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CHAPTER 1.

OVERVIEW-

Inttaduction

The National Teacher Center Resource Center (Resource Center),

located in Rhode Island, has a contract with the federal Department

of Education. The purpose

assistance and services to

total budget of close to 1.

of the contract is to provide technical

the 44 states/territories that have a

3 million dollars to 'serve the 99 Teacher

Center's within their borders. The Resource Center provides 'informa-

tion and technical assistance to help the states/territories fulfill

three mandated areas of responsibility. These are: (1) reviewing

Teacher Center proposals; (2) providing technical assistance 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/territory Teacher Centcr coordinators,

teacher leader's and local Teacher Center project directors across the

nation expftssed an interest in the structures and kinds of activities

the various -states / territories were'using to deliver 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)

197941979-80) the Resource Ct..iter designed and carried out a process

9



for collecting the necessary information from the state /territory

coordinators and compiled a report on the.findings, For FY 1980

'11980-81) the Resource Center further refined the process for document-

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

Centers, and then collected, recorded and compiled information about

the state/territory support activities.

Description of FY 1980 Documentation Effort

During FY 1980 (1980-81 funding cycle), the Resoprce Center, with

the cooperation of the state Teacher Center coordinators, collected the

following types of information:

a description of the pAopo4at Aeview pftee.44, for whizh

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;

background in0Ama2 ion on state staigng to provide
services to federally funded Teacher Centers; and

documentation of the specific activities paid for by

the 10 percent state entitlements to provide,teehnieat

cwahtance (including popo4at development) And
di&semination Aekviee4.

Services provided to Teacher Ceriters solely at state expense in salaries

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

effort.

Reporting

This report details theeethodology and findings of the state

documentation of technical assistance'services, including proposal

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

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

highlights on state staffing to provide these services to the federally

COI



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

manner.

(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
dissemination; and

(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

of Services to Teacher Centers Funded Through The Federal

Teacher Centers Program," June 1981 -- a report which pro-

vides a brief overview and summary of the findings presented

in this final report on the documentation effort;

"Background Information on Stiffing in States to Serve

Federally Funded Teacher Centers," June 1981 -- a report

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

in 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 Education Agencies," June 1981 -- a report

which describes (1) 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.

11
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CHAPTER 2

METHODOLOGY

Instrumentation

The data for this report were obtained primarily from activity

logs submitted to the Resource Center by the state Teacher Center

coordinatoq. The log format (see Appendix A) was designed to assist

the coordinators in documenting their activities in three areas:

proposal developmeht, technical assistance and iissemination.
. ,

For each - activity, the respondent was asked to indicate or describe:

(1) the alma of aeuice (proposal development, technical

assistance or dissemination);

(2) the time pekiod when the activity was conducted (if

documenting a single activity) or the 64equeney of

the activity (if documenting a continuous or periodic

activity);

(3) the primary method ion detiiieny of the service;

(4) the activity itaeti,-"including Information on the

,,,pkovideka and neeeivera of service;

(5) the puApoae of the activity;

(6) the iime oent by the state Teacher Center coordinator,

regardle4 of source of funds for salary, or by other

state education agency (SEA) staff paid in whole or

part through the 104sercent state entitlement;

(7) amount and %wpm o4 expenatAvie.6 from the state

entitlement used to support the activity;

(8) punpoae of any 4tate inkind contkibuthon4 toward the

activity; and

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

-4-

4
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In addition to these nine areas of'interest, the respondent's

name and ftate affiliation were requested. The respondents were also

provided an opportunity to make additions; comments about the activity.

Relevant data obtained from a second instrument, a state back-

ground information survey (see Appendix A), were also obtained at, a

basis for this report. The survey consisted of two parts. Part A

sought background information about the state Teacher Center coordinator,

including questions about the unit to which the coordinator is assigned,

level within the organizational structure of the SEA, and additional

roles which the coordinator serves. Part B of the survey requested a

description of the titic and program area of responsibility, percent

of time assigned to Teacher Center duties, and amount of fAs (if any)

and percent of state cntitlement used to support the salary of the

coordinator. Part B o, the surrey also sought information for any

professional or clerical support staff whose salaries were paid in

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

. federal Teacher Centers Program.

Data Collection

Data collection frym the activity logs was carried out by the

_,..

Resource Center. The specific steps are detailed below.

(1) The Resource CenXer contacted all state coordin tors by

i

mall, October 9,1980, in order to present the lans for

documenting their FY MO Teacher Center activi fes.

The letter outlined the purposes for documentatfon and

stressed that the Resource Center was seeking full parti-

cipation of states with federal centers, and full reporting

or the use of the 10 percent state entitlement. ;Three

deadlines for data collection were announced (December 15,

1980,- February 15, 1981 and May 1, 1981). The,documentation

13



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: All 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 1900 to the Resource Center. Follow-up was conducted

by telephone and by mail in January 1981.

(4) Letters and additional logs were sent to participants in

January, reminding participants of 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 logs anda 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.

Telephone follow-up was conduCted between May 1 and May 12,

1981 in in effort to include data from all who had agreed

to par. mate. A total of 2951 o9s representing 32 states

were Id 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 or 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. Table 1 names the 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.

14



4

Table 1

FREQUENCY OF DOCUMENTED ACTIVITIES
FOR PARTICIPATING STATES

Number of
Federally

Name of Funded
State Teacher

Centers

Alabama 1

Alaska 1

Arizona* 1

Arkansas 2

California 10

Connecticut 4

District of
Columbia 1

Florida 1

Georgia 2

Guam 1

Idaho 1

Illinois 3

Indiana 5

Iowa** 1

Kansas 2

Kentucky 3

Louisiana** 2

Maine 1

Meryl and 2

Massachusetts 5

Michigan 2

Minnesota 3

Mississippi 3

Missouri** 1

Montana* 2

Nebraska 1

Nevada 1

New Hampshire 1

New Jersey 2

New Mexico** 2

New York 8

North Carolina* 2

Ohio 4

Oklahoma** 2

Oregon 1

Pennsylvania 2

South Cerolina 1

Tennessee 2

Texas 2

Utah** 1

Vermont 2

Virginia** 1

Washington 3

Wisconsin** 1

Number of Activities Logged Total

Each Area of Service Number of
Activities

Proposal Technical Disseminaticug Documented

Development Assistance

2

1

40.

3 1 6

5 1 7

4 1 5

4 1 5

6 5 11

1 14 3 18

3 15 2 20

-- 1 .. 1

.. --

1 9 1 lf

-- 4 1 5

8 20 10 38

-- --

1 10 -- 11

2 1 1 4

.. . -

1 1 1 3

-- 3 1 4

2 16 2 20

2 14 16

..-,
17 1 18

-- 7 -- 7

-- -- --

-- -- --

-- 5 3 8

-- 2 -- 2

3 1 4

3 9 2. 17

-- .. .. ..

-- 3

2 -- 2

-- -- --

3 10 1 14

1 4 1 6

-- 2 2

-- 5 1 6

-- 6 5 11

-- -- . - .-

1 -- 1

-- -- ..

2 5 2 9

-- -. --

Total, 99 33 211 51 295

1:3
,--

* Indicates states that chose not to participate in the documantation effort.
** Indicates states that provided background information but chose not to

forward any decuMentatign legs.

-"wwwmarixamommemmomemmamimmmlamiemIMIKINI111



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

documented showed a r.'de range, regardless of the number of Teacher

Centers served.

Data collection procedures for the bacKground survey were less

complex than those for the activity logs because 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, housing, 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

clarify some information provided earlier.

As previously noted in the "Reporting" section, the major portion

of the background- information appears as a separate document. A

limited amount of profilf data pertinent to the documentation of proposal

development,/technical assistance and dissemination services is included

in this yport.

Data Analysis

An examination of the log instrument which appears in Appendix A

indicates that most of the questions included preformed response

categories. In particular, questions 2, 3, 4a, 4, 4c, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9,

10 and 11 included response categories similar to those developed

during the 1979-80 documentation effort. However, each of these ques-

tions also included a space for the respondent to provide further



Table 2

RANGE IN NUMBER OF ACTIVITIES DOCUMENTED
ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF TEACHER CENTERS SERVED

Nunber of
Teacher Centers
Served

Nunber of
States
Reporti ng

Range in Nunber
of Acti vi ti es
Docunented

rage Nunber
Acti vi ti es

Docunented
WJ

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 2C-38 29.0

8 1 3 3.0

10 1 5 5.0

.17
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description 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 Taole 3, along with a summary of the number of initial,

pre-established (or original) categories for coding.

Additional categories were established by examining a sample of

98 resoonses. Various persons involved in the defign of the study and

the data collection/analysis reviewed the sample responses and assisted

in the establishment of,cetegories. P 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

numerical value (e.g., questions'%7 and 8) were grouped into pre-

established ranges of value. A preliminary analysis of frequencies

and percentages were calculated by the computer on a sample of 187/ -tases4"

Slight adjqiimentE were made in the program at that time, but/the cotrig

Zi ,

categorte's remained the same. All 295 activities were then coded, key-
/

punched, and analyzed. An examination of the full set/cif frequencies
/

,,/-
and percentages revealed th

\

need for collapsing/the responses to

question 7 because of the small number of relpontes in four of the
/

categories. The followina is a summary of-the adjustments that were

made in the original categories:

new categories were created in five (5) questions;
and /'

categortes4ere combined in one (1) question.

Table 3 41.6 intiudes, by item, the changes in the number of categories

anlvtfie t es of changes (e.g., creating new categories and combining

.categg ies) that took place between the initial analysis of the data
,

apdthe final repiirting.

Is



/1 Table 3

NUMBER Of/CATEGORIES FOR EACH LOG ITEM UTILIZED DURING VARIOUS

PHASES OF THE DATA ANALYSIS

Item Subject Number of Pre- Utilized in

Number of Item Established
Categories

Number of Categories

Initial
Data

Analysis

Reporting
Data

-- Name of State (Utilized to code and contact respondents)

-- Respondent

1 Description
of Acti vity*

2 Frequency of Acti vity

2a By month 12 12 12

2b By times per year 8 8 8

3 Primary Methods of 6** 6 6

Service Delivery

4 Type of Acti vity

4a Proposal Devel opnent 6** 6 6

4b Technical Assistance 14*" 16 16

4c Disseninati on 5** 5 5

5 Primary Purpose of
9** 10 10

Acti vity

6 Provi der of Sergi ce 5** 11 11

7 Recipients of' Service 10** 14 10

8 Direct Expenditures 4** 6 7

9 Inkind Expenditures 4** 4 4
A

10 Amount of Time Spent 7** 7 7

Providing Service

11 Outcomes of Acti vity 10** 10 10

(Actual/Anticipated)

12 Additional Information*

* These were open-ended questions for which the data were hand recorded.

