2002 Annual Report - Connecticut Commission for Educational Technology  


2002 Annual Report

of the 
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In Public Act 00-187, Governor Rowland, Lt. Governor Rell and the State Legislature crafted a vision for the use of educational technology in the State’s public schools, libraries and public and private colleges and universities.  In doing so, they challenged a myriad of state agencies and institutions to work collaboratively to extend technology’s benefits to the students and citizens of Connecticut.  

The legislation also created the Connecticut Commission for Educational Technology (CET; Commission) and assigned to it a number of implementation and coordinating tasks.  One of them is to report, annually, on the progress made towards achieving the state’s educational technology goals.  It is well suited to do that not only because it has been specifically assigned the coordinating role, but also because its members come from the impacted spheres: colleges and universities, public schools and libraries, state agencies, and the private sector.  

The CET operates in accordance with the following mission statement developed by its own Strategic Planning Committee:

The Commission for Educational Technology is empowered by the General Assembly to envision, coordinate, and oversee the management and successful integration of technology in Connecticut’s schools, libraries, colleges and universities.  As the state’s principal educational technology advisor, the Commission will ensure the effective and equitable use of resources, without duplication, and will engender cooperation and collaboration in creating and maintaining technology-based tools for use by all the people of Connecticut.

This report, enumerating its and its partner agencies’ significant activities during calendar 2002, is submitted on behalf of the Commission. 

Please see Attachment A, appended to this Annual Report, for a list of the Commission’s members during 2002.

Overview

2002, like the year before it, was a year noted by many significant accomplishments but also one in which the advance of educational technology in Connecticut continued to be frustrated by a number of systemic problems, many of which were noted in the 2001 Annual Report.  The Commission for Educational Technology’s prior years’ planning activities bore fruit as they began to give way to a number of successful implementations, pilot projects, and collaborative endeavors.   On the other hand, the educational technology agenda continued to be plagued by a significant lack of operational funds and by the inability to access bond funds that were authorized for the Connecticut Education Network.

Two positive characteristics of the Commission’s work and that of its partner agencies give hope for 2003 and beyond: cooperation and collaboration.  

There has been increased cooperation between the agencies and representatives seated at the Commission’s table and a high level of ‘buy in’ by them to an emerging consensus regarding Connecticut’s educational technology agenda.  Nowhere is that new tone exhibited better than in two of the significant products produced by the Commission during the year: its Long-Range Technology Plan, and its Two-Year Interagency Budget.  These companion documents each work towards the same, exciting transformative vision of education and commit these agencies and representatives to specific roles in helping to achieve it.  Adherence to and support of these two crucial documents are key if Connecticut is to improve its standing among its national and international peers in the area of educational technology.  

2002 also saw the maturation of collaborative efforts between the Commission and many other state efforts.  These two trends hold out the promise of providing efficiencies and leveraging the outlay of dollars, both extremely important in these times of scarce resources. It is increasingly becoming clear that many of these other efforts can be greatly enhanced with the deployment of the Connecticut Education Network, and it is equally clear that many of them will add great value to it.

This annual report will enumerate the year’s Accomplishments.  Prior to doing so, though, it will provide a number of Observations that the Commission feels will be useful to law- and policy-makers in truly understanding what a technology-enhanced environment can and cannot do for us, and they impediments that block progress’ way.  They provide a stark assessment of the challenges that confront us as we try to harness the potential of technology for our State.  Finally, the report will conclude by putting forth key Recommendations that the Commission feels are needed in order to protect the State’s investments in technology.

OBSERVATIONS

Many of these observations were also included in the Commission’s 2001 Annual Report.  They are updated and restated here because they are felt to be even more valid and illuminating today than they were last year. 

Sense of  Urgency

Connecticut’s nearly constant ranking at the top of the nation’s K-12 schools masks its less than stellar performance in educational technology.  Conversely, technology has the ability to impact in a substantive manner our state’s future educational performance, both for the better and for the worse.
Technology’s capacity to rewrite the rules of business and education creates a future in which past laurels count for little.  Internationally, some of the boldest commitments to technology are seen in countries not known for their leadership in education or the economy.  Similarly, some of the sharpest gains that show up in scorecards of the states are in states heretofore known as followers, and not as leaders.  These trends should be of concern to those of us in Connecticut.

