attend
state, regional or national conferences or work- -
shops; : -

o as$isted hﬁtﬁ statewide staff development plan; - -
e responded to technical questions; and |

e assisted clients in accessing state/federal
resources. -

& e

The state Teacher Center coordinater was most often listed as pro-
viding the following dissemination services: .
¢ published/distributed written information;

e provided financial support for preparation of
materials; and

o provided technical information about the design

or distribution of communications about Teacher
Centers.
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In all three service areas, "other SEA staff" was the group consis- /

teﬁtly listed as the second most frequent provider of services, but in
g’_gach service area there is a considerable gap between the number of serv-
ices provided by the state Teacher Center coordinator and the second
place "other SEA staff.” Additional providers of services mentioned
often were Teacher Center staff from other SEA's (also second in rank .
‘for providing proposal development assistance) and Teacher Center project
staff.
Table 8 focuses information about the three primary groups involved
in providing services: tr State Teacher Center coordinator, other SEA

staff and Teacher Center project staff. Tﬂz state coordinators were

—

involved in about half (149/51%) of all services provided, with their
involvement in proportion to other aroups most pronounced in the area
of proposal development. Other SEA staff, alone or in combination with
other groups, provided one-fourth (75/25%) of the documented services
in all areas combined, but were somewhat more extensively involved in
, dissemination, providing about one-third of the services in that area.
Teacher Center project staff were represented at about the same level
~in all three argas of service, being 1ﬁvolved in 18 to 20 percent of
the-activities in each area.

- Further analysis of the data, beyofd that shown in Tables 7 and 8,

revealed the following combinations of role groups for providing serv-

ices in each of the three service areas:




Table 8 N
EXTENT OF INVOLVEMENT OF MAJOR ROLE GROUPS,

" ALONE OR IN COMBINATION, PROVIDING SERVICE IN EACH AREA OF SERVICE
Frequency/Percentage B
!
Role Group of Provider Areas of Service L
of Servic2, Alone or ) : AN
in Combination with ‘ ] Services
Other Roles . . Proposal Development Technical Assistance - Dissemination
) (N/%*) (N/%*) (N/%*} (N/%*)
Wm:——_——'-——_—;cu
SEA Coordinator 22/67% 99/47% 28/55% - 149/51%
Other SEA Staff Y% ' 49/23% 17/33% | 75/25%
Teacher. Center Project Staff 6/18% 40/19%. 10/20% 56/19%
* Percentages will not cqual 100 percent because (1) this-table focuses solely on the 3 major role groups
who provided services and therefore some activities are not represented, and (2) some activities involved
more than 1 role group. These activities may be counted more than once.
. ! .
-~ '!
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o for proposal development and disqemination, the
state Teacher Center coordinator most often pro-’
vided these services alone or with involvement
from other SEA staff; and

o for technical assistance, the State Teacher Center
coordinator generally provided these services
alone or with other SEA staff or Teacher Center
project staff.

A

Recipients of Services \.

States with federally fuﬁded Teacher Centers receive an amount
equ;l to 10 percent of the total dollars awarded to Teacher Center
projects in the state from the federal Teacher Centers Program. In
accepting these funds, states are required to provide technical assist- *:
\ance’éo federal Teacher Centers and disseminate information about them, SN
statewide. As part of the technical assistance function, many states
select to provide propusal development services to help create a
climate out of which new applications and continuation proposals will .
be developed. The sections which follow describe the client groups
in several ways, including the rolgugroups most often served, and
group si;e'and numbérs: of participants in activities for each of the
major role groups. |

Role Group Representation. In all three areas cf service -

broposal development, technical assistance and dissemination - .the
cl*yﬁis served represent several groups. These groups, as shown in
e 9, are primarily federal Teacher Center project staff and policy
board, local education agency (LEQ) teachers and administrators, and
personnel from institutions of higher education (IHE). The extent to
which each group-is-—-a primary recipient gf services tends to vary

according to the three areas of service.

-
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) ‘ Table 9

ROLE GROUPS MOST FREQUENTLY SERVED
FOR EACH AREA OF SERVICE

Frequency/Percentage
N ,
Areas of Service Rank , Roie of Client Group N/%*
| Proposal
Development . 1 Fedéral Teacher Center Project Staff 24/73%
L2 LEA Administrators 15/45%
- 3 LEA Teachers 11/33%
4 IHE Personnel 10/30%
. 5 Federal Teacher Center Policy Boards 7/21%.
o
o Technical ) &
‘ Assistance 1 Federal Teacher Center Policy Boards 159/75%
2 Federal Teacher Center Project Staff 144/66%
3 SEA Coordinators/Staff .- 13/35%
4 LEA Teachers 62/29%
/ 5 LEA Administrators 36/17%
=~ Dissemination 1 LEA Teachers 33/65%
‘ C 2 Federal Teacher Center Project Staff 28/55%
’° 2 LEA Administrators . 28/55%
3 IHE Personnel 23/45%
. " 4 . Other SEA Staff 14/27%
‘ >
- * Percentages will not equal 100 percent because (1) this table does nct in-
¢ clude activities classified as "otner" and (2) some activities are cited
-’ more than once because they were carried out in combination with other
activities. ' ¥
o . o _ 41 o
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///////A more detailed review of the ranking and frequency of activity

] directed toward each group for each area of service shows that for

‘ proposal devé]opment services, federal Teacher Center project staff

_ were the brimary recipients (24 activities/73% of all proposal develop-
ment services), followed next by LEA administrators (15/45%), LEA
teachers (11/33%), and IHE personnel (10/30%). A fairly similar rank-
ing emerges for client groups receiving disseminafion services. LEA
teachers most often received'services (33 activities/65% of all
dissemination services), followed next by federal Teacher Center project
staff and LEA administrators (28 activities for each group/55%). IHE
personnel also were clients in close to half (23/45%) of all documented
dissemination services:

In the area of technical assistance, two groups clearly emerge as
the major receivers of service. Federal Teacher Center policy boards ranked
first (159 activities, 75% of all activities classified as technical
assistance), with federal Teacher Center .roject staff next in rank
order of client groups served (144/68.). These two groups were
recipients in more than two-thirds of the 211 documented technical
assistance activities. State Teacher Center coordinators/staff
received technical assistance in about one-third (73/35%) of the
technical services, reflecting activities such as participation in
regioral 2luster meetings, Resource Center workshops, and. national
meetings for informational purposés and skills building. ,LEA teachers

(52/29%) and administrators (36/17%) also were recipientsjof technical
assistance for a substantial number of services. Unlike the proposal
development and dissemination service areas, however, IHE personnel

were not often cited (1%) as primary clients for technical assistance.
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A further perspective on recipients of state Teacher Center services

may be obtained by examining the specific activities most Jften cited in
each area of service with respect to the major clients group for each of
those services. Table 10 displays each of the top ranked activities
within proposal deve1opmeq}, technical assistance énd dissemination
(reported in Table 6), along with the number of times selected groups
were recorded as recipients of the activity of service (reported 1n
Table 9). Although not among the“tOp five groups receiving services

(as in Table 9), SEA staff are included in Table 10 because this group
emerged often in the client group for technical assistance activities.
This finding may }ef1ect various aspects of the SEA role in devgloping
skills or obtainiﬁg information needed to provide services to client
groups.

In a}l proposal development and technical assistance activities,
Teacher Center project staff was the client group most often cited; for
dissemination, this group always ranked first or second in frequency as
receivers of the services provided. Further analysis of the data also ;
indicated that Teacher Center project staff were involved as a client
group in 60 to 80 percent of each of the'tOp ranked activities in each
area of service.

of pa;ticu1ar interest with respect to Table 10 is the technical
assistance area, the area in which most activities were documented.
Generally, Teacher Center project staff and advisory boards emerge most
often as the client groups. However, a third group, SEA coordinator/
staff, appears with ﬁotab1e frequency. Respondents to the survey seem

to have recorded SEA coordinator/staff as recipients of services for

13
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i Table 10
o SERVICES TO MAJOR GROUPS
. Frequency
Frequency of Service to Major Groups
Most Freguent T Federal Federal
Activities in - Teacher Teacher LEA SEA
tach Area of Service " Center Center LEA Administra- THE Coordinator/
Project Staff/ Teachers tors Personnel Staff
Staff Board
M - () (™) m L)) ()]
- A ————_
r Proposal Development _
| Provided Tec'mical Assistance /
| in Planning/Developing Proposal 12 4 6 6 s 1 /
| Notified Groups 13 3 7 7 9 1
Critiqued Proposal Draft 9 4 4 4 4 -2
! Provided Assistarce for
Continuation Proposal 5 3 3 3 2 1

Technical Assistance
Provided Linkage With Groups ha k_} 20 13 16

Provided Financtal Support to

Attend Meetings/Conferences 57 27 14 9 6
Linked Clients to Consultants 36 19 21 13 .1 20
Accessed State/f ederal Resources M 13 10 9 7 16
Provided Services/Training 29 15 18 11 9 14

Dissemination

Published/Distrituted Nritten

Informstion 19 10 20 18 17 8
Provided Finsnci»! Support for !

Materials Prep. ation 8 4 11 8 5 3
Provided Tecmical Information 7 4 [ 7 4




activities in which they were participants, either as paid consuliants
to assist in implementing a service (providens of senvice) or as part
of a larger group at a regional, state or national meeting.

Number of Participants and Group Size. Ah additional perSpectiyé/

on client groups served through the 10 percent state entitlements may
pe obtained from 2 review of the numbers and types of pertfc;;ants,
according %o their role groups, who received services./

Table 11 describes the range in numbers of participants or recipi-
ents of aff documented services in relatior to specific role aroups or
primary affiliation (e.g., Teacher Center policy board, LEA administra-
tor). Teacher Center proiect staff most often received state services
(196 activities/66% of all documented services), followed next by LEA
teachers (106/36%) and federal Teacher Center policy board members
(95/32%). Also involved in a substantial number of the services pro-
vided were state Teacher Center coordinator/staff (88/30%), LEA admini-
strators (84728%) and personnel from higher education agencies (63/21%).

Further, Table 11 shows that the majority of activities were

implemented to serve small groups. A group size of one to five people . .-~

is most ¢,ten cited for a1l client groups, but relatively small groups
of 6 to 10 or 11 to 25 people were also frequently noted. Only a small
portion of the services were targeted to groups of 50 or more people.
A more detailed analysis of the data on size of client groups'served
shows that proposal development services are most often provided to’
groups of 10 or less people. In the area of technical assistance, a
group size of one to five was most often cited. Seldom was a group

size of more than 25-people reported, with the exception of a single
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f Table 11 4
NUMBER AND TYPE OF PARTICIPANTS FOR ALL DOCUMENTEO ACTIVITIES

e
%

Frequency/Percentage

e Type of Participant

Other .

Number of Federal Federal Funded Other Other
Participants Teacher Teacher Teacher LEA LEA IHE SEA SEA Staff Other

Center Center Center Teachers Adninis- Person- Coordi nator/ Staff Oevelopment

Project Policy Staff/ trators net Staff Programs |

Staff Board Board . .

(N/%) (/%) (N/%) (N/%) (N/%) (N/%) (N/%) (N/%) (M%) © (n/%)

- e—————— ——e

1-5 131/44% 36/12% 9/ X 24/ 8% 32/11% 28/ % 75/25% 5/ % 16/ 5% 14/ 5%
6-10 19/ 6% 9/ 3% 3/ 1% 8/ 3% 107 3% 6/ 2% 1% 4/ 1% 5/ 2% 4§/ 2%
11 -25 20/ 7 20/ 7% 8/ X 117 & 4/ 1% 8/ 3% - 4/ 1X 4/ 1% 3/ 1x
26 - 50 107 3% 9/ 3% 4/ 1% 15/ 5% 6/ 2% 6/ 2% 1/0.5% 1/0.5% 4/ 1% 2/ 1%
51 - 100 2/ 1% i3/ 5 1/0.5% 5/ 2% 9/ X 3/ 1% - 3/ 1Ix .- 1'0.5%
101 - 500 2/ 1% e 3/ 1% 18/ 6% 7/ 2% 3/ 1% ’ ——- -—- .- -—-
501 - 1000 .- © eee -—- 4/ 1% 1/0.5% .—- -~ -—- 170.5%  1/0.5%
1000 or more - - -—- 11/ 4% 2/ 1% -—- -—- -—- —-- 1/0.5%
Amount not
Specified 12/ 4% 6/ 2% 6/ 2% 10/ 3% 13/ 4% 9/ 3% 7/ 2% A 8/ 3% 7/ 2%
Totatl 196/66% 95/327 M/ 106/36% B4/28% 63/21% 88/30% 46/16% »/12%

38/13%
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client group. Close to half (45%) of the technical assistance activities
involving LEA teachers were targeted to groups larger than 100 people.
The area of dissemination, in proportion to the total number of

activities documented in that area, claims the highest percentage of
activities serving large groups. Approximately one-foﬁrth (22%) of

\ the services to administrators and more than half (56%) of those to

| teachers represent large-scale dissemination efforts. Examples of
activities focused on large groups include statewide mailings to
teachers and administrators on information describing Teacher Centers

and related events.

