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Executive Summary
L

The lllinois Community Technology Fund (ICTF) caatgout through the
SBC/Ameritech merger that set aside $1.5 millio2@®30 to provide advanced
telecommunications services and skills necessampoove the quality of live for low-income
and rural lllinois populations through organizatibgrants. This is an evaluation report of a
multiple organization community technology projeatded by the lllinois Community
Technology Fund. These funds were distributeddidl2and 2002 grant rounds to prepare
citizens to live and work in a growing technolodisaciety. A wide variety of organizations
including community based organizations, commuoitjeges, and schools were given a
maximum of $50,000 to support programs dedicateledCTF goals. These organizations
served a broad spectrum of ages and populaticaiseimpt to bridge the digital divide.

After the close of the grant distributions the @eribr Urban Research and Learning was
asked to evaluate the ICTF grant program. Thesgafahe evaluation were as follows:

» Organize and summarize the types and levels ofcesrprovided

» Assess the impact of the grants on the lives ofémeice users particularly

concerning the employment and educational impacts.

» Develop a model technology program by integratiag &uccessful aspects of the

organizations funded through the ICTF grant
Organizations and Individuals Served by the Program

Seventy-seven programs were funded statewide \Bithf 8hose in the Chicagoland area.
Of the 76 grantees, 68 provided some level of mattron about their programs activities for this
evaluation. In speaking with the service provigdérappears the programs served a broad

spectrum of ages from youth under eighteen to iddals over 56 years old. The most common



age group served was the 26 to 35 year old rar®)8%§. The vast majority of individuals who
utilized these technology services were from tradélly underserved populations in the rural
and metropolitan areas of lllinois. As well, a oréy were currently unemployed (53.8%) and
ended their education with a high school diplom&&D (53.8%). Program service providers
indicated that 80% of the individuals using theteemvould be classified as lower
socioeconomic status. The number of individuatsesper week ranged between 0 to 10 and
more than 100 of individuals with the most commomber being between 21 and 30 (28%).
Similar to the number of individuals, the type ef\dces provided varied greatly. Some
grants funded conventional community technologytersthat provided classes and assistance
with in-house computer technology while other pergs built websites, provided a mobile lab
to multiple organizations along with other innovatcommunity technology services. The start-
up organizations tended to provide the basic coermhills training courses while the
organizations that were well established were abf@ovide more advanced training such as
networking and software development training Tgfjcan organization provided between 0-10
(40%) and 10-20 (40%) computers connecting betvmadiror all to the internet primarily via
broadband services. The variance of the prograestand service levels necessitates flexible

and sustainable funding to adapt to the differiagds of the programs.



Introduction
Y

The "digital divide," a term coined to describe tipap in availability and knowledge of
advanced technological resources for underrepredgmbpulations, became an issue of great
importance in the early 1990’s as educational tutgts, healthcare options, and the job market
began to rely more on computer technology. As saociety continues to become more
technologically advanced, the digital divide becenam increasingly critical issue to address.
Half of America's adults are not online indicatithgt half of the adult population does not have
access to the educational, health care, and emplatyrasources as well as life skills education
available through computers and the internet (U®dienent of Commerce, 2000). While
lllinois ranks %" in the country for population size, the state s&8K" in online population (US
Census Bureau, 2001). To assist the portion ofpthygulation without access to computers,
community-based technology resources provide amrtypity to learn computer and internet
basics that can then be used to advance educatteraployment and to improve health and

general well-being of individuals.



Background of the lllinois Community Technology Eun
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In 2000, the lllinois Community Technology Fund TIE) was established to address the
potential negative impact that the SBC/Ameritecligae(Docket # 98-0555) could have on the
citizens in rural and low income areas of lllinoiBhrough the SBC/Ameritech merger, $3
million was set aside to be distributed acrosshihee consecutive years following the closing of
this merger. The funds were to be distributedrganizations that could assist the individuals
most likely to suffer from the financial effectsttie competition-limiting merger (i.e. inability to
afford increasing cost of service or current sexrvevel).