"" For these questions there were-one or more spaces for respondents to

further define their respons*.' ,



Finally, the data (with adjusted categories) from the logs were

analyzed using frequencies and percentages. In the questions where

more than one response was 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 determine trends in the data.

A set of "working" tables was developed from the final run of data.

These tables appear as part of a data packet on file at tie Resource

Center. For the/ most part, the tables that appear in the main body of

the report sumMarize the "working" tables.

Data from the background survey were also examined for the 32

states that/rompleted Ooth the logs and background survey. In a

separate analysis, the background data were comoiled fro. 40 states,

which included the 32 states noted above but also included the eight

states iho submitted only the background survey. The relevant profile

data Were reported by frequencies and percentages in the_first part of

Chapter 3.
I

EpiS to the Reader

/ In reviewing the report findings, thereAre several points the

reader should keep in mind. The first is that the stuJy design was

.termed to technical. asaiatance and dia6emination 4envicez phovided

thicough the 10 pacent entiaement to atate4 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 Teacher Centers Program.

20



A second point relates to the framework and definitions used in

this study. Through their acceptance of the IO percent state entitle-

ments, states agree to provide services in two areas: technical

assistance and dissemination. Fon. putpoau oi /ha htudy, a segment

of technical assistance was separated from that area of service and

labeled proposal development; therefore, the findings are presented

for thkee areas of service: pkopoaat development, technical ah4i6tance,

and daaemination.

Finally, the reader should bear in mind the limitations inherent in

a written survey. Of particular concern 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 possible, by modifying procedures and

format based on the previous year's pilot study, by providing technical

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

calls as needed.

2
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CHAPTER 3

DESCRIPTION OF PARTICIPATING STATES

Number of States Participating and Activities Documented

Forty-four states/territories were eligible to participate, in the

documentation of state activities to serve federally funded Teacher

Centers because 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 funded by the federal Teacher Centers

Program.

The respondents documented 295 activities which represented:

33 activities in the area of proposal development
assistance (reported by 15 states);

211 activities describing technical assistance
(reported by 32 states); and

51 dissemination activities (reported by 23 states).

Background Information on Participating States

All 32 states that submitted activity logs, plus eight additional

states that did not document their activities in serving federally

funded Teacher Centers, completed the background survey. Background

information about the 40 states shows that:

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

-14-
22
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most Teacher Center coordinators, in relation to the

Chief State School Officers as level one*, are located

within &vets three through 4ive in the organizational

structure of their SEA's;

the units to which the majority of state Teacher Center

coordinators are assigned and, therefore, in which

Teacher Center responsibilities for service to federally

funded Teacher Centers are housed, are Sta66 Development/

Insekvice Education and/or Teaches. Education/Centi6ica-

tirn;

the majority of Teacher Center coordinators allocate

15 peAcent on .teas oic theit time in 6ut6itting theik

Teacher Centers noLe;

the most'common additional roles of the state Teacher

Center coordinator are Nat4rnat Council o6 States bon

InAenvice Educatton (NCSIE) delegate, Teachen COLN

nepnesentative, and teacher cekti;ication oigeiat;

ifive states have etenicat support 4(446 and nine states

have puiessionat Ata66 in addition to the state

coordinator to serve federally funded Teacher Centers,

but the amount o6 time contributed by the clerical and

professional support staff varties uti.dety among the nine

states; and

26 o6 the 40 states do not use ifedeut feachen Center

Pnognam 6undA bon Aatany; 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.

The findings on background and staffing for the 32 states who

completed both the background survey and documentation. logs show no

major differences in the results frOM those for all 4o 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-

tion.

*The Tenn 'levels" 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 (level 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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The 32 states represent 73 percent of the funded states/

territories.

Within the geographic boundaries of the 32 states are 81

Teacher Center projects, which represent 82 percent of
the federally funded Teacher Centers.

The federal Teacher Center budgets of the 32 states for
FY 1980 range from $5,500 to $194,500 and, togetherfthe
total state entitlements of the 32 states amount to

$1,076,621, which is 83 percent of the $1,289,430 reim-
burseO to ill 44 states/territories by the federal Teacher

Centers Program.

Nineteen of the 32 states reported no use of state entitle-
ments to support salary; the remaining 13 states earmarked
$232,052 for salaries, which represents 22 percent of their

total stt6 entitlements. The 32 states provided jogs of
activities which account for an additional $661,:'57, which

is 61 percent of their total entitlement of $1.,076,621.
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 19 percent of the $1,289,430 reimbursed to
all 44 states/territories by the federal Teacher Centers

Program.

The latter total of $893,409 does not reflect $75,934
reported by six states as carryover, as well as other
carryover 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

295 activities to serve the 81 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.

4

4
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CHAPTER 4

SUMMARY OF STATE TEACHER CENTER SERVICES

Introduction

The results which follow represent 295 activities reported by

32 states participating in the documentation effort. This chapter

describes the delivery of 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 summarized

according to various characteristics, such as the area of service,'

providers and receivers of service, and costs incurred.

The findings will be presented for all activities combined and,

where appropriate, information will be highlighted for the three areas

of service: prd6osal development, technical assistance and dissemina-

tion.

Areas of Service

For purposes of the documentation, the three areas of service

ar'e defined as follows:

pAppooat devetopmemt: 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;*

rnis category excludes proposal review activities for which states
receive federal reimbursement at a rate of $50 per proposal for each

proposal that is reviewed and forwarded toWashington, D.C.; these
funds are separate from the entitlements for state services which are

the subject of-thls-report. However, in some instances where states

documented proposal review activities with costs exceeding the $50 per

proposal rate of federal reimbursement, such activities, are included

under proposal development-in this report; ilso, these activities

tended tojeflect technical assistance in_pfoposal development.

-17- 25



00 technical wiatance: 'excluding all activities related

to proposal development (described above) and dissemina-

tion (described below), any activity designed to assist
Teacher Centers in implerentinetheir projects; and

r

diAsemination: any activity igned to spread informa-

tion to other groups at the I al, regional, state or

national levels about Teacher enters.

Chapter 3 described the frequency of activities in each area of

service and the number of states reporting in each area. Information

is provided in the next section about when or, in cases of continuous

or periodic activities within a state, with what frequency 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 single event, 04 to

indicate the frequency of an activity if describing a continuous or

periodic activity. Figure 1 displays the findings documented for single

events and Table 4 shows the findings for continuous and periodic

activities.

As shown in Figure 1, single events/activities were completed at

a fairly consistent rate during the 12-month period, with the exception

of a peak period during December 1980 and January 1981, a time when

propoial 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 February 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 month for proposal review activities, especially

because of -the short timeline for review of proposals.
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Table 4

FREQUENCY WITH WHICH ACTIVITIES OCCURRED
ACCORDING TO EACH AREA OF SERVICE

Frequency
of

Activity

Areas of Service
All

Activities

Propcsal
Development

Technical
Assistance

Dissemination

Single ActiVity '26 150 27 203

Twice a year .... 14 4 -18

Three times a year 1

i

4 3 8

Four times a year 1 6 2 9

Five or six times

a year

2 12 6 20

Monthly ..... 10 4 14

81-weekly 1 1 ..... 2

Weekly 1 12 2 15

Daily 1 2 3 6

Subtotal 7.- 61 24 92

Total Number

of Activities

33 211 51 295
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Caution is advised in interpreting the information about frequency

of activities according to the month in which they were completed. It

cannot be concluded that the highest or lowest number of activities

occurred during any given month,because not all activities and services

provided by the 32 states were reported.

Some activities took place more than once in the 12-month period

of the docuMentation effort and, for these, the frequency of the

activity rather than the completion date was reported. Table 4 shows

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 ntivities

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 °then than at the Teacher Center project site; a category --
entitled "other" was also included.
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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 dissemination.

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 assistance

activities involved a workshop or conference format, and close to

one-third (31%) of the technica assistance activities included an

on-site meeting. Written correspondence was most often identified

(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-flurth 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 cited most frequently are described in

Table 6.

The most frequently cited activities in the area of proposal

development were providing teshnical-assfStince in planning or develop-

-i-ng-a-OfOposal (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 or the services (18 activities, 54% of all
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Table 5

MOST FREQUENTLY CITED PRIMARY METHODS

BY WHICH SERVICES WERE DELIVERED
FOR EACH AREA OF SERVICE
Frequency/Percentage

Areas of Service Rank Activi N/%*

Proposal Development 1 T phone 13/39%

1 /////;e4/
Written Correspondence 13/39%

// q

-
// /:'

On-Site Meeting 13/39%

Meeting at Other than
.-- Teacher Center Site 11/33%

Technical Astistance 1 Workshop/Conference 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
Teacher Center_lite-1-1/22%

3 Telephone 9/18%

* Percentages will not equal 100
not include activities classifi
ties are cited more than once b
bination with other activities.

percent because (1) this table does
ed as "other" and (2) some activi-

ecause they were carried out in com-
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Table 6

MOST FREQUENTLY CITED ACTIVITIES FOR
EACH AREA OF SERVICE
Frequency/Percentage

Areas of Service Rank Acti vi t; N/%*

Proposal
Development Provided Technical Assistance

i n P1 anni ng/Devel opi ng Proposal 18/55%

2 Notified Groups 17/52%

3 Critiqued Proposal Draft 12/36%

4 Provided Assistance for Continuation
Proposal 7/21%

Techni cal
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 ProviftLServices/Tratiling -- / 9-110-Ft7

Di sseminati on 1 Published /Distributed Written
Inf onn ati on 30/59%

2 Provided Financial Support for
Materi al s Preparation 14/27%

3 Provided Technical; Information 11/22%

4 Other 10/20%

* Percentages will not equal 100 percent because (1) this table does not in-
clude activities classified ef ; other" and (2) some activities are cited
moreNthan once because they j'e carried out in combination with other
activities.

I
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proposal development activities) involved a combination of any two or

all three of the following activities: notifying groups, 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 national meetings or conferences (35%). Also cited in

19 to 23 percent of the logs were the followin: linking 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 Iv linking to experts included: basic

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

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

ment; stress management; and computers. Sample topics for training

included: basic skills; obtaining grants; funding services; record

keeping; state and local planning for inservice needs; and media

production.

Several of the major technical assistance activities occurred

with notable frequency in combi, tiortieth 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 cllent access

state or federal resources to serve the need of the

Teacher Center project;



providing linkage with Teacher Centers or related

groups at the state, regional or/national levels

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

Dissemination activities most often involved the publication or

distribution of written information, such as brochures and newsletters

about Teacher Centers (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 about the design

or distribution of communications about Teacher Centeri, and "other"

miscellaneous activities, such as providing speakers and presentatiOns

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 frequency. These

were: assi:I. ing/developing materials and publishing_or-distributing---

written information.

