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Students Come Firgtechnology Task Force
Final Recommendations Highlights

Oneto-One Mobile Computing Devices

D Recommend procuring the same device statewigeommend that that device be a laptop

D Recommend a managed service providing not only thetorene device but the resources to
successfully implement and manage all facets of the technology integration.

D Recommend all schootsovide parent trainings (in a fage-face, onlingor written format)
multiple times throughout the year and that parental attendarerequired at one training
0ST2NBE G(KS Y20AfS RSOAOS Aa tt2gSR G2 0SS G 1S

D Recommendhat at no time willthe device become the personal property of students or staff;
however, districts are encouraged to allow students to plaeesonalitems on the device,
which are limited to music, pictureand other items that do not hinder the network or deg
functionality.

D Recommend devices are deployed to all students in grades&mong districts representing
1/3 of high school students in the state, starting with those districts most ready to benefit from
device implementationReadiness to benefit coponents may include: Schoolnet pilots, a plan
to digitally integrate curriculum, sustainability and resources to maketor@ne successfuand
the ability/ interestto leverage local resources to expand the impact.

Classroom Technology

D Recommend cksroom technology integration monde distributed according to a formula
AN YyG o0FaSR 2y Iy FLLXAOFyGQa '51 Ay GKS FTANRIDG
student for the full year, but the payments are disbursed in two parts: one payment in
September and one payment in March.

Online Learning

D Recommendhat the implementation of fractional ADA for online courses and earablled
students be based on credits earnes opposed to class periods or minutes of instruction,
because creditprovide themost uniformity, best accommodate different schedulag easy to
track and report, and provide thepportunity to incentivize success.

D Recommend the State Department of Education work with districts to develop and implement
an online portafor parents to register students for online courséfe rtal would include
information on each online course, the provider, instructor, quality and performance metrics
and, parent and student customer ratings.



Students Come Firgtechnology Task Force

BACKGROUND

Task Force Creation
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system. The Students Come First reform laws will educate more students at a higher level with limited
resources. Through these laws, the state and local saiswlicts will make every classroom a 21st

Century Classroom, ensure every student has access to a hlghly effective teacher evmgwaearm
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district.

Three bills mad up the Students Come First reform lawSenate Bills 1108, 1110, and 1184
(http://studentscomefirst.org/legislation.hti In Senate Bill 1184, the Legislature dieState

Superintendent Tom Lurta create and chair a task force tudy and develop plans for treiccessful
implementation of the technology components $fudents Come Firsthesencludea one-to-one ratio

of mobile conputing devicedo studentsin high school, improved classroom technologyline

learning professbnal development for teacherand germane topics determined by the chairma@his
adzYYFNE NBLRNI ¢6Fla O2YLAESR Ay LI NULAFE FdzZf FALEYSY
report the work of the Technology Task Fotacéhe House and Senate Ezhtion Committees no later

than January 31, 2012.

Member Composition

Under the law, the Task Force had to be made up of at least 28 members, 17 of which the State
Superintendent appointed and 11 of which were appointed by educational stakehgideps, the

Idaho Legislatureand the Office of the GovernaKeen toassemble the best task forgmssible,
Superintendent Luna recruited a wide rangeegperienced perspectiveExpanded to include parents,
school board trustees, and more classroomdears, he 38member task forcéncluded school district
superintendents, district technology directors, secondary school principals, a district business manager,
a head of a virtual public charter school, a head of a traditional public charter schoskttvas grades

9-12, secondary classroom teachers, representatives of the business community, school board trustees,
parents, and atarge community memberd.welve educators served on the Task Force, four of whom
currently serve as classroom teachérheTask Forcalso include a representative of the Office of the
Governor, two members of the Idaho HousieRepresentativeswo members of the Idaho Senate, and

a representative of each of the educational stakeholder groups: Idaho Education Associattbwest
Professional Educators, Idaho School Boards Association, Idaho Association of School Administrators,
Idaho Business Coalition for Education Excellence, and Idaho Digital Learning AGeethg. fullist

of Task Force member&ppendix A



Subcommittees

To managehe size othe Task Forgeindto effectively address its various areas of responsibility, the
Task Force was divided into subcommittees. Each subcommtisg¢asked with addressing onéthe
technology components dhe Students Come Firstforms.

The followingsubcommitteescomprise the Task Force:
Oneto-One Governance and Instructional Integration

Classroom Technology Integration
Schoolnet Integration

Platform, Specificationgnd Procurement
Online Learning Implementation
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Superintendent Luna, chair of the Technology Task Force, formed the subcommittees based on Task
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the Year Stefani Coolis the chair othe Classroom Technology Integration Subcommittee because she

has experience in integrating technology in her classroom and working with other teachers to design
professional development.

Meeting Schedule

The Students Come First Technology Task Foetenonthlyfrom June 201through December 2011
Eachday-and-a-half-longmeetingbeganwith general task force businefsdlowed by a presentation
from one or moreguest expers. These expertaould addresshe task force as a whole (as well as
members of the public who attended the meetings or listened to available online audio streaming) to
offer perspective or share lessons learrfemm their owneducational technology implementation
experience Task Forcenembers would then dividato five subcommittees where they would dedicate
the remainder of the first day and all of the second @ayalf dayworkingon specificomponentsof

the Students Come First lawAt the end of each monthly meetinde gereraltask force reconsned

to update their fellow members on the work of their respective subcommittddeetings would then
be adjourned, andhe chairs and vice chairs of each subcommitteaild then meet briefly with
Superintendent Luna, the chair of the Task Force, to debrief.
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their unique perspectives at Task Force meetilsge thefull list of guest speaker Appendix B

Involvement of Outside Parties

The public was involved in the Technology Task Force in several ways. First, members of the public were
encouraged to apply to participate in the Technology Task Force. In May|réepeent Luna

appointed 27 members of the 3®ember Task Force based on applications the State Department of
Education received from the public. These members represent specific educational stakeholder groups,
such as parents and teachers, as well agpiliglic at large. (The remaining 11 Task Force members were
appointed by educational stakeholder grougise Idaho Legislatureand Idah& Governor.)

Second, all Task Force meetings have been open to the public and streamed live online via Idaho Public
¢St SPAaA2yQa [ SIAaftl ddNBE [ADPS ¢gSoariasSoe ! F4SNI St OK



and presentations were posted on the StudentsComeFirst.org website. In this way, members of the
public ould (and still candtay informed and participatat their own discretion. Finally, members of the
public were encouraged to contact the Task Force or staff of the State Department of Education with
guestions or comments. These contacts were passed along to the appropriate subcommttigber

full Tak Force.

Private vendors and other providers, however, have not worked with the Technology Task Force and
have not been involved in the Task Force process. To avoid conflicts of interest, the Technology Task
Force has followethe state purchasing processidhasdeveloped strict site visit protocolSee site

visit informationAppendix @nd review site visit protocdppendix ). At the September 2011 meeting,
Task Force members hearddepth presenations on both the state purchasing process and site visit
protocol. The protocol ensures that the Task Forcesofficial Request for Information (RFI) and

Request for Proposs(RFP) processes. In addition, site visits were only conducted with schaalsom|
districts, not with vendors or providers.

