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To: Senator Lyda Green, Chai _
Senate Health, Education, Committee
oM Representative Pete Kott,
CS for HB 216 (HES)
Date: April 4,1996
Subject: Request for a Committee Hearing on CS HB 216(HES)

| would like to request a Senate Health, Education, and Social Services
Committee Hearing on CS I 1B 216(LIES) at your earliest convenience.

InltlaII%(, this bill was conceived as an attempt to establish a $10 million Alaskan
Education Technology Program and Fund to provide educational technology
resources to our state'school districts. Despite Statewide interest and suppaort,
our current fiscal austerity prevents such funding from happening at this time.
However, | still feel that keeping abreast of educational technology
developments is important for Alaska. Consequently, I have modified the
direction and thrust of this bill, while still keeping to its original conception.

This bill would still establish a Fund, but this would be to provide a mechanism
to accept federal and private sector grant funds and equipment that are available
or about to become available. It would also require the Department of Education
to provide a centralized, coordinating role of leadership in obtalnmgg and _
distributing information about educational technology to school districts, and in
particular providing them with information about the availability of grants.

For your reference, attached are the following documents:

Bill HISIOEX _
Sectional Analysis
Sponsor Statement.
Background Material

Fiscal Notes have been re(iuested; if you need a%sfurther information, please feel
free to call me or my assistant, Roger Poppc, at 4065'3777.

R epresentative Pete Kottt
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SPONSOR STATEMENT
CS HB 216 (HES)

Alaskans and Alaskan students must start becoming more involved in the latest
developments in technology, particularly in the use of comlouters. The original
and continued intent of this bill is to provide a vehicle to allow Alaskans to learn
and stay abreast of these technological changes.

The original bill set up an Alaskan Education Technology Program. Its intent
was to establish a special Fund to allow this to happen, With a potential request
of up to $10million dollars in general fund money to be established in the Fund
through the operating budget.” Because of this large sum, and the fiscal austerity
we are now facing, it did not seem feasible that this kind of funding could be
obtained in this legislature.

However, this proposed revised version of the bill eliminates this $10 million
approP_rlatlon, while still attempting to get the State more involved in
educational technology than it currently’is. The bill would establish the Fund,
but without Stale money. The Fund would still be established because it is
important to have a mechanism in place that could receive and, if needed, pass
throu?_h funds from the private sector and the federal government. A similarly
operafing fund, the Alaska Children's Fund, has already been established.

The federal government recently made several billion dollars available in
competitive grant money to states and school districts for educational
technology. ‘Additionally, the private sector, includin comﬂuter companies, are
also providing more and more funds and e(impmentt rough the granting
process. It is important for Alaska to be able to access these funds.

This proP_osed CSwould require the Department to deveIoP_ and promote the use

of educational technology through such things as collaboration with various

groups, training, parental involvement, and making recommendations to the

State Board. Most importantly, it would provide a coordinated, centralized place

in the Department of Education to deal with statewide educational technology

needs, and it would provide school districts with information on competitive
rants and how to obtain them. Both the Department of Education and the
epartment of Revenue now have zero Fiscal notes.

R epresentative Pete Kott
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SECTIONAL ANALYSIS
CS HB 216(HES)

Version 9-LS0765/0
Section #1: Lists the findings and purposes of the hill, which deals with
educational technology.
Section #2: Adds several new sections to the Alaska statutes, including:

Section_AS 14.30.800, which establishes the Alaska Education
Technology Fund and lists its four-fold purpose;

Section AS 14.30.810, which lists the duties of the Department
of Education in relation to educational technology;

Section AS 14.30.820, which gives authority to the Department
of Revenue to handle all assets relafing to the fund; and

Section Aﬂ? 161_]?0.850, which provides definitions for terms used
in the bill.