Appendix D contains a complete rank ordered listing of all docu

mented activities for each of the three areas of service.

Providers of Services

Table ',7 displays information, according to role group, of the

most frequent providers of service in each of the three areas of

service. The figures reflect the participation of the role group,

whether involved alone or in concert with other groups, as the service

provider. Clearly, the state Teacher Center coordinator was most

often the provider of services. This is the case /in all three areas
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Table 7

PROVIDERS OF SERVICE BY ROLE GROUP

FOR EACH AREA OF SERVICE
Frequency/Percentage

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%

Technical r--

Assistance 1 SEA Coordinator 99/47% _

2 Other SEA Staff __ Man--

Teacher Center Project Staff 40/19%

4 - TeaCher Center Staff/Coordinators
from Other States 27/13%

Dissemination 1 SEA Coordinator 28/55%

2 Other SEA Staff 17/33%

3 Teacher Center Project Staff 10/20%

3 Teacher Center Staff/Coordinators

from Other States 10/20%

* Percentages will not equal 100 percent because (1) this table does not in-

clude activities classified as "other" and (2) some activities are cited

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

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

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

the state Teacher Center coordinators were most often involved are

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

Center coordinators most often:

notified groups;

provided technical assistance for developing a
proposal; and

critiqued draft proposals:

Technical assistance services most often provided by the state

Teacher Center coordinators were:

provided linkage with groups;

--eproWdidfinancial sgpport for clients to attend
state, regional or national conferences or work-

shops;

assisted with statewide staff development plan;

responded to technical questions; and

assisted clients in accessing state/federal
resources.

The state Teacher Center coordinator was most often listed as pro-

viding the following dissemination services:

published/distributed written information;

provided financial support for preparation of
materials; and

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-

tently listed as the second most frequent provider of services, but in

beach service area there is a considerable gap between the number of serv-

ices provided by the state Teacher Center coordilator 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: tf State Teacher Center coordinator, other SEA

staff and Teacher Center project staff. The state coordinators were

involved in about half (149/51%) of all services provided, with their

involvement in proportion to other groups 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 areas of service, being involved in 18 to 20 percent of

the activities in each area.

Further analysis of the data, beyoftl 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:
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Table 8

EXTENT OF INVOLVEMENT OF MAJOR ROLE GROUPS,
ALONE OR IN COMBINATION, PROVIDING SERVICE IN EACH AREA OF SERVICE

Frequency/Percentage

Rale Group of Provider Areas of Service

of Service, Alone or Al)

in Combination with Services

Other Roles Proposal Development Technical Assistance Dissemination

(N / % *) (N/P) (N/%*) (N / % *)

SEA Coordinator 22/67% 99/47% 28/55% 149/51%

Other SEA Staff 9/27% 49/23% 17/33% 75/25%

Teacher. Center Project Staff 6/18% 40/19%, 10/20% 56/19%

* Percentages will not equal 100 percent because (ly this- -table focuses solely on he 3 major role groups

who provided services and therefore sane 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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for putopo4at devetopment and dimenanation, the
state Teacher Center coordinator'most often pro-*
vided these services alone or with involvement
from other SEA staff; and

e for technieat aaaiatance, the State Teacher Center
coordinator generally provided these services
alone or with other SEA staff or Teacher Center

project staff.

Recipients of Services

States with federally funded Teacher Centers receive an amount

equal 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 to federal Teacher Centers and disseminate information about them,

statewide. As part of the technical assistance function, many states

select to provide proposal 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 role groups most often served, and

group size and numberi, of participants in activities for each of the

major role groups.

Role Group Representation. In all three areas cf service -

pr)posal development, technical assistance and dissemination -.the

cl;Ots served represent several groups. These groups, as shown in

Tot,le 9, are primarily federal Teacher Center project staff and policy

board, local education agency (LEA -) teachers and administrators, and

personnel from institutions of higher education (IHE). The extent to

which each group is a primary recipient of 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

Areas of Service Rank Rose of Client Group N/%*

Proposal

Development -,_ 1 Fediaral TeachersCenter Project Staff 24/73%

2 LEA Administrators 15/45%

3 LEA Teachers 11/33%

4 IHE Personnel 10/30%

5 Federal Teacher Center Policy Boards 7/21%.

r

Technical
Assistante 1 Federal Teacher Center Policy Boards 159/75%

2 Federal Teacher Center Project Staff 144/68k

3 SEA Coordinators/Staff 73/35%

4 LEA Teachers 62/29%

/ , 5 LEA Administrators 36/17%

Disseminatiori 1 LEA Teachers 33/65%

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 not 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.
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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 devlopment services, federal Teacher Center project staff

were the primary recipients (24 activities/73% of all proposal develop-

ment services), followed next by LEA administrators (15/45%), LEA

teachers (11/33%), and THE personnel (10/30%). A fairly similar rank-

ing emerges for client groups receiving dissemination 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 cluster meetings, Resource Center workshops, and. national

meetings for informational purposes and skills building. LEA teachers

(62/29%) and administrators (36/17%) also were recipients of 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 aften 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 development, technical assistance and dissemination

(reported in Table 6), along with the number of times selected groups

were recorded as recipients of the activity of service (reported in

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 reflect various aspects of the SEA role in developing

skills or obtaining information needed to provide services to client

groups.

Trt all 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 paisticular 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 notable frequency. Respondents to the survey seem

to have recorded SEA coordinator/staff as recipients of services for
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Table 10

SERVICES TO MAJOR GROUPS
Frequency

Frequency of Service to Major Groups

Most Frequent Federal Federal
Activities in Teacher Teacher LEA SEA

Each Area of Service Center Center LEA Ado) ni str a- IHE Coordinator/
Project Staff/ Teachers tors Personnel Staff
Staff Board

(N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N)

now

Proposal Development

Provided Technical Assistance
to P1 inn, ng/Devel aping Proposal 12 4 6 6 5 1

Notified Groups 13 3 7 7 9 1

Critiqued Proposal Draft 9 4 4 4 4 2

Provided Ass' stance for
Continuation Proposal 5 3 3 3 2 1

Techni 91 Assistance

Provided Linkage With Groups 54 34 20 13 16 34

Provided Financial Support to
Attend Neetings/Crinforences 57 27 14 9 6 29

Linked Clients to Consultants 36 19 21 13 . 11 20

Accessed State/Federal Resources 34 13 10 9 7 16

Provided Services/Training

pisseal nett on

29 15 18 11 9 14

Publ ished/Distri kited Written
I nfonaati on 19 10 20 18 17 8

Provided Financi*1 Support for
Materials Prim., mtion a 4 11 8 5 3

Provided Technical Intermit' on 7 4 6 1 4 3

Other 3 - 7 7 4 1
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activities in which they were participants, either as paid consultants

to assist in implementing a service (pkovideica o6 savice) or as part

of a larger group at a regional, state or national meeting.

Number of Participants and Group Size. An additional perspectlye

on client groups served through the 10 percent state entitlements may
//

oe obtained from a review of the numbers and types of partitipants,

according to their role groups, who received services.

Table 11 describes the range in numbers of participants or recipi-

ents of att documented services in relatior to specific role groups or

primary affiliation (e.g., Teacher Center policy board, LEA administra-

tor). Teacher Center project 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 (84/28%) 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 often cited for all 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 25people reported, with the exception of a single
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Table 11

NUMBER AND TYPE OF PARTICIPANTS FOR ALL DOCUMENTED ACTIVITIES
Frequency/Percentage

Type of Participant

Other
Number of Federal Federal Funded

Other OtherParticipants Teacher Teacher Teacher LEA LEA IHE SEA SEA Staff OtherCenter Center Center Teachers Adninis- Person"- Coordinator/ Staff DevelopmentProject
Staff

Policy
Board

Staff/
Board

trators nel Staff Programs
,

(NA) (14/%) (01/%) (N/%) (14/%) (N/%) (N/%) (N/%) (N/%) ' (11/%)'

1 - 5 131/44% 36/12% 9/ 3% 24/ 8% 32/11% 28/ 9% 75/25% 25/ 9% 16/ 5% 14/ 5%
6 -10 19/ 6% 9/ 3% 3! 1% 8/ 3% 10/ 3% 6/ 2% 3/ 1% 4/ 1% 5/ 2% 6/ 2%
11 - 25 20/7% 20/7% 8/3% 11/ 4% 4/ 1% 8/ 3% --- 4/ 1% 4/ 1% 3/ 1%
26 - 50 10/ 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% 1:4' Si 1/0.5% 5/ 2% 9/ 3% 3/ 1% --- 3/ 1% .... 1'0.5%
101 - 500 2/ 1% - -- 3/ 1% 18/ 6% 7/ 2% 3/ 1% W..
501 - 1000 ...

- -- 4/ 1% 1/0.5% - -- - -- 1/0.5% 1/0.5%
1000 or more ... ..... 11/ 4% 2/ 1% - -- - -- - -- - -- 1/0.51
Amount not
Specified 12/ 4% 6/ 2% 6/ 2% 10/ 3% 13/ 4% 9/ 3% 7/ 2% ;/ 1% 8/ 3% 7/ 2%

Total 196/66% 95/321 34/12% 106/36% 84/28% 63/21% 88/30% 46/16% 38/13% 35/12%
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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-fourth (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_rtnk ordered list, for each area of service, of the most

frequently cited purposes for providing services. In the area or pro-

posal 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 providing 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%), improving 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

Areas of Service Rik Primary Purpose N/%*

Proposal
Development 1 _Provide Planbing/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 63/33%

5 Increase Client Group Knowledge 62/29%

Dissemination 1 'Create Awareness/Understanding 35/69%

2 Provide/ExchangetInfonnation 28/55%

3 Obtain Increased Support 19/37%

4 Improve Communications 17/33%

* Percentages will not equal 100 percent because (1) this table does not in-

clude activities classified as "other" and (2) sane activities are cited

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

activities.
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Further analysis of the. data showed that 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 assistance activities; and, creating aware-

ness and understanding about Teacher Centers was a purpose common to

both proposal development and dissemination activities.

For many activities, multiple purposes were cited. Several

examples will 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: providing 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-
a

pated or actual, that might be identified in relation to the activity

described. All 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



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 develcpent activities

included multiple outcomes, and 185 (88%) of the technical assistance

activities and 39 (76%) of the dissemination activities reported more

than one outcome.

Table 13 provides a description in rank order of the outcomes

reported for each area of service. In the table, no distinction is

made between actual and anticipated outcomes.

