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Dear Sirs,

My request for Telecommunication Services for BASIC TELEPHONE SERVICE were
denied funding for E-Rate year 8 (July 2005 — June 2006) for the following reason:

“No technology plan covering the current funding year was in place when the Form
470 was filed. A written technology plan is needed if seeking discounts for more than
basic phone service.”

Additionally, my appeal was DENIED by the Universal Service Administrative Company
Schools and Libraries Division.

This appeal to the FCC is my last resort of the appeals process to prove to all readers that
rules presented by the Universal Service Administrative Company Schools and Libraries

Division that relates to “The Federat Communications Commission (FCC) requires applicants to base
requests for services to be purchased with Schoois and Libraries support discounts on an approved
technology plan. The only exception is that applicants who seek discounts for basic telephone service only

do not need a technaoiogy plan.”
http://www.universalservice.org/sl/applicants/step02/technology-pilannin
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What is basic telephone service?

The definition of basic telephone service,

Basic telephone service is defined as wireline or wireless single-line voice service (e.g., local, ceflular,

andfor long distance) as well as mandatory fees associated with such service {e.g., federal and state taxes,
universal service fees, efc.).

Basic telephone service must be provided by a telecommunications carrier. To be a telecommunications
carrier, the carrier must provide telecommunications service on a common carriage basis. That is, the
telecommunications carrier must (1} allow the customer fo transmit intelligence of its own design and
cheoosing and (2) provide the service to the general public {hold itself out to serve indifferently all petential
users) for a fee,

http://www.universalservice.org/sl/applicants/step02/basic-telephone-service.aspx

This application meets all of these guidelines and rules.

In any event, I apologize if there was confusion during the PIA process leading to your
conclusion that I did not have a completed technology plan when I filed my Form 470.
The entire PIA process was very long and stressful, and I have had time to go back and
review what happened during that process. In reviewing the email exchanges, I can see
where [ could have explained my circumstances better, and I can also see where the
reviewer may not have had all the information necessary to make the decision that was
made.

I filed my E-Rate Year 8 Form 470 on January 3, 2005. I do understand that, as described
on the SLD web site under “Step 2: Technology Planning”, a technology plan must be
completed at the time the Form 470 is filed and must be approved before the start of
service.

I was aware of that requirement, and believe that I have complied. However, there were
some confusing circumstances regarding my technology plan(s), and I did not explain
everything correctly during the PIA process. My intent is to explain that I did have a
written and completed plan for the period July 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006 prior to the
date I filed my E-Rate year 8 Form 470 on Jan. 3, 2005.

As best as I can explain the circumstances, here they are:

In 2003, I wrote and submitted a complete three (3) year technology plan covering the
period from July 1, 2004 through June 30, 2007 to the Texas Education Agency. I have
included that plan as EXHIBIT A. This plan was approved by the Texas Education
Agency on April 27, 2004 as indicated on the document entitled “Texas Education
Agency, 2004 Technology Plan Approval Certificate” included as EXHIBIT B. If you
will look at the enclosed 3 year technology plan submitted as Exhibit A, you will see that
everything pertaining to E-Rate year 2005 (July 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006) was
written, completed and inclusive in this plan. At the time I received this Certificate from




the Texas Education Agency, I was confident that | had submitted a 3 year plan and been

approved.

As [ was preparing to review what I had to do for submitting my applications for E-Rate
year 8 in October of 2004, 1 received an email from our local Education Service Center
(Region Omne) stating that Brownsville ISD was posted as having only a 1 year
Technology Plan from July 1, 2004 through June 30, 2005 rather than through June 30,
2007 as shown on the certificate 1 had from TEA (Exhibit B). I asked my technology
Lead Teacher, David Mitchell, to investigate. Our process is to use the services of our
local Education Service Center in plan review and guidance, so he contacted Maria Elena
Ovalle, Coordinator, Technology Integration at Region One Education Service Center for
assistance. Maria confirmed that our district was showing a 1 year plan rather than the 3
year plan on the Region 12 web site. Region 12 is one of 20 Education Service Centers in
Texas, but they have been delegated the responsibility to approve and maintain
technology plans for all schools in Texas by authority of the Texas Education Agency.

David Mitchell then contacted Marcia J. Proctor, the State Technology Planning
Coordinator located at Region 12 Education Service Center and asked about the
discrepancy. Ms. Proctor stated in her email reply (dated 11/15/2004) “There was a
programming error in that those people that had requested a 3 year plan but were only
approved for one year, got a 3 year certificate.” She also stated the following: “The new
corrected certificates, should have a 2 line banner next to the TEA seal rather than the
1 line banner that your original copy had. We apologize for the error.” 1 have included
a series of email messages to confirm these facts. These emails are included collectively
as EXHIBIT C.

As you can see from the emails dated November 22, 2004 between David Mitchell and
Maria Elena Ovalle of Region One Education Service Center, it was clear that David had
been informed of the corrections necessary to re-submit, and that what was necessary was
to copy the “current plan and edit that one to update.” As per David’s email response,
dated November 22, 2004, he states that he had copied the plan over already and was
getting the new timelines and budgets ready. Please remember that the plan he copied
already included the technology plan for July 1, 2004 through June 30, 2007. What we
intended to do was to take the 2004-2007 plan that we originally submitted and were led
to believe was approved, and when we discovered it had been approved for only a single
year, to modify the plan to include 2008 and re-submit in November 2004 for another 3
year plan that would cover July 1, 2005 through June 30, 2008.

What remains constant is that the plan for 2005 was written and completed in April 2004.
It was still written and completed in November of 2004 when we learned we needed to
re-submit due to “a programming error” by Region 12.

The last set of email messages I have submitted is an email string where David Mitchell
is trying to submit our written and completed plan electronically to Region One, and
finds that he has questions about how to submit the plan for APPROVAL. You can see




that he contacted Maria Elena Ovalle on December 15, 2004 because he was having
trouble submitting the written and completed plan for approval. You will notice that the
email string has to do with approval and there is not any question that the plan was
written and completed. As I’ve indicated before, the part covering E-Rate year 2005 was
submitted for approval to the TEA (via Region 12) in April of 2004,

Again, I apologize for such a long explanation, but I have no other way to demonstrate
that BISD was in compliance with the requirement to have a written and completed plan
covering the period of July 1, 2006 through June 30, 2007 before the Form 470 for E-
Rate year 2005 was filed.

With respect to the questions and answers between myself and Jane Giancamillo as part
of the selective review FY2005 follow-up questions, this is where things became
confusing and likely led Ms. Giancamillo to the conclusion we did not have a plan in
place.