Section #3: Provides for an effective date of July 1, 199

R epresentative Pete Kott



Text

AMERICA'S TECHNOLOGY LITERACY CHALLENGE
February 15, 1996

>EXPANDING EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY. Today, President Clinton travels
>to Union City, New erseY to announce billion, five-year
technology L| eracy Challenge fund. e fund will help states,
localities and private sector comveanles work to ensure that our
>schools provige all our children with a ?reater opportunity to
>learn the skills they need to thrive in the next centyry.
>President Clinton and Vice President Gore will see a demonstration
>of the educational technolog)(_lt M has connected students at
Chrlstopher Columbus Junior”High School and the Eerger. Academy cf
technology to each other and to the world over the nformation

Superhlghway

"In our schools, every classroom m A-erica rust be connected
to the information superhighway with corouters and good
software and well-trained ‘teachers....! ask Congress to
support this education technology initiative sc ‘that we can

V VVVYV

VVYVVYV



make sure this national partnership succeeds." — President
Clinton, State of the Union, January 23, 1996

A NATIONAL_MISSION TO MAKE EVERT YOUNG PERSON TECHNOLOGICALLY

LITERATE: The President has launched a national missign to make all
children technologically literate by the dawn of the 21st Century
equlﬁped with essential’ communication, math, science, and critical
thinking skills essential to prepare them for the 21st century. He
challenges the prjvate sector, schools, teachers, parents,
studenfs, community ?roups, state and Jocal _?o,vern ents, and the
fe_dlfral government, to meet thi3 goal by building four pillars that
will:

1. Provide all teachers the training and support they need
to help students learn through computers and the
Information superhighway;

2. Develop effective and engaging software and on-line
IearnlnP resources as an-integral part of the school
curricufum;

3. Provide access to modern computers for all teachers and

students:

4. Connect every school and classroom in America to tho
Information superhighway

A NEW TECHNOLOGY LITERACY CHALLENGE FUND: The S2 billion, five

ear. Technoloqy Literacy Challenge will catalyze and, leverage

tate and local”efforts — including work with” the private sector -
- 50 that our schools provide all our children with a greater
oppotrtunlty to learn the skills they need to thrive in"the next
century.

STATE CHALLENGE WITH MAXIMUM FLEXIBILITY: While the States are
asked to come forward with a statewide strategy to meet this
four-part national mission, they are given maximum flex'v.lIty
to accomplish these obHectlves. _In ofder to receive funds,
states must only meet the following three objectives:

1. State Strategy. Each state will develop a strategy for
enabling every school in the state tc meet the four goals
that the President has outlined by the dawn of the next
century. These State strateﬁles will ensure that local
districts and schools from the suburbs to the inner
cities to rural Amorica are able to participate fully in
this initiative. Strategics would include oonchmarks and
timetables for accomplis mg the four goals, but these
measures w ill be set by each State not by the federal
government.

2. Private Sector Partnershi Fnéi Matching Requirement:
Stato strategies should include significant private-
sector partiCipation and commitments to meet tho four
pillars, Private-soctor commitments should at least
match the amount of federal support. Such a match can be
mot by volunteer services, cost reductions and payments
for ¢onnections under the expanded Universal Service Fund
provisions of the Telecommunications Act, and a rango of
other commitments.

3. Annual Progress Report to the Public: To ensure

T#*1 h*m



accountability, each state must not only set benchmarks,
but it mudt alsg publicly reportat the end of every
school year to it3 residents the progress madein
achieving its benchmarks and how 1t will achieve the
ultimate“objectives of it3 strategies in the most cost-

effective manner.

LOCAL COMMUNITY CHALLENGE OPTION: While states are encouraged
to come forward with statewide strategies in order to receive
fundlng,_a state may also choose to have it3 local ?ommunltles
compete indjvidually for a pro-rata portion of its funds. Or
If a state is unaple to come forward with a statewide strategy
aerllcatlon, local communities — or copsortia — will have
tneoption to come forward with local plans.