Development of Recommendations

Subcommittees developed their recommendations over the coursheot I & 1 C 2 NdoStsdf 4 SOSyY
meetings. Subcommittees relied on the expertise of their various members, the testimony of guest

experts, research, a survey, and site visitedacation technologyprograms in districts and states

around the country. Sethe list of site visitsAppendix Gnd view thesurveyAppendix E

Each subcommittee strived to reach consensus on every recommendation before bringittgeitull

Task Force. Each subcommit@®vised itsown method for reaching consensus. Some formally voted on
proposals or ideas, while others worked to gain consensus before moving on to the nexAtapie.

December Technology Task Force meeting, each subcommittee submitted its recommendations to a

vote of thefull Task Force®  OK 2 F (KS ¢l a1 C2NOSQa nt NBO2YYSYyRI
from the full Task Force.

Some recommendations from the Technology Task Force may require changes in Idaho Code or Idaho
Administrative Rule. In the everhat the State Department of Education adopts recommendations of

this nature, Superintendent Luna will bring legislation before the Legislature, or a proposed rule before
the Idaho State Board of Education. If neither legislation nor rule changes are nekd&tate

Department of Education will work with Idaho school districts and educational stakeholder groups to
ensure the recommendations are fully implemented.



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Listed below are the members and responsibilitégach Technology Task Force subcommittee as well
as their respective recommendations

Oneto-One Governance and Instructional Integration

Responsibilities:
1 Determinethe capabilities of the mobile computing devices foe Platform, Specifications, and
Procurement Subcommittee
1 Develop model policies for mobile computing device usage, filters/security measures, and
governance of the device

CommitteeMembers:

Chair: Rep. Reed DemourdarREagle
Vice Chair: BrianDuncan Trustee Minidoka County School District
Members:

Salvatore Lorenzefeacher, Post Falls High School

Christine DonnelRS LINS a Sy G F § A @S 2F (GKS D2@SNy?2
educator and district superintendent;

Bicker TherienRrincipal New Plymouth High School;

Christopher Campbeistrict TechnologyDirector, Genesee School
District;

Rep.Bob NoninR/ 2 dzNJ RQ! £ SySs [/ KFANI 2F GKS 1
Committee

Attached SDE Staff: Luci Willits
Matt McCarter

Recommendations

Student Device Usage:

The subcommitteeifds great value in giving students a sense of ownership of their computing device
The experiences of other states with etieone mobile omputing device ratios indicatthat students

gain greater utility fromhteir devicesand take better care of thepwhen they are allowed to

personalize the devices and take them home. The subcommittee encourages distalitsmstudents

to place individualized items on their devitelike music, pictures, and other itemsatihdo not hinder
network or device functionality while reminding students that at no timelo the devices become the
property of students or staff. The district should clarify that it is not liable for copyright infringement or
loss of data related to anydividual content placed on the device.

The subcommittee recommends that students also be allowed to take their devices home. Districts are
encouraged to charge a nominal insurance fee {$25), which can be used by districts to geffure,
insurethrough a third party, or to cover the cost of device repair/replacement for malgc@amage or

loss. Districts are also urgédl requireattendance at a parent training before allowing students to take
their devices homeA signed Acceptable Use Policyshalso be submitted before a device may be



taken homelf students are not allowed to take their devices home, responsibility for charging the
devices each night will rest with the school district. If students are allowed to bring their devices home,
students will be responsible for ensuring their devices are appropriately charged for the school day.

Parents:

The subcommittee recommends that all schools provide parent trainings multiple times throughout the
8SIFENE FyR GKIFG a0 fazedtbraguaidiBrjtaaitedSa parensitiaidizig) Sefote that
student is allowed to takhis/her computing device home. These could be famdace trainingsonline,

or written trainings.

Parents are encouraged to use schisslied devices, but should keep the following in mind:
1 Mobile computing deviceareintended to support the academic growth of Idaho students
1 Parental involvement in student learning through technology is strongly encouraged
1 Use of schoeissued technology outside of this purpose (i.e. personal gain, activities
unrelated to student learning) is prohibited

The subcommittee recommends that district policy pertaining to parental consent (i.e. media and library
content) includedigital content.

Digital Citizenship and Student Safety:

The subcommittee recommends that all Idaho schools be required to establish an Acceptable Use Policy
(AUPYXhat includes the responsibility of the user when the device is used outside the school

environment.All Idaho schools should be required to include network usage and internet filtering in

their AUP. AUPs should be crafted at the local level and should emphasize protecting bandwidth and

usage for students and staff. Any party (students,fsfarents, guests, etc.) who wishes to access
RAAUGNARAOG LINPOARSR ySig2N]lax AyOfdzRAYy3a 2ACAI Ydzal
Policy.

All users should be made aware of the local school Acceptable Use Policy, and it is recomitma@inded
the policy be posted on the school or district web site. A signed Acceptable Use Policy must be
submitted before a device may be taken home. Local districts are responsible for the devices once
deployed.

The subcommittee recommends that it be madetn that use of schoaksued electronic devices shall
not be considered privatdDesignated district staff shall be authorized to monitor all activity at any time
to ensure appropriate use. All monitoring shall comply with local, state, and federal laws.

The subcommittee recommends that a strong emphasis be placstudent safety andhe prevention

of cyberbullying, especially as it is defifgdSection 1817A Idaho CodeTo that end, the

subcommittee recommends the incorporation of the Idaho AteyD SY SNJ f Q& 2yt &y S al ¥S
titled dProtecteenst into classroom discussions about digital citizenship, responsible online behavior

and consequeces for noacompliance. Districts/schools should develop policies and practices that

include languagen digital citizenship and that link to CommonSenseMedia.org. Districts/scéiomlid

also includeareference to digital citizenship in their student handbooks.



Other District Recommendations:

The subcommittee offers several recommendations to hedridis effectively implement on#-one
mobile computing devices in their schools.

The subcommittee recommends that Idaho school districts articulate a \fimidrow technology will
support effective instruction and increase student achievement.

District decision makers should discuss with classroom teachers the challenge of incorporating-student
owned computers into the school ofte-one program and monitoring their usBistricts should also

build policy related to teacher codef conduct around te Code of Ethics for Idaho Professional
Educators for certificated staff and incorporate the appropriate use of technology.

School districts should decide whether students in their districts may take theiriswted laptops on
out-of-state tiips. TheTechnology Task Forceangly recommendshat local districts set policies that
keep them informed when a student wishes to take the device out of Idaho for either a brief or
extended periodf time. The local district is responsible for the devices dggtbto its students and is
charged with balancing student access to the device and appropriate oversight.

The subcommittee recommends that districts interested in supplementing the hasdarz/or
software of the statassued mobile computing devite solely responsible for the initial and ongoing
cost, compatibility, upkeep, maintenanand disposal of supplemental items.

The subcommittee recommendhstricts expand their existing intellectual property rights policy to
include work created througtechnology and imbethese property rightsn the student handbook.

The subcommittee recommends that districts/schools establish local councils, including parents and
students, to inform technology integration into the learning environment.

