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Georgia Technology Plan 2002012
Section One: Introduction

Purpose
The purposes for #iGeorgia Technology Plaz0072012include:

e To establish how technology can contribute to statewide goals for improving
student achi evkXeublicschools. Geor gi abds

e To provide a roadmap for implementation that includes goals, performance
benchmarks, strategies, and evaluation.

e To publish common goals that will unite efforts of the Georgia Department of
Education (GaDOE), other staiended educatin agencies, local systems, and
additional educational partners charged with improving education through
technology.

e To meet federal No Child Left Behind Act of 20@didelines as well as state
guidelines for having a State Technology Plan.

e To be used asguide for federal and state instructional technology funding.

GEORGIA TECHNOLOGY V ISION 2007%-2012

Georgia will lead the nation in improving student achievement by ens
that all educators and students have the knowledge and skills neces
be sucessful in a global learning community.

Georgia TechnologyGoals20072012

1. Increasebroat ased communi ty wisigni mfuse 216t Centur
technology skills into the Georgia curriculum.

2. Increasee_d u c_aproficiescyto use technology effectively in classrooms and
administrative offices.

3. Increase effectivenstructional usesof technology in order to incorporate 21st
Century technology and thinking skills into the Georgia curriculum.

4. Increase effectivedministrative use®f technology to monitor student achieveme
and to manage business operations in school systems.

5. Increase the capacity of school systems to provide thegbijity system support
necessary to realize eftee technology use, especially in the areas of
administrative support for effective instructional technology use; professional
development; technical support for hardware, software, network infrastructure,
technology planning, and program evaluation.

6. Achieve and/or maintaiaquitable access to highuality technology program$or
al students.

7. Increaseaccesdor students, educators, parents, school board representatives, al
othercommunity members téechnology resources that carhance
student learning.
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Planning and Drafting Process

The 20072012 State Technology Plan development process began in the summer of
2005 with a series of working sessions at the GaDOE. Staff members evaluated the 2003
2006 State Tech Plan tietermine where revisions and changes needed to occur.

In preparation for the revision of the Georgia Technology Rlakeholders representing
local, system and state level interests were asked at the annual Georgia Educational
Technology Conference to give input on topics such as:
V How can technology enhanceR educatiofd
V What technology uses are most needed and®ride ed i n Georgiads sc
the next five yeafs
V  What will it take to make these needs and/or desires a reality?

Based in part on the input from these stakeholders, a State Survey and a Best Practices
Database were designigdspring, 2006 Using thethirteen Educational Technology

Training Centers (ETTCs) as facilitators, the State Survey was administered through a
series of individual and/or team interviews with systewel Technology Coordinators

and teams of school and community leaders. Thisggowasompleted in the fall,

2006. Tke ETTCs also submitted possible names for inclusion in the Best Practices
Database and gathered written and video documentation.

In April 2006, the process for collecting pertinent information and writing the-2002

State Tech Plan was shamgith the GaDOE Policy Committee and the GaDOE Cabinet

as informational items. The State Survey questions were shared with these two groups at
that time.

The results from the State Survey were compiled and analyzed by titg faxd staff of
the Kennesaw State University ETTC in the winter of 22087 in order to help
describe the fiGeorgia Current Reality and Ne

Interviews were also held with GaDOE staff members from over twenty departments and
divisions to determine how the 20@012 State Tech Plan could besflect the orgoing
and upcoming priorities for the Agency.

In this way, participants provided thentent for the vision, goals and objectives
referenced in this document.

Drafts of the document were reviewed by members of the Instructional Technology and
Media Division of the GaDOE, as well as outside professionals from the ETTCs and

local schools sstems. The draft was alsosabmitted to the GaDOE Policy Committee

and Cabinet for approval before being submitted to the Georgia State Board of Education
for final approval.

After final approval by the State Board of Education, this document willlbeisted to
the US Department of Education as a condition under the Elementary and Secondary
Education Title Il, Part D: Enhancing Education Through Technology Act of 2001.

Georgia Department of Education
Kathy Cox, State Superintendent of Sclsoo
March 31, 200 P 408 1©7
All Rights Reserved



Georgia Technology Plan 2002012
Section Two: National Technology Trends

The recent growth in information and comnication technologies, including
desktop and laptop computers, handheld devices, cell phones, portable video players, and
the Internet, has transformed the world in which we live. In the last decade, our lives
have changed sufficiently to suggest thakdrbn growing up today require a new and
more demanding intellectual skill set in order to be successful in a global environment.
As a result, many experts recommend that stu
to better prepare them for the futteS. Department of Education, 2006).
In order to achieve needed changes, it is important that states begin planning now.
In Georgia, we are addressing this issue in a newyfdae technology plan. In
developing this plan, we first considered natwide technology trends in order to help
us determine a direction for our state. In this national $e@nguestionsre addressed:
e Are we, as a nation, making progress in integrating technology into 2
education?
Does research support the use of educationtdchnology?
Do we have a national vision for the role of technology in education?
Do we have sustained national funding source®eded to financially
support the technology needs of our schools?
e Are we teaching the 21 Century skills necessary for our stdents to
succeed in a global environment?
Are we, asa nation, making progressin integrating technology into K-12 education?
Consider these exciting advances: Nearly all schools in the United states
have connections to the Internet. The percentage of instructional computers with high
speed access is approximately 95 percent. Students are taking more tests on computers.
Educators are making greater use of digital data on student achievemeru|grgrti

standardizedest scores. Digital cameras and video recorders are putting newsteasier

use means of expression into students6é and e
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Georgia Technology Plan 2002012
applications such as blogs, podcasts, and social networking sites arestettieigts and

teachers easily post their own writings and multimedia presentations on the web. Digital
whiteboards and liquidrystatdisplay projectors are giving some classrooms a-tegh
appearance. Virtual education is growing rapidly in many steli@sdreds of thousands
of students go online for some or all of their courses, a trend that is opening up
opportunities, such as Advanced Placement classes, that would otherwise be unavailable.
In addition, teachers are turning in increasing numbers té/#tefor professional
developmentTechnology Counts 207

The following statistics give further concrete evidence that American schools are

making great strides forward in the use of technoldggknology Counts 20R7

TECHNOLOGY IN UNITED STATES SCHOOLS
(dates indicate most current data availablg

Percent of students with computer(s) in classroom (2095 49.5%
Percent of students with computer(s) in lab/media center (2005) 7%
Students per instructional computer (2006) 3.8
Students perhigh-speed Internetconnected computer (2006) 3.7
Number of states with technology standards for students (20d#&7) 48
Number of states that test students on technology (2005) 4
Number of states with established virtual schools (20067) 23
Number of states offering computerbased assessments (200G) 23
Number of states with standards that include technology for teachers (204)%) 45
Number of states with standards that include technology for administrators (2006 | 36
07)

Number of states with that require initial licenses for teachers to include 19
technology coursework or a test (20067)

Numbers of states that require an initial license for administrators to include 9
technology coursework or a test (20067)

Number of states requiring technology training or testing for recertification, or 5
requires participation in technology-related professional development (20067)
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Yet for all the advances, American schools are not fully utilizing the tremendous power

of technology in teaching and learning.

A simple question to ask is, fAHow has

t

last1 50 years?0 Ahnhdoshédaanswamwhincahgi e any

it hasndéC€Chichamgredkoow more abrdut whatoés

today than their teachers, often because of the media environment they

grow up in. Theyore immersed in a medi

that was unheard of 150 years ago, and yet if you look at school today
versus 100 years ago, they are nsinailar than dissimilar (Senge, 1990).

The editors offechnology Counts 20®uggest thatwhen evaluating the progreas
are makingn the utilization oftechnologyin educationpur educational leaders neted
consider the following:

e Most states haviechnology standards for students and educators. But, few states

test to see if those standards are being met, so the degree to which schools are
reaching them is unknown.

a

h

(

e Teachersodé integration of digital tool N

e Internetusedas expl oded in the private sector,
classrooms.

e Many young peoplebdébs reliance on digital t
in sharp contrast to their limited use of it in school.

e Large gaps have e meompuedathaome, bdseddretimeir s 6 us e
demographic backgrounds.

e Research showing technologyds effectivene

remains elusive.

e 21%'Century digital literacy must hinge not on the superficial fluency with
technology that many students exhibit in their off hours, but on proficiency in
such skills as effectively sifting through a glut of electronic information and
producing creative worthat will be valued highly in the global marketplace.
Whether schools are on the right track in equipping students with these more
sophisticated skills remains an open question.

We also need to remember that whether technology should be used in s&hools

longer the issue in education. Instead, the current emphasis is ensuring that technology is

used effectively to create new opportunities for learning and to promote student

achievement. Educational technology is not, and never will be, transforraatiteeown.

It requires the assistance of educators who integrate technology into the curriculum, align
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Georgia Technology Plan 2002012
it with student learning goals, and use it for engaging learning projects. Therefore,

professional development for teachkexomes the key issue iring technology to

improve the quality of learning (Killion, 1999).
In summary, few would argue that we are not making progress; however, schools are
stil |l a |l ong way from | everaging technol ogy?d
opportune time for makg needed changes in the way teachers teach and students learn.
Does research support the use of educational technology?
As schools continue to spend an ever increasing amount of money on technology,
many are beginning to question its value in increasindent achievement, particularly
since the results from research studies are often mixed.
In a recently released, much anticipated study of reading and math software
commissioned by the U.S. Department of Education, the results showed no significant
differences in standardized test scores between students who used the technology in their
classrooms and those who used other methods. Critics argue that they have serious
concerns about the design and the conceptual
ReadingandMat hemat i ¢ s S o The @asoriumMAar $ctool dNetvgorkiag
(CoSN) The International Society for Technology in Educafit8TE,) and the State
Educational Technology Directors Associat{@ETDA) issued the following joint
statement
Aéétechnology has fundamentally transfo
States economy. Parents understand the need for technology in schools, and kids
live in a digitally-rich world. There is no question that our schools should reflect

these realities.&4 we consi der Americabs competitiywv
narrow study to derail the progress technology in making in education in dur 21

Century gl obal economy. 0 And, Phoebe Cott
Education office commissioned the studgutioned that the report should be used

as Aone input into peopleds decisions abo
education technologyo (Trotter, April 11,
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While there have been additional studies that have found no benefit in the use of

educatioal technology, several recent research reviews andanelgises published in
the United States and Britain show that, when measured across the board, educational
technology yields fAsmall, but significanto g
(Tecmology Counts 2007). In addition, the National Science Foundation, the Pentagon,
and the U.S Department of Education have spent considerable funds on the research of
computerized tutoring prograntSeveral of their studies suggest that, on average,
studets who participate in computerized tutoring make learning gains that roughly
translate into the equivalent of as much as one letter grade. The research suggests the
improvements seem greatest in the area of complex presménmg and for students
who stat out with weaker subject matter skills.

The Metri Group (October 2006) published their own results of a ap&dysis
study on the use and effectiveness of classroom technologies. Their report summarizes
general trends and representative studies irsageh as television and video use,
calculators, engagement devices such as interactive whiteboards, portable or handheld
devices, virtual learning, tachool computing, and ofie-one computing. Their purpose
in doing the study was to provide educatorgwsibund data about technological
innovations that researchers say are working, as well as help school leaders make better
deci sions about technology investments. Thei
What the Resear ch Sa yobogydaps proride a potewattleyn ce t hat
increase in learning across all uses and in all content areas when implemented
consistently (Ascione, September 28, 2006).

Many argue that the primary reason research on the value of educational

technology has not been neassuccessful is because advocates haveproenised the
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learning returns on technology investments in schools. Further, researchers have failed to

investigate fully the potential of technology to augment learning. Instead, they have made
the following fou major miscalculations (Met Group, October 2006):

(1) being overly confident that they could easily accomplish the depth of school
change required to realize the potential technology holds for learning;

(2) lacking effort in documenting the effect on studeatrning, testing practices, and
system efficiencies;

(3) overestimating the time it would take to reach a sufficiency point for technology
access; and,

(4) underestimating the rate of change in technology, and the impact of such rapid,
continuous change on staifne, budgeting, professional development, software
upgrades, and curricular and lesson redesign.

In addition, reports from the British Educational Communications and
Technology Agency stated that technology research often uses small samples, does not
always control the effects of variables other than technology, and is rarely exacting
enough in its miodology or its search for explanations of findings. Furthermore, they
argue that there are many researchers not using the ddetgts and not measuring
the full impact of learning (Cox, January 2004).

Thus, it appears that even as research studies are continuing, the real value of
technology remains largely untapped in our schools today. And, while the research on the
effect of technology is emerging and promising, more rigorous studies are definitely
needed for it to demonstrate its full potential as a teaching and learning tool (Ascione,
September 28, 2006)

Do we have a national visiorfor the role of technology in American education?

On January 7, 2005, the U.S. Department of Education releasNdtibaal

Education Technology Plarthis plan was developed with input from students,

educators, researchers, parents, higher education, and industryg.|&ésulé provided
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Georgia Technology Plan 2002012
from these groups to a variety of forms, including in some cases, summaries of surveys or

other consensugtvities these groups undertook of their own memberships.
AWe cannot assume that our schools wild/l
technology effectively. We must commit ourselves to staying the course
and making the changes necessary to reach our goals of educating every
child. These are ambitious goals, but they are goals worthy of a great
nation such as ours. Together, we cantesknology to ensure that no
chil d 1 s -lpresifiertt GeolyeanhBisn d . ©
To help states and districts prepare today's students for the opportunities and
challenges of tomorrow, a set of seven action steps and accompanying recommendations

have beemleveloped.

Strengthen Leadership

Consider Innovative Budgeting
Improve Teacher Training

Support ELearning and Virtual Schools
Encourage Broadband Access

Move Toward Digital Content
Integrate Data Systems

NoohkwhPE

In addition,The Partnership for 24Centuy Skills, a unique publigrivate

organization formed in 2002 to create a successful model of learning that incorporates
215 Century skills into our system of education, has issued a call to action on this issue.
This group strongly believes that we needational vision for teaching and learning in

the 2F' Century and thatow s the time. They emphasize three reasons (Roacto 21
Century Learning, Partnership for’2Century Skills, 2006):

(1) There is a growing sense of urgency about the future of the United States and its
position as a world leader. Many feel that our nation must act now to ensure that
future generations of Americans can participate fully in the democratic process
and the comgtitive global economy.

(2) There is a broad consensus among educators, policymakers, business leaders and

the public that schools must do a better job of preparing young people for the
challenges and expectations of communities, workplaces and higher educati
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(3) The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 recognizes the urgency of improving
public education. This federal law emphasizes student achievement and requires
assessment in core subjects. Further, it requires students to be proficient in
technology literacyy the eighth grade. Responding aggressively to this
requirement with visionary policies will enable students to achieve the core
competencies measured by NCLB.

Undoubtedly, our nation needscompelling visiorfor education, including the

use of technolgy for learning, teaching, and managing our schools, that will inspire
education leaders, teachers, parents and students alike. Clearly, we must work together to
fully prepare our students for the challenges of work and life in th€aatury.

Do we havethe sustainednational funding sources needed to financially support the
technology needs opublic schools?

Many research studies have shown that educational technologies, when used
properly and in coordination with a variety of school reforms, cacletgarning
environments and enhance studentsoO conceptua
government has embraced the potential of technologies to improve schooling and has
played an important role in modernizing schools and their technical gapgcit
administering several programs to (U.S. Department of Education, October 2003):

e improve telecommunications and Internet access;
e purchase hardware and educational software;
e provide technologyelated professional development and other technology
supports; and,
e fund the research and development of innovative uses of technology for
educational purposes.
The vast majority of this federal funding for educational technology comes from
two sources; (1) the-Eate program and (2) the Enhancing Educatioough
Technology program (EETT) (U.S. Department of Education, 2003)
The Erate program is administered by thehools and Libraries Division (SLD)

of the Universal Service Administrative Company (US/AGY seeks to improve access

to digital technology byroviding approved schools and libraries with discounts ranging
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from 20 to 90 percent on qualifying telecommunication services. Discount rates are based

on the percentage of students eligible for participation in the National School Lunch
program and owhether the school or library iscated in a rural area. Therkte
program supports the acquisition of digital technology infrastructure, including telephone
services, Internet and website services and the purchase and installation of network
equipment ad services. Eate has made statistically significant increases in the
proportion of schools connected to the Internet; the number of phones per student; the
number of Internetonnected computers and Internet connection per student; and the
speed of Intaret connections (U.S. Department of Education, 2006).

