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Abstract

Thi s

(7]

tudy examined the digital divide 1in
di fferences in technologi cal access, perceive
teachers inTiTiteell sahdohesnin South jAloasb Dma.i t
Divide Framework, the study explored how disp
contribute to inequities in educational techn

A quantitative research design was empl oye

secondary teachers across 11 schools. The i ns-
Needs Assessment (STNA) and i ncl udetde arehaesrur e s
perceived barriers, frequency of technology wu

using descr i pstg uwaer es thaatgi tsathNiOcdsh,e amid | ogi sti c re

The findings revealed that there were sele

on school comhittelxet ,I wsicthhoonlosh reporting greater
However, not all access variabspardiiésrwdresi]
but not consistent across all areas. The most
funding, time constraints, and | imited studen

di fferences in barrieem Mepdi@tiitdng@nwiemed hfomursd @

demographics did not significantly predict th

Results related to technology use indicate
of use overall, with the highest usage observ
and online safety. Differencas eipnectiefcihcn,olwigtyh
status, certification | evel, and gender influ

no significant differences.



Overall, the findings suggest that the dig
and influenced more by structur al factors tha
need for systemic solutiomstnrnlhatti ardalr eprsa atcicee

equitable technology integration in school s.
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Chapter 1

Il ntroducti on

I n todayodés digital age, technology had bec
students in Title | schools continued to face
chall enge was part of the broadgquabtigytah dce

digital tec
|l ocation, a
technol ogy
that receiv
percentage
resourca@poa

caused by e

deepening t
Teaching

environment

hardships,

According t

physi chadi nvme.

ongoing dif
characteri z
to school s

for student

hnol ogy among different groups of

nd educational opportunities contr
f or ilcearurcicregs sanNdavaancadgm, 2020) . Ti
ed federal funding through a progr
of -i sitcwdnentt amidomsl.owhi s funding ali
hdte® help students meet academic s
conomic disadvantages (U.S. Depart
Title | schools often ffuarctelderongoi
he divide betTwadn tlhem haomod st.heir p
technology in Title | schools pre:
s where resources werfeademarteus St
and a | ack of access to quality ed
o Deklich (2021), poverty had prof
l Wi t hout adequsad ec hrealulceant g eosn ad o wslud

ficul ti esnoim ctahleliyr dliisvaedsv.a nS cahgoeodl sa r

ed by | ower property values, typic
in more affluent communities. De k|
tmdecdss, wsdahodli ghi spoverty | evels 1in
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t

wo percent | ess funding per student compared

ability of these schools to offer a diverse ¢

t

extbooks and computers, mwhimrcdg ard ecacsdemitc ad |

The problem was further comylisaa@tvadntiayefdulm

chools. Schools in wealthier areas benefited
esources, wherierasome harod ass i st rlogwelre the wi t and e c
nadequate financial support. This | ack of fu

i miting not only technology access but al so

available to studentk ¢6AmMEducani dnj vEeo20)y Sc

I n todayodrt e&ehnwboigndf,r aasatlareyscst atkoet ool s and
reessengquakdtgrati onT.i tHhoevweldwdrs, f ace significant
ccteest heir studenwlser el hd esr tdaign tsad h aolvs dlreave t

esources to foster a moder n ,dreamatnemsnjgorenvi r on

ducagaprmalhool s in affluent areas are often e
onnections, and ea awmiddedirgangad ofo oslosf,t vadrl owi ng
n an increasingly digital Socioentey.an@n nti me ratt

ommunities frequentl yedt¢ asl&ikteh ecsofmprudienrgs ,t a efdri

nd-tod@at e saonfd wtaagcehnol ogy

This divide has a profound i mpact on the e
nderfunded schools. W thout access to essent
heir peers in wealthier areas, bokihl lagadtena cl
n these schools face additional c-hatlbsades,
ubjects |li ke Seompwmtcer Jecbnoetogygd EIGEMeer i n
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i mit

fur

t h

c h

ut the necessa

ry tool s. Many educators a

ted equi prme stehnes wiha acrhniomd ygap bet ween st uc

mi ¢c background
derfunded scho
hier counterpa
ally offer a v
are frequent |l
ti-ahcbme Solwoo
nts' needs. St
rt; however, t
neeckdleid@1® 2 1) .

reover, fundin
Il cts with high
ficantly | ess
s the ability

er widenin@gTha

i sparities in p

mes, particu-l a

rsity School o

ignificant achi

iderably | ess f

i nequities res

ers, widening

S .
ols often struggle to prov
rts, lacking basic supplie
ariety of el etcst ipwreosg,r aimmsc,| u
y unavailable in schools w
Il s to receive equitable, i
udiagmrtes iinrc rtelassead sachaacelm co fa

he current education syste

g dispant etnbassd ed walelnesgd .
er concentrations of Bl ack
funding per sfTadenitinehant g
of these schools to offer
eEddoanatoondatugap 2018)
ublic school funding have
cbmefandsmudent syi noommwni t
f Education (20 2t0i)e sf urretshuelrt
evemensegapseag wishrpceéedome
unding per student than we
trickeamodesntdi gssahttabl

the opportunity gap. Both

14



funding reform and targeted investment to clo
have equal opportunidirevemno stolcriiexeg.i n a techn
Studentisncioomel osc hool s adapt to their enviroc

often differ frommithosiet whs elod(d@®O0t4g iemprharsi ze

students from economically disadvantaged back
opportunities as their more affluent peers. T
that fail to provirdei teiserentnede dsaar y iftaresq uwaldi
Consequently, both edwuetattiomrgs afnalc es tuidgemitfsi d aan t

achieving educlpgomnant exicred |teme ecl| ashlsirglimy e d.

aware of numerous | imitations and restriction
chall enges, dedicated teachers remain steadfa
reaching their full potenwawdr iamg dedi catiingn ti
teachers play a significant role imachestsering

matter more to student achiev@meatd. th@h any o

Addressing the digital divide in education
of their socioeconomic status, have access to
analyze differences in technological access a
technode,gyand investigate how often technol og)

Theoretical Framewor k

This study examines the disparities in tec
bet ween Ti-Tiltel @ landeamomdary schools in South /
the research is grounded i n onle Dirvimhe yF rt shmeow
This framework is essential for understanding
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geographic |l ocation, and school funding contr
|l earning resources.
Di (RO004) emiphiagiitzeeld Di vi de Framewor k focuses

individuals and communities that have access

technol ogies (1 CT) and those that do not. It
availabihidt benesades, od digital tools. The fra
three | evel s:

1. Fidetvel Di giiDtidIf eDiewnickkess i n access to physic
computers, tablets, and internet connectiyv
2.Secdred el Di giivaeall abDi windei n how technol ogy i
in digital || iteracy, instructional integra
3.Thilredv e | Di giiTthae!l -t Binvyyi cd ®@ensequences of wunequ
including i mpacts on student achievement,
Title I school s, whi ch nsceornvee sat uhdi egnht sp,e rocfetnetna
technol ogi cal chai{Ti ¢ehgeds caocmpated to nmnbdms stu
Framewor k wi || be used to exaogioel keyspacitbr s:
including:
T Availabil ity idfnvisgiitgalt i hegv iwheest her student
schools have adequate access to computers,

|l earning.

T I nternet iCAosnsneescstiinvgi tdyi f f erences i n broadban
home, which can i mpact student s’ ability t
|l earning, and access online educational re
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T I ntegration of TeicExmpdlooagyl gi rh oGw rtreicchunlodno gy
classroom instruction, the availability of
schools can effectively use technology to

By integrating the Digital Divide Framewor k,

understanding of the complexities surrounding

framework offers insights i ntiotitehse, ppraarcttiiccuallar
they affect | earning out comeFsi nadnidn gosv efrraolm tehd us
will help identify specific areas where inter
may include:

T Expanding funding for technology in Title

T I mproving broadband infrastructure in unde
9 Enhancing teacher training programs on dig
T Il mpl ementing policies that ensessoeregsitabl

By addressing these disparities, this study s

community | eaders about strategies to promote
students. The ¢geahniodomgessmhisuurreot hatbarrier 1t
enhancing academic success, particularly in wu
EconomopgerCati on and Development, 2021)

Statement of the Problem
The problem this research adTUirtelsss.eEndhmet he
Ischool s where many students | ack atbess t o es
intermaetd digitand | cavindiessy Itiomltsed access puts

di sadvantage, affecting their academic perfor
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their peers in more affluent schools. Despite
di sparities in acceesssidbpwhanhporeatl oi wegeality.
examine theedmpgdadntol wfgi cal access in Title | s
of the digital divide
Signi f iStaundcye of
This study i1is significant because it addre

education, particularly hiowtehddltedtaatciessal o

i nequdddhnolsmgy ssenti al part of | earning and
who | ack access to digital tools are at a dis
performance, skill development, and future su
By investigating the causes and effects of
into how unequal technol ogy access negatively
ovenahdemic pefher masearch also highlights th
and resource all ocation to ensure that all st
tools necessary to compete in an increasingly
This study is important for educators, pol

inform decisions about how to c¢cl ose tshuecht echn

as increased funding, targetlkrae mgeaemdarsch aamidmg ot
practical recommendati ons that can help bridg
promote greater educational equity, ensuring

succeed-dirmvant solci et y.
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Research Purpose
This study aims to investigate the availab
secondary education classrooms across South A
di fferencteshreadosogea stsmland i ntegrati onstbatsiesd, on
scholbassi fiamat iscrmh ool ratings. The,réséarch wi
extrinsictamd ihntnhdiemdMbeebwnwet ogyhi s research w
technol ogy inbegmuatsi on/ practices
Research Questions
Researchl@uesthene significant differences t he
integration based on demogr aghmaclsfidatt@ag s mhsmo t h
rating.
Research2Qu&é&taitobarriers do teachers perceive
Title {Tiane nomwmchool s?
Research3Quéloaswi omten do teachers use technol of¢
and is there a differenciendbdlaseidngnTidtelme® gir aptha t
experiencd, | geadeof asrtification?
Definition of Ter ms
1.Digital-Pbgeica$ technological tools wuse
desktops, tablets, interacwhveravihli ¢ eboa
teaching and ( @ragati nYc racdlisri Raretsner shi p,
2. Ti t4dSechlool s that receive federailncfounmedi ng
families to ensure t hely Sme eDe pead u cneetnit o noaf

Education, 2020)
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.Di gi t al Thzi wiacpe bet ween i ndividuals or <co

modern information and communication t e

internet, and Vtamo e jwkho 2dd@ 0 o't

City/ c6amgryaphic classification of schoc«

a

.S¢c

on

De

Go

Sc

.Te

b a

r e

.Pe

po

city or cquwntSy jCermisudi Btuiremu, 2021)

hool -PReartfionrgmance evaluation metrics as
standardi zed test scores(bU.g¥.aduation
partment of. Education, 2019)
igitaSoTowlase and online platforms wuse
periences, including educational apps
ogle Classroom), video coffGeeahcing t
hools Partnership, n.d.).
t eg-Matei omgul ar, structured use of dig
ocesses, measured by frequency (daily
bjects(Goels $s&@odpls Partnership, n.d
acher CertFormalk i gmalLieviecati on | evels
chelor's degrees, master's degree, do
l evant (Natti eaahi Bgard for Professiona
rcei ve-dcaBdrmomrisernsdent i fied by educators
chnol ogy, such as | ack of funding, in
or internétGrentr &shootsuPartner ship,
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10Acce

and

Scho

11Acad

per f

|l ear

12Mi dd

|l eve

(

13Str a

t ech

comp

prog

14Ef f e

me a s

n

Thi s

i mpact

in

South

regions

and

t

he

Nat

ncr

. d.