LOCAL INNOVATION CHALLENGE FUND: Evenwhere a state doed have
a statewide strategy, local consortia of private companies and
local communities W ill be eligible to compete for a innovation
challen?e fund, which will be" funded bg expanding the existing
Technooglcal Learning Challenge from 510 million a year to
$50 million a year. This will”further ensure that everyone
can Fartlmpate In meeting this Technologically Literacy
Challenge.

Fund_ing Levels: The Technology Literacy Challenge Fund will
Brovgd a total of $2.0 billion qver five years. The
resident made a commitment in hi3 balanced deget proposal
that even a3 spen,dmg IS being cut dramatically,” education
tunding will continué to grow each year In respc se to the
Nation™s education needs.” The $2 biillion in discretionary
spending over the next five ?(/car3, b;{, coming from wi-hin ‘these
fund., Will _mean holding back or cutting lower prlorlt%/
pro%rams. Funding per State will be based on the number of

students in each State.

Reassessment and Review: The Technology therac% Challenge
Fund will provide funding for five years, then be subject to a
sunset provision to allow a review of what the Fund has
accomplished and a reassessment of whether the Fund i3 still
necessary, and if so at what level of funding.

Building on Affordahle Connections under the
Telecommunications Ac¢t: The_President signed the

Telecommunications b ill on Thursday, February, 8, 1996. This
landmark Act w (Il lower the cost3 of. connectln%,schools ar.d
classrooms to the information superhighway by billions of

dollars, by requiring carriers. to provide telecommunications
services to schools and libraries at discounted rates —
helping schools and students gain access to the internet and
advanced information services® The ,Te,chnolog¥ Literacy
Challenge takes tho next step by building on this new platform
to supP_ort Rhe national partnesship fhat can now accomplish .
the national mission ot preparing all students with the basic
skills they will need for the 2Ist century.

Kirk Winters
XJftice of the Under Secretary
U.S. Department of Education
kvintors8ir*t ti.gov
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. Proposed HESS CS lof HB 216 | |
Revision D ate: DepartmentAffected: Education
Titlomm Establishing the EducaliQD_TechG3IQflx. BRU: Education Prooram Support
_ Fund and Program Component; _Basic Education and Instructional
7 .or Representative Kott_
Requester. #j->uSB-HESS_ COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 171
OPERATING FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FYQO FY 01 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS
MISCELLANEQUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 00 00 0.0 00 00
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

( CHANGE IN REVENUES | I
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

IOWGF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

Other

TOTAL 00 00 00 00 00 00

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME

PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

Estimate ol current year (FY96) impact: §  QQ

ANALYSIS:

The proposed HESS CS for HB 216 ( ) establishes tho Alaska Education Technolo?y Fund within the Deﬂartment 0l
Education (DOEJ Deposits to the fund can bo made from private, publlc and legislative appropriations, This legislation
will create a fun mP mechanism which will enhanco tho Euallty and effectiveness of teaching and Iearnln%throu gh

will administer and award appropriations from the technology

technology and willenhanco access to mformaton DO
fund
Prepared by: ,Killftglly.ldOIET.2>Sectt3LtoiStart Ph-one ,752222
Orvision: Commissioner s Pftce o _ Date.  Maich.19. 199E
Approved by CcmrnissoncrfrzZ .M. >v lie Richard S. Cross. Deputy Commtssjoner
Agenc Education Ditto;  Mflicil.19.199S

PREPARER T0 PRO 0 GOVERNOR S LEGISLATIVE OFF.CE
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA DILL NO. Proposed HESS CS lor HB 216 ( 1
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TEMPORARY _

Estimate of current year (FY96) impact: $ JLQ.