Purpose of Activities

Information was sought about the purpose of each activity. Table 12
provides a.rank ordered 1ist, for each area of service, of the most
vfrgquently cited purposes for providing services. In the area or pro-
pasal development, with a total of 33 activities documented, activities

- were most often directed toward providing planning or design assistance,
(16 activities/48% of all proposal development activities), followed
next by p?éviding or facilitating the exchange of information (12/36%),
creating awareness and understanding of Teacher Centers (11/33%), and
developing specific skills (9/27%). For the 211 services documented in
the area of technical assistance, purposes that were cited most often
were providing or exchanging information (112/58%), improvinj communica-
tions (83/39%), and developing specific skills (72/34%). For the 51
documented dissemination activities, primary purposes of the activities
included creating awareness and understanding of Teacher Centers (35/69%),
providing or exchanging information (28/55%), obtaining increased support
for Teacher Centers (19/37%), and improving communications (17/33%).
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Table 12

MOST FREQUENTLY CITED PRIMARY PURPOSE
'FOR PROVIDING SERVICES IN EACH AREA OF SERVICE

Frequency/Percentage

Improve Communications

Areas of Service Rafk Primary Purpose N/%*

Proﬁosa]

Development 1 _Provide Planning/Design Assistance 16/48%
2 Provide/Exchange Information 12/36%
3 Create Awareness/Understanding 11/33%
4 Develop Specific Skills 9/27%

Technical

Assistance- 1 Provide/Exchange Information 122/58%
2 Improve Communications 83/39%
3 Develope Specific Skills 72/34%
4 Provide Planning/Design Assistance 63/30%
4 Generate Ideas for Activities 63/30%
5 Increase Client Group Knowledge 62/29%

Dissemination 1 ‘Create Awareness/Understanding 35/69%
2 Provide/Exchanga, Information 28/55%
3 Obtain Increased Support 19/37%
4 17/33%

more than once b
activities.

* Percentages will not equal 100 percent

because (1) this table does not in-

clude activities classified as "other® and (2) some activities are cited
ecause they were carr

jed out in combination with other




/ . K

Further analysis of the. data showed fhat providing and exchanging
information was a purpose common to some activities across all three
areas of service. Developing specific skills and providing planning/
design assistance were often cited as a purpose for both proposal:
development and technical ;ssistance activities; and, creating aware-
ness and understanding about Teacher Centers was a purpose common to
both proposal development and dissemination activities.

For many activities, muitiple purposes were cited. Several
examples'ﬁill serve to highlight this. In all three areas of service,
dual purposes often cited for a single activity were providing or
exchanging information and creating awareness or understanding about
Teacher Centers. Solely in the area of technical assistance, frequent
combined purposes cited for an activity were: prqviding or exchanging
information and (a) developing client skills or (b) providing planning/ -

design assistance or (c) improving communication/networking.

Outcomes of Teacher Center Services

Services provided by states to their client groups are incended
in some way to be helpful to those groups. One component of the docu-
mentation log sought information about the types of outcomes, antici-
pated or actual, that m;ght’be identifie¢ in relation to the activity
described. A11 295 activities that were documented reported outcome
information. The total number of outcomes cited was 960 and, of
these, 332 (35%) were reported as anticipated with 628 (65%) listed
as actual. These percentages for all activities generally were the

same for technical assistance outcomes. However, in the area of

proposal development, 14 outcomes (21%) were listed as anticipated
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and 53 (79%) were noted as actual, and 261 (40%) of the outcomes
listed for dissemination services were anticipated and 491 (60%)
were reported as actual.

Many activities (243/82%) cited multiple outcomes, yielding an
average of about three outcomes per activity. With respect to each
area of service, 19 (58%) of the proposal develcpient activities
included multiple outcomes, and 185 (88%) of the technical assistance
activities and 39 (76%) of the disseminatior activities reported more
than one outcome. /

Table 13 provides a description in rank order of the outcomes
reported for each area of §erv1ce. In the table, no distinction is
made between actual and anticipated outcomes.

Proposal development outcomes showed that-p?oposaIS were developed
(29 activities/88% of all proposal development activities), skills or
knuwledge were increased (16/48%), written 1nformat{on was disseminated
(7/21%), and/or a specific produc. was developed (6/18%). In the area
of technical assistance, outcomes cited for about half or more of the
activities indicated that skills or knowledge were increased (152/72%) ,
Teacher Center project goals were sppported (105/501), and a Teacher

Center project(s) was operating more effectively (101/48%). Additional

outcomes of technical assistance noted frequently in the logs were in- /
creased use by clients of state or national resources (92/44%). /
Dissemination of written iﬁformat1on was noted most often (33 activi- I

ties/65%) as an outcome, cccurriné for almost two-thirds of all activities
documented in the area of dissemination services. Other outcomes roted  /

for dissemination were increased skills or knowledge (21/41%), specific




Table 13

MOST FREQUENTLY. REPORTED OUTCOMES

OF DOCUMENTED ACTIVITIES FOR EACH AREA OF SERVICE

Frequency/Percentage
Areas of Service Rank Outcome N/X*
Proposal :
Development 1 Proposal Developed 29/388%
2 Increased Skills/Knowledge 16 /48%
3 Written Infom.ation Disseminated 7/21%
4 Specific Product Developed 6/18%
Techni cal
Assistance 1 Increased Skil1s/Knowledge 152/72%
’ 2 Supported Project Goals 105/50%
3 Teacher Center Operating More
Effectively 101/48%
4 Increasec Clients' Use of Resources ‘93 /44%
— 4 Written Information Disseminated 92/44%
Dissemination 1 Written Information Disseminated 33/65%
2 Increased Skills/Knowledge 21/41%
Specific Prddgct Developed 19/37%
4 _Supported Project Goals 17/33%
5 Communi cation Network Estabiished 15/29%

activities.,

* percentages will not egual 100 percent
clude activities classified as "other" and (2) some activities are cited

more than once because they were carried out in canbination with other

{

because (1) this table does not in-



product developed (19/37%), project aoals supported (17/33%), and

communication network established (15/29%).

Two types of outcomes applied to activities across all three areas-
of service: 1increased skills or‘knowledge and written information
disseminated. Several outcomes were common to just two of the three
service areas: supporting project goals was an outcome common to the
technical assistance and dissemination areas; and, developing a specific
product was an outcome cited'for some proposal deyelopment as well as
dissemination activities. Examples of specific products de"eloped -
1nc1ude updating and revision of curriculum; refinement and distribu-
tion of needs assessment survey; budget manual deve]oped, brochure
conveying Teacher Center philosophy developed; model for coordination
of staff development programs and activities designed; inservice T .x;
resource guide developed; contract developed; and plan for institution- |

alizing Teacher Center produced. |

// :
Resources, Including Funding , !

) . d ; -
The delivery of services to Teacher Center projects or to client

groups interested in developing Teacher Centers is accomplished througﬁ
severel ;ypes of support. For each documented activity, the respondent
was asked to describe the approximate amount of time spent on the
activity, the total direct expenditures required to carry out the
activity, and whether or not .inkind contributions were made. The find-
ings are reported in the sections which follow.

Time Spent. Table 14 describes the amount of time spent by the state
Teacher (enter coordinator, regardless of source of funds for salary, and

other SEA support staff whose- salaries are paid in whole or part by
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Table 14

AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT BY STATE
STAFF ON ALL DOCUMENTED ACTIVITIES
< Frequency/Percentage

Areas of Service

51

Amount i Al
of Time Propos al Techni cal Dissemination Activities
Development Assistance
(N/%) (N/%) (N/X) (N/%)
None wae 2/ 1% 1/ % 3/ 1%
Less than 1 hour .- 12/ 6% 8/16% 20/ 7%
1-2 hours 2/ 6% 11/ 5% 1/ 2% 14/ 5%
3-4 hour's 3/ 9% 18/ 8% 7/14% 28/10% N
5-10 hours 15/45% 81K - - 12/28% 65/22%
2-3 days 8/24% 48/23% 7/14% 63/21%
4-5 days 3/ % a7/22% .
. More than 5 days 2/ 6% 35/17% 11/22% 48/16% \\
Amount Not Specified  --- - 1/0.5% 1/0.5%
Total 3 211 295




the state entitlement from the federal Teacher Centers Program. For
all activities combined, the state Teacher Center coordinator and other

SEA staff spent one-half day or less per activity on 13 percent of the

295 documented services, and for about;one-third (32%) of the activi-
ties their time ranged from one-half day (3-4 hours) to one and one-
half days (5-10 hours) per service. The majority (55%) of activities,
however, required two or more days of time on the part of state staff
to carry out directly or to provide for the needed services. Of the
55 percent of activities requiring larger amounts of time, 21 percent
of all documented activities involved 2-3 days of state staff time,
another 18 percent required 4-5 days, and 16 percent required more

than 5 days to provide the services.

In the area of proposal development services, close to half (15/45%)
of the activities required 5-10 hours to carry out, followed next by an
additional 8 activities (24%) which took 2-3 days to implement. More

than half (130/62%) of the technical assistance activities required time

expenditures of two days or more for delivery of services. “Time spent .
on dissemination services varied considerably across the logs; the o
amount of time most often noted by the survey participants was 5-10 hours,
followed next by a,time requirement of more than five days, then less

than an hour for implementation of a service. The nature of the task at
hand, i.s scope and.complexity, likely plays a role in the varying time-
frames. For example, fdrwarding to Teacher Center project staff a na-
tional bulletin of interest to the client group would be substantially
different from designing and producing a slide tape to exemplify model

Teacher Center practices.

»
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Direct Expenditures. Of the 295 documented activities, 46 activi-

ties (15%) reported no expenditures, 10 of the activities were in the
area of proposal development, 25 were recorded as technical assistance,
and 11 were dissemination activities. The remaining 259 activities com-
bined showed expenses of $661,357. This figure for direct expenditures
for services, whep gqqeq to the figure for combined salary costs from
theriogbe;cent state entitlements ($232,052) in the 32 states submitting
logs, equals $893,409; this amount represents 83 percent of the 10 per-
cent state entitlements to these 32 states. (That amount also reflects
69 percent of the total 10 percent state entitlements to the 44 states/
territories who were eligible to participate in the documentation effort.)

Table 15 displays the major items for which expenses were incurred
by the states to provide services in proposal development, technical
assistance and dissemination. Combined expenses are also shown for each
item of expenditure and fo: each area of service, as well as f&r all
activities. '

For all activities combined, the largest amount of money ($274,497/
42%) was used to provide grants to Teacher Center projects. These grants
represent 11 (4%) of the 295 documented activities, and the majoiity of
these grants were classified as technical assistance. Four of the 11
grants involved relatively large sums\6¥ money ($154,647 distributed
among eight projects; $42,500 distributed among seven projects; $20,000
distributed among four projects; and $20,000 distributed to two projects).
These four grants total $236,997 and account for 86 percent of the
$274,497 provided throuyh grants. Examples of grants in a variety of

price ranges include: |

¢ expenses for policy board travel to national meeting; travel -
for project staff to documentation cluster meetings; secondary
schools needs assessment and Teacher Center ircorporation; .
($5,000 grant); : ‘




S e T Table 15 T

EXPENDITURES OF TEACHER CENTER FUNDS .
BY TYPE OF ACTIVITY AND ITEM o

:
. Areas of Service

- Item of AN

Expenditure Activities

Proposal Development Technical Assistance Discemination

E Personnel $2,462 $ 56,903 . $19,412 $ 78,777
| Materials, Sup- 1,882 31,476 24,761 58,119
f plies, Printing T
| Travel, Lodging, 3,159 172,322 4,100 179,581
: Per Diem

Meeting Rooms -—- 450 1,400 1,850
| Conference --- 2,748 - 2,748
5, Registration
f

Grants to Teacher - 274,497 1,600 ‘ 276,097

Centers
Other 15 56,655 7,515 64,185
Totals $7,518 $595,051 $58,788 $6§1/,357

k

Ly
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o grant to each of seven Teacher Centers for policy board training
In skills such as communications, effective meetings, decision
making and problem solving ($42,350 total).

o expenses for Teacher Center materials and-travel to national
meetings for two Teacher Centers ($10,500);

¢ grant to each of four Teacher Centers to provide inservice educa-
tion for policy board members; planning activities initiated by
policy board and facilitating ongoing meetings; travel to national
meetings to conduct project presentation ($20,000).
The grants provided directly to LEA's reflect the types of activities
shown in Table 6, especially technical assistance activities such as
supporting attendance at state, regional or national meetings/coﬁferences
and skills training for Teacher Center staff and policy boards. Also,
the items of expenditure within the grants appear to reflect the same
types of expenditures as other jtems listed in Table 14, such as pe;ﬁonnel
costs to support consultants to help address project needs or travel costs
to meet with other groups within the state or béyoﬁﬁ state borders.