On November 2, 2005, Ms. Giancamillo sent me an email with an attachment with
questions to answer as part of the follow-up to the Selective review. | answered those
questions, and sent them back to her. | was pretty confused with some of the questions,
and you can see by my email response back to her 1 even stated: “And please don’t
hesitate to call if any of it gets confusing. I got baffled more than once.” 1 have
included that email exchange as EXHIBIT D, and that email exchange also included a
follow-up set of questions from Ms. Giancamillo dated Nov 9™ 2005 .

One of the question asked on the November 2, 2005 attachment was: “Please indicate the
date that the version of the Technology Plan you provided was created?” I incorrectly
interpreted that question to ask “when was the 2005 technology plan approved?” As you
can see from the Texas Education Agency 2005 Technology Plan Approval Certificate, it
is for 3 years and was approved on May 5, 2005 (EXHIBIT E). My answer to her
question about when the plan was created was “May 5, 2005” which is obviously
incorrect.

I clearly made a mistake with this answer, and provided an incorrect answer. As
documented above, this plan was initially written and completed in April 2004 when it
was reviewed and initially approved by the TEA as part of a three year plan.

The next question from Ms. Giancamillo was received in an email on November 9™ and
asked the following questions: * The plan that you provided indicates it was last edited on
4/26/05. Did the technology plan that was edited on 4/26/2005 (i.e. your previous plan)
cover the Funding Year 7/1/2005 to 6/30/20067 If it did please provide a copy of it and
the date it was written and available. Please provide the date (month, day, and year) on
which the approved Technology Plan you provided was written and available.”

I sent her back the TEA Approval certificate for my 1 year approval for 2004-2005,
thinking that question was in reference to my previous plan, as the Technology Plan




covering 7/1/2005 to 6/30/2006 was my current plan, not my previous plan. At the time
of my response, 1 thought I had answered appropriately, but obviously not.

As per all the email and other documentation I have provided within this letter of appeal,
I want to reinforce that the plan that covers the time period of 7/1/2005 through
6/30/2006 was initially written and available on April 27, 2004. After the TEA 3-yr vs.1-
yr approval problem was discovered, this same plan was modified slightly and was again
written and available by December 15, 2004 as you can see from the email trail contained
in Exhibit C.

I regret that some of the information I supplied was unintentionally incorrect. The
pressure exerted on us is tremendous, especially when there are hundreds of questions
and such a short time to answer everything. It is always a fear that one simple word
expressed incorrectly will result in a disqualification, and sometimes I feel that I must try
and literally interpret every question.

I am hoping that I have supplied enough documentation, email streams, references, and
other information to demonstrate that:

1.} BISD has always had a technology plan that was written and available prior to
submitting a Form 470 in any respective year.

2.) We experienced some confusion due to an error by the TEA, and worked
diligently and quickly to correct the problem that was not of our doing, and still
had a plan that was written, available, and re-submitted prior to our Form 470
being posted.

3.) The PIA process was conducted in a compressed time frame, with a great deal of
pressure and many detailed questions that we had to respond to quickly and
accurately. Unfortunately, we did make a mistake or two in supplying the correct
and factual answers, having on occasion made a mistake of attempting to literally
interpret the information needed.

4.) None of our answers were intended to mislead or provide false information. In
fact, we obviously hurt ourselves as we did a bad job of always providing the
amount of detail necessary to accurately provide the SLD with enough
information to make a good decision.

5.) Despite our mistakes, the documentation exists to prove that we were In
compliance with the technology Planning directives.

We are prepared to submit any additional information you may deem necessary to
substantiate the fact that BISD did have a technology plan for the period 7/1/2005
through 6/30/2006 that was written and available prior to our Form 470 submisston on
January 3, 2005.

Due to the time frames involved, we provided our email interchanges between the people
involved in the receipt, review, and approval of our technology plan for the period in
question. We can obtain written statements from the individuals represented in these
emails certifying that they are accurate if you require.




Thank you for your consideration. I hope the information provided is what you need to
review and reach the conclusion that the facts support that BISD did have a technology
plan in place when the Form 470 was filed for E-Rate year 8, and that you will reverse
your decision and fund the FRN’s initially denied.

Respectfully Submitted,

SN

Robert Fisher
Administrator for Instructional Technology
Brownsville Independent School District

bass@bisd.us

Attach as Exhibit A - The Actual 3 year Tech Plan submitted and initially approved for
2004-2007

Attach as Exhibit B — The TEA Tech Plan Approval Certificate for 2004-2007
Attach as Exhibit C — the emails listed in the word document attached
Attach as Exhibit D ~ the emails listed in the word document attached

Attach as Exhibit E — The TEA Tech Plan Approval Certificate for 2005-2008




Robert Fisher
Brownsville Independent School District
1900 Price Road

Brownsville, TX 78521

Billed Entity Number: 141638
Form 471 Application Number: 482818
Form 486 Application Number:




Universal Service Administrative Company
Schools & Librarias Division

Administrator’s Decision on Appeal — Funding Year 2005-2006

March 24, 2006

Robert Fisher

Brownsville Independent School District

1900 Price Road

Brownsville, TX 78521

Re: Applicant Name: BROWNSVILLE INDEP SCHOOL DIST
Billed Entity Number: 141638
Form 471 Application Number: 482818
Funding Request Number(s): 1337272

Your Correspondence Dated: January 07, 2006

After thorough review and investigation of all relevant facts, the Schools and Libraries
Division (SLD) of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) has made its
decision in regard to your appeal of SLD's Funding Year 2005 Funding Commitment
Decision Letter for the Application Number indicated above. This letter explains the
basis of SLD's decision. The date of this letter begins the 60-day time period for
appealing this decision to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). If your
Letter of Appeal included more than one Application Number, please note that you will
receive a separate letter for each application.

Funding Request Number(s): 1337272
Decision on Appeal: Denied
Explanation:

* You disagree with SLD’s decision of denying the funding requests because you
failed to provide a technology plan for Funding Year 2005 when the Form 470
was filed. You state that you were aware of that requirement and believe that you
had complied. However, there were some confusing circumstances regarding
your technology plan that you said you did not explain everything correctly
during the PIA process. You further state that your intent was to explain that you
did have a written and completed plan for the period July 1, 2005 through June
20, 2006 prior to the date you filed your Form 470 on Jan 3, 2005. To support
your appeal, you provided a technology plan covering timeframe of 2004-2007,
an approval certificate for the 2003 technology plan from Texas Education agency
and some of the follow-up initiated by the Selective Reviewer with the appeal
letter.