The 2002 State New Economy Index, published by the Progressive Policy Institute (PPI), uses a variety of economic indicators to assess states’ progress as they adapt to the new economic order.  In a manner reinforcing the Commission’s belief in the nexus between investments in educational technology and, ultimately, economic performance, the 2002 report looks at Technology in Schools as one of the indicators of a state’s economic performance.  This indicator, as used by PPI in the index, is a weighted measure of five factors measuring computer and internet use in schools.  It ranks Connecticut’s performance as 47th out of the 50 states.

Because of the increasingly undisputed links between providing robust, educational technology offerings, and improved teaching and learning, the Commission is concerned that backing off of technology will have severe, negative impacts.  Most national pundits point to investments in education that Connecticut made in the early to mid-1980’s as the single most important cause of today’s high performance.  The Commission is asking the State to make a similar investment today that will provide marvelous benefits for decades to come to new generations of learners. 

Belief in the Network

The work of the Commission and its supporters is significantly undermined by the belief shared by many teachers, administrators and officials that the Connecticut Educational Network, the underpinning of the entire initiative, will never be built.  

Why do they have this concern?

Many in the educational community have observed the sporadic nature of the funding for the Network and the Commission’s and DOIT’s inability to access any of the funds authorized for the current year, FY03.  They interpret that either as a lack of State support for the network or an inability on the part of the State to understand the level of support needed, and conclude that it will never be built.  Others believe that the network might be built but that because of the slow pace of the deployment due to these same lack of funds, their own town’s connection to it is so far in the future that alternate plans – taking them in directions unalterably oppositional to the Network – must be made.  In fact, they are daily being pressured by vendors to make long term commitments for network services and content that they know will ultimately be available to them via the network.  They just don’t know when they’ll be connected.

They are also concerned, as is the Commission, that whatever support there is exists on the capital side and not on the operating side of the budget.  So, there is a double-edged nature to seeking funds.  As the Network is deployed, however slowly, that progress creates a larger and larger operating deficit and glaringly highlights the lack of support for network content and professional development, both key ingredients for a comprehensive, successful implementation.

2002 provided the most explicit examples of this reticence as a few towns declined to be connected to the Network, and others were connected but were reluctant to become activated on it.  

Community of Learners

A fully deployed network creates what is known as a Community of Learners.  That is, all users, by virtue of their connection to the network, are connected to each other.  A robust network needs a critical mass of these learners, each of whom is invested in its success and synergistically contributes to it.  

Many members of the higher education community were the first to be connected to the network.  That was relatively easy to do because of geography, the relative sophistication of the institutions and their technology staffs, and their small numbers.  What was unusual, though, was the ease with which they came together at DOIT multiple times to discuss common issues and ways of working together.  Not only were the various constituent units of public higher education in the same room, their colleagues from the independent colleges and universities joined them – a rare gathering, indeed.

They quickly discovered a number of joint efforts and purchasing opportunities that are being pursued and that will result in savings or increased services to them.  In anticipation of the day when the community will be joined by Connecticut’s public schools, they are also talking about ways they can work with, provide content to, and/or mentor the teachers of these schools.

The ‘Learning Community’ concept is one of the drivers of getting all of the schools, libraries and colleges on the Network in a relatively short period of time.  The perceived inability to do so is part of what creates the sense of urgency, because it tears at the binding community fabric.
The Promise of Technology is a Difficult Message to Disseminate

Adults use technology, but they don’t have the ‘warm and fuzzies’ about it.  While they feel technology crashing in from all sides, kids, right down to the pre-schoolers, manipulate devices and multi-task with the ease once reserved for adding a column of numbers on a calculator. When a technology expert is needed in the classroom, it is often one or more of the students that is called upon to take the lead, thereby inverting the usual and historical power relationship between a teacher and the student.

The educational technology agenda is very transformational and represents a significant departure from the past. Adults recognize technology’s unstoppable nature and the need for it, but they embrace it tentatively because they don’t understand it and they haven’t experienced it fully.

The Commission must continue to improve the manner in which educational technology and its potential is conveyed to law- and policy-makers.  