Recommendatins for the State Department of Education:

The subcommittee recommends that responsibility for the mobile computing devices reside at the local
level, similar to any resource local districts purchase with state funds. The State Department of
Education @ns to purchase devices after a feggar lease cycle, at which point districts will be given

the opportunity to purchase the devices from the state at a rate similar to what the state paid. Once
purchased by the district, rdeployment, resale or disposl of technology equipment, aftehat four-

year life cycle, is at the discretion of the district.

After reviewing the implementation plans of other states, the subcommittee has discovered that Idaho
may be better served if it chooses to deploy mobile poiing devices by school district instead of by
AN RS® hNRAIAYylLffes LRFK2 LXFYYSR (2 RA&GNKOdzi
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raised questions about that strategy, noting that classrooms are often composed of studaetzeral
different grade levels. A stepped deployment by grade level would mean that, during theyibaee
implementation period, some students in these classns would have maobile computing devices while
20KSNE 62df R y2i alAySQa SELISNASYyOS &adza3asSaia
to teach these classes and would result in the computers not being used at all.
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To avoid this pitfaltthe subcommittee recommends that devices be deployed to all students in grades
9-12 among districts representing 1/3 of high schoaoldents in the state. Suchdastrict-by-district
deployment will improve the chances of a smooth andcassful device impmentation. To determine
which districts receive the devices in the first, second, and third years of implementation, the
subcommittee recommends the SDE give preference to those districts most ready to benefit from the
devices. Readiness to benefit crijemight include: Schoolnet pilots, a plan to digitally integrate
curriculum, sustainability and resources to make -do@ne successfuand the ability / interest in
leveraging local resources to expand the impact.

Were ldaho to replace its originalgpis to implement mobile computing devices by grade level with a
plan to implement devices by school district, this would raise questions about online graduation
requirements. Currently, all studentstarting with the graduating class of 20a6e requiredby law to
complete two online coursedhis requirement fits well with a grade level implementation model, but,
with a staggered distrieby-district device implementation, this would give studetisdistricts that

receive devices in the first waweful four years to complete their online requirements while leaving
students in districts who receive devices in the third wave of implementation only one year to complete
their requirements. As a result, the subcommittee recommends the SDE review how tattes and

school districts that do not have ofie-one computer programs meet online credit requirements

and/or consider a tiered graduation requirement for online classes that allows students in districts that
receive devices in the second and third wa¥émplementation a full four years to complete their

online learning requirements. The SDE should make recommendations tedlsature to assure the
proper alignment of resources and requirements.

The subcommittee recommends that device deploymensjg@ement, and tracking systems be included
in the Request for Propos(RFP).

For questions regardingthe One-h y S D2 @SNY I yOS | yR LyauNHzOGA2y Lt Ly
recommendations, please contact:

Matt McCarter: 3326961, mamccarter@sde.idaho.gov

Luci Willits: 3326814, Ibwillits@sde.idaho.gov

Classroom Technology Integration

Responsibilities:
1 Develop a plan for thdeployment of classroortechnology, including the application for
funding and list of allowable expenses
9 Develop criteria for the professional development related to classroom technology

Committee Members:

Chairt Stefani Cook, Teachd®jgbyHigh School
Vice Chair Sen. Guck Winder, HBoise
Members

Brent Lloyd, Idaho Business Coalition for Education Excellence,
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President and CEO of Futura Corporation;

Heidi Rogers, Executive Director, Northwest Council for Computer
Education;

Desiree Laughlin, Head Idaho Virtual Academy;

George Boland, Idaho Association of School Administrators,
Superintendent, Idaho Falls School District;

Alan Millar, Head of Sandpoint Charter School

Wendy HormanTrustee, Bonneville School District

Attached SB Staff: Rob Sauer
Jacque Hyatt
Recommendations:

General Planning:

The subcommittee sees value in developgncomprehensive plan clearly explaining and linking the
various components of Students Come First and the timeline fangigementation, including the key

for, and hurdles to, succesBte planshould specifically link the followiredements of Students Come

First: 1) oneto-one mobilecomputing devices, 2) installation of wireless across the state, 3) classroom
integrationof technology, 4) online learning, Bje longitudinal data system, 6) SchoolNet, 7) Common
Core State Standards, 8) Response to Intervention, 9) teacher/administrator evaluation, and 10) student
assessment.

The subcommittee recommends the adoptiofthe International Society for Technology in Education
(ISTE) definition for the integration of technology in the classroom:
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a tool to enhance the learning in a contearea or multidisciplinary setting. Effective

integration of technology is achieved when students are able to select technology tools

to help them obtain information in a timely manner, analyze and synthesize the

information, and present it professionallThe technology should become an integral

part of how the classroom functions as accessible as all other classroom tools. The

F20dza Ay SIFOK fSaaz2zy 2Nl dzyAd Aad 0GKS OdzNNR Odz dzy

Funding Timeline:

The subcommittee established the following timeline for classroom technology funding, which has
alreadybeen put into action this year. Classroom technology integration money is distributed according
toaformulad NI yi oF aSR 2y |y rstrepbifing g2Hod. DiStdcts Wibreceive $32pek S T A
student for the full year, but the payments are disbursed in two parts. The timeline for the disbursement
is as follows:
1 By September 30, 2011: 50 percent of the funds will be distributed to schoottisind
charter schools based on estimated first reporting period average daily attendance.
1 October 2011: The State Department of Education (SDE) will host informational webinars to
help districts with technology integration plans.
1 November 2011: ThelE will provide regional workshops to assist districts in developing
their technology integration plans.
T WFEydzZ NB c¢cX HAMHY 5Aa0NROGaAaQ GSOKyz2f238 AydS3



1 By March 31, 2012: 50 percent of the funds will be distributed to sktlistricts and charter
schools based on actual first reporting period average daily attendance.

1 Infuture years, the funds for classroom technolegly be distributed in an 85 % Fall/ 15%
Spring allocation format.

Professional Development:

The subcmittee found adequate professional development todéical to the effective use of
technology in the classroom. The subcommittee provides a number of recommendations regarding
professional developmenincludingadvocating for more robust teacher trang, increasing the

number of hours of professional developmeandincreasing fundindor professional development

The subcommittee recommends that more time for professional development be builthatechool
calendar througlthange in SectioB3p MH O M0 6 OO0 X LRI K2 /2RSS G2 NBTFf SO
K2dzNB ¢ (G2 dadzld 62 TH K2dz2NBEY
33-512(1)(c) When approved by a local school board, annual instructional hour requirements
stated in paragraph (a) may be reduced as follows:
i) upto a total of up totwenty-two—heurs{22¥eventytwo (72)hours to accommodate
staff development activities conducted on such days as thédohaol board deems
appropriate.

This, of course, would also require more funding, and the subcommittee recommends the Legislature
consider increasing funding for professional development.
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referenced in the same section of Idaho Code532(1)(c), be developed and adopted by the State
Board of Education.

Recognizing that wetrained technical support staff will also be an important part of the successful
integration of technology into thelassroom, the subcommittee recommends the development of a
strong training and support system for IT and instructional integration professionals as part of the
professional development plaito help fund this training, the subcommitteecommends thesreation
of an additional funding category in saldrgised apportionment that supports IT professionals in the
effective integration of technology into teaching and learning.