Travel costs for all ééfi@iiies ranked second in amount of dollars
expended ($179,581/27%), followed next but in considerably lower amounts
by personnel costs* ($78,777/12%), other (564,185/10%), and materialsl
supplies and printing ($58,119/9%). Examples of expenditures in the
"Other" category included pgyment for released time for teachers, sub-
scriptions, a $30,000 gr&nt to offer computerized information retrieval
services to eight Teacher Center projects, and a $20,000 grant to conduct
an evaluation study.

Within the three areas of service, proposal development costs repre-
senting 23 logs were low, with tota] costs in that area of $7,518; this
figure represents less than one percent of all activity costs for the
295 documented activities (excluding SEA staff time through inkind
contributions or time provided through support of calary by the federal
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Teacher Centers Program). The highest costs within proposal development
were for travel ($3,159), followed next by personnel (consultant) costs*
($2,462) and office expenses ($1,882). Travel expenses, the highest
item of expenditure irn the area of proposal development, were most often
provided to support the following activities:

e provide technical assistance for proposal development;

o critique draft of proposal;

o notify groups about pertinent information; and

o provide proposal writing training.
The purpose most often cited for travel expenses in the aree of proposal
development was "provide planning/design assistance," followed next in
frequency by "develop client skills."

Technica] assistance services, based on expenses reported for 186

- activities, accounted for the llrgest amount of money (90%) among the

three areas of service, with tofa] expenditures reported at $595,051.
In rank order, the most substantial expenses were for grants to Teacher
Center projects ($274;497), followed next by travel ($172,322) and then
personnel (consultant) costs ($56,903) and "other" ($56,655).

Elaboration on Teacher Center grants, tﬁe activity reporting the
highest expenditures, was provided earlier in this section. A more
detailed analysis of travel expenses, the second highest expenditure
jtem in the area of technical assistance, showed that such costs were
most often used to support the following activities:

re
e

#Personne] costs Tisted here are exclusive of salary paid to Teacher Center
coordinators/staff; such costs reflect payment for consultants to assist
client groups.
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e provide financial support to attend state, regional or
national conferences or workshops ;

e provide linkage with groups;

e facilitate exchange of ideas;

o provide consultant services or %raining; and

e 1link client to consultants or éxperts in a given field.
Purposes most often cited for activitigs with travel expenses were:

e provide or exchange information;

e improve communication/netwofiing;

o develop client skills; /

o increase client knowledge of resources; and

o generate ideas for projects.

Dissemination expenses, as reported on 40 logs, amounééd to $58,788
(9% of all costs documented on the activity logs) and most.often reflected
costs for materials, supplies and printing ($24,7é}), followed by personnel
(consultant) expenses ($19,412). Lesser expenditures were for miscellaneous
items ($7,515), for travel ($4,100) and for meeting rooms ($1,400) .

The highest cost category in the area of dissemination -~ materials,
supplies and printing -- most frequently reflected publication/distribution
of written materials. Purposes most often cited for activities requiring
expenditures for materials, supplies or printing were:

o create awareness/understanding;

o provide/exchange information;

e obtain increased support for Teacher Centers; and

o improve communication/networking.
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In addition to examining the amount of funds expended for various
ftems, it is also helpful to review the frequency with which fund: are
expended for the activities, focusing on both the purpose for the expen-
dicure and the range in amount of dcl]ars spent. Table 16 provides this
information on all 259 logs which report direct expenses, and Tables 17,
18 and 19 provide this information for each of the three areas of service.

As shown in Table 16, of the 43 logs across all «reas of service that
reported personnel (consultant) expenses, all but one indicated personnel
expenditures distributed along a continuum of costs ranging from $51 to
$5,000.. The majority of the personnel expenses, however, ranged from
$201 to $2,000. Of the 81 logs reporting materials, supplies and print-
ing costs, these expenses mos;.often fell into the $201 to $500 range;
and of the 167 activities which inc]uded travel costs, most often these
expenses ranged from $201 to $1,000.

In the area of proposal development, as displayed in Table 17,
frequency of expenditures was relatively low; travel costs were noted
most often, and generally ranged (six activities) from $100 to $500.
Technical assistance expenditures, as .shown in Table 18, were most often
used for trave], with such expenses cited for about two-thirds of the
activit%es documented for technical assistance, travel costs for about
half of the technical assistance activities with travel costs Togged (70
activities) ranged from $201 to s1,666f"ihé majority of personnel
expenditures for technical assistance (39 activities) raﬂced from $201
to $2,000, and office expense’-were generally distributed across the
expenditure ranges. Dissemination expenses, as displayed in Table 19, .

most often reflected materials, supplies and printing costs and, in more

-
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Tebie 16

EXPENDITURES FOR_ALL DOCUMENTED ACTIVITIES BY AMOUNT

Frequency/Percentage

Category of Expenditures

Mount of -
Expenditure
in Dollars Personnel Materials, Travel, Lodging, Meeting Conference Grants to Other
Supplies, Printing Per Diem Rooms Registration Teacher Center's
(n/%) (N/X) (n/X) {N/X) (N/%) {n/%) (N/X)
None 252/85% 24/73% 128/43% 268/98% 287/97% 204/96% 284/96% N
1-2 - 7K 2 1% -- . ’
2% - 50 ——- 9/ % 14/ & - 3/ 1% -—- ---
§1 - 100 3/ 1% 10/ 3% 12/ & -- - -—- 1/0.5%
101 - 200 4 1% 9 X 18/ 6% 1/0.5% 1/0.5% .- 1/0.5%
201 - 500 8/ 16/ 5% 45/15% 2/ 1% 2/ 2% --- 4/ 1%
501 - 1000 17 2% 10/ X% 37/1% 2/ 1% 1/0.5% .e- 2/ 1% )
1001 - 2000 T 12/ 4% "7 18/ 6% 1/0.5% 1/0.5% + 1/0.5% -
2001 - 5000 8/ X 17 & 15/ 5% - --- 2/ 1% 2/ 1%
More than .
5000 1/0.5% 1/0.5% S/ 2% 1/0.5% .- 8/ 3% 1/0.5%
Amount not
specified --- 5/ ¢X 1/0.5% -t .- --- ——-
Total 295 295 295 295 295 295 295
al I)
69 64

n
~N




" Table 17

H
EXPENDITURES FOR PROPOSAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES BY AMOUNT
Frequency/Percentage

Category of Expenditures

Amount of ,
Expenditure
in Dollars Personnel Materials, Travel, Lodging, Meeting Conference Grants to Other
Supplies, Printing Per Diem Rooms Registration Teacher Centers
(n/%) (8/%) (N/%) (N/X) (N/X) (N/%) (N%) .
None /91X 21/63% 19/58% 33/100% 33/100% 33/100% 33/100%
1-25 - 4/12% - ——- ——- .- -
2% - 5 men 1/ % 2/ 6% ~—- -—- —-- -=-
51 - 100 .- 3/ 9% 17 3% . .- . . oe- .-
101 - 200 - - 5/15% - . . ——-
201 --500 2/ 6% 3/ 9% 4/12% en ——- ces cae
501 - 1000 1/ X% -e- 1/ X% -n- -n- --- .-
1001 - 2000) - - 1/ 3% ~—- . - -
2001 - 5000 .e= -——- -—- - - -—- -
More than
5000 a—— .- —n- -n- amm ~—- —n-
Amount not .
specified - 1/ 3% -—- ~—- -—- , .- -
Total 3 3 3 33 3 a3 33
(Al
(o €

LS

!
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Table 18
EXPENDITURES FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES BY AMOUNT .
Frequency/Percentage ;
) . | . . : Category of Expenditures
Mount of
Expenditure
in Dollars Personnel Materials, Travel, Lodging, Meeting Conference Grants to Other
- Supplies, Printing Per Diem Rooms Registration Teacher Centers ~
(/%) (N/%) (n/%) (n/%) (n/%) (n/%) {(N/X)
None 178/8411} 171/81% 68/32% 206 /98% 203/9# 285/95% ) 205/97%
1-25 —— 2/ 1% 2/ 1% I —ee - oew
26 - 50 wee 6/ X 12/ 6% - 3/ 1% --- .=
51 - 100 3/ 1% 1/ 3% 8/ 4% .- --- .-- 1/0.5%
101 - 200 “ % 4 % 13/ 6% 1/0.5% 1/0.5% ae= —--
201 - 500 6/ 3% 17k 4 36/17% 1/0.5% 2/ 1% .- 2/ 1%
501 - 1000 “ xR .5/ 28 n/16% 1/0.5% 1/0.5% - 1/0.5%
1001 - 2000 9/ & 4§ % 177 8% 1/0.5% 1/0.5% - -
2001 - 5000 6 % YA 15/ 7% - : - 2/ 1K 218
More than
5000 1/0.5% 1/0.5% 5/ 2% 1/0.5% -—- 8/ 4&X ave
Amount not -
specified ——- 2/ 1% - 1/0.5% - - -e= .-
Total ) 211 211 211 ‘ 211 211 211 211
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. = Table 19

Ve EXPENDITURES FOR DISSEMINATION ACTIVITIES BY AMOUNT .
Frequency/Percentage

Category of Expenditures

Amount of -
Expenditure .
in Dolliars Personnel Materials, Travel, Lodging, Meeting Conf erence Grants to Other
Supplies, Printing Per Diem Rooms Registration Teicher Centers .
. (n/%) (N/%) (/%) (N/X) (N/%) (N/%) " (N/X)
None 44/86% 22/A% 41/80% 49/96% 51/100% . 50/98% 46/92%
1-25 -—e 17 2% .- --- -— -a- .ee
T % - 50 .- K 3 -- - .- ---
51 - 100 ) - -—- 3/ 6% - - -en ---
101 - 200 - 5/10% -—- -—- -—- .- 17 2%
201 - 500 612" 5/10% 1/ 2% - 2/ 4%
$01 - 1000 2/ & 5/10% 2/ & 1/ 2% - -~ 1/ % .
, ) 1001 - 2000 3/ 6% 3/ 6% -—- --- -—- 1/ 2% ---
» ?001 - 5000 2/ & 5/10% --- -e- -—- --- 1/ 2%
More than
SRV et B R — T At i e et —me owe - -
Amount not . .
specified .- 2/ &% --- ) “e- --- -
Total 51 -t st e g 51 51 51
4
H
(0

i {

SS




than half of the activities with such expenses (16 activities), involved

costs ranging from $100 to $1,000.

Inkind Contributions

For each documented activity, respondents were asked to note whether
or not any inkind contributions were made in carrying out the activity.
The specific amount of money or value of the contribution was not reques ted.
Inkind contributions were noted for the majority (185/62%) of all docu-
henfed activitiés.i For each area of service, inkind contributions were
made as follows:

o 24 (73%) of the proposal development activities received
inkind contributions;

o 127 (60%) of the technical assistance activities benefited from
inkind contributions; and

o 34 (67%) of the dissemination services were carried out with
inkind contributions.

As shown in Table 20, inkind contributions were most often (164
act%vities/SG%) made in the personnel category; this finding applies to
all three areas of service and may reflect the time of state Teacher
Center coordinators and other SEA staff whose salaries are not supported
through their 10 percent state entitlements from the federal Teacher
Centers Pruyram. Contributions were also frequent in the office expenses
category, with about one-fourth (70/24%) of all activities receiving
support for materials, supplies or printing from the SEA. Inkind con-
tributions to support trave],'lodging or per diem expenditures were
considerably less frequent (31/11%) than those reported in the previous

two expense categories.




 Table 20

INKIND CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ALL DOCUMENTED ACTIVITIES
Frequency/Percent age

Areas of Service

Type of ANl
Inkind Services
Contribution Proposal Development Technical Assistance Dissemination
(N/%*) (N/%*) (N/%*) (N/%*)
_ Personnel 21/64%* 112/53% 31/61% 164/56%
Materials, Supplies,
Printing 4/12% 51/24% 15/29% 70/24%
Travel, Lodging, Per Diem 2/ 6% 25/12% 4/ 8% 31/11%
Other --- 6/ 3% -—- 6/ 2%

* The percentage represents the number of activities that reported inkind contributions.

proposal development activities included inkind contributions for human resources).