The ICTF board members - comprised of individuetsnf SBC, the lllinois state
government, and community technology programstridigedRequest for Proposate
organizations interested in creating or enhandaeg tturrent community technology program.
Each proposal in the first round of application8Q2) was reviewed by two board members,
recommendations were made and the board decideel frogram should be funded based on
the perceived ability of the proposed program teettep sustainable services in one or all of the
following areas: Community Building, Community E@wnic Development, Health, and
Education. The second round of grants (2002) werewed and distributed similarly. After
assessing the size of the grants needed to furapiplecants, the board limited the grant rounds
to two years rather than three to concentrate ighdn a smaller number of successful,
sustainable programs rather than a larger numbenaér-funded programs. The proposal
selection process over the two year grant perisdlted in the funding of 76 organizations

throughout lllinois.



Methodology

Evaluation Approach

The Center for Urban Research and Learning (CUiREKS to promote equality and to
improve people’s lives in communities throughow @hicago metropolitan region. CURL
pursues this goal by building and supporting caltakive research and education efforts. These
partnerships connect Loyola faculty and students eommunity and nonprofit organizations,
civic groups, and government agencies. Such amiidions link the skills and wisdom present
within every community with the specialized knowdedand academic discipline of a vital urban
university. Working together, community needsaddressed and the academic experience is

enriched.

After the close of the final grant period, the Garfbr Urban Research and Learning of
Loyola University Chicago was asked to evaluatel@- grant program. The goals of the
ICTF evaluation were as follows:

» Organize and summarize the types and levels ofcgsrprovided

» Assess the impact of the grants on the lives obémeice users particularly

concerning the employment and educational impacts.

» Develop a model technology program by integratiag &uccessful aspects of the

organizations funded through the ICTF grant

Of the original 76 organizations that received IJUiRding, 62 organizations
participated in the evaluation, in the form of sitgits, focus groups, phone interviews, report
submission and written surveys. The ICTF board bewere also interviewed by members

of the evaluation team.



Evaluation Team

The evaluation team was comprised of CURL staff tmens, ICTF Community Fellows and
CURL Graduate Fellows. CURL staff member suped/tbe research data collection
conducted by the ICTF Community Fellows and CURBdrate Fellows. The staff members as
well as the fellows were also responsible for @datalysis and report writing. A key component
of this multi-voiced evaluation plan was the us€ommunity Fellows. Community Fellows

are community leaders — staff, board members,sadeat volunteers of community-based
organizations that have been active in the fundeth@es, in this case community technology
programs. Community Fellows were able to offenmue insight on the implementation of the
ICTF grant in their community. With the absence.@ommunity-based partner on the ICTF
evaluation project, the Community Fellows ensubfed & community voice was included

throughout the evaluation process.

Once CURL introduced themselves as the evaluatdh&ICTF initiative to primary contact
persons at all 76 organizations, CURL staff setiRequest of Applications” (RFAtp all of the
organizations to solicit five “ICTF Community Fells.” Two Community Fellows were to
represent the Chicago area, and the remaining tiree® to represent the Southern, Central, and
Western regions of lllinois. A limited number gdications were received so one Community

Fellow was brought on the team to represent Soutiierois and one to represent Chicago.
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Evaluation Process

The CURL/ICTF research team utilized a participp@raluation approach for this ICTF
initiative. Using a collaborative approach thatlired active participation from the various
levels of stakeholders provided a more complet&gioof the ICTF grant. Given the
collaborative nature of participatory evaluationtihoelology, the evaluation plan was
determined by the evaluation research team witliléxéility to allow changes suggested by the
community partners. The collaborative evaluatisseagsed the impact of the ICTF initiative on
three levels:
* ICTF Board Members
o Focus Group
» Service Providers
o Focus Groups
o Site Visits
0 Questionnaires
o Dialogue facilitation
»= Planned Dissemination Partnering with lllinois Coumity
Technology Coalition (ILCTC)
» Service Users

o0 Satisfaction Survey

By including multiple voices in this evaluationgtbapacity of the stakeholders to evaluate and

implement evaluation recommendations has been estarThis, in turn, has helped to ensure



11

utilization of evaluation findings through inforngrdedicated stakeholders of the need for
sufficient sustainable funding throughout lllinois.
Stakeholders

The planned data collection phase of the projeailved three levels of stakeholders:
Board Members, Service Providers and Service Users.