ANALYSIS:

The proposed HESS CS for HB 216 ( ) establishes tho Alaska Education Technology Fund within the Depaitment ol
Education (DOEJ: Deposits to the fund'can bo made from private, public or legislative appropnatons This legislation
will creato a fun qu mechanism which will enhaiKO the guallty and effectiveness of teaching and Iearmnt%thr augh

Itecgnology and will'enhance access to information. DOE will administer and award appropnations from tho technology
und.
Prepared by: Kimberly Homme, Sdf ::al Assistant Phono: 465:28(-;[3
Division: Commissioner's Otter- 1 Otto:  March 19.1996 _ )
Ap, ovodbyC o m m is s 10 n e 1. Richard S, Cross. Deputy Commissoner
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Summary of
A laska Instructional Technology Survey
M arch 1995

Lois Stiegemeier

Alaska Department of Education
801 W. 10th Street, Suite 200
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1894

(907) 465-8724
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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.
e Determine tho level of priority for instructional technology's ir Alaska's schools.

e Determine what needs must be met in schools in order la effectively employ technologies in

instruction.

e udlect data that could bo compared to similar data collected from schools in 1993.

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

Major Findings

»  Wide dispanties continue to exist across the state in the kinds of technologies available In schools.

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

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

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

» Achieving access to the Internet is also a new prionty for school districts indicating a movement
towards educational use of the 'Information Highway"

« Teacher training remains one of the highest needs for schools in the aroa of technology,

o . Recommendations
School districts should continue to plan for the implementation ot tech_nolo_g}/. Those plans should be
comprehensive and include such elemonts as strategies for integration into the curriculum, teacher
tiaimng. technology upgrades and replacement, budgets, timelines, and stalling patterns

Teacher training in technology must be continued on all fronts; University courses, district inservice, pre-
service courses, workshops and mstitules. Technology's power lor leachero can onty be realized when
teachers have acquired the skills lo make the best instructional uses ol these tools.



The state and districts must 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 inthe 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 ol schools to connect and the available
telecommunications infrastructure. The state should work on behall of schools to work with regulator
agenmes, telecommunications providers and olhers lo ensure that schools have access lo high speed,
atfordable telecommunications connectivity.



Overview

In March 1995. the Alaska Degartment,of Education conducted an instructional technology survey of a!
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:

J _Coltlectt_data on the numbers and types of technologies currently employed in Alaska schools for
instruction,

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

J De%ern%jne what needs must be met in schools in order to effectively employ technologies in
instruction.

» Collect data that could be compared lo similar data collected from schools in 1993.

Questionnaires were mailed to all districts and schools by the Department of Education in March 1995; no
follow ug %uestlonnalres were sent. By June 1. responses were received from 48 of the 54 district offices
and b)( 90 of the state's 467 schools. That represents a response rate of 88% for districts and 62% tor
schools. Tho 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 closefy

aralleled the demographic profile of all schools in the state. An analysis of respondents was made on
he hasis of building enrollments and grade levels in the school as well as the number o f respr-ses, from
the five largest school districts to see w the data was representational of all schools in the state or if 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 enroliment represented in the survey and the
statewide demographics of building enrollments.

Tablo 1
Responses by Building Enrollmenta

Building Enroliment School Responding All' schools

(Number of Students) Count Percent Count Percent
1-25 44 15% 14 16%
26-50 34 12% 56 12%
51-100 40 14% 68 14%
101-300 12 25% 117 25%

301 or more 100 34% 155 33%



Table 2 shows the percentages of the t?/pe of schools responding to the survey as compared to statewide
demographics of schools by grade level.

Table 2
Responses by School Types
School type Schools responding All schools
Count Percent Count Percent
Elementar%. 117 40% 177 38%
Middle/Jr. |gh 13 4% 29 6%
Midd*High School 17 6% 32 %
Hlth School 24 8% 47 10%
PE-12 119 41% 185 39%

Table 3 shows the number of respondents from the five, Iar?est schaol 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
strne. Thus, result of the survey can be assumed to generally_apﬁly to all schools in the state. Schools
responding to this survey represent a total of 4'99 classrooms inthe state and 78,690 students.

Information from the survey will be used by the Department in developing tho 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 regard_mgz the level of technologies 1n
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.



