enacted federal telecommunications legislation. Within the
federal ‘state framework established for advancing universal
service goals and objectives, schools and classrooms, heath care
providers, and ibruries are to have access to both basic and
advanced teleccmmmunications services at discounted rates.

The priority reflected in the federal and state mandates
is a clear recogniticn of the integrative, community-building
potential of advanced telecommunications technologies.
Education is at the top of the list--evervbody's list--because an
accessible, effertive education svstem is the most powerful
integrative force in the society, working to mitigate and to
overcome societal tendencies toward economic and sccial
polarizaton.

For this reason among others, technology in the schools
must not be elevated in status or viewed as an end in itself.
Fundamentall:, the priority we give it is a sober recognition
that technologv applications which enhance the effectiveness of
education --especially in opening up of new educational vistas
for children arnd families having to overcome largelv negative
educational er vironments in their homes and communities--
also advances “he integrative, community-building potential of
a technologically aidvanced telecommunications syvstem. In this
respect, the Superintendent's new framework for the
regionalization of technical services opens the door to full
community partic.pation in how technology in the schools is to
advance the h storic mission of our public school svstem.

The Task Force believes the mission of the ten CTAP
regional coun-:ils needs to be buttressed by fostering within
each region the development of communityv-based technology
applications centers (CTACs) which have applied access to
state-of-art te. ecommunications technologies, Structurally,
within the framework of CTAP, the CTACs would:
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In the same vein, we cannot expect parents who have
little or no opportunity to understand, work with, or benefit
from new information technologies to give priority to
technology in the schools when their main problems may be
keeping foed orn the table, their children healthy and the drug
pushers at bay. Wrat many teachers, administrators and
families require in common are meaningful opportunities to
understand anc experience the capabilities of the technologies
in addressing educational needs from their respective
perspectives. For many families living on the edge of society,
telecommunicarion technologies have educational values which
transcend internalized applications that are school-focused to
the exclusion o othler community-based applications.

In short, teachers, administrators, parents and others
with a commurity interest in education and related technology
applications havin ; high social and community value need to
be provided with cpportunities through the CTACs to (a) gain
"hands-on" experience with the educational potential of
advanced technolcgy applications, (b) identify applications
which theyv value and which will assist them in carryving out
their respectiv2 educational responsibilities, and (¢) participate
in cooperative community-based efforts to aggregate effective
demand to develop and deploy the advanced technologies,
cutting across the established domains of communityv-based
applications.

In a compet tive environment for interactive, multi-
media communications, the mission of the CTACs should be
viewed as comipetitively neutral market-building for
telecommunicaticns products and services. The Task Force
anticipates th.it competitive providers of products and services
will be eager 1> provide access to technologies for "hands-on”
experiences with applications determined to be valuable by
participants in tha programs and projects of the CTACs.
Development of the Centers, their design and structure to meet
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local needs, largely paralleling the organization of technical
assistance, should be left in the hands of the ten Regional CTAP
Councils and their Coordinating Councils.

While there zre many reasons why it is important for the
CTACs to reach out to involve community groups and
institutions in the areas in which thev serve, foremost is the
role communiries play in determining the importance and
value of technological innovation in our educational system.

In a public education system, the value of technology is
rooted in the way applications mesh with the education
function in so:iets to enhance learning, individual
opportunities and the quality of community life. Standards
for technolog training and deplovment are critical elements
of a technical assistance program, but the ultimate value of
technology is astz.blished in the process of its development and
deployvment t'v those who experience its usefulness.

In this respect, the utlization of technology to address
educational cbjectives is a value-added process that demands
a closer link of schools and community, as indicated
throughout this report. Financial support for technology in the
schools is no likzaly to exceed the value communities see in
integrating acivanced technology throughout the education
process. One wayv, and perhaps the best way, to provide for
the underpirnin3 of financial support of technology application
in education is to involve the community more effectively in
determining how technology can enhance the quality of
education, and t> do so cost effectively.

The C7'ACs are intended to help build a broader base of
community nvolvement in the development and deplovment
of technology applications in education. To the extent that
thev do so effec:ivelyv, technology may also become a vehicle
for bridging the gap in community support that has sanctioned
the gross urderfunding of our public education system.
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4.4 Establis] ‘carion links herween | “schoal

Implicit in the Task Force's recommendation to buttress
the CTAP's restructuring of technology assistance by
establishing funcdoning CTACs is the priority to be given to
using advancec telecommunications technologies to develop
effective communication links between home and school.