Resources

The Commission, although it has a staff of one, is looked upon as a small agency and has corresponding demands placed on it.  It does enjoy borrowed services from other state agencies, chief among them the Department of Information Technology, to help carry out its agenda.

As the State’s investment in technology increases, as the infrastructure is increasingly put in place, and as schools, colleges and libraries are connected to the network, there is no corresponding investment in the resources needed to govern, operate and maintain it, and to monitor its success.  That puts the State’s investment significantly at risk.

Accomplishments

Long Range Technology Plan

One of the most significant tasks contained in the Commission’s enabling legislation was to charge it with the preparation of an Educational Technology Plan for the State. 

The Commission did just that this past year, embarking on an almost yearlong effort that engaged every one of its members.  The published plan, adopted on December 19, 2002, “provides a roadmap for bringing the power of technology, in a unified, cost-efficient and coherent manner, to the State’s public schools and libraries, and to its colleges and universities and beyond…it represents what’s at the core of a comprehensive, 21st Century education”.

The Plan ended up being a more far-reaching document than at first envisioned, emboldened by the ability of technology to pierce the normal boundaries separating the world of education from those outside it.  It challenges not only its base constituency but also its newfound partners to help achieve the following Commissions goals:

· Inprove teaching and learning in Connecticut,

· Provide educational equity,

· Utilize the economies of scale to provide more for less,

· Increase the competitiveness of the Connecticut workforce and prepare students for the world of work, and

· Create the capacity to implement educational technology in Connecticut

The Plan is appended as Attachment B to this Annual Report.

Two-Year Interagency Budget  - SFY 04 and SFY 05

The preparation of the two-year budget was another significant issue that engaged the full Commission during the year.  It necessarily enunciates the resources needed to make the promise of technology, as outlined in the Plan, become a reality.

It represents the State’s first comprehensive, interagency effort that stakes out the level of support needed by each of the Commission’s constituencies.  While the costs are high, the services they will support provide the beginning of many opportunities to reduce overall costs, provide for user cost-shares, and to make the outlay of constant dollars go further than they currently do.

The dollars requested for the biennium are intended to complete the job of extending the Connecticut Education Network to a Point of Presence, or hub, in each community.  The input that was gathered during the strategic planning process clearly supports doing so within that time frame and then further extending the network in the ensuing years.  

The Budget is appended as Attachment C to this Annual Report.

The Connecticut Education Network (CEN)

The Department of Information Technology (DOIT) is the agency charged with developing the Connecticut Education Network, a state-of-the-art broadband communications network capable of interconnecting Connecticut’s K-12 public schools, public and private higher education campuses and library locations throughout the State.  When deployed, the CEN will enable new collaborative opportunities among all connected sites and it will provide expanded secure network capabilities for individual schools wishing to access each other or the Internet.  

The Connecticut Educational Network’s optical backbone will provide the long-term flexibility necessary to attain the most efficient deployment and operation of the network.  As educational usage and advanced network applications evolve, the initial investment in an optical backbone will assure that the network can evolve with the needs of Connecticut’s educators.  Where possible, this network will be developed using Internet Protocol (IP) implemented directly on fiber optic cable.  This strategy is known as “IP on Glass” or “Ethernet on Glass” and is considered to be leading edge for new networks.

More than that, the network is the infrastructure and the required ingredient if the goals of the Commission are at all to be achieved.

In addition to approximately 20 connections each to libraries and to higher education sites, 2002 also saw the CEN go ‘live’ for school districts in August.  The Network has a robust new Internet filtering system to protect students from unwanted network content and redundant high-speed fiber optic connections to the Internet through DOIT and the University of Connecticut.

Many of the districts have ‘cut over’ and are actively using the CEN, while others are in the final planning stages of making the switchover.  Some few districts have expressed reticence about joining the Network because of their concerns about the level of State financial support for it and the entire educational technology agenda.