The second major technology funding source for public schools Enth@ncing

Education Through Technolod@g#ETT) program, authorized by Title II, Part D, of the

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the No Child
Left Behind Act of 2001. The EETT legislation provides formula grants to the states for
promoting the use of educational taclogy to improve student achievement. States, in
turn, provide formula and competitive grant awards to districts within their state. For the
first time in FY 2006, state EETT officials were given the opportunity to award all funds
through competitive prasions due to the decrease of funding available to the program at
the federal level. Of interest in the future will be the degree to which states embrace this
opportunity and the ways it appears to influence program operation (U.S. Department of
Education2006).

Even though these two major funding sources have made a huge impact on the
technology available in schools across our nation, neither can be considered secure

funding sources. There has been much political debate thatrdie finds not continue
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Georgia Technology Plan 2002012
to exclusively fund technology for schools. The funding for EETT is in more direct

danger of being lost. Since 2004, funding has been significantly cut each year.

Total funding in 2004 $659,438,400.00 Georgia- $20,179,473.00

Total funding in2005- $479,840,235.00 Georgia- $15,158,492.00

Total funding in 2006 $264,343,625.00 Georgia- $8,462,015.00

Total funding in 2007 $262,890,721.00 Georgia- $8,291,373.00

Total proposed funding in 2008 $0.00 Georgia- $0.00

I n summary, the federal governnAnt 0s
schools is vital to the continuing proliferatiand integratiorof technology in K12
schools; however, the funding future is very uncertain. As theheazation of the
NCLB Act of 2001 continues, we look to the congressional leaders to recognize the
importance of educational technology in student achievement.

Are we teaching the 21 Century skills necessary forAmerican students to succeed
in a globd environment?

Despite the considerable progress that states have made in raising academic
expectations, KL2 education is still predominately stuck in th& Zentury. Mastering
the core content, which has been the focus of most school improvenuets &ffdate, is
just the beginning. The urgent challenge for state leaders today is to move education
forward with a 2 Century skills initiative. This move will assist innovative leaders with
their desire to give young people the edge they need toaeterapccessfully in a global
economy (A State Leaders Action Guide t6'Zkntury Skills, Partnership for 21
Century Skills, July 2006).

Echoing this message is the Organization for Economic Cooperation and

Development (2004), a group which maintains that dynamic forces are at work in schools

today. Members argue that students must master skills like analytical thinking and

problem solvingalong with the effective use of technology, if they are to succeed in
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work and life. They must learn how to access data and resafficgsntly. In addition,

they must learn how to collaborate and interact with peers, people and teachers across the
room, and around the globe. Students suddenly are competing not just with their
neighborsbutalsowith students from around the world. As workers, they must learn
constantly to update their skills and adapt to an-elianging work environment, or they
will become obsolete.

In June2007, the International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) released
anewversion of the National Educational Technology Standards for Students {§SETS

which focuses more on skills and expertise and less on toolsfiSpic they address

e creativity and innovation;

e communication and collaboration;

e research and information fluency;

o critical thinking, problerrsolving, and decisiemaking;
« digital citizenship; and

o technology operations and concepts

Thestandards, used in every U.S. state and many countries, are credited by most
with significantly influencing expectations for students and creating a target of excellence

relating to technologyISTEi National Educational Technology Standards)

Part of the great strength of the United States is its adaptability. Since technology,
information, and knowledge are constantly changing, learning and thinking skill
technology literacyand life skills are the best legacy thatlR education can impart to
thisand futuregeneratios of young people. These skills will empower them to find,
manipulate and use content to learn, solve problems, create and think for a lifetime. In

fact, 22" Century skills are the powerful means by which students can make effective use
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of their content knowledge. However, these skills do not develop automatically in the

course of mastering core academic content. Ratbeg,subjects need tategrate them
explicitly.

State education poliesnakers need to move forward with a new direction for
teaching and learning in the2Century. They can begin by evaluating their existing
standards, curricula, and assessments and redefining them to address the flemands
new skills for students. The Partnership fof Zentury Skills (State Leaders Action
Guide to 2% Century Skills, July 2006) urges state leaders to:

e recognize that there are results that matter for students in the 21st Century and
those results amdifferent from and go beyond traditiondktirics;

e redefine Arigorodo to encompass nhot just
of 21% Century skills and content; and,

e plan and implement a 2Century Skills Initiative that includes the followisix
key elements.

SIX KEY ELEMENTS OF 21°' CENTURY LEARNING

Core Subjects The NCLB Act of 2001 identifies the core subjects as English,
reading or language arts; math; science; foreign languages; civics;
government; economics; arts; history; andgeography.

21 Century Content Several significant, emerging content areas are critical to success ir
communities and workplaces: global awareness; financial, economit
business and entrepreneurial literacy; civic literacy; and health and
wellness awareess.

Learning and Thinking | These skills are comprised of critical thinking, communication,

Skills creativity, innovation, collaboration, contextual learning,
information processing, and media literacy.
ICT Literacy Information and communicationstechnology (ICT) literacy is the

ability to use technology to develop Zicentury content knowledge
and skill, in the context of learning core subjects.

Life Skills Life skills include leadership, ethics, accountability, adaptability,
personal productivity, personal responsibility, people skills, self
direction, and social responsibility.
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Even though technology is specified in only one of the above elements, it plays a

significant role in all the others as well. For example, many teachers consider technology
tools as essential in thalassrooms since they have found that incorporating technology
into their core subject lessoimereases student engagement and knowledge retention.
Since 2002, the Partnership forQ@entury Skills has been working with states and
communities to reinvigrate learning to meet the demands of this century. Based on this
work, the Partnership recommersis strategies for leaders interested in developing a

successful statewide 2Century Skills Initiative (July 2006):

Develop gpowerful, shared visiowith a broad consensus;

Make sure that state standards incorporateChtury skills;

Develop assessments that align witf 2éntury standards;

Make sure all students have equal accessYc&2htury tools and
instruction;

Support professionalevelopment in ZLCentury skills for teachers and
administrators; and,

6. Make the development of 2Century skills a priority and allocate
resources accordingly.

Hlw|NvIE

o

Strategy number five in particular bears further scrutiny. In ordeevelop
student poficiency in 2£' Century Skills, we must also prepare our teachers and
administrators. According tbechnologyCounts 2007there has been a nationwide effort
to establish technology standards for-peevice and irservice teachers. Currently, forty
five states have technology standards for teachers anddiltidiso have established
administrator standardsn June 2008, ISTE plans to unveil a refresh of the National
Educational Technology Standards for TeacHers. cr eat i ng t hhese set
develop a comprehensive set of performamaged technology foundation standards for
all teachers reflecting fundamental concepts and skills for using technology to support

teaching and learning@ISTE NETST)
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Unfortunately, this trend has not been reflected in technology competency

requirements for initial or recertification licensure for either educators or administrators.
Only nineteen states require that teachers pass some form ofteoegupetency
assessment for initial certification and only nine require the same of administrators. The
statistics for recertification are even smaller, with only nine states requiring teachers to
demonstrate competency and five states requiring pfaadfropetency for

administrators.

It is hoped that these numbers will increase in the coming y@ensonstrated
standards and egoing competencig®r teachers and technology leaders are critical to
thedevelopment of new learning environments forittiegration of technology.

Teachers must be watrepared in order to effectively integrate technology into their
curriculum and shift teaching paradigms to a performdrased, studerdentered
learning environment. Administrators must be vpe#tparedn order to correctly
evaluate the ZiCentury learning environments, and to encourage and support the
technology integration.

Based on the above analysis, many leaders from both the public sector and public

education are beginning to realize that we rtedukgin planningiow for a 2" Century

Skills Initiative that reflects gision for learninghat will prepare every student for

success in the 21Century.
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Section Three: Georg@s Current Reality and
The Georgia Department of Educationds Off
of two primary divisions, serving under the direction of a Deputy State School
Superintendent: (1) Information Technology and (2) Instructional Technology and Media.
The first dvision manags the technical support for baBeorgia schools and the
GaDOE anduilds infrastructures that deliver information to key decision makéues.
technical staff members develop, promote, and provide technical assistance for
administrative appl@tions for technology including: interactive reports, online
standardized testing, electronic grant application programs, student information systems,
online data collections, and welmabled consolidated application for funding.
Thelnstructional Technalgy and Media divisiorworks collaboratively within
the GaDOE to accomplish the State's mission by changing classroom instruction through
the effective use of technology. To achieve this, Georgia schools will spotlight
1) performancéased curriculum; 2) assessment and analysis of student data;
3) 21st century learners; 4) 21st century learning environments; 5) differentiated
instruction; and 6) high quality teachers and leaderaddition, the Instructional
Technoloy and Media division oversees the Title 1l, Part D Educational Technology
grants, the Georgia Virtual School, and @eorgiaStandards.Org prograwhichis a
collection of dynamic, interactive, online resources available to all Georgia educators
In devebping a new, fiveyear technology plan for the state, the technology
division began by exploring national trends. We found it helpful to report the results of

our researchisingfive questions. As we were beginning to formulate our state plan, we
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decidedd uti li ze the same five questions to det

issues that we need to address.
e Are we, as astate, making progress in integrating technology into
K-12 education?
Doesstateresearch support the use of educational technology?
Do we have astatevision for the role of technology in education?
Do we have sustainedtatefunding sources to support the
technology needs of our schools?
e Are we teaching the 21 Century skills necessary for our students
to succeed in a global environmnt?
Are we, as a state, making progress in integrating technology into-K2 education?
Based on the results recently published@chnology Counts 200We believe
that we can state unequivocally that our schools are making progress in utilizing
technobogy. This year for the first time, Georgi
was given the highest rating in the nation, compared with the 49 other states. We received

a 96 out of a possible score of 100. The entire report can be found online at

www.edweek.rg/go/tcO7Some of the report highlights veer

e 65% of Georgia students have a computer in the classroom, higher than the
national 49.5% average.

e Georgia is among four states that have implemeetgthology standards into
curriculum standards and tests on those standards.

e The state is one of 23 states that offer a virtual school, where students can take
classes online.

e Georgiais one of very few states that have technology requirements for teachers
and administrators seeking certification or recertification.
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Georgia and U.S. statistics are compared in the following chart:

TECHNOLOGY LEADERS: GRADING THE STATES us GA
(dates indicate mosturrent data available)

Percent of students with computer in classroom (2005) 49.5% | 65%
Percent of students with computer in lab/media center (2005) 77% | 85%
Students per instructional computer (2006) 3.8 3.8
Students per highspeedinternet-connected computer (2006) 3.7 3.7
Number of states with standards for students that include technology 48 Yes
(200607)

Number of states that test students on technology (2008) 4 Yes
Number of states with established virtual school&2006:07) 23 Yes
Number of states offering computerbased assessments (2006) 23 Yes
Number of states with standards that include technology for teachers 45 Yes
(200607)

Number of states with standards that include technology for administrators| 36 Yes
(200607)

Number of states that require technology coursework or a test for an initial | 19 Yes
teaching license (200®7)

Number of states that require technology coursework or a test for an initial | 9 Yes
administrative license (200607)

Number of states requiring technology training or testing for 5 Yes

recertification, or participation in technology-related professional
development (200807)

When announcing thiSechnology Counts 200wnor, State School

Superintendent Kathy Cox stdtéln Georgia, we are not only teaching our students

about technology, we are usireghnology to teach our studentgchnology is one of

the keys to making sure our students are ready to compete in the 21st cémtury.”

addition, she reported(Georgiais using technology to give every student access to an

excellent education no matter who they are or where theyHreen the halls of the

Capitol to the hallways of our schools, our state knows how important technology is to

student achievement/e will continue tdook for ways to expand use and access to

technol ogyo (GaDOE Press Rel ease,

Apr il

2007
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In addition to thel'echnology Count®007report, the GaDOE is very proud of

several highly successful technology initiatives. One of these promising initiatives is our

state website for educatoseorgiaStandards.Orgrhe Center for Digital Educain

recently name&eorgiaStandards.@rthe 2007 Best of the Web (BOW) winner in the

K-12 State Web Site category. Hundreds of website entries were evaluated on innovation,
Web-based delivery of public servigesfficiency, economy and functionalitfhough

just over a year old, the GSO portal tools have accommodated the publication of over 700
instructional plans, and enrolled over 8,000 teachers giving them access to the GSO
collaborative group environment.

The goal ofGeorgiaStandards.Orgs to provide a dynamic, interactive, online

resource that will enhance and support teaching and learning in Georgia with the Georgia
Performance Standards as the main foce®r@a teachers are committed to meeting the
educational needs of their students and increasing student achievement; and

GeorgiaStandards.Orgrovides the resources needed to assist teachers in their efforts.

GeorgiaStandards.Orgrides itself on getting standards aligned resources into the

teachers hand in minimal time. $eptember 20Q7ore than 91,000 unigue visitors

came to th&eorgiaStandards.Orgieb site over 170,000 times, spent an average of 6

minutes onsite, and viewed just under 1,000,000 pages.

GeorgiaStandards.Orgontinues to improve communication and exghaccess

to Il earning resources for studenpubdicc parents

usingGeorgiaStandards.Orgs the place to access our state standantds|soeducators

across the nation are |l ooking to Georgia as

practices. 0
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TheGeorgia Virtual Schoais another thriving technology initiative of the

Department of Educatio®ne measure of its success is enrollment, which has grown
exponentiallyeach year since its inceptidfrom the initial year of the program in 2005
2006, the enrollment of 2,290 segments the program has grown to anticipating 5,634
segmentsn the 20072008school yearThis online program provides opportunities and
options for all Georgia students to engage in over 80+ courses including Advanced
Placement, Advanced Placement Practice Exams, Credit Recovery, College Preparatory,
Career and Technical, Midd&chool Remediation, and other electives online to enhance
their learning experienceSourses are taught by any of the 172 highly qualified, Georgia
certificated educators trained specifically to teach in the onlineummedinder the state

and local rulegstablished to govern the prograsiudents can take classes as a part of
their regular school day for no cost. In @gboh, supplemental classes magtaken

during fall,spring, and summer semester for tuition.

A third initiative from which the teachers in S e Poneer
oy (T Georgia
Georgiabenefit arehe Educatioml Technology reom REQUEDY 0

p Sy v
State Univ. ETTC «_ Univ. of GA,
o pn, WAthensETIC,

Training Center§ETTCS9. Since 1993, Georgia's

thirteen (13) ETTCs have fulfilled the Georgia

Department of Educatis(GaDOE) commitment to f""”ﬂ"‘,,.‘:k _Cue &
provide technological expertise and support to ‘“&ﬂ’""‘

educational initiatives serving Georgia's schpols

teachers and students.

The ETTCs operate under the direction of the Instructional Technology Division
of the GaDOE, providing profe®nal learning, consulting, and service for Georgia

educators.The primary mission of the ETTCs is to promote the appropriate use of
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technology in support of teaching, learning, and leadership in Georgia schools.

Providing highquality professional leaing to schools statewide, the ETTCs are housed

at Georgia universities, colleges, RESAg] #re National Science CentéFhe

geographic service areas of Georgia's 13 ETTCs permit responsive, regional support for
Georgia schoolsOne of the most visikland successful statewide initiatives led by the
ETTCs was the implementation of House Bill 1187, requiring all teachers in the state to
complete Georgia's Special Technology Requirement. The ETTCs developed and
delivered InTech to over 70,000 Georgia eators.