Board Members: The 11 ICTF board was composeéabintology community leaders,
employees of Ameritech/SBC, members of lllinois @aence Commission (ICC) and
government agencies. All board members were askpdrticipate in a focus group located
either in Chicago, lllinois or in Springfield, ois. Given that the ICTF Board dissolved shortly
after the last funding period, their participatiarthe evaluation process posed a challenge for
the evaluation team. In lieu of scheduled focusigsdfor ICTF Board members, the evaluation
team conducted an in depth interview with the cbathe ICTF Board.

Service Providers: After determining the curremtact information of all of the
grantees, the organizations were contacted viatmaiform them of CURL'’s evaluative role in
the project. The organizations that agreed taqjpate were asked to set up a date for a site
visit from a member of the Loyola CURL evaluati@am. The sites that were unavailable for a
visit were administered a written or phone suncegdther information about their program.
Organizations also were asked to supply any ofiteeimentation related to the ICTF grant
(grant proposals, reports, in-house evaluationlt®su

Service Users: Initially the grant involved gathg input from service users through
focus groups and through the creation of a commiuisicussion web site. While the input of
service users would have been valuable, the levfgime between the initial grant onset and the

beginning of the evaluation posed challenges irtamtimg the service users. Due to the lack of
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available documentation of service users duringuhded period and graduation and change in
clients because of the time lapse between the garmid and the evaluation period, ICTF
service user were not able to be included in tlzuasion of the initiative.
Development of Evaluation Measures
Telephone/Written Surveys

To gather information from the service providéhg representatives from the
organization were asked to fill out a two page tjoasaire constructed by the ICTF evaluation
team. The survey consisted of basic questions dheuirogram activities, program employees,
specific resources of the program, demographiamébon about service users and an open-
ended comment section. The questionnaire was dregtthe CURL research team based on
existing evaluation questionnaires used in prevlOURL evaluation projects (see Appendix A).

Initially the survey was either mailed to th@amization after contact had been
established or was personally handed to a staffmeenhuring the site visit. Given the time
constraints of the service providers, many survegie left unreturned. In order to maximize
the response rate, the format was changed tohtate survey administered by the members of
the research team.

Site Visit Questionnaires

The ICTF research team constructed an outlirguestions to address toward the
organization representative hosting the organinatite visit. The questions focused primarily
on the philosophy of the organization and the tetditheir technology program both during
and after the funded period. The site-visit questaire was an open-ended interview where the

organizational staff could elaborate on the prgjasciccesses and lessons learned.
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Focus Group Questions
The focus group questions were constructed byGh€& research team including

the Community Fellows. The Graduate Fellows aedGbmmunity Fellows discussed the
topics that the focus group should address andedesalist of questions. The final set of focus
group questions were approved by all of the evadodeam members. The themes addressed in
the ICTF board member interview related to the gbackground and process. The themes in
service provider focus group related to the sucaaddessons learned in the program as well as
ideas for the direction of future funding for commity technology.

Changes in Methodology

As mentioned earlier, thevgar users perspective of the ICTF grant activities

were not evaluated because of the lengthy timeslapsveen the conclusion of the grants and
the commencement of the evaluation. Originallyrdsearch team was to set up a networking
site to facilitate stakeholder dialogue. After soltation with the Community Fellows and
individuals in the non-profit technology communitlye research team was informed that an
organization, Illinois Community Technology Consami (ILCTC), already has established as a
potential networking resource for individuals pitivig technology through a list serve.
Therefore the research team established contdcttimetorganization to be able to disseminate
the information and educate the stakeholders obfip®rtunities for further networking through
the organization.

Data Analysis

Qualitative data collected in the focus groufs, &@sits and questionnaires was

coded for themes by the research team. The gatiwditdata was entered into an online survey
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database. Data was analyzed using Survey Monlkegriline data collection system, Microsoft

EXCEL and Statistical Program for Social Sciendegs).

Quantitative Data Results and Discussion

Profile of Service Provider Organizations

. . . Number of Programs Funded
Chicago| Outside Chicago

The ICTF grantees encompassed a varied

Year 1 (2001) 21 19

Year 2 (2002) 15 21

sampling of organizations including educational

institutes, service organizations, housing

organizations, faith-based organizations, museteobnology coalitions, and child care centers.