Proposal development outcomes showed that proposals were developed

(29 activities/88% of all propOial development activities), skills or

knowledge were increased (16/48%), written information was disseminated

(7/21%), and/or a specific product 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 supported (105/50%), 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 information was noted most often (33 activi-

ties/65%) as an outcome, occurring for almost two-thirds of all activities

documented in the area of dissemination services. Other outcomes noted

for dissemination were increased skills or knowledge (21/41%), specific
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Table 13

MOST FREQUENTLY, REPORTED OUTCOMES

OF DOCUMENTED ACTIVITIES FOR EACH AREA OF SERVICE

Frequency/Percentage

Areas of Service Rank Outcome N/%*

Proposal
Development 1 Proposal Devel oped 29/88%

2 Increased Skills/Knowledge 16/48%

3 Written Inforniation Disseminated 7/21%

4 Specific Product Developed 6/18%

Techni cal
Assistance 1 Increased Skills/Knowledge 152/72%

Supported Project Goals 105/50%

3 Teacher Center Operating More
Effectively 101/48%

4 Increased 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%

3 Specific Product Developed 19/37%

4 _Supported Project Goals 17/33%

5 Communication Network Established 15/29%

(

* Percentages will not equal 100 percent because (1) this table does not in-
clude activities classified as "other" and (2) some activities are cited
more than once because they were carried out in combination with other
activities .

52



--rt

43

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

communication network established (15/29%).

Two types of outcomes applied to activities across all three areas=

of service: increased skills or knowledge and written information

disseminated. Several outcomes were common to just two of the three

service areas: suppolIing 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 development as well as

dissemination activities. Examples of specific products developed -

include updating and revision of curriculum; refinement and distribu-

tion of needs assessment survey; budget manual developed; brochure

conveying Teacher Center philosophy developed; model for coordination

of staff development programsand activities designed; inservice

resource guide developed; contract developed; and plan for institution-

alizing Teacher Center produced.

Resources, Including Funding

The delivery of services to Teacher Center projects or to client

groups interested in developing Teacher Centers is accomplished through

several types of support. For each documented activity, the respondent

was asked to describe the approximate amount q time spent on the

activity, the total dineet expenditunea required to carry out the

activity, and whether or not .i.nkind contAibutiona 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 Center coordinator, regardless of source of funds for salary, and

oihei. SEA support staff who'se.salarieiare paid in whole or part by

5,3



Table 14

AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT BY STATE
STAFF CO ALL DOCUMENTED ACTIVITIES

Frequency/Percentage

44

Areas of Service

Amount
of Time Proposal

Development

(Ni%)

Technical

Assistance
(N/%)

None

Less thin 1 hour

MD 06 411.

41110

2/ 1%

12/ 6%

1-2 hours 2/ 6% 11/ 5%

3-4 hours 3/ 9% 18/ 8%

5-10 hours 15/45% 38/18%

2-3 days 8/24% 48/23%

4-5 days 3/9% 47/22%

'More than 5 days 2/ 6% 35/17%

Amount Not Specified

All

Dissemination Activities

(N/%) (N/%)

1/ 2%

8/16%

1/ 2%

7/14%

12/24%

7/14%

3/ ei

11/22%

1/0.5%

3/ 1%

20/ 7%

14/ 5%

28/10%

65/22%

63/21%

48/16%

1/0.5%

Total 33 211 51 295
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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. Ttme spent

on dissemination services varied considerably across the logs; the

amount of time most often noted by the survey participants was 5-10 hours,

followed next by ktime requirement of more than five days, then less

than an hour for implementation of a service. The nature of the task at

hand, scope and.complexity, likely plays a role in the varying time-

frames. For example, forwarding 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, when added to the figure for combined salary costs from

the 10 percent 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 fol each area of service, as well as for all

activities.

For ate 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 majwity of

these grants were classified as technical assistance. Four of the 11

grants involved relatively large sums Of 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 through grants. Examples of grants iha 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);
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EXPENDITURES OF TEACHER CENTER FUNDS
BY TYPE OF ACTIVITY AND ITEM

Item of
Expenditure

Areas of Service

Proposal Development Technical Assistance Di ssemi nati on

Personnel $2,462 $ 56,903 $19,412

Materials, Sup-
plies, Printing

1,882 31,476 24,761

Travel, Lodging, 3,159 172,322 4,100
Per Diem

Meeting Roans MB IND OM 450 1,400

Conference IND MI OM 2,748 MD./MM.

Registrati on

Grants to Teacher 101000 274,497 1,600
Centers

Other 15 56,655 7,515

Totals $7,518 $595,051 $58,788

All

Acti % lti es

$ 78,777

58,119

179,581

1,850

2,748

276,097

64,185

$6,357
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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).

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/conferences

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 items listed in Table 14, such as personnel

costs to support consultants to help address project needs or travel costs

to meet with other groups within the state or beyond state borders.

Travel costs for all activities ranked second in amount of dollars

expended ($179,581/27%), followed next but in considerably lower amounts

by personnel costs* ($78,777/12%), other ($64,185/10%), and materials,

supplies and printing ($58,119/9%). Examples of expenditures in the

"Other" category included payment for released time for teachers, sub-

scriptions, a $30,000 grant 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 total 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 salary by the federal



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 in the area of proposal development, were most often

provided to support the following activities:

provide technical assistance for proposal development;

critique draft of proposal;

notify groups about pertinent information; and

provide proposal writing training.

The purpose most often cited for travel expenses in the area of proposal

development was "provide planning/design assistance," followed next in

frequency by "develop client skills."

Technical assistance services, based on expenses reported for 186

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

three areas of service, with total 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, the activity reporting the

highest expenditures, was provided earlier in this section. A more

detailed analysis of travel expenses, the second highest expenditure

item in the area of technical assistance, showed that such costs were

most often used to support the following activities:

*Personnel costs listed here are exclusive of salary paid to Teacher Center

coordinators/staff; such costs reflect payment for consultants to assist

client groups.



provide financial support to attend state, regional or

national conferences or workshops;

provide linkage with groups;

facilitate exchange of ideas;

provide consultant services or training; and

link client to consultants or ixperts in a given field.

Purposes most often cited for activities with travel expenses were:

provide or exchange information;

improve communication/networking;

develop client skills;

increase client knowledge of resources; and

generate ideas for projects.

Dissemination expenses, as reported on 40 logs, amounted to $58,768

(9% of all costs documented on the activity logs) and most often reflected

costs for materials, supplies and printing ($24,761), 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:

create awareness/understanding;

provide/exchange information;

obtain increased support for Teacher Centers; and

improve communication/networking.
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In addition to examining the amount of funds expended for various

items, it is also helpful to review the frequency with which funds are

expended for the activities, focusing on both the purpose for the expen-

diture and the range in amount of dcllars 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 rireas 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 most often fell into the $201 to $500 range;

and of the 167 activities which included 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) fromr$100 to $500.

Technical assistance expenditures, as shown in Table 18, were most often

used for travel, with such expenses cited for about two-thirds of the

a

activities documented for technical assistance; travel costs for about

half of the technical assistance activities with travel costs logged (70

activities) ranged from $201 to $1,000. The majority of Rersonnel

expenditures for technical assistance (14 activities) ranged from $201

to $2,000, and office expenses 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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Tab;e 16

EXPENDITURES FOR ALL DOCUMENTED ACTIVITIES BY AMOUNT
Frequency/Percentage

Amount of
Expenditure
in Dollars Personnel

(14/%)

Category of Expenditures

Materials, Travel, Lodging,
Suppli(es, Printing Per

N

Diem
Meeting
Rooms
(NA)

Conference
Registration

(NA)

Grants to Other
Teat her Center's

(N/R) (NA)

None

1 - 25

26 - 50

51 - 100

101 - 200

201 - 500

501 - 1000

1001 - 2000

2001 - 5000

More than
5000

-1'

252/851

WO

3/ 1%

4/ 1%

8/ 3%

7/ 2%

12/ 4%

8/ 3%

1/0.5%

214/73%

7/ 2%

9/ 3%

10/ 3%

9/3%

16/ 5%

10/ 3%

7/ 2%

7/2%

1/0.5%

128/43%

2/ 1%

14/ 4%

12/ 4%

18/ 6%

45/15%

37/13%

18/ 6%

15/ 5%

5/ 2%

288/98%

..111M

1/0.5%

2/ 1%

2/ 1%

1/0.5%

Poommb

110.5%

287/97%

3/ 1%

1/0.5%

2/ 2%

1/0.5%

1/0.5%

OD

284/96%

40 40 40

- - -

MP.

. 1/0.5%

2/ 1%

8/ 3%

284/96%

1/0.5%

1/0.5%

4/ 1%

2/ 1%

2/ 1%

1/0.5%

Mount not
specified _ 5/ 2% 1/0.5% .4111.01, ..4110

Total 295 295 295 295 205 295 295

3
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Table 17

EXPENDITURES FOR PROPOSAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES BY AMOUNT
Frequency/Percentage

Amount of
Expenditure
in Dollars

Category of Expenditures

Personnel

(Ntg)

Materials,
Supplies, Printing

(N/%)

Travel, Lodging,
Per Di em

Meeting
Rooms
(N/%)

Conference
Registration

(N/%)

Grants to
Teacher Centers

(N/%)

Other i

(N/%) .

None 30/91% 21/63% 19/58% 33/100% 33/100% 33/1000% 33/100%

1 - 25 4/12%

26 - 50 1/ 3% 2/ 6%

51 - 100 3/ 9% 1/ 3% - --

101 - 200 5/15%

201 - -500 2/ 6% 3/ 9% 4/12% ... ... - --

501 - 1000 1/ 3% 1/ 3% - --

1001 - 2000 --- 1/ 3% ... ---

2001 - 5000 ... -.. --- ---
More than

5000

Amount not
specified 1/ 3% MIM M

MM.

MM.

Total 33 33 33 33 33 33 33



Table 18

EXPENDITURES FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES BY AMOUNT

Frequency/Percentage

Amount of
Expenditure
in Dollars

ti Category of Expenditures

Personnel Materials, Travel, Lodging,

Supplies, Printing Per Diem

(N/X) (NA)

Meeting
Rooms

(NA)

Conference
Registration

(N/II)

Grants to
Teacher Centers

(N/%)

Other

(NiX)

None

1 - 25

26 - 50

51 - 100

101 - 200

201 - 500

501 - 1000

1001 - 2000

2001 - 5000

More than
5000

Amount not
specified

178/84%,

- --

- --

3/ 1%

4/ 2%

6/ 3%

4/ 2%

9/ 4%

6/ 3%

1/0.5%

- --

171/81%

2/ 1%

6/ 3%

7/ 3%

4/ 2%

7/ 3%

5/ 2%

4/ 2%

4/ 1%

1/0.5%

2/ 1%

-7111111111=111171112i

68/32%

2/ 1%

12/ 6%

8/ 4%

13/ 6%

36/17%

34/16%

17/ 8%

15/ 7%

5/ 2%

1/0.5%

206/98%

- - -

1/0.5%

1/0.5%

1/0.5%

1/0.5%

1/0.5%

eagOM

203/96%

3/1%

1/0.5%

2/ 1%

1/0.5%

1/0.5%

0.40

MVO.