Although the ETTCs were originally conceived as technology training centers,
their role has evolved to include the delivery of statewide initiatives, such as
implementing the Georgia Performance Standards (GPS), assisting schools in tracking
andreporting federallymandated AYP dataupporting DOE's online portal
(GeorgiaStandards.Org), monitoring and implementing state and federal technology
related grants and programs (TitleDland ERate), and building statewide technology
awareness and cagty by supporting the Georgia Educational Technology Conference
(GaETC). Other statewide initiatives facilitated by the ETTCs include training on
Cognos, GaDOE portal, Graduation Coach Management System, Data Utilization Guide,
and the Online AssessnteBystem. In addition, the ETTCs provide technical training in
network administration, network security, wireless network administration and security,

computer forensics, and more.

ETTCs Teachers |Admins Curr Dir Student Info Serv_ |Pre-Service University Other** TOTALS
served served served People Served Teachers served |Faculty served
2006-2007TOTALS 30111 7589 1142 4270 2477 652 3403 49644

** Other - GaDOE, Media Specialists, Private Schools, Students, Parents, Community, etc.

The ETTC initiativesignificantly contributed to Georgia receiving thdy"A"

grade in the nation in technology implementaiim&ducation Week'special
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Technology Count2007edition.Georgia is fortunate to have the ETTCs providing

outstanding leadership and vision to schools and districts in the effective use of
technadogy in support of teaching, learning, and leadership.

The GabDOE?®G s -15Netavorleprovide®thekackbone for effective
instructional technalgy implementation in Georgi&ducators and students utilize the
internet connections provided by the GaD@ta daily basis to access the web and run
applications for direct student learning.

As the Internet becomes more and more rob
and manipulate the information and data becomes more and more complex. It is more and
moredifficult for teachers to be effective without the resources available via electronic
connections. Students are collecting {tgak data from scientific probes and transferring
that data to laptops to run calculatiomsi ananipulations. Mathematigatodems are
completed on a Tl calculator and the answers are transmitted to a teacher laptop for
assessment purposes. Student nmédia productions are created and shared via local
networks and in more and more cases, students are able to access eleswanes
from home and contire their learning on an anytirm@ywhere basis.

Students use the Internet constantly for researching and collaborating purposes.
As more and more educators are shifting their instructional paradigms to a %teilent
projectbased learning model, students need-tiea, immediate data that is only
available via the web. Electronic databases
Virtual library, in every shool in the stateSGALILEO provides equitable access across
the state, no matter where the student is located and contributes to the leveling of the

digital divide amongst our K2 students.
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Teachers and students gain access to rich collections of more than 50,000 video

segments from among 5,000 fiéhgth educavnal videosrom awardwinning
producerswith more than 1,00 new titles added every ye&chools stream and
download video coent directly from the Interneln many cases, the content of these
resources directly correlates to the Georgia Perform@taselards and plays an
important role in improving student achievement.

With the advent of Web 2.0, students can collaborate with others from around the
world to discuss, debate, and solve relevant issues. With the StateviRladwork as
the infrastruatre, Georgia students can compete academically with their contemporaries
from China, India, Japan and Europe in a facilitated environthahallows them to
explore,learn and challengghemselveslLearning is no longer confined to the desk and
chair inthe classroom; it extends around the world and even out into space.

The Georgia Department of Education recognizes the need to support
administrative technologies. Currently, all required school and syistezhdata
collections are online processes, #metre is a technology help desk to provide technical
assistance to educators in local systems.

The Georgia Department of Education Data Warehouse has been designed to be
an integrated, historical database. The GaDOE Data Warehouse was created using data
fromthe2002 006 school year and it wild/l continue
data. Userscanperform analyses at the state, district, school, and studentdenébrm
and benefit their school improvement effottecorporated with this data wehouse is a
powerful business intelligence tool that creates the reparessed through the GaDOE
securePortal. This business intelligence tool may be used in future releases of data to

create ad hoc reports for analysis of studen
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The GaDOE Data Warehouse contains student data from the Student Record (SR)

data collectionThe data warehouse uses the new GTID (Georgia Testing ID) as the
primary identifier for a studenthis data collection occurs at the end of the school year
andincludes summative data for all students that attended a Georgia public school at any
point during the school year. Also contained in the GaDOE Data Warehouse is teacher
and administrator data from the school yddsing this tool, users can both examine

trends in education and testing data across several years and benchmark groups for
comparison purposeSuch efforts have established technologicatiyanced cultures

that not only understand and support technology, but also use technology to produce
acionable data targeted at school improvement.

Based on the above data, it is clear that the state of Georgia is a national leader in
the field of educational technology; however, we are only on the threshold of what we
expect to accomplish within the nextd years.

Does state research support the use of educational technology?

The state of Georgia recognizes the importance of research in documenting the
success of technology integration in schools. In past years, research has been conducted
mostly on a local level. However, through a fgear Title I, Part D competitive grant
focusing on increasing student achievement in mathematics by improving classroom
access to modern |l earning technologies, and
scientificallybased research and evaluation encouraged by NCLB, the state of Georgia is
compg |l ing data that will offer positive evider

Beginning in Round 5, FYO06, the State méuke decision to award 100% it$
Title 1l, Part D funding on a competitive grant basis and built in an evaluation component

to the grant process. All schools awarded Title Il, Part D grant monies participate in an
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evaluation process conducted by an outside evaluator using sciegdarch principles.

In 20072012, we will continue this requirement. We have many exciting projects going
on in Georgia in the field of education technology; however, funding for educational
research studies to document successes in raising student aemebhas not been a
priority in recent years. By implementing the required outside evaluation, we can add to
the body of much needed research in this field.

Do we have a state vision for the role of technology in education?

In the State of Georgia 2006 Technology Ign, which was approved by the
State Board of Education in July 2008 devisedand supported a crediltechnology
vision for our state. It focused on the principle that frequent uses of resxeemeth
instructional and administrativedienologies would help Georgia lead the nation in
improving student achievement in core academic areas by enhancing the technology
literacy of students, parents and educators and would develop a tigttifred
workforce for the 23 century. During themplementation of this plait,was clear that
the GaDOBHDnNstructionalinitiatives of GeorgiaStandards.org, Georgia Virtual Schead,
the 13 ETTCs were instrumental in developing amstasning student and educator
succeses on the local level. In additipthe informational initiativeof the Georgia Data
Warehouse provided administrators with a powerful tool to analyze and utilize data to
improve student achievement.

It is clear that GaDOE staff, systdevel technology staff and business education
pariners have a high degree of ownership of and commitment to the vision. It is also
important that as Georgia strives to achieve a full implementation of technology goals
across all settings, it will be necessary to assess more tightly the commitment to the

vision across a broader community.
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The State of Georgia understands thath has changad thefour yearssince

the 20032006 Technology Plawas written. There is a new emphasis ofi @&ntury

skills for our studentsAs more and more students@eorgia use local resources to
access global learning communitidgre is a need to collaborate and coordinate student
achievement and school improvement efforts across the AgéneyOffice of

Technology Services and its Divisions of Instructional bxfiormation Technologwvill

work collaboratively within the GaDOE to accomplish the State's mission by changing
classroom instruction through the effective use of technology. To achieve this, Georgia
schools will spotlight 1) performand®msed curriculum?) assessment and analysis of
student data; 3) 21st century learners; 4) 21st century learning environments;

5) differentiated instruction; and 6) high quality teachers and leaders.

Do we have sustainedtatefunding sources to support the technology neadof our
schools?

Like leaders orthe national level,tate business and political leaders are feeling
an increasing sense of insecurity about the-temign financial future of Georgia and
realize the important role education plays in our economic sudoesddition, there is
public buyin to the idea that schools need to improve. Finally, the No Child Left Behind
Act of 2001 emphasizes student achievement and more people now believe that
technology can play a key role in this process.

The majority of tinding for technology in Georgia comes from two federal
funding sources, one of which EsRate Since the inception dE-Ratein 1997, the
Georgia partment of EducatiofGaDOE) has filed for and receiveger $500 million
in E-Ratefundingto build the Statewide ¥2 Network.Althoughthere is a great deal of
moneyfor schoolsavailable througlt-Ratefor telecommunications infrastructuaed

the purchase and installation of network equipment and services in the sti®ols
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process is somehat complex and timing of certain forms and applicatiemsitical. The

Instructional Technology and Media Division assists school systems with the filing
process so that maximum funding can be obtained.

Georgiads second maj oderal govennchennigutiligiggur ce f r o
EETT (Title 1ID) funds made available througie No Child Left Behind Act (2001).

From these funds, GaDQ#ovides grants to local edational agencies on the basis of
their proportionate share of funding under Title I, ParfThe Georgia Department of
Education retains 5% of its total Title 1l, Part D allocation for skael activities, and
currentlydistributes the remainder competitively to eligible local educational agencies
(LEAS).

In 20052006, because of changesthe Title I, Part D law, states could now
realign their funding to make the biggest impact. The decision was made to eliminate
formula funding because the numbers showed that more than 805 of the school districts
within the State of Georgia would receiless than $20,000. Georgia decided to allocate
100% of the Title I, Part D funding to competitive grants where a more significant
impact could be felt across the state. This decision also allowed the State of Georgia to
control the use of the funding@ support research and evaluation to document the
impact on student achievemebepending on future funding levels and any changes to
the Title Il, Part D program through the reauthorization of the NCLB Act of 2001,
may continue to allocate funds coetipively or return to the use of both competitive and
formula grants.

In addition, school systems receive state funding based on student population to
hire technical and instructiahtechnology support personnel to staff their schools.

Currently, no site funds are appropriated for the acquisition of instructional technology
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in schools. Many feel thachools should be givanore funding for théiring of support

staff and theurchase of new technologies. At the current time, systems are dependent on
local funding to cover these necessary expenses.

Furthermorewe need state funding to ensuoatinuing improvement in the
Georgia StatewidBata Warehoust allow for the evaluation of the effectiveness of
various education programs and interventiongrack student achievement, and to equip
school leaders with reliable data that allows for -@aiteen decisiormaking and
instruction.

Finally, the following major GaDOE initiatives currently receive state funding:
Georgia Virtual School, GeorgiaStandsworg, GALILEO-Geor gi adés Vi rtual
and the 13 ETTCs. These programs play a vital role in the improvement of student
achievement.

The GaDOE Office of Technology Services works hard to identify and apply for
outside grant opportunities that midignefit the students in Georgia. In the past two
years, we have formed partnerships with other Agency offices to leverage the limited
funding availableln collaboration with the Office of Standards, Instruction and
Assessment, thilath Science PartnershimMSP) Program: Title I, Part B creating
opportunities for professional learning in the math and science content areas. Several
ETTCs are providing some of that professional learning and integrating technology into
those curricular area¥he ETTCs ha® consulted with their local systems to take
advantage of Title | funding to compliment their technology integratiiatives.

As a state, Georgia must determine how and where it will systematically support

the integration of technology in our schodlsirrently, there are not enough state dollars
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allocated for this purpose; thus, long range planning and sustained funding sources need

to be established.

Are we teaching the 21 Century skills necessary for our students to succeed in a
global environment?

It is important to document the importance of the Libtdedia Specialisin the
life of the 2F' century schoolThe library media enter is the hulind heart of the school.
The Media Specialiss not only the teacher in this very large classroom, but also serves
as the information and instructional specialist and the technology consultant to the
faculty, staff and students in his/her schddhny state studies have proveattthere is a
direct correlation between student achievement and an actite;dape library media
center.Today'sMedia Specialisis the information specialist in the school and is more
vital than ever before.

Digital resources play an increasingly iamfant role in the school and tMedia
Specialistis the manager of these important databases. Every Georgia school has access

toGALI LEO, Geor gi aandgtheWealthtotirdormation ibhasabutymany

schools choose to add additional materials and databBsgital materials must be
selected to meet the needs of the schoelcthriculum, and the teachef$ie Media
Specialisthas the skills, training, and knowledge to choose both appropriatepdnt
nonprint material including databases and technology resoukseshools change and
traditional classrooms evolve so that more students have timent spgond the rows
of desksJibrary media centers become even more essential.

In October 2007the Media Servicegrogram and stafihhoved from the Division
of Instructional Technology to the Division of Curriculum and Instruction. This was a
direct response to the fact thatGeorgiathe Media Specialig are involved in

collabordion efforts at the curricular level with content and grade level teams. They
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participate in and lead discussions on effectively integrating technology into the daily

lessonsand unitsSomeMedia Specialig design and teach professional learning
activities to their builthg and/or district educators.

Working with the classroom teachers, Media Specialistan help design
projects that cross disciplines, help students develop skills to solve problems, and direct
students to multiple sources of inforneetti(bothprint and norprint). Students in the
media center can experience an entire world of resources right atrietips.Because
some students only have access to the Internet at their school or public library, it is vital
that the media prograandMedia Specialisincorporate @échnology into the curriculum.
By keeping the strong connections between Media Services and Instructional
Technology, the GaDOE is committedaiosuring thalibrary media centers provide a
critical place for studententeed learning.

Georgia educational leaders realize that our schools must keep in step with a
global society that is becoming increasingly dependent on the use of technology.
However, in recent years, according to Holkerend Hooper (204), too much emphasi

has been placesh learning from technologsather tharlearning with technologyEven

though computers currently offer a great deal in termissbfuction and thenanagement
of student data, the focus is shifting to how to utilize techndlogyprovestudent
achievementFor Georgians to adopt this new focw®, need to shift ta 21% Century
learningparadigm

To explore where we are in Georgia in regards to this new paradigm, state
GaDOE leaders determined that we needed to gather informatiomoschool

systems
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A statewide survey was developed and administdrased on the following subjects:

21st Century Instructional Practices

Digital Content

Data-Informed Decision-Making

Parental Involvement/Communication

Hardware for 21st Century Learning

Arranging T echnology for 21st Century Learning
Beyond-school Access for 21st Century Learning
Infrastructure for 21st Century Learning
Technology Sipport for 21st Century Teaching and
Learning

e Technology Literacy

In order to gather thiseedednformationfor the Technology Department and the
Georgia State Schools Superintengdém Instructional Technology Division invited
technology leaders from Georgia cityBa#d county publischool districts to provide
information on the current status of their local technology programs on the above topics
in the Spring/Summer of 2006. Information was gathered through an interview protocol
of 72 selecteathoice and opeended questions.

