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school districts. The purposes of the survey were to collect data on
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used in Alaska schools, to collect information on the utilization of
those technologies, to determine the level of priority for
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must be met in schools to employ technologies effectively, and to
collect data which could be compared to results of a similar survey
conducted in 1993, Information from the survey will be used by the
Department in developing the Goals 2000 State Educational Technology
plan, in working with districts in the area of instructional
technology, in responding to requests for information regarding
levels of technology in Alaska's schools, and in responding to
proposed legislation on instructional technology. Responses were
received from 48 of the 54 district offices (88%) and from 290 of the
state's «b7 schools (62%). Comments from respondents, some of which
are displayed in box quotes to illustrate tabular data, produced the
following findings: (1) wide disparities continue to exist across the
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are attempting to upgrade their technology but are limited by lack of
funding; (3) the use of technology with students is seen as a high
priority among a majority of school superintencents and principals;
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achieving access to the Internet is also a priority; (6) teacher
training remains one of the highest needs for schools in the area of
technology. Recommendations include that school districts should
continue to plan for the implementation of technology with particular
attention to teacher training, that the state and districts should
work together to fund technology needs in the interest of educational
equity, and that the state should examine possibilities of
modernizing the telecommunications infrastructure for easier
connectivity to the information superhighway. (Contains 24 figures
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Executive Summary

In March 1995, the Alaska Department of Education conducted an instructional technology survey of all
schools and school districts. The purposes of the survey were to:

¢ Collect data on the numbers and types of technologies currently employed in Alaska schools for
instruction.

¢ Collect information on utilization of the technologies.
o Determine the level of priority for instructional technology's in Alaska's schools.

¢ Determine what needs must be met in schools in order to effectively employ technologies in
instruction.

¢ Collect data that could be compared to similar data collected from schools in 1993.

Information from the survey will be used by the Department in developing the Goals 2000 State
Educational Technology plan and working with districts in the area of instructional technoiogy.
Information will also be used in responding to information requests regarding the level of technologies in
Alaska schools and in responding to proposed legislation involving instructional technology.

Major Findings

e Wide disparities continue to exist across the state in the kinds of techriologies available in schools.

¢ Schools are attempting to upgrade the technologies they use, but are limited by the lack of funding
available to them for that purpose.

e The use of technology in schools with students is seen as a high priority by the majority of
superintendents and school principals.

 Establishing school and district networks is a new priority of districts; however, only 24% ot schools
have networks in place.

e Achieving access to the Internet is also a new priority for school districts indicating a movement
towards educational use of the “Information Highway"

e Teacher training remains one of the highest needs for schools in the area of technology.

Recommendations
School districts should continue to plan for the implementation of technology. Those plans should be
comprehensive and include such elements as strategies for integration into the curriculum, teacher
training, technology upgrades and replacement, budgets, timelines, and staffing patterns.

Teacher training in technology must be continued on all fronts: University courses, district inservice;, pre-
service courses, workshops and institutes. Technology's power for teachers can only be realizr.d when
teachers have acquired the skills to make the best instructional uses of these tools.
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The state and districts mi:st work together to fund the technological needs of schools. Educational equity
will not exist until all students in the state have access to the opportunities that technology and
telecommunications affords. The state should actively pursue all means by which districts and schools
have access to the funding necessary to effectively implement technology in the classroom

The state should examine its role in modernizing the telecommunications infrastructure needed across
the state for schools to connect to the Information Highway. Awareness and interest in access to the
Internet has created a gap between the desire of schools to connect and the available
telecommunications infrastructure. The state should work on behalf of schocls to work with reguiatory
agencies, telecommunications providers and others to ensure that schools have access to high speed,
affordable telecommunications connectivity.




Overview

In March 1995, the Alaska Department of Education conducted an instructional technology survey of all
schools and school districts. Staff designed two survey instruments to collect data on the instructional
uses of technology. The purposes of the survey were to.

o Collect data on the numbers and types of technologies currently employed in Alaska schools for
instruntion.

o Collect information on utilization of the technologies.
o Determine the level of priority for instructional technology's in Alaska's schools.

o Determine what needs must be met in schools in order to effectively employ technologies in
instruction.

o Collect data that could be compared to similar data collected from schools in 1983.