Areas of lllinois Hosting Organizations

Area Surrounding Chicago 12
Central lllinois 15
Western lllinois 6
Southern lllinois 7

Amount of Funded Grants

High Low Average | Average Average
(Statewide) (Chicago)| (Outside Chicago

Year 1 $50,000| $10,862 $35,629 | $35,334 | $35,923
(2001)
Year 2 $49,925| $10,527| $39,595 | $42,750 | $37,388

(2002)
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Profile of Service User

The service providers who participated in this eaibn described the typical service-users that
participated in the program funded by or origingtirom the ICTF funding.

Age of Typicahsee User
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The original ICTF grantRequest for Proposdlsnandated that the technology programs
serve disadvantaged individuals in lllinois who \blenefit the most from the program. As
indicated by the demographics collected from tlantges, the programs primarily served
lllinois individuals who were at an economic andiegtional disadvantage as indicated by the
low number of individuals who had attended collagd had full-time jobs. Based on perceived
financial resources, most service providers categdrservice users in the lower two socio-

economic statuses.
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Qualitative Data Results and Discussion
.

Funding

While a vast majority of ICTF funded programs agbit success, many were stymied by
restrictive funding opportunities that were extréyrteme limited and only covered particular
aspects of programming (i.e. staff, hardware, arettservice time). These limitations offer
organizations little to no resources for overheaddministrative expenses, which are needed to
fund staffing for development activities. Withataff to identify and pursue more funding,
especially in light of what little funding was arsdavailable for these types of services, more
programs are left under-funded or unfunded. Pragrénat do not receive the needed funding
are restricted in a number of facets. In the ndeastic scenario, the organization must terminate
the service program. If other funds are acquimeckallocated, the programs are often pared
down, with limited services, staffing and hours tuelecreased resources following the end of
the initial grant. For example:

* One program was able to create a new laboratoty auitrent technology equipment,

broadband internet and a staff member to leadetasafter the funding from the
ICTF grant closed, the organization could no longerduct classes in the laboratory
and the computer sat dormant for a significant amhofitime. Some time later they
were able to gather additional funding but thery th&d to surmount the further
problems of starting anew in finding staff, advarg the program and recruiting
participants. The lapse in the funding createcegaasary problems that could have

been resolved by a steady distribution of funding.
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Staffing

As a cornerstone of community programs, staffingriiical to the success of services.
Staffing issues can greatly inhibit the succesanyfgiven program. The often low levels of
funding for staffing within funding for communitgt¢hnology services are typically not enough
to pay competitive wages for instructors. Thuaffgtirnover is common as inadequate funding
leads to disrupted programming, instruction ancegamassistance. These problems were found
throughout the organizations receiving ICTF fundigr example:

» The staff of a program affiliated with a communigllege had to be cut in half
when one source of funding ended. The courseuictsirs became contract
employees instead of continuing with a full-timespion. While the instructors
were extremely dedicated, they were unable to @ethet same time and
resources as instructors in full-time staff positio Thus students received a
decreased quality of services, which in turn impddhe success of the program.

Staffing problems were common among the ICTF gracipients and resulted in a
number of negative impacts on the programs.
Levels of Financial Support

The type of financial support a program needs pgeddent on the level of services they
have achieved thus far. Start-up programs injtiadled basic supplies, software, staffing,
hardware and an adequate facility. Once orgaoizathave stabilized, their programs continue
to require basic funding support but also need uind updating equipment, instruction, and
supportive services. The more mature programsmeay all of these, in addition to funds to
work on policy changes, organizing, coordinatiamg aapacity building with other technology

programs. (See Figure 1). For Example:
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* One organization used the grant to begin a teclgyatenter to serve multiple
functions in the organizations. The funding pr@ddhem with approximately 20
new computers, printers and high-speed internetsacthat could also be used by
the staff members. Prior to the ICTF grant theaaization staff had dial-up
internet access on one computer thus limiting ffectveness of office
functioning.

* An organization with a more established technolpigygram used the funding to
integrate technology into an existing child caregpam. They were able to
improve the communication between the off-sitecchére providers and the
organizations and ultimately make more efficierd abtheir staff and financial
resources. While the organization still needed s®iffing and hardware, they
also used the funding to train individuals, supploeir current program, and
update the services they were already providing.