The protocolwas administeretb school éstrict teams of technology leaders and their
responsewere recordeat a series of faem-face meetings at each of the 13 Educational
Technology Training Centers (ETE0n Georgia. After these meetings, the ETTC staff
then recorded the school systersp@nses in an online database. Participants represented
104/180 county and city school districts in Georgiae following summary provides the

number of responden(r) for each individial item.
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State-wide SurveyResults by Subject

21st Century Instructional Practices
Items related to 21st Century instructiopedctices were designedhelp answer the
following:

1. How i s technology being used to support | ¢

2. To what extent are current instructional uses of technolagyséx on achieving
the GeorgidPerformancétandards?

3. To what extent are educators satisfied with current technokldgted instructional
practice in Georgiads school s?

4. What are the greatest challenges to reaching higher levels of technology
implementatbn in Georgia schools?

5. What strategies must be deployed in order to fully implement 21st Century
instructional practices?

Data providing insight on each of these questions is provided below:
Types of Technology Use

To better understand what types affteology use are prevalent in Georgia
schools, participating technology leaders were provided with seven descriptive categories
of technology use in schools. Based on which categories a visitor to their school district
would see most often in classroomatrtcipants were asked to rank the categories from
(1) most frequent to (7) least frequent. Based on the response mean for each descriptive
category, the table on the next page present
technology use in Georgia schoalerh the most frequent to the least frequent. The table
alsoincludes he mode, the aggregated percentage of
one, two, or three on the scale), and the aggregated percentage of respondents answering

0i nfr equ ebadrdeveh an the scale., s
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Most Frequent (1)

»
»

P
<«

Least Frequent

Table 1.1
% of % of
Below are seven categories describing how technology might be useRisdkools. If a visitor respondent | respondents
was walking through schools in your school system, what types of instructional technology us n Mean | Mode | S ranking in | ranking in
would he/she most often see in your classrooms? Rank the égasefgom 17, 1 being the most high low
frequent and 7 being the most infrequent. frequency frequency
(1,2, 0r3) (6,7, 0r8)
» Teachers using technology to present content to studetdsstimulate teacheed discussions. | 100 | 2.37 1 80% 11%
e Students using drill and practice software, games, and tutorials while teachers monitor the
and gauge their progress in mastering concepts
o Students taking computblasedj ui zzes on the coerbdnbrofeb
learned
o Teachers dropping their students off at the lab to learn technology skills from another insty 100 | 3.33 2 56% 21%
e Teachers teaching their own students about technology, for example, how to use word pro
howto use spreadsheets, how to search on the Internet.
o Students using the Internet or electronic databases to research information, access primar; 99 | 3.40 5 55% 31%
resources, and download graphics related to a topic of study
eStudents doing fAweb questso
o Students using software to draw gesric shapes
» Students using spreadsheets to record and chart data from a science lab or a textbook act
e Students using software to write a research paper
e Students using computer design software or drawing softwax@mplete a project
» Students using graphing calculators to solve problems or to complete a learning activity pr
by the teacher
» Students constructing a PowerPoint presentation to present to their class
o Students participating in a computeased simlation that encourages decision making and
problem solving (such as Tom Snyder products, SimCity, SimEarth, etc.)
» Students using technology to prepare materials for a mock trial or to document evidence fq
a mock crime scene
e Students recording nuttin al i nf or mati on on what they?d
e Students using probes to monitor their heart rate
eStudents using computer games, software,| 103| 4.11 5 35% 47%
finished
o Students using electronic instant response systems (sudhstsuetion CPS, Promethean actiy 98 | 4.19 4 37% 38%
vote, Smartroom Beyond Question, Interwrite PRS, etc.) to answer tegaierated questions
e Teachers using computers to access formative assessment inforomatieeir students
* Teachers reviewing electronic portfolios of student work
* Teachers creating assessment items for an online assessment system
» Students completing online assessments aligned to Georgia Performance Standards
* Studentsreating, administering, and analyzing results from online surveys about currents¢ 97 | 5.55 6 8% 86%
issues.
e Students participating in online projects which safely connect students to authentic learnin
experiences and to peers and mentors in other locations.
» Studentsreating and posting podcasts on topics that are both relevant to Georgia Learning
» Students generating questions/pursuing answers on staitidesets learning topics that are of t
most interest to them.
» Students participating in web blogs for fheposes of learning
e Students creating and publishing products that both demonstrate mastery of content and a
interest to an audience other than the s
» Students learning marketing strategies and math skiknbgging in an actual online virtual
business venture
o Students posting their school newspaper stories online and engaging in conversations wit
students across the country and around the world.
» Teachers designing tliestructional tools such as websites, databases, tutorials, simulationg 104 | 6.04 7 7% 82%
they need for their classes
» Students designing technological solutions to current problems and issues, for example, ¢
an interactive welbased database to help ESOL stuslemderstand local culture and languag
o Students design a new type of scanner that optimiizgi@phics

Technology Use and Georgia Learning Standards

When asked about the relationship between student technology use in classrooms

and | earning standards, slightly

mor e

t han
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believed that student technology use is targeted toward achieving Geerfjiemance

Standards. Thirtyfive percent of technology leaders believed that less than half of the
student technology use in schools is targeted toward achieving state learning standards.

Ten percent were undecided.

Table 1.2
What percentage of_stu_dent technologying&)ur school system do you estimate is rl:;i;c:nnégg?s?;
targeted toward achieving Georgia Learning Standards?
each category
Less than 109 7%
10-30% 12%
30-50% 16%
50-70% 17%
80-90% 28%
90-100% 11%
Not enough information to estima 10%

Satisfaction with Technology Use

A majority of technology leaders (64%) indicated that they were moderately
satisfied with the current level of technology use in their school districts. In
accompanying comments, they explained that they were pleased that their school system
had made progss, but they also acknowledged that there was more work to be done.
Over onethird (34%) indicated that their system had made progress toward effective use
of technology, but they also indicated that this progress was not enough to realize a
positive effet on student achievement. Some technology leaders with low levels of
satisfaction also cited significant barriers that prevented progress and, therefore, affected

their satisfaction level. Only 2% of respondents indicated a high level of satisfaction.

Table 1.3
Which of the following best describes your satisfaction level related to Percentagg of
. ; : respondents in each
instructional technology use yrour school systefh
category
Low - | am not very satisfied with our current uses of technalogy 34%
Moderate- | am reasonably satisfied with our current uses of technology 64%
High - | am very satisfied with our current uses of technology. 2%
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Challenges to Effective Technology Use

Technology leaders were asked to select the greatest challengehiagdagher
levels of technology integration in their school system. The following table represents
their responses, ranked in order from the most frequently selected challenge to the least
selected. Their responses indicate that issues surroundingniihpeadessional learning
remain the most challenging barriers to effective technology use in classrooms. These
data do not indicate that the other challenges are not a critical factor, however. Many
respondents expressed difficulty in choosing among ttleséenges. Stable Internet
access provided through the State Brdtesubsidized Network and locBtratefunding
seems to be eliminating challenges related to Internet access. However, without those

funding sources, Internet access might emerge aallemge in the future.

Table 1.4
Which statement best represents the greatest challenge to reaching hi¢ Percentage of respondent
levels of technology integration in your school system? in each category
Teachers lack time to integrate technology 28%
Teachers lack skills necessary for effective technology integration 26%
No school or systertevel expectations for technology integration in t 13%
classroom
Lack of access to modern computers 11%
Lack of access to software and other digialources for learning 5%
Inoperable computers 1%
Limited or unreliable Internet Access 0%
Other (lack of teacher btin, buy in from highschool teachers, 13%
priorities other than technology in schools/school districts, lack of
funding fortechnology, lack of instructional technology support staff
each building to assist teachers with integration, no coordinated
professional development program to followTach, resources
expended to keep old equipment running, need for wireless network
lack of vision for how technology can be used)

Strategies for Improving Technology Implementation
When asked to select strategies that would help their school district achieve
higher levels of technology supported instructional practices, ipanits again placed

staffing, professional learning, time, and expectations as highest priorities. Perhaps since

Georgia Department of Education
Kathy Cox, State Superintendent of Sclsoo
March 31, 2008\ P 289fd07
All Rights Reserved



Georgia Technology Plan 2002012
the state network provides a strong statewide infrastructure, Internet access and

bandwidth were the least selected strategies.
The followingtable represents the proposed strategies and the number/percentage of

participants selecting each strategy:

Table 1.5
Number of
- Percentage of
Proposed strategies to achieve higher levels of instructional technology u part||C|p§1nts participants
schools selecting selecting
strategy strategy
(n=104)

1. Adding additional instructional technology facilitators to staff 77 74.04%
2. Professional |l earning progr ams 75

integration skills 72.12%
3. More time in the worlschedule to irggrate technology into learning. 72 69.23%
4. Stronger school or systefavel expectations for technology integration 66

the classroom 63.46%
5. Adding additional technical support staff 58 55.77%
6. Better access to modern computers 53 50.96%
7. Il mproving studentsd® technology 46

technology for learning 44.23%
8. Better access to software and other digital resources for learning 39 37.50%
9. Better access to other hardware 37 35.58%
10. Improving technicakupport procedures and processes 30 28.85%
11. More bandwidth 25 24.04%
12. More stable Internet Access 6 5.77%

Summary and Implications for Planning: 21st Century Instructional Practices

This data indicates that while some progress has been mddilogy
integration, the most desirable uses of techndlotiypse most relevarmo the
instructional and curricular goals of the GaD®D&r e st i | | not realized
schools (see table 1.1; 1.2). Barriers include lack of time to integrate techrialdggf
skills for effective integration, and lack of expectations for technesugpported
instruction. Participants also indicated a lack of vision, lack of professional development,
and | ac-knofagébayher constr aiiersjparticipadntact or s .
consistently stressed the inadequacy of available human resources over technical factors
such as inadequate access to computers, digital content, and the dnés@rethough

these also remain important to successful integration, &d¢seelTable 1.4).
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In recommending strategies to the GaDOE, school system participants also

showed preference for strategies that would improve human rather than technical access.
For example, adding additional instructional technology facilitators,asorg
professional learning programs, providing time for teachers to integrate technology,
increasing expectations for effective technology use, and adding additional technology
support staff outranked the need for greater connectivity or access to cangmate
software (see table 1. 5).
Digital Content

Since access to digital instructional resouises important to the
implementation of instructional technology as access to the Internet and computers, items
in this section were developed to providsight into the following:

1. What types of instructional resources/digital content are currently being used in
Georgiadbs classrooms?

2. How is digital content i mportant to Georg
practices?

3. How satisfied are technology leaders with the current use of digital content in
Georgiabdbs school s?

4. What challenges are currently hindering educators from acquiring digital content
for instruction?

5. What strategies are currently being deployed to pronfwause of standarels
based digital content as an instructional resource?

6. What type of digital content will be available to Georgia schools in the next three
years?

Instructional Resources/Digital Content

Participants were provided with a list of eigjppes of instructional resources and
asked to indicate the frequency of use for each resource type as (1) never; (2) rarely;
(3) occasionally; (4) frequently; or (5) daily. The table below presents technology

| eader sdé percept i on sedinstructionat réseurcenotheleastr equent |
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frequently used. The table also includles mode, the aggregated percentage of

respondents answering 6frequentd (a fou

percentage of respondenebrswoantrescale)i ng O6i n
All data analysis of the responses of participating technology leaders indicates

that the print textbook and free WWW content may be the most frequesety

instructional resources in the state. Data also indicate that eBooteaahdr created

digital content are the most infrequently used, even though thers sebmpockets of

innovation in these areas. Nearly nine percent of participants indicated that teachers in

their school districts frequently generate digital contentapproximately 16% of school

districts are frequently using eBooks.

Table 2.1
Types of Instructional Resources n Mean | Mode | Frequent| Infrequent
E 1. Printtextbooks and supporting print material | 101 | 3.58 4 74.16% | 12.36%
- 3
33 2.FreeWWW content 102 | 3.26 4 44.12% | 15.69%
Ef' 3. Contenspecific software 99 2.79 3 21.43% | 31.63%
4. Online periodical databases (such as
2.31 2 11.11% .60%
GALILEO) 99 3 6| 59.60%
g 5. SubscriptioAdbased WWW content 100 2.22 2 9.09% | 60.61%
- 3
0w o et 1
S g 6. Digital resources packaged with course 101 216 3 3.00% | 61.00%
—uw Textbook
7. Teacher created digital content 98 2.05 2 8.91% | 70.30%
8. eBooks 89 1.84 1 15.84% | 78.22%

Importance of Digital Content

Participants were also asked to select reasons why digital content is important to
their school syst elm@eseral, pagicipanisaveré nostattractedr o
to the potential of digital conteests. t o
Participants seemed less concerned with leading the transition to digital materials,
supporting online learning initiatives, supporting environment&lsndly practices, or

shaping the evolution of online content. The following table presensetbeted

Georgia Department of Education
Kathy Cox, State Superintendent of Sclsoo
March 31, 2008\ P 419fd07
All Rights Reserved

r or

frequ

gr am.

appea



Georgia Technology Plan 2002012
statements in descending order of importance and the number/percentage of participants

selecting each strategy:

Table 2.2
Why is digital content i mportant Perc_entageofespondents
in each category
program?(Select all that apply.) n=102
The multimedia nature of digital resources appeal to a broader variet 80%
studentsd |l earning styles, alld
The immediacy of welbased digital resources has the potential to 74%
connect students to relevant, motivating, +@atld learning experiences
Digital resources allow for dynamic visualizations/simulations that 66%
support learning and exploration
Digital resources can be more interactive than print resources. They 64%
facilitate communication and collaboratiin ways text resources canng
Digital resources are presenteq 63%
|l earners prefealro aingd tnkeeidr.. MrDd tgii
Digital resources are more portable than print resources. They suppd 61%
flanywhere, anytimeodo | earning
Digital content is more accessible since it can be archived, searched 59%
accessedneadado ilaasi s.
Collections of digital resources allow students to pursue their own 58%
learning interests, leading to learning that is more stuckemtered and
generative.
Locating, synthesizing and evaluating digital content supports studer 56%
21st Century literacykdlls.
Digital content facilitates parent and community involvement in 54%
chil duatvds ed
Digital resources maximize the hardware available in schools. We ne 54%
better access to digital resources to realize full implementation of
instructionattechnology in schools
Digital resources are less expensive to produceghahresources 53%
Digital resources can be updated more easily tharbieseéd content. 52%
This should result in more timely, current information
Society is moving awafrom text based and toward digital content, so 49%
students not only need to be pif
Digital resources are absolutely critical to online learning initiative 48%
Digital resources are better for taevironment 39%
The school community currently has the opportunity to shape the 29%
development of digital content. As schools begin to emphasize digita
content, education publishers

Satisfaction with Availabiity and Use of Digital Content

Slightly over half of participating technology leaders (54%) indicated that they
were moderately satisfied with the current levehvailability and use of digital content
in their school districts. Yet, 38% indicated a I@wel of satisfaction. Only 8% of the

school districts indicated high levels of satisfaction with current availability and use

Georgia Department of Education
Kathy Cox, State Superintendent of Sclsoo
March 31, 20088 P 429fd07
All Rights Reserved



Georgia Technology Plan 2002012

Table 2.3
Which of the following best describes your satisfaction level related | Percentage of respondents i
instructional technology use in their sch@yktem each category

Low - | am not very satisfied with our current availability and use ¢ 38%

digital content

Moderate- | am reasonably satisfied with our current availability ar 54%

use of digital content

High - | am very satisfied with our current availability and use of 8%

digital content.

Barriers to Acquiring and Using Digital Content
Since nearly all participants (92%) indicated a low or moderate level of
satisfaction, understanding the barriersto acqgirinand usi ng di gital cont
school districts may be significant to future statewide planning. When asked to select the
greatest challenge to reaching higher levels of technology integration in their school
system, technol ongryored tleesaime challéngas assogiatad svith s
technology integration. Primary barriers centered on time, vision, professional learning,
and staffing. However, participants also i nd
school access also stiflecettransition to digitabased instructional resources. The
foll owing table represents participantsodo res

frequently selected challenge to the least selected.

Table 2.4

Which statement best represents the greatest challenge to reaching higher levels of Percentag_e of
technology integration in your school system? respondents in each
categoryn=102
Teachers have little time to create, locate, and/or align digital content. 77%
Reluctance of school system personnel to shift fromliaged to digital content. 65%
Teachers lack technical skills to create, locate, and/or align digital content. 61%
Lack of funds to purchase digital content. 61%
No personnel with role to create, locate and/or align digital content. 59%
Uncertainty ab oschool a&dtessdodnteinet 6r mbdery compaiting 52%
devices makes teachers reluctant to rely on digital content for instruction.
The personnatharged with creating, locating, and/or aligning digital content have litt 48%
no time to do so because of other job responsibilities that have higher priorities.
No technical tools (databases, managed learning systems, etc.) are currently dwvaila 26%
tag, post, and search digital content.
Lack of reliable access to the Internet, adequate bandwidth, and/or to modern comp 24%
devices needed for students to use digital content during the school day.
Poor availability of available digital content. 10%
Reluctance to share digital content outside the school system. 5%
Poor quality of available content. 5%
Other : Parents expect textbooks, security issues related to home access, fragment 2%
purchasig plan for digital content.
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Current Strategies for Promoting the Use of Standatioissed Digital Content
Participants were also asked to indicate what is currently being done in their

school system to promote the use of digital content by choosing from a list of possible

strategies. Their responses are listed from the most common strategy to the least common

in the following table:

Table 2.5
Which strategies does your school system use to promote the use of | Percentage of responden
standardsbased digital content as instructional resources for teachers g in each category
students? n=102
Providegteachers and students with access to the Internet, which al 97%
them to access free digital content on the WWW
Purchases contebised software for instructional use as needed an 79%
as funds are available
Provides teachers with training on htawse the productivity tools to 61%
create digital content
Purchases subscriptions to online digital content 54%
Provides teachers with productivity tools to create digital content 34%
Provides teachers with planning and preparation time to |ddgital 34%
content and to integrate it into instruction
Requiring textbook purchases to be accompanied by digital content 32%
Formally supports school system members in creating and/or locatin 29%

digital content, aligning the content to learnstgndards, and sharing it
with others via print or static electronic formats (Word documents, w
pages, etc.)