(i.e., 64% of the
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CHAPTER 5

SELECTED DESCRIPTIONS OF -
STATE TEACHER CENTER SERVICES |

Introduction

This chapter is designed to provide the reader with a perspective
on state Teacher Center services to client groups through brief de-
scriptions of selected §ctivities in the areas of proposal development,
technical assistance and dissemination. Examples were se]ectéd to re-
flect at least one documented service for each of the top ranked
activities in each area of service (listed in Table 6). Selection
criteria for the examples presented in this chapter also included variety

e
among the activities; that is, to the extent possible, activities were

chosen to reflect these characteristics: diverse delivery methods ,
varying providers and recipients of services, differing purposes and
outcores, and a wide range in resource utilization, including SEA staff
time, direct costs and inkind contribuf}ons. |

In essence, the intent of tﬁ{; chapter is to provide concrete but
brief descriptions of agtivities that were summarized in the previous

chapter according/téfcharacter?stics selected for this study.

ProposalzﬂeQelopment

////ASeveral examples of proposal development services by states to their

-

/,/’/' client groups follow. Each example reflects one of the top-ranked proposal

o development seFvices (as-listed in Table 6).

Technical Assistance in Developing Proposals. One state reborfed

e

planning and holding a one-day proposal writing workshop in January 1981.
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_Participants brought to the workshop drafts of their Teacher Center

proposals which were critiqued by the state staff persgP assigned full
time to Teacher anters and consultants from higher ecucation. Each ,
consultant and the coordinator worked individually on the drafts with
the writers. The purpose of the workshop was to help develop applicants’
proposal writing skil]g and to assist in upgrading the quality
of proposals before they were due to the states. Eleven people partici-
pated: three staff members from existing federal Teacher Centers, two
policy board members from federal Centers, three teachers and three ad-
ministrators.

The costs totaling $1,066 included consultant fees, materials and
travel expenses for participants and consultants. The state contributed
the staff person's salary and secretarial help. The workshop took the
coordinator a total of three working days over a four (4) week period
to plan, execute and conduct follow-up. The actual outcome described was
eight proposals critiqued and rewritten. ////

Notification of Teacher Centers Applicatioanrocess Statewide. S

Immediately following the publication of the December 8 Federal Registgp/’
announcing the Teacher Centers Regulations and proposal deddline, 9né/
state agency initiated its statewide notification process. Tge/ggrson
employed half time by the state agency with‘Teacher Center”funds sent

out a notice including propdéa] requirements and deadiines, and National

Program Regulatioris to LEA's and IHE's. The coyfespondence also in-

cluded information on the technical assistafice and proposal writing )

training available through the state agency (including assistance in




was primarily to create awareness and understanding of the application
process, and also of the services ava%lable from the state agency. The
mailing went to about 390 administrators, teachers, higher education
representatives, aqg/f;deral Teacher Center project staff and policy
board persons./

The expgﬁées for printing and mailing were about $440. The salary
of the ;tﬁie coordinator who assisted in the development of tﬁe state
no}}ff;ation and application brocess was contributed by the state. It

//ﬁas reported that 75 school districts and/or schools replied. Ongoing
,/”/ contact was maintained by the state staff person, and a total of 15 pro-
,'/ posals were developed and submitted for state review in February. The
//// state staff person estimates that this activity took 14 working days.

Proposal Review. Although $50 is reimbursed by the federal Teacher

Centers Program for each proposal reviewed and submitted by the state to
the Applications Control Center, many states reported spending additional
technical assistance money f om their Teacher Centers' entitlements. One

such example follows. A par21 consisting of a teacher, an administra-

tor and a professor from‘the state uniV%rsity reviewed and ranked three

proposals during a one day period. Each panel member had been mailed

the federal evaluation criteria, as well as information on the process

prior to the review. - :
The state Teacher Center coordinator developed the mailings and re-

view process, and reported expenses of $280 for telephoning, dup]icatihg S

éand maiiing materials and for travel costs for the panel. His time (10 ,

hours) was contributed by the state. The outcome reported was the review

and ranking of three proposals.
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Technical Assistance for Continuation Proposals. One SEA held a

one day workshop in January, 1981 jdst for the existing Teacher Centers
in that state. Training was provided in proposal writing, and techni-
cal assistance in proposal planniqg and development was offered by the
state coordinator. The purpose of the workshop was not only to assist
in skills development, but also to provide planning and design assis-

tince, and to generate ideas for Teacher Center activities. Three Center

directors anud three policy board members attended.

! ‘ Expenses for travel to the workshop and for materials totaled $600.
The state contributed expenses for the coordinator to plan and conduct
the session. At the time of completing the log, he anticipated two out-
comes: increased skills in prbposal development and three proposals

resubmitted.

Technical Assistance

The examples which fullow describe varied services that were pro-
vided by the states in the area of technical assistance. Each example
reflects one of the types of technical assistance services (as shown in

S Table 6) most often provided by the states.

Providing Linkage with Other Groups. Several states reported on

how they were attempting to develop the role of teacher centering in
state plansqur stdff develobment. One of these states, for examé1e,
f is developing a task force representing the teachers' association, the
| state system of higher education, the school board administrators' associ-

ation, the school administrators' confederation and teacher centers.

(The planning for developing the role of teacher centering was logged

~)
in FY 1980.) The purpose of the activity as it relates to Teacher .

Centers is to obtain increased support for them. The state coordinator,

the Center director, other state agency staff, higher education personnei,

and education professional organizations havé been involved in the planning.
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Costs to date total about $5,750 covering consulting fees, materials,
printing and travel. The SEA has contributed staff time for 10 days of
the coordinator's time.

‘ The coordinator states that a key outcome of this effort is in-
creased statewide awareness of the role of teacher centering and a
formal decision by the SEA as to that role. Further, the work will
provide a basis for a decision about teacher centerinq and block grants,
should block grants become a reality. ‘

"inancial Support for Attendance at Workshops and Conferences. The

category of support for travel covers a myriad of purposes: providing
the opportunity for teachers, policy board members and Center staff to
participate in conferences for their professional growth; providing the
opportunity for po]icy board @embers to visit other centers; providing
supplementary funds for cluster activities; encouraging networking by
bringing various kinds of staff development programs together, statewide;
and sending Center staff to conferences in content areas of a Center's
need. Two examples will beldescribed below.

° One coordinator reported bringing together directors and policy
board members of federally funded Centers, non-funded Cen:. s, and per-
sons interested in starting Centers to support and help one another.

This state brought these people together monthly at different Centers
throughout the state. Outside consultants, along with the state coordi-
nator, provided the content for the meetings. Participants 1ncluded 54 i
. jndividuals from the following groups: federal Teacher Center project
staff and policy board membérs, Té&bheeﬁfenier staff or board members
funded through sources other than theAfedera] program, local teachers,

administrators and higher education personnel.
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Annual costs for these activities are reported at $4,000-, including
personnel, materials, travel and indirect costs. The SEA contributed
personnel and printing costs. The coordinator_}eporteq ssendiﬁg'five
days facilitating this activity. Outcomes included: increased skills N
and knowledge for'pa}ticipants, increased effectiveness in operating
Teacher Centers; communic;tions networks developed; goals of/Teacher ‘
Centers supported. .

Another state reported sending members-of policy boards to visit o
other Teacher Centers. This activityAwa§ yone twice during the year

. for the purpose of 1inking policy board members with other Centers and

providing a vehicle througﬁ which Teacher Center projects could excnange -
information and ideas. M N

Five board members made Site visits costing $142.58 in travel costs.
The state coordinator, whose time wés contributed by the state agency,

estimated that the planning and, arranging for these visits took two days.

The outcomes were: to establish communications networks among policy i

board members from other projects, and to increase the effective opera-
tion of the Teacher Center.

Linking Clients with Consultants. The state role of 1inking client ‘Ai"J

need with consultant resources to meét those needs iS'i[Iustrated»by
’fhe'?éllowiﬁg two examples. In_one—state’h5V1H§ é%gﬁt federally funded
Centers, a compdiéfized information retrieva} system to be used by
teachers served by those projects was funded by the s;ate from its
entitlement. The purpose of the system 1§9to provide&necessary informa-
tion to teachers quickly and efficiently.
In this case, an outside consultant was hired by fﬁe state coordi-

nator to provide the service to potentially thousands of teachers at a
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cost of $30,000 to set up the system. The time that the coordinator
estimates having spent on the planning and development of the service is
10 days. The outcomes were: ingreasgd knowledge for teachers, increased
use by teachers of state or national ;egburces, and written information
disseminated.

In the second example, the SEA provided a science consultant to
one Teacher Center over a two-day period. The purpose of the consulting
was to provide plaﬁn{hg and design assistance for Center actinties {ﬁA
the identified need area of science and to increase knowledge of the
Teacher Center staff about resources in the science field. In this
case, state agency staff cther than the state coordinator provided the
consulting. A total of 17 recipients were identified: federal project
staff, federal project board members and local school teachers.

The expenses from the state entitlement were $46.08 for }rave]:’ -
The SEA contributed the coordinator's personnel expenses fér/SEA consul-
tants. The outcome of the match up befﬁée;’ccnsultants and Center need

—

in science gducatioﬁ’wgg/documented as increased skills and knowledge in

-
—

~ that area.

Accessing State and Federal Resources. One state reported a ser-

jes of two site visits to each of three federally funded Centers to
diccuss technical assistance needs and to plan the year's program in an
effort to help clients access state and federal resources to serve their
needs and to clarify and respond to identified needs. The coordinator
provided this service to an estimated total of 53 Teaéher Center project
staff, policy board members, administrators and highér education person-
nel.

These site visits cost $130 in travel expenses and took about six

days of the coordinator's time which were contributed by the SEA. The
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outcomes were increased skills and knowledge and more effective opera-

tion of the Centers.

Providing Services and Training. Another state reported policx
board training focused on issues of secondary teacher participation in
Teacher Center activities. (Specjal needs identified were bdsfc'skills
and curriculum development.) Consultants were used ffom:a Teacher
Center in another state to provide the training.

A total of $360 wasfu;ed to pay for travel of the consultants who
charged no fee.. The Eoordindtor spent minimal time coordinating the

activity;/and her salary expenses were contributed by the SEA. The out-

come was characterized as support of goals of the Center.

Contracts/grants to Teacher Centers. Contracts and grants to

Teacher Centers from SEAs -ut across many purposes. Two examples are
presented below.

One SEA contracted with each of four centers to utilfze a total of
$20,000, 50% of its state entitlement, for the following purposes: each
Center provided inservice education for members of the four policy
boards; assistedwith the implementation of ihe Center's program; dissemi-
nated information; and facilitated the evaluation of ongoing activities.
The SEA contributed all salary expenses for personnel and all materials
and supplies expenses, as well as the staff to formulate and process the
four contracts. The outcomes of the contracts included providing increased
skills and knowledge, ircreased use by Centers of state and national re-
sources, and support of evaluati;ﬂ activities.

In a second example, the state provided a grant in the form of a memo
of understanding with the Center to ;z;;prt policy board travel, po]icy'

board training and support of an independent evaluation, all totaling $9,000.
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The coordinator's time, estimated at three days to prepare the
¢ % P .
agreement with the Center, was contributed by the SEA. Outcomes included
supporting the goals of the Center, suppbrting evaluation activities

and assisting the Center in opefating more effectively.

Dissemination

i

The following examples illustrate a variety of services provided by
the SEA's in the area of dissemination. Each example reffects one of
the top ranked types of d1ssem1nat1on activi ties (as shown in Tab]e 6).

Publications About Teacher Centers. In add1t1or to the many news-

letters and brochures that states produce and/cr distribute about their

federal Centers, several states reported developing special booklets and

monograﬁhs. One example iS a booklet entitled,’"Participant glanned
Staff Development." During a six-month perioqf-the state;Teacher Center
coordinator and a support staff member baid'out of Teacher Center funds,
worked with other state agency staff and a private. consulting firm to
“develop this booklet. Tasks 1ndglved ed1t1nq, overseeing production

consultants and working with an advisory committee representina Centers
and other groups on drgrting and revising the document. The purposelof
the booklet wés to create pmareness and inz’éased unders§§nding of Tegcher
Centers and to provide information. Four. housaﬁd five hﬁndred (4,500)
booklets were distributed to local teachers, schoog district administra-
tors, higher education personnei, stale agenéy staff, and personnel from
other staff aevelopment programs, inc]uding'Teacher Corps.