To obtain the most effective professional development, the subcommittee recamdmtherelease of a
Request for Information (RFI) for professional development for classroom technology integration. The
RFI should include professional learning strands that promote the following:

1 the effective use of technolodyy students, staff, angarents

9 the integration of technology into public school curricula and instructional methods.

This RFI has already been let by the State Department of Education, and the Departnrecehas] 12
responsesThe Department will be hosting a vendor fair on January 23 and 24, where the 12 responding
vendors will present. Here is the schedule:

1/23/12 Open House for vendors to share with the public, 3:3@p830pm in the JRW East
Conference Room



1/23/12 Pre®ntations to the Department, 8:00am5:00pm in the JRW West Conference Room
1/24/12 Presentations to the Department, 8:00an5:00pm in the LBJ Basement Conference
Room (Across from Galley)

In addition to the RFI release, the subcommittee recommends the developoh@nmultiryear
comprehensive professional development plan that encompasses all initiatives and professional
developmgnt effo[ts,, notjustvtephnqlog'y"he plar) vyoulolinclyde: A o
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design of the professional development to meet those needs.
9 identifying and using standards for professional learning that will be reflected in professional
development plans.
1 development of a system to provide for asdpport instructional coaches.
9 building an evaluation and outcome measurement component to the professional development
plan that links to student achievement andllege and careeireadiness.
1 development of training on integration of technology in the classroom that supports the
implementation of Common Core State Standards and ldaho Content Standards.
1 development of a mechanism to allow school districts to apply for a portion of professional
developnent funds to develop local training.
1 professional development and student skill development (Idaho Content Standards for
Information and Communication Technology) follow the standards that have been adopted by
the State Board of Education and are basedhenISTE NETS Standards.

Finally, the subcommittee finds it important that new teachers are trained in the use of technology in
GKS OflaaN22Y IyR NBO2YYSyRa (Kl G LRdvketQisingO2t t S3S
includes classroom technology integration.

For quetions regardinghe/ f  8ANR2Y ¢SOKy2f 238 LyGSaINIGA2Yy {dzm O2
please contact:

Rob Sauer332-6934 rcsauer@sde.idaho.gov

Jacque Hyatt332-6951, jshyatt@sde.idaho.gov

Platform, Specifications, and Procurement

Responsibilities:
91 Developthe platform and specifications for the Request for Information (RFI) and Request for
Proposals (RFP) for the procurement of mobile computing devices in Idaho.

Members:
Chair Jayson Ronkdaho Association of Commerce and Industry (IACI);
ViceChair: Keven Denton, District Technology Director, Joint School District No. 2

(Meridian);

Members: Colby Gull, District Superintendent, Challis School District
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Jennifer Johnson, Business Manager, Moscow School District
Rep. Wendy Jart, D-Ketchum
Sen. Melinda Smysgfrustee, Parma School District
Attached SDE Staff: Troy Wheeler
Louie Konkol

Recommendations:

Device Choice

The subcommittee finds that a laptop is currerttig mobile computing device thdtest servathe
ySSRa 2F LRIFIK2Q&a &a0OK22f OKAfRNBYy®

In the interest of equality, to ensure compatibility, and to maximize purchasing poheer,
subcommittee recommends procuring the same laptop device statefeidboth teachers and students
Thedistrictmay providedevices to counselors, librarians, technology directors, building princgoads
vice principals at their discretion.

Managed Service Providers

C2ftf2¢Ay-fHroaitki-OKagg8E | O02dzy i 6AtAGe Y2RSt GKIFG KI &
subcommittee recommenda managed service providing not only the eneone device but the

resources to successfully implement and manage all facets of thedéay integration. To that end,

the subcommittee also recommends, if possible, the wireless procurement Request for Proposal (RFP)

be combined with the mobile computing device/management RFP.

Implementation
Lastly, the subcommittee shares the opinidrtlte Oneto-One Governance and Instructional
Integration subcommittee that mobile computing devices shdadddeployed by entirdigh schod or

districtsrather than by gradéevels This includes"™grade feeder schools.

For questions regardintipe Platform, Specification, and Procuremédnidzo O2 YYA (1 1 SS Q&
recommendations, please contact:

Louie Konkol: 338874,ldkonkol@sde.idaho.gov

Troy Wheeler332-6982,twheeler@sde.idaho.gov

Schoolnet Integration

Responsibilities:
91 Develop a plan for the deployment of professional development related to Schoolnet
f Integratethe J.A.andKathrynf 6 SNIia2y Qa C2dzy RFGA2y 3INIyd Ayd?2

Members:
Chair: Debbie Critchfield, School Board Trustee, Cassia County School District
Vice Chair: Maria Nate, Parent, Rexburg
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Members: Linda Clark, District Superintendent, Joint School District No. 2
(Meridian)

Penni Cyr, President,ddo Education Association
Mike Fornander, Businessman, Data Projections Inc.
Gary Smith, Businessman, Board member of ESTech
Marne CurtisTeacher, Gooding Elementary School
Mary Vollmer Parent, Aberdeen

Attached SDE Staff: Carol Sholz
Scott Cook
Chris Avila
Warren Danforth

Recommendations:
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2012 school year, all Idaho educators will receive access to longitudinal studergrdathe Common

Core State Standards through Schoolnet. In addition, during the-2012 school year, five school

districts in Idaho will serve as pilot school districts and receive the full suite of products from Schoolnet,
including but not limited ¢ individualized student growth data, assessment items, common core

standards, and digital content.

On November 1, 2011, the State Department of Education will release a grant application to all school
districts and public charter schools. By applyorgand receiving a grant, a school district will receive
access to the full suite of products from Schoolnet as well as the necessary training and professional
development for staff within their district. Grant applications will be due by January 13, 20dards

will be announced on February 15, 2012. Training will begin in Spring 2012.

The subcommittee approved the professional development plan for implementing Schoolnet and added

some modifications to include more community outreaklaving satiséid its responsibilities eanty

finishing them at the September Task Force Meatitiyge subcommittee ceased to meet, and its

members participated in other subcommittees forthe remainde 2 ¥ G KS ¢l a1 C2NDSQa Y

The SDE released an RFI for Di@itaitent Eight digital contentendor responsgto the RFI were
received by the SDE. A preliminary Digital Content Review Rawielwv of the RFI responses was held
on December 18. On January 20 a Digital ContenVendor Demonstration Day was conducigith
participation by the top two ranked vendarBoth Digital Content Panel and Digital Content Vendor
Demmstration Day meetings werattended by district, communityand SDEtakeholders.The SDE
commenced contract negotiatiorfer digital contentin Januaryand digital contentvill be made
available within Schoolnet to all districts statéde upon finalization of the contract

For questions regardinipe Schoolnet Integratioff dzo O2 YYA G 15S5Q& NBO2YYSYyRI (A 2)

Warren Danforth332-6983,wdanforth@sde.idaho.gov

Scott Cook332-6927,scook@sde.idaho.gov

Carol Scholz: 33@985,cscholz@sde.idahgov



mailto:wdanforth@sde.idaho.gov
mailto:scook@sde.idaho.gov
mailto:cscholz@sde.idaho.gov