St

on

or

Ss t o-Theec hanboilloigtyy of students and te
tools for educational purn woeas, whe
ols Partnership, n.d.).

emi ¢ P-®Ouftcromarsce el ated to student |
ormance on standardi zedasesssedprog
ni hgrgaal Schools Partnership, n.d.)
| e School -Cvast.e ghbirghz aSchoonolof school s
|l s they offer (68.9g.hj ghi dalHe?rgd sho glr=a
i onal Center for Education Statisti
tRlgaesed actions or policies I mpl emé
nol ogy, such as technology grant ap
anies, iIimplementing Bring Your Own |
rams (GreatabbbBoels Partnership, n.
ct-ifheneesgree to which strategies ac
ured by teacher and student satisfa
eased engagement , (o@r eiamp rSocvheodo | asc aPdaer
) .

Limitations
udy i s subject to several i mitatio

tihesnt , s gejogaotap.hi ¢ focus is restrict

Al abama school systems, which may | i

educational settings. Adtdeatcbenab]|y

conclusions are dependent on the numb
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face funding challenges that | imit resources,
contrast, schools in wealthier areas have mor
| earning programs.

The study uses the Digital Di vide Framewor
technol ogy, how itdos utsedmiinmgd@atssofooumse quaald e
understand how these iIissues affecdcrsauseddust a
Al abama. The research highlights the i mportan
i mproved access to digital tools to help clos

student s.
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Chapter 2
Literature Revi ew
I ntroducti on

e purpose of thhe avedyabsltbyeaathiose o

I n secondary education classrooms acros
ficant differences exist in technologica
t ussi fsichhatoilor,| aand school ratings. The r ¢
nsic and intrinsic, that hinder technol oo
ol ogy i ntcegurast.i on/ practices o

S chapter reviews existing research on t

es on how these issues vary by Title | s
g, teacher <certificati otnh el edveenho g raanpdh iyce afra
ded in the survey. Together, this framewt
al divide in South Al abama secondary sch
chapters.

The Digital Divide in Education
e digital divide refers to the gap betwe
net and those who do not. It encompasses
ability, and digital |l iterdabgpt skhel di AT
e is more than just an issue of access;
ol ogy for educational purposes (Miah, 20
nNg conce4dm®s mal onptenctitst'® nd beinlgidcey t o succeed

ssionally (Paeltged&f Chebarygns20624) he digi
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access to computers and internet connectivity
of inequality, including access, skills, and
beyond simply having devicesebffrecihiteehgtst ddé.
teachers can integrate technology intaoacbearni
households and students of co$peedonsisteat | §:

device avail abidextiys taitn gh oinmee.iq niTi heenlsegs fiphheed @ nlce eera

reliance on online resources -9 pdoRleeddmtn, es
studies, including The Persistent Educational
|l nequality, confirm that unequal access to te

home) has become a criticabntrarbutirng ot @edwicée

achievement gaps between advan(tRaigeerdc ea n&d alli esaardl

202L0verall, the |literature indicatfeascdthead itshseu
rooted in socioeconomic and racialcommaatht i es
what resources, and to what educational effec
Theoretical model s such as Jan van Dij kos
Department of Educationdés digital access fram
Di (RO&@dY ot hHrhsatardgwa t al i nequality reinforce
with | imited access also tend to have fewer d

technol ogy. The D¢poapfOou me her odlb eBtdwenegnu idsihgei t al a
digital design, angt digiitméquistalbli ei desess hteo
the second is unequal s uepnpacbrite df o re aerdnui cnagt, o rasn dt
unequal i mpl ementation of technology in pedag

framewor ksn irne veedaul csa ttihcate sptuun demnt s cihmowsl Inot or
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devi ces amd cheradagshiuamelnef it from curricula and
technology into | earnim@solum cpeawd rhtaygths ¢ lsd auldse nc
experience a compounded divide |l acking the to
acvtiiti es that tédOrMolooghRdN | asttferodaddsadrset thea sci g i
divide in education is not a singular gap but

student out comes.

Title | schiotolles IVsscmhomwnl s
Title | schools are public schools that re
| owncome backgrounds. These schools often ser)\

face systemic resoure€ld tdheorit asge® 0@ &mp Doand mieal ¢
2024). Research highlights stark differences
nohitle | school spowethyssokdeaokts ohtéa@anghaving
|l ess reliable interdratrycor®edt)i.vity (Pierce &

Educators in Title | schools report that m
it difficult to complete online assignments o
Neighborhood Knowledge, 2020) :po®@mtey ssallgolf ®un

estimated that only 30% of t hsepiere ds tiundteenrtnse th aadt

compared t@o&&¥wtiynsikchhwol s ( Af zal et al ., 2023
students in Title | sichdols dregi makrelii&eagyt:
achievement due to Iindasguat € aantceags rtecs otue clers

Beyond home access, disparities also exist
Whi | eTintolne | schools often integr-aéetéeretdnol og
l earning, Title | schools may usae zteedc htrecsltogy
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e direct| nfluence teachersodé abili

y i

;, Smith, 2023). Schools with stronge

wi t h gorre adtiegri toaplp o retaurnniitnige sb uft al so f o

feel more confident experimenting wi

cture is inadequate, tteecahcnhoel sogy,iocfatle n

s of their willingness or skildl | eve

and hardware access remakrmsoanecentr

mobile | aptop carts, and

schools, while Title | sdeobtesfrequ
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forcing students to share computers or rely o
access to hardware such as projectors, printe
classroom instruction, preeenangeg okaadbteirsifi
peers-Timlmeomn schools (Miah, 2024) .

Il nternet reliability and speed play an equ
Teachers report that wunstable or slow connect
consistent use of online tool switdbhhsomeamaruaosal

insufficient to support multiple devices oper

technenlgryced | essons (UCLA, 2020). I n contr a:
infrastructure all ow t eacheesr,s dtiagiitmtle gcrod tl ea bnou
and r éosaesa@erdctonl i ne content more seamlessl|y.

Access to productivity software and digita
opportunities. Applications such as word proc
organi zers are often taken for gr antnmeady ilmacwke a
|l icens¢ o afte@er swg t ware or subscriptions to educ
2024). These disparities | imit studentsod expo:
are considered standard in more affluent cont

Anot her <cruci al el ement of infrastructure
staffing. Teachessuwoceki dgsitni weébksliadaree meariea | i
specialists and I T staff who c¢amd tgrud Wkel eshoot
instructional design (Domanico, 2024). I n man

positions are either understaffed or nonexi st
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often during class time. This |l ack of support
di scourages teachers from experimenting with
Finally, professional development opportun
support. Teachers who receive consistent trai:
i ncorporate technology into | essmeintdesSMgma mad,
2022) . However, educators in underfunded scho
professional development, | eaving them underp
(Pierce & Clear ye m2oOo®dled tBreagionisrgp wjpaodbo bui |l d
confidence and increase the instructional val

Taken togetherdevhese, compeneaet sconnecti vit

staffing, and pronédpsasseomtalt e viehfopametihtuct ur e
measured in Section 1 of the teacher survey.
are strongly associated with school chaandter
school performance rating. Understanding how

provides an edoentixami howgddtrioamer patterns o
Al abama secondary school s.

TeachPercei ved Barriers to Technol ogy

While infrastructure establishes the found

of barriers often determine the extent to whi

when devices and connecti vietrynadr e hav dielnagkelse ,ma

effective use. The Iliterature identifies a ra

Sectiwowh the teacher survey and align with the

perceived barriers.
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External barriers are among the most frequ
school s s8ercwimeg sltaament s. Funding | imitations

ugdate devices or renewing softtdvareal Itiomd rss & dh,:

cannot support current applications (Afzal et
|l imited bandwidth further complicate classroo
where infrastructuweal nwviest meing tsr il @atgs bedmintdh
policies, such as excessive content filtering
teachersdé ability to integrate online resourc

|l nternal barriers reflect the skills, atti
of digital |l iteracy tratenfifnge accoynt rlielawti engg ted ulc
how to effectively incorporBitme neavngdtercdinmmt © gar
commonly cited issue; teachers already face h
needed to | earn and adapt digital tools can f
change, fear of Il osamdg meé@atsrvwvempadiNteXxperi en
reduce willingness to experiment with new res

Studerntated barriers al so ewmervgea tiyn slcihtoeorl ast
that students often have | imited digital |[|ite
di fficult (UCLA, 2020). Some nedudaatcokr so fd ensoctriiv
inconsistent access to devices at ho-masaed obs
and amed [ earning (Smith, 2023).

These barriers are not distributed equally
schools report higher |l evels of extrinsic bar

devices, and inadequate techmniascsal sepiptdtes(IAN
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Al a

tec
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di f

exp

ools are more |ikely to emphasize time con
ess challenges (Pierce & Cleary, 2024). Te:
cators with fewer years atfi expefrtemcreepor t
fidence and greater difficulty integrating
ti f(Edt meer &L ©ft tt,winXOnrledi t
The cuneuflfaettitveen e saersdbgminif ecant . Even when t e
hnically available, perceived obstacles ca
ningfully, |l eading to uneven adoption acr o
ressing thedeorlearcriigrn £ ails ftohme promoting equ
bama secondary school s.

Frequency of Technology Use in Teachi
Beyond access and barriers, the frequency
i mportant measure of integration. Frequenc
al so teachersod6 confidence,ofi nstcrhuinootl ioggryadls
ttihotodet he teacher survey specifically exami
hnol ogy for | esson planning, assessment, ¢
fessional devel opmenthe Tthieisred prasearcels @uae:
ferences in technology use across demograp
erience, certification | evel, and gender.

|l nstructional practices represent one of t

Teachers integrate ddenttearle d olod sss adanos ,d elsa cgant € ea

and

i nf

i ncor poasaad goatoijwictti es. Sthwodil ess wi i chw stt ir aotn

rastructure report daily or weekly use of
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while those in underfunded schools often rely
ways (Afzal et al., 2023). I n some Title | sc
dr-bhbed activities or stanodibirtdli @ eld s ®lsaolps e ptat
more | i kely to apply technology for coll abora
2024) .

Assessment practices also reflect wvarying
technol ogy to -Hesednapsessesmeansesuch as portf
presentations, and online quizzes. OtHtdems emp
performance dat ad,r ievneanb liinnsgt rnuocrtei odnat aHowever , |
l' i mited or bandwidth is wunreliable, teachers

on tradidbiacedl apapesments (Smith, 2023).

Differentiation and inclusion are another
Teachers frequently report wusing digital tool
needs, | anguage barriers, or infisudbapraedie

often tied to teacher experience and training
strategies more consistently, while |l ess expe

& Cleary, 2024).

Communication and coll aboration with fami/|
i mportance. Teachers use technology to share
families, as wel/l as to coll aboranhg. wWhhl!l peer
some educators report daily wusparotfi adulgartlayy icmo

with outdated orrehyoosishemt| epsatfoemsent| y,

connection (Mohamed, 2022).
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Professional productivity and devel opment

teacher s. Edecsauocedi scwelbl s often report usi
pl anning, and classroom managemeynthawehifleewetrh o
opportunities due to |Iimited access or | ack o
delivered through online platfoemoursewsdabyl
participate | ess fr etguzeendt loyr isfu ptproaritneidn gbyi sl enaod
2024) .