Major Findings

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

Schools are attempting to upgrade the technologies they usa. but are limited by the lack cl funding
available to them for that purpose.

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 ot districts; however, only 24% of schools
have networks in place.

Achieving access to the Intemet is also a now priority for school districts indicating a movement
towards educational use of the 'Information Highway"

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



Superintendents Survey ) ) ) o
Superintendents were asked a limited number of questions regarding technology in their districts, These
questions were designed to elicit information regarding district level “planning, priorities and
communications networks.

~Waboo the noedend hope nextyearto ctowlop e technology pUin"\

Research has shown that planning for the inclusion of instructional technologies in schoals 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 FHgure 1.

Figure 1

Percent of Districts with Instructional Technology Plans

~Qut first technology ptsn wllfbe periofour Go** 2000 Pfen. ft willbe for
mfouryeerperiod. WhenorHeddltionelfunds become evefleblo, we will
i beebfe toecceferete the ptsn’ .

Those districts indicating having a technology plan were asked a follow-up question designed to efic*
information about the components included in the district plans. These components are typically found in
successful technology plans. Fgure 2 indicates the different components respondents report nak«Jmg in
their plans. It may be significant that only 35% of the plans indude strategies for obsolescence and
hardware upgrades. In today’s world of rapidly changing technologies, school districts would be wise to
include upgrade cycles in their plans.



Figure 2

CcrrpooertsofTechnology Plcns:

Percentof Districts

Ptan Cxrpcnert*

"Albeitourdistrict's funding Is ninimslend in furtherfeopsrdy of
reductions, we continue to move forwenton ell fronts regentinr
educstioneitochnology.”

Of the superintendents resPonding, 94% see the use of instructional technology as a medium high to high
priority. Onfy two districts fe* that use of instructional technology is = 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

0 latrie Im*Priority lor tnatruotlonal Technology

100% J
90% -F

S 4 3 * 1
High Low
Laval ol Priority

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 *0% of superintendents nported that their district had a
communications network. However, in 1993. supenntendents included fax machines, quickmail and
UAtCN k|n their descriptions of networking while the 1995 survey was more specific in its definition of a
network.

Figure 4

Parea,ft ot Dirt;Id a with Computar Natworka



"(Weivs) frustrated at the limited function* and budget coat ofUACN end
~ thestateolack ofsupportforrural technology development
Videoconference orcomputeracceae development le available at the
urban centers rather than rural."

Superintendents wore also asked if schools in their districts connected to the Irremet. and » so in what
manner. Figure 5 slows that 60 % of the res(s)_ondlng districts do connect to the Internet, Out a follow up
queston indicated that the majority of school districts have dial-in access only.

Figure 5

Percent of Districts with Interne! Access

7 think tUa villa?e needaalocalconnection. Evenourclassified staff
have purchased theirown Powerhooka and we havea Uacfintosh)per
student,.. a modem foreach classroom and NO budgetforphone calls.'

Superintendents we*e 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 queston. The average importance of
networking to the Department of Education was 3.77 indicating a fairly! i need by districts.



Figure 6

Districts'View of Importance ofNetworklng
to DOE

0 23%
19% - 0%
o m )
i

High m@diw : low

' ut olocgr¥camed|rectI¥aetheresultoftwobackto H%ckgrar]taof
51000 Ware [t not rtcrlgrr*]ngtyvogrant Wwe would be gora

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



School Survey

The principal survey was intonded 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 available
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 grvon an opportunity to discuss the highest needs in
instructional technology.

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

Labs:

*Wean Indin need gfa c?mputerlab nd/orat laoat computer* In every
ata foreasy studentaccaaa. *

Computers are often configured in computer labs In schools. A computer lab cons'sts of space for a
number of computers which are generally networked with pnnters. often with file servers, modems, and
cither 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.