Chris Avila: 338932,cavila@sde.idaho.gov

Online Learning Implementation

Responsibilities:
1 Develop plan for implementation of State Board of Education rule related to an online course(s)
graduation requirement for the Class of 2016
91 Develop a plan for the implementation of fractional ADA for online courses aneeduzlled
students
1 Address the issues of how to pay,fand who should pay foonline summer courses and
overload courses

Members:
Chair: Andy GroverDistrict Superintendent, Melba School District
Vice Chair: Aaron McKinnonTeacher, South Junior HighBoise
Members: Sen. John Goedd€hair Senate Education Committee, R SdzNJ RQ! f Sy S

Brad Patzernvlember, Northwest Professional Educators

Alan DunnDistrict Superintendent, Sug&alem School District

Spencer Barze&econdary Principal, V8ESide School District

Cliff GreenExecutive Director of the Idaho Education Network

Mike CaldwellDirector of Academics, Idaho Digital Learning Academy
Attached SDE Staff: Jason Hancock

Tim Hill

Recommendations:

Funding:

By law, onlie courses in Idaho are funded through a Fractional Average Daily Attendance (ADA)
formula. The subcommittee recommends that tineplementation of fractional ADA for online courses
and duadenrolled students be based on credits earnad,opposed to clagseriods or minutes of
instruction, because credits provide theost uniformity, best accommodate different schedulas
easy to track and report, and provide theportunity to incentivize success.

The subcommittee recommends thtlite State DepartmentfoEducation create a task force to look at
funding formulas and differences between funding for online and kaimkmortar programsThe
subcommitteealsorecommends the State Department of Educatremiew Fractional ADA in the
following areas:
91 review ron-online dual enroliment options between Idaho school districts that could be
excluded from fractional ADA.
91 review of fractional ADA for any course in which expenses are not incurred at the home
school district.

The subcommittee recommendsaving thecost of summer online courses up to the school district or
parents of norat-risk children (the state pays for alternative summer school faiskt children).


file:///C:/Users/tdrake/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/S93460VI/cavila@sde.idaho.gov

Online Provider Accountability:

The subcommittee recommends the State Department of Education work with districts to develop and
implement an online portal for parents register students for online courses. The portal will serve as a
one-shop stop where parents and students shoulddtse to find information on each online course,

the provider, instructor, quality and performance metrics, and parent and student customer ratings. The
rating system, perhaps not unlike the rating systems of popular online retailers, along with the quality
and performance metrigsvould give provideraccountability andncentive to provide quality courses

and would help steer students to quality courses.

Additionally, the subcommittee recommends the State Department of Education consider making a
portion of the payment to online course providers contingent on the successful completion of the
course by the student.

Contracts and Purchasing:

The subcommittee recommendsRequest for Information (RFI) for statewide contracts for online
courseswith the following provisions:
¢ Districts will still have the option to choose their own provider.
1 Will enable smaller districts to gain access to courses at the same lower, fractional ADA rate
of larger districts.
1 Willing to sign multiple statewide contracts witlaprovider that can provide a quality
course that meets state standards at a competitive price.
1 Parents can enroll their students through a statewide, online clearinghouse of approved
courses.
1 The clearinghouse would include detailed information aboutabarse, including
instructional samples and past student and parent evaluations of the course and instructor,
SyFrotAy3a LINByda G2 YI1S AYyF2N¥SR RSOAAA2Y A
1 Consider paying part of the contracted amount to providers up fromd, the balance based
on measures of student success.
1 Consider incorporating some or all of the elements of quality online instruction developed
by iINACOL.

Once the RFI process is complete, the subcommittee recommends the State Department of Education
work with the Divison of Purchasing to develop a Request for Propo&dfpfor statewide contracts
for online courses.

For questions regardinpe Online Learning Implementatigqndzo O2 YYA 1 1SS Qa NBO2YYSyRI
contact:

Jason Hancock: 338B53,jhancock@sde.idaho.gov

Tim Hill:332-6843,tdhill@sde.idaho.gov
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MORE INFORMATION

Find more information in the Appendices to this document or review recorded audio and video of the
Task Force meetings onlinelatp://studentscomefirst.org/technologytaskforce.htm

Appendix A List of Technology Task Force Members
Appendix B Meeting Schedule and Guest Speakers
Appendix C  Site Visits

Appendix D  Site VisitProtocol

Appendix E  Informal Survey

Appendix F Professional Development

Appendix G Mobile Device Bguest for Information (RI)
Appendix H  OnlineCourseRequest for Information (R
Appendix | Digital Content Bquest for Information (R
Appendix 3 1:1 Policy Guide and Policy Examples
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Appendix A

TechnologyTask Force Members

Tom Luna Superintendent of Public Instruction, chair of the Technology Task Force
Andy Grover superintendent of the Melba School District

Alan Dunnsuperintendent of the Suge®alem School District

Linda Clarksuperintendent of Joint School District No. 2 (Meridian)

Colby Gullsuperintendent of the Challis School District

Christopher Campbeltechnology director in the Genesee School District

Keven Dentontechnology director in Joint School District N¢gM&ridian)

Bicker Therienprincipal of New Plymouth High School, New Plymouth School District
Spencer Barzegyrincipal at West Side High School, West Side School District

Jennifer Johnsorfjnance specialist in the Moscow School District and president of the Idaho
Association of School Business Officials

Desiree Laughlinhead of Idaho Virtual Academy

Alan Millar, principal of Sandpoint Charter School

Stefani Cook2011 Idaho Teacher dii¢ Year and current business education teacher at Rigby High
School, Jefferson County School District

Salvatore Lorenzer2009 Giants Award recipient and current technology teacher at Post Falls High
School, Post Falls School District

Gary Smith board member for Eagle/Emmett/Star Tech Corridor (ESTech) and on the Boise Valley
Economic Working Group (BVEP)

Jayson Ronkyice-president of the Idaho Association of Commerce and Industry (IACI)
Michael Fornanderregion vicepresident of Data Projection, Inc

Maria Nate,parent in Rexburg and a former school board trustee

Mary Vollmer,parent in American Falls

Debbie Critchfieldschool board membeCassia County School Board

Sen. Melinda Smysestate senator, school board member (Parma), and schoaisiar 2
Wendy Hormanschool board member, Bonneville School District

Heidi Rogersexecutive director of the Northwest Council for Computer Education

Cliff Greengcurrent executive director of Idaho Education Network and past regional vice presatent f
Insight Schools

Marne Curtis fourth grade teacher at Gooding Elementary School, Gooding School District

Aaron McKinnon 2009 Milken Educator of the Year and current science teacher, South Junior High
School, Boise School District

Rep. Wendy Jaquetdaho State Representative from Ketchum.