The following chart itemizes the school districts connected to the CEN as of mid-January: 

CEN CONNECTED as of 1/15/03

1. Ansonia 
10. Hartford 
19. North Haven 

2. Bristol 
11. Meriden 
20. Orange (Amity Regional) 

3. Canaan 
12. Middletown 
21. Plainfield 

4. Cheshire 
13. Milford 
22. Salem 

5. Danbury 
14. Naugatuck 
23. Seymour 

6. Derby 
15. New Canaan 
24. Shelton 

7. East Haven 
16. New Haven 
25. Wallingford 

8. East Windsor 
17. Newington 
26. West Haven 

9. Hamden 
18. New London 
27. West Hartford 

** Cromwell (28) and Wethersfield (29) will be added as a result of under budget expenses on leased fiber activities. 
CEN Portal

As the Connecticut Education Network came online, DOIT unveiled a new Internet Web page, under Connecticut’s E-GOV framework, for the CEN.  The site includes not only policy, architecture, filtering, security and technical details, but also real-time status monitoring and network traffic accounting for the individual connected sites.

The CEN portal also includes private information for each school district, including reporting data collected by DOIT as part of the on-site school survey process.  The portal allows DOIT, the CEN and the State Department of Education (SDE) to maintain current information about each individual school district’s technology programs and is now actively used by SDE in evaluating grant applications from school districts for SDE technology funds.  The portal also allows the CEN team to publish news updates to connected participants and interested parties about Network activities.  

Visit the portal at:


http://www.ct.gov/cen
Alignment of SDE Programs
Increasingly in 2002, the State Department of Education used its programs and control of technology funds in a manner that provided a high level of support for the emerging educational technology agenda.

Technology infrastructure dollars, in the amount of $4.5M, were doled out in a manner strongly encouraging districts to spend them in accordance with the recommendations found in the DOIT district reports.  Doing so helped to assure that districts would have what is necessary to connect to the CEN and have its benefits fully enjoyed within the classrooms.

The Department is also using $1.5 million per year from the federal No Child Left Behind legislation in support of technology professional development.  These funds were directed through the local school districts to the Regional Education Service Centers to provide skill training on the Department’s teacher and administrator competencies. Over 8000 educators from one hundred fifty-six districts participated in at least one professional development offering.

Twenty districts were awarded funding to implement the following: 

· Establish or expand  public-private partnerships, designed to increase access to technology for students and teachers, with special emphasis on the access of high-need schools to technology;

· Adapt or expand existing and new applications of technology to enable teachers to increase student academic achievement;

· Acquire proven and effective courses and curricula that include integrated technology and are designed to help students meet challenging State academic content and student academic achievement standards;

· Develop or expand efforts to connect schools and teachers with parents and students to promote meaningful parental involvement, to foster increased communication about curricula, assignments, and assessments between students, parents, and teachers, and to assist parents to understand the technology being applied in their child's education, so that parents are able to reinforce at home the instruction their child receives at school;

· Prepare one or more teachers in elementary schools and secondary schools as technology leaders who are provided with the means to serve as experts and train other teachers in the effective use of technology, and provide bonus payments to the technology leaders;

· Acquire, adapt, expand, implement, repair, and maintain existing and new applications of technology, to support the school reform effort and to improve student academic achievement, including technology literacy;  

· Acquire connectivity linkages, resources, and services (including the acquisition of hardware and software and other electronically delivered learning materials) for use by teachers, students, academic counselors, and school library media personnel in the classroom, in academic and college counseling centers, or in school library media centers, in order to improve student academic achievement;

· Collect, manage, and analyze data to inform and enhance teaching and school improvement efforts;

· Implement performance measurement systems to determine the effectiveness of education technology programs funded under this subpart, particularly in determining the extent to which activities funded under this subpart are effective in integrating technology into curricula and instruction, increasing the ability of teachers to teach, and enabling students to meet challenging State academic content and student academic achievement standards; and

· Develop, enhance, or implement information technology courses.

Sixteen districts received funding to develop Blue Chip Schools, which will showcase the integration of multimedia technology into student-centered and inquiry-based instructional practices that result in improved student performance, increased parent involvement and enriched instructional effectiveness. 

A total of $2.75M was awarded to these 36 districts.

The Department is also taking the lead in providing an Educational Technology Plan Template for school districts.  Importantly, the template helps protect the investment the State made in surveying districts a year ago and in generating a technology database.  The template asks that districts access their data at the CEN portal and update it with current information thereby providing the State with an always current source of district and state technology information.