' total of 397 labs were reported in 209 schools; 72% of the schools responding to the survey have at
l«c 1 one computer laboratory. The highest number of computor labs reported in a school was 10. the
aver, ne number of computer labs per school is 1.5. Noarty half of the schools responding (45%) 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 25% 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 1993. the percent of labs with IBM computers is
relatively constant. Schools seem to be replacing older Apple model computers w*h more powt ful
Macintosh computers; 1993 data shows 32.8% ot the labs were Macintosh and 24 8% of tho labs were
Apple with 11% mded Apple and Macintosh.

Figure 8

Type* of Computer* in Labe

IMVWOOW 1%
m



CD-ROM technology offers a wide range of powerful software for students and teachers; 121 schools or
58% of schools with computer labs reportod having CD-ROMS drives in the computer lab. A total of 648
CD-ROM drives were reported in those labs; the nost CD-ROM drives found in a computer lab was 80.
Thirty-fh/e schools report having oniy one CD-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

multiple 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
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The average number of computers found in the classroom is two; however, the number of computers In
classrooms ranged from 0 to 53. Aoam there a a wrie disparity in the numbers of computers located in
classrooms where most students spend most of thee time. Twenty schools report that the typical
classroom has no computers. An addrtonal 91 schools report that the typical classroom has only one

computer.



Figure 10 shows the distribution ot computers in the classroom by type. Most computers found in the
classroom are Apple brand with IBM/IBM compatible compulers 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 correspondingly decreased by 17%. again
pointing to the trend of schools replacing older model computors with more powerful compulers 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 nplayer. 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
da .srooms. Twenty-eight schools or 19% of those w<h CD-ROM dnves in the classroom, report having

onough CD-ROM dnves to have one per classroom.
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Very little difference is seen m the uses of computer* in the classroom and uses in the lab as noted in
Figure 11. The top use of computers in the classroom ts word processing. toSowod by dnl and practice
and keyboardmg. 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

Ueo of Computers in Classrooms
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tibrmrv/Msdia Center:

The third general configuration of computers in most schools are those in the lixary/media center.
Figure 12 shows the distribution of computers in the library 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. IBM compulers running either DOS or Windows accounts for 48% of tl
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 reportod used lor each type of computer located in libraries. Computors located in
libraries are used more for applications commonly connected to the library such as conducting reference
searches. Tho two highest uses of computers located in libraries are, reference searches, word
processing. Other predominate uses of computers in the library include multl-modia. databases,
electronic mail, spreadsheets and telecommunications.

Figure 13

Use of Com puters in Libraries
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Over full (59%) the school Hxaries of schools responding to the survey are not automated. Ol the
automated school Hxaries, 83% report having automaied (computerized) card catalogs and 07% report
auiomatod circulation systems. CD-ROM drives aro often found in libraries where reference materials
can be stored on CD-ROMS; 42% of tho schools responding to the survey report having at least one CD-
ROM drr e located in the Itorary. The highest number of CD-ROM dnves reported located in the Itorary
was 14.

Pffl« Computer! A

Schools wero asked in the 1995 survey to identify types of computers and their usee m schoc’ offices.
This data was not collected in 1993. Macintosh computers accounts tor over three-fourths of the
computers in school offices. IBM running both DOS and Windows accounts tor nearly dfl the other
compulers in school offices as shown in Figure 14,

13



Figure 14
Typ«i of Computer* in Office*
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As would be expected, tho uses of computers in school offices Is somewhat different than the uses in
classrooms, computer labs and Itoraries as shown in Figure 15. While the jse 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 aro large

functions of computer in school offices.

Figure 15
Use of Computers in Office
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In 1933 many of the computers noted In all three general configurations were older Apple lie and lie
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 gonorally are capable
of higher level applications such as multi-media, dosktop 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 tabs 350
Highest number of labs in one school 10
Lowest number of labs in one school 0
Total Classrooms in Survey 4099
Grand Total Numberof Macintoshes 7591
Grand Total Number of Apples 3351
Grand Total Number of IBM DOS 1468
Grand Total Number of IBM Windows 1461
Grand Total Number of CD-ROM Drives 2060
Grand Total Number of Other Computors 336
Average number of compulers in typical classroom 2
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Calculntoni:

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 isup by over 6%.