A total of $7,500 was paid to the consultina firm from the state
entitlement. The SEA donatea staff time and all materia]s'and supplies.

-

The SEA Coordinator and support staff spent more than 10 wor?ing‘déys on

<
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this activity. Outcomes include the development and distribution of the
booklet, and encouragement for establishing staff d;velopment approaches
consistent with Teacher Center philosophy, statewide.

Providing"inancia14§ypport for Dissemination Activities. One state

reported printing and distributing a Teacher Center newsletter statewide

in May, 1981. The purpose of the newsletter was to create awareness and
understanding of Teacher Centers and to provide information. The news-
letter was written by Teacher Center project staff and distributed by the

_state to 1500 local school teachers and administrators. Expenses from

. _the state’entitlement for printing and mailing were $1,000. The state
coordinator's total time of one day was contributed by the SEA.

Providing Technical Information. One state chose to provide tech-

nical information about Teacher Centers by visitihé key staff within the
SEA and v*§iting key staff from major professional agencies. The coor-
diﬂétOr reborted a total of six such visite fc the purpose of building
awareness of, and obtaining .greqsea support for, the program in the

state. .
A total of 16 key personnel were visited at an expense of $150 for
travel and printed handouts. The visits reguired three working days,
‘ ' and the coordinator's salary was contributed by the,%EA. The coordina-

tor anticipated that the visits Would increase understanding about

Teacher Eenters.

Promoting Public Awareness of Teacher Centeri. ;. One state devel-

oped a public/community relations program designed to promote greater |
awareness of teacher centering. In this case, speakers’were proyided
T and presentations were matie to state pr1,essional and community groups

interested in learning about Teacher Centers. The coordinator worked




with the Centers in the state to develop the program. It was reported
that teachers, administrators, higher education personnel, parent teacher

organizations and church groups received the service.

Expenses totaled $1,000 for printing, personnel expenses for the

Teacher Center projects, plus trave]. The SEA contributedisupplies and
materials aﬁﬁ’§f5??"t¥5e‘tot;11ng about 10 hours. The outcomes antici-
pated by this public relations program were the establishment of a com-
munications network and increased awareness and support of teacher
centering in the state.

Audio V1sua1 Productwnc One state coordinator reported working

‘w1th the techn1ca1 a551stanCe team from the SEA personne] from the state
“ educational television channel and Teacher Center project staff.to pro-
duce’ a program to be shown statewide on educational television. The
program was filmed over a thrée week period, during which time Teacher
Center project staff wrote the script: |

A total of $260 from the state ertitlement was used for travel ex-
penses during the filming. The state agency contr1buted sa]ary expenses
fol the coordin: tor and the SEA technical assistance team, salary and
axpenses for 10 staff members of the educational television station, and
materials and equipment. The coordinator estimates having spent a tota]
of 17 days on this aétivity. The outcomes included a 30 minute film
program, Statewide exposure to federal Teacher Centers and increased sup-

port for Teacher Center gcals. T .




CHAPTER é

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

This report has describad briefly the participants in the study
and background information on the state Teacher Center coordinator: and
other SEA staff whose salaries are paid in whole or part through the
federal Teacher Centers Prograﬁ, and has detailed the services logged
by 32 states reflecting the use of their 10 percent state entitlements.
Descriptions of selected activities were ais0 Proviced as d sdmpie Ui~
the various services that were documenced. Findings were generally
described for all services combined, as well as for each of the three
areas of service, as def%ned for this study:‘ proposal development, .
technical assistance and dissemination. The sections which follow
summarize and discusg the major findings and provide suggestions for

future consideration. _ e

Overview and Methodology

The documentation effort, spon oréd by the Nﬁtiona] Teacher

_ Center Resource Center, involved the collection of data on two sepa-
rate forms fron states receiving federal Teacher Centers Program funds
and who agreed to participate. A background survey was used on a one-
time basis to collect informat1on on Teacher Center cogrdisators with
respect to their Levez in the ongan&zat&anat Atﬂuctu&e in relation to
the chief State School Officer, unit to vhich they are assigned, time
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allocated fon thein Teachen Centen nofe, and additional nofes of the
tcoordinators. It also sought information on safary ard time aflot-
ments for SEA clerical and professional staff whose salaries are
supported in whole or part through the state entitlements.
The major focus of the study was the documentation by states of

the proposal development, technical assistance and dissemination J
services provided to their Teacher Center client groups. Activities
were recorded using a pre-designed format which was primarily objec- ’
tive but also included open-ended response options. Logs were collected

~ona three-phase time basis, with due dates for submission of logs to

the Resource Center of December 15, 1980, February 15, 1981 and ﬁay 1,
1981. i

Data collection and follow-up were carried out by the Resource
Center from October 1980 to June 1981, with data analysis conducted by
the Curriculum Research and Development Center, a part of the Institute
of Human Science and Services of the University of Rhode Island. -
The reader is reminded that the activities reported herein reflect
activities reported by the states in using their 10 percent state
entitlements to provide services to federally funded Teacher Centers
and those interested in Teacher Centers. The documentation effurt and
this report do not include other services of the states to serve Teacher =

Centers which were not supported by the federal Teacher Centers Program.

Participants in the Documentation Effort

Of the 44 states/territories eligible to participate because they
Have one or more Centers funded through the federal Teacher Centers

Progr-., 32 states (73%)7chose to do so and submitted both the background
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survey and act1v1ty logs An additional eight states had aqreed;to
participate, but submitted only the background survey; therefore, back-
ground infcrmation was reported for 40 states (91%).

The state entitlements to the 32 states who documented activities
amount to $1,076,621, which is 83 percent of the $1,289,430 reimbursed
to all 44 states/territories by the federal TSESber’Centers Proqram.
N1ne§9en of the 32 states reported no ugg/of state entitlements to
support salary; the rema1n1na\\3/sf/€;s earmarked $232,052 for salaries,
which represents 22 perceﬂt of their totil state entitlements. The 32
states prov1dqd,1005 of activities which account for an additional
$661 ,357, wh1ch is 61 percent of their total state ent1t1ements The~

" combined salary and activity costs total $893,409, which represents

83 percent of the total entitlement for the 32 states.

Background Survey Highlights

Background information from the 40 states who responded to the
one-time survey fndicated that most Teachey Center coordiﬁators, in
retated to the Chief State School Officers as level one, are located
within Levels three through five in the organizat1ona1 structure of
their SEA's and are assigned to Staff Development/Inservice Educat&on
and/on Teachen Education/Centification units. The majorify of the
coordinators are assigned nesponsibility 50& thc&n Teacher Centen notle

15 percent on Less of thein t&me, and/tﬁe1r most common add4t&0na£

noles ane NCSIE delegate, Ieaﬁhen Conps £iaison, and teachen certifica-

B -~
tion official.

o
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In addition to the state coordinator, give of the 40 states have

clerical support staff and nine states have professional suppont staff

whose salarles are paid in whole or part through the state entitlements ///,//

;O‘Serve federally funded Teacher Centers. The amount of time conIA4bated

g R e
‘ 7 by suppont staff varies widely aong the states. \3////
rd ‘
////f _Finally, only 14 of the 40 states use any portion oftheir state l

. entitlements to support salary costs; therefore, of the 40 states
have available all of their federal Teachen Center Program funds fon ,
progham effornts and, of the othg:/14/§iates, 13 spend 45 percent or

less of their state entitiemenfs on salary, leaving 55 percent or more

-
e
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Highlights oﬁ/Providingfservices to Teacher Centers

,/Tﬂ; descriptions provided by 32 states of the 295 activities they

’/////’/ documented convey an interesting assortment of services delivered through

////’ the 10 percent entitlements to states from the federal Teacher Centers
Program, services supplemented in many instances (183/62%) by state

‘ inkind contributions. The majority of the documented activities (211/ .
72%) were classified as teéhnica] assistance, but also included were
proposal developmenf (33/11%) and dissemination services (51/17%).
Further, the purpose and type of activities documented appear to reflegt
fulfillment of the intent and objectives of the state role in serving
Teacher Centers, and the reported outcomes ;eflect the intent of provid-
{hg information about Teacher tenters, increasing skills amount Teacher
Center project staff and policy boards, and enhancing at;ainment of

L]

project objectives.
4

~ ’ [
The summary which follows describes the major findings regarding each

aspect or charactgri;tic of the services which'are represented in this

repart.
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T4ime Span o Single events/activities (203) were completed at a fairly
consistent rate during the 12-month period covered
by the documentation effort, with the exception of
December 1980 and January 1981 as peak months.

e For activities which were continuous or occurred at
periodic intervals (92), the frequency most often cited
was 5-6 times per year, followed next in frequency
by twice a year.

Method o The majority of activities were carried out using
a.single delivery method.

o Most frequently cited delivery methods for each area
of service were: )

proposal development - telephone, written
correspondence, meeting at the local site;

toahwinnP aaristance - workshoo or confevence, . A
on-site meeting, meeting at location other ) A
than thé Teacher Center site;

{

dissemination - written correspondence, on-
site meeting, meeting at location other o e
than the Teacher Center site. . ' e

Activities e The two top-ranked activities for each/afea of service ¥
: were: e ’

proposal development (33 activities dqcuménted) -

(1) providing techniCﬁi assistance in planning
or develoejggﬁé proposal (18/55%), and

(2) notifying groups about pertinent information
(17/52%);

technical assistance (211 activities documented) -

(1). providing linkage with groups (79/37%),

and
“

(Zf providing financial support for travel to
& attend state, regional or national meetings
or conferences (73/35%);

N ' dissemination (51 activities documented) - '

(1) publishing and/or distributing written
information (30/59%) , and,

B (2) providing ftnéncial support for preparation
Q ~of materials. (14/27%).

ERIC ~ g9 -
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_“"clients to consultants/experts in a given area or with
L Teacher Centers or related groups often occurred in
- combination with other activities, such as: .

o . responding to technical questions;
e providing services/training;

2 helping clients access state or federal
resources to serve the needs of the Teacher

Center project; or
S

7 providing financial support for attendance
7 at state, regional or national meetings or
ys conferences.

/ Providerns . . )
0§ Se@vice e State Teacher Center coordinators are clearly the most

frequent providers of service in all three areas of

service; other SEA staff is the group consistently’

placing third as service providers are Teacher Center
_ project staff. ‘ .

o A review of combinations of role groups in providihg
services showed that:

for proposal development and dissemination - the
State Teacher Center coordinator most often
provided these services alone or with involve-
ment from other SEA staff; and

- for technical assistance - the State Teacher
Center coordinator generally provided these
services alone or with SEA staff or Teacher

Center project staff. ,

Recipientr : )

0§ Senvice e The two client groups most often served, in each area
of service, were:

proposal devefopment

: (1) federal Teacher Center project staff, and

/.

o '

(2) LFA administrators;

technicil assistance
(1) federal Teacher Center policy boards, and

* (2) federal Teacher Center project staff;
Q ) , ) 9 0

e Téchnical assistance activities that involved linking .

ranked second in trequéncy QT providing servites, amu
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Purpose of
Activities

o The two most frequently cited reasons for activities

dissemination
(1) LEA teachers, and

(2) federal Teacher Center project staff
and LEA administrators.

e Within each area of service, Teacher Center project
_ staff was the client group most often cited, emerging’

in 60 to 80 percent of the activities as a client

group served. For each of the top ranked activities

in each area of service, Teacher C2nter project staff

always ranked first or second in frequency as bene- i
ficiaries of the services provided.

o In numbers of participants, Teacher Center project

staff most often received state services, followed
next by LEA teachers and the federal Teacher Center
policy board members.

a The maioritv of activities were implemented to serve

small groups, with a group si1ze 0t ong To Tive peupic :
most frequently cited for all.client groups. For each N
area of service, the findings on group size indicated )
the following:

proposal development

" services most often provided to groups of
10 or less people;

technical assistance

services most often provided to groups of
one to five people, with the exception of

a single client group; close to half of the
technical assistance activities involving
teachers were targeted to groups larger than
100 people;

dissemination

greater mix of small and large group
activities, with this area of service claim-
ing the highest percentage of activities
serving large groups. '

in each area of service were:

proposal development

(1) providing planning or proposal design »
assistance, and '




(2) providing or facilitating the exchange
of information;

technical assistance ‘
(1) providing or exchangi&é 1nformation; and
’ (2) improving communications; '
' dissemination

(1) creating awareness and understanding of N
' Teachers Centers, and

(2) providing or exchanging inforgation

o For many activities, multiple purposes were reported.