285/95%

OP. ON

OR

2 /1%

8/ 4%

205/97%

Med.

1/0.5%

2/ 1%

1/0.5%

2/ 1%

.4000

Total 211 211 211 211 211 211 211
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Table 19

EXPENDITURES FOR DISSEMINATION ACTIVITIES BY AMOUNT
Frequency/Percentage

Amount of
Expenditure
in Dollars

Category of Expenditures

Personnel

(N/%)

Materials,
Supplies, Printing

(N/%)

Travel, Lodging,
Per Dien

(N/%)

Meeting
Rooms

(N/%)

Conference
Registration

(N/%)

Grants to
Te4cher Centers

(N/%)

Other

(N/%).

None

1 -25

26 - 50

51- 100

101 - 200

201 - 500

501 - 1000

1001 - 2000

2001 - 5000

More than

Amount not
specified

44/86%

/Par CO

2/4%

3/ 6%

2/ 4%

22/43%

1/ 2%

2/ 4%

5/10%

6/1.7"

5/10%

3/ 6%

5/10%

41/80%

3/ 6%

5/10%

2/ 4%

49/96%

-

1/ 2%

1/ 2%

51/100%

Mr ABM

93/96%

Ob.=

es.1

1/ 2%

46/92%

1/ 2%

2/ 4%

1 /2%

1/ 2%

2/ 4%

SI CI 51 51
Total

4.

Ca

70

.

o.



than half of the activities with such expenses (1F 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 requested.

Inkind contributions were noted for the majority (185/62%) of all docu-

mented activities. For each area of service, inkind contributions were

made as follows:

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

127 (60%) of the technicat cussiAtance activities benefited from

inkind contributions; and

34 (67%) of the dasemihation services were carried out with

inkind contributions.

As shown in Table 20, inkind contributions were most often (164

activities/56%) 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 Program. Contributions were also frequent in the off ice 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 travel, lodging or per diem expenditures were

considerably less frequent (31/11%) than those reported in the previous

two expense categories.



Table 20

INK IND CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ALL DOCUMENTED ACTIVITIES
Frequency/Percentage

,

Areas of Service
Type of All

ServicesInki nd
Contri buti on Proposal Devel opment Techni cal A ssi stance Di sseni nati on

( N/%*) ( N/%*) ( N/%*) ( N/%*)

Personnel 21/64%* 112/53% 31/61% 164/56%

Mated als, Suppli es,
Printing 4/12% 51/24% 15/29% 70/24%

Travel, Lodging, Per Dien 2/ 6% 25/12% 4/ 8% 31/11%

Other ___ 6/ 3% ___ 6/ 2%

* The percentage represents the number of activities that reported i nki nd contributions. (i .e. , 64% of the
proposal development activities included i nki nd contributions for human resources ) .



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 activities in the areas of proposal development,

technical assistance and dissemination. Examples were selected to re-

flect at least one documented service for each of the top ranker'

activities in each area of service (listed in Table 6). Selection

criteria for the examples presented in this chapter also included variety

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

outcoms, and a wide range in resource uttlilation, including SEA staff

time, direct costs and inkind contributions.

In essence, the intent of this chapter is to provide concrete but

bhies deacraptiono oi Wivitiu that were Aummatized in the previous

chapter according,t6 characteristics selected for this study.

Proposay-Development

Several examples of proposal development services by states to their

client groups follow. Each example reflects one of the top-ranked proposal

development str-vtces (as-listed_in Table 6).

Technical Assistance in Developing Proposals. One state reported

planning and holding a one-day proposal writing workshop in January 1981.

-58-
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,Participants brought to the workshop drafts of their Teacher Center

proposals which were critiqued by the state staff person assigned full

time to Teacher Centers and consultants from higher eeJcation. 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 skills 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 Application Process Statewide.

Immediately following the publication of the December 8 Federal Register,'

announcing the Teacher Centers Regulations and proposal deadline, o*

state agency initiated its statewide notification process. Th person

employed half time by the state agency with Teacher Cente funds sent

out a notice including proposal requirements and dear Ines, and National

Program Regulations to LEA's and IHE's. The co espondence also in-

cluded information on the technical assis ce and,proposal writing

training available through the state .gency (including assistance in

critiquing drafts) during the prdCess. The purpose of the notification
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was primarily to create awareness and understanding of the application

process, and also of the services available from the state agency. The

mailing went to about 300 administrators, teachers, higher education

representatives, and/federal Teacher Center project staff and policy

board persons.

The expehses for printing and mailing were about $440. The salary

of the state coordinator who assisted in the development of the state

notlfication and application process was contributed by the state. It

/(Was 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 .gym their Teacher Centers' entitlements. One

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

tor and a professor from the state university reviewed and ranked three

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

the federal evaluation criteria, a$ 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, duplicating

and mailing 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 jtist for the existing Teacher Centers

in that state. Training was provided in proposal writing, and techni-

cal assistance in proposal planning 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 and tnree 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 proposal development and three proposals

resubmitted.

Technical Assistance

The examples which fellow 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

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 plans for staff development. One of these states, for examP)e,

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 personnel,

and education professional organizations have 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 centering and block grants,

should block grants become a reality.

rinancial 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 policy board members 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 be,described below.

0 One coordinator reported bringing together directors and policy

board members of federally funded Centers, non-funded Cent .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 consultant;7 along with the state coordi-

nator, provided the content for the meetings. Participants included 54

individuals from the following groups: federal Teacher Center project

staff and _policy board members, Teacher ranter staff or board members

funded through sources °theft than the federal program, local teachers,

administrators and higher education personnel.



Annual costs for these activities are reported at $4,000, including

personnel, materials, travel and indirect costs. The SEX contributpd

o

personnel and printing costs. The coordinator reported spending five

days facilitating this activity. Outcomes included: increased skills

and knowledge for participants, increased effectiveness in operating

Teacher Centers; communications networks developed; goals ofgTeacher

Centers supported.

Another state reported sending membersof policy boards to visit

other Teacher Centers. This activity was done twice during the year

for the purpose of linking policy board members with other Centers and

providing a vehicle through which Teacher Center projects could excnange

information and ideas.

Five board members made site visits costing $142.58 in travel costs.

The state coordinator, whose time was 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

board members from other projects, and to increase the effective opera-

tion of the Teacher Center.

Linking Clients with Consultants. The state role of linking client

need with consultant resources to meet those needs is-illustrated by

"the f011owing two examples. In one-state-having eight federally funded

Centers, a computerized information retrievaj system to be used by

teachers served by those projects was funded by the state from its

entitlement. The purpose of the system is to provide necessary informa-

tion to teachers quickly and efficiently.

In this case, an outside consultant was hired by the 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: increased knowledge for teachers, increased

use by teachers of state or national resources, 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 planning and design assistance for Center activities in

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 other 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 travel.

The SEA contributed the coordinator's personnel expenses for SEA consul-

tants. The outcome of the match up betWeen consultants and Center need

_- ---
in science education -was documented as increased skills and knowledge in

that area.

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

ies of two site visits to each of three federally funded Centers to

discuss 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 Teacher Center project

staff, policy board members, administrators and higher 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 policy

board training focused on issues of secondary teacher participation in

Teacher Center activities. (Special needs identified were basic skills

and curriculum development.) Consultants were used froma Teacher

Center in another state to provide the training.

A total of $360 was used to,pay for travel of the consultants who

charged no fee._ The coordinator 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 utilize 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; assisted with the implementation of the 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, increased use by Centers of state and national re-

sources, and support of evaluation activities.

In a second example, the state provided a giant in the form of a memo

u.4(

of understanding with the Center to support policy board travel, policy

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

agreement with the Center, was contributed by the SEA. Outcomes included

supporting the goals of the Center; supporting evaluation activities

and assisting the Center in operating more effectively.

Dissemination

The following examples illustrate a variety of services provided by

the SEA's in the area of dissemination. Each example reflects one of

et

the top ranked types of dissemination activities (as shown in Table 6).

Publications About Teacher Centers. In addition to themony news-

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

federal Centers, several states reported developing special booklets and

monographs. One example is a booklet entitledv"Participant Planned

Staff Development." During a six-month period, the state Teacher Center

coordinator and a support staff member paid out of Teacher Center funds,

worked with other state agency staff and a primate.consulting firm to

,,develop this booklet. Tasks inlived editing, overseeing production

consultants and working with an advisory committee representing Centers

and other groups on draping and revising the-document. The purpose of

the booklet was to create awareness and inc ased understanding of Teacher

Centers and to provide information. Four housand five hundred (4,500)

booklets were distributed to local teachers, school district administra-

tors, higher education personnel, stale agency staff, and personnel from

other staff development programs, including Teacher Corps.

A total of $7,500 was paid to the consulting firm from the state

entitlement. The SEA donated staff time and all materials and supplies.

The SEA Coordinator and support staff spent more than 10 worying days op"
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this activity. Outcomes include the development and distribution of the

booklet, and encouragement for establishing staff development approaches

consistent with Teacher Center philosophy, statewide.

Providingtinancial Support 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 visiting key staff within the

SEA and visiting key staff from major professional agencies. The coor-

dinator reported a total of six such visits fcr the purpose of building

awareness of, and obtaining s;reased 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 required three working days,

and the coordinator's salary was contributed by the lEA. The coordina-

tor anticipated that the visits Ivould increase understanding about

Teacher Centers.

Promoting Public Awareness of Teacher Centeri.4. One state devel-

oped a public/community relations program designed to promote greater

awareness of teacher centering. In this case, speakers°were provided

and presentations were matte to, state pr',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 travel. The SEA contributed supplies and

materials an-dffiff time totaling 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 Visual Productions. One state coordinator reported working

with the technical assistance team from the SEA, personnel 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 three week period, during which time Teacher

Center project staff wrote the script.

A total of$260 from the state erititlelent was used for travel ex-

penses during the filming. The state agency contributed salary expenses

forl the coordinator and the SEA technical assistance team, salary and

expenses for 10 staff members of the educational television station, and

materials and equipment. The coordinator estimates having spent a total

s

Of 17 days on this activity. The outcomes included a 30 minute film

program, statewide exposure to federal Teacher Centers and increased sup-

port for Teacher Center gcals.
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CHAPTER 6

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

This report has described 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 Program, and has detailed the services logged

by 32 states reflecting the use of their 10 percent state entitlements.