Employs personnel, such as instructional lead teachers or technolo 24%
integration specialists, who are charged with creating and/or Igcatin
digital content and assisting teachers in integrating this content into
curriculum

Systematically forms review teams to evaluate and purchase digital 17%
content for all areas of the curriculum in much the same way textbo
have traditionally beegselected and purchased.

Not only supports school system members in creating and/or locatir| 11%
digital content, and aligning the content to learning standards, but
promotes sharing by fAtaggingbo
database amanaged learning system that helps teachers

Collaborates with other schools and agencies to locate, create and 9%
digital content via a searchable, wiesed database of instructional

resources

Purchases and uses eBoaksan alternative forinted texts 7%

The Future of Digital Content
In an effort to predict the types of digital content that will emerge in Georgia
school districts over the next three years, participants were asked to indicate what types

of digital content they were planning to have available in their school distrats. D
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suggests that school districts will continue to rely most heavily on resources that are free

and lowcost (free WWW contenGeorgia's virtual library GALILEO, GaDOE/ETTC

contentand content packaged with textbook purchases). These responses paralle

participants06 responses concerning what

also indicate significant growth in other categories, as well. For example, prior data

indicated that only 15% of school districts are using eBooks, but 43% ofijpeants

indicated interest in acquiring eBooks in the next three years. A full listing of

participants6 responses on

in theefolldwing tabtee

Table 2.6
In the next three years, which of the following types of digital content a Perc_entage of responden
. . . in each category

you planning to have readily available and regularly used? n=102
Free WWW content/information 94%
GaDOE or ETTC content 80%
Digital resources packaged with course textbooks 76%
Contentspecific software 75%
Subscriptiorbased digital software 72%
Teachercreated digital content 68%
Online periodical databases 63%
Virtual School content 57%
e-Books 43%
Other (Assessments; resources developed by sslystdm personnel 1%
other than teachers)

Summary and Implications for Planning: Digital Content

of

Even though educators recognize the importance of digital content (see table 2.2),

mostGeorgia schools currently are expending a majority of their funds orbjased

materials and using free wdlased resources to supplement those materials (see Table

2.1). Challenges to moving from pribased to digital resources mirrored the same types

of barriers associated with 21st Century learning practices (see Table 2.4). Factors

preventing the shift to digital content include lack of time, lack of personnel, lack of

skills, and lack of vision. Another factor may be that school districts are irepterg

only a limited number of strategies to increase the use of digital content (see Table 2.5).
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Over half of districts are providing teachers with access to the Internet, software,

online subscriptions, and training on how to create digital conteintewer than half are
providing teachers with preparation and planning time or support in creating and aligning
digital resources. For example, only 24% of participants reported that their school system
employs personnel such as instructional lead teachéegshnology integration
specialists, who are charged with creating and/or locating digital content and assisting
teachers in integrating this content into the curriculum. Only 9% of respondents indicated
that their school system collaborates with otliersreate and share content. In spite
the apparent lack of human resources and collaborative structures, most districts intend to
increase the quantity and types of digital resources available for instruction in the next
three years (see Table 2.6)ras reason, school districts are likely to need technical
assistance in creating, archiving, evaluating, selecting, integrating, and sharing these
resources.
Data-informed Decision Making

Since technology has great potential to contribute tcidédamed decision
making in schools, the protocol was also targeted the following questions:

1. How are Georgia educators currently using technology to enhanee data
informed instructional decisiemaking?

2. How do Georgia educators plan to use technology to enhancmfiataed,
instructional decisioimaking in the next thregears?

3. How satisfied are Georgia educators with the current uses of technology for
datainformed decision making?

4. What are thgreatest challenges to using technology for-tg#tamed
decision making in Georgia schools?

5. What strategies are necessary to improve technedaggorted, data
informed decision making in Georgiaos

Responses of technology leaders providermation on these questions in the following

sections.
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Current Uses of Technology for Datenformed Decision Making

Technol ogy | eadersdé responses about
technologysupported, datanformed decisiormaking aresummarized in the table
below. According to these data, 75% of school districts report having access to data
analysis systems for stateandated standardized tests, when in realityGibergia

Department of Education Data Warehouse, formerly known aSdbggia State Student

their

Information System (GSSIS) project should be in place for 100% of school districts. Such

adiscrepancy may indicate that 25% of school districts are not fully aware of what their

local SIS can provide for them or that the SIS isfalby functioning in their system.

Furthermore, only 58%60% believe that their school districts are using data systems to

share student information on state tests with teachers or to analyze that data to find trends

and chart strategies to improve instian. Less than half of the participants (4d%6)

believe that teachers use standardized test data to make instructional decisions, use

formative assessment systems to frequently assess progress or collaborate with others to

analyze data. Slightly ovene-fourth of participants (27%) report the ability to use data

by

to create an fAintermediate snapshoto of

of standardized tests.

Table 3.1
Which of the following statements would best describe how educatousiag technology to Percen;e;l%ﬁ 2;::sg(r)ndents :
enhance datanformed, instructional decisiemaking in your school system? n:lozg Y
School system personnel have access to a data analysis system, which enables educat 75%

analyzestatemandated standardized test data by demographic subgroups at the system
building levels.

School system provides a data information system that allows teachers to review standg 60%
test data for their students.
School system personregle actively using a data analysis system to analyzerataidated 58%

standardized test data at the system and building level and to make instructional decisig
upcoming years.

Teachers use data information systems to make instructional decisangtzeir students 46%
based on statmandated standardized tests.

Teachers have access to formative assessment systems that allow them to frequently & 46%
student progress toward achieving state performance standards.

Teachers collaborate witither educators to review classroom assessment data and mak 40%
instructional decisions.

The school system designs and implements classbamed formative assessment program 27%

to create an fiintermediat e s /maruaehassesdments,

Georgia Department of Education
Kathy Cox, State Superintendent of Sclsoo
March 31, 2008\ P 47 9fd07
All Rights Reserved

stud



Georgia Technology Plan 2002012

Future Uses of Technology to Support Dataformed Decision Making

By choosing from a list of possible actions, participants also indicated how their

school system was planning to use technology to enhance techisalpggrted, data

informed decision making in the future. Findings suggest that a vast majority of school

districts are planning to increase the usthefGeorgia Department of Education Data

warehouse or othelataanalysissystems to analyze standardized tests and td #radc

data for school improvement purposes. Data also suggest that most school distriets (65%

71%) are planning to enable more teachers to engage inétataed decisiormaking

about instruction by providing greater access to state test data andJerevatiuation

tools. Slightly less than ortlird (31%) are even pressing for electronic portfolio

Ssystems. Participantsd responses are

Table 3.2

How do you plan to use technology for datéormed instructional decisior|
making within the next three years?

Percentage of responden
in each category

n=102
To analyze statenandated standardized test data by demographic 90%
subgroups at the system and buildlagels and to make instructional
decisions for upcoming years.
To enable teachers to make instructional decisions about their stud 82%
based on statmandated standardized tests.
To enable teachers to conduct formative assessment of student pro 71%
toward achieving state learning standards at the classroohstetieat
they can make more immediate instructional modifications
To structure and report classrodrased, formative evaluation data so 65%
that progress toward standards can be monitored more frequently a
educators can make collea decisions abdunstruction.
Touseeportfolios to assess stude 30%
standards

Satisfaction with Use of Technology to Enhance Datdormed Decision

Making

Slightly over half of participating technology leaders (62%) indicated that they

were moderately satisfied with the current use of technology to enhanaafdatzed

decision making; while 30% indicated a low level of satisfaction. Only 8% of the school
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districts indicated high levels of satisfaction with technolsgpported data practices.

Table 3.3

Which of the following best describes your satisfaction level concern
the current use of technology to enhance datarmed, instructional
decision m&ing in your school system?

Percentage of respondents i
each category

Low - | am not very satisfied with our current uses of technology f 30%
datainformed decision making.

Moderatei | am reasonably satisfied with our current uses of 62%
technology for daténformed instructional decision making.

High - | am very satisfied with our current uses of technology for 8%

datainformed decision making. We have many exemptaactices.

Challengesto Using Technology for Datanformed Decision Making

When choosing from a list of possible constraints to technedogyorted data
driven decision making, participants indicated that improving the assessment literacy
among educators was the greatest need in their school districts. Other barriers and the
percentage of technology leaders who selected each barrier are summarized in the

following table:

Table 3.4
What are your school systemds c ( Percentage of responden
enhance datanformed, instructional decision making? (Select all that in each category
apply) n=102
We need more training to fully utilize Cognos. 64%
Many educators need to i mprove 62%
maximize technology tools for data analysis
Data from statenandated test@re returned too slowly to inform 39%
instruction
Cognos is not functional in our school system 38%
Many educators do not possess the basic technical skills necessary 34%
operate assessment systems
We dondt have f or ma tprograms i place & th 28%
classroom level
We dondédt know how to i mplement 13%
programs at the classroom level
There are limited licenses to Cognos 13%
We fear that classroom level assessment systems willnemative 10%
effect on instruction (i.e. to
instructional practices/autonomy in the classroom, impeding project
based instruction, or too much focus on lodearel cognitive skills
We donbét hav engformdtie assesgment systems ia g 3%
at the classroom level
Cognos does not meet our needs 2%
We lack the technology (hardware, infrastructure) necessary to 0%
implement assessment systems at the system and/or school level
Other 0%
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Necessary Strategies for Improving Technolegypported Data Practices

When asked what strategies would be necessary to improve techsajguyrted
data collection and analysis practices in their school districts, technology leaders most
often indicatedhe need for professional learning (74%). This result is consistent with
participantso6 claims that 1 mproving assessme
enhancing data practices in their school districts. Nearly half of all participants also
indicatedthe need to construct a data collection plan (49%) and to research the effective
use of technologpased assessment programs in other locations (48%)-dtaty
percent of respondents indicated the need to purchase additional assessment systems and
28% irdicated that their districts intended to engage in some level of local development.

The following table provides a summary of these results:

Table 3.5
What strategies must be deployed in order to improve-idédamed, Percgntage of responden
, ; L o in each category
instructional decisiormaking in your school system? (Select all that appl n=102
Offering professional learning opportunities for educatofermative 74%
assessment/dataformed decision making
Constructing aystemlevel plan for technologgnhanced 49%
assessment/dataformed decision making
Researching models of effective use of technologged assessment 48%
systems/datinformed decision making in other locations.
Purchase of assessment systems 41%
Local development of assessment systems 28%
Other: Creating teacher data teanesyalging benchmark assessments 2%

Summary and Implications for Planning: Datanformed Decision Making
Reports from participants indicate that best practices ininfitaned decision
making are still at early stages of development. Since onlyB8%indicated that data
is being analyzed and used in various ways at the system level, there is still adugh n
for technical support for the most basic types of-del@ed best practices. Data
practices at the school and classroom level were even less common. In fact, less than half

of participants reported teacher decisinaking based on data and formatagsessment
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practices at the classroom level (see Table 3.1). Again mirroring prior sections, barriers to

more effective use centered on a lack of knowledge and skills (Table 3. 4.) and
recommended strategies focused on professional learning (se€S’Eble

The Georgia Department of Education Data Warehouse has been designed to be
an integrated, historical database. The GaDOE Data Warehouse was created using data
fromthe 20022 006 school year and it wil/l continue
data. Userscanperform analyses at the state, district, school, and studentdenébrm
and benefit their school improvement effoittscorporated with this data warehouse is a
powerful business intelligence tool that creates the reparessed through ¢hGaDOE
securePortal. This business intelligence tool may be used in future releases of data to
create ad hoc reports for analysis of studen
Parental Involvement/Communication

The No Child Left Behind Law (NCLB) stresses the imponde of involving
parents in their childrends education, and t
Therefore, protocol items were created to gather information related to the following
guestions:

1. What technologyelated practices are currentlyeing implemented to support
parental involvement and communication?

2. To what extent are Georgiads technology |
school systemds use of technology to supp
communication?

3. What current challenges i mpede Georgiads
to advance parent involvement and communication?

4. What technologyelated strategies are necessary to strengthen home/school
connections in Georgiabds school system?

The following sections provide insight into answering each of these questions.
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Current Uses of Technology for Parental Involvement and Communication

To determine which types of technolegypported strategies are being used to
support parental nvol vement and communication in Geor
|l eaders were asked to select practices that
system. According to responses of participants, the most common, pervasive, technology
related practice®r parent communication and involvement are (1) posting critical
information on school websites (59%); (2) ma
parents (54%); and (3) posting student grades online (42%). Some school districts also
routinelyposst udent sé6 attendance (29%); schedul es
online. In addition, 13% of school districts regularly use technology to seek parent
feedback during strategic planning. Three percent of school districts provide parents and
students with dime registrationTwo percent use blogs to communicate with parents and

less than one percent use podcasts. These findings are also represented in the following

table:
Table 4.1

Which of the following statements best describe practices that are pervg Percentag_e of

in your school system for communicating with parents and involving pa respondents in each

in their childrenés education? ( caEegory

n=102

Posts critical information on school website 59%
Makes teacherso6 email addr etsachers 54%
communication
Posts studentsé grades online 42%
Posts studentsd attendance onli 29%
Posts students6 schedules onl i 19%
Posts studentsd homework onling 19%
Seeks online feedback from parents during strategic planning activiti 13%
Provides students/parents with online registration/scheduling options 3%
Uses blogs to communicate with parents 2%
Uses podcast® communicate with parents 1%
Other: Caliback systems; automatic email bulletins for parent 5%
subscribers; push phone calls; local cable channels; school technolg
nights; posts school menus




Satisfaction with Use of Technologp Enhance Parent Communication/
Involvement

Forty-six percent of technology leaders expressed low levels of satisfaction with
current uses of technology for parent/school communication efforts, and this response
represents a higheantpsefaehiageée tohadthdranil owhe

protocol. Thirtynine percent categorized their satisfaction level as moderate and 15% as

high.
Table 4.2
Which of the following best describes your satisfaction level concerning Percentage of
school s s yntude effredhsologyua comamunicate with parents al respondents in each
to involve parents in their chil category
Low - I am not very satisfied with our current uses of technology for 46%
parent/schootommunication/involvement
Moderatei | am reasonably satisfied with our current uses of technolo 39%
for parent/school communication/involvement
High - | am very satisfied with our current uses of technology for 15%
parent/schootommunication/involvement. We have many exemplary
practices.

Challenges to Using Technology for Parent Communication and Involvement
When choosing from a list of possible barriers to computer mediated $amel
communication, over half of the participants indicated human resource barriers including
teacher time (59%); limited staff to manage online communication (59%); and lack of
webdevelopment expertise to create online communication environments (B2€6).
half (51%) also indicatedarents may not have the home access or the technical skills
necessary to benefit from technolegypported communication and involvement
methods. Laclof funds (39%)jack of educator interest (39%) and lack of parent interest
(29%) were also thought to hinder technolaghated homeschool connections in
Georgiabdbs school di stricts. Odrwity barriers |

concernsandlack of teacher skills to construct and engage in online communication.



Table 4.3

N Percentagef respondentg
What are your school systemds c |\ .
- . in each category

support parent communication and involvement? (Select all that apply. n=102

Lack of teacher time to input information/respond to parents 61%

Lack of staff to manage online communication systems 59%

Lack of web development expertise to produce interactive web sites 52%

blogs, podcasts, etc.

A real or perceived |l ack of pa 51%

technology skills needed to engage in technoleggported

communication/involvement

Lack of funds to purchase or develop online communication system 39%

Lack of edicator interest in providing online communication 39%

A lack of parent interest in using technology to communicate with 29%

school

Lack of infrastructure and hardware needs to provide online service 11%

parentschool communication/involvement.