Penni Cyr president of Idaho Education Association

Brad Patzeronline principal at Idaho Digital Learning Academy and Northwest Professional Educators
member

George Bolandsuperintendent of the Idaho Falls School District and represents Idaho Association of
School Administrators



Brent Lloyd president and CEO of Futura Corporation and represents Idaho Business Coalition for
Education Excellence

Mike Caldwel| director ofacademics at Idaho Digital Learning Academy (IDLA) and represents IDLA
Brian Duncanchair of Minidoka County School Board and represents the ldaho School Board
Association

Rep. Bob Noninichair of House Education Committee and represents the ldah@élofl
Representatives

Rep. Reed DeMordaunstate representative and represents the Idaho House of Representatives
Sen. John Goeddehair of Senate Education Committee and represents Idaho State Senate.

Sen. Chuck Windestate senator and represents Idaho State Senate

Christine Donnellcurrent executive director of ldaho Business Coalition for Education Excellence and
NELINBASyida (GKS D2@SNYy2NRa hFFAOSO®
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Appendix B

Meeting Schedule and Guest Speakers

June 1314, 2011

Guest Speakers:

Dr. Marybeth Flachbart. Idaho State Department of Education
Lessons from the Field
Jeff Coe and Jeremy Davidson, Schoolnet
Taking Technology the Teacher
Dr. Lisa Dawley and Chris Haskell, Boise State University
Innovation in Learning Technologies and Teacher Education
Dan Thomander, Cassia Alternative High School
Integrating Technology in Instruction
Governors Jeb Bush and Bob Wise
Harnesing the Power of Technology for &Zlentury Education

July 13112, 2011

Guest Speakers:

Luci Willits, Chief of Staff at State Department of Education
Review of Legislation Relating to the Task Force
Steve Garton, Coordinator of Educatiomakchnology for the Maine Department of Education
Maine Learning Technology Initiative
Diana Golden, Megan Marquez, Jason Martinez, and Wuanita Vann, Denver Public School System
5SY@SNI tdzoftAO {OK22faQ Wz2daNySe (2 GKS 5AIAGI
Hal Davidson, Discovery Learning
Needs of 2% Century Learners/Discovery Education Network

August 89, 2011

Guest Speakers:

Joe Morelock, Director of Technology and Innovation, Canby, Oregon
¢SOKy2f238Q4 w2ftS Ay LYONBIaAy3 {GdRSyd ! OKASYO
Student Learning

Dr. Eileen Lento,-K2 Strategist, Intel Corporation
Students at the Center: ThelR Computing Blueprint for eLearning Initiatives

September 1213, 2011

Guest Speakers:



Sarah Hilderbrand, Purchasing Officer for the Division of Purchasing
Division of Purchasing Overview

Troy Wheeler, Chief Information Officer at State Department of Education
Funding Timeline Presentation

Louie Konkol, Chiefdéd Officer at State Department of Education
Request for Information/Request for Proposal Timeline Presentation

Representative Reed DeMordaunt
Results of Mobile Computing Device Survey Presentation

Matt McCarter, Students Come First Director at Statpddenent of Education
Site Visit Protocol Presentation

October 1011, 2011

Guest Speakers:

James Basham, University of Kansas
Understanding Universal Design for Learning (UDL)

Brian Darcy, ldaho Educational Services for the Deaf and the Blind (A®Bistrator
Technology and Idaho Educational Services for the Deaf and the Blind

Andy Grover and Jason Hancock, Online Learning Implementation Subcommittee
Fractional ADA

November 78, 2011

Guest Speakers:

Site Visit Reports:
1. Auburn, Alabama
2. Mt. Arat, Freeport, and Yarmouth, Maine

Patrick Lowenthal
High Quality Online Courses

Jason Hancock, Deputy Chief of Staff at State Department of Education
Public Schools Funding Formula and Fractional ADA

Dr. Lorna Finman
Discover TechnologyMobile 2F' Century STEM Classroom

December 1213, 2011

Guest Speakers:

Site Visit Reports:
1. Crescent, Oklahoma
2. Keller and Klein, Texas

Cliff Green, Brady Kraft, and Garry Lough, Idaho Education Network
Wireless Deployment in Idaho
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Appendix C

Site Visits

Keller and Klein, Texas

Task Force Members:

Bicker Therierw principal of New Plymouth High School, New Plymouth School District

Salvatore Lorenzeq2009 Giants Award recipient and current technology teacher at Post Falls High
School, Post Falls School District

Debbie Critchfield school board membeiCassia County School Board

Jacque Hyatt Instructional Integration Coordinator at State Departrhef Education

Scott Coolg Content Director at State Department of Education

Auburn, Alabama

Task Force Members:
Alan Dunrg, superintendent of the SugeBalem School District

Gary Smitlg board member for Eagle/Emmett/Star Tech Corridor (ESTauth on the Boise Valley
Economic Working Group (BVEP)

Mary Vollmerg parent in American Falls

Camille Wellg Students Come First coordinator at State Department of Education

Alex Macdonald Education Technology Coordinator at State Department ot&in

Mt. Arat, Freeport, and Yarmouth, Maine

Task Force Members:
Penni Cyr; president of Idaho Education Association

Keven Dentorg technology director in Joint School District No. 2 (Meridian)
Christopher Campbetltechnology director in the Genesee School District
Spencer Barzeeprincipal at West Side High School, West Side School District
Matt McCarterg Students Come First Directar State Department of Education
Troy Wheelex, Chief Information Officer at 8te Department of Education

Crescent, Oklahoma

Task Force Members:

Jayson Rongvice-president of the Idaho Association of Commerce and Industry (IACI)

Brian Duncarg chair of Minidoka County School Board and represents the Idaho School Board
Association

Sen. Chuck Winderstate senator and represents Idaho State Senate

Troy Wheelek, Chief Information Officer at State Department of Education
Louie Konkog Chief Financial Officer at State Department of Education




Rob Saueg Deputy Superintadent, Great Teachers and Leaders at State Department of Education
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Appendix D

Sk

Technology Task Force Site Visit Protocol and Expectations

This guidance is intended to clarify the purpose, roles and responsibilities of Students Come First
Technology Task Force members assigned to conduct site visits. Assignments will be made by
subcommittee chairs and SDE staff. The purpose of site vigitsapture successful policy and
practice related to the integration of technology in instruction through interviewing key personnel
(and students), observing instruction and student use of computing devices, and documenting
findings. Task Force memberadaicting site visits will be asked to report their findings to the
Technology Task Force and/or germane subcommittees.

Suggested participants for interviews / focus graups
School Board members

District Technology Directors

District / School Administrators

Teachers engaging technology in the classroom
Students engaging mobile computing in learning
Technology Advisory Councils

Parents

Education stakeholders

= =4 =4 -4 -4 -8 -4 A

Suggested observation events
1 Technology rich classroom insttion
1 Instructional staff professional development focused on integrating technology
1 Technology Advisory Council meetings
9 Staff meetings focused on technology integration

Vendor sales executives will not be part of the site visit process. Only venigdirieeor technical
assistance representatives are allowed to be part of the process.