Outcomes o A1l 295 documented activities reported anticipated
. L ~ and/aw artual anteames . and most activij;igs cited

multiple outcomes. .

o The two most frequently cited outcomes, whether antici-
. pated or actual, for each area of service wete:

proposal develfopment ’ Ny
N (1) proposal developed, and
(2) skills or knowledge 1ncreaséd;
technical assistance
(1) skills or knowiedge increased, and
(2) project goals supported;
- dissemination

(1) written information disseminated, and

(2) skills or knowledge increased.
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Resounces,
/%ncluding
unding

(Time Spent)

(Dinect

Expenditunes®)

The majority of all documented activities required
two or more days of time on the part of state staff
to carry out the needed services.

For each area of service, the following amounts of
time to provide services were most often noted:

proposal Jevelopment and dissemination
- 5 to 10 hours; .

technical assistance - two or more days.

0f the 295 documented activities, 46 reported no
expenditures; the remaining 249 activities combined
showed expenses of $661,357, a figure which. when
combined with salary costs from the- 10 percent state

_ antitlementc tn the 3? states ($232.052) equals

$893,409 and accounts for 83 percent of the funds
to those states from the federal Teacher Centers
Program.

For all activities combined, the largest amount of
money ($274,497/42%) was used to provide grants to
Teacher Center projects; the large majority of these
were technical assistance grants and generally reflect
kinds of services documented by the states in the
technical assistance category.

Travel expenses were the second most frequently cited

item of expenditure ($179,581/27%) and generally pro-
vided for attendance of Teacher Center project staff
and policy boards at state, regional or national meet-
ings,or supported travel costs-for consultants to
provide trainifng and other services.

Within each area of service, the major findings were:
proposal. development '

cnsts were generally low, reflecting less than
cne percent of all direct expenditures reported;
the highest costs for proposal develdpmént
supported travel; ,

/

#Direct expenditures exclude salary costs for the sfate,Iégcher Center
coordinator, or for other, SEA staff whose salaries are paid in whole
or part through the federal Teachér Centers Progra;
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technical assistance

most (90%) reported costs were logged for this
area of service, with the most substantial
expenses required, in rask order, for grants

to Teacher Center projects, travel, and then
personnel (consultants, non-SEA staff);

dissemination

9 sercent of all direct expenditures were logged

/ fer this area of service, and costs most often
reflected materials, supplies or printing,
followed next by personnel expenses.

(Inkind Con- ]

tributions) e Inkind contributions by SEA's were noted for the
majority (185/62%) of all documented activities, and
were most often made in the personnel (SEA staff)
category; contributions of materials, supplies or
printing seryices were also provided in about one-
fourth of the activities. '

Discussion

The purpose of the documentation effort was to describe thé ways’ in
which Teacher Center sgrvices were provided by states during FY 1980
(1980-81) and sﬁare’fhe findings with key groupg. Based on the findings,
three points of interest have been identifiéd for discussion and are
presented here’ in an interpretative manner;. ‘

The topits selected for discussion ar;: networking, clients of

state Teacher Center services, and the role of SEA staff in"providing _

- services. E;ch of these topics will be treated separately in the follow-

ing-sections.

Networkingl An';ﬁderlying theme of net@o}king emerges wnen the
primary activities (reported in Table 6) are Q}ewgd as a whole. The
format fo§ these activities involved both writtéﬁfpommunﬁcations and
face-to-face interaction, but mofe oféén reflected the latter through

s - ~

meetings on- or off-site and worlhops or conferences.




Networking may be viewed within the context of dissemination, as
defined by the National Institute of Education (NIE), which has adopted
a broader perspective on'disseminatién than the more focused definition
of dissemination used on the documentation effort. The NIE definition

of dissemination includes four levels: (1) one-way sharing of informa-

tion (from sender to receiver), (2) two-way communications, (3) inform
choice in adopting or adapting changes to improve practice and (4)
implementation. Many of the activities reported by the states reflect
these levels of dissemination. N

Networking involving one-way and iwo-way (1evels 1 and 2 of

dissemination) communications was evident in activities s.uch as notify-

I yroups avuus ucudrinel, FogEiavienI, T, fav nwanncal dovelanment
and in publishing and distributing written information about Teacher _

Centers and their activities (dissemination, as defined in this
documentation effort). Crossing NIE's levels two, three and four of
dissemination are many of the technical assistance activities. Examples
include: providing linkage to other Teacher Centers or relevant aroups
and providiﬁg finanEial‘support for attendance at state, regional and
national meetings or conferences, linking clients to consultaﬁgslbf o
experts in a givgn area of need as identified by Teacher Center project
staf? and policy brards, and providing training.

Purposes cited for the activities often reflected networking within

the various levels of dissemination. For example, providing and

exchanging info tion was a purpose common to some activities across

all three areas of documented services. Developing specific skills and

i
i




providing planning/design assistance were often cited as a purpose for

both proposal development and technical assistance activities, or creat- A

ing awarenesg_and understanding about Teacher Centers was a purpose
common to both proposal development and dissemination activities.
Outcomes also reflected the effects of networking at the different
levéls of dissemination. The two types of outcomes often reported
acress all three areas of service were increased skills or kinowledge
and written information disseminated. An outcome comﬁen to both
technical assistance and dissemination was supporting project goals,
and for propdsa] development and dissemination, a frequently cited
outcome was product deve]opment
‘ A further note on network1ng perta1ns to the providers of service.
Altrouqh the state Teacher Center coord1nator and SEA s;aff within -
the state afe most often c1ted as service prov1ders, Teacher Center
ccaff and coordinators from other states emerged fairly often as
service providers. This latter group was invotved, alone or in combina-
tion with other service providers in nine (27i) of the 33 proposal
development activittes, 27 (13%) oflthe 211 technical’assjstance
activities, and 10 (20%).of the 51 disseminatfon, briﬁbing their total
involvement as providers oftservice to 46 (16%) of the 295 documented
activities. The use of SEA staff from other states appears to exemp]ify
some of the benefits of networking among the states through meetings
such as the cluster meetings and regional meetings, plus regional and

national meetings of the Resource Center’ and national meetings sponsored

by -the federgl Teacher Centers Program. 'Y
\

e
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Clients of State Teacher Center Services. In the areas of proposal

development and dissemination, c]ient groups often included in addition

to Teacher Center staff and boards, teachers and administrators from

LEA's or IHE's who are or may be interested in developing a Teacher Center
or'at least in knowing what's happening in this area of educational
services to teache;s. However, the 10 percent state entitlements are
brovided to SEA's to provide technical assistance (which i,:~luded

proposal development as arseparate category in this study) and dissemina-’
tion services to Teacher Center projects funded through the federal
Teacher Centers Prpg%am. The 295 documented services, as might be
expected, largely reflect services to the primary tarcet group, the

Teacher Center projects, and heavily represent within this group both
: . . e

project staff and policy boards.

In the technical assistance category, where the majority (211/

72%) of the activities were logged, federal Teacher benter policy boards
are most often cited as the recipients of service through their involve-
ment in three-fourths (157/75%) of all technical assistance activities.
Ranked second as clients of technical assistance services are Teacher
Center project staff who were noted as clients in slightly more than
two-thirds (144/68%) of all technical assistance services provided
through the SEA!s.

These findings reflect a relatively high frequency of services to
the decision-making body of tne Teacher Center project, groups comprised
of a majority of teachers. They also indicate a high concentration of
services to those charged with responsibility for carrying out the
daily tasks that have been identified by the projects to achieve their

goals. These results, along with efforts to serve other client groups

~
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where appropriate, appear to mirror the intent and objectives of the

¢

federal Teacher Center's Office in providing the 10 percent entitle- g

ments to SEA's. ?

Role of SEA Staff as Service Providers. State Teacher Center

coordinators are often housed within SEA units such as Staff Develop-
ment/Inservice Education and/or Teacher Education/Certification. In
addition to other roles which they often serve, such as NCSIE delegate
and Teacher Corps repregentetive, the majority allocate about 15 percent
or less of their time to fulfilling their Teacher Center responsibili-
‘ties. Five states have clerical support staff and nine states have
professional staff (paid in whole or part through the federal Teacher
Centers Program) in addition to the designated state coordinator to
provide Teacher Center services. The amount of time contributed by
these staff members varies widely among the states.
Findings from the 295 documented services indicate that the state
Teacher Center role becomes operational often by direct involvement
of the state Teacher Center coordinator and other SEA staff in provid-
ing services to client groups. These two groups were ranked first and
second, respectively, in providing services in all three areas -
‘proposal development, technical assistance and dissemination. On a
relative basis, other groups as providers of service were involved on
2 considerably less frequent basis.
Another noteworthy finding by its absence is that outside consult-
ants were not ranked among the top four providers of service in any of

the three areas of service. This seems to reflect heavy emphasis on the

use of SEA staff primarily, but also includes substantive involvement
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of two other groups. Teache:§£enter project staff provided, alcne or

in combination with other groubs, six (18%) of the documented proposal
development services, 40 (19%) of the technical assistance services, and
10 (20%) of the dissemination services. Teacher Center project and

SEA staff from other states provided, alone or with others, nine (27%)
of the proposal development services, 27 (13%) of %he technical
assistance services, and 19 (20%) of the dissemination services. .As

) Brevious]y noted, the findings on providers of services 1ikely reflect

benefits of nefworking both within a staté and amona the states.

Recommendations

Severa]l recommendations are offered based on the findings of the
FY 1980 documentation effort. The recommendations reflect both program
and process suggestions.

Program recommendations are presented first and relate to each of
these groups: ‘the federal Teacher Centers Program, the Resource Center,

and SEA's. These include:

- o 1§ the federal government continues to endonse a role for
states to provide technical assistance and dissenination
senvices, then state entitlements should be continued
because the activities documented appear to reflect ful-
£fi11ment of that role. However, further attention shoutd -
be given to the provision by SEA's of grants 1o Teacher
Center projects. Whereas the actual number of grants is
relatively small (11), the amount of direct expenditures
in this category is relatively large ($274 ,497/42%). The
granting process should be examined further to determine
when or in what circumstances this process might be
appropriate or desirable or, conversely, if 1t should be
discouraged or disallowed.
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o At the fevels of the federal Teacher Centers Pm the

T Resource Center and STA's there should be a co effort
to promote and strengthen nefworking. This coricept was pre-
dominant among the 295 documented activities and apparently
is viewed by the groups who foster networking as an effective
strateqy for delivering services and assisting client groups
to achieve the.r goals. (The client perspective will be
addressed in the process lr'ec:t.mlua'.'ldat1ons.s).e Also, networking
would be especially critical if a shift is made by the
federal government to provide consolidated programs/block
grants to local and state agencies and to institutions of
higher education. ) .

e States should examine, possibly through a needs assessment,
the targeting of their services at the appropriate Level of
dissemination (as defined by NIE) to meet the- needs of client
groups uho are at different stages and Levels of shills
develdpment. Whereas states may generally be operating at
_appropriate points within the NIE dissemination continuum,
services to Teacher Center projects and other client groups
might be strengthened through greater awareness of this
concept among SEA staff. Training in dissemination for SEA
coordinators might be required.

Similarly, the Resource Center should considen comducting
a needs assessment to determine the training and information
needs of its client group.

Two recommendations of a process nature are offered. These recom-

mendations refer to possible future efforts on documentation of SEA

-

service to Teacher Centers.

o Information needs/questions of policy Level decisionmakers
and other key groups involved with Teacher Cehters should
be didenti in advanre of any {uather documentation efforts.
The ne aaised should pro a {.amework for decisions
about Aesponsibitity for documentation (e.g., the Resource
Center or others) and nethodotogy (several aliernatives
regarding method aie presented in the next recommendation).

Examples of questions that might be raised for possible
study include:

Should the role of the states be continued? If so,
according to 1ts present mission or with minor or
_major alterations?

Should other groups be considered to provide services
currently being provided by SEA's? If so, on what
basis will decisions be made?
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Are se-vices being provided in a cost-effective
manner and is the benefit of the services commen-
surate with the level of federal. (and state)
effort? r

The documentation findings reported herein should be reviewed
by Teacher Center policymakers as one source of information
pertaé:!ng to delivery of Teacher Center services through

the SEA's.