Questionnaires were mailed to all districts and schools by the Department of Education in March 1895; no
follow up questionnaires were sent. By June 1, responses were received from 48 of the 54 district offices
and by 290 of the state's 467 schools. That represents a response rate of 88% for districts and 62% for
schools. The 1995 survey elicited a higher response rate than the 1993 survey from which responses
were received from 84% of districts and 53% of schools. Schools responding to the survey closely
paralleled the demographic profile of all schools in the state. An analysis of respondents was made on
the basis of building enrollments and grade levels in the school as well as the number o f responses from
the five largest school districts to see if the data was representational of all schools in the state or it any
type of school or district was overrepresented. While some differences may exist between respondents
and non-respondents, the demographic analysis indicates that respondents can be viewed as generally
representative of all schools in the state.

Table 1 shows the correlation of schools by size of enrollment represented in the survey and the
statewide demographics of building enroliments.

Table 1
Responses by Building Enroliments
Building Enroliment Schools Responding All schools 1
(Number of Students) Count Percent Count Percent i
1-25 44 15% 74 16%
26-50 34 12% 56 12%
51-100 40 14% 68 14%
101-300 72 25% 117 25%
301 or more 100 34% 155 33%




Table 2 shows the perdemages of the type of schools responding to the survey as compared to statewide
demngraphics of schools by grade level.

Table 2
Responses by School Types
School type Schools responding All schools
Count Percent Count Percent

Elementary 117 40% 177 38%
Middle/Jr. High 13 4% 29 6%
Middle/High School 17 6% 32 7%
High School 24 8% 47 10%
PE-12 118 41% 189 39%

Table 3 shows the number of respondents from the five largest school districts (Anchorage, Fairbanks,

Kenai, Mat-Su and Juneau) as opposed to respondents in other districts compared to the total numbers
of schools in the largest districts:

Table 3

District Size
Schools Responding All schools
Count Percent Count Percent
Five Largest Districts 111 38% 185 39%
Other Districts 179 . 62% 285 61%

As can be seen by the three tables, respondents mirrored very closely the overall demographics of
schools in the state. Although there may be some differences between respondents to the survey and
non-respondents, the demographic picture of the respondents is representational of all schools in the
state. Thus, result of the survey can be assumed to generally apply to all schools in the state. Schools
responding to this survey represent a total of 4099 classrooms in the state and 78,690 students.

Information from the survey will be used by the Department in developing the Goals 2000 State
Educational Technology plan and working with districts in the area of instructional technology.
Information will also be used in responding to information requests regarding the level of technologies in
Alaska schools and in responding to proposed legislation involving instructional technology. The
information has been collected in such a way as to be easily updated in the future.
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Major Findings

e Wide disparities continue to exist across the state in the kinds of technologies available in schools.

e Schools are attempting to upgrade the technologies they use, but are limited by the lack of funding
available to them for that purpose.

e The use of technology in schools with students is seen as a high priority by the majority of
superintendents and school principals.

« Establishing school and district networks is a new priority of districts; hov»;ever, only 24% of schools
have networks in place.

e Achieving access to the Internet is also a new priority for school districts indicating a movement
towards educational use of the “Information Highway”

e Teacher training remains one of the highest needs for schools in the area of technology.
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Superintendents were asked a limited number of questions regarding technology in their districts. These

questions were designed to elcit information regarding district level planning, priorities and
communications networks.

Research has shown that planning for the inclusion of instructional technologies in schools is critical to its
successful implementation and curriculum integration. Superintendents were asked if their district had a

district wide instructional technology plan.. Over half the districts responding (54%) indicate that they
have a plan as shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1

Percent of Districts with Instructional Technology Plans

Those districts indicating having a technology plan were asked a follow-up question designed to elicit
information about the components included in the district plans. These components are tyuically found in
successful technology plans. Figure 2 indicates the different components respondents report including in
their plans. It may be significant that only 35% of the plans include strategies for cssolescence and

hardware upgrades. In today's world of rapidly changing technologies, school districts would be wise to
include upgrade cycles in their plans.
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Figure 2

Camyponeris of Technology Plans:
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Of the superintendents responding, 84% see the use of instructional technology as a medium high to high
priority. Only two districts felt that use of instructional technology is a medium low priority for their district
as indicated in Figure 3. More superintendents in the 1995 survey report that instructional technology is
of high importance; in 1993 47% saw the use of technology as a high priority.