Site visit representatives (school to be visited) and SDE staff will participate in a conference call
prior to the visit to establish a common agenda, roles and extiexts. Conference call topics will
include:



1 Clarification of expectations of both parties for the site visit

1 Confirmation of site visit participants / groups

1 Review and solidify agenda and logistics

f DfSIYy NBO2YYSYyRIGA2ya FNRY K2ad aAaxidsS NB3IINRA
9 Protocol surrounding vendor interaction

Task Force members will conduct a debrief after the site visit with their respective subcommittees,
and one member of the site vigiroup will give a presentation to the full task force on the visit.
Suggested Introduction Script:

(begin with personal introduction®) ¢ KS & dF S 2F LRIFIK2 NBOSydGfe LI &:
reform laws, titled Students Come First, that include mifsagint focus on the integration of

technology in instruction including a ct@one ratio of computing devices in grade$® (phased

in over time), technological upgrades for every classroom, an instructional management system
(Schoolnet) and digital goii Sy G ® ' & | YSYOSNI 2F LRIK2Q&a ¢SOKyz2f
understand how your school / district successfully integrated technology in instructional practices

FYyR G2 OF LJidzZNB GKS 1S@é& WwWiSaazya f S| Mpr&iR@QelyF NBY @
on YAYydziSaT GKFy|l @2dz F2NJ GF1Ay3a GKS GAYS G2 alL

General Interview Protocol

1. Paint a broad picture of how your school / district has integrated technology in instruction,
what is in place?

a. How have teachers incorporated technology in the classroom?

b. What classroom tools have been most effective?

c. Do you utilize an instructional management system (portal to access student data /
RAIAGIE O2y Syl «k laasSaayvySyidia k AGSY ol y]
What is it ad how does it work?

Describe your digital content, who is the provider?

Were there barriers to teachers adopting technology in their classroom?
For those who have adopted, what got them on board?

Describe how professional development around technology in instruction is
delivered? What is the model?

2. Describe your school / district one to one program?

a. Which grades are included in your one to one program?
b. Which device(s) are in place?
i.  What are the functional (capabilities) advantages of using these devices?
ii.  What are the functional (capabilities) disadvantages of using these devices?
c. How are the devices governed?
i.  Are students assigned their own device or are the checked out?
ii.  Are stucents allowed to take devices home outside of the school day?
iii.  Is WtFi available on your campus (open or closed)?

e oo



iv.  How do you handle filtering / internet safety?
3. Adoption considerations

a. How was your technology integration initiative received when announced?
b. How did you overcome resistance (if any) to the initiative?
c. Describe the communication / rollout strategies to promote awareness and

adoption of the initiative.
d. Is there evidence tt academic achievement has been impacted through the

integration of technology in instruction?
e. How is this measured and what benchmarks are in place?
f. How has the state supported the implementation of technology in instruction?

(services, management, dep2 @ YSyYy (X & dzLJLI2 NI X aGlF GS6ARS L
g1l 26 A& FTdzyRAYy3d KIYyRfSR FT2NJ 2yfAyS O2dzNESS

Student Interview Questions

1. Which grade(s) are you in?
Describe your level of comfort using portable computing devices?
3. Do you have youown personal computer?
a. What device(s) do you own?
4. Do you have internet access at home? (y/n) If not, how does it impact your ability to complete
homework?
a. How do you work around this barrier?
5. Do you currently use a computing device for schoolwork?
6. Which functions do you most commonly use for schoolwork? (word processing, web research,
O2YYdzyAOFGA2Y G6AGK GSFOKSNE 20KSNJ addzRSyidaz S
7. Have you ever taken an online course? What are some examples of online courses you have
taken?
a. What is your perspdive about value of online courses (advantages /
disadvantages)?
8. Does access to a mobile computing device aid your academic success? How?
9. 2 KAOK LIKe&aAOlf OFLIoAfAGASE 61S@062FNR fAIKGP
important for compleing schoolwork?
10. How have school issued mobile computing devices been abused (if applicable)?
11. Can your school do anything different to manage technology better (if applicable)?

N

Parent Interview Questions

1.1 Fa GKS AydSaNIdAzy 2F (SOKyz2f23&8 Ay @&2dz2NJ OK



2. Has personal access to a mobile computing device during the school day increased your
OKAf RQa | OF RSYAO LISNF2NXYI yOSK
a. On what evidence to you base your response?
3. Canyour school do anything different to manage technology better?
4. 126 RAR 82dzNJ OKAf RQa &aO0OK22f LINBLI NBE &2dz T2NJ
sufficient?

Classroom Technology Integration Subcommittee Questions

1. Describe your school / district / state implementation plan for classroom technology?

2. Describe the metrics used to determine student achievement link to technology.

3. Do you have examples of qualitative and quantitative information from teachers and studen
about how it has impacted their learning and teaching?

4. Are students receiving technology certificates?

5. What type of professional development to teachers find most useful?

6. How do schools obtain IT support, whose responsibility is this (district,thherstate, at the
a0K22f tS@Stx NBIA2Yylf &adzZll2 NI OSYyGSNaRIZ SGOXO0K

7. For oneto-one devices, how are the devices purchased (state or local function)?

Do students and/or teachers use the school technology outside of the classroom? How?

9. Do teachers receivedining on the use of the device only or also on integrating technology into
their teaching?

10.52 @2dz LINPOARS |ye GNIAYAYy3I F2N LINByGa 2y K2g
schoolwork? Please describe.

11. Are online classes accepted by institusoof higher education as student transitions to post
secondary programs?

a 2KIFId KFrayQid oSSy I OOSLIWESRK 2KegK

12. To what extent is the effective use of technology in instruction included in teacher evaluations?

13. Is there a model that is used for technology ine#ipn in the classroom?

14. Describe the school / district training plans to address the continued growth of personnel,
families and students.

15. How is accessibility for all populations, including language and disability, addressed?

©
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Appendix E

Informal 1.1 Student Survey

SDE - Students Come First - Student Questions SurveyMonkey

1. The state of Idaho recently passed a package of education reform laws, titled
Students Come First, that include a significant focus on the integration of technology in
Idaho schools, including each student in grades 9-12 being assigned their own
computing device(phased in over time) and technological upgrades for every classroom.
The Technology Task Force is responsible for providing recommendations for the
implementation of Students Come First and is interested in capturing the perspectives
of Idaho students in grades 7-12. This survey is intended for Idaho students to respond
to directly. Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey, all responses are
anonymous. Your honest, thoughtful feedback is appreciated. 1. Which grade are you in?

Response Response

Percent Count

7 23 7% 437
8 26.1% 482
8 14.1% 260
10 e 14.1% 280
11 Bl o7% 178
12 Bl 12.3% 227
answered gquestion 1,844

skipped question 1

1of9



2. Please rate the following statements based upon how strongly you agree or disagree

with the statement.

| have personal experience using a
miobkile computing device (laptop.
tablet, etc...).

| am excited about the idea of
teachers/administrators receiving

mobile computing devices.

| can envision how
teachers/administrators could use
mobile computing devices to make

instruction maore engaging.

I am excited about the idea of
students receiving mobile
computing devices for their

schoohwork.

| have some concerns that need to
be addressed before | will feel fully
comfortable with implementing one-

to-one (one device assigned per
student) mobile computing devices

in ldaho high schools.