Altexnatives to the present documentation design should be
exploned. The current (FY 1980) and previous year's (FY 1979)
documentation strategies were deveioped as a first step in
describing SEA services to Teacner Centers, and in the FY 1980
documentation the vast majority of funds (83%) were accounted
for, reflecting both staff time and activities. The diverse
activities described in this report, however, present but a
limited picture of delivery of services by SEA's to their
clients. Therefore, several examples of alternatives (non-
exclusive of each other) to the current design are highlighted
and presented in priority order:

identify states who are viewed as successful in
deliverying Teacher Center services, and examine
the characteristics common to these states and

 share the findings among all states to guide the
1mp;gvement of SEA services in the Teacher Center
field;

conduct case studies in several states to provide
an indepth perspective on the functioning of states
in delivering services, the types of SEA - client
group int.raction, and the issues and problems
encountered and the goals achieved;

. obtain client grouEAperceptions of the utility and
effectiveness of SEA services, a type of {nformation
which could be used to help define success (1 above),
or to assist in selecting sites for indepth study
(2 above), or to examine already available documenta-
tion information as a basis for further interpretation
of the findings;

consider expanding the documentation of SEA Teacher
Center services beyond those paid for in whole cr

part beyond the 10 percent state entitlements because
it appears that many of the state entitlements con-
tribute just a portion, in some cases only a small
portion, of the total state efrort to serve the Teacher
Centers within their borders; the current, 1imited
documentation perspective may present a somewhat false
picture of the level of effort and services provided by
some states to support Teacher Center projects and
activities.

*
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BACKLMWND INFORMATION: BTATE TI A\CHER CENTER COOKDINATORS AND SUPPORT STAF?

' {(July. 1980 = June, 1981)

Thed {4 & "one-time only survew.” Please complete and return this foam by Necember 15, 1980 ] B

to: Margaretta l.. Edwards, Assistant Director ls
National Teacher Center Besource Center i
235 Promenade Strest 1
Providence, Rt 07908 ) |

- -

&

STATE: . RESPONDENT: _

A.  BACKGAOUND OF STATE TWACHER CENWTER COOMDIMATOR. {Provide infoamation here for the person who officiatly holds
- thes pesition.)

1. Wame of Coordinator:

2. Unit to which coordinator is assigned (e.g., Teacher Certification):

[ N B ‘ . (2 . s [

3. within the organirational structure, the level of the eoonfumtor ie: ' (Cr ck ons.)
(Mote: The Chief State School Ofdicer would be Level 1, Ais/her second in charge would be Level 2, efe.]

Level 1 (Chief State School Officer)
‘ Lavel 2

Level 3

Hl

Level 4 . )

Level $§

-,

T

e

- Other (specify):

v

4. Additional orgsnisations/groups or roles 1n vhich the state Teacher enter coordinator serves:
{Check all that ap»ly.) B

WCSIE Delegate ¥

Teacher Corpe lisison

. Teacher Cartification oy
Title IV

~ Dissemination Capacity suildi-

NASDTRC, voting mesber f

College Approvale

Other (please specify):

———————————
3

l

et ——— .

vy _

Pl

9. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ABOUT TEACHER CENTER COORGMUMATOR AND m INFORMATION ABOUT PROFESSIONAL AND CLERICAL
mu CENTER SUPPORT STAFT. (Line ! should duw.bc the o{ Teacher Center cooadinatox. Information on %
!!ohouubcwvudg 4if their satarnies are paid ummmwwmppoumumc
Centers Mogrem, )
POBTTION N OF TIME ASSIGNED | ANOUWT OF § % OF FEDERAL TEACHER
e _ _ |10 TEACHER cewrsm | ALLOCATED CINTER BUDGET THIS
NANE mixg T PROGRAN AREA DUTIES POR SALARY REFLECTS

1. L ) $ L]
2 d L) $ L
)] 1) $ L)
. B 1 s .

& )

€ &

. a THANK YOU! .
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LOG POR DOCUMENTING TEACHER CENTER
" supPoRTED .BY ‘L:HE FEDERAL TEACHER CENTER§ PROGRAM

(July, 1980 - June, 1981)

. . DIRFCTIONS _ _

Include only those actevities wtvolvang the 10¢ fedenal funding. .

For activities that are ongoing or repeated at regular on frequent witervals, fbl out this §owm cnfu conce.
For all othen activities, use one Log form per activity. .

1

PLease netumn documentation Logs Lo Maraaretta L. Edwards, Assistant Director, Nationat Teechen Center Redource
Center, 235 Promenade Street, Providence, K1 02908

by December ‘22, 1980 for all activities completed between July-November, 1980;
by Febauary 15, 1981 [on activities completed duning December, 1980 and January, 1981; and
by Maw 1, 1981 for activities completed between February-Aprit, 1981 and fon anticipated agtivities during’

and June, 1981, - .

NAME OF STATE:

1. Briefly describe the activity:

2. Respond to either Question 2a or 2b; if documenting a u;ug\tc activity, fill in 2a, but if documenting ¢ continuoud oA
perdodic activity (e.g., quarterly newsletter, regular telephons contact with centers), respond to 2b.

2a. The date(s) of the activity was:

2b. The activity takes place about: (check one) ’ -

twice a year .

‘thres times a year

L] -

four times a year

five or six times a year NOTE: Fill out a taz only once for
an activity §4t8 unden b,
monthly
o bi-weekly ' ; .
’
- weekly -
daily . . i
/ 3. The primary method(s) by which the service was delivered was: (Check the ;nponu(l) which bgst classifies the method.)
&
teleghone .
written correspondence ] <

workshop or conference
on~site meeting
.
mesting at sites other than at the Teacher Center project site

other (specify):

104




.. 4, Fsspond ‘thv,puution da it dncumenting proposal development, b ir repnninq techmecal .uua?mcc, and d¢ 1f describing

3 . dissemination services s * . -
g 4a. Proposal Development® {CHeck the response(s) which best classifies the activity. Incidental i:ems should not
‘ . .be checked.) * .
\ . notified group(s) about pettxnen‘t mf.omanon (e.q., pr;posal requirements o; deadimes) ~ .
/'“ - provided training in proposal writing or rglate.d topic
/; ( . 4 provided technical assistance in planning or_developma,a proposal ‘ N
' ctitiqu.od draft of"a new proposal and made suggestions’ about it .
* N N provided assistance in the development or critigue of a continuation proposal /
s - N other (specify): . _

- * 4
4b. Technical Assistance (Checl; the response(s) which best classifies the activity. lacidental items should not
) —
responded to technfcal questions (e.g., about bylaws, evaluation)
assisted in the design of a teacher needs assessment

. . .
linked ~lients to consultants/experts in a aiven'area (specify topic):

pyovided consulting services or training (specify topic):

I

essisted Teacher Center prcject in planning for implementation - k 1 .

|!
|

provided “trouble-shooting” aseistance to a Teecher Center project T

assisted with/developed statewide plan for steff development which included Teacher Centars

helped client access state or federal resources to serve the ds of the Teacher Center Project

provided linkage with Teacher Centers or related qroups at thesgtate, regioral or national levels
o f
provided financiel support for attendance at state, regional ot national wmeetings or conferences
L)
provided vehicle (e.q., conference) through which Teacher c.ntcr projects could exchange information
and ideas .

provided grant to a Teacher Center project consistcnt with local needs (Please attach to this log a
documenty such es a copy of grent award and budget, to help describe the sexrvices made svailable
through tho gunt ) .

contnchd with a consultant/agency to providc services to a Teacher Center projsct(s) (Pl;uo attach
e copy of the contract or a brief summary of it and the budget to help deécribe the services made
available through the contract.)

-

other (specify):

-l l |

- - o B

. 4c. Dissemination (Chock the response(s) which best classifies the nctivity. Incidonul items should not be checked.}
~ ‘ I '

» ulhtcd/devolopod materials (e.g., eudio-visual preuntaaon) abouC' Teacher Centers -

published or diltttbuhd written infomtion (o.g g brothuu, newsletter) about Teacher C.nt’u
Q -
_ provided technical informatica about the design or dirtrn_:ution of micut. s about Teachar Centefs

provided financial support fot preparation of materials (e.g., filming, printing)

- - -

other (specify): < PP oed

] g

- *Procposal review activities for proposals should bs logged on e different form. s

Q .

sE MC A\ 3
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$. The primary purpose(s) of the activity was: (Check the response(s) which best classifies the activity. Incidental
( items should not be checked.) '

N - ~
‘ ’ to create awareness and understanding of Teacher Centers i

to provzde information or facilitate thesexchangs of information .

to develop specific slulls the client needs to accomplish a task or bjectxve

to provide pl‘.aaninq or duiqn assigtance

| ]

to improve cominunications/networking v »
to gsnerate 1¥eas for Teachsr Center project activities
to incrsass client group knowledge about, rsferences/rescurces .

to obtain increased support for Tez her Centers .

6. The service was provided by: (Check all that apply.)

]
- other (specify): - 4/1

‘ state- Teachsr Centsr coordinator ’

. other state educatior agsncy staff e sew e

Teacher Center project staff

outeide consultant (specify type of agency which employs ths consultant, e.q., highe - educdtion,
p.ivate consulting fim):

T -

other

[
7. Describe who received the service: (Check all that apply and list the numbyr of participants for each.)

1

federal Teacher Centar project staff . . . .

- . -
! federal Teacher Center project board . . . . .« « & ¢ + & v v o o 0 0 o v & o v v o
. Teacher Center staff or boa:d funded throuqh sourcss other than the Fedsral —

ToachotCentorlProq*u....... O T T

local school district teachers . . . . « . « « ¢ ¢« ¢« o o s o« v 0 o e e aa e
local school district administrators . . . . « « . . « ¢ ¢ ¢ v
hiahoroducationpereonnol.................:..........
- ___ state Taacher Center coordinator/staff. . . . . . . . . oI e e e e e e .
ftate education agency staff (other thag Teachsr Center coordinator/staff) . . . .

personnel from other staff dmiopunt programs (e.g., Teacher Corps,
Special EQUCALION) . . . & o 4 4 4 b 4 b v e e e a e e e e e e e e e e

3

other (specify): « ..

’ . .
8. Expenditures from the 108 Federal Teacher Centers Program funds; spent for the activity were: (excluding salary cosls
for state Teacher Center coordinators and other support staff which ane paid (or by the 108): =

al  for personnel (e.g., hired consultants) . . . « . 4 + . ot v e e e e oo e oo S

bl for materials/supPli®s. . . . 4 .t . v bt b e e e et e s e e e s e e e e e e e $
] fortnvol/lodqinq/perdim...................................°$
~
d]  other (specify): . i e .. $
= - -
) °
- - turn
- o Page
£
. , - .
-

ERIC | R

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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. 1o,

11.

*y

.

12,

a)

b)

The approximate amount of
pagt or in total from the

State inkind contributions were made:

If yes. the purpose(s) was:

involved.)

The outcomes that have taken place or that ars anticipated

for personnel

.

for materyels/supplien

for travil/lodging/per diem

'

other (specify):

L

/

YES

27 wo

o

less than 1 hour

1-2 hours
3-i hours

5-10 hours

A
time Spen< on the activity by the state Teacher Center coordinator or other stata staff paid in
108 fedsral funds was:

.

(Check one; total ths amount of time if more than one person was

~

2-3 days
4-5 days»

more than 5 days (spacify):

(Check allbet apply.)

*  increased skills/knowledge. . . .
+ proposal developed. . . . . . . . . .
*  Teacher Center operating more effectively . . . . . . . . .

- specific product developed specify):

NOTE:

14 this s a continuoud or
activity, as in Ouestion 2b,
the total amount of Lime 4p
activity duning a complete year.

from the provision of

* increased use by clients of state or national rescurces . .

T

this service are:

ACTUAL

communications network established. . . . .

written information disseminated.

: lu;:portod goals of Teachsr Center project(s). . . . . . .

v
+  supported evaluatioh activitiss of Teacher Centsr project(s). . .
[

‘ other (lpecif'y) .

/]

<

AN

X

Additional information or comments about the activity: )

or

Y
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STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS

:DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

235 Proinenade Street, Providence, Rhode Island 0290

’
[
N
0'
9

Thoma: C. Schmidt, Commissioner

TO: State Teacher Centexp) Coordinators éSEL/

FROM: Edward L. Dambruc irector, and Margaret + Edwards,
Assistant Directo National Teacher ‘Center Resource
Center '

DATE: October 9, 1980

RE: Documentation of State Teacher Center Activities, 1980-81
A

4
S

vf.;‘ )
The National Tcacher “enter Resource Center will be doc-
"umenting activities of state coordinators for Teacher Centere -
to include the period July 1980 - Tune 1981. I

' The purpose for state documentation is to collect informa-
tion, share ideas and strategies for planning and decision making:

e state sharing and adoption of new ideas

® federal Teacher Center Office information gathering
® congressional understanding of state role

e interested Fublic understanding of state role.