Box 125 - Correspondence Unit, 80 South Jefferson Road, Whippany, New Jersey 07981
Visit us online at: www.sl universalservice.org




¢ Upon thorough review of the appeal and all relevant documentation, it has been
determined that you failed to provide a technology plan for Funding Year 2003
when the Form 470 was filed. During the Selective Review, you were requested
to provide a copy of the school’s technology plan. On October 13, 2005, you
submiitted a technology plan for the timeframe of 2005-2008. On November 9,
20035, your response indicated the technology plan provided was created on May
5,2005. You also provided a 2004 approval certification for the technology plan
from the Texas education agency, which states the technology plan expires on
June 30, 2005 and is approved for timeframe of 2004-2005; however, the
expiration date of June 30, 2003 is before the funding year's start date of July 1,
2005, and you did not provide a technology plan other than the one that covers
timeframe of 2005-2008. According to the FCC guidelines, a technology plan
must be in place when the establishing Form 470 is filed. This rule was violated
since the establishing Form 470 (Application number: 261630000528722) for the
application was posted on January 3, 2005 and the technology plan for Funding
Year 2005 was not created until May 3, 2005. On appeal, you provide a
technology plan covering the timeframe of 2004-2007. SLD cannot accept or
consider the new information since you were given numerous opportunities to
provide the information during the Selective Review, The applicant is responsible
for providing accurate information to the SLD. You have failed to provide
evidence that SLD has erred in its original decision.

¢ Your Form 471 requested funding for services other than basic local and long
distance telephone service. FCC rules require applicants to certify that the entities
receiving products and/or services other than basic telephone service are covered
by an individual and/or higher-level technology plan that has been, or is in the
process of being approved. 47 C.F.R. § 54.504(b)(2)(vii); See Schools and
Libraries Universal Service, Services Ordered and Certification Form, OMB
3060-0806 Block 6, item 26, 27 (FCC Form 471) .

If your appeal has been approved, but funding has been reduced or denied, you may
appeal these decisions to either the SLD or the FCC. For appeals that have been denied
in full, partially approved, dismissed, or canceled, you may file an appeal with the FCC.
You should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to the FCC.
Your appeal must be received or postmarked within 60 days of the date on this letter.
Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. If you
are submitting your appeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC, Office of the
Secretary, 445 12th Street SW, Washington, DC 20554. Further information and options
for filing an appeal directly with the FCC can be found in the "Appeals Procedure”
posted in the Reference Area of the SLD web site or by contacting the Client Service
Bureau. We strongly recommend that you use the electronic filing options.

We thank you for your continued support, patience and cooperation during the appeal
process.

Schools and Libraries Division
Universal Service Administrative Company

Box 125 — Correspondence Unit, 80 South Jefferson Road, Whippany, New Jersey 07981
Visit us online at: www.sl.universalservice.org
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Step 2: Technology Planning

An approved technology plan must meet five criteria that address goals, Step 2: Develop a Technology
strategies, needs, resources, and evaluation. Plan

he Federal Communications Commission {(FCC} requires applicants to base Basic Telephone Service
equests for services to be purchased with Schools and Libraries support discounts
n an approved technology plan. The only exception is that applicants who seek

Technology Planning

discounts for basic telephone service only do not need a technology plan. Applicants Questions to Consider in
who seek telecommunication services other than basic telephone service, Internet Technology Planning

access, internal connections, or basic maintenance of internal connections should
review the following information about technology plan requirements and approval.
Additional assistance in writing a plan is provided in Questions to Consider:

Technology Planning Frequently Asked Questions About
Technology Planning

Sample Tech Plan Approval
Letter

The sections below provide guidance on the core elements of approved technology
plans and information about the approval process including:

Elements of a Technology Plan
Technology Plan Scope and Timeframe
Technology Plan Approval Process
Reviews for Pragram Compliance
USAC Contact information

Elements of a Technology Plan

The FCC has stipulated that requests for discounts must be based on an approved technology plan. To ensure that
schools and libraries are prepared to effectively use the requested services, applicants must certify that their requests are
based on approved technology plans that include provisions for integrating telecommunication services and Internet
access into their educational program or library services. Most schools and libraries have already developed such plans
and may only need to modify these existing plans slightly to conform to program criteria for technology plans.

To qualify as an approved technology plan for a discount and to meet the requirements of the FCC's Fifth Report and
Order (FCC 04-190, released August 13, 2004), the plan must contain the following five elements:

*  The plan must establish clear goals and a realistic strategy for using telecommunications and information
technology to improve education or library services;

* The plan must have a professional development strategy 10 ensure that staff know how 10 use these new
{echnologies {0 improve education or library services;

¢ The plan must include an assessment of the telecommunication services. hardware. software, and other services
that will be needed to improve education or library services:

® The plan must provide a sufficient budgot ta acquire and support the non-discounted slements of the plan: the
hardware, software, professional development and other services that will be needed to implement the strategy;
and

® The plan must include an evaluation process that enables the school or ibrary to monitor progress loward the
specified goals and make mid-course corrections in response to new developments and opportunities and they
anse,

Note: If the plan was approved prior to the effective date of the Fifth Report and Order {October 13, 2004) and did not
contain all of the five required elements, that plan should be updated to include the missing elements. Technolegy plans
must include all five elements.

Technology Plan Scope and Timeframe
Scope

Schools and libraries are not required to write or develop a separate Universal Service Fund technology plan. However,
the approved plan must include a sufficient level of information to validate the purpose of a Universal Service Fund

http://www.universalservice.org/sl/applicants/step02/technology-planning/ 4/13/2006
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request. An approved technology plan does not have to include the speciic details on required on the Description of

Services Requested and Certification Form (Form 470), the Services Ordered and Certification Form (Form 471), the
Receipt of Service Confirmation Form (Form 486), and the Adjustment to Funding Gommitrent and Modification to Receipt
of Service Confirmation Form (Form 500).

The information submitted on those forms should build on the foundation provided by the approved technoiogy plan, by
documenting specific implementation details and operational steps being taken under the plan. That information will be
considered a refinement of the plan as long the requested services can be supported by the plan.

All approved technology plans should include provisions for evaluating progress toward the plan's goals, and ideally these
assessments should occur on an annual basis. A technology plan should be responsive to new and emerging
opportunities, open to review and not a static document. If you find that your technology needs change and you want to
order services beyond the scope of your existing plan, you must prepare and submit a new plan for approval.

Timeframe

Approved technology plans should cover a period of not more than three years. |In view of the rapid development cycle of
new technologies and services, schools and libraries should appreach long-term commitments with caution. However,
long-range planning may be important in the case of some lease-purchase arrangements or very large capital investments
that require extended commitments. There may also be cases in which an approved plan is longer than three years o
conform to federal, state, or local requirements. Whenever an approved plan is longer than three years, there should be a
significant review of progress during the third year.