Integration of Technology and Organization ldeology

The ICTF grant addressed a need for effective w@olgy programming that continues to
affect still pervades society today. The findilngshis evaluation of this initiative indicate that
technology should be used as a tool for schoolsfges$, e-businesses/small businesses,
development/entrepreneurship, job training, commaition, and access to the global market
rather than simply as an end in and of itself. Wahthe ICTF funded programs used this

approach to implement and sustain their prograor.ekample:
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* One program focused on empowering ex-offendersito gmployment. By
learning the basics of technology as they buildmess and search and apply for
positions through the internet, service users gésaer skills used in their future
fields of employment.

* Another program focused on creating a youth progmteach students methods
for building websites for non-profit programs armahenunity development
through use of website development programs. doompleting the program,
students have gained the skills to use technologylso know how to apply their
skills in an educational and career track.

Both of these programs integrated the organizatiolént empowerment ideology rather

than treating technology as a separate set oskill
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Figure 1.

Policy changes,
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Recommendations
S

As technology rapidly changes and becomes incrgasaorporated into society, community

technology initiatives must parallel these transfations. The need for sustainable and flexible

funding that integrates into the organization getdsds at the forefront of the necessities for the

community members. Without community-based teabgpyprograms, the individuals will

remain behind those with access while more contiadall behind. With this knowledge, we

must move beyond recognition of a digital divideiaction to address the disparity. Below are

our recommendations for methods to begin thesegasan

Convey the next steps needed to increase successiasibility to technology in
lllinois. Loyola CURL in partnership with lllinoi€ommunity Technology Coalition will
create a policy report that will provide key infation to those who advocate, advise,
and shape policy as it relates to public suppatied for community technology
initiatives.

Communicate the need for greater funding for pitsj@worporating technology to both
private and public sector funding sources, whitewudtaneously increasing
communication about new funding sources to semprogiders. At this time there are
few funding sources that target projects and progrevhich incorporate technology.
Many sites and service providers interviewed wegethidant on a small number of
restrictive funding sources.

Conduct a broad needs assessment and evaluasenvafe impact research to further
understand the needs of the community and the anoddunds needed to implement

suggested technology programs.
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Conduct research to assess the impact of serviteggrated with technology versus stand
alone technology programs as well as alternativedeaisoof technology delivery.
Preliminary findings of this evaluation indicatddht programs are most successful when
technology is clearly integrated with other sersite serve a larger goal for the client or
community (i.e. comprehensive job training, inchgltechnical training and training in

how to utilize newfound skills to apply for and mi@in employment).
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Appendix A

Service Provider Questionnaire
L n i i i
Program Survey: Describing the people and services of your
program

Please answer the following questions about you program funded by the ICTF grant.

1. Please give a brief description of the servpresided by the program funded by the ICTF
grant?

2. Please describe your program’s employees alhte®rs responsibilities in assisting the
service users.

3. Were any workshops for the service users’ ditutand development scheduled? If so,
briefly describe their topic and the typical numbépeople attending.

4. Were specific groups targeted to benefit fromprogram? If so, what population?
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5. Describe any requirements placed on communémbers to gain access to the services.
Were there any application procedures? Were sexruicmediately accessible?

6. How many computers were available for use logmm
participants?

7. Did each computer have Internet access? Iwhat percentage
did?

8. How many people used your center in the coofrse
week?
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Service User Demoagr aphics

What is the age range of the typical service user?
____Under 18 years old

___18to 25 years old

____26to 35 years old

____ 360 45 years old

46 to 55 years old

____Above 56 years old

What is the employment status of the typical seruser?
____Full-Time Employment

____Part-Time Employment

____Unemployment

____Retirement

____Armed Forces

What is the education level of the typical seruiser?
___less than®grade

___from 9" to 12" grade, no diploma

____High school diploma or GED

____Some college

____College degree

____Some graduate school

____Graduate degree

What was the Socioeconomic status of the typicaice user?
____Lower Socioeconomic Status

____Lower Middle Socioeconomic Status

____Middle Socioeconomic Status

____Upper Middle Socioeconomic Status

____Upper Socioeconomic Status

Please feel free to use the back of this shegictade any additional information about
your program.
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Appendix B.