This year we are looking for full participation of states
with federally funded centers. We are requesting_that those
Coordinators who participate agree to document all activities
conducted with federal Teacher Centérs funds, (The pilot study
last year included participation of 61% of the funded states,
but activities describing the use of only 13% of Teacher Center
dollars were documented.) This year, we are looking to provide
a comprehensive picture of state activities supported with
federal funds.

: We have eonsidered"your feedback gathcred at the Annapolis
s meeting. in August, and have attempted to simplify the process

. by adopting 'several.of your suggestions. Information will be
collected as follows: .

¢ due December 15, 1980, will be a brief, "one-time only
' _survey" to provide background information about your
" state (e.g. personnel assigned to provide services);




@ due December 15, 1980, February 15, and May 1, 1981,
the basic log form to provide information describing
your technical assistance and dissemination activities
(reminder notices will be provided two weeks prior
to due dates); and

® due February 1, 1981, a "one-time only summary” to
describe your proposal review activities. .
|
The data collection approach has been modified to emphasize \
a more effective "check off" system for easier, less time-con- n
suming response, as suggested by many of you. Yet, it retains
the option of providing narrative to further explain activities,
if so desired.
We encourage each one of you to participate. As many of you
pointed out, it is criticalily important that the work that you
40 be recorded to provide necessary information about State
participation in teacher centers. Please complete this tear
off sheet and return it to me, Margaretta L. Edwards, Assistant
Director, National Teacher Center Resource Center, Rhode Island
Department of Education, 235 Promenade Street, Providence, RI
02908, by Monday, october;zo, 1980. .

You will receive a packet of forms that are béing piloted
in late October. Until then, please keep your notes on activi-
ties conducted since July 1.

- agree tc particip: - .lly in the State Documenta-
tion effort sponsoreu ..y the National Teacher Center
Resource Center, documenting activities from July
1980 through May 1, 1981. T

I am unable to participate in the Gtate Documentation
eff:rt sponsored by the National Teacher Center Resource
Center, ’ T

Name ‘

Address

\
Please return bf odtoﬁergéo;wlgéb -
to .
the National Teacher Center Resource Center
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STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS

:DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Arthur R. Pontarelli .
Acting Commissioner

TO: Alf Langland, Arnette Rauschel, Paula Brictson, Kathy
Yeates, Sammie Rogers, Jim Parris, Earle Harper, Gary
Barker, Marjorie Bradley, and David Tilton

FROM: Margaretta L. Edwards, Assistant Director, Nation
Teacher Center Resource Center

DATE: October 22, 1980

: pilot of new State Documentation forms for 1980-81

Based on State Coordinators’ recommendations, the National
Teacher Center Resource Center has streamlined and simplified
the documentation log forms that were used last year.

we would like to pilot these new forms and are asking
you and those state coordinators who will be participating
in _he New England Cluster meeting to assist us.

1f you are interested in giving us your feedback by
trying out the new forms and commenting on them, please
read on.

.

1. Please completé‘the one page Background Information
form. This will update the profile information
that was provided last year.

2. Please compléte the one page Proposal Review form
based on activities conducted prior to the March
1980 review.

3. Please complete one or more Log forms. We are
interested in seeing how helpful this form is in
docymenting an event as well as in documenting a
recurring activity.: :

We welcome your comments on the forms themselves.
glease share your thoughts on the reverse side of the forms,
including the following: )




e Do the forms suit the purpose of documenting the
respective activities?

e Would additional instructions be helpful?
e Are there any chang‘'s you might suggest?
e Add any other. comments.
Enclosed with the forms is a second copy of the
October 9, 1980, memo that describes the purpose of
_ state documentation for ycur referral.
We would appreciate receiving your written input by
November 1, 1980, and will al.o call each of you during
~the next week.

Thank you very much for your assistance.

gc




* STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS

:DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

235 Promenade Street, Providence, Rhode Island 02908

.
..'hu vo®

Arthur R. Pontarelli
Acting Commissioner

-

TO: Teacher Center State Coordinators with federally

funded Teacher ci:nters
\*

FROM: Margiz Edwards ssistant Director, National Teacher
Center Resource Center

DATE: November 25, 1980

RE: 1980-81 State Documentation Forms

The purpose of thig;memo is to initiate state documenta-
tion activities. 'Thirty-six (36) of the forty-four (44) states
having federally funded Teacher Centers have agrzaed to documeni
all activities conducted with federal Teacher Centers' funds
from July 1980 thru June 198l. (See lis:t of participants
enclosed.) |

New, simplified documentation logs have been piloted
with twelve stait: Coordinators and the Advisory Board to the
Resource Center. For those of you participating, your initial
responsibilities will be as follows:

e due December 15, 1980, a brief, "one time only survey"
to provide background information about your state.
, (Complete the white legal size sheet enclosed);

e due December 22, 1980, individual logs describ’ng
proposal development, technical assistance and
dissemination activities completed hetween July =
November, (Complete the pink logs.)

You may also wish to Pegin documenting activities begin-
ning in December; these logs will be due at a later time.

Thank you very much for agreeing to participate. With
such a high percentage of states making this a priority, we
anticipate gathering information that will be helpful to you,
to the federal Teacher Center office, to Coagress and other
interested publics. .

Please call e atltg!/277-6834 if yoa have apy questions.

cc Unfunded State Cooriinatnrs - )
' advisory Board Members, National Treacher center Resource Conter

Q Enclosures
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PARTICIPANTS IN 1980-81
STATE DOCUMENTATION ACTIVITIES

National reachef Center Resource Center

+ STATE

Alabama

Alaska

Arkansas

California
connecticut
District of Jolumbkia
Florida

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Kansas

Kentucky -

Louisiana ‘Y,
Maryland ﬁ

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
south Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

ytah

vermont
virginia
washington ,

NAME

William C. Berryman
J. Kelly Tonsmeire
Morris L. Homes
Bill Nebster
Marjorie Bradlay
Dr. Marilyn T. Brown
Jim Farris

A. D. Luka

Arnette M. Rauschel
Patti Shoupe

Mary Martin

Joseph T. Clark
Pamela Bollinger-Cox
Irving Herrick
Jeanne M. Paradise
Paula Brictson .
Judy wWain

Bob McCord '
Richard L. King
Robert Dyke

Lamar Lefever

Gary Barker
Margaret Griswonld
Jim Piexrge

Vincent Q. Gazzetta
C. William phillips
Stah Cobb

Ray L. Talbdert
Randall Bauer

Tom Parks

Joe Minor

Jim L. Kid(‘

R. LaMar Allred
Henry Bissex

E. B. Howerton, Jr.
Alf Langland
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* STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS

:DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

235 Promenade Street, Providence, Rhode Island 02908

~

."'.u o’

e

Arthur R. Pontarelli
Acting Comimissioner

January 22, 1981

Dear State Coordinator:

We did not receive any pink documantation logs from you in
December, documenting your State Teacher Center related activities
for the period, July thru November 1980. Please make this documenta+’
tion a top priority, and include these logs with those due on February 15
that describe activities since November 1980.

Please call me if you have any questions or if you need more pink
log forms. ‘

Sincerely,

N 'd

Yha qe o c/“- ‘?‘)/ /.f/u‘“,(z
Mar arefLa L. Edwards
Assistant Director, National

Teacher Center Resource Center
401/277-6834

MLE:éc




~ STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS

:DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

235 Promenade Street, Providence, Rhode Island 02908

‘.'0." o..

Arthur R. Pontareiii
Acting Commissioner

January 22, 1981

Dear State Coordinator,

Thank you very much for sending us "pink" logs documenting State
Teacher Center related activities for the period, July thru November
1980. As the information is being analyzed and put in the computer,
we shall contact you if we have any questions.

We are reminding you that the next set of logs will be due Feb,uary 15.
‘These logs will document state ‘teacher center act§v1ties ‘conducted since
November 1981).

Please call me if you have any questions or if you need more pink
log forms.

Sincerely,
“Y1t41&?311_- 2i£¢u1u44b=-'

Margaretta L. Edwards
Assistant Director, National
Teacher Center Resource Center
401/277-6834




“ STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS

:DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

. .a". 235 Promenade Street, Providence, Rhode Island 029C8
.'“un v * ’

Arthur R. Pontarelli
Acting‘Commissioner

TO: The 40/44 State Teacher Center Coordinators participating
in 1980 State Documentation of Teacher Center activities

FROM: Margaretta L. Edwards, Assistant Directoy, National
Teacher Center Resource Centes
DATE: April 20, 1981 '

RE: REMINDER: all logs documenting Teacher Center activities
due May 1, 198l1. ,

I want to thank each of you for the Teacher Centar logs
that you have been sending, and to remind you that the LAST
BATCH is due May 1, (One-hundred eighty-seven logs have been re-
ceived to date.) These last logs for the 1980 documentation effort
should document activities completed between February and April
1981, and also should document anticipated activities through
May and June  1981. .

Here are some tips to help you, based on questions we
have received to date:

1) pDocument only those activities utiliziné Teacher
Centers 10% entitlement.

2) In responding to question No.7, please indicate
in the right hand column the number of participants
who received the service. Please estimate, if
necessary. ;

3) In No.l10, we are asking a) how much time the official
Teacher Center coordinator spent on the activity, and/
or b) how much time other staff who are paid in part -
or in total from the 10% federal funds spent on the
activity.

Enclosed is a list indicating the number of documentation
logs received from each state in each of the three areas we .
are describing. ' Please contact -me at your earliest convenience
if the list for your state appears to be wrong. Also enclosed
are more pink log forms. I will be glad to provide you with Y.
additional forms if you need any.

Thank yoﬁ very much for your thorough participation.
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Participants in 1980 State pocumentation Effort

State
Participants

Alabama
Alaska
Arkansas
california
Connecticut
District of
columbia
Flprida
Georgia
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Jowa
Kansas
Kentucky
wouisiana
Maine
Maryland
- Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
ytah
Vermont -
Virginia
washington
Wisconsin

40

Logs received as of 4/20/81

Background
Form
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Appendix C:

- . .
§

LOG CATEGORIES USED FOR COMPUTER CODING
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| ‘ CATEGORIES ADDED TO
0CUMENTATION LOG

’ ' L}
The following categories were added to the documentation log prior to
o analyzing the data: P .

>

Itén Number . Subject of Item ¢  Category Added

)
Provided technical assistance
to SEA .
- Developed state strategies for
‘providing technical assistance

-~ 4 4b Technical Assistance

Primary Purpose - To improve statewide coordination

o

Higher education staff
Public school staff
Private consultant company
Professional association repre-
sentative

i : - Federal project staff or cluster
- ] . coordi nator
’ " < Other state Teacher Center staff

6 Provider of Service

Professional associates

Federal officers

State boards and legislators
Teacher Centers in other states

9 Recipients of Service*

&

8 Direct Expenditures . Meeting Rooms
’ Registration for conferences

* A1l of the categories added for item number 9 were combined with the category
"Other® prior to the final analysis.
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~— Appendix D:

RANK ORDERED LIST OF DOCUMENTED ACTIVITIES
FOR EACH AREA OF SERVICE
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RANKED ORDER LIST OF DOCUMENTED kC\‘[!V\XTIES
FOR EACH AREA OF SERVICE

-y Areas of Service Rank Activity
b . Proposal
T Development, 1 Provided Technical Assistance for
Proposal Developmcnt 18/54%
) . 2 Nctified Groups 17/52%
- 3 Critiqued Proposal Dreft 12/36%
4 Provided Assistance for Continuation
Proposal 7/21%
5 Provided Trafning [Y,¥. ]
' 6 Other 1/ X
Technical .
Assistance 1 - provided Linkage with Groups 79/37%
' 2 Provided Financial Support to :
> Attend Meetings/Conferences &5!
3 Linked Clients to Concul tants/Experts 48/23%
4 Accessed State/Federal Resources 5218
5 Provided Services/Training 0/19%
6 Provided Vehicle for Exchange
‘ of Information 39/18%
7 Developed Statewide Plan for Staff
Development 38/18%
8 Responded to Teconical GQuestions BN
9 Provi ded Trouble-shooting ‘Assistance 26/12!
10 Provided Grant 81
1 Assisted in Planning for Ilp!inematim 24/11%
12 Assisted in Developing Meeds -
. Assesaent 17/ 8%-
13 Other . 13/ 6%
' 14 Contracted for Services 77N
15 Provided Technical Assistance to SEA s/ 2%
16 Developed State Strategies for
Providing Technical Assistance 4 2%
Dissemination 1 Published/Distributed Written
Information 30/5%
- 2 Provided Financial Support for
v Materials Preparation 14/27%
3 Provided ‘I'eghnieﬂ Infomation . 11/22%
‘ Other T 10/20%
5 Assisted/Developed Materials 9N
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