A technology plan must be written - including all five elements - at the time the Form 470 is filed and must be approved
before the start of service. Applicants are now required to formally certify on Form 486 that the technology plans on
which they based their purchases were approved before they began to receive service. (See Reviews for Program
Compliance below for more details).

Technology Plan Approval Process
Technology Plan Approvers

To ensure that technology plans are based on the reasonable needs and resources of the applicant, and that they are
compatible with the goals of the Schools and Libraries Program, the FCC requires independent approval of an applicant’s
technology plan {FCC Order 97-157). Applicants can locate a technology plan approver by using the Technology Plan
Approver Locator.

Technology Plan Certification

The technology plan approver is expected to use the criteria and standards outlined above in Etements of a Technology
Plan and Technology Plan Scope and Timeframe. USAC will provide a letter of certification to each approving entity. Each
approver should provide a copy of a document similar to the Sample Technology Plan Approval Form to the school district,
school, library system, or library to certify that its plan has been approved and is consistent with the five criteria listed
above in Elements of a Technology Plan and in the checklist on the sampte form. When a Form 486 is submitted to USAC,
the applicant will be reguired to identify the entity that approved the technology plan for each eligible school or library
receiving services on the form. During a program integrity review, a school or library may be required to produce a
document similar to the Sample Technology Plan Certification Form, in order to document approval of its technology plan.

Approval of State Education Agency and Public School Plans

The sole approver for State Education Agency {SEA) technology plans is the U.S. Department of Education. An SEA with
an approved plan under the Technology Literacy Challenge (TLCF) initiative or the Enhancing Education Through
Technology (EETT) program has an approved plan for purposes of the Universal Service Program. Although these plans
cover a period of more than three years, they include provisions for periodic progress evaluations, and USAC will ask the
U. S. Department of Education for progress reports under these plans during their third year.

Under FCC Order 97-157, SEAs are the preferred approvers for K-12 public school plans. A school, school district, or
education service agency that has developed a plan approved under a TLCF or EETT initiative, when accompanied by a
current year operating budget, has an approved plan for purposes of the Schools and Libraries Program. Many states also
have established their own state-wide technology planning initiatives, and schools, school districts, or education service
agencies may develop technology. plans for state approval by participating in such initiatives, if those initiatives include the
criteria and standards outlined above in Elements of a Technology Ptan and Technology Plan Scope and Timeframe.

http://www.universalservice.org/sl/applicants/step(2/technology-planning/ 4/13/2006
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Schoot districts that have not developed approved technology plans under one of these nalional or state infiatives may

have their own district-level plans approved by their SEA, following the criteria and standards outlined above in Elements
of a Technology Plan and Technology Plan Scope and Timeframe. In the case of a Local Education Agency (LEA), plans
that were approved for the U.S. Depariment of Education’s EETT program satisfy the requirements for Schools and

Libraries Program technology plans as long as they are accompanied by a current operating budgst.

¢ School district technology plan. A school within a district that has an approved technology plan is considered
o have an approved plan, it the district-wide plan validates the use of telecommunications services for
educational purposes in that schoot in a manner consistent with the criteria and standards outlined above in
Elemenis of a Technology Plan and Technology Plan Scope and Timeframe.

* Individual school technologz pian. If an individual public school develops its own site-based or building level
technology plan, i should seek approval for that plan at the district leve! foliowing the criteria and standards
abave in Elements of a Technology Plan and Technology Plan Scope and Timeframe.

* Charter school technology plan, A charter school may have its technology plan approved through the same
institution that granted iis charter, if that agency is a USAC-Certified Technology Plan Approver.

A SEA may delegate its approval authority by designating a third party to establish and operate an independent peer
review process on its behalf. In the event of such delegation, the SEA should notify USAC. USAC will certify the alternative
approval entity, but the state will retain responsibility for the approvers operating under its jurisdiction.

in FCC Order 97-253, the FCC states that: “the Schools and Libraries Division may review and certify schools’ and libraries
technology plans when a state agency has indicated it will be unable to review such plans within a reasonable time." If
such an event occurs, the SEA will notify USAC, which will consult with the SEA to certify a third party that can establish
and operate an independent approval process on behalf of the public schools in the state. Although USAC will certify the
alternative approval entity, the state wili retain oversight responsibility for this entity, which will be operating under its
jurisdiction.

Note: Schools that are subject to a state review process by state or local law may not circumvent the state process by
submitting plans directly to USAC (FCC Order 97-420, paragraph 157). In the event that USAC certifies alternative
procedures for approval of public school technology plans in a state, these procedures may not be used as an alternative
approval process for public schools in any other state, and no USAC certified approval procedure may be used as an
appeals mechanism for any school in any state.

Approval of Non-public Schools Plans

In states where non-public schools are not required by applicable law to obtain siate approval for technology plans and
telecommunications expenditures, or where SEAs have indicated that they will not be approve technology plans for non-
public schoots, USAC will authorize an alternative approval process administered by appropriate entities. The approved
entities will certify to USAC that:

*  Approval procedures will be similar in rigor to existing peer reviews used by non-pubilic schoois for other
certification purposes

¢ Approval procedures will be based on an independent peer review that will include the criteria and standards for
plans above in Elements of a Technology Plan and Technology Plan Scope and Timeframe.

USAC will certify technology plan approvers for non-public school plans. These entities may include:

* regional accreditation associations
* national, state, regional, and local private school associations
* national. state, and regional parochial schooel associations

in some states, the SEA or an education service agency may also work with non-public schools to establish an appropriate
third-party approval process for non-public school technology plans. In the absence of any of these alternatives, USAC
may consult directly with the SEA and the non-public schools in a state or region to certify appropriate approval
procedures. USAC will maintain a directory of entities that it has certified to approve non-public school pians and will
facilitate non-public school access to these entities when necessary. USAC and USAC-certified entities may not be used to
appeal the review of any other entity.

A schoo! within a Diocesan school district or comparable entity that has an approved plan is considered to have an
approved plan in its own right, if that approved district-wide technology plan validates the use of the contracted
telecommunications services for educational purposes in that school in a manner consistent with the criteria and standards
outlined above in Elements of a Technology Plan and Technology Plan Scope and Timeframe.

http://www universalservice.org/sl/applicants/step02/technology-planning/ 4/13/2006
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l;:pprwa\ of Bureau of indian Affairs (BIA) Plans, BIA School Plans, and Plans of Districts and
erritories

The District of Columbia, Hawali, and U.S. territories will have their plans approved under the U.S. Department of
Education's Ed-Tech program.