In many om.munities, especially in povertyv-ridden areas
of central cities, meaningful communication links do not exist
Further, decliring incomes of wage-earner families over the
past two decac.es, requiring more spouses to enter the labor
market, is exacerbating home.’school communication problems
over a broad spec:rum of the society. There is an urgent need
to develop new wiys of establishing communicaton linkages
which are comr patible with the changing structure of both
emplovment «nd the State's work force.

Using tr e CTACs to address these communications issues
will go a long way toward developing a broader understanding
of the capacit v to telecommunications technologies to address
pressing protilems which are education-related. It is this kind
of focused, largelv community-based development of
technology applications, that will build broad-based support for
deployving the advanced technologies throughout the education
svstem to eniance the quality of education cost-effectively.

Even more fundamentally, a focus on home. 'school
communicatons will bring into sharper perspective major
equity issues limiting the educational use of the new
technologies were compatibilitv of home and school learning
environmen- is necessary. Environments that are lacking in
the home ard communities cannot be left to market forces to
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be overcome. The CTACs, having a market-building function,
are needed to help identify public policy options for meshing
home and schocl lezumning environments that will garner broad
community support

Telecommunications and Technical [nfrastructure Section: 4.7 Use
~TAP . ) . blishing . for | )
for training

In the restructuring of technical assistance under CTAP,
each of the regional centers will be in position to make
recommendations affecting the development of
telecommunicatior. infrastructure and how it is to be utilized,
including the adoption of training standards and the provision
of waining.

[tis important to recognize that the development and
deployvment of infrastructure is to be driven byv market forces
under the competitive policies of the new federal
telecommunications law enacted by Congress. While the
mandate of th= new national telecommunications law requiring
providers to r=spond to requests of schools for services at
reduced rates will be helpful, the new law does not give schools
authority to require providers of telecommunications products
and services t> meet specific needs or standards that are not
part of the services they are offering in the area. . What the
CTAP Centers zan and must do, utilizing the proposed CTACs
where feasible, is to develop working relationships with
providers that are applications-oriented so that competitors
have a marke: incentive to make the infrastructural
investments required by the schools. Competitors have to see
the profitability ddown stream of investments in infrastrutural
development ancl deplovment before they will make them.

The intarfacing of CTAP regional centers with competitive
providers is the only way in which technical infrastructure
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requirements can b2 addressed effectivelv. Through their
technical assistance programs and projects, the Centers should
have a working kncwledge of how school districts are
progressing with technology applications. In much the same
way in which major corporations establish interfacing links to
providers in develcping technical infrastructure requirements
for udlization ¢f advanced technologies, the CTAP Centers need
to assume responsidility for providing the interfacing linkages
to the schools. As in relationships with the "high end" of
markets for telecommunications products and services,
"learning-bv-doing” is an important mode of operation.

Across the board, "leaming-byv-doing” should be a driving
force behind using technology in education.

4.9 Stare should explore: the possibility of favorable

Note This issue takes on new importance as a result of the
enactment of fedeial telecommunications legislation containing
the so-called S nowi-Rockefeller Amendment, which targets
schools, healtl care, and libraries for reduced rates within the
framework of ratker complex provisions for advancing
"universal serice’ in a competitive environment. This requires
careful review before a position should be staked out by the
Task Force.

The Snow “Rockefzller amendment is complex because
identificaton of the services and funding of reduced rates is to
go through a ‘ederal-state joint board process called for by the
legislation to imgrlement universal service requirements. This
will involve both the FCC and the State CPUC. Butlam sure
that the Legislature will want to get involved.

As l understand it, the reduced access rates apply to both basic
and advanced se~vices. The costs are to be internalized and
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requirements can be addressed effectively. Through their
technical assistance programs and projects, the Centers should
have a working knowledge of how school districts are
progressing with tecinologyv applicatons. In much the same
way in which major corporations establish interfacing links to
providers in developing technical infrastructure requirements
for udlization of advanced technologies, the CTAP Centers need
to assume responsitility for providing the interfacing linkages
to the schools. As ir: relationships with the "high end” of
markets for telecommunications products and services,
"learning-by-doing" is an important mode of operation.

Across the board, "leaming-by-doing” should be a driving
force behind using technology in education.
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