Figure 3

Districts’ Priorliy tor Instructionsl Technology
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Superintendents were asked if the schools in their district are connected by a local area or wide area
network. Sixty-five percent of the Superintendents indicate that a computer network is in place as shown
in Figure 4. In 1993, slightly over 40% of superintendents reported that their district had a
communications network. However, in 1993, superintendents included fax machines, quickmail and

UACN in their descriptions of networking while the 1895 survey was more specific in its definition of a
network.

Figure 4

Percent of Districts with Computer Networks




Superintendents were also asked if schools in their districts connected to the Internet, and if so in what
manner. Figure 5 shows that 60 % of the responding districts do connect to the Internet, but a follow up
question indicated that the majority of school districts have dial-in access only.

Figure 5

Percent of Districts with Internet Access

Superintendents were asked how important it is to have the ability to connect electronically to the Alaska
Department of Education. Figure 6 indicates the response to this question. The average importance of
networking to the Department of Education was 3.77 indicating a tairly high need by districts.
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Figure 6

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
4c%
30%
20%
10%

Porcodf of Dishricls
1 1 1 1 1
I T 1 1 T

T 1

1

[ W T}

0%

42%

High

Districts' View ofImportance of Networking

to DOE

23%

3 2 1
Low

Degree of importance

Districts show that a mix of funds are currently being used to support technology in the schools. Four-

fifths of he districts report using state funds, and half of the districts responding to the survey are using
funds they have secured through competitive grants. Figure 7 shows percent of districts responding

using federal, state, local funds and competitive grants to tund educational technology.

Figure 7
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In general, superintendents are increasingly supportive or the use of technology in instruction, and are

seeking multiple means of financing the cost of technology.

8 14




The principal's survey was intended to elicit information regarding the kinds of technologies in each
individual school, and the ways in which teachers in that school were utilizing the technologies avaiiable
to them. In addition to detailing the kinds of technologies they utilize, principals were asked to determine
the level of priority they placed on instructional technology and whether or not the school has a

technology plan. Respondents were also given an opporunity to discuss the highest needs in
instructional technology.

Principals were asked a number of questions regarding the configuration and uses of computer based
technologies in the schools. The following information summarizes the responses from those questions.

Labs:

Computers are often configured in computer labs in schools. A computer lab consists of space for a
number of computers which are generally networked with printers, often with file servers, modems, and
other devices (laser disks, cameras, etc.). Labs generally serve many classes of students and are
scheduled for use by teachers. Principals were asked to give the number of labs in each school and to
give information on the types of computers used in the labs. ‘ '

A total of 397 labs were reported in 209 schools; 72% of the schools responding to the survey have at
least one computer laboratory. The highest number of computer labs reported in a school was 10, the
average number of computer labs per school is 1.5. Nearly half of the schools responding (46%) report
that their school has one computer lab. Most labs use Apple brand computers with nearly half of the total
computers being Macintosh computers. iBM labs accounted for nearly 26% of the total labs; nearly half
of the IBM labs are running Windows operating system. Figure 8 shows the breakdown of labs by kind.
In comparing this information to the data collected in 1893, the percent of labs with IBM computers is
relatively constant. Schools seem to be replacing older Apple model computers with more powerful
Macintosh computers; 1993 data shows 32.8% of the labs were Macintosh and 24.8% of the labs were
Apple with 11% mixed Apple and Macintosh.

Figure 8
Types of Computers in Labs
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CD-ROM technology offers a wide range of powerful software for students and teachers; 121 schools or
58% of schools with computer labs reported having CD-ROMS drives in the computer lab. A total of 648
CD-ROM drives were reported in those lahs; the most CD-ROM drives found in a computer lab was 80.
Thirty-five schools report having only one C)-ROM drive in their computer labs.

Principals also were asked to indicate the uses for their labs as represented in Figure 9. Computer labs
which generally accommodate many teachers representing multiple curriculum areas are utilized for
muttiple functions. The most prevalent uses for all types of labs are word processing, keyboarding, drill
and practice, databases, and spreadsheets, these are generally regarded as tool-based applications.