Figure 17

Type* of Calculator* Uaed in School*

Figuro 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 include a mix from four-function to graphing. In elementary schools the most prevalont
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
calculators are found in PE-12 schools, the rest are evenly distributed among all types of schools.
However, middle/jr high schools reprosent only a little over 6% of survey respondents but have 17% of
the scientific calculators and 31% of graphing calculators.

Figure 19

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 01% of tho schools
responding to the survey. New technologies such as calculator based laboratory devises are almost
totally found in high schools (50%).

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.
Telecommunlcstlone 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.

Networked Bulklinos:

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 resources such as



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.

“We passed a bendand will begin a rengvation pr tthlss fin
Indudad In tho ﬁ|anoaroo LAN, %gq)?ewwm ndl[t)e?gﬁ% g
classroom 00 wellaa a computerlab and aut matlngt esc ooII ora

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 aro carrying data while only 28% include voice (tolephone) and
19% of those networks include video. This information indicates that most Alaska schools still need to be
wirod for networks

Internet and Qn-llno Access

Schools were asked if they connect to the Internet, a vast connection of computer networks which allows
users to accoss information. Nearty half (47%) of schools responding to the survey indicate that thoy
connect to the Internet. OI those however, only 11% or 15 schools connect directly tnrough 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 1993 only 10% of the
schools responding to the survey indicated that they use the Internet.

*We'rxre [uralvnla%eIHAIasg nave?een Netscaﬁelnewlon |fed ft
a a dlaaervice Yo t estucgggsbﬂ\l/éls ges not to have the same

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 29% of those responding to this question.

u We ware fortunate to hava Umited access to the UACN for part of the
year. Ourbudget cannot@ee&terﬂ% %e%c%g%eo phone lino hook-up to file

IfIIBfihQfm and Modema;

In order tor 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 ts
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 classrooms had
phones which compares to nearty 50% in 1993. Twenty-two percent (22%) of the schools rospondod that
all of their classrooms had phones, an increase ot only 2% in the last two years. Thirty-six 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.



Yldflo/visual baaed Technologies

Digitization and compression of video technologies are quickly changing the video technology landscape.
Use of digitized video over fiber optic networks will allow 500+ channels of entertainment and .iformation
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.

"Thlfila 100% Native schoql Weare | olat?d Ther%ls ||t(§|e ogﬁortumty
fo ind oufab uttpe outs/ew l (?r aaveryni

ncreased techno %mu timedia could decre ? ropoufrate by
providing alternative methods ot Instruction for these children. *

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%. videocamoras by 7%,
laserdiscs have increased by 11% and LCD panels have increased by 10%.

Figure 20
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Most schools responding to the survey roporied having the *ba3ic* technology of videocassette recordors
and monitors; although 34 schools (11%) report having no video cassotto recorders (VCR’s) or
televisionInonitors, the maximum reported was 45 VCRs/monitors in a school.

“Distance education (StarSchooIsg)Ia Imperative tor the rural school
education program.n

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 to cable. Tho lack of cable In many schools may be ckje in part



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

Technology PrtortUca/Plfinnina

‘The etaffls committed to upgra%irr}gr?tl;/r“technology capability* eae high

cipals were asked how high a priority instructional technology is for their schools on a scale ol 1to 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 ol 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

Priority of Instructional Technology
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When asked whether the schools had a technology plan, 53% indicated they do have a plan as indicated
in Figure 22

20



Figure 22

Percent of School* with School*Ba*ed
Technology Plan*
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Principals wore also asked to indicate the funding sources they use to pay for the technologies in their
buildings. Figure indicates that scnools 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 citod funding used In the ‘other- category was PTA funds followed by
donations by businesses and individuals.