The Department also funded the Connecticut Association of Boards of Education (CABE) to develop and publish the results of a survey on the use of technology in Connecticut public schools, published an educational technology newsletter, expanded its technology listserv and professional development database, and coordinated the Gates leadership training with the University of Connecticut.  Plans are underway to develop and conduct a portal pilot to be housed on the Connecticut Education Network.

iCONN: the Connecticut Digital Library

The Connecticut Digital Library, or iCONN, administered by the Connecticut State Library and the Department of Higher Education, serves as a selection of information databases and other electronic resources to support the educational, cultural, personal and economic interests of the state’s citizens.  

iCONN  provides access to magazine articles, reference books, newspaper articles, images and more.  It serves a variety of needs including supporting student homework, and business and consumer health research.  Magazine and newspaper databases targeting different age groups and needs make iCONN a valuable and useful resource for students of all ages from kindergarten through college, as well as the general public.

These resources were used nearly 5 million times in FY 2002, and use has increased during the first six months of this fiscal year.  To date, 95% of principal public libraries, 92% of public schools, and 100% of public and independent colleges and universities have registered to use iCONN.

ICONN is the network’s best example of the efficiencies of group purchasing, since it is estimated that if schools, libraries and colleges purchased the databases individually, the cost of doing so would exceed by twenty-fold the State’s outlay for iCONN.  And, as usage has increased, the cost per search continues to go down.
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Some of the ways that schools and libraries have used iCONN resources:

From Joan Warren, Library Media Center, Montville High School:

iCONN.org has been an excellent resource for all four grade levels and almost all subjects. Discovering Collection and Wilson Biography have been the most heavily used in our English and Social Studies departments because the biographies are inclusive, accurate and have a clear picture of the subject. Our Forensics class has found information for their independent projects on Infotrac which was unavailable at our independently purchased science source site. Having the choice of full-text as well as citations lets students reach well beyond our own library. Two of our English teachers have students using "What do I read next" to help with their book selection. 

From Judy Eisenberg, Electronic Services Librarian, West Hartford Public Library:

The iCONN databases have significantly increased the scope and depth of our online collection. They have also saved us a considerable amount of money. Last year, . . . we were able to save over $7500. This savings allowed us to subscribe to additional online databases that were formerly beyond our reach. 

From Andy Geremia, a parent: 

What a fantastic free resource!  Thank you to all involved for making this resource available to library card holders.  It is perfect the way the resources are broken down by school ages. It took 1 minute to find an age appropriate article on seals for my 2nd grader. Similar attempts using search engines like Google took five times as long. 

From Joe Viola, Milner Elementary School, Hartford:

My students and faculty use iconn.org everyday for research projects related to classroom instruction as well as graduate courses teachers are taking. 

From David L. McChesney, Library Liaison-Business, Economics, Agricultural & Resource Economics, Research and Information Services, Homer Babbidge Library, UCONN:

iCONN has been wonderful for UConn's business program. Two databases we use heavily are ABI Inform Global and InfoTrac One File. 

The InfoTrac One File tends to be used by our undergraduates and ABI is used by our MBA's and PhDs. These databases have high quality content and excellent search software. Many of our students will be joining Connecticut businesses and I can't think of a better way to illustrate the need for the iConn program. 

From Joseph E. Brady, a patron: 

What a fantastic resource. I am working on my Masters in Teaching (Sacred Heart University at Lisbon) and heard about this web site from other students. This has saved me an incredible amount of traveling and search time. 

Judy Lhamon, Acting Head of Reference and SCORE Manager, Silas Bronson Library (Waterbury): 

Because of our dire budget situation, the library has had to cancel dozens of subscriptions to popular magazines and professional journals.  The good news is that articles from many of these magazines, newspapers, and journals are available in Full Text from the Connecticut Digital Library, www.iconn.org.  They can be accessed from any computer hooked up to the Internet. 