Overall, the Iliterature indicates that fre
external conditions and indiTivildeal s$elacdhles, f @l
advanced certifications, and thdsdiwihteh mewvel
integration (Afzal et al., 2023). By contrast
support may use technology | ess frequently or
di fferences is crihiafalt dohhn elvad y aitn tnegg rt ehtei are
to ensure that all students benefit from mean

Al abama secondary school s.

Addressing Technol ogy I nequities:s

Al t hough infrastructure, barriers, and fre
this study, it is important to briefly review
i mpl emented to address inequiti g oivnh ded wcsetfiud

context for understanding how educators and d
identified in the previous sections.
One common approach has d®eare tdreeiicrapli eemd n ta

expanded access programs. Many di48r pandempart
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di stributed | afpit ohpost,s ppoatbd ettos ,emssurvd t hat st ude

needed for digital participation (Afzal et al
access, research shows t hatcodevisdesntali onne ranred
connectivity, technical support, and teacher

Anot her strategy involveprbvatdbpadt eegpainis|
to provide affordabl e ori nscudbrse dh aczuesde h onltdesr.n eR e c
initiatives, combined with | ogcaapls pianr thnoemmes hi ps
connectivity; however, progress-pogmatpgsauverasge
(American Progress, 2024) .

Schools have also invested in professional
educators.-e@bhbgodded, tfabning has been shown to

support integration of new tools, 2andYenhgcreas

q
—
c
5

unde ded schools often report | imited oppo
reducestéehm | mpgct of these initiatives (Domal
Finally, community engagement and partners
Coll aborations with nonprofit organizations,
device | endi nsgc hporoolg rtaentsh,n calfotgeyr accesTfh,esand di g
partnerships, while beneficial, are often dep
widely in sustainability (Smith, 2023).
Overall, theedhaerwhute smufgepte strategie
narrow the digital di vi de, significant inequi

barriers, and promote frequent, meaningful te

Titl echools. This underscores the I mportance
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Chapter 3
Research Methodol ogy
l ntroducti on

The pur pos ewvadsfo telxtabm sqweevwdiyl abil ity and use

ol s in secondary educat i DbDmercel sa¢snetdkyp b ms edcr os

ther significant differences in technology
h as a school s Title | rat.atlgs ,adsdcihtoiooln,c ltah
ntified the main barriers educators faced
thermore, the research investi gatceds.t he fr
To gather data for this study, a structur e
rastructurse, atvdppeochnolBagepreple®BTX 30r waypy d
secondary school teachers and was wused to
tained four main sections, each aligned wi
vide insight intooldodgyeaceanessi amedcsi onsgmodt.i
hnol ogy access, barriers, technology integ
e distributed and completed, the survey pr

gai f ieSeatuetdh Asleacboanmdaar y schools. The data col

ntify trends, challenges, and effective st
ressing digital inequities in education.
Before @@&ngeoldlag@at evd, approval was secured f

i ew Bo(aeAgp p(elnRIBox eG)sur e that the study met
earch involving human participants. Partic

review an i nf os edAep endbreskeortte satcacteesmsemtg t he s
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consent form explained the purpose of the stu

benefits, and participantso6é right to withdraw

information was coll ected, a&amd aalwe rree ssptoornrseeds s

and reported only in aggregatoeaPysmri(@¢etaptpheo

Appeddvia al so obtained prior to distributing
Target Population and Sampl e

The target population for this stuidy2)consi

within the Mobile County Public School System

Center. These schools representedSautdhverse s
Al abama, incl udi nTgi tbloet hI Tsicthhoeolls .anTdhenosnt udy i n
cosn st smxg mafddl e school s, five high school s, at
schools were classified asmnTitdileell and four w

An email was sent to the principal of each

teacher participaoimai fsaien Appewndcyx 8nd conf i
addresses were not obtained directly by the r
recruitment email, information | etter, and su
procedurceommlsiuamrecde with district guidelines wt
confidéseeaAppendi x C)

Recruitment e®hdi7l $ emehersembi b8 119 survey
received; hbweerveerf, ulolny ycadmpl eted andresuogl uded
a 24.8% rddipompuaetriati@gati ng schools included m

charter school . The schools indBuded in the s
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Tabl e 1

Mi ddl e Schools in the Sampl e

School Name Number of Teacitle | £
Clark Shaw Magnet 30 Yes
Grand Bay Middl e 78 Yes
Mobil e County Trailb Yes
Causey Middle Scho75 N o
Booker T. Washingt a8 Yes
Burns Middl e 41 Yes

NotDeatr@pr esa@mndtlee schools in the Mobile County |
participated in this study.
Tabl e 2

Hi gh Schools in the Sampl e

School Name Number of Teeitle | S

Mur phy High School 54 Yes

Citronelle High Sch43 Yes

Vigor High School 31 Yes

Faul kner State Careld N o

Not eData represents high schools in the Mobil

in this study.
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Tabl e 3

Charter School in the Sampl e
School Name Number of Title |
Accel Academy Charter 8 N o
NotAece cel Academy Charter Career Tech Center is
sampl e.
Data Coll ection Procedure

The survey (Appendix A) for this study was
secure online survey platform. Qualtrics was
to ensure confidentialityliloweat a heolrlesetairaime
and export responses efficiently once the dat

To ensure proper protocol, the researcher

schools to request appelepweaelndiAixt dBr)sappbovaltiva

obt aeprepdpendi X h@) survey | ink and informational
di strict communication channels. The informat
estimated completion time, voluntary (msaeteur e o

Appendi x D)

To increase reswpmnrsemirmders ,was fsodrdtowappr oxi
the initial di stribution using the same commu
researcher downl oaded al l responses directly
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Research Design

This study used a nonexperimental, quanti:t
teachersdé perceptions of technology access an
A survey method was selected becahatse® fitroml & olwe
number of teachers regarding their experience
perceived barriers, and frequency of technol o

The study included both descriptive and in
statistics, including means, frequencies, and
responses across all survey items lannfdertemmtpgradyv
statistics were used to examine whether signi
teachers and schsogoulasr.e Speesctisf iwcearlel yc,oncdhuict ed t o
responses across vari ablses fsuwch iasn,Tiatnlde slc hsoto
way analyses of variance (ANOVA) were conduct
based on teacher characteristics, including vy

Thi s

-

esearch design was appropriate becau
variables but instead fwarulsckedp eomc emtpitans ngf ttee

and integration within their sfchhootllse dAét domig!

of ceaamesfee ect relationships, it provided meanin
and inequity in technology use. The findings
policymakers, and edumatronvs ngnindemasitfyuychgree

and promoting equitable access to technology
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I nstrumentati on
e instrument used in this study was adap
sment (STNA) (Appendix E), developed by
ina at Greensboro and distribumnedatby the

Carolina State University (Appendix F).

ucati-oommer abal purposes was granted by the

i t ems

addit

suf fi

Knowo

nt agreement, the resganaehesowaserteqali neée
dentiality of all data, and provide the
cations, presentations, or evaluation re
ses.

e original STNA ipmos tnrtdtniyepriete suctail |l ei-lzfee@dre dap efric
(e.g., Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neu
i onal ADondét KnowoO responseoopthiacoe thadac
cient knowledge or experpoenne PpobusesipPpomd

format all owed respondents flexibility

nosubstantive response catedaqdriy itthyatofc awlsdulltisi

Suppo

remoyv

tende

rr - the pur poses -toyfp et hsicsa lset ufdoyr, tthhee ILn fkrearstt

rt section wpei mbds ¢ pmwd ntocmatheb(\Be r ongl
ree, Agree, Strongly Agree)hsearm@tt e si Nve
ed. This modification was made to encour
ncy bias, where participants may ot her wi

per cepcthooince Tftheed mate cea@gquiemt s t o i ndicat ¢

reement, thereby i mproving the clarity a
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sup

me a

Cen

que

and

ported in survey research as a method to e
ningful comparisons across groups. All ada
ent and structure of therSgNAalndevemeper s

ter and Friday Institute for Educational I
The survey was modified to align with the
stions. The adapted instrument measured te
staff spueprpcoeritv,e dt ebaacrlrerer s, amadf neque sy O
|l ected demographic information for group <c
final survey consisted of four sections:
dnfrastructure idhdriSteemd Bagppwmrdd teacher i
access to devices, internet connectivity,
devel opment, and school communi patiinan Ls Ket

typeale ranging from Strongly Disagree to

.Teachercei vedSBateearstems captured barrier

technol ogy use, such as | imited funding, o
restrictive policies, | ack of confidence,

t hat apeineaxpgeoritdinces.

.Frequency of IiTRricfhtneod m giyt e&dsse measured how of

technology in instructional practice. Area
di fferentiation, communication, profession
Responses wer-eotrrastceadl eoon Draifliyve Weekl y, Mont

or Never.
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4 Demogr aBlRickgr ound i nformation was coll ecte

years of experience, certification |l evel,
(Title | status and performance rating). T
anal v .
The survey was administered electronically wus
all owed participants to complete the instrume

completionilébi menwageslo

The sw8aeMpepyendi x A) was designed to coll ect
structured manner that supported the research
groups. The survey link was shared wiéh teach
(seAeppendi x D) explaining the purpose of the st
steps taken to ensure confidentiality. Partic
identifying informatdahawas!| teclteonedt hBrsoud
the appropriate I nst(setei AppemiBiaxicew tBonertd ef(tlh
standards for research involving human subjec

Validity and Reliability
Tke School Technology Needs Assessment (STN

SERVE Center at the University of North Carol

Carolina Department of Public | nst rduucctaitoino naanld
| nnovation at North Carolina State University
access, barriers, and integration in educatio

the LANCET project andand dtsdgnedpéeobcapseens

domains of technology integration.
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Evidence of wvalidity for the STNA is suppo

alignment with clearly defined constducts. Th
supportive environment for technol ogqy nuwse, pr
and i mpact defactheclhmaesliegy ng of multiple subcon
components of technology integration in schoo

survey design procedures -aeadehaahéeeéehns-tsedsi o
making related to technology planning, resour
These characteristics provide strong eVJyidence
For the purposes of this study, the instru
research questions and the context of South A
content wvalidity, the adapted stiveanlwaechawli
and survey design to ensure that all I tems re
infrastructure a-pdrseavkedsbpporeysteaoadefrequ
Reliability was assessed by cal cultaytpeng Cr
sections of the survey. The I nfrastructure an
excellent i ntUer=nall®ec3ofuse gsuteemccyy dt aTeclid&l ogye ms
demonstrated ekKcel Boo#) celeif abicli iemys( exceeded
acceptabl el thhir.edthoatdi o§ strong internal consi
each construct. Theseefsnhduogesradedeshgnsapdt
the STNA and support the use of composite var

Tabl e 4).
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Tabl e 4

Rel i ability of Scales
Scal e N (I tems) Cronbachoés Al p!
I nfrastructurel3 . 963
Frequency of T15 . 908

Checkltiyse items -ped adieded obdreraicdhres wer e an;
di stri beguange, tebts, and | ogistic regression
categorical data and were not idyprogrHfifatce efnd rs

Additionally, as a condition of t-hdeobon$éeeretd d
coll ected using the instrument may have been
ongoing validity and r elnisaelsi Irietmyai megde aromnt .i dAln
aggregatdeanti dé ed data were used for such purp
Data Anal ysis

To address the studyds research questions,
met hods were used. These analyses examined ho
di ffered based on key demographiedcihadlaetier i s
factors such as Title | status, school <cl assi"
teader!l factors including certification | eve

vari ables were org:aan(ia)edi nifnrtas ttrhu eteu rdeo mean ch sst ¢

perceived barriers, and (c) frequency of tech
All statistical analyses were conducted us
Sciences (SPSS) . Descriptive statistics, 1incl
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were used to summarize the data and provide a
I nferential tsesguafyespeaaivgfgeahhbhdsesloeof varian
were conducted to determine whetkerstetdatimdihigc
groups.
Resear ch 1Qu eAsrtei oonher e significant differences
i ntegration based on demographic factors such
school rating?