Figure 9

Use of Computers in Labs

70% Te2% 63%

Percent of Schools

32%
23% 23%

0% ' i : - %z'f- 2 & : ! g
FERRRRE] AR AREE

The average number of computers found in the classroom is two; however, the number of computers in
classrooms ranged from 0 to 53. Again there is a wide disparity in the numbers of computers located in
classrooms where most students spend most of their time. Twenty schools report that the typical
classroom has no computers. An additional 91 schools report that the typical classroom has only one
computer.
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Figure 10 shows the distribution of computers in the classroom by type. Most computers found in the
classroom are Apple brand with IBM/IBM compatible computers lagging behind. Comparing this
distribution to data collected in 1993, it is notable that Macintosh computer has increased by 21% its
share of classroom computers. Apple computers have comespondingly decreased by 17%, again

pointing to the trend of schools replacing older model computers with more powerful computers of the
same brand.

Figure 10

Types of Computers in Classrooms
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Fifty percent of the schools responding to the survey (145 schools) have at least one classroom with a
CD-ROM player. Ten schools reported having no CD-ROM drives in the classroom. The school
reporting the highest number of CD-ROM drives located in classrooms has 54 spread among 26
classrooms. Twenty-eight schools or 19% of those with CD-ROM drives in the classroom, report having
enough CD-ROM drives to have one per classroom.

Very Iittle difference is seen in the uses of computers in the classroom and uses in the lab as noted in
Figure 11. The top use of computers in the classroom is word processing, followed by drill and practice
and keyboarding, database, spreadsheet and multimedia use. Classroom computers are used far more
than lab computers for student records, assessment tools, e-mail and reference searches.




Figure 11

Use of Computers in Classrooms
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The third general configuration of computers in most schools are those in the library/media center.
Figure 12 shows the distribution of computers in the fibrary by type. Library configurations are notable in
that IBM/IBM compatible computers are more prevalent than in other areas of the school. As in both labs
and classroom, Macintosh computers have increased (8%) while Apple computers have decreased
(6.5%) over the last two years. |BM computers running either DOS or Windows accounts for 46% of all
computers in the library, as compared to 37% in 1993.

Figure 12

Types of Computers in Libraries
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Figure 13 shows the reported used for each type of computer located in libraries. Computers located in
libraries are used more for applications commonly connected to the library such as conducting reference
searches. The two highest uses of computers located in libraries are, reference searches, word
processing. Other predominate uses of computers:in the library include multi-media, databases,
electronic mail, spreadsheets and telecommunications.

Figure 13

Use of Computers in Libraries
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Over half (59%) the school libraries of schools responding to the survey are not automated. Of the
automated school libraries, 83% report having automated (computerized) card catalogs and 87% report
automated circulation systems. CD-ROM drives are often found in libraries where reference materials
can be stored on CD-ROMS; 42% of the schools responding to the survey report having at least one CD-
ROM drive located in the library. The highest number of CD-ROM drives reported located in the library
was 14.

Schools were asked in the 1995 survey to identify types of computers and their uses in school offices.
This data was not collected in 1993. Macintosh computers accounts for over three-fourths of the
computers in school offices. |BM running both DOS and Windows accounts for nearly all the other
computers in school offices as shown in Figure 14.
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As would be expected, the uses of computers in school offices is somewhat different than the uses in
classrooms, computer labs and libraries as shown in Figure 15. While the use of basic tool applications
of word processing, databases and spreadsheets predominate in offices, one of the largest uses of
computers in school offices is for student records. Electronic mail and telecommunications also are large

Figure 14
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functions of computer in school offices.

Figure 15
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In 1993 many of the computers noted in all three general configurations were older Apple lle and llc

s computers especially in the classroom where Apples represented 45% of the total number of classroom
computers. These computers were being used heavily for drill and practice. Two years later, it seems
that many schools are upgrading those computers to Macintosh computers which generally are capable
of higher level applications such as multi-media, desktop publishing, and other sophisticated uses. Figure
16 denotes the total percentages of all computers in schools by type of computers.