Chicago Communities Hosting Organizations
-
Chicago Communitigs |Organizations within Community

Albany Park 1

Auburn Gresham 1

Austin 1

Chicago Lawn 1

Dunning 1

Grand Boulevard 1

Greater Grand Crossing 1

Humboldt Park

Hyde Park

Irving Park

Lincoln Park

Logan Square

Riverdale

Roseland

South Deering

South Lawndale

South Shore

2
3
1
1
2
Lower West Side 2
2
2
1
1
1
3

The Loop

Uptown 3

West Englewood 1

West Garfield Park 2

West Town 1
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Appendix C.

Evaluation Team
e s e s e o

Aparna Sharma, M.A., is the University-CommunitysBarch Coordinator at CURL and is
currently pursuing her Ph.D. in Applied Social Asylogy at Loyola. Aparna was a member of
the BP-funded “Building the Capacity of Communityg@nizations to Conduct Participatory
Evaluations” project, which worked with thirty commty organizations from 1999 to 2001.
Her experience in evaluation projects has helpedai@ knowledge of how to work with
different organizations, ranging from child advogacganizations to homeless service
providers, in garnering active participation inaspects of a community research, including
designing evaluations, facilitating collaborativeseonments for research, and submitting

research results for presentations and publications

Amy Kerr is a Graduate Fellow at CURL and is cutiepursuing her Ph.D. in Applied Social
Psychology at Loyola. Amy has experience in dasgyand conducting social psychological
research on disadvantaged populations that proddsate for developing community research
and evaluation designs. Her other research intermeglve predictors and methods of reducing

the stigmatization of people with mental iliness

Tanya Kellam, Licensed Social Worker, is curretitly Director of Community Education at
Korean American Community Services (KACS) in Chizaly. Prior to her work with KACS,

Ms. Kellam gained experience through clinical workhe foster care field, case management in
a family shelter and in the field of subsidizeddluare, and qualitative and quantitative

evaluation research addressing new methods ofceefmi co-occurring issues of domestic
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violence and substance abuse in women. In herrduoke as the Director of Community
Education at KACS, Ms. Kellam works with youth aadult programs dealing with computer

and language literacy.

Kristie Baumgartner, Public Relations and Grant Adstrator for Alton Community Unit

School District #11, serves as a founding membéne@Southwestern lllinois Technology
partnership. The Partnership recruits and secesssirces to bridge the digital divide in
Southwestern lllinois. Baumgartner has also dgpeglnumerous technology consortiums in the
Downstate lllinois' education sector that have mtes technology funding and training for

thousands of regional students.

Maureen Hellwig, received her PhD in Public Polfoym the College of Urban Planning and
Public Affairs at the University of lllinois, Chiga in 1993. As program coordinator of the
Policy Research Action Group (PRAG), since 1998, Ishs been able to combine her 25 years
of experience working with community-based orgatares on neighborhood issues with her
academic credentials, to carry out PRAG's mission promote university/community
collaboration. Specifically, Dr. Hellwig has workeush issues related to: community access to
technology, housing and financial cooperatives, kigyce preparation, community access to
healthy food, environmental compliance and indabktetention, public utilities and consumer
rights, community empowerment through neighborhoaghnization, and the role of settlement
houses as community change agents. She is alsGrdduate Program Director of Loyola’s

Chicago Studies program.

Jeremy A. Joslin graduated from the University otid Dame in 2001 with a BA in

Psychology. After completing his MA in Applied SalcPsychology from Loyola University
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Chicago, he left the university for a job in thenAarofit sector. He is now a Victim Advocate

with the lllinois Chapter of Mothers Against Drubkiving.

The Center’s Director, Philip Nyden, Ph.D., willdtethis evaluation research team. Dr. Nyden
is Professor of Sociology and Director of the Cefide Urban Research and Learning Loyola
University Chicago. In the late 1980’s he helpe@stablish the Policy Research and Action
Group (PRAG), a group of Chicago-based commundagdes and university-based researchers,
which has been building a collaborative networkitiog community knowledge and
perspectives to the research process. In 199%akenstrumental in establishing Loyola CURL,
a non-traditional research center at Loyola Unitgibat develops and conducts all of its
research in partnership with community-based omgdinns. The significance of this
collaborative work and connections to projectstimeo cities is discussed in Dr. Nyden’s co-

authored booBuilding Community: Social Science in Actighine Forge Press, 1998).