The Department of Interior's Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) is the preferred approver for BIA contract and grant school
plans, and it will use the criteria and standards outlined above in Etements of a Technology Plan and Technology Plan
Scope and Timeframe to approve individual BIA school plans. BlA-operated schools can be covered by a plan written by
the BIA and approved by the U.S. Department of Education. Any BIA school with an approved technology plan under the
Ed-Tech program has an approved technology plan if that plan is accompanied by a current year operating budget.

An individual BIA contract or grant school with a BIA-approved plan may choose to participate in the Schools and Libraries
program in its own right independently of the BIA, if the BlA-approved technology plan supports and validates the use of
the contracted telecommunications services for educational purposes in that school in a manner consistent with the criteria
and standards outlined above in Elements of a Technology Plan and Technology Plan Scope and Timeframe. If an
individual BIA school, or any other school or system serving Indian students, develops a technology plan that is not
covered by BIA approval, USAC will consult with appropriate entities to establish an alternative approval procedure.

Approval of State Library Agency and Library Plans

State Library Agencies may have their plans approved through several mechanisms. The Institute of Museum and Library
Services (IMLS) has approved a Library Services and Technology Act (LSTA) Plan for every state. These plans are similar
in purpose and scope to Ed-Tech plans for SEAs, and they constitute approved technology plans for the purposes of the
Schools and Libraries Program. Alternatively, a State Library Agency may choose to use a technology plan approved by an
appropriate body within the state (e.g., the legislature, state department of telecommunications, state department of
information technology, etc.). Since LSTA plans and many state agency plans cover a pericd of more than three years,
USAC will ask the IMLS or the state agency for a progress report under these plans during their third year.

State Library Agencies are the preferred approvers for the technology plans of library systems and libraries in their states.
USAC will consult with State Library Agencies and will certify their approval process if they affirm the application of the
criteria and standards outlined above in Etements of a Technology Plan and Technology Plan Scope and Timeframe.

For the purposes of technology planning, USAC uses the following two definitions:

* “Library" is defined as a single administrative unit, which can have multiple outlets.

e - "|ibrary Consorfium” is defined as an administrative unit which is a collection of multipie libraries, each with its
own governing structure, that come together to share resources and aggregate demand.

Individual libraries may write their own technology plans. Library consortia technology ptans may be used to fulfill the
requirement for the individual libraries to have a technology plan if the consortium:

* Supports and validates the services requested by the library
¢ |5 based on a collaborative planning process
* [ollows the guidelines set out in the four technology planning scenarios outlined beiow:
* |ibranes and/or library consortia that apply only for basic telephone service are not required to have a
technology plan.
e | ibraries that apply for discounts on services for its own library outlet(s) may have a plan written at the
tibrary level.
® |ibrary consortia that apply for discounts on services that are shared by a group of libraries may have a
plan written at the consortium levei as long as the plan supports and validates the requested services.
* Libraries that apply for discounts on services for their own library outlet(s}, which are part of a larger
initiative supported by the library consortium, may have a plan written at the library consortium level, as
long as the plan supports and validates the requested services.

A State Library Agency may delegate its approval authority by designating a third party to establish and operate an
independent peer review process on its behalf. In the event of such delegation, the agency should notify USAC. The state
agency will retain responsibility for the approvers operating under its jurisdiction.

Reviews for Program Compliance

USAC reviews certifications made on FCC Forms for compliance with program rules concerning availability and approval
of technology plans.
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Description of Services Requested and Certification Form (Form 470}, the Services Ordered and Certification
Form (Form 471)

Ali applicants certify on Forms 470 and 471 that their request for services will be based on a technology pian that has been

or will be approved in accordance with the criteria and standards outlined above in Elements of a Technology Plan and
Technology Plan Scope and Timeframe.

The technology plan must be written before the submission of the Form 470 and Form 471. The applicant must indicate the
status of the technology plan in Block 5 of the Form 470 and Block 6 of the Form 471.

The pian should document an educational purpose or need for library services that are consistent with the "Summary
Description of Needs or Services Requested" in Block 2 of the Form 470. The approved plan should be consistent with the
"Technology Resources" in Block 3 and should support the “Certifications” in Block 5. The approved plan also shouid be
consistent with simitar information blocks in Form 471 and should support the "Certifications” in Forms 471 and 486.
Applicants must retain documentation to demonstrate fulfillment of such requirements .

Receipt of Service Confirmation Form (Form 486)

To indicate services have begun, the school or library must file Form 486 and indicate on that form the name({s} of the
organization{s) that approved a technology plan for any eligible recipient receiving services. The technology plan has to be
approved by the start of service or the filing of the Form 486, whichever comes first, The approving entity is required to
provide the applicant with a Certification of Technology Plan Approval that is similar to the Sample Technology Plan
Approval Form. This document must be retained in accordance with the FCC's document retention policy. In the event of a
program integrity review, a school or library may be required to produce a document similar to the Sample Technology
Plan Approval Form, in order to document approval of its technology plan.

LUSAC Contact Information

USAC's Schoois and Libraries Client Service Bureau will be able to answer many of your questions about establishing an
approved technology plan, and they will be able to refer you to the certified approval entity in your state or region. You may
reach the Client Service Bureau by a toll-free telephone call to 1.888-203-8100, by email, or by fax 1-888-276-8736.

To correspond by mail about the technology plan approval process, you may address letters to:

Universal Service Administrative Company
Schools and Libraries Program
Technology Planning

2000 L Street, NW - Suite 200
Washington, DC 20036

DO NOT SEND YOUR TECHNOLOGY PLAN TO USAC

Sending your plan to USAC will only delay the approval process. If you believe your state does not serve your type of
school or library, call USAC's Client Service Bureau at 1-888-203-8100.

Step1  Determine Eligibility Step3  Open a Competitive Bidding Process

Last modified on 1//2006

© 1997-20086, Universal Service Administrative Company, All Rights Reserved.
Home | Privacy Policy | Sitemap | Website Feedback | Website Tour | Contact Us
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USAC

Step 2: Basic Telephone Service

What is basic telephone service? Step 2: Develop a Technology
Plan

The definition of basic telephone service.

Basic telephone service is defined as wireline or wireless single-line voice service
{e.g., local, celiular, and/or long distance) as well as mandatory fees associated with Technology Planning

such service {e.qg., federal and state taxes, universal service fees, etc.). e
Frequently Asked Questions About

Basic telephone service must be provided by a telecommunications carrier. To be a Technology Ptanning
telecommunications carrier, the carrier must provide telecommunications service on a
common carriage basis. That is, the telecommunications carrier must (1) allow the
customer to transmit intelligence of its own design and choosing and {2} provide the service to the general public (hold
itself out to serve indifferently all potential users) for a fee.