Learn more about the Connecticut Digital Library at:



http://www.iconn.org
Recommendations for Professional Development

“If someone brings a lot of technology into your school district, and doesn’t provide staff development, the only thing that will change is your electric bill.” – David Thornburg

The Commission’s Sub-Committee on Professional Development culminated a lengthy study with the publication of recommendations for effective technology professional development.  Like Thornburg, they, too, strongly believed that educators must attain proficiency in the identified competencies in order to successfully integrate technology-based experiences into the learning process. 

In order to develop and sustain a rigorous program in Connecticut, the Sub-Committee made recommendations in three key areas:  adequate and sustained funding must be provided, with institutions allocating 25% of their technology expenditures to planned professional development; funding must be based on a district, school, or higher education technology that includes both a professional development and an assessment component; and that the Connecticut Departments of Education and Higher Education shall report annually to the Commission regarding progress made on meeting these recommendations.

The full report is appended as Attachment D to this Annual Report.

Universal Service Fund Application

During the Fall of 2002, DOIT and the Commission worked to prepare an application for federal E rate discounts utilizing the skills of an independent consultant with a proven track record in this area.  Although the filing of the application was one of the original charges to the Commission from its enabling legislation, until now there had been a lack of sufficient resources to secure the necessary talent.

The applicant will seek federal funds for qualifying expenses during E rate Year 6, which is the same as SFY04, and represents a wonderful opportunity to use the State’s investment in technology to leverage significant Universal Service funds.  Preliminarily, it is expected that for every State expenditure of $.45, the federal government will chip in $.55.

Network Content

The Commission’s efforts to provide content to the CEN have been drastically hindered by the lack any funds for this purpose.  Nevertheless, intriguing examples of sites, applications, tools, and the like are beginning to populate the Network and others are poised to migrate onto it soon.

Discussions with Connecticut’s own CTN and CPTV have raised the prospect of having exciting video content on the Network along with the CTN’s State Civics Toolbox.  Geared for high school and middle school level instruction, this free teacher resource combines research, discussion, and mock legislature classroom activities with video of actual legislative debates from the General Assembly.  A CTN presence on the Network would also allow remote, multi-site legislative hearings to take place and to be witnessed by classrooms throughout the State.  The partnership with CPTV would enable much of the broadcaster’s educational and cultural content to be used by teachers, and it would provide a pathway to the marvelous professional development vignettes from the Annenberg/Corporation for Public Broadcasting channel.  Over time, much of this video content will be available digitally and on-demand.

Uconn’s Neag School of Education will be a content provider for the CEN.  Key areas will include: SDE-funded and Uconn developed technology assessment tools; classroom to classroom exercises in group decision making to take place between classes in state or on an international scale through the Global Education Project; and the Classroom of the Sea, an effort to help teach the sciences to the hearing impaired, which will be webcast form the sea and linked to the American School for the Deaf.

Very promising is the SDE decision to take the lead and pilot an eLearning platform that has the potential to have a powerful impact on teacher and student use of technology in the classroom.  The platform supports school communications and administrative functions and allows for the easy sharing of ideas and content between students, teachers, schools, and other non-Connecticut users.  Pilot sites for this activity will be the Office of Workforce Competitiveness sponsored Connecticut Career Choices schools that are connected to CEN, underscoring the increasing symbiosis between the educational and workforce communities.

Statewide Contracts and Agreements

The Department of Information Technology, utilizing the leveraging power of the State, has negotiated many favorable IT contracts that are available to political subdivisions including local boards of education.  All contracts and supplements are available for viewing on the DOIT Procurement web site at:



http://www.doit.state.ct.us/purchase/main/awards.htm
Other Partners, Other Accomplishments

Office of Workforce Competitiveness (OWC): The growing partnership between OWC, on the one hand, and the Commission and DOIT has the potential to showcase the advantages of leveraging multiple interests and initiatives.  What began as a simple request to have OWC comment on the Commission’s workforce strategic goal has led to the identification of a number of activities of mutual interest.  

The OWC-initiated Connecticut Career Choices with pilot school sites around the state provided the impetus to the Commission and the SDE to consider piloting an eLearning platform that could significantly benefit all of Connecticut’s schools.  OWC’s interest in having Connecticut and New England become hubs of trained IT talent, and their concomitant understanding of the economic benefits of ubiquitous broadband access has led to the Office becoming one of the biggest champions of building out the CEN in a timely manner.