To answer this question, teachersod respons:

were first examined using descriptive statist

schools. To test di fsfgeuraernec easn ablreyt sweese end egir @ ugp e Mp 3
responses by Title I status, school classific

ReseaQuels t2Zi:oWhat barriers did teachers perceiyv
technol ogy 1 nTiTtiltd el |Is camao Inso™

To examine this research question, descrip:
barriers teachers reported when attempting to
Frequencies and percentages wemoen lcya lrceupl cartteedd t
chall enges and to provi odsdmr etaedealsl ewmdeeri setnac

To determine whether these perceived barri
| school s ahidt ltdholsesginarmdosiganalhyses were conduc
di stribution of responses betewngereens stihoen tawnoa |gyrsoe
performed to examine whethesutbdaabBeyede ool ap
certificatiomprileevelt edandegeémded i hoodelodt e@por

barriers.
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ReseaQuels t3i;:omow often did teachers use technol

|l earning, and were there diffseuemhcaes Tiatslead 1o ns
years of experience, gender, and | evel of cer"

To explore this question, descriptive stat
reported using technology in their c¢classrooms

technol ogy use across school s.

Each of these analyses provided insight 1in
characteristics were associated with differen
technology use. These findings hieghlsiigmtsed ga
regarding how schools and districts could bet
effectively.

Research Question Matri x
Tabl e 5

Research Question Matrix with Survey Question

Research|Aligned Survey |Statist|Aligned
Question Anal ysi {Demogr a
1Ar e therﬁsIn mylschooléé -Descri|Title I
signific éitsr;g”rgeey agree, a8T®statist|{School
di fferen (means, |cl assi f
exi st inll- I have alccgssto frequen{(School
classroom, ab, or m .
technolo device per student. summar |
access alz. I have sufficient|percept
integrat PrOJeﬁtorS' FrigferSwnfrast
3 I ave relia e |
on demog 4 . I have fast Intera‘ff _SUp
factors {5. | have students w -Chsqua
Titl e | Jweb resources withoult est s t
unnecessary filters.
school . 6 . I have easy accesdIffere
classifi((troubleshooting, malCategor
school r {7 I have a |ibrary respons
adequately staffed. Titl e |
8. | have a technolo
technology assistant|SChool
cl assif
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9. :j have access t:)_ and sch
wor processing, sli .
organi zers). rating.
10. | have accesgetlm
professional develop
11 I have acces g etlx
support.
12. I have adequate
communicating with f
school web pages).
13. I have adequate
communicating within
among teachers and s
|l esson and grade sub
2What ba \éVh'C_h of Ihe ;?"towi -Descri
arriers o e ectiv .
teachers cl asstdolim®ct al l tha_StatI_St
as preve identif
access t -::im:(te? fund:ngl ] rank ba
-Lac 0 availa e € .
technplo tablets) -Chsqua
I andibbl-insufficient interndt ests t
school s?|-Ilnadequate technicalbarri er
-Outdated or incompat
-Restricted access dtbetwe_en
-Limited digital Iit¢and -Tniotnl
-Limited digital litdschool s
-Lack of coafffifideacy/ 3 - -
Limited belief in tq LOQgIsStI
val ue regress
-Resistance to changddet er mi
-Lack of motivation/i
-Ti me constraints whether
-Fear of losing contrdemogr a
-Negative past experi(experi
-Ot her (please speci f . .
certifi
gender)
the |1k
report.
speci fi
barrier
3How oftnan_tlhe SWettkilng v'\\;lheii-Descri pTitl e |
teachers (Sear%esyt’e)ree,\,e\}’e’r °MtNstatist|Years o
technol o (means, |[experie
i mprove {1 Ctgnsdlqld't protf_eSS'Ofrequen Gender,
and | ear {giﬁnifogy?rac "¢ dsummarijof cert
iI's there|21 evaluate technolo/l eporte
di fferen glsed(e_-g-,t\é]ve&si}deszyfrequen
esign-endhamreeldo g
on demog centered Iesﬁ)mrssed(dz.euse'
factors? |41 apply poearsfeodr nsa nucdes
assessment -einnh atneccehdn ol
(e.g., portfolios, p
51 use technology to
assessment dat a.
61 use technology to
for students with sp
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71 use technology to
productivity.

81 use technology to
abou student | earni
91 use technology to
educators.

10My |l esson plans ali
technology standards
11l. conduct research
technenlmagyced cl assr
12l. use multiple sour
on professional prac
13l. use multiple sour
decisions about the
14. use technology td
professional develop
wor ks hoposn thraanidnsi ng) .
15. am applying meas\
security and safety.

Conclusi on
This chapter outlined the research met hodo
coll ection procedures, instrumentation, valid
techniques used to examine the digirtaal odisv iade
study | imitations were also discussed. The fo

anal ysi s
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Ar

De

Chapter 4

Resul ts

The pur posewvadsfo telxiasni aiteudyhe availability an
ol s in secondary educat i Dat alwesrse ooommls| actreod
frastructure, Support, Bad Apipemnds,whridglh Twad n o

mi ni stered to secondar yTistclheo oll stcehaocohlesr.s Tihne
nsisted of four sections: ( apericnefirvaesd rbuacrtruire
chnol ogy integratione, (zndffeé)queeamggrodphiec h

This chapter presents the results of the qt

e studyods three research questions. Descrip
analyze the data collecteopdifveromtaddclsts e€ect, i
ans, standard deviations, frequencies, and
sponses and identify overall trends related
Research Question 1
e there significant differences in technolo
ctors such as Title I status, school <cl assi
scriptive Statistics for Technol ogical Acce:
Descriptive statistics were calculated to
cess and infrastructure support. Overall, b6 t
chnol ogical resources i ninfhrea srtasneghaodolfer.o mve2a

3.32 -pmi rithtel § Dautre .
The highest rated item was iM=t erBal8 Psc hool

|l l owed cl osely bWbw= @rSodBcPt iavnidt yf asnoi fltyw acroemnfu n i
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SystMms3 $§B90,6) .

direMdt 02 S®10, 88) ,

I n

f ol

contrast

| owed

M:

t

he

t2eORSD, @1 oagrnyd swiepbp o r

| owe st

rat ed

access not M=ihgy®®,Bo.c klTehdes(e fi ndings indicate
perceived strong access to technology tool s a
perceptions were reported regae dTalgl ¢ e&)h.nol og
Tabl e 6

Descriptive Statistics for Technol ogical Acce:
Technol ogi cal Accesn Me a n SD

I nternal communicat101 3.32 0.80
Productivity softwa99 3.29 0.80

Family communicati o099 3.29 0.76

Enough computers avl10l1l 3. 27 0.97

Reliable internet alo01l 3.20 0. 88

Li brary/ media coordl1l01 3.16 0.89

Sufficient hardwarelO1 3.12 0.91

Fast internet speedlO1 3.11 0.92

Ongoing technology 101 3.06 0.80

Ongoing professional0l1 3.014 0.81

Web access not bloc100 2.96 0.91

Technol ogy support 101 2.95 0. 89

Technol ogy director 101 2.91 0. 88

NotLd .kteype useall & = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disa
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Di fferences Based on Title | Status

Chsquare analyses were conducted to deter mi

technol ogi cal I nfrastructTuirtel ediIRé®amheds|Ibsen dvie® & |
that sever al I nfrastructure 1 tems showed stat
groupsatAsitgriafliilfcfaemdaesn deound bet ween Title | st

that schools had enough comp@h=r$9)avpe= 1@&bT®, f
.013. Teachers in Title I schools were more ||
were availabl e compiatrlee It osdla@aaclh®rs i n non

A significant association was agll3sfje ©PO)nd f

= 9p89,020, indicating that perceptions of av:
noimi tle | school s.
Additionally, a statistically significant

l'i brary or mg@@ina ¢9prpEd hat®®., Teachers in Titdl
more | ikely to report having access to a I|ibr
noimi tle | school s.

Anotshteart i sit g iafiilfgfaemdaesn dedent i fi ed for produc

avail dg@8inEi 8y) p= 110062, suggesting that access

bet ween thé&i nwblgroapstatistically significan
school commung@ati 68) sprsOdd@BY, i1 ndicating that
perceptions of internal communi cation technol

However, sever al i nfrastructure variables

di fferences beftiMwetelne Tli tdehdolasn.d Mmonsi gni fi cant

reliable ich(Br¥ Nnk3) Ppsc254G, or dgi3mt=er9mMet p=s (be &4B,,
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140. Similarly,d@eb 98) p=ria.2®yB8,podncditeaschnol oc¢
avail d@BinFi 89) p= 256%, did not differ signific

These findings indicate that while many as
across school contexts, some differences i n a

communication systems we(rxeeeaesBalcliemat7e)d wi th Ti-

Tabl e 7

Ch$quare Results Comparing Technol ogical Acces
I nfrastructure 1tec] df p Cramer’
Enough computers alO. 79 3 . 0" : 330
Sufficient hardwar9. 89 3 . 0%2C 316
Reli able internet 5.40 3 .14t 233

Il nternet speed 5. 48 3 .14C 235
Web access not blo3. 94 3 . 26¢ 201
Technol ogy support2.03 3 .56¢€ 143
Li brary/ media coorl4.80 3 . 00z 387
Technol ogy direct o060 04 3 . 11C. 247
Productivity softwll. 52 3 . 00¢. 345
Ongoing profession2. 36 3 .50z. 154
Ongoing technol ogy?2. 84 3 .41¢ 169
Family communicati 7. 31 3 . 063 275

I nternal communica9. 21 3 . 027. 305

Not*¢< . 05.
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To e
based o
stati st
teacher
support

The
softwar
communi
technol
These |
t han av

Ov e

]

acr oss

di ffere

Researc
in Titl

To a
frequen

i ndepen

Summary of Research Question 1 Find
xamine whether significant differences
n demographic factors (Title | status,
Il cs were first analfy zedoc e sos .unRleesrwslttasn di r
s generally reported moderate to high
, wWith mean scores-poamgi sgafrom 2. 91 t
h-rghedt areas included internal school
e, and family communication systems, s

cati on-reend tperdo d wootlisv.i-tlgntaecddans rawsite adee

ogy director, availability of technol o
ower ratings highlight concerns relate
ailability of tool s.

all, the findings suggest that whil e t
schools, variations may exist in the |

nces provide a foundat i dam pfaari tfiuwerst haere

ted with demographic factors such as T

Research Question 2
h Question 2 examined the barriers tea
Brilt laeand mocrhool s.
ddress this research question, descrip:
tly reported barriers-stquatrec hresltsgyy fac

dence were conducted to detemmiintel evhlet
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status. Il n addition, |l ogistic regression anal
demographic characteristics predicted the 11k
DescriptiRer Reiswedd sBarriers to Technol ogy Acce
Descriptive statistics were used to ident.i
technol ogy access among tea heshow Thatr seswletr |
were reported more frequently than others, in
i ntegration.
Tab8 e

Teackheerrcei ved Barriers to Technol ogy Access

Barrier n( Yes) % (Yes)
Limited funding 41 4 ®.
Ti me constraints 41 40. 2
Li mited student d40 39. 2
Restricted by sch26 25. 5
Li mited teacher d25 24 .5
Lack of availablel9 18. 6
Lack of coefffiiddeacl?9 18. 6
Lack of motivatiol? 16. 7
OQutdated/incompatilb5 14.7
Limited belief inlb5 14. 7
I nsufficient inteld 13.7
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Barrier n( Yes) % (Yes)

l nadequate technil?2 11. 8
Resi stance to chal?2 11. 8
Ot her 12 11. 8
Fear of | osing col0 9. 8
Negative past exp8 7.8

Not eN1l= Ma&l ues represent the number and percen
barrier.