Figure 16

Types of Computers in Schools
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Totals from the 290 schools that responded to the survey:

Total number of labs 350

Highest number of labs in one school 10

Lowest number of labs in one school 0

Total Classrooms in Survey 4099

Grand Total Number of Macintoshes 7591

Grand Total Number of Apples 3351

Grand Total Number of IBM DOS 1488

Grand Total Number of IBM Windows 1461

Grand Total Number of CD-ROM Drives 2066

Grand Total Number of Other Computers 336

Average number of computers in typical classroom 2
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Calculators:

The National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM) has recommended students have available to
them and use calculators to perform certain kinds of math functions. Principals were asked to report on
the number of different kinds of calculators in their schools. Most calculators in use by schools are basic
four function calculators. Figure 17 shows the breakdown of the types of calculators reported in the
school. During the two years since the last data was collected, there has been a slight rise (1.5%) in the
percentage of scientific calculators reported, but the most significant rise has been in the percentage of
graphing calculators which i3, up by over 6%. :

Figure 17

Types of Calculators Used in Schools
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Figure 18 shows the prevalence of each type of calculator in different types of schools. This information
shows as secondary schools increase the sophistication and difficulty of mathematical calculations, the
total calculators inciude a mix from four-function to graphing. In elementary schools the most prevalent
calculator is the simpler four-function calculator.

Figure 18
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Figure 19 shows where the total number of calculators are located. The largest percent of scientific
calgulators are found in PE-12 schools, the rest are evenly distributed among all types of schools. .
Héwever, middle/jr high schools represent only a little over 6% of survey respondents but have 17% of
the scientific calculators and 31% of graphing calculators.

Figure 19

Where Calculators Are Found in Schools
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Graphing calculators which are generally used in more advanced classes are found predominantly in
secondary schools with a total of 41% located in high schools. Again, since high schools account for less
than 10% of survey respondents, this shows that the highest concentration of these tools is where one
would expect them. No graphing calculators were reported in 234 schools or 81% of the schools

responding to the s'rvey. New technologies such as calculator based laboratory devises are almost
totally found in high schools (60%).

Many schools (50%) report that they encourage students to purchase and use their own calculators at

school. An estimated 18% of students in schools responding to this survey use their personal calculators
in school.

Telecommunications and Connectivity

Schools in Alaska as elsewhere are increasingly becoming wired for networking and telecommunications.
In this section of the survey, principals were asked to report on the networking capabilities and

- telecommunications use in their schools.

In order to realize the efficiencies of technology that businesses already employ, schools need to be
wired for networks that ideally are capable of carrying voice, video as well as data. Networking allows for
easy exchange of information within the building via internal e-mail as well as sharing resource= such as
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software and CD-ROM's. In addition, networks will allow entire buildings to access telecommunications
services without the expense of individual classroom data lines and modems.

The 1995 survey data shows that 24% of the respondents have some type of building network. Of those
with a network. 93% of those networks are carrying data while only 28% include voice (telephone) and

19% of those networks include video. This information indicates that most Alaska schools still need to be
wired for networks

Schools were asked if they connect to the Internet, a vast connection of computer networks which allows
users to access information. Nearly half (47%) of schools responding to the survey indicate that they
connect to the Intemet. Of those however, only 11% or 15 schools connect directly through high speed
lines; 82% report that they dial-in to the Internet. Eleven percent also report having a library connection
to the Internet. Internet access has made great strides over the past two years; in 1883 only 10% of the
schools responding to the survey indicated that they use the Internet.

Schools were also asked to identify the kinds of on-line services they use to connect to the Internet.
More schools responding to this question use the University of Alaska Computer Network (UACN) than
any other identified network (54%). Other means of connecting to Internet services include the State
Library Electronic Doorway (SLED) which was names by 45% of the respondents, and commercial
services which was identified by 28% of those responding to this question.

In order for most schools in Alaska to access on-line computer services and networks it is necessary for
schools to have telephones and modems. Modems were reported available in 444 of the 4099
classrooms covered by this survey (11%). Forty-five schools (16%) reported having no modems which is
a marked improvement from the 1993 survey which showed that 38% of the schools had no modems.
The maximum number reported available for instructional use by schools was 4.