Descriptioniof selected activities were iTsrproviaed as d bdttliJ le DI"

the various services that were documented. Findincs were generally

described for all services combined, as well as for each of the three

areas of service, as defined for this study: proposal development,

technical assistance and dissemination. The sections which follow

summarize and discuss the major findings and provide suggestions for

future consideration.

Overview and Methodology

The documentation effort, sponsored by the National Teacher

Center Resource Center, involved the collection of data on two sepa-

rate forms from states receiving federal Teacher Centers Program funds

and who agreed to participate. A background survey was used on a one-

time basis to collect information on Teacher Center coordinators with

respect to their tevet in the otOnizationat 4tAucturte in relation to

the Chief State School Officer, unit to hich they are assigned, time

-69-
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attocated bon. theik Teachek Centet note, and additionat note4 of the

coordinators. It also sought information on sataky and time attot-

ment4 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

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

on a three-phase time basis, with due dates for submission of logs to

the Resource Center of December 15, 1980, February 15, 1981 and May 1,

1981.

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 effort 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%) chose to do so and submitted both the background
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survey and activity logs. An additional eight states had agreed to

participate, but submitted only the background survey; therefore, back-

ground information 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 Teacher-Centers Program.

Nineteep of the 32 states reported no use-of state entitlements to

support salary; the remainino11,-sfies earmarked $232,052 for salaries,

which represents 22 percent of their tot31 state entitlements. The 32

states provide loos of activities which account for an additional

$661,357, which is 61 percent of their total state entitlements. The

combined salary and activity costsstotal $893,409, which represents

83 percent of the total entitlement for the 32 states.

Background Survey Highliahts'

Background information from the 40 states who responded to the

one-time survey indicated that most Teacher Center coordinators, in

related to the Chief State School Officers as level one, are located

within teveth three VI/cough Icive in the organizational structure of

their SEP,s and arP a44.igned to Sta66 Vevetopment/Inakvice Education

and/on initchek Education/Centi6ication unitA. The majority of the

coordinators are ahAigned ne4ponsibitity bon Auk Teacher' Center note

15 pekcent on tat. otc theik time, and-their most common additionat

---

notes she NCS1E detegate, TeatheA CON04 tidizon, and teacher!. ceicti.iica-

tiPn
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In addition to the state coordinator, iive of the 40 states have

eteticat Auppoitt staki and nine states have p4oAusionat support 4tai4

whose salaries are paid in whole or part through the state entitlements

to -serve federally funded Teacher Centers. The amount otf time contitibated

by suppott vakie6 widety among the states.

Stmalbt, only 14 of the 40 states use any portion of7their state

entitlements to support salary costs; therefore,,244the 40 states

have avaitabte att oti gedekat Teacho-tentelt Program 4unda ion

precoam eilioAta and, of the other 1 tiates, 13 spend 45 percent or

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

orrs, ":-. .--

Highlights o1 Services to Teacher Centers

descriptions prdvided 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 technical assistance, but also included were .

proposal development (33/11%) and dissemination services (51/17%).

Further, the purpose and type of activities documented appear to reflect

fulfillment of the intent and objectives of the state role in serving

Teacher Centers, and the reported outcomes reflect the intent of provid-

ing information about Teacher Centers, increasing skills amount Teacher

Center project staff and policy boards, and enhancing attainment of

project objectives.

The summary which follows describes the major findings regarding each

aspect or characteristic of the services which are represented in this

report.

I

a
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Tbne Span 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.

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 The majority of activities were carried out using

a,single delivery method.

Most frequently cited delivery methods for each area

of service were:

puposat devetopment telephone, written
correspondence, meeting at the local site;

fonhoirnP aAAiAtanev - workshop or conference,

on-site meeting, meeting at location other

than the Teacher Center site;
4

dissemination - written correspondence, on-
site meeting, meeting at location other

than the Teacher Center site.

Activitia The two top-ranked activities for each,aiea of service

were:

puposat development (33 activities documented) -

(1) providing technitil assistance in planning

or developipgxi proposal (18/55%), and

(2) notifying groups about pertinent information

(17Y52%);

techtaeat aaaiatance (211 activities documented) -

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

and

(2) providing financial support for travel to

attend state, regional or national meetings

or conferences (73/35%);

diaaemination (51 activities documented) -

(1) publishing and/or distributing written

infoivation (30/59%), and

(2) providing financial support for preparation

of materials. (14/27%).
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kovideno
of Service

RecipientA
o SeAvice

/Technical assistance activities that involved linking

// clients to consultants/experts in a given area or with

Tebrker Centers or related groups often occurred in

combination with other activities, such as:

responding to technical questions;

providing services/training;

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

Center project; or

providing financial support for attendance

at state, regional or national meetings or

conferences.

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

ranked Second in trequelicy QT prov Rainy ervicc, am;

placing third as service providers are Teacher Center

project staff.

A review of combinations of role groups in providing

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 stiff or Teacher

Center project staff.

The two client groups most often served, in each area

of service, were:

pnopoull development 0

(1) federal Teacher Center project staff, and

(2) LEA administrators;

teehniza aisiatance

(1) federal Teacher Center policy boards, and

(2) federal Teacher Center project staff;
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dia.semi.nation.

-(1) LEA teachers, and

(2) federal Teacher Center project staff

and LEA administrators.

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 Center project staff

always ranked first or second in frequency as bene-

ficiaries of the services provided.

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.

The maieritv of activities were implemented to serve

small groups, with a group size nt one to rive prupic

most frequently cited for all.cli2nt groups. For each

area of service, the findings on group size indicated

the following:

pkopo4a1 devetopment

services most often provided to groups of

10 or less people;

techniaa a44idtanee

.

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;

di44emination

greater mix of small and large group
activities, with this area of service claim-

ing the highest percentage of activities

serving large groups.

Pukpase of
Aetivitie4 The two most frequently cited reasons for activities

in each area of service were:

pkopout devetopment

(1) providing planning or proposal design

assistance, and



Outcome4

I
(2) providing or facilitating the exchange

of information;

technicat a4aiatance

(1) providing or exchanging information, and

(2) improving communications;

di44emination

(1) creating awareness and under4tanding of

' Teachers Centers, and

(2) providing or exchanging information

For many activities, multiple purposes were reported.

All 295 documented activities reported anticipated

AnAleur nutrnmc_ and most activities cited

multiple outcomes.

The two most frequently cited outcomes, whether antici-

, pated or actual, for each area of service wei-e:

ph,opo4at development

(1) proposal developed, and

(2) skills or knowledge increased;

technicat azai4tance

(1) skills or knowledge increased:and

(2) project goals supported;

di44emination

(1) written information disseminated, and

(2) skills or knowledge increased.

4
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Resolace4,

Tnauding
Junding

/ (Time Spent) o 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.

e For each area of service, the following amounts of

time to provide services were most often noted:

oppohat development and ditasemination

- 5 to 10 hours;

technitat caziatance - two or more days.

(aikect
Expenditatte) o Of the 295 documented activities, 46 reported no

expenditures; the remaining 249 activities combiped

showed expenses of $661,357, a figure which, w:ien

combined with salary costs from- the- 10 percent state

ontitlampntc tn the 39 states_ (E232.052) equals

$893,409 and accounts for 83 percent of the funds

to those states from the federal Teacher Centers

Program.

o 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 training and other services.

o Within each area of service, the major findings were:

p4opo4at development

cit,ts were generally low, reflecting less than

nae percent of all direct expenditures reported;

the highest costs for proposal devellOment

supported travel;

*Direct expenditures exclude salary costs for the state reacher Center

coordinator, or for other, SEA staff whose salaries ar paid in whole

or part through the federal Teach r Centers Progra
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Unkind Con-
txibution4)

technicat ah4i4tance

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

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

dia4emination

9 ,ercent of all direct expenditures were logged
/ for this area of service, and costs most often

reflected materials, supplies or printing,
followed next by personnel expenses.

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 services were also provided in about one-

fourth of the activities.

Discussion

The purpose of the documentation effort was to describe the ways'in

which Teacher Center slirvices were provided by states during FY 1980

(1980-81) and share the findings with key groups. Baled on the findings,

three points of interest have been identified for discussion and are

presented herein an interpretative manner. ,

The topics selected for discussion are: networking, clients of

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

services. Each of these topics will be treated separately in the follow-

ing sections.

Networking. An underlying theme of networking emerges when the

primary activities (reported in Table 6) are viewed as &whole. The

format for these activities involved both written communications and

face-to-face interaction, but more often reflected the latter through

meetings on- or off-site and warhops 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.dissemination 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) informe

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.

Networking involving one-way and two-way (levels 1 and 2 of

dissemination) communications was evident in activities slch as notify-

Mt-
lay yrutwa auvuu uutaugguu.,

^..nnAcal AawolnnMsbnt

79

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 groups

and providing financial' support for attendance at state, regional and

national meetings or conferences, linking clients to consultants or

experts in a given area of need as identified by Teacher Center project

staff and policy boards, 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
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providing planning/design assistance were often cited as a purpose for

both proposal development and technical assistance activities, or creat-

ing awareness 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

levels of dissemination. The two types of outcomes often reported

across all three areas of service were increased skills or knowledge

and written information disseminated. An outcome common to both

technical assistance and dissemination was supporting project goals,

and for proposal development and dissemination, a frequently cited

outcome was product development.

A further note on networking pertains to the providers of service.

Although the state Teacher Center coordinator and SEA staff within

the state are most often cited as service providers, Teacher Center

,:caff and coordinators from other states emerged fairly'often as

service providers. This Tatter group was involved, alone or in combina.

tion with other service providers in nine (27%) of the 33 proposal

development activities, 27 (13%) of the 211 technicalassistance

activities, and 10 (20%)-of the 51 dissemination, bringing their total

involvement as providers oftservice to 46 (16%) of the 295 documented

activities. The use of SEA staff from other states appears to exemplify

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 Centerand national meetings sponsored

by 'the federal Teacher Centers Program.

ac



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

development and dissemination, client 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 teachers. However, the 10 percent state entitlements are

provided to SEA's to provide technical assistance (which ip-tluded

proposal development as a separate category in this study) and dissemina-

tion services to Teacher Center projects funded through the federal

Teacher Centers Program. The 295 documented services, as might be

expected, largely reflect services to the primary target group, the

Teacher Center projects, and heavily represent within this group both

project staff and policy boards.