Basic Telephone Service

if an applicant requests Telecommunications Services from a telecommunications carrier that does not provide
telecommunications services on a common carmiage basis, the request for such services will be denied.

Step1  Determine Elighilty " step3  Open a Competitive Bidding Process

Last modified on 1/6/2008

© 1997-2006, Universal Service Administrative Company, All Rights Reserved.
Home | Privacy Policy | Sitemap | Website Feedback | Website Tour | Contact Us
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Exhibit A

BROWNSVILLE ISD
Technology Plan

2004 - 2007

Michael Zolkoski

SUPERINTENDENT
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DISTRICT PROFILE

ESC Hegion 1
City, State Zip BROWNSVILLE, TX 78521-2417
Phone {956) 548-8000
Fax (956) 548-8010

County District Number 031901

[Percent Econ. Disadvantaged|52.20% |

$33,138,000.00

Teaching and Leaming Budget $3,807,000.00
Educator Preparation and Devslopment Budget $1,266,000.00
Administration and Support Services Budget $375,000.00
Infrastructure for Technology Budget $27,690,000.00
Total: $33,138,000.00

echnology Expenditure $778.97 T
Per Pupil
Number of Campuses 51
with Direct Connection to Intermet "
Percentage of Campuses 100.00%
with Direct Connection to internet

Number of Classrooms 2626
with Direct Connection to internet

Percentage of Classrooms 100.00%
with Direct Connaction to internet

3 student{s) for every computer
1 teacher(s) for evary computer
47

Percentage of campuses that hava
completed the Texas Campus STaR Chart

https://www.sedl.org cgi-bin'mysql’eplan‘eplan.cgi?l=reportoption_composite&editplani... 12/19/2005




BROWNSVILLE ISD Technology Plan: 2004 - 2007 Page 3 of 19

1 }
Plan Introduction
Plan Last Edited 04/14/2004

Plan status: approved
Years Inciuded in the Plan: 2004 - 2007
Number of years covered by the plan: 3

Years Approved for the Plan: 2004 - 2005
Number of approved years: 1

Technology Planning Committee

Robert Fisher, Jay Harris, Frank Saidivar, Elizabeth Corr, Socorro Garza, Santos Castilio Jr.. Angelcia Soto, David
Mitchell, Joe Soto, Todd Nichols, Chris Rowan, Anthony Alvarez, Charla Tibbits,
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Executive Summary

The committee has developed a plan that takes into consideration both NCLB requirements established for technology as well
as the E-rate program developed by Congress in the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to make modern telecommunications
affordable for every K-12 school and public library in the nation. This plan conveys our vision statement, our beliefs in
tachnology and our K-12 instructional goals as they relate to technology skills. Through this pian, we would hope to provide
equitable access to the use of tachnology to enable students to becomas Hielong learners. Tachnology in this context includes
computers, Telco services, electrical. data, and video systems designed and networked. when feasible, to enhance our
district’s communication, information processing and productivity needs.
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Needs Assessment

Assessment Process:

The original technology plan was based on Star Chart data and concems provided by campus representatives. Most of these
objectives are still viable and are being reviewad by the District Technology Commiftee mads up of various personnel within
the district. Those objectives and strategies that continue to address the needs from the Star chart will be carried over with
minor modifications to fit the e-plan format

Any new objectives will be based on data from Star Charts, concerns from Technology Support teachers provided by internal
auditors and the District Improvement Committee recommendations. Additionai objectives will be based on information
gathered by the DEIC committae. This information will be integrated into the District Technology Plan to provide the broadest
possible input from various concerned parties. The district will use the judgment of the Technology committee to determine the

most important objectives based on this data. Our tocus for development will be on the E-rate, NCLB and the state Long
Range technology Plan.

Existing Conditions:

Brownsville Independent schooi District is a district growing at an expanential rate numerically and technologically. Hardware
software, networking equipment and appliances are at every school to create an infrastructure that will allow schools and
district offices to communicate with each other and the world. This Infrastructure changes constantly as schools need more
technological equipment to provide education to students in the Technology applications TEKS, ta integrate technology and to
create a transparent communication system to all those involved in the education of Brownsville's children. To further these
ends the following systems are in place across the district. ,

A training system is in place to provide skilis and support to professionals and staff who use technology. There are six lead
teachers that provide support in grant implementation, networking and applications skills. Training sessions currentiy take
place regutarly on weekends at cantrally locatad technology labs as well as weekdays at campus computer lebs. Training
opportunities ranges from [P phone use to word-processing and email gkills. A stipend system has been developed to
encouraga attendance at district training sessions.

The district also provides Technoiogy Support Teachers at each campus. These individuals allow teachers and staft
immsadiate accass o a tachnology support person both in hardwars and software matters. In addition they give the district a
contact person to facilitate communication of a technological nature ta the individual campuses.

An infrastructure has been developed that allows E-mall, file sharing, Intemet access, and 1P phone telephony across the
district. Web based email is now in effect for students as well as administration, faculty and staff. All teachers, staff, faculty and
administration have access to Microsoft Qutiook Web Access with a searchable database of district email addresses and
calendar functions and group planning components. The district has purchased 45,000 E-PAL user accounts that aliow ali
students access to email that is filtered for content and has translation capabilities, All campuses have internet access via a
CISCO AS5300 Access server, . . )

Every campus has 1 layer 3 switch with muitiple V LANS. Networks follow a Star topology with point-to-point T1's. All high
schools are directly connacted with fiber back to the core routar via Gigaman. Every wiring closet has been standardized with
CISCO inline power switching network. No hubs are allowed. The network supports IPTV, iP Telephony and Data networks.
Over 20,000 computers are currently connected to these LANS. A written Acceptable Use Policy is required for Internet and
Email usage and is on file for each user and our CIPS has been approved. Campuses are being upgraded to 1P telephony
through a normat cable/ fiber backbone support with CISCO 7960 and 7840 telephones. The cost of communication is cut
dramatically through this implementation. Access for all BISD smployess and students to the Intermet is via T1/ Gigaman lines.

All campuses have a fileserver and a network backbone that provides 100MB access. Campuses have at least one computer
lab and multimedia projector. There are a minimum of six network drops in each permanent ¢lassroom connected to the
campus LAN and ultimately to the district WAN. .