The most commoarlryi eérdse nierfea eldi mited funding
reported by 40. 2% of participants. Closely fo
(39.2%), suggesting that both resource | imita

hi ndering effective technology use.

Moderately reported barriers included rest
and | imited teacher digital l' iteracy (24.5%).
and teacher skildl |l evel s cegtatbabhe to challe

Ot her barriers were reported | ess frequent
of conf i deefnfciec aocry s(eboft h 18. 6 %), as well as | ac
Addi tional <concerns such as auridaetde dbedri eifn c onm

of technology were each reported by 14. 7% of
Barriers related to infrastructure and sup

and inadequate technical support (11.8%), wer
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barninerlsudi ng resi stance to change (11. 8%), f e

experienwese(@m8mMmy the | east frequently repor
Overall, these findings -selggtesd hdarati et s, ,uc
funding, time, and student digital readiness,

factors. This pattern indicatesl|l ah@el ¢ hiahfl lemegi

systemic conditions rather than individual te
Di fferences by-Slgiutalree I Status: Chi
Chsquare tests of independence were conduct

perceptions of barriers to technology access

analyses are 9Presented in Tabl e
Tab9 e

Ch$quare Tests for Barriers by Title | Status
Barrier G ) df p Cramer
Limited fundin3.01 1 . 083 .17
Lack of devicel. 42 1 . 234 .12

|l nsufficient i2.47 1 . 116 .16

|l nadequate tec2.79 1 . 095 .17
Outdated techn2.20 1 . 138 .15
Restricted pol0O.68 1 . 409 .08
Limited teacheO. 64 1 . 422 .08
Limited studenl. 31 1 . 253 .11
Lack of confidO0O. 48 1 . 489 .07
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Barrier G ) df p Cramer

Limited belief0.33 1 . 564 .06
Resi stance to 0.28 1 . 598 .05
Lack of motivaO. 42 1 . 518 .07
Ti me constrainl. 42 1 . 234 .12
Fear of | osing0.23 1 . 634 .05
Negative exper0.18 1 . 674 .04

Notpe. . 05.

The findings indicated that there were no
reported barriers betwWadand et dacshcehrosolisn  TSiptelcea fli
i mitede[flundipnl..®B3; | ack of(llavapd .adb2 F4;deanid e
insufficient|[ilnt ep=Retdde6cceassd, not differ signi
Al so, no significant differences gwWler e= m2b.s7e%r,v e

.095; omhnodbEgl¥) t=expe2. 2B8; or restrictigolhls rel a

O0p68.,4009.

Teacrheelrat ed barriers also showed no signifi

i mited teachee[rl)di=g=s0t.a8l®2,2;i tleirmictyed ocs{tluydemnt di ¢

1. %2, . 253; | ack[d] ecpcaf#@BOnceand | i mited belie

—+

echne|l bygy7=0.3&B4addition, attitudinal and mo

]

esi st ancecd 1t) o FedDa. ri5gd®es, ; | ac&( o)f =pasG.i&¥AH8) onhi me

o

onste@@l)nt=pz1.LB4; fearcdhOI) | mpsdtnI34pnandl pnegat
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expericghyresp=0.64, were also not statiisticall
Title I school s.

Al t hough none of the results reached stati
were generally small, indicating weak associ a
reporting sQeein dlilc, baheserfsindings suggest t h:
access are | argely consistent across school c
indicates that challenges r el aniedde troa ttheecrh ntoh aon
specific to a particular type of school

Logistic Regression Analysis
Purpose of the Analysis

To further examine Research Question 2, bi
conducted to determine wheytehaerrs toefa cehxepre rdieemocge,
l evel, @pneédgenedrthe | ikelihood of reporting

Logistic regression was selected because the

Yes), representing wlather each barrier was r
Category Coll apsing and Recoding Procedures
Prior to analysis, variables were screened
model stability. Several demographic variabl e
assumptions required for | ogistic regression.

Years of teaching experienciedl Owgreearco lalnap sle.
more years) to increase cell sizes and reduce

groups: standard certificat isonma a(rGl acsesr tB,f i Claatsi
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(emergency and provisional). Gender was al so

frequencies were removed or recoded to ensure

Addi tionally, barrier variables were coded
selected). These procedures improved the dist
cells and model instability.

Assessment of Variable Stability

Prior to conductingaboadgiast ion mrReagql gseiSOwWeTr e
evaluate whether each barrier variable met th

classified as stable, optioniabdseerGHmIse abl e b

T Presence of both outcome categories (0 and
T Adequate cell counts (generally O 10 cases
T Absence of empabutallisesnsn cross
T Ability of the model to converge without e
Tabloe 1
Stable Barrier Variables Included in Logistic
Barrier VariabFrequen Justification
Limited fundin4d4l Adequate variability;
Lack of avail al?9 Acceptable distributio
Il nsufficient 114 Mo d e | converged; stabl
Limited studend4o Hi gh frequency,; bal anc
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Barrier VariabFrequen Justification

Lack of coefffiidl9 Meets |l ogistic regress

NotFe.equency (Yes) represents the number of pa
1 = Yes, O = No). Only variables that demonst
regression assumptions, includiog, swéfeciantu

in the analysi s.

Tablle 1

Optional Barrier Variables Considered for Logi
Barrier VariablFrequen Justification

Lack of motivatl?7 Moder ate frequency,; I
Limited belief 15 Limited variability;
OQutdated/ i ncomglb Potenti al i mbal ance a

NotFe.equency (Yes) represents the number of pa

O = No). Variables were classified as optional
related to small cell si zeweroer ilnicniutdeedd vianr ilaobg
regression analyses only when model assumptio

6 2



Tabl2ze 1

Unstable Barrier Variables Excluded from Logi !

Barrier VarialtFrequen: Justification

l nadequate te«?2 Sparse data; model f
Restricted by 26 Extreme coefficients
Limited teach«25 Uneven distribution
Ti me constraiitdl Separation issues; m
Resistance to 12 Low variability,; spa
Fear of |l osin¢o0 Il nsufficient cell Co
Negative past 8 Extremely | ow freque
Ot her 12 l nconsi stent respons

Not eFrequency (Yes) represents the number of |

1 = Yes, O = No). Variables were excluded fror
model assumptions, includingneyeam sci dtartiahuti insr
failure of model convergence.

Rationale for Inclusion and Exclusion of Vari ;

Barrier variables that demonstrated stable
were retained for | ogistic regression analysi
estimates and met ®Opltionatli yarcalbl @ass wapti oms
converged and produced interpretable results.

vari ables were interpreted with caution.
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Unstable variabl e
Ssparse data, empty c
unreliable and inval
variables were stild]l
perceived barriers.
Logistic Regression

Binary | ogistic r

S W

el |

I d

e X

Res

egr

determine whet her teach

Across al l model s,

t

certificatiomwelrevealot

> .05). The overall

he

an

mo d

ere excluded from | ogi
s, and nonconvergence.
resul tal yPespi uastheoéie

amined descriptively t

ul ts

ession analyses were ¢c
er demographics predic
resultsyiemadiscateeéxpleat
dAtgesnderal |y sigpni fican

el s were not statistic

indicated by Coygedahker 8re IRl (RJael eu ®Tda, bNlaea s1 51)o w

Tabl3e 1

Summary of Logistic

Reg

ression Results for St

Barrier Vari iPredi ctB

SE Wal p Ex(pB 95 % CI

Limited fundiExper.
Certif
Gender
Lack of devi Exper.i
Certif
Gender

I nsufficient Exper.

¢-0 .

i-0 .

0.

¢-0 .

10 .

€0 .

6 4

. 50.

70.

50.

40 .

30.

70 .

51.5.2:0.49[0. 164,
80.4.5:0.57[0.105,
40.9.3:1.54[0.652,
60.2.60.73[0.193,
90.6.4:2.07[0. 342,
51.0.3:0.58[0.201,

.90.6.412.09[0. 333,



Barrier Vari :PredictB SE Wal p Ex(pB 95 % CI

Certifi0O. 4:12.30.1.7«1.52[0.119,
Gender 0.2:0.50.1.6¢.25[0.404,
Student digi Experie¢e.50.60.8.3«1.78[0.536,
Certifi0. 4«0.90.2.6:1.56[0.267,
Gender 0. 7¢0.42.8.0¢2.18[ 0. 886,
Conf i deefcfei/lcsaExperie¢e0.60.60.9.3:0.53[0.152,
Certifi0O.0:0.90.0.9¢1.02[0.150,

Gender 0.3:0.40.5.4:1.41[0.578,

NotBe | ogit ¥BestiaodanB); er roodrd;s EBExapt(i o; @I = cor
< .05 indicates statistical significance.
I nterpretation of Findings

The results of the | ogistic regression ana

characteristics did not significantly predict

access. This suggests that the fbar ntiocemsaritdentl
demographic groups but are instead broadly ex

These findings aligned with earlier descri
bar rsiuerhs as | i mited funding, ti meerceonmdrreai nt s,
promi nent t-lheweli nfda owtiamusal The [ ack of signific
conclusion that barriers to technology integr

teacher characteristics.
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Il n summary, |l ogistic reg

variables that me t statisti

i mproved data quality and e

instabil. the final mo d e

ty,

significantly influence the

Summary of

Research Question 2

technol i-hi Ti el b $chadl g

0gy

anal yses, and | ogistic regr

Descriptive results indi

funding, time constraints,

resoruelcet ed chall enges were

barriers included restricte

while attitudinal barriers

experiences were .reported |

Chsquare analyses were

Title iTiand nomchool s. The

di fferences in the

suggest hat teachers acro

and int ating technol ogy.

Logistic regression anal

i ncl udi years of experien

reporti specific barri
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statistically signific@ant. Opbr)e.diTchteosres foifn dbianrgrsi
|l i keli hood of perceiving barriers to technol o

of their demographic characteristics.

Overall, the results of Research Question
systemic and widely experienced, rather than
teacher characteristics. Theseasifrigndsditmasthirahl
such as funding, time allocation, and student
technol ogy in secondary education.

Research Question 3
How often do teachers use technology to i mpro
based on demographic factors?

To address this research question, descrip
frequency with which teachers reported using
activities. Means and standard devi amiwa@eaewer
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to
usage existed based on selected demographic v
experience, gender, and | evel of <certificatio

Descriptive Resul ts
Frequency of Technol ogy Use

Descriptive statistics were calculated to

technol ogy across a variety of instructional

measured fregaemtcysoal eaé saxd( bgi Fypm 1 ( Never)

67



Overall, teachers reported moderate to hig
activities. The highest reported usage occurr
communi cati on. For example, teachers reported
coll abdMratdt 5B ,1(. 34) , productivity tasks such a
presenMat 4888 ,1(. 52), and commuv= c4a38BFloth. wil) h f a
Technol ogy was also frequenMfy4 8B dl .f50%r) ocamldi d
analysis to monMtod SOl ylded) progress (

Moderate | evels of technology use were rep
assessment practices. These iMT|lUIEMD levdB)uyat i
aligning technol ogy Wse 3wWwiBtdhl a¢cademidt stroafdlae
3. 88 1. 4a)a,sedatianstrudt=i @5&4 ,d.e£3)s,i oaasd (per f ol
based asMes8®&hils. 3(1) .