Answers to the question what percentage of your classrooms have phones generated a wide disparity of
responses. Thirty-eight percent (38%) of the schools responded that none of their ciassrooms hau
phones which compares to neariy 50% in 1993. Twenty-two percent (22%) of the schocls responded that
all of their classrooms had phones, an increase of only 2% in the last two years. Thirty-cix percent (36%)
of all the classrooms covered by the survey have telephones Schools also reported on the number of fax
machines in their buildings; 87% of the buildings report having fax machines. This represents a
significant increase of the availability of Fax machines in schools over the past two years; in 1993 only
38% of the schools had FAX machines.
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Digitization and compression of video technologies are quickly changing the video te..inology landscape.
Use of digitized video over fiber optic networks will allow 500+ channels of entertainment and information
in the home Plans are currently underway for services on these networks that will allow video on
demand, more extensive home shopping, electronic medical house calls, electronic banking, access to
databases and electronic libraries, and highly interactive games. These new networks have vast
potential for use by schools, however most schools do not have the infrastructure to capitalize on the
potential these networks hold for education.

Figure 20 provides information on the prevalence of video based technologies in the responding schools.
In the two years since the last survey, increases in the availability of these technology has increased by
an average of 10%. VCR's/monitors have increased by 9% satellite dishes by 7%, videocameras by 7%,
laserdiscs have increased by 11% and LCD panels have increased by 10%.

Figure 20
Access to Video Technologies
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Most schools responding to the survey reported having the "basic” technology of videocassette recorders
and monitors; although 34 schools (11%) report having no video cassette recorders (VCR's) or
televisior/monitors, the maximum reported was 45 VCRs/monitors in a school.

As is the case with telephones in schools, there is wide disparity among schools with cable television.
While 54% of the schools report they have a cable connection to the school, only 32% of the classrooms
represented by the survey have access tu cable. The lack of cable in many schools may be due: in part

19 20




to the lack of availability of cable in some rural communities. Of the schools without cable connections,
44% report having satellite dishes which allow them to access video programming. Of all the schools
with satellite dishes, 75% are participating in a satellite distance learning program.

Technology Priorities/Planning

Principals were asked how high a priority instructional technology is for their schools on a scale of 1t0 5
with 5 being a high priority. Figure 21 shows that nearly half the schools responding feel that instructional
technology is a high priority. The percentage of school placing technology as a medium-high to high
priority (77%) is lower than superintendents giving technology a medium high to high priority (94%).

Figure 21
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When asked whether the schools had a technology plan, 53% indicated they do have a pian as indicated
in Figure 22
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Figure 22

Percent of Schools with School-Based
Technology Plans

Principals were also asked to indicate the funding sources they use to pay for the technologies in their
buildings. Figure 23 indicates that schools are using a wide variety of sources to fund educational
technology. Additionally, 19% of the responding schools identified using other sources of funding for
technology. The most often cited funding used in the “other” category was PTA funds followed by
donations by businesses and individuals.

Figure 23

Sources of Funds for Instructional Technology
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Finally, principals were asked to indicate their three highest needs in the instructional technology.
Summaries of the top needs indicate that teacher training/staft development continues to be the highest
need for schools closely followed by additional hardware. Figure 24 shows the top areas of need as
reported by the schools. While the top need of staff development was also the top need expressed in the
1993 survey, other needs rising to the top such as Internet access and networking are new and reflect
changes in technology within the last two years.

Figure 24
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Table 4 shows the categories of responses to this question, the number of times that response was
mentioned and the percent of respondents mentioning each need.
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Table 4