A district wabsite provides a host of information pertinent to students, teachers, administrators, parents and other interested
community members. A searchable district policy database is available as well as ali district policy regarding amgll and t_he
Internet. Registration for all professional development, and substitute teacher requests are all managed electronically with
links from the district website. Dapartmental and school information as well as maps showing directions and school zonas ¢an
also be accessed via the website. Finally links to all school and department wabsites are listed atpha_baticaily' ona sepqmte
page for the community to access. Dapartmental and school webmasters are in place to develop individual sites for their
respective locations. Department website holds pentinant information such as news, lesson plans, forms and templates to
support the various functions of those departments. School wabsites reflect various content including student work, schadules,
administrative information, homework information, as well as newsletters. ) )

Other technological equipment on campuses is generally managed by the campus librarians. The equipment includes vnsuall
presenters, overhead projectors, tape players, CD players, projector screens and portable PA systems. Tet_:hnology Edycahon
and Technology Applications ara offered at most high school campuses. Computer literacy labs are majnta_nnad at al! middle
school campuses. Teachers at the elementary campuses are beginning to incorporate technology appilcation TEKS and are
supported by a number of Computer lab instructors who teach the TA TEKS in a jab setting.

Technology Needs:

The district continues to see the need for regular training sessions for teachers and administrators to keep them abreast of
technological changes reiated to education and the integration of technology into the curmriculum.

https: /www.sedl.org/cgi-bin/mysql/eplan/eplan.cgi?l=reportoption_composite&editplani... 12/19/2005




BROWNSVILLE ISD Technology Plan: 2004 - 2007 Page 6 0f 19

Continued suppon of a point of contact at each campus for teachers and staff to address campus technology concerns.

Regular communication with the campuses about district tachnology potices and plans and support issues.
Assistance with integrating technology into the curriculum.

Increase in numbers of technology support personnel.

An increase in |P telephony.

Implementation of {P Teilevision

https://www.sedl.org/cgi-hin/mysgl‘eplan‘eplan.cgi?l=reportoption_composite& editplani...  12/19/2005
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GOAL 1: Teaching and Learning: To provide all students with instruction in the use of technology that empowers
them to become more knowiedgeable of their world and develop their academic skilis.

the intemet and their relationship

Budget Amount §1,707,000.00

5

LRPT category: Teaching and Learning

E-Rate Correlates: ER01
NCLB Correlates; 03, 04a, 07, 11

OBJECTIVE 1.1: All students demonstrate knowiedge and appropriate use of hardware components, software programs,

https://www.sedl.org/cgi-bin'mysql/eplan/eplan.cgi N=reportoption_composite&editplani...

Stratagies State/Status: | Timeline: | Person(s} Eviderics.
Responsible:
1.1.1:] All students will be taught all technology | State: Fall 2004 - |:. Administrator for] _ Lesson pltan
TEKS using a computer and/or Interpet to | Original Spring documentation showing
complete classroom assignments 2007 .. Instructional TA TEKS
throughout the year. Status: Technology . Word Processing
Ptannéd Administrator Spne_adsheet anq Mufti-
LEA LAPT Conrslates: TLO1, TLO2, TLO4, - Principals -] media presentations
TLOS .. Teachers
1.1.2: ] All Campuses will assess the extent to State: Fall 2004 — | _ Administrator for| . Campus assessment
which students meel the technology Originai Spring Ingtructional or rubric and/or
proficiencies in Technology Application 2007 Technology campus portiolio of
TEKS. Status: L. Facilitators student work
atus: " Princi
Planned - Principals
LEA LRPT Correlates: TLO2, TLO7, TL14,
TL1S
1.1.3: | All students will participate in developing | State: Fall 2004 - | .. Principals i_ Lesson plan
curriculum oriented computer-based Original Spring Facilitators documentation showing
muitimedia projects. 2007 .. Teachers TA TEKS
Status: -. Multimedia project
LEA LRPT Correlates: TLO1, TLO2, TLO4, | Planned
TLOB
1.1.4:§ All teachers will use classroom activities | State: Fall 2004 — }. Principals L.Lesson plan
that incorporate technology into the Original Spning .. Teachers documantation showing
currictium. 2007 " Technalogy TA TEKS
Status: Lead Teachers
LEA LRPT Comelates: TLO2, TLO7, TLOS, | Planned
TL13
1.1.5:] Computer Sclenca, Desktop Publighing, [ State: Fall 2004 ~ } .. Administrator for| L Annual Campus
Digital Graphics, Video Technology, and | Original Spring Human Resources | Survey
Web Mastering courses will be offered at 2007
the high school level. Status: .. Campus
Planna'd Administrators
LEA LRPT Correlates: TLO2, TLO4, TLOS, . Deans of
TLO7 Instruction
1.1.6. | Students will access technological State: Fall 2004 - | . Curriculum . Annual Campus
curriculum support materials included Original Spring Depanment Survey
with adoption materials. 2007 .. Campus _ Lesson Plan
Status: administrators Documentation
LEA LAPT Correlates: TLO1, TLO2, TLO7, | Planned
TLOB
1.1.7: | Selected schoois will pilot a CD-ROM State: Fall 2004 — | . District program | .. Pre/post test
based core curriculum support system Original Ongoing directors
through the use of an inexpensive CD ..Campus
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\ . \
’ )dmsp\ay console deployed 1o the homa as ‘} Status: ) ‘) adminigirators ‘D
well as a lab setting. Pianned : Campus
coordinators
LEA LRPT Correlates: TL01. TLO4, TLOT, - Parent liaisons
TLOB, TL10, TL12 .. Classroom
teacher
1.1.8:] Teachers will document classroom State; Fall 2004 - |: Campus . Lesson Plan
technology integration in their lesson Original Spring administrators Documentation
plans using the TA TEKS. 2007 . Technology
Status: Support Teachers
LEA LRPT Correlates: TLO2, TLOS, TL13 | Planned -Teachers

usage in society.

Budget Amount $300,000.00

LARPT category: Teaching and Leaming

E-Rate Correlatas:

OBJECTIVE 1.2: All students recognize the importance of ethical behavior pertaining to the computer, network and tnternet

NCLB Correiates:
Stratagias State/Status: | Timetine: | Person(s) Evidenca:
Responsible.