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

72%) of the activities were logged, federal Teacher Center 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 40 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- /

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 representative, 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

profestsional 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 member's 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

a 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. Teacheroienter project staff provided, alone or

in combination with other groups, 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 the technical

assistance services, and 19 (20%) of the dissemination services. As

previously noted, the findings on providers of services likely reflect

benefits of networking both within a state and among the states.

Recommendations

Several 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:

16 the 6edetat goveknment continues to endwise a 'tote 04

states to pkovide technical aaaiatance and dissemination

aekvices, then 'state entatementa should be continued

because the activities documented appear to reflect ful-

fillment of that role. However, 6ukthek attention should

be givr.n to the phovision by SEA's ot5 00114 to Teachek

Centex mojects. 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 it should be

discouraged or disallowed.

so
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At the tevet4 o4 the iedekat Teacher Centem Pico the

Re4ounce Cote* and SrA's there should be a co eliokt

to pAomote and atkengthen networking. This concept was pre-
dominant among the 295 documented activities and apparently
is viewed by the groups who foster networking as an effective
strategy for delivering services and assisting client groups

to achieve their goals. (The client perspective will be

addressed in the process recommendations.1 Also, networking
would be especial)y 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.

Stela 4houtdexamine, possibly through a needs assessment,
the targeting o4 theik 4envice4 at the appaopniate level od
ditsemaation (a4 delined by NIE) to meet the. needs oi client
grcoups alho arm at diliekent stages and leveta oi akittA
devetbpment. 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 betrequired.

Similarly, the Resource Centek shoutd conaidek conducting
a needs assessment to detemmine the tkaimAng and iniolosetion
needs o4 .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.

indomation need4/que4tion4 o4 policy level deciAionmakem
and other key grumps involved with TtacheA Cehteks should
be identitiod in advance oi any 4uAtku documentmtion e44oAtA.
The questions raised should Fhatade a Pammeonk 6or dettAionA
about kesponsibitity OA documentation (e.g., the Resource
Center or others) and methodology (several alternatives
regarding method are presented in the next recommendation).

Examples of questions that might be raised for possible

study include:

Should the role of tics states be continued? If so,

according to its 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 services being provided in a cost-effective
_manner Ind is/the benefit of the services commen-

surate with the level of federal;(and state)

effort?

The documentation findings reported herein should be reviewed

by Teacher Center policymakers as one source of information
pertaining to delivery of Teacher Center services through

the SEA's.

Atteknativea to the pne4ent documentation design Ahoutd be

exptoned. The current (FY 1980) and previous year's (FY 1979)

documentation strategies were developed as a first step in

describing SEA services to Tescner 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

improvement of SEA services in the Teacher Center

field;

conduct case studies in several states to provide
an lndepth perspective on the functioning of states

in delivering services, the types of SEA - client

group inti..raction, and the issues and problems

encountered and the goals achieved;

obtain client group perceptions of the utility and

effectiveness of SEA services, a type of information
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 cx
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 smell
portion, of the total state effort to.serve the Teacher

Centers within their borders; the current, limited
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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SACKGPFPOID INFONNATION : STAII TI %CHER CENTER COOADINATONS AND SUPPORT STAFF

(July. 19Pf1 - June. lael)

Thu is a 'Oat-f4Am only eunvev." Flame complete and ttfiAbc 64.4 Loss by Pecembeh IS, 1910

to: Nargaretta L. Edwards. Assistant Director
National Teacher Center Resource Contsr
21S Promenade street
ProvideAce. It 02905

STATE: RESPONDER?:

A. MACMGMOUND OF sTwris %%CND coma coomeihnoe. novide inionmatiop hem Lo* the penson who oMeletty holds
;tato mature. I

1. Name of Coordinator:

2. unit lo which coordinator is assigned (e.g., Teeehee Centiticationl:

3. Within the organirAtional structure. the level of the coordinator is: '(Ct cic one.)

Note: The Ch/e{ State School °Mem would be Level 1, hie/hen aecond ix change mould be Level t, etc.)

Level 1 (Chief State School Officer)

Level 2
9

Level 3

Level 4

Level S

Other (specify):

4. Additional orgsnisations/gtawps or roles in which the state Teacher ;enter coordinator serves:
(Check all that apIly.)

Win Delegate

Teacher Corps liaison

Teacher Certification

Title ry

ti Dissemination Capacity haildi-,

MASEITNC, voting member

College Approvals

Other (please specify):

S

S. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION mom TEACHER awes CODA ATOP AND SACEGIOUND INFORMATION ABOUT PROFESSIONAL AND =RICA/
rEACNIO cense SUPPORT STAFF. Wee 1 should deAcnibe the oikejoi Trachea testae cooedinatoe. Inioxmation on

Aggishoutd be oftovi4ed pate ii their 401idA4AA ate paid in whole on pert Wm the 10 pencent ouppoht gum the 411/02L
?Wait Catena 0nogoem.1

NAME

POSITION

EXACT TI i MUNN% AREA

% OF TYPE AASSIGNED
TO TEACHER CUM:
DUTIES

AMOUNT OF $
ALLOWED
TOR SALAMY

t OF MORAL TEAM=
CENTER MGM THIS
RSFLICTS

1. I $ %

2. I $

I. I s %

4.

E.

?WANK YOU1



LOG roe DOCUMENTING TEACHER CENTER TIYITIE$

SUPPORTED BY THE FEDERAL TEACHER CENTERS PROGRAM

(July, 1980 - June, 1981)

1. Include TA. acttvAtieo knvolv4ng the 10 4edeknt Funding.

2. FoA activitieo that we ongoing Oh upeated at Aegutak oh
F04 alt other activ4tito, use one tog 0Am pelt activity.

kequent tnteAvato, 44ft out thie icolp ontu once.

3. MAAS Aeturin documentation toga to Mommetta L. EdwaAdo, Aboiatant Pixectok, National TeoeheA Centex Renounce

Centex, 235 Promenade StAeet, Ouvidince, RT 02908

VecembeA'22, 1980 box alt activities compteted between Juty-MovembeA, 1980;

FebAuaAy 15, 1981 ;or activitieo completed duAindtteembeA, 1980 and January, 1981; and

t)/ Mau 1, 1911 40A activitieo completed between FehAmaity-ApAit, 1981 and ;oh anticipated activities during'

Ai4 and June, 1981.
Lt.

NAME OF STATE: RESPONDENT:

1. Briefly describe the activity:

2. Respond to either Question 2a or 26; i8 documenting a oingte activity, fill in 2a, but i4 documenting a contomuous on

peAtodie activity (e.g., quarterly newsletter, regular telephone contact with centers), respond to 26.

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

26. The activity takes place about: (check one)

twice a year

'three times a year

four times a year

five or six times a year

Monthly

bi-weekly

weekly ,

daily

[

NOTE: Fitt out a tog only once OA
an activity that titeunden tb.

3. The primary method(s) by which the service was delivered was: (Check the response(s)which best classifies the method.)

telephone

written correspondence

workshop or conference

on-site meeting

nesting at sites other than at the Teacher Center project sits

other (specify):
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4. Pespond t,...*.uestion Id if documenting panfiginf devefomeur, 4b if reporting techntute assiallacc, and 4c if describing

di44maat4on 60vice.4.-

IC Proposal Development* ( Check the response(s) which best classifies the activity. Incidental items should not

be checked.)

notified group(s) about pertinent information (e.g., proposal requirements or deadlines)

provided training in proposal writing or related topic

4 provided technical assistance in planning ordeveloping.a proposal

critigtied draft of'a new proposal and made suguesuons'about it

provided assistance in the development or critique of a continuation proposal I
other (specify):

4b. Technical Assistance (Checlf the response(s) which best classifies the activity. Incidental items should not

1 7 be checked.)

responded to technical questions (e.g., about bylaws, *Valuation)

assisted in the design of a teacher needs assessment

linked ^lients to consultants/experts in a given'area (specify topic):

pfovided consulting services or training (specify topic):

assisted Teacher Center project in planning for implementation - al

provided "troublsrahooting" assistance to a Teacher Center project

assisted with/developed statewide plan for staff development which included Teacher Centers

helped client access state or federal resources to servo the needs of the Teacher Center Project

provided linkage with Teacher Centers or related groups at regional or national levels

provided financial support for attendance at state, regionalOIrnetional meetings or conferences

provided vehicle (e.g., conference) through which Teacher Center projects could exchange information

and ideas

providaegrant to a Teacher Center project consistcnt with local needs (Please attach to this log a

document, such as a copy of grant award and budget, to help describe the services made evallable
through the grant.)

contracted with a consultant/agency to provide services to a Teacher Center project(s) (Please attach

a copy of the contract or a brief summary oit and the budget to Nap deicribe the services made
available through the contract.)

other (specify) :

4c. Dissemination (Check the response(s) which best classifies the activity. incidental items should not be checked.)

sissisted/developed materials (e.g., audio-visual presentation)* about Teacher Centers

published or distributed written information (4:.g.brorhure, newsletter) about Teacher Cent4s
0

provided technical informatica about the design or dirtatiution of ommunicatiOns about Teacher Centers_

provided financial support for preparation of materials (vq., filming, printing)

other (specify):

*Proposal review activities for proposals should be logged on a different form.
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S. The OrkaarY purpose(s) of the activity *was: (Check the response(s) which best classifies the activity. Incidental

items .should not be checked.)

to create avail:nets and understanding of Teacher Centers

to provide information or facilitate theeexchange of information

to develop specific skills the client needs to accomplish a task or gbjective

to provide planning or design'assistance

to improve coMMunications/networking

to generate Ohms for Teacher Center project activities

to increase client group knowledge about,references/rescurces

to obtain increased support for Te.1.....her Centers

other (specify) :

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

state. Teacher Center coordinator

other state education agency staff

Teacher Conte; project staff

outside consultant (specify type of agency which employs the consultant, e.g., high. educition,
p.ivate consulting firm):

other

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

Or

federal Teacher Center project staff

federal Teacher Center project board

Teacher Center staff or boa:-d funded through aources other than the Federal
Teacher Centers Program

local school district teachers

local school district administrators

hialier education personnel

state T.Techer Center coordinator/state

state education agency staff (other than Teacher Center coordinator/staff)

personnel from other staff development programa (e.g., Teacher Corps,
Special Education)

other (specify):

MASER

8. Expenditures from the 10i Federal Teacher Centers Program fundstsPent for the activity ware: feectiAl4msataty coAtA

6ae Atate Teaches Centex cootainalona and other uppont ataiA Which ant paid doe by the 1011:

al For personnel (e.g., hired consultants)

b) for materials/supplies

for travel/lodging/per diem .8

d) other (specify):

0
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41.