Others: Security of student data; lack of teacher skills to construct a 5%

engage in online communication environments.

Future Strategies for Using Technology for Parent
Communication/Involvement

To determine futur e diparacpdniswaresaskedda Geor gi

choose which technologglated strategies would be deployed within the next three years
to improve homeschool connections in their school districts. The following table
summarizes the percentage of participants who projetctibia district will use each
strategy. When compared with Table 4.1, which reports current levels of technology use
in many of the same categories, these data suggest that Georgia school districts will be
expanding many computenediated communicationdeniques to strengthen home
school communication and the most pervasitrategies may shift somewlaatwell.
Using theworld wide webwill most likely remain as the primary strategy to
communicate with parents, with 70% of districts striving to havelagly updated
teacher web pages.

School districts also have the desire to develop more targeted and specific ways to
share student information (such as homework assignments, schedules, attendance, and

grades) with parents and to gather online feedback frarents. While new technologies



Georgia Technology Plan 2002012
such as blogs and podcasting may remain the most infrequently used strategies for

schoothome communication, the data suggest that these technologies will still proliferate
at a rate of 227%. The only strategy declinimig both rank and percentage is relying on
email exchange between teacher and parent. While this will remain an important strategy
for home school communication, the data suggest that other strategies will surpass this

type of interaction. Thisdeclineniigt be expl ained by school

chall enges on teacherso time by finding more

share routine information with parents.

Table 4.4
Which of the following statements best describe Percentage| Ranking _
strategies thawill become pervasive in your school respg; dents leffreorﬁ]nce precil\?;;?\;ﬂé ir??grlﬁglr?t
system during the next three years for communicatin ", 7 o current gtrategies PefvaSiVé
wit h parents and involvi category practice (w/in 3 strategies
education? (Select all that apply.) n=102 yrs.)
All teachers having web pages that are updated 70% NA NA NA
regularly
Improve school website/Post critical info on schoq  58% +1% 1 1
website
Posts studentsd homewo 56% +37% 2 6
Posts students6 grades 53% +12% 3 3
Posts students6é attend 53% +24% 4 4
Seeks online feedback from parents during strate] 53% +40% 5 7
planning activities
Posts studeonlihes® schedu 51% +32% 6 5
Makes teachersé email 43% -9% 7 2
encourages paretéacher communication
Provides students/parents with online 39% +10% 8 8
registration/scheduling options
Uses blogs to communicate with parents 29% +27% 9 9
Uses podcasts to communicate with parents 23% +22% 10 10

Summary and Implications for Planning: Parent Involvement
Responses of participants indicate that schools are very limited in the ways they

currently use technology to communicate with parents. Data also indicate that these

current methods are also among the most time consuming and demanding (see Table 4.3).

Dataalso suggests that school districts have the desire to incorporate other types of

communication models (see Table 4.4), but to move forward, they will need support in
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selecting and implementing more efficient ways of providing information to parents (see

Tables 4.4).
Hardware for 21st Century Learning
Items in this section were developed to answer the following questions:
1. What types of technologies are needed to support 21st Century learning in

Georgiadbs classrooms?

2. To what extent are Georgia educatarsrently satisfied with their current access
to technology to support 21st Century learning?

3. What current hardware needs must be addressed in order to fully implement 21st
Century learning in your school system?

Note: the current status of hardware fitst Century learning can be obtained frtime GaDOE
annual technology inventorfhttp://www.gadoe.org/it.aspx?PageReq=ITInvenjory

Technology for Classrooms and Schools

During the dat&ollection meetings, technology leadership teams were asked to
generate equipment lists that would best support 21st Century learning in classrooms.
Sixty-seven responses were recorded. Modern, Inteoretected computing devices for
teachers and studemtgre mentioned in all lists (100%). Most groups also suggested that
teachers haetheir own computers (60%) and many suggested that those teacher
computers be laptops (40%). Nearly half (43%) explicitly recommended 1:1 ratios of
student computing deviceshile others (15%) recommended either a 5:1 or a 3:1 ratio.
Forty-two percenmade no explicit recommendations for student to computer ratios.
Second only to modern computers, LCD projectors were mentiore&®of equipment
lists. They were followed binteractive whiteboard or interactive slates (60%) and
student response systems (30%). Other items mentioned in many equipment lists
included printers, scanners, audio/visual/multimedia equipment, graphing calculators,

science probes, phones, handhedds,d MP3 pl ayers. A tabl e

Georgia Department of Education
Kathy Cox, State Superintendent of Sclsoo
March 31, 20088 P %60fd07
All Rights Reserved

repr e


http://www.gadoe.org/it.aspx?PageReq=ITInventory)

Georgia Technology Plan 2002012
responses follows. Italicized items are considered to be subsets of the category that

precedes it.
Table 5.1
What kinds of hardware should be available in classrooms to support 2 Percgntage of respondent
. . in each category
Century learning? (record as many items as apply) n=67
Modern internet connected computing devices for teachers and stud 100%
Teacher computers 60%
Teacher laptops 40%
1:1 ratios of student computimgvices 43%
5:1 to 3:1 ratios of students to computers 15%
Interactive whiteboards and/or slates 60%
LCD projectors 54%
Mounted LCD projectors 15%
Student response systems 30%
AV/Multimedia equipment (cameras, TVs, DVDs) 19%
Science probes 15%
Graphing calculators 13%
Scanners 12%
MP3 players 4%
Phones 1%

Satisfaction with Current Access to Hardware

Once again, participants were asked to categorize their satisfaction related to
current access to hardware for 21st Century learning in their school system. Slightly over
half (54%) indicated a moderate level and slightly overtbird (34%) expressedlaw
level of satisfaction with amount of available hardware. A small minority (12%)
expressed high levels of satisfaction. Participants explained that their moderate and low
satisfaction levels hinged on the following: (1) difficulty in keeping up witressary
refresh cycles; (2) challenges in upgrading aging equipment; (3) barriers to acquiring
funds for interactive whiteboards and other equipment additions; (4) the need and/or

desire to move to 1:1 computing; and (5) inequity among school sites.

Table5.2
To what extent are you satisfied with the amount of hardware available t{ Percentage of responden
educators and students your school system? in each category
Low - | am not at all satisfied with the amount of hardware available 34%
Moderatei Moderatel am somewhat satisfied with the amount of 54%
hardware available
High - High - | am very satisfied with the amount of hardware availablg 12%
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Current Hardware Needs

In order to assess the technology access gaps in Georgia schools, pésticipa
selected items that represented their school
projectors topped theslk (94%) followed by the neddr interactive whiteboards (86%),
for newer student desktops (72%), and for student response systems (&b¥pléate
listing of reported hardware needs from the most to least pressing is provided in the

following table:

Table 5.3
Which hardware access needs exist in your school system? (Select all Perc_entage of responden
apply.) in eactl category
n=102
Need for mounted projectors in classrooms 94%
Need for interactive whiteboards 86%
Need b refresh aging student desktop compuiterdassrooms 72%
Need for student instant response systems 71%
Need for peripheral computing devices, suchasdhelds, probes, 66%
graphing calculators, GPS, GIS, etc.
Need to upgrade or obtain wireless access points 65%
Need to upgrade aging teacher desktop/laptop computers 60%
Need to purchase laptops for students so we can move toward 1:1 60%
computing inour schools
Need to upgade aging student desktop computarsbs 57%
Need administrative laptops 53%
Need to upgrade or purchase other network equipment 52%
Need to locate an inexpensive, mobile alternative to current laptops 50%
the markeso we can move to 1:1 computing in our schools
Need for networked printers in classrooms 49%
Need administrative handheld devices 43%
Others 0%

Summary and Implications for Planning: 21st Century Hardware

While other sections have highlighted the need for professional learning to
support skill development and conceptual change, this section highlights that the basic
need for hardware is still strong in local districts. This section also highlights thesinter
of school districts in 1:1 computing environments and interactive whiteboards. Future

planning initiatives might take into account these sydtanal needs.

Georgia Department of Education
Kathy Cox, State Superintendent of Sclsoo
March 31, 20088 P %89fd07
All Rights Reserved



Georgia Technology Plan 2002012
Arranging Instructional Computers for 21st Century Learning

Since 21st Century learning reggs educators to rethink nearly every aspect of
learning environments, this section explores how school districts are arranging
instructional computing devices. Questions addressed in this section include:

How are school districts currently arranging tnsctional computers?

2. To what extent are Georgia educators satisfied with current arrangement of
instructional computers?

3. What are the strengths and weaknesses of various arrangement models?

4. How are school districts planning to arrange instructional poers in the
future?

5. What challenges may prevent school districts from achieving desired
arrangement plans?

Current Technology Arrangements

Technology leaders reported that desktop computers in labs (100%) and desktop
computers in classrooms (98%) r@mthe most common configuration of computers in
schools. Seventfive percent also reported the use of mobile laptop labs in their schools.
Only 16% are reportedly implementing 1:1 computing environments where laptops are

assigned to individual students.

Table 6.1
How are instructional computers arranged in your school system? (Sel Perc_e ntage of responden
all that apply.) in eacb category
n=100

Desktop computers in labs 100%
Desktop computers in classrooms 98%
Mobile laptop labs 75%
Laptopsassigned to individual students to create 1:1 computing 16%
environments
Other 0%

Of these four configuration models, desktop computers in labs (45%) and desktop
computers in classrooms (44%) remained the primary methods of arranging technology

in schools. Only 11% of participants reported that their school system relied on mobile
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laptops as the predominant arrangement. No one claimed 1:1 laptops initiatives as their

systembs primary arrangement method.

Table 6.2
What is theprimary method of arranging instructional computers in your Percgntage of rgmondents
in each category
school system? (Select ownlye) n=100
Desktop computers in labs 45%
Desktop computers in classrooms 44%
Mobile laptop labs 11%
Laptops assigned to individual students to create 1:1 computing 0%
environments
Other 0%

Satisfaction with Current Technologfrrangements
Next, participants were asked to consider the extent to which they are satisfied
with current configurations of instructional computers. In forming an answer, they were
asked to consider a broad spectrum of issues including teacher and satidéarttion
levels, maintenance needs, classroom management issues, and set up time in their
assessment. A majority of rideempperoedtehodes c hos e

Al owo andchemepéahtcghto

Table 6.3

To what extent are you satesfl with the current arrangement of instruction| Percentage of responden

computers in your school system? in each category
Low- Current arrangements are not very successful in our school sysi 16%

as they do not fully support 21st Century learning neadsoa effective
classroom management.

Moderatei Current arrangements meet some 21st Century learning n 74%
and/or effective classroom management, but there is room for

improvement

HighT Current arrangements optimize 21st Century learning and 10%

classroom management.

Strengthsand Weaknesses of Arrangement Models

In addition to ranking current satisfaction with current arrangements, participating
technology leaders were also asked to record strength and weaknesses for each
configuration model. Their responses were analyzed, synthesized to avoid redundancy,

and rewaded for clarity. A summary of their edited resporfediews:
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Table 6.4
Arrangement Strengths Weaknesses
Desktops in Desktops are more reliable and durable| a. If lab monitor or computer teacher is
Computer than laptops. available, teachers
Labs Desktops, larger monitors, and mice are students for drill and practice or technology
better suited to some tasks and users th skill instruction which may or may not be
laptops. linked to content standds.
Desktops are cheaper than laptops. b. Teachers have limited access to the labs.
Desktops are usually networked with c. Scheduling can be tirmgonsuming,
wired connections, which are faster and unorganized, and conflictdden.
more reliable than wireless. d. Advanced scheduling reduces ability to
It is easier to mainta technology in a pursue shofterm learning goals as they
central location such as a lab. emerge.
It is easier to secure technology from th{ e. Labs require physical space and many
and misuse. schools areleeady overcrowded.
Arrangement provides 1:1 access for | f.  Obtaining enough labs to meet daily
instruction. instructional needs of teachers/ students ig
Arrangement provides optimum impossible.
environment for testing, demonstration,| g. Travel to and from class wastes instruction
and skills training. time.
Labs can double as teacher training h. Furniture for desktops is expensive.
centers beyond school hours. i. Labs are usually fixed arrangements that ¢
not easily be modified for different types of
instructional tasks. For example, traditiona
lab arrangements may not be conducive to
peerto-peer conversation and collaborative
learning.

j-  Arrangement does not provide for student
with 24/7 access to a personahguting
device.

Desktops in Desktops are more reliable and durable| a. No teacher uses computers during every
Classrooms than laptops. learning experience so computers can sit i

Desktops, larger monitors, and mice are
better suited to some tasks and users th
laptops.

Desktops are cheaper than laptops.
Desktops are usually networkedth

wired connections, which are faster and
more reliable than wireless.

The presence of desktops in classroom
encourages integration into content
standards and daily classroom practice.
Students/teachers do not have to waste
instructional time waling to labs.

in classrooms, even in the best of
circumstances.

b. There are usually not enough desktops in
classrooms to accommodate either small
group or fultclass instration.

c. Computers are usually not arranged
effectively for small group work. Students
have to Avisito the

d. Classrooms are too small to arrange deskt
for effective instruction.

e. Too few desktops and poor arrangements
cause classroom managemessties.

f.  Desktops arrangements in classrooms oftg
i mpede teachersdé ab
room for different instructional tasks (such
testing, for example).

g. Furniture for desktops is expensive.

h. Wiring classrooms is more expensive than
wireless.

i.  Wire management (power, network, mous¢
keyboard) is awkward in small classroom
spaces and may cause safety hazards.

j-  Arrangement does not provide for student
with 24/7 access to a personal computing
device.
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Arrangement Strengths Weaknesses
Mobile, Provides 1:Istudentto-computer access | a. Batteries must be charged and will not last]
Wireless Wireless and battergowered computing the entire instructionalay. Extra batteries o

Laptop Labs

devices allow for flexible arrangement o
computers in classrooms b.
Laptops ease classroom space C.
requirements and additional furniture
needed for desktops.

Wireless networking is cheapiran e.
establishing wired connections.
Mobile labs are portable and can be
moved from classroom to classroom
according to instructional needs; thus
minimizing down time or idle computers| f.

o

charging procedures must be in place.
Laptops are more fragile than desktops.
Laptops are more difficult to secure than
desktops.

Laptops are more expensive than desktop
Starting up laptops and connecting them tg
the wireless netork often creates more
technical problems than wired desktops,
which places more technical support
demands on the teacher.

Wireless connections are slower than wire
connections

Wireless connections cannot support all
types of uses, such as video streaming an
database management.

Wireless networks are more difficult to
maintain and secure than wired connectior|
School staff members often lack the
technical expertise to managiéeless
connections.

Finding storage space for laptop carts in
crowded schools is difficult.

Arrangement does not provigeudent with
24/7 access to a personal computing devic
Wireless laptop labs must be scheduled in
the same way as physical labs.

Depending on the number of available labg
access for instruction still may be
inadequate.

Carts containing laptops are heavy and
difficult to move from room to room.
Wireless laptop labs are more difficult to
maintain than wired labs with desktops.
Setup and tear down time reduces
instructional time.

Students must share instructional computir
devices and store work on portable media.

Laptop Cart
permanently
assigned to
each
classroom

Provides 1:1 studetib-computer access | a.
Wireless andatterypowered computing
devices allow for flexible arrangement o

computers in classrooms b.
Laptops ease classroom space C.
requirements and additional furniture

needed for desktops. d.

Wireless networking is cheaper than e.
establishing wired connections.
Assigning a classroom set of laptops to
each rooneliminatedoss of instructional
time.

Permanently assigning laptops eliminatq f.
scheduling issues and allows teachers
more flexibility in planning for and using| g.
technology for instruction.

Restrictirg use of laptop cart to only one
classroom may help reduce technical | h.
issues.

Batteries must be charged and will not last]
the entire instructional day. Extra batteries
charging procedures must be in place.
Laptops are more fragile than desktops.
Laptopsare more difficult to secure than
desktops.

Laptops are more expensive than desktop
Starting up laptops and connecting them tg
the wireless network often creates more
technical problems than wired desktops,
which places more technical support
demands o the teacher.