Lower | evels of technology use were obseryv
professional i nquiry. For instance, teachers
conducting &A=t i209®2r,esé8@)ycand cbasedt pMmgcrieses
2. 848 1.15) .

These findings suggest that teachers most
coll aboration, and productivity tasks, whil e

resemaseid i nstructi omsele @ladbdnrei Mg acti vities
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Table 1

Descriptive Statistics for Frequency of Techni

Technol ogy Activity n Me an SD

Educator coll aborati95 4. 74 1.3
Productivity tasks 96 4. 43 1.5
Family communicati o195 4. 31 1.4
Online safety instri196 4. 10 1.5
Data anal ysi s 96 4. 01 1.4
Di fferentiation wusi 195 3.94 1.6
Eval uate technol ogy 96 3.41 1.4
Standards alignment 94 3. 34 1.9
Data reflection 96 3.28 1. 4
Dathbased deci sions 96 3.21 1. 4
Per f orbnaasnecde assessme94 3.11 1.3
Professional devel 096 3.06 1.3
Technehbgwnwced | esso0196 3.04 1. 4
Action research 95 2.92 1. 4

Rese-bashbhd practices 96 2. 44 1.1

Not(eN. A)LI Kkteygceal e ranged bHB¢Dami Ly ) Never) to
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On®&vay ANOVA Resul ts
Titl e | Status
A owmay analysis of wvariance (ANOVA) was <con
frequency of technology use differed based on
teachers in TiitTielle dchaeabhlon| danadcmorsfse smsuil an all e

technol ogy use practices.

The results indicated that there were seve
technol ogy use based on Title | status. Speci
di fferentiation, F (1, 92) = p.89,006- famoly
communi cati on, F (1, 92) = 5.70, p = .019, an

findings suggest that teachersdé use of techno
were teachi ngTiitnl ebilltsl.,.secHo or non

The effect sizes for these significant fin
while differences existed, the magnitude of t
that Title | status had a |l ampeetdsbat nhethpoeh

For the remaining technol by edseorwartii alelses eivia

technol ogy resonharced tleechnmaegdypes $ ®s snaamcte, o
analysis, educator coll aborati orf | €t dbnadsaerdd sl a &
deci-makinng, and participation in professional
di fferences were observed (p > .05). These re
|l evel s of technotoggytuseabcranadspmosessnsesnal p
type.
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l nterpret

Over al
were sel e
and instr
similar |
These res
| school s
across sc

Tablbe 1

ation of

I, the f

Findings

Il ndings suggest

ctive rather than widesp

ucti onal

evel s ac

ul ts 1 mp

di fferenti @atriaach
ross both groups

l'y that although

, the overall i ntegratio

hool Hettings (see Tabl e

ANOVA Results for

t hat di ffere

read. Whil e

i secsweéreauis

of teachers

somdi tbet ex

n of technol

1

Technol ogy Usage by Title |

Technol og

y Use df

F p d |

Resebashd pract
Evaluate tech r(
Teemhanced | es s(
Per f o rbnaasnecde a s s €
Data anal ysi s (
Differentiati on(
Productivity (

Famcbymmuni cati of

Educator

Standar ds

col | ab(

al i gn(

[N

, 93)1.76 .187
, 93)2.00 .161
, 93)1.09 .300
, 91)1.45 .231
, 93)0.93 .3309
, 92)6.89 .0%0
, 93)8.06 .006
, 92) 570 . 0% 9
, 92)1.72 .193

, 91)0.37 .545
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Technol ogy Use df F p d )
Action research(1, 92)0.14 .708 .00
Data reflection(1, 93)0.55 .459 .00
Datbased decisio(l, 93)2.97 .088 .03
PD participatio(l, 93)2.78 .099 .02
Online safety (1, 93)6.05 .06 .06
Note*p < .05

Certification Level

A owmay analysis of wvariance (ANOVA) was <con
frequency of technology use differed based on
analyzed using coll apsed categori esabtid ietnys uorfe
the results.

The findings revealed that there were stat
use for family communicati on, F (1, 92) = 8.0
9.69, p = .002. These resullevseli nidnfclaueen ccehdth av
they used technology for communication with f
educators.

The effect sizes for these significant dif
that certification | evel had a meaningful I mp
Teachers with standard certi ftieccahhn alno ay pwesaea eidn

areas comparedstanddard

to communication and ¢
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For alll
technol ogy

anal ysi s,

ot her

technol oghpasesed pancabtes,iprew

di fferentiati on,

resonhareced tleehnimaoegdyp@es § ®s snaeacte, d

produat irwiftl ye,ctgstoaan

ob

Us e

based dnadki sagonparticipation in professional d
statistically significant differences were
certification | evel diwsentofi ntfd culenticleo g st s e en
Tablee 1

ANOVA Results for Frequency of Technol ogy
Technol ogy Use | df F p d ]
Resehbhasbhd practi (1, 93)0.28 .601 . 00c:
Evaluate tech re(1, 93)1.87 .174 .02¢C
Teemhanced | esso(1, 93)0.01 .913 . 00C

Per f orbmaasnecde asses(1, 91)0.00 .993 . 00C

Data anal ysi s (1, 93)2.65 .107 . 02¢

Di fferentiation (1, 92)1.17 .282 . 01c
Productivity (1, 93)1.66 .200 . 01¢
Family communica(l, 92)8.05 .006 . 08¢
Educator collabo(1l, 92)9.69 .002 . 09c¢
Standards alignm(1, 91)0.62 .433 . 007
Action research (1, 92)0.14 .707 . 00¢Z

Data reflection (1, 93)1.15 .285 . 012
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Technol ogy Use | df F p d|

Dathaased decision(1l, 93)1.46 .230 . 01¢
PD participation(1, 93)1.51 .223 . 01¢
Online safety (1, 93)0.05 .827 . 001

Not*e.p < .05

I nterpretation of Findings

Overall, the results suggest that the inf]l
' i mited and context specific. While certifica
coll aboration practices, it edgirdatniootn soifg ntiefcihcnao
instructional activities.

These findings indicate that teachers, reg
technol ogy at similar rates for instructional
professional and adcemmuwrsiecsa toifont e cahonno | iongsyt rruactthie

practices.
Years of Experience
A owmay analysis of variance (ANOVA) was con

frequency of technology use differed based on

were analyzed using coll apsed cat evgeortihees t o e
reliability of the statistical results.
The findings indicated that there were no

frequency of technology use across any of the
years of experience (p > . 05)wheTthh esr stuhgegye sh asd

or more years of

(0

Xperience, reported similar
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Al t hough no variabl es r e acbhaesde ds tpartaicsttiicceasl aspipgr
significance, F (1, 94) = 3.68, p = .058. Thi

with differing | evels of ex mppdr ireasseeadr m@arya o/tair g/e ¢

however, this difference was not strong enoug

For all other wvariables including evaluat.
enhanced | esslhanased passo®ssnaemcte, data anal ysi s,
family communication, educator cohl abat ati on,
refl ecthiasre,d dhtka :1igon participation in professi
safety no statistically significant differenc
Tabl7re 1

ANOVA Results for Frequency of Technol ogy Use

Technol ogy Use 1df F p d ]

Resebasbhd practi(1l, 94) 3.68 .058 . 03¢
Evaluate tech re(l, 94) 0.60 . 442 . 00¢€
Teemhanced | ess¢1, 94) 0.30 .588 . 00:
Per f orbnaasnecde asse (1, 92) 0.02 .886 .00C
Data anal ysi s (1, 94) 0.40 .530 . 00¢
Di fferentiation (1, 93) 0.64 .426 . 007
Productivity (1, 94) 0.03 .876 . 00C
Family communi ca(1l, 93) 0.90 . 345 .01
Educator collabo(1, 93) 2.49 .118 . 02¢
Standards alignn(1, 92) 0.39 .533 . 00¢
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Technology Use Idf F p d |

Action research (1, 93) 1.29 .260 . 01¢
Data reflection (1, 94) 0.74 .393 . 00¢
Datbased decisior(1, 94) 0.17 . 684 . 00¢
PD participation(l, 94) 0.62 .434 . 007
Online safety (1, 94) 0.26 .613 . 00:

Notep > .05.

|l nterpretation of Findings

Overall, the results indicate that years of t
frequently teachers used technology. Technol o

|l ess experienced and more experienced teacher

These findings suggest that experience | evel
teachers integrate technology into their inst
technol ogi cal use may be influeesedr meseg bgce
technol ogy, or professional expectations, rat

the profession.
Gender
A owmay analysis of wvariance (ANOVA) was <con
frequency of technology use differed based on
across gender groups on multiple instructiona
The results revealed that there were stati
for family communicati on, F (2, 92) = 3.39, p

4. 73, p = .011. These findi ntghs dinfdfiecraetnec etsh aitn
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frequently teachers used technology for commu

coll eagues. An examination of technology use
reported higher mean | evel si mfalt exrhdh opgrogfye usiec
practices compared to male teachers. Specific

evaluating technol ogy r eesndhuarncceesd (I M s= o3.s5 A M s=.

data analysis (Mrendi a2iose. (8. 601, 00i 6. 3.25

3.75), family communication (M = 4.49 vs. 3.5
and online safety practices (M = 4.27 vs. 3.6
aefv areas, shhzdedspractiaces (M = 2.50 vs. 2.4
participation (M = 3.10 vs. 3.07), although t

The effect sizes for these significant res

suggesting that while gender influenced these
di fferences was not | arge. Teachfos differed |
communication and coll aboration, but these di

practices.