Technology Needs

Greatest Technology Need Number of Responses |Percent of Responde

Staff development 116 40%
Hardware 114 39%
Software 70 24%
Internet 67 23%
Networking 56 19%
Upgraded technology 28 10%
Funding 18 6%
Integration into curriculum/eaching strategies 18 6%
Equity--access to all teachers and leamers 16 6%
Multi-media 16 6%
Computer labs 15 5%
Technical support personnel 16 5%
Phones and modems 12 4%
Basic computer knowledger/skills 10 3%
Phone lines capable of high speed data 10 3%
Technology plarn/goals 10 3%
E-mail 7 2%
Star Schools/STEP Distance classes 7 2%
Telecommunications/communications 7 2%
Computer teacher 5 2%
Student support/training/skills 5 2%
Student and instructor use 4 1%
Buy-in and support 4 1%
Research/reference 4 1%
Technology curriculum/courses 4 1%
Vocational--CAD and Principies of Technology 4 1%
Word processing 4 1%
Library upgrades 3 1%
Time 3 1%
video training/production 3 1%
Cabtajvideo connection to classrooms 3 1%
Record keeping 2 1%
Affordable communications 2 1%
Early childhood programs 2 1%
Interactive learning--compressed video 2 1%
Keyboarding 2 1%
Release time 2 1%
LS 2 1%
CAl 2 1%

Other needs that were mentioned by only one respondent included easy computer use, information
retrieval, ITV information, keep pace with technology, lower pupil-teacher ratio, management of computer
software, on-line knowledge, people to share information with, space, technology maintenarnce,
technolust, network CD-ROM applications, information access ¢ kills, computer and economic education,
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drill and practice, technology education lab equipment, increased capability, office technology, parent
training, equipment repair, data processing, statewide goals.

Survey Conclusions/Recommendations:

Both the majority of superintendents and principals responding to the survey gave educational technology
a high priority for their districts, but fewer indicated an articulated plan. Because research has shown that
successtul integration of technology depends on a careful plan, it is recommended that school districts
place a priority on technology's role in the schools develop a plan for its acquisition and implementation.
A well developed plan includes not only a strategy for acquisition of technology, but also strategies for
integration into the curriculum, training of staff, technology upgrade and replacement plans, budgets,
timelines, and staffing patterns necessary to support technology. Planning must account for the long-
term process of adoption of new technologies betore integration into schools is successful.

Training is an issue that stands out in the survey as the number one need. If teachers are to become
effective in educating students for the lives they will lead, they must be confident and competent users of
technology. In addition, teachers should be adept at using the various tools available to enable ALL
students to meet high standards. Technology has a role in assisting teachers to reach students of
various leaming styles. Technology's power for teachers is enormous, but can only be realized if
teachers have the skills to make the best uses of these poweriful tools..

The survey also indicates that there continues to be wide disparities across the state and even within
school districts in the numbers and kinds of technologies available for teacher and student use. Some
schools have few technologies or predominantly older technologies for instructional use, while other
schools have sophisticated labs, CD-ROM players, digitized cameras, telephones in every classroom or
other technologies with which to work As with the hardware, access to basic infrastructures that make
educational resources available to teachers and students on demand is widely disparate. Telephone
lines, cable television or satellite dishes, and building networking make accessing on-line data networks,
video resources, distance education resources, and much more possible. Again an equity issue is raised
when some students and teachers have access to such materials and others do not. Equal educational
opportunities cannot be realized when some students are more prepared for life and work opportunities in
the information age than others. The state should examine means by which all districts and schools will

have access to the funding needed to the resources needed to effectively implement technology in the
classroom.

Schools and districts have become much more knowledgeable in the past two years regarding the
potential uses of new technologies and information resources. Because of this knowledge, they show a
high frustration level when access to these resources lags behind their needs. These frustrations were
shown in the comments regarding funding sources and the desire to move forward more quickly than
currently is happening.

The major barrier to implementing technology in schools continues to be funding for all schools to acquire
hardware and software, train teachers and implement and use networks. Funding also limits the use of
the Internet and other information services. The state should continue to examine its role in providing
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funding sources or jncentives for the implementation of technology for all students in the state regardless
of location.

Connectivity is increasingly a need in Alaska schools; yet for many rural and remote sites the notion of
connecting to the Internet at high speeds without incurring long distance costs is simply a dream. The
telecommunications infrastructure in rural Alaska needs to be modernized, but the population base of the
areas most in need seemingly do not warrant the investment by telecommunications providers. The state
should examine its role in modernizing the telecommunications infrastructure needed across the state for
schools to connect to the Information Highway. Awareness and interest in access to the Internet has
created a gap between the desire of schools to connect and the available telecommunications
infrastructure.  The state should work on behaif of schools to work with regulatory agencies,

telecommunications providers 2nd others to ensure that schools have access to high speed, aftordable
telecommunications connectivity.
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