9. 41 State inkind contributions were made: / / YES T/ NO

b) If yes, the purpose(s) was:

for personnel

fr,r matervals/supplies

for trawl/lodging/per diem

other (specify):

4

a

10. The approximate amount of time span:. on the activity by the state Teacher Center coordinator or other state staff paidin

part or in total from the 10% federal funds was, (Check one: total the amount of time if more than one person was

involved.)

less than 1 hour

1-2 hours

1216;JUrs

5-10 hours

2-? days

4-5 days%

more than 5 days (speci:!y):

11. The outcomes that have taken place or that are anticipated from the provision of this service are:

(Check allot apply.)

1 NOTE:

. .

IS tiii4 ia continuOta on die
activity, an in Nation tb,
the totat amount of time ep on the

activity duning a complete year.

x-,

increased skills/knowledge

proposal developed

Teacher Cenftr operating more effectively

increased use by clients of state or national resources

specific product developed specify):

communications network established

written information disseminated.

supported goals of Teacher Center project(s)

supported evaluatioh activities of Teacher Center project(s)

other (specify):

12. Additional information or comments about the activity,

Thank You!
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STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS

:DEPARTMENT Of EDUCATION
235 Promenade Street, Providence, Rhode Island 029%;i,

ble

Thomas C. Schmidt, Commissioner

TO: State Teacher Cente

FROM: Edward 1,._Darnbruc
Assistant Directo
Center

DATE: October 9, 1980

Coordinators

irector, and Margaret . Edwards,
National Teacher*Center Resource

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

The National Teacher center Resource Center will be doc-
umenting activities of state coordinators for Teacher Centers
to include the period July 1980 - :rune 1981.

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

state sharing and adoption of new ideas
federal Teacher Center Office information gathering
Congressional understanding of state role
interested Nblic 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 anactWlift_.e
conducted with federal Teacher Centers 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
;ederal funds.

We have eonsidereeyour feedback gathered at the Annapolis
.fmeeting.in August, and have attempted to simplify the process

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

6 due December 15, 1980, will be a brief, "one-time only
surver to provide background information about your

`state (e.g. personnel assigned to provide services);
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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-
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 critically important that the work that you
io 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'20, 1980.

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

agree to partici. ,lly in the State Documenta-
tion effort sponsoreu ..j the National Teacher Center
Resource Center, documenting activities from July
1980 through May 1, 1981.

[I]
I am unable to participate in the State Documentation
effort sponsored by the National Teacher Center Resourde
Center.

--'-.-N

Name

Address

Please return by October 20, 1980
to

the National Teacher Center Resource Center
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STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
235 Promenade Street, Providence, Rhode Island 02908

Arthur R. Pontarolli

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

RE: 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 assistAs.

If you are interested in giving us your feedback _y

trying out the new forms and commenting on them, please

read on.

1. Please comple the one page Background Information

form. This wil update the profile information
that was provided last year.

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

1980 review.

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

We welcome your comments on the forms themselves.
Please share your thoughts on the reverse side of the forms,

including the following:
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Do the forms suit the purpose of documenting the
respective activities?

Would additional instructions be helpful?

Are there any changes you might suggest?

Add any other. comments.

Enclosed with the forms is a second cop!, of the

October 9, 1980, memo that describes the purpose of
state documentation for your referral.

We would appreciate receiving your written input by
November 1, 1980, and will al; o call each of you during

l'the next week.

gc

Thank you very much for your assistance.

z
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se. STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
235 Promenade Street, Providence, Rhode Island 02908

Arthur R. Pontarelli

Acting Commissioner

TO: Teacher Center State Coordinators with federally

funded Teacher enters

AFROM: Margie EdwardsCP ssistant Director, National Teacher
Center Resource Center

DATE: November 25, 1990

RE: 1980-81 State Documentation Forms

The purpose of thieldpemo is to initiate state documenta-
tion activities. 'Thirty-six (36) of the forty-four (44) states
having federally funded Teache' Centers have agreed to document

all activities conducted with federal reacher Centers' funds
from July 1980 thru June 1981. (See list of participants

enclosed.)

New, simplified documentation logs have been piloted
with twelve statl Coordinators and the Advisory Board to the

Resource Center. For those of you participating, your initial
responsibilities will be as follows:

due December 115 1980, a brief, "one time only survey"
to provide background information about your state.
(Complete the white legal size sheet enclosed);

due December 22, 1980, individual logs describIng
proposal development, technical aasistance and
dissemination activities completed between July -
November. (Complete the pink logs.)

You may also wish to kegin 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 Congress and other

interested publics.

please call me atligt/277-6834 if you have apy questions.

cc Unfunded State coordinators
Advisory Board Members, National rea:.ther. Center Resource center

Enclosures
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NOVOMOOr LIPOU

PARTICIPANTS IN 1980 81
STATE DOCUMENTATION ACTIVITIES

National reacher Center Resource Center

STATE

Alabama
Alaska
Arkansas
California
Connecticut
District 0.1-Columbia
Florida
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington

1

NAME

William C. Berryman
J. Kelly Tonsmeire
Morris L. Homes
Bill Webster
Marjorie BradlAy
Dr. Marilyn T. Brown
Jim Farris
A. D. Luke
Arnett. M. Rauschel
Patti Shoup
Mary Martin
Joseph T. Clark
Pamela Bollinger-Cox
Irving Herrick
Jeanne M. Paradise
Paula Brictson
Judy Wain
Bob McCord
Richard L. King
Robert Dyke
Lamar Lefever
Gary Barker
Margaret Griswold
Jim Pierce
Vincent O. Gazzetta
C. William Phillips
Stah Cobb
Ray L. Talbert
Randall Bauer
Tom Parks
Joe Minor
Jim L. Kidd
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, Povdence Rhode Island 02908

Arthur R. Pontarelli

Acting Cominissioner

January 22, 1981

Dear State Coordinator:

We did not receive any pink documentation logs from you in

December, documenting your State Teacher Center related activities

for the period, July thru November 1980. Please make this documental
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.

MLE:gc

Sincerely,

(-) h a (
/ 1.4 t.

Margare'ta L. Edwards
Assistant Director, National
Teacher Center Resource Center
401/277-6834
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e STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS

;DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Arthur R. Pontine Ili

Acting Commissioner

235 Promenade Street, Providence, Rhode Island 02908

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 lue Febeuar 15.

These logs will document state teacher center activities conduct since

November 1980.

Please call me if you have any questions or if you need more pink -

log forms.

MLE:gc

Sincerely,

Margaretta L. Edwards
Assistant Director, National
Teacher Center Resource Center

401/277-6834
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0 STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS

:DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

stye

Arthur R. Pontarelli

Actingtommissioner

235 Promenade Street, Providence, Rhode Island 02908

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

FROM: Margaretta L. Edwards, Assistant Di National
Teacher Center Resource Center

DATE: April 20, 1981

RE: REMINDER: all logs documenting Teacher Center activities
due May 1, 1981.

I want to thank each of you for the Teacher Center 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 activit3es through
May and June1981.

Here are some tips to help you, based on questions we

have received to date:

1) Document only those activities utilizing 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.10, 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 contactme 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
additional forms if you need any.

Thank you very much for your thorough participation.
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Participants in 1980 State4ocumentation Effort
Logs received as of4/20/81

State
Participants

Alabama
Alaska
Arkansas
California
Connecticut
District of
Columbia

Florida

Background
Form

X
X-

X
X
X

X
X

, Proposal
Review Form

X
X
X
0

JC

X
X

Documentation
Logs

6
7

5

0
0

14

-_, 15

Georgia X X 0

Idaho X X 6

Illinois X X 5

Indiana X X 28
Iowa X X 0

Kansas X X 11

Kentucky X X / 3

Louisiana X X 0

Maine X X 0

Maryland X X 4

Massachusetts X X 12

Michigan X X 9

Minnesota X X 12

Mississippi X X 5

Missouri X X 0

Nebraska X X 5

Nevada IK X 2

New Hampshire X X 4

New Jersey X X 7

New Mexico X X 0

New York NC 0 0

Ohio X X 0

Oklahoma X X 0

Oregon X X 9

Pennsylvania X X 6

South Carolina X 2

Tennessee NrX X 2

Texas X X 2

Utah X X 0

Vermont X X 1

Virginia X X 0

Washington X X 5

Wisconsin X X 0

40 40 38 187
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Appendix C:

LOG CATEGORIES USED FOR COMPUTER CODING
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a

CATEGORIES ADDED TO

30CU4ENTATION LOG

The following categories were added to the documentation log prior to
a analyzing the data:

Item Number _Subject of Item d Category Added

4 4b Technical Assistance - Provided technical assistance
to SEA

- Developed state strategies for

-providing technical assistance

5 Primary Purpose - To improve statewide coordination

6 Provider 3f Service - Higher education staff

- Public school staff

- Private consultant company

- Professional association repre-

sentative
- Federal project staff or cluster

coordinator
- Other state Teacher Center staff

9 Recipients of Service* - Professional associates

- Federal officers

- State boards and legislators

- Teacher Centers in other states

Direct Expenditures - Meeting Rooms

- Registration for ,conferences

* All 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

A
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RANKED ORDER LIST OF DOCUMENTED ACTLVITIES
FOR EACH AREA OF SERVICE

Areas of Serv',ce Rank Activity NPA*

Proposal
Development,

Technical
Assistance

D ssmei nati on

1 Provided Technical Assistance for
Proposal Development 18/54%

2 Nctified Groups 17/52%

3 Critiqued Proposal Draft 12/36%

4= Provided Assistance for Continuation
Proposal 7/21%

s Provided Training 4/12%

6 Other 1/ 3%

1 Provided Linkage with Groups 79/37%
0

2 Provided Fi nanci al Support to
Attend Meeti ngs/Conferences 5%41/3

3 Linked Clients to Consultants /Experts 48/23%

4 Accessed State/Federal Resources 45/21%

5 Prdvi ded Services/Training 40/19%

6 Provided Vehicle for Exchange
of Information 39/18%

7 ito
Developed Statewide Plan for Staff

Development 38/18%

8 Responded to Technical Questions 35/17%

9 Provided Troubl e-shooti ng 'Assi stance 26/12%

10 Provided Grant 25/12%
..,_

11 Assisted i n Planning for Implstentati on 24/11%

12 Assisted in Developing Needs
Assessment

17/ It-

13 Other 13/ 6%

14 Contracted for Services 7/ 3%

15 Provided Technical Assistake to SEA 5/ 2%

16 Developed State Strategies for
Providing Techoi cal Assistance 4/ 2%

1 Published/Di stri but ed Written
Information 30/59%

2 Provided Fi next el Support for
Materials Preparation 14/27%

3 Provided Technical Information 11/22%

4 Other 10/201

5 Assisted/Developed Materials 9/18%
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