For the remaining technol by edseorwarti alelse s
of technology reshanmnced ,| ¢ £schan®d bpgxs § ®3 snaacte,
analysis, differentiation, produdat aintegfl at¢t@in
based dnadki sagonparticipation in professional d
statistically significant differences were o0b
did not significantnlay iursfelsuerncd emdhintol iomgytr Setv

approached statistical significance, includin
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and evaluation of

technol ogy

resources (p

di fferences did not meet the tHBeshold for
Tabl8e
ANOVA Results for Frequency of Technol ogy
Technol ogy Use 1df F d )
Resebasbhd practi(2, 90.16 .850 .00
Evaluate tech re(2, 92.87 .062 . 05
Teemhanced |l ess¢ 2, 91.25 .292 .02
Per f orbnaasnecde asse (2, 90.19 .831 .00
Data anal ysis (2, 90.98 .379 . 02
Di fferentiation (2, 93.00 .055 . 06
Productivity (2, 93.06 .052 . 06
Family communica(2, 93.39 .0"38 . 06
Educator coll abo(2, 94.73 .0*1 .09
Standards alignn(2, 90.07 .928 .00
Action research (2, 90.41 .668 .00
Data reflection (2, 90.06 .942 .00
Dathbased decisior(2, 91.34 .2638 .02
Professional dev

- | (2, 90.31 .733 .00
participation
Online safety (2 92.48 .089 . 05
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Not e*
Il nter
Ov
techn
mo st
These
their

rel at

Re
and |
cert.

oneay

produ
techn
repor
refl e

Th
wi des

di ffe

p < .05
pretation of Findings
erall, the findings suggespethhtcgentikeue
ol ogy use. While differences were obseryv
I nstructional uses of teplknol ogy were co
results indicate that teachers, regardl
instructional practices at similar | eve
ed to specific profressiomailngtarskst ir@an dler
Summary of Research Question 3 Fi.l
search Question 3 examined how often tea
earning and whether usage differed based
fication | evel, years of expeeisehaéejsand
ANOVA analyses provided insight into bot

mong teachers.

scriptive results indicated that teacher
verall. The highest | evels of use were o
ctivity, family communiactattieoanc, h earnsd fornel g une

ol ogy for communication and professional
ted -faoge d eppreaaatcihces and action research,
ctive instlrogyi waak Less obmmenohwgwoi mpl em
e ANOVA results revealed that differences:s
pread. Title I status was associated wit

rentiation, productividtyy, fsaung d s tciomgnutnh e
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context influenced certain aspects of technol

were |inked to differences in communication a

experience did not result in any statistical
Overall, the findings suggest that whil e t

| evel s across most instructional practices, d

those related to communicati on eantdhaptr otfeecshsniod no
integration is not uniform across all context
teacher characteristics. However, the | ack of

suggests that technolkeogyamesegi s emehatrisvelrggaon

q
o
c
5
o

backg
Chapd®ummary

This chapter presented the results of the

divide in secondary education. The analysis a
technol ogi cal access and i ntegrfattieocnh n opleorgeye i Ws
among teachers. Descriptive and-signfaeredstteisals, s
way ANOVA, and |l ogistic regression, were used

For Research Question 1, the findings reve
technol ogi cal access and integration based on
noimi tl e | schoolfTetl|l dedcbbehosol Bsnepoatedshbi gbe
technol ogi cal resources, including computers,
communi cation systems. However, not all wvaria
that disparities i n acnctesascrwesrse aplrle saerneta sb.u tT hne
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that structur al di fferences in technology ava
di fferent student popul ations.

For Research Question 2, descriptive stat.i
barriers to technology access as | imited fund
|l iteragwu.ar@hianal yses indicatednt hatanhedef Wwer

the frequency of report &M tblae rli esrcsh dbcelt swe eAnd dTii t

-

egression results showed that teacher demogr

certification Inreovtels i gamidf igceandte rpr emeircet or s of r

suggest that barriers to technology access ar
influenced by school type or individual teach
For Research Question 3, descriptive stat.i

high | evels of technology use, with the highe
coll aboration, productivity, famvleyscommuisic a

reported -faoged epreaaatcihces awady aAcNQVoAn rreesud & rsc b .n

that differences in technology use were selec
l evel, and gender &eces assocentaidnwatbasd fpar:
and coll aboration practices, while years of e
Overall, the findings suggest that technol ogy
pr acetsi, with variation occurring in specific ¢

Taken together, the results of this chapte
and usage exist, particularly across school c

shared across teachers. Thaea sfiprdiynags ghieghleirghr

technol ogy access and barriers, whereas diffe
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organi zational support needed to effectively
consistent across schools. These differences
are able to integrate technology into their i

When examining differences across demograp

but notable variations. While some difference
characteristics, many aspects oifmitlegahnatongs £ al
This suggests that access to technology is be
does not necessarily translate to equity in s

These findings align with van Dijkoés Digit
divide is not solely aboultewelysdicwildea),c et tal
di sparities in resources, gswegmhmnrotl ogagndIihhe¢e hals

relatively strong access to devi celsevaenld dtiogoiltsa

di vi de. However, the | ower ratings related to
ongoing chal Iwandgeoeaepseacilaetveed s of digital i ne

Overall, the findings suggest that while s
to technology, disparities remain in the supp
integration. Addressing these gaapsocwitlilonr,e gbuuit
on strengthening infrastructure, staffing, an
teachers can effectively utilize available te

Research Question 2
What barriers do teachers perceive as -prevent

Titl e | school s?
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The findings for Research Question 2 showe

l' i mited funding, time constraints, and | imite
technol ogy access. These barriers reflect str
individual l i mitations.

Chsquare analyses revealed no significant ¢

| anidiindre | school s. I n addition, |l ogistic re
demographics, including year s eorf, edxipde rn oetn cper,e d
|l i keli hood of reporting barriers. This sugges
across different school contexts and teacher

From the perspective of Jan van Dij-kb6s fra
|l evel divide (access| e¢welr ediowirde s() s kinldl € haend el
funding affects access to taanlncscltauagentwhielad i m
influence how effectively technology can be u

The absence of demographic differences hig
individual, reinforcing the idea that address
rather than focusing solely on teacher charac
Research Questions 3
How often do teachers use technology to impro

di fferences based on demographic factors?

The findings for Research Question 3 indic
|l evel s of technology use overall. Technology
coll aboration, productivity, andscemrlviede fsoaf et

resemaseid practices and action research.
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use, differences were primarily observed in s

coll aboration rather than across all Il nstruct
Overall, the findings support the view tha
systemic issue, extending beyond simple acces

student readiness play a critteigaalt erdoliention tsshaa
|l earning. Addressing these challenges require

access to technol ogi cal resources but also su

I n conclusion, this study contributes to a
secondary education and highlights the need f
integration of technology for all students an

Recommensdati on
Recommendatrti nsacti ce
1.Schools should prioritize increased fundin
access to technology across all school set

2. Teachers should seek out grants to provide

3.Professional devel opment should focus on h
instructional practices, not just basic us
4 .Schools should provide additional support

identified as a major barrier.
5. Admini strators should consider strategies

more opportunities to effectively integrat
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wer teachers to become reflective prac
tices.

Recommendati ons for Future Resear
re studies should include a | arger and
ralizability.
archers should explore student perspec
tional research should examine how tec
re studies could use mixed methods app
hers use technology in practice.
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Appendi x A

Assessing I nfrastructure, Barries, and Technol
Survey
This appendix includes the full survey instru

Al abama.
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9/ 21/ 25, 12RE9 RBquest for PerilRsbi Gnatle Seavegr §thoBi Disgertikat oinna
M/ Cl-alh&kw Magneé

EOutIo

AEa WA e 13t qlin Yl WANT gL} IRSIUILL
NIJEcHGIJI + WnY!l W?Rtt JI q¢c qRYUWA

Fro$rvander son, Edward/ Murphy High <esanderson@mcpss.com
DatTehu 8/ 7/ 2025 1:13 PM

To Billups, KaShawaMauphriCdthu ks @mcpss. com

Sounds good. Let me know the date and we can n

CNR.YA f dzLJa Y Y§FKINE yal AgSd I NJoAf f dzZlaxyOLlAaadO2YhH

{ SYIKYMzZNARI 8% ! dZAdzAlG T3 HAHP MHYod ta

¢V YRSNE2Y > 9RéI NRkadzNLIKeé | AIK fSalyRSNE2YyXYOLJ
{ dzo ov8SMi YWS |j dzS &0 T2 NJ tcBNMN KA BDNRPRS(i2SK OKNBSR TZAKI 5 A

I would Iike to send the survey out next mont h.

CNR2{MIYYRSNE2Y > 9RgISHR K KBNBIBR AP AAK

{ SWIKWMzZNERIFI @ ! dz3dzald T HAnHup MMYMO ! a

C2YAEE dZlJa s Y KING ya 1 By & B aFdp O2 Y

{ dzo av89OMi YWS Ij dzSa (i T2 NJ tCBNN KA BDANR RS 2SK ONKNBSE THAKI 5 A

Good Morning Ms. Billips,

Congratul ations on your efforts in pursuing yol
|l i ke to send out this survey?

CNR.YAYE f dzLJa Z Yd KING yva ]| B X app 02 ¥V

{ SYBRYSaRIe&x ! dz3dzad c¢cX Hnup yYnd ta

¢2{Yr YRSNE2Y I 9RSISHRy KRINBIBREFP QAKX  +

{ dzo av8jidyS a G F2 NJ t S NXWAHAGAKA 2D/NJ (RS {¢a3NIADKES Nl KF 2 NJ 5 A & &
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mailto:kbillups@mcpss.com

Dear Mr . Edward Sander son

I hope this message finds you wel. Ms. Salter
woul d be reaching out. My name is Katrina Bill
Magnet School. | am currently a doctoral candi

to request your permission t0b2tdh sgmraddattee ac hari =
within your district as part/2o0f my dissertatior

9/ 21/ 25, 12: 29 PM RE: Requesit2f br GPadmi §saohet® fSomBidi upsht aKiaitan nR

M/ cl-ah&w Magnhke f ocus of my study is to examine hoc
across schools and how these differences i mpac!H
Title I schools. | am especially interested in

tehmol ogy access and the strategies they use to

I f granted permission, I would provide a survey
di strictds communication systemol5Thm nsuutrevse yt owi |
complete, and it will not collect any names or
respses will remain anonymous and confidential
as well as Auburn Universityds and | RB researctl
Your support would be invaluable to this resear
of educators in your district. The findings may

future decisions related to technology access ¢

Pl ease feel free to contact me if you have any
information. Thank you for your time and consi c

Sincerely,

Katrina Billups
Doctor al Candi dat e, Auburn University
kzbOoOgm@nai | . aybyribdd 2d5
YFOGNRAY | . Af f dzLJa
[ £t EX &

al 3ySi 27

al 0KZX
{OASyOS
I YR
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9/ 21/ 25, IRE:25RdPdMuest for PerimRsbhi Gnatdte Yeaovkekygr 6§t hoBi Dispertatio
Katrina-SHMa@l &mlgneeé

EOutIo

AEa WAIJue 3t gqln Y ! WANT g} IRIUILL
NIJecHGIJI + WnY!l W?Rtt JI q¢cqRYUWA

Fr oReed, Randal |l D./ Citronelle High <rreed@mcpss.com>
DatTehu 8/ 7/ 2025 7:10 AM

To Billups, KaShawaMavgrCdtar<kkbi | l ups@mcpss. com>

Good morning Mrs. Bill ups.

Thank you for reaching out regarding your r
al | if you shared the survey |l ink with wus.