Wireless connections are slower than wire
connections

Wireless connections cannot support all
types of uses, such as video streaming an
database management.

Wireless networks are more difficult to
maintain and secure than wired connectior]
School staff members often lack the
technical expertise to manage wireless
connections.

Finding storage space for laptop carts in
crowded schools is difficult.
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Arrangement

Strengths

Weaknesses

Arrangemendoes not providstudent with
24/7 access to a personal computing devig
Providing a laptop cart in each classroom

requires significantly more computers and,
therefore, is more expensive than fixed,
desktop labs or desktops in classrooms.

1:1 laptop
initiatives*

Provides 1:1 studettb-computer access | a.
Wireless and battesgowered computing
devices allow for flexible arrangement o

computers in classrooms b.
Laptops ease classroom space C.
requirements and additional furniture

needed for dégops. d.

Wireless networking is cheaper than e.
establishing wired connections.
Assigning a classroom set of laptops to
each rooneliminatedoss of instructional
time,

Permanently assigning laptops eliminatq f.
scheduling issues and allows teachers
moreflexibility in planning for and using| g.
technology for instruction.
Arrangement providingtudent with 24/7
accesdo a personal computing device | h.
may i mprove studen
literacy and student achievement in way
other arrangements can not.
Arrangement reduces digital divide by
providing students with equitable accesy j.
to computing device.

Assigning a laptop to each student may
further minimize loss of instructional tim
and eliminates scheduling issues. k.
May reduce set up and tear downdim
associated with wireless/laptop lab and
classroom models. l.
Exerts the greatest social pressure on
teachers to use technology to enrich da|] m.
instructional practices.

S.

Batteries must be charged and will not last]
the entire instructional day. Extra batesrior
charging procedures must be in place.
Laptops are more fragile than desktops.
Laptops are more difficult to secure than
desktops.

Laptops are more expensive than desktop
Starting up laptops and connecting them tg
the wireless network often creatasre
technical problems than wired desktops,
which places more technical support
demands on the teacher.

Wireless connections are slower than wire
connections.

Wireless connections cannot support all
types of uses, such as video streaming an
database nmgement.

Wireless networks are more difficult to
maintain and secure than wired connectior|
School staff members often lack the
technical expertise to manage wireless
connections

Assigning laptops to individual students for
use at both home and schauireases
maintenance needs; software costs; and th
risk of viruses/damage/theft.

Lack of models on how to fund additional
software, maintenance, repair, and
replacement costs associated with 1:1.
Updating operating systems and applicatio
requires nevtechnical support models.

1:1 initiatives may onlyoe appropriate for
older students (middle school and up).
Home access increas
parentsd concerns o
Internet safety.

Arrangement does no
home access, and home access is critical {
maximize the potential and justify the cost
1:1 initiatives.

Individual user questions may be
overwhelming to the teacher.

Pressure to use technology to enrich daily
instructional practices may be overwhelmir|
to teachers.

1:1 initiatives represent the highest cost to
school districts of any other arrangement
model.

1:1 initiatives potentially involve cost to
parents, as well

*1:1 laptop initiatives assign laptop computers to each individual student. The laptop travels with the
student throughout the instructional day. Most 1:1 initiatives allow students to take the laptop home
them, but a few programs mandate that thedpp are stored on school premises overnight and on
weekends. This discussion of 1:1 initiatives assumes that students have access to their computing

24/7.
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Future Arrangement Plans
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When asked about how their school system plans to arrange instructional

computers in the next three years, participants indicated a shift away from desktops in

labs and classrooms and toward mobile labs as the primary configuration model.

Responses alsoqatict a slight increase in 1:1 initiatives in the next three years. The

foll owi

ng

t abl

e

represents

technol

09y

arranged during the next three years and compares these projections to current

configurations.

Tabe 6.4

What will be theorimary method of arranging instructional
computers in your school system during the next three year

Percentage of
respondents in each

Percentage of
respondents in each
category for

computing environments

category ACurr eary
(Select onhone) n=90 met hodg
n=100
Desktop computers in labs 24% €21%) 45%
Desktop computers in classrooms 31% (13%) 44%
Mobile laptop labs 37% (+26%) 11%
Laptops assigned to individual students to create 1:1 8%  (+8%) 0%

Other

0%

0%

Challenges to Future Arrangement Plans

In order to assess threats to systewel plans to achieve desired configuration

models, participants were asked to select items from a list of potential barriers that might

hinder progress. Securing the financial resources to refresh existing comé¥e)sa(d

to buy initial equipment (84%) emerged as the greatest challenges toward new

arrangement models. Lack of technical support (46%) and teacher preparation to

implement a technologgich curriculum (42%) ranked third and fourth among school

system cacerns as represented by participants. Student besarmbl access (25%) and

fear that students would damage computers (22%) also emerged as potential barriers for
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many school districts. Responses of participants concerning possible barriers to achieving

desired arrangement models are summarized in the following table:

Table 6.5

What barriers, if any, might hinder your school system from achieving Percgntag(ra] of {esponden

planned arrangement models in the next three years? (Select all that g n ear$:1c()zazegory
Lack of available funding to refresh over time 86%
Lack of available funding for initial purchases 84%
Lack of technical support to maintain it 46%
Teachers not prepared to implement technolagy curricula 42%
St ud e n bf bighsdeed @dcess to the Internet after school hourg 25%
Fear that students will damage computers 22%
Lack of teacher support 14%
Lack of access to digital content and/or productivity tools that would 13%
help students fully maximize use of tbemputers
Concern over access to inappropriate material 13%
Setting up or accessing technology takes up too much time in class 11%
Existing school network cannot support it 7%
Concern over student safety 6%
Lack of community support 5%
Too much technology will disrupt educational process 2%

Summary and Implications for Planning: Arranging Instructional Computers

In the previous section on hardware, school system representatives exhibited a
strong desire to see 1:1 computing realizeclassrooms. Yet, this section shows that no
system is relying on 1:1 arrangements as their primary technology access strategy and
only 16% are implementing 1:1 arrangements in some form (see Tables 6.1; 6.2). The
future of 1:1 implementations is also ltexl in the next three years. Table 6.4 shows that
there will be an additional 26% who rely on mobile labs for their primary arrangement
model; however, 1:1 configurations will increase by only 8%. Tigle tiesire for 1:1
configurationgpaired with this wer proliferation rate indicates that the current barriers
likely are constraining districts from full adoption. To move toward 1:1 arrangements,
districts will need models which address funding and implementation barriers represented

in Table 6.5.
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Beyond-school Access for 21st Century Learning

Beyondschool access is likely to affect instructional practices, the future of 1:1
initiatives, and parerdgchool communication/involvement. Yet, concrete data concerning
home and beyondchool access is difficult to obtain and analyze. For these reasons, this
section of the state planning protocol includes several items to address the following
guestions:

1. What percentage of students/parents in Georgia has home access to a modern,
Internet-connected computer?

2. What are the greatest barriers that hi
acquiring home access?

nde

3. What percentage of Georgiads students/ par

connected computer through public access sites ohantdcation?
4. What is the relationship between beyuthool access to Interrebnnected,

modern computers and instructional pract.i

5. What strategies are Georgi aods-sckoolhool di st

access to Internetonnected, modern computers for parents and students?
Current Home Access Levels

Data collected on current beyesdhool access levels suggests that many students
still do not have access to Interz@nnected, modern computers in their homes. For
example, 55% of participants estimated that fewer than half of their students have home
access. Thirtyfive percent of participants reported that over half of their students have
home access, and 11% of participants did not have enough information to provide an

estimate. Since only 26% of participants based their responses on actual detiarcaile

their school system or community, the accur a

levels of beyoneschool access are still relatively unknown. A full summary of

participantsd responses is provided in the f



Table 7.1

What percentage of students in your school system do you estimate to Perc_e ntage of responden
home access to an Interreinnected, modern computer? (Select one.) n eacb category
n=101

Less than 10% of students have access 5%

Between 1130% have access 16%

Between 31%b60% have access 34%

Between 51% 0% have access 25%

Between 71%490% have access 9%

Between 90%4100% have access 1%

I dondét have enough informati o 11%

Table 7.2
Percentage of responden
Is this estimate based on actual data collection? (Select one.) in each category
n=93
Yes 26%
No 74%

Barriers to Home Access

Since home access levels are lower than desired for 21st Century teaching and
learning, it ismportant to understand the barriers that block full proliferation of Internet
access and modern computing in the home. Overwhelmingly, participants believe that the
main reason that students do not have home access is that their parents lack the financial
resources to purchase computers and/or to pay Internet access fees (93%). Other reasons
for lack of home access include failure to see the need for home access (31%), concerns
over student access to inappropriate material (31%), and concerns for safiekgmrs
the Internet29%). Lack of affordable higlspeed Internet connectivity options is
thought to plague 26% of families. For others there are onlyugiabnnections (16%).
For the very few, there are no higheed options available (6%), digd gotions inthe
area are still relatively expensive (6%), dhdreare absolutely no dialp or highspeed

Internet access options available to consumers in some areas of the state (4%). The

foll owing table presents participantsd perce

commonly to the least commonly cited:
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Table7.3

What current barriers hinder students in your school system from acqu
home access to the modern, Interoehnected computers? (Select as mg

Percentage of responden
in each category

as apply.) n=102
Parents lack financial resourcesptarchase computer and/or pay 93%
Internet access fees
Parents and/or students do not see the need for home computing/In 31%
Access
Parents have concerns over access to inappropriate materials on th 31%
Internet
Parents have concerns oveternet safety 29%
The highspeed Internet connectivity options in our area are very lim 26%
and expensive (ex: satellite only)
Only dialup options are availahle 16%
There are absolutely no Internet access options available to consun| 6%
our area (dialup or highspeed)
Dial-up options in our area are still relatively expensive 6%
There is no higispeed access available to consumers in our area 4%
Others: Migrant/transient populations/Homes only with cell phones 1%

Current Stateof Public Access

If students do not have home access to modern, Irteoneiected computers,

they may have access at public access sites such as libraries or community centers. Some

may even find access throug

h

ot her

neighbors. With this broader definition, participants reported higher estimates of

st ude nt sdoolmecess. Halvever, the number of participants who were unable to

estimate beyondchool access with this broader definition also increased. Responses of

participants are summarized in the following table:

Table 7.4
Percentage | Percentage
What percentage of students in your school system do you estimate t of of
! respondents| respondents
access to an Interneonnected, modern computer through public acce ; X
! X in each reporting
sites or another location? (Select one.)
category | home access
n=100 n=101
Less than 10% of students have access 9% 5%
Between 1130% have access 5% 16%
Between 31%b50% have access 6% 34%
Between 51% 0% have access 4% 25%
Between 71%90% have access 15% 9%
Between 90%100% have access 38% 1%
I donét have enoug.h informati g 23% 11%
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When asked whether public access was equitable to home access, 90% of

respondents indicated fAnoo

Table 7.5

and only 10%

Do you believe that public access is equitable to home access? (Selec

Percentage of respondent
in each category

n=95
Yes 90%
No 10%

Relationship between Beyorgthool Access and Instructional Practices

In order to gauge the impact of beyesthool access and instructional practices,

participants were asked to choose a statement that best represented the current situation in

their school system. Ninety percent of respondents agreed that a perceivdd lack o

beyondschool access restrains teachers from assigning techa@iaggd work. Only

5% of respondents felt that teachers in their school system had enough confidence in

beyondschool access levels to assign technadlogiated student work. Responses of

participants are summarized in the following table:

Table 7.6

Which statement best describes the relationship between current level
beyonds c hool access and teachersé
system? (Select one.)

Percentage ofespondents
in each category
n=102

Teachers are reluctant to assign student work that requires beyond
school access to the Internet, software, and a modern computer be
they do not believe that all students have sufficient beygohdol
access to contgte these assignments.

55%

Teachers assign some classroom work that requires baypbiod|
access to the Internet, but they also allow-temh or lowtech
alternatives for those students who may not have adequate access
Internet, software, andrmaodern computer.

35%

Teachers are comfortable assigning student work that requires bey
school access to the Internet, software, and a modern computer be
they are confident all students have sufficient beysettbol access to
complete their assignemts.

5%

Teachers try to finish all technologglated work during class becauseg
they feel that beyonrdchool assignments using technology would be
unfair to students w/o access.

3%

Teachers have probably not considered the relationship between
s t u d leepondsséhool access and the student assignments made
class.

2%

Other:

0%
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Strategies to Improve Beyorsthool Access

In order to determine how school districts are striving to improve begonaol
access, participants were asked to choose strategies currently being deployed by their
school system. The most common strategy, reportedly practiced by 57% of school
districts was to create critical web content that parents need. Fhvetyparticipants
indicated that their school districts partner with public access sites, such as libraries, to
ensure beyondchool access for students. Less thantbird of participants chee any
of the other ten strategies. Only four percent reported that their school districts were
working on lowcost Internet access solutions for families with economic needs, even

though lack of financial resources was cited as the top barrier to begloodl access. A

full report of participantsd responses
Table 7.7
What strategies is your school system deploying to promote begbodl | Percentage of responden
access to modern computing devices and the Internet? (Select as man in each category
apply.) n=102
Creating the need for parents and students to have access by pulttir 57%
important information and instructional resources online.
Ensuring students have access through public sites such as the libr 35%
Extending school hours for access to computers 32%
Helping parents become computer/Internet literate so that they feel 21%

comfortable with a computer in their home and they have reasons t(
purchase/maintain a computer and acquire Internet access.

Informing administrators, teachers and parents of the percentage of 20%
students w/ beyond school access to modern, Inteometected

computer

Educating parents on how to keep their children safe and to minimiz 15%
studentsd access l.to inappropr.i

Opening the facilities on the weekends and/or evenings 14%
Creathg a computer cheeiut program. 12%
Educating parents on how to acquire computers and/or Internet.acc 11%
Tracking beyond school access patterns 8%
Working with municipalities and/or service providers to create 6%
Awirelesso. communities

Working with local service providers to provide law@st solutions to all 4%

families with students in the school system or to families with
demonstrated economic barriers to adqgiaccess.
Other 0%
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Summary and Implications for Planning: Beyondchool Access

Even though most of their perceptions are not based on actual data collection,
many participants believe that students in their schoolmyistaelimited access to
moderninternet computers beyond school (see Tables 7.1, 7.2, 7.4). They also believe
that this limited access constrains teachers' willingness to fully implement a technology
rich curriculum (see Table 7.6). Lack of resources wastseles the primary reason to
explain the lack of home access (see Table 7.3), but school districts were either not
implementing or not able to implement strategies to ease these economic factors (see
Table 7.7). Since beyorsthool access is critical toqvide equity, to enable desired 1:1
configurations, and to give teachers the confidence to implement 21st Century teaching
and learning practices, a more precise measure of beyond school access is needed. If
beyond school access levels are actuallywsa® perceived by participants in this study,
strategies for improving beyofgthool access must be deployed.
Infrastructure for 21st Century Learning

With discounts from a consolidatédrateapplication and state funds from the
legislature, the Georgia Department of Education is able to procursbégu Internet
connectivity for each public school system in Georgia. It is then incumbent upon each
district to aggregate this bandwidth to theshools and classrooms via wideea and
localarea networks (WANSsS/LANS). To assess the current status of this infrastructure and
to determine future growth, this section addresses the following questions:

1. To what extent are educators satisfied withakisting technology infrastructure
for Georgiabs school s?

2. What are current challenges to providing an adequate infrastructure for
education?

3. What infrastructure solutions are school districts likely to deploy in the future?



Satisfaction and Challenges with Current Infrastructure
State Network

Over half of participants (51%) reported moderate levels of satisfaction with
current bandwidth provided by the state network and thivtypercent reported high
levels of satisfactiorOnly 18% reported low levels of satisfaction. Reasons cited for
their discontent included slow downs during certain times of the day and the rapid
increase in the use of the network for video applications, online assessment, and data
transfer/reporting. Mer data seems to support claims that the state network may not be
meeting the needs of all districts. For example, 28% of participants indicated that their
school system supplements bandwidth provided by the state network. When asked their
reasonsformrcur i ng additional bandwi dth, 88% of p
bandwi dth is needed to support our applicati
redundancy (39%) and additional security (3%). Although 26 district representatives
noted that their sclobd system supplemented the state bandwidth, many others indicated
that there were few or no local resources to procure additional services beyond what the
state network provides. Participantsé satisf

reasons fosecuring additional bandwidth are also summarized in the following tables:

Table 8.1

Percentage of responden

To what extent are you satisfied with the current bandwidth provided b .
in each category

state network? (Select one.)

n=101
Low-lI am not satisfied with the current bandwidth provided by the st 18%
network. Our needs exceed our current bandwidth.
Moderatel am reasonably satisfied with our current bandwidth from 51%

state network. Current bandwidth meets our needs maise diinhe, but
there are occasions when we need additional bandwidttour current
bandwidth is nearly maximized and we will need additional bandwid
in the future.