Connecticut Network (CTN): The Commission’s proposed activities with CTN should deliver multiple benefits to each partner and to the constituencies they serve.

As mentioned above, under Network Content, CTN is expected to provide a contemporary and interactive approach to teaching civics at the state level.  Conversely, the Network presence will allow CTN to get its signal to cable head ends around the State and to more ably fulfill its mission by allowing multi-site or two way public hearings from around the state.  The linkage will also allow the Governor to have immediate on-air access to the citizens of the state from the armory in the event of an emergency.

Connecticut Distance Learning Consortium (CTDLC):  The Connecticut Distance Learning Consortium now includes 37 Connecticut colleges and universities.  In addition, there are 10 Affiliate members from outside higher education whose missions also include learning.  The CTDLC has expanded its reach from higher education to include the K-12 community and the state’s workforce development efforts.  The CTDLC is also working with other State agencies or organizations including the Office of Workforce Competitiveness, the Department of Administrative Services, and the Commission for Educational Technology. 

The Consortium was successful in 2002 in either securing or successfully utilizing funds from a variety of sources.  It was awarded a two-year $500,000 grant to manage the Web-based Learning in the Adult Credit Diploma Program for the Bureau of Career and Adult Education (BCAE) of the State Department of Education.  The CTDLC also received a three-year $458,000 U.S. Department of Education’s Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE) grant to pursue a set of objectives in collaboration with 11 Connecticut higher education institutions.  And finally, it continues working to improve quality in online teaching, academic services and outcomes assessment.  In the second year of this work, funded by the Davis Foundation with a three-year $360,000 grant, the 8 public, private, two- and four-year institutions continue to focus on research, best assessment practices, and developing a robust and economical response to the advising, career counseling, and library needs of online students, as well as continuing to build the collaborative tutoring center.  The number of institutions participating in the online tutoring center has grown from the original 8 to 14, with the new participants actually paying to be part of the collaborative tutoring project.

The CTDLC continues to see dramatic growth in the number of online course and student enrollment, as evidenced in the two graphs below.
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For the five years of its existence, the CTDLC has been surveying online students to discover their motivation, satisfaction, and demographics.  The CTDLC online survey asks students their reasons for taking online courses and their responses show that the prime driver for online learning is still convenience (72% rate time and place flexibility as the key reason they chose an online course).  But the CTDLC is also beginning to see increases in the number of students who report that they choose online learning for the quality of the courses (50%) and who actually prefer the online learning format (38%). As in any business, repeat customers are the sign of a good product, and these responses indicate that online students are coming back for more.

These data also include 83% who report being satisfied or very satisfied with their courses and 80% who identify themselves as being between age 25 and 54.

For more information on the Consortium, visit:



http://www.ctdlc.org
Computer Donations:  The Commission administered a computer donation program sponsored by the Office of the Speaker of the House.  During 2002, over 1000 computers donated by UBS Warburg were delivered to a number of Connecticut schools for use in the classroom.  

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission for Educational Technology’s recommendations follow from its experiences of the past three years, the observations already listed in this report, and what it has learned about successful and unsuccessful technology implementations in other states and other countries.  They are:

Complete the Connecticut Education Network by FY05

The Commission strongly recommends that the network build-out be completed by FY04, and not at the current pace that will span in excess of eight years.  A strong signal must be sent to schools, colleges and libraries that the State is definitely committed to completing the network, and that it understands the urgency in completing it quickly.  To do less will cause an erosion of support and could cause districts to opt out of the network and its important community of learners.

Provide adequate, ongoing financial support for the operational elements of the educational technology agenda

The promise of the network will never be realized if adequate State support is not given to the many of its ongoing components.  