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly i Rating
Disagree Disagres Agres Agree Average
21.4% 69.5% 1.8%
3.3% (51) 4.0% (74) 3.60
(384) (1,279) (23)
0.2% 11.4% 36.0% 38.6% 4.7% 500
(170} (210) (BE2) 710} (a7} '
0.4% 13.3% 36.1% ITE% 3.4% 508
(172} (245) (883) (694) (83) ’
13.3% T.4% 17_.5% 59 9% 1.89% 328
(244) (135) (322) (1,093) (35) ’
23.4% 19.4% 24.5% 24.3% B.4% 254
(429} (356) (450) [446) (154) '

answered question

skipped question

3. Rate your level of comfort using portable computing devices?

Comfort

WVery Slightly Not at all Rating
Comfortable Comfortable Comfortable Average
74.9% (1,381) 21.5% (397) 3.8% (88) 1.29

answered question

skipped question

2of9

Response

Count

1.841

1,838

1.837

1,835

1,835

1,844

Response

Count

1,844



4. Do you have your own computing device?

yes

i

5. Do you have internet access at home?

yes

i

Response
Percent

T1.5%

28.5%

answered question

skipped question

Response
Percent

BE.9%

13.1%

answered question

skipped question

6. Do you currently use a computing device for your schoolwork?

scale

Hever

11.0% (202}

Sometimes

58.6%
(1,081)

Jofdg

Most of the

time

10.8% (388)

All of the Rating
time Average

10.8% (105) 2.30

answered question

skipped question

Response

Count

1,318

Response

Count

1,602

Response

Count



7. How important are the following capabilities when using computing devices for

schoolwork?

Collaboration and communication
between teachers and students

Collaboration and communication
betwesen students

Mote taking

Task
Management/Scheduling/Organization

Research (Internet, Database,

Library Systems, ete...}

Writing/Journaling

Uploading/Downloading/Revising

classroom assignments digitally

Delivering presentations

Content Creation (Audio/Videa)

Content Creation (Text)

Digital Textbook

Access to currently used software

applications

Student Response Systems
(participating in quizzes, class polls,
eto._.}

Teust-to-speech

Spesch-to-text

NA - Not
Applicable

3.6% (B7)

2.8% (47)

2.3% (42)

1.6% (30)

1.3% (24)

2.2% (41)

2.8% (52)

2.5% (48)

3.3% (80)

4.2% (77)

4.2% (77)

3.6% (65)

2.8% (51)

7.8% (130)

7.4% (134)

Important

o

]

Mot

5.8%

(107)

7.5%
(138)

7.0%
(128)

1% (34)

1% (38)

9.7%
(178)

8.4%
(154)

8.6%
(124)

7.5%
{138)

7.0%
(127}

10.3%
(187}

8.8%
{(121)

7.2%
(131}

13.5%
(247)

12.1%
(220)

4of 9

Less

Important

9.6%
(178}

15.0%
(275)

11.4%
(208}

11.5%
(212}

5.9%
(107}

19.8%
(262}

14.8%
(271}

15.9%
(201)

16.4%
(300}

16.3%
(287}

18.5%
(301}

13.3%
(243)

13.8%
(252}

198.2%
(351}

20.2%
(367}

Slightly
Important

20.0%
(550}

33.0%
(608)

30.1%
(552)

28.5%
(523)

24.3%
(444)

34 6%
(634)

30.1%
(552)

32.7%
(507)

32.7%
(508)

34 5%
(632)

30.1%
(548)

32.8%
(508)

31.0%
(568)

32.2%
(590)

30.4%
(552)

Very

Important

51.0%
(238)

41.9%
(770)

49.3%
(905)

53.2%
(977)

66.4%
[4,214)

33.7%
617}

43.9%
(B04)

41.9%
(T&8)

40.1%
(733)

IT.T%
(685)

38.9%
(709)

43.9%
(803)

45.3%
(829)

27.5%
(503)

20.9%
(544)

Rating

Average

3.

3.04

3.27

3.52

3.04

3.05

209

3.07

Res|
C



Printing of assignments and 2.1% (38) B.3% 8.9% 25.0% HT.6%
materials from device to printers ) (115} (162) (455) (1,048)

3.30

answered question

skipped question

8. What additional computing device functions do you feel are important for
schoolwork?

answered question

skipped guestion

9. Have you ever taken an online course?

Response

Percent
yes 37.T%
no 62.3%

answered question

skipped guestion

10. What excites (or concerns) you about taking online courses in the future?

answered question

skipped guestion

Sof9

Response

Count

Response

Count

Response

Count

1,844

1,844



11. Do you believe having your own computing device throughout the school day would

improve your learning and academic performance?

yes

12. Please explain how:

no

Gof9

Response Response

Percent Count
T2.0% 1,327
28.0% 517
answered question 1,844
skipped question 1
Response

Count
1,707
answered question 1,707
skipped question 138



13. Please rate the top five physical attributes you feel are most important for mobile
computing device use in schoolwork-#1 is the highest ranking (rate only your top five)

Device is lightweight and portable

Device is durable (designed to
handle “abuse™)

Device has a large, bright screen
with a screen resolution high
enough to handle modern

applicafions and web content

Device has a physical keyboard

Device has a touchscreen on which
the user can “write” on the screen
wsing a finger or stylus or use an

onscreen keyboard

Device has integrated camera(s)
for creating video content or
accessing video conferencing

applications

Device has integrated microphone
for capturing audio content

Device has integrated speakers or
headphone jack to reproduce [

listen to audio content

Device has expansion ports
allowing external peripherals (i.e.
camera memory cards, thumb

drives, keyboards, mice, etc_..)

Device has a long-lasting battery
that can last through an entire

school day

Device has wireless networking

capabilities

Five

34.1%
(338)

33.5%

1519)

34.3%
1473)

31.3%
(448)

32T%
(483)

32.8%
(423)

33.5%
1418)

36.6%
512)

36.6%
(533)

40.7%
(668)

40.6%
(660)

Four

11.6%
{188)

12.8%
(188}

14.8%
(208}

16.2%
(231}

15.1%
(214}

16.6%
(220}

17.8%
(223)

15.1%
(211)

12.7%
(200}

2.0%
(132)

8.7%
(141}

Tofg

Three

14.3%
(225}

10.3%

(158}

15.9%
(222}

15.4%
(220}

12.6%
(178}

18.1%
(213}

15.1%
(188}

12.0%
(188}

12.6%
(184}

7.8%
(128)

7.8%
(128}

Two

11.1%
(175)

12.5%

(183)

11.0%
(154}

14.5%
(208)

13.1%
(188)

13.5%
(178}

12.8%
{153}

13.3%
(188)

11.5%
(187)

£.4%
(137}

8.7%
(141)

One

28.7%
(452}

30.8%

(478)

23.9%
(334}

22.5%
(321}

26.5%
(378}

21.0%
(278)

20.7%
(252}

23.1%
(323)

25.6%
(373)

35.1%
(575)

1%
(534}

Rating
Average

2.89

2.64

275

281

273

2.82

27

276

answered question

skipped question

Response

Count

1,574

1.547

1,385

1,424

1418

1,325

1,248

1,400

1,457

1,640

1,625

1,844















































































