High-1 am very satisfied with our current bandwidth from the state 32%
network. Current bandwidth meets our current needs.




Table 8.2

Does your school system supplement the state network bandwidth with
additional Internet connectivity? (Select one.)

Percentage of responden
in each category

n=92
Yes 28%
No 72%
Table 8.3

What is the reason(s) for this additional connectivity? (Select as many

Percentage of responden
in each category

from instructional network)

apply.) nN=26/26
Additional bandwidth needed to support our applications 88%
Redundancy when State Network is down 42%
Additional security (for example, to segment administrative network 3%

As summarized in the table below, participants also expressed high levels of

satisfaction with the level of service provided by Bell South, the current contracted

service provider for the state network.

Table 8.4
To what extent are you satisfied with the current level of service provid Perc%n;aagci c;;;zsg?nden
by the State Network (Bell South Contract)? (Select one.) n=95 gory
Low - | am not verysatisfied with the current level of service for the 11%
state network.
Moderate- | am reasonably satisfied with the current level of service 39%
the state network.
High - | am very satisfied with the current level of service for the sta 51%
network
LAN/WAN

Participants generally reported high levels of satisfaction with their current

LAN/WAN solutions, as well. For example, 57% of respondents reported a high level of

satisfaction with their current Wide Area Network (WAN) and 49% indicated raitying

for their existing LANs. These data are presented in the following tables:

Table 8.5

To what extent are you satisfied with the infrastructure between the dig
network and the schools in your school system? (Select only one.)

Percentage of pondents
in each category

n=97
Low- | am not satisfied with our current district network between schoo 14%
Moderatei | am reasonably satisfied with current district network betwe| 29%
schools
Highi | am very satisfied with our current network between schools. 57%
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Table 8.6

To what extent are you satisfied with the local area networks in your Perqe ntage of responden
in each category

schools? (Select only one.) n=97

Low i | am notsatisfied with our current local area networks in the schools 10%

Moderatei | am reasonably satisfied with our current local area networks in the 41%

school

Highi | am very satisfied with our current local area networks in the schools 49%

The most common LAN/WANelated challenges included upgrading the existing
infrastructure to fiber and replacing/upgrading aging switches, routers, and servers.
Others also mentioned challenges related to begohdol access, as outlined in
Section 7, ad to implementing wireless solutions, as defined in the following discussion
on future deployments
Future Infrastructure Solutions

Wireless networking has emerged as a promising innovation for school settings.
Wireless allows for safer, more flexible learning environments and new configurations,
such as 1:1 computing. For these reasons, questions on future infrastructure solutions
focused on wireless technologies. Interest in exploring wireless for instruction was high
among participants. Over half (65%) indicated that they were currently considering
wireless LAN solutions and 17% were considering wireless WANSs. As represented in the
following table, only 18% of participants were not considering wireless as a current
option for their school system for myriad of reasons, including that their schools are

already wireless:

Table 8.7
Are you considering wireless technologies for futureNAAN solutions? Perc_entage of responden
in each category

(Select only one.) .

n=88
Not Considering 18%
Considering for WAN connections between schools 17%
Considering LAN solutions in each school 65%
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In spite of the interest, over half of participants (56%) expressed great concern

about the performance of wireless networks. Many included comments about the

limitation of wireless to support many educational applications, such as database

applications, ducational software, and video. Concerns over security also topped the list

of barriers for 53% of respondents. Other concerns identified as barriers were lack of

equipment to utilize a wireless environment (31%); lack of experience among staff to

manage \eless networks (20%); architectural barriers such as thick walls in schools

(20%); geographic barriers such as hills or tall buildings disrupting line of site (19%); and
insufficient information on wireless to make choices (4%). Only 7% indicated nerbsarr

to I mplementing wireless. Participants®do resp

implementing wireless networks are summarized in the table below:

Table 8.8

What are your current barriers to implementing wireless WAN/LAN Perc_entage of responden
solutions? (Select as many as apply.) n eaﬁfl%aztegory
Concerns about wireless performance 56%
Concerns about security 52%

Lack of equipment to utilizevireless environments 31%

Lack of experience among technical staff to manage wireless environn 20%
Architectural Barriers 20%
Geographic Barriers 19%

No Barriers 7%

On one hand, these concerns may emerge from an assessment of current
equipment. For example, laptops comprised only 17.8% of computers in schools based on
the 20052006 stat& echnology InventoryOn the other hand, these concerns may result
from a lack ofaffordable wireless computing devices on the market. Both reasons were
cited in participantsd comment s.

Summary and Implications for Planning: Infrastructure
Most participants expressed great appreciation for and satisfaction with the state

network for Internet access (see Tables 8.1, 8.4). However, they also expressed concern
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about limited bandwidth to support growing demands and new applications. [rBf4ct, 2

of respondents indicated that their system supplements bandwidth and that the primary
reason for these additional contracted services was to provide additional bandwidth to
meet district demands (see Tables 8.1, 8.2, & 8. 3). These reports may addraonal

data collection on the actual demand on state network bandwidth. If concerns are
confirmed, an increase in bandwidth may be necessary.

Districts also expressed high levels of satisfaction with their current LAN/WAN
solutions (see Tables 8.8.6), but at the same time they noted the challenges of replacing
network equipment and implementing wireless solutions to support new technical
arrangements (8.7, 8.8). This information suggests that school districts may need
extensive support in theert five yeasto assess, select, and implement wireless
technologies for 21st Century learning environments.

Technology Support for 21st Century Learning

I n order to assess the current status of

items to addres$ié following questions were constructed and administered:

1. To what extent are Georgiabs school distr
operable for instructional and administrative uses?

2. What current challenges impede Georgia school districts freepikg
technologies operable for instructional and administrative uses?

3. What strategies must be deployed to improve technical support and operability in
Georgiads school districts?

The following responses from school system technology leaders prosigbtito these
issues:

Current Status of Technology Support
A majority of respondents (93%) categorize their satisfaction level with current

technology support programs as either moderate (66%) or high (23%). Only 7% indicated
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low satisfaction withthei systemds current capacity to kee

instructional and administrative uses.

Table 9.1
To what extent are you satisf i ed]| Percentage of responden
technology operable for instructional and administrative ugeb@ck only in each category
one) n=101

Low- We struggle to keep current inventories of technology operable 7%

mai ntained. ADown timeo serious

administrative efforts to integrate technology into daily practice. Educ
in our buildings frequently complain abaetsponse time and/or
inoperability.

Moderatei We make a good effort to keep current inventories of 66%
technology operable and maintained, but we are only moderately able
do so. While we achieve moderate levels of operability, there are still
in service and technical support that impact instructional and
administrative functions.

Highi Our equipment is operable, dependable, and-malhtained. 26%
Teachers and administrators have high confidence levels that techno
will support their practices in a consistent and reliable way.

Current Barriers to High-Quality Technology Spport

When participants were asked to indicate the challenges to keeping technology
operable in their school districts, 77% selected aging equipment as one of their responses
and 60% indicated that insufficient fusi hire staff and/or outsource maindeice was
a factor. Inexperienced users (37%) and technical support staff (23%) were also blamed
for at least some of the existing technical support woes. Other barriers included lack of
policies, procedures, tools and processes to manage technical snpmoefficiently

(27%); inability to retain experienced technical staff (14%); and inability to recruit

technical staff (7%). The foll owing chart al
Table 9.2
Which of the following present challenges to keeping tdolyies operable in your Percgntage of respondents
in eachcategory
school system? (Select all that apply.) h=102
Aging equipment. 7%
Insufficient funds to hire staff and/or outsource maintenance. 60%
Inexperienced users who need more technaiging. 37%
System lacks policies, procedures, tools, and processes to manage technic; 27%
support efficiently (centralized maintenance, vietsed support forms, desktop
security software, lab procedures, purchasing policies, etc.).
Inexperienced sthfhat ladk technical skillgo keep technologies operable. 23%
Inability to retain experienced technical staff. 14%
Inability to recruit experienced staff. 7%
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Strategies for Improving Technical Support

When selecting from a list of possible strategies to improve operability and
performance, sixtjour percenbf participants indicated that purchasing or leasing new
equipment with current service agreements and warranties would ease current technical
support issues. Creating new positions for technical support (58%) was the second, most
commonly selected strategy, followed by building the skill level of existing or potential
staff (54%) and increasing the pay scale for technical employees (53%). Otiegfiestra
selected included developing maintenance and repair procedures (29%) and developing
new policies to reduce repair and maintenance (28%). Fewe2®aaf participants felt
that outsourcing (19%), training agreements with existing employees (16better
recruiting for technical staff (6%) would improve technical support programs in their

school districts. A summary of these responses is represented in the following table:

Table 9.3
Which specific strategies must be deployed in order to impgeabmical Percentage of responden
) . in each category

support in your school system in the future? (Select all that apply.) n=102
Purchase or lease new equipment w/ current service 64%
agreements/warranties
Create new positions for technical support 58%
Build skill level of existing staff or potential staff 54%
Increase pay scale for technical employees 53%
Acquire technologybased management tools to ease maintenance a 38%
repairs (centralized management systems
Develop maintenance amépair procedures and protocols to 29%
communicate with educators requesting service (web forms, priority,
lists).
Develop new policies and procedures that reduce repair and mainte 28%
(purchasing policies, user procedures)
Consider outsourcingaintenance and repair 19%
Implement training agreements where employees commit to a spec 16%
time of service in return for training
Develop strategies to recruit higluality technical employees 6%
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Summary and Implicationgor Planning: Technology Support

Participants expressed moderate to high levels of satisfaction with technology
support in their school system (see Table 9.1), but they also noted that aging equipment
and insufficient staffing presented challenges in teasof technology support (see
Table 9.2). In alignment with identified challenges, participants desired newer
equipment, more staff, and better qualified staff (see Table 9.3).
Educator Proficiency and Professional Learning

The following section assgss the current capability of teachers and
administrators to improve their practices through the effective uses of technology. The
section also addresses technologhated professional learning programs necessary to
ensur e e ddeveapedormarié. Specifcally, included items are designed to
address the following questions:

1. To what extent are Georgiabs teachers and

integrate technology into their daily practices for the purposes of school
improvement?

2. What types of professional learning do teachers and administrators currently
need to improve their ability to use technology for school improvement?

3. To what extent is technologglated professional learning integrated into all
professional learning progims in Georgia school districts?

4. To what extent are Georgiads school distr
related professional |l earning programs ne
technology literacy and performance?

Educator Proficiency
When asked tassess the ability of teachers and administrators to integrate
technology into their daily practices, 24% of participating technology leaders reported

that teachers in their school districts still lacked basic skills and were only able to use

technology or instruction in very simple and minimal ways. A majority of
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participants (73%) believed that teachers are somewhat skilled in using technology for

instruction, but still lacked the skills necessary to maximize the use of technology in their
classroomsA small minority of participants (4%) indicated that most of the teachers in
their school districts were fluent with technology and able to integrate it seamlessly into
their daily practices.
ParticipantsoOo assessment s seofteachesnOnei st r at o
fourth of the technology leaders providing responses believed that administrator
proficiencies in their school system were very low. Sttg percent believed that
administrators had a moderate level of proficiency, but still needead ighprovement. A
much smaller number (10%) believed that administrators in their school system exhibited
high levels of technical competency and technology integration.

These data are also reported in the following tables:

Table 10.1
Howwouldyoudecr i be teachersé current Percentage of responden
technology into standarelsased, researchased instructional practices? in each category
(check only one) n=102

Low- Most of our teachers are aliteuse technology for instructiconly 24%

in very simple and minimal ways. They still lack basic technology skill
and have very little knowledge on how to use technology effectively fq
instruction.

Moderatei Most of our teachers are somewhat skilledsing technology 73%
for instruction. They have become proficient in several types of
applications and are able to integrate these into instruction, but there
many more things they could do! They still lack the skills necessary tg
maximize the use of techlogy in their classrooms.

HighT Most of our teachers are fluent with using technology for 4%
instruction and for supporting their own professional practice. While
everyone can always learn more, their skill level allows technology to
positive,pervasive, and transparent medium for both student and
professional learning. Their skill level also allows them to evaluate an
integrate new technologies into their practice easily.
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Table 10.2

Percentage of responden|

How would you describe administratpp® cur rent abil it .
. . . ; . in each category
effectively in their professional practice? (check only one) n=102
Low- Most of our administrators are only aldteuse technology to 25%

support their practice in very simple amihimal ways. They still lack

basic technology skills and have very little knowledge on how to use
technology effectively for their administrative tasks. They really canng
model effective technology use to staff, students, parents, and comm

Moderatei Most of our administrators are somewhat skilled in using 66%
technology for instruction. They have become proficient in several typ
of applications and are able to integrate these into their practice, but {
are many more things they could ddiey still lack the skills necessary t
maximize the use of technology for leadership and learning. They can
model very basic kinds of uses to staff, students, parents, and comml

Highi Most of our administrators are fluent with using tealogy to 10%
support their professional practice. While everyone can always learn
their skill level allows technology to be a positive, pervasive, and
transparent medium in the school culture. Their skill level also allows
them to evaluate and integratew technologies easily and to engage in
the routine, intentional, and effective uses of technology to staff, studg
parents, and community.

Professional Learning Needs
In order to better understand the technologjgted professional development
needs in the State of Georgia, participants were asked the followingeoged
guestions: (1) How are teachersdé6 primary | ea
technol ogies? and (2) What are administrator
related tomstructional and administrative technologies? Participants generated 68
responses directed toward teacher professional learning and 80 responses directed toward
administrative learning needs. Responses for each question were coded and categorized
based orsubject matter. Since responses could address more than one topic, individual
responses were often assigned one, two, or even three different codes.
Participantsé responses directed toward t
in the following ways: (Ltechnology integration; (2) basic darare and software skills;
(3) both integréion and technical skills; (4)assroom management; and (5) data

collection. Someteachere| at ed responses were also coded
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comments referred toeéhqualities or characteristics of learning opportunities instead of

the content.

Technology integration was the maten mentioned learning need for teachers
with 37 coded comments. Approximately ethed of these coded comments on
integration also addssed the need to shift from traditional, teaching modes to student
centered instructional designs that were more aligned to the togtherthinking skills
inherent in the new GPS.

The category focusing on both technology integration skills and textakidls
followed the standgilone technology integration category with 24 coded responses.
Hardware and software application skills placed third with 12 comments. These
responses from participants suggest that technology integration is the primaryrneed fo
Georgia teachers, but that skills training is also an important component of that training.
Other professional learning needs mentioned included data analysis and utilization (8)
and classroom management in technolegyipped instruction (3).

In addition to responses focused on the content of needed training, 10 comments
addressed specific qualities of instruction that teachers needed. These qualities include
job-embedded instruction, coaching, observation, modeling, ongoing support, and hands
on trainng. In addition, several comments addressed the need for different types of
professional learning models based on either the assessed skill level/learning needs or the
seltselected interests of participating teachers. Six responses were codeespsaticn
since there was not enough information in the response to ascertain meaning.

The coded categories related to teacher learning needs and the number of

responses from participants is represented in the table below:
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