I don’t know how a technology plan centered on curriculum needs will impact my school because I do not work in a school.  I have done a little substitute teaching, and I have worked in the media center as a volunteer and a substitute in the local middle school.  This middle school has a “Local School Technology Coordinator”, whose job is to work with teachers and technology.   The Coordinator told me that he does not have the Gwinnett County Plan on file, and that this middle school does not have a technology plan, and furthermore, he doesn’t want to have one.   He believes that a “vision” is important, which he described as a soft plan that could change with the ever changing technology.    But, if his job is solely to work with the teachers, to help bring technology into the classroom, it seems obvious that their efforts would be centered on the curriculum, anyway.  Why else would the LSTC and teachers be working together?  So the question then becomes  “How would a Technology Plan impact this particular school?”   I can only answer in the most general terms.  First, the principal would have to be an advocate for the Technology Plan, because only the principal’s emphasis might affect the LSTC’s present  philosophy.   There is a Media/Tech Committee in place,  and although I don’t know it’s mission, I imagine it could serve as the initial group to organize the “Planning Team for Technology”.   Since Baule states that “education technology” should be an essential part of every course, the impact would be felt in every classroom, as every teacher would have to commit to achieving the plan.

A technology plan based on Baule’s suggestions differs from the technology plan in this particular middle school, then, in that it is a formal document planned by committee to provide direction for the school, and this middle school has a vision.   The LSTC meets with the principal at the beginning of the year to update this vision.  At this point, I do not know if the Media/Tech Committee is involved in updating the vision.  

Some of the requirements in Baule’s plan have been fulfilled at this local middle school.  For example, he says that ideally, each teacher will have his or her own machine and phone.  The teachers in this school do have their own machines; in fact, they have just received laptops.  There are two computer labs, and 30 computers in the media center. Also, students at home (with computers) can access the school resources outside of the school day; however, I can only imagine the uproar if the school tried to provide students  with access to modems and computers at home if they don’t have one.  He suggests working with the public library to provide access to computers for students who don’t have one at home.  This sounds like a wonderful idea, but everytime I visit the nearby public library,  all the computers there are in use.  If students poured in from the local school in the afternoon, chaos could erupt.  That transfers part of the burden of educational technology on the public library, not on the school.

Baule’s design is a very ambitious, very idealistic plan where committee members are not distracted by many other things that demand their time and efforts, a plan where limited money really isn’t a problem (even though he gives lip service to budgets), a plan where teachers would not only embrace change but rush to spend their free time taking classes and restructuring their lesson plans.   It would take years for the local school community to formulate a technology plan following Baule’s detailed, thorough design.  To make it more useable, to make something happen in the next year or two,  I would try to apply the plan to one subject, such as Language Arts.   That way, the Planning Committee could be a little smaller, and have a narrower, more realistic focus.  The costs would be less, and therefore more attainable.    To integrate the technology into the curriculum would be less encompassing, and initially involve only the LA teachers.   If it were a success, the LA teachers could be ambassadors for change, for trying it in another subject.   

I have a problem with his assertion that “the key lies in making education technology an essential part of every course.”
  I think the key lies in a teacher making the decision if technology can help him or her teach in a more meaningful and effective way.  Therefore, knowing how individual teachers use technology within their curriculum would help the planners develop a plan that fits the teacher’s style and level of expertise.  The plan would take into account the different levels of technology training appropriate for the LoTI of each teacher.  If it didn’t do that, there is the risk that teachers would be overwhelmed by the technical expectations of the plan,  and conversely, a risk that teachers who do have a high level of expertise would be underutilized.    

When I was “checking out” the state of Georgia’s K-12 Technology Plan, I was surprised not to find Steven Baule as a Reference.   Baule’s suggestions go hand in hand with the State’s planning ideas to this untrained eye; for instance, Baule and Georgia both agree that “technology must be implemented effectively”.  The state’s plan expanded on his design, I think, by stating 2006 Success Indicators.  The state also makes clear that its top priority is improving student achievement in the QCC; in other words--test scores.    
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