They include:

· Technical training and support, in accord with the recommendations of the Commission’s Technical Support and Training Committee

· Network services such as E-mail, Web Hosting and Calendaring

· Continued funding to local districts and libraries to make them technologically ready to connect with the network, in accord with the recommendations in the technology surveys conducted by DOIT

· Continued funding for the Connecticut Digital Library and the Connecticut Distance Learning Consortium

· Funding for a core level of content to be made available to the K-12 community in accord with the recommendations of the Content and ad Hoc Content Committees

· Continued funding for the State Department of Education for ongoing Professional Development

· Continued funding for the Parent Tech Academy

· Increased funding for the Commission for Educational Technology so that it may carry out its responsibilities

Provide adequate, dedicated resources in other state agencies to support the educational technology agenda

This recommendation has two parts.  The number of people allocated to the tasks will need to be increased as the network leaps from the drawing board into the world of reality.  Equally important will be the need for a core group of them to be fully dedicated to this, and only this, project.

ATTACHMENT A:

2002 COMMISSION MEMBERSHIP

ATTACHMENT B:

LONG RANGE TECHNOLOGY PLAN

ATTACHMENT C:

TWO-YEAR INTERAGENCY BUDGET

ATTACHMENT D:

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
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Searches by Audience - PIE (2)
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YTY Searches by Audience
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2002 & 03  Monthly Usage

						Month		Academic ICONN-A		ICONN-D		ICONN-E		ICONN-M		ICONN-H		ICONN-P		K-12 Total		ICONN-L		ICONN-O		ICONN-S		Public Library Total		2002 Total

				1		July-03		43,602		609		114		18		336		253		1,330		31,343		3,592		540		37,173		82,105		Jul

				2		August-03		40,427		5,001		211		44		3,700		354		9,476		40,457		2,022		697		45,166		95,069		Aug

				3		September-03		140,744		29,405		5,338		4,332		19,032		3,507		64,798		67,657		515		602		71,945		277,487		Sep

				4		October-03		250,029		76,804		10,323		6,886		39,143		8,229		147,453		132,221		5,895		348		143,978		541,460		Oct

				5		November-03		276,576		85,588		7,122		17,324		38,934		8,990		165,343		150,776		9,443		699		166,482		608,401		Nov

				6		December-03		157,606		71,300		5,343		16,615		41,106		5,622		145,034		115,182		2,515		492		123,427		426,067		Dec

				7		January-03		83,927		85,679		7,165		29,335		40,879		17,095		189,056		126,238		4,369		499		136,769		409,752		Jan

				8		Febuary 2002		212,419		72,571		4,366		21,637		48,191		12,204		172,002		126,482		2,746		790		135,530		519,951		Feb

				9		March-03		202,670		106,795		3,868		23,086		53,683		8,668		211,089		150,090		5,561		1,012		163,991		577,750		Mar

				10		April-03		294,929		82,224		10,263		30,122		46,058		14,992		193,116		106,789		3,245		1,008		118,827		606,872		Apr

				11		May-03		126,096		90,860		6,995		18,726		41,105		10,149		176,253		128,660		4,705		1,015		140,616		442,965		May

				12		June-03		88,781		15,756		311		2,119		5,837		851		27,693		71,660		3,202		686		80,793		197,267		Jun

				13		July-03		83,529		3,987		30		156		670		1,616		6,821		58,532		4,391		791		70,942		161,292		Jul

				14		August-03		58,917		3,168		302		548		2,402		485		8,053		56,435		1,949		801		66,756		133,726		Aug

				15		September-03		195,312		71,445		3,997		4,214		48,080		6,035		143,194		96,366		4,315		743		110,923		449,429		Sep

				16		October-03		308,342		95,952		3,918		10,376		34,431		9,615		164,595		128,356		22,665		1,330		165,416		638,353		Oct

				17		November-03		310,099		109,044		4,210		12,869		31,303		11,258		179,817		143,611		1,691		1,353		158,160		648,076		Nov

				18		December-03		176,218		77,089		3,147		6,775		37,553		9,442		146,886		113,309		1,306		1,164		144,663		467,767		Dec

						FY 2002		1,917,806		722,592		61,419		170,244		378,004		90,914		1,502,643		1,247,555		47,810		8,388		1,364,697		4,785,146

						FY 2003		1,132,417		360,685		15,604		34,938		154,439		38,451		649,366		596,609		36,317		6,182		716,860		2,498,643

								Academic		K-12		Public Library

						2002		1,917,806		1,502,643		1,364,697

						2003		1,132,417		649,366		716,860

								3,050,223		2,152,009		2,081,557		7,283,789