Sincerely,

unr{(t[( ,(((((

Principal
f 89) rreed@mcopss.com
CITRONELLE © 2512213644

() 8200 ¢

” Citronelle, AL 36560

Lebaron Ave

*** CONFI DENTI ALI'TY NOTI CE* * *

Thi-sael is intended for the sole use of the individual (s) to who
is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under app
di sseminati on,orduplsitcratbiucdn on of this transmission by someone ot
designated agent is strict-mgi priohibrted, pfegoe metciefyeme hi mmedi
t hi-maiel

CNR.YAN f dzLJa Y Y§F KINE yal Axdd I NJoAf f dzZlaxyOLAaadd2YhH

{ SYBRYSaRlI&x ! dz3dzali c¢X Hnup yYoc ta

C2WSSR>Y wlyRIff 5dk/ AGNRYSttS | A3K f NNBESRXYOLJ a
{ dzo aw8jidyS a G T2 NJ t S NYWAHAUAKA 2D/NI RS {¢d3NIADKES NG KF 2 NJ 5 A & 3

107



Dear Mr. Randal |l Reed
I hope this message finds you well My name
teacher at Clark Shaw Magnet School. | am c
Auburn University. I am writing to request
sur veyilt2a hétygeadbder s within your district a:
di ssertation research.
The focus of my study is to examine how acc
schools and how these differences impact te
no-mitle | school s. |l am especially interest
teachers fharcel ogyt hadeeess and the strategies
students in their classrooms.
| f granted permission, | would provide a su
di strictbés communication systemil3he survey
mi nutes to complete, and it wild!/ not coll ec
identifiable iofh®esmawiloinh.r d&mai nesp
about:bladnk2 9/21/ 25, 1IRE:25RemgMiest for PerilRsbi Gnatle Yeavlkegr §thor Di
ReseaBech!|l ups, KaShawaMaugrCcd éar k
anonymous and confidential. I owi || adhere t
Auburn Universityods and | RB research guidel
Your support would be invalwuable to this re
voices of educators in your district. The f
for informing future decisions related to t
education.
Pl ease feel free to contact me if you have
information. Thank you for your time and co
Sincerely,
Katrina Billups
Doctor al Candld ate, Auburn University
KzbO0OO@®®EFTr mai | . aybur2rb-Qd®® 5

Y ONR Y|

It HNI 6
al 3y Si
al G KX

2 ¥

At t dzLJa
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®0 =ZNo =P A WNEERaQTAWAve 1Jt qlWn Y1 WA IIN B @RE WIRIY QTG M RUEE # @ 101! LU WESR 1P REH# Bl @ aqRRY UdlA+e g
E6¢sW~¢nUsB

ﬁOutIo

AEa WAIJue 3t qln Y ! WANT g} IRIUILL
NIJecHGIWI + WnY!l W?2Rtt WJI q¢cqRYUWA

Fromaffitte, Jason D/ Faul kner Career Tech Center <jdla
DatWed 8/13/2025 10:10 AM
To Billups, KaShawaMaygrCdtar<«kk bi | l ups@mcpss. com>

] YYT W~YI ORUNSH

N6Rt Ws ROGWHWWI UWKWW RIOWgé6 Rt WHRW DUqWaVY Wgqldée #6 1
LI

Jason D. Laffitte, Ed. D.

Principal Faul kner Career Techni
w

CNR.YAYE f dzZLJA Y Y§F KNG yal ASd F NJOATL f dzZLJAXYOLIAEAPO2YH

{ SYBRYSaRI&x 1 dz3dzad c¢X Hnup yYnH ta

C2[V YJST WFH&aA2Yy S5kCldzf {YySNI /I NBSNJ ¢SOK / SyiSNJ f e
{ dzo 280jidYS & i F2 NJ t S NAWAHAGEKA 2D/NJI (RS {CaBNIADKES Nkl KF 2 NJ 5 A & 2
?21¢! W~ toWws,¢t YOWx ¢oRaall

f W6 YGU W6 R WaWHY ¢NWIW3UOT+ W YelWs dadow~! woe G L
qUEHGUI WeqWodel t WMESGEs W~¢cNUWUqUWEHGSY YD OWf We G Wk

e2He | UWOUR21JI t Rq! lOWf We dWs 1 RagqRUNWqY W Whe I3t ql
el 213! TNG§ UDMRIBE #aIIl + Ws RgSRUW! Yel W Rt ql RAEqLWEt
| 13t 3¢l #6110

NEUWnYHzt WYNnWG! W qel ! WRY WaqYWI+F¢GRUWDWGE Ys We HF
b HSYVYOL WEUT W6Ys W63t DWW ROWI WURDY WRGGE Hallge
UYNRaqOWIWf Wt #6Y YOt OWf We 6 WIt GUAReGO! WRUqII It q
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qUERGDI T WneHUDWs R WaqWlHEsUYGYN! We H#HAWIE+ We UT Waqb
t gl WUt WRUOW6 JRI WHGEeH 1T YYGt 1O

fnwnNl ¢cOqPT WGWI Rt RYUAWT Ws Yedl WGl Y2RI JWe Wt e
I Rt ql RAgkt WRYGGa2 URHecqRYULW !+ qJGrORINIG I WY 21 21!
GRUz2 qUt WagYWHYOGGOIWqUAWEUT WRalWs RAGGWIYqUWHAYTGIUH
RUnY!l 0c¢ qRWWIOHOWL WSRO GJWIGIG ¢ RUWe UYU! aYet wWeUl WHY
qYWec oW Rt ql REAQqUWGYIRHRIY Wet Ws PddWet W eHel UL
qé6l YeN6Yeqladé JWGI YRIJt t 1O

oYeal Wt e GGY!l qls Yedl WANWRU2¢G2¢cHINUWqY Wqs6 Rt W 13
2YRALD WYnNWIT eBcqY!l + WROW! Yel W Rt ql REqIOWNGE 1JLW3
RUnYl dRUNDWneaqel YW UHRY RYUt W Wacqll WagVYWagllas U

AdUet JWnWadWn! JOWWqYWHEYUqe BqWa WWRN W! Ye W6 ¢ 21U
RUnYI GecqRYUWWNG¢e Ur W YelWnVYl W Yel WaqRGWWe U7 WHY
ERURIDI UG! A

ucql RUcW7ROG2 Gt

¢HYz2qaHAicNd=ZWdo =No =P 4 WNTEaQTAlRve 13t qlin Y1 WA IIN B dRé HIRIYdTLIGMIIEE # @ 101! US| W? Rt
At @n R@ Gle Gt A Wu ¢Eapl cRsUe~Ld~o(BITBE |

2YHqYl caWocUI RT ¢qlall e2Hel UWOUR2JI+ Ra! W
t A HMMIRI 0c¢ R0 K¢ Bl I= @RV HEED P

YFONRY I . Aff dzLJ&

It N &

al 3ySi 27

al KX

{ OASyO0S

YR

¢tSOKy2f 238

/ I NB S NJ

¢tSOKy2f 238

¢Sl OKSNJ

LYF2NXIoa2y ¢SOKyz2f23& ! OFRSY®
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12330 Me% 4 — o 5G.l 71% =

& @ Mrs. Buchanan Ve

Thursday, Jul 24 - 11:20 AM

RCS chat with Mrs. Buchanan

Good morning, Ms. Buchanan,

| hope you’ve been doing well. This is
Mrs. Billups. I'm currently working on
my dissertation, which focuses on the
digital divide in education. | was
wondering if you would be open to
allowing me to survey the teachers at
your school. | will follow up with an
email that includes the details and a
formal request for approval.

Thank you in advance for your support

Thursday, Jul 24 « 2:21 PM

Good afternoon. Yes ma’am. Keep me
posted.

Thank you

2:24 PM (©

@® RCS message © G
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EOutIo

Re: Request for Per @ Xtsh o@r & e STeavcehye rést hf or Di sser

Frolason Petro <jpetro@accelacademymobile.com>

DatMon 6/ 23/ 2025 7:54 AM

To Katrina Billups <kzb0O037@auburn. edu>

Ms . Billups,

I apologize for not getting back to you sooner. M
jgul d@acceymaball eammcdondr . Stringer can be reached at
jstgeirn@Qaccelymobhdeen. ¢tomnow Dr. Stringer is out of t|

Jason Petro

On Wed, Juat 14, 1QO0RNM Kz bDA37 BAaLULbDuwpwraa tea:u
Ot Allgd ¢ qUWRY W3 UWKOWWW RGGW! Ye WAWWEAGWWqYWNR21IW

C NRgveyt YU LB W apk VHEK O ¢ RicYTARG B IOH Y

{ SYIAY UWt T ¢! AWls 2 UNWNNAW=M=ZP WMNa == WA~

¢ e | RUC tUA R BtheeeTH LIy O T 2

{ dzo aMBIRIWYA D tuz 13t q Wn Y| WA IIN B dRE BRI QTG M RUEE H @ 101! HUFY6! W? R

Ms . Bill ups,

When | spoke to Ms. Lewi s, I understood you woul
instructors. You would have to email Ms . Goul d a
mi ddl e school and high school teachers respectiyv

Sincerely,
Jason Petro

On Wed, Jun 11, 2025 akzROQA37 @Mu¥avirmateed:u Bi | | ups

?2¢! W~1 LOWAJq!l YA

f W6 YGUWa6 R WGt ¢nW3 0T+ W Ye Ws G0 OW~! WU¢ a1 Wr
T YRqYI ¢ctWHeUT RT ¢qllWeq 2Hel UWOUR21JI + Ra! OWf L¢
I Rt ql RAz2 qUW¢ UMNERIBHIMDN £ 1 2L llg WEDéa 6 Ws Rald RULW! Y e |
TR DI qeqRYUOWI It WeI H#E KO
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N6WWnY#Het WYnWa! Wt qe T ! WRt WqYWI+¢dRUWWGE Ys We #HHI
¢cUT W6 VYs W6 13t DWW RoWI WURDY WRG GE Haq R HBURFOUD W¢ Ul
b RGY YOt OWf We G Wt GUHRcGO! WRUqUII 3t qUT WRUOWe2 UT 1J1
qIFOYaYN! WeHEADL T We Ol Waqds Wt ql ¢ qUINRIJE Wa6 13! Wet 1J

fnwNl ¢O0qlT WGWI GRt+ RYUAWSf Ws Yedl WGI Y2RIT JWe Wt e |
HYGGz URAcqRYULW '+ qGOWNG W PRIGOR Mz & 00 Wa ¥ KI1J LW
HYOGUuUqUuaWe UT WRaWs RAGGWUOYqUWeEYGaWHqWe U WUE a3t L
| Y Gt Ut Ws RGGWI JaGecRUWeCUYU! GYet WeUT WHRYU3T IUqRC
ct WsPJddWet W eHel UWOUR21It Ra! kt We UT Wf A7 W 13+ 13¢
oOYel Wt 2eGGY!l qis Yedl WHWNWRU2¢tGeac¢cHOWWqY W6 R W 131
DT e®#cqVY!l t WROW! Yel W Rt q! RAqOWNS W3 UT RUNt Wac¢! |
neqgqel JW UARt RYUt W Wadcqll WagYWqUWHEUYGYN! WE HHII

AdWet JWnWP¥awWn!l WOWaqYWHRYUqée AqWa DWRN W! Ye W6 ¢ 2 13 L
NgcUt W YelWnVY!l W Yel WqRaGWWeUT werYUt RT I ¢qRYUIO
ERURIDI JaG! A

ucaql RUcW7RO0Ge Gt

2YHqY!l ¢ctdwWoe¢ Ul RT ¢qlaWl 2Hel UWOUR2JIt Rq! W

t AHMMORIN (¢ R0 Kc 8l = PNIBIEED P

Jason Petro
ACCEL Academy CTE

Jason Petro
ACCEL Academy CTE
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9/ 21/ 25, 12: 39 PM MaiBi | | ups, Ka$ hawaMaud oCd taa &k

EOutIo
AlJallEz]l 213! Wl GGl Y2¢ O We? Rt t 1JI

Fromy-lackson, Tiéehxualwa Ma/gQlear kKt |l t ayl or @mcpss. com>
DatTehu 8/ 7/ 2025 7:18 PM
To Billups, KaShawaMavgrCdtar<kkbi | l ups@mcpss. com>

~1t OW7RGG2 Gt AW

Ot AWf We GGI Y21JW! Yel W WDhe 3t qWnyY!l W Rt ql RAz2 qRY
Gel GYt 13t oW

Ti mesha T-@aalckrs on
Quiq@adEcs W~cNUqUWERGSYYD
POIMW | GHII DWEq! 3Jq
~YARGUAW G¢HE G¢ WO I MY

PO =A@ N MX LU
Y 0 REHAPN
SSRNMT Wn ¢ # W
qiagqc! adYl oGHG
I+ IORY @

A person who never made a mistake never tri

Albek Einstein

LEARNING TODAY. LEADING TOMORROW.

uuuuuuuuuuuuuu