Figure t]
Sources of Funds for Instructional Technology
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Rnally, principals were asked to indicate their three highest needs in the instructional technology.
Summaries of the top needs indicate that teacher training/staff development continues to be the highost
need for schools closely followed by additional hardware. Figure 24 shows the top areas of need as
reported by the schools. Whnile the top need of staff development was also the top need expressed inthe
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 mat response was
mentioned and the percent of respondents mentioning each need.



Table 4
Technology Needs

Greatest Technology Need Number of Responses Percent of Responder*
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/teaching strategies 18 6%
Equity-access to all teachers and learners 16 6%
MuHi-modia 16 6%
Computer labs 15 5%
Technical support personnel 15 5%
Phones and modems 12 4%
Basic computer knowledge/skills 10 3%
Phone lines capable of high speed data 10 3%
Technology plan/goals 10 3%
E-mail 7 2%
Star Schools/STEF 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 curriculunVcourses 4 1%
Vocational-CAD and Principles of Technology 4 1%
Word processing 4 1%
Library upgrades 3 1%
Time 3 1%
video training/production 3 1%
Cable/video connection to classrooms 3 1%
Record keeping 2 1%
Affordable communications 2 1%
Earty childhood programs 2 1%
Interactive learning-compressed video 2 1%
Keyboarding 2 1%
Release time 2 1%
ILS 2 1%
CAl 2 1%

"ttfe need quality trainjng time for te cherst|t e have the technology but
| yttheeler(rJ]entarytea ersneeﬂrammg %

Other needs that were mentioned by only one respondent included easy computer use, information
retrieval, ITV information, keep pace wnn technology, lower pupU-teacher ratio, management of computer
software, on-line knowledge, people to share information with, space, technology maintenance,
technolust, network CD-ROM applications, information access skills, computer and economic education,



drill and practice, technology education lab equipment, increased capability, offico technology, parent
sraining, oquipment repair, data processing, statewide goals.

Survey Concluslons/Recommendatlona:

Both the majority of superintendents and principals responding to the survey gave ecfocational technology
a high priority for their districts, but fewer indicated an articulated plan. Because research has shown that
successful integration of technology depends on a careful plan, it is recommended that school districts
place a priority on technolog/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 tf-' long-
term procoss of adoption of new technologies before integration into schools is successful.

"Our Goat* 2000 (plan) focuaee on IBstrugtional technology and training
teacher*and etudente.n

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 tho lives they will lead, thoy 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 learning stylos. Technology's power for teachers is enormous, but can only bo realized if
teachers have the skills to make tho best uses of these powerful tools..

The survey also indicatos 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 stale should examino means by which all districts and schools wJ
have access to the funding needed to the resources needed to effectively implement technology in the
classroom.

“Basic |nfrastructure (Is) needed In the state Fo rovide_Fniversal agcess
forschools, educator*an tuo‘ents. State funding willbe needed for
: technology supportm - e

Schools and districts have become much more knowledgeable In the past two years regarding tho
potential uses of new technologies and information resources. Because of this knowledge, they show a
high frustration level whon access to these resources tags behind their needs. These frustrations were
shown in the comments rogarding funding sources and ¢> dovre to move forward more quickly than

currently is happening.

nt would be nice to see aILthe ﬁchool district funded for Instruction end
equipment ratner than a hit and mis* program,,m

The major bamer to implementing technology in scliools continues to be funding for all schools to acquire
hardware and software, train teachers and implemont and use networks. Funding abo timrts tho use of
the Internet and other information services. The state should continue to examino its role in pmvxJmg
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funding sources or incentives 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 reinote sites the notion of
connecting to the Internet at high speeds without incumng long distarce costs is simply a dream. The
telecommunications infrastructure in rural Alaska needs to be modernized, but the population base of the
aroas most in need seemingly do not warrant the investment by telecommunications providers. The state
should examine its role in moc vnizing 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 schools to woik with regulatory agencies,
telecommunications providers and Mhers to ensure that schools have access to high speed, affordable
telecommunications connectivity.
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