1.2.1: { Students will be instructed in the tensts of | State: Fall 2004 - | L Administrator for |- Annually Signed
using the Internet in an acceptable. Original Spring Instructional AUP’s filed at the
ethical manner. 2007 Technology campus lavel

Status: .. Principals ..Lesson Plan ol TA
. . (. Teachars documentation
LEA LRPT Cormelates: TLO8 Planned . Technoiogy TEKS
Teachers

1.2.2:] Students will be taught the tenets of State: Fall 2004 — | . Administrator for| .. Students will have a
using e-mail in an acceptable, ethical Original Spring Instructional signed permission slip
manner. 2007 Technology for using e-mail

Status: .. Principals .. Lesson Plan cTA
. . L Teachers documentation o
LEA LRPT Correlatas; TLO8 Planned " Technology TEKS
Teachers

QBJECTIVE 1.3: Internet access will be integrated into all curriculum areas for all students

Budget Amount $1,350,000.00

LRPT catagory: Teaching and Leaming

E-Rate Correlates: ERO1

NCL8 Correlates: 02, 03, 04a, 06
Sirategies State/Status; | Timeline. | Person(s) Evidence.

| Responsible:
1.3.1:] Students will participate in virtual fieid State: Fall 2004 — || Campus . Annually Signed
trips through the use of the intemet. Original Spring administrators AUP's filed at the
2007 L. Tachnology campus IeF\,r|el
. . Support Teachers | . Lesson Plan
LEA LRPT Correlates: TLO1. TLO4, TLOB g:::uise.d documentation of TA
TEKS

1.3.2: | Students will be given opportunities for State: Fall 2004 ~ 1: Admunistrator for | .. Annually Signed
distance learning if coursework is Original Spring Instructional AUPs filed at the
unavailable locally. 2007 Technology campus level

Status: .. Campus Lesson Plan (1A
: N administrators documentation of
%_EA:GLHPT Correlates: TLO1, TLO7. TL10, | Planned L Technology TEKS
Support Teachers

https://www sedl.org cgi-bin mysql/eplan-eplan.cgi?l=reportoption_composite&editplani...
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’ 133 'Srudents will have access to Internet 'Sfate: ’Fah' 2004 - [ Library Services [Library services [
based reference material and streaming | Origina Spring . Librarians summary of usa
video for supporting the classroom 2007 1 -Classroom
curnicuurm. Status: teachers

Planned - Technology
LEA LRPT Correlates: TLO1, TLOS, TL18, Teacher
TL21
1.3.4:| Selected schools will pilot a Internet State: Fall 2004 - { . District program { . Pre/post test
based tool for student reference material | Original ongaing director
to support the district curriculum. - Campus
Status: administrators
. . _Technology
LEA LRPT Correlates: TLO1, TLO2, TLO8, | Planned
: ) ) Support Teachers
TL12, TL16, TL17, TL18, TL21 . Parent liaisons
.. Classroom
teachers
OBJECTIVE 1.4: Ali students will use network-based communication and collaborative tools.
Budget Amount $150,000.00
LARPT category: Teaching and Learning
E-Rate Correlatas:
NCLB Correlates:
Strategies State/Status: | Timsiine: | Person(s) Evidence:
Responsible:
1.4.1:] Students will participate in & focused. State: Fall 2004 - | . Technology LAnnually Signed
curriculum based emall project. Original Spring Lead Teachers AUP's filed at the
2007 i Principals campus lepvlel
. . . _Yeachers i_Lesson Plan
LEA LAPT Correlates: TLO1. TLO7, TLOB g::ntunsed Technology documentation of TA
Support Teachers | TEKS

for all students requiring the devi

Budgst Amount $300.000.00

ices.

LAPT category: Teaching and Leaming

E-Rate Correlates:

OBJECTIVE 1.5: Ensure accessibility by all students to technology-based instruction by providing adaptive/assistive devices

NCLB Correlates:
Stralagies State/Status: | Timeline: | Parson(s) Evidence:
Responsible.

1.5.1: | All Special Population students will be State: Fali 2004 - { . Administrator for | - Student LEP.s
given the same opporiunities to access | Original Spring Instructional <. Parental feedback
computers and technological equipmant 2007 Technology .. ARD committes
as the remainder of the population. Status: ..Campus Reports

Planned administrators
. .. Technology
LEA LRPT Conrelates: TL10 Support Teachers

1.5.2:]1.The Instructionat Technology State: Fall 2004 — | . Administrator for |t Electronic
Department will coordinate with Special | Original Spring Instructional Registration Online
Services 1o make staff aware ot 2007 Technology
adaptive/assistive technology. Status: ~.Campus

Planned administrators
. .. Tachnology
LEA LRPT Correlates: T(.03, TLO8, TL10 Support Teachers
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}G?:L l2: To provide the knowledge and skills for a)) educators necessary to fully integrate technology into the
curriculum.

technology applications.

Budget Arnount §1,266,000.00

LRPT category: Educator Praparation and Development

E-Rate Correlates: ER01, ERD2
NCLB Correlates: 01, 0da, 04b, 07, 11, 12

OBJECTIVE 2.1: All Teachers, Para-professionals, and administrators will be provided staff develapment in a variety of

https://www.sedl.org/cgi-bin/mysql eplan/eplan.cgi?l=reportoption_composite&editplani...

state and district standards, and
Professional development
resources that are accessible
anytime.

LEA LRPT Correlates: EP01, EP03,

Stralegies State/Status: | Timeline: | Person(s} Evidence:
Responsibie:
2.1.1: }The Instructional Technology State: Fall 2004 |'Administrator ] _Prolessional development
Department will offer Saturday Original — Spring  [for Instructional | evaluations
training sessions for teachers 2007 Technology . Electronic registration Online
administrators, and Status: L Technology
paraprofessionals in various Plannéd Lead Teachers
computer and tschnology related
applications.
LEA LARPT Correlates: AS03, EP01,
EPO03, EPO8, EPOS, TLO3, TLO4
2.1.2: | The Instructional Technology State: Fall 2004 |: Administrator | _ Electronic Registration
Department will offer afternoon Original - Spring |for instructional | Online
training sessions for teachers 2007 Technology i Professionat developmant
administrators, and Status: .. Technology evaluations
‘| paraprofessionals various computer Planned Lead Teachers
and technology related applications.
LEA LRFT Correlates: AS03, EPO1,
EPO3, EPO8, EPOS
2.1.3: {The Instructional Technology State: Fall 2004 {.. Administrator | _ Electronic Registration
Department will offer training Criginal - Spring | for Instructionai | Online
sessions for groups of six or more 2007 Technology L. Profe_ssional development
teachars by request in various Status: _ Technology evaluations
computer and technology related Planne'd l.aad Teachers
applications.
LEA L RPT Correlates: AS03, EPO1,
EPO3, EP08, EPOS
2.1.4; {The district will provide each naw State: Fall 2004 | . Administrator | .. Electronic Registration
teacher with an orientation to the Original - Spring 1for Instructional | Online
district's Instructional Technology 2007 Technology . Professional deveiopment
program, Annually. Status: i. Tachnology evaluations
Planned l.ead Teachers
LEA LRPT Corralates: EP03, EPO8,
EPO9
2.1.5: jCampuses that have not State: Fall 2004 | _ District Pra/Post test
participated in a TIF grant project | Original - Ongoing | program director
will pilot & program in which they L Campus
will be given access to Web-based Status: administrators
tools that give teachers access to: Plannéd . Campus
Curriculum content that aligns 1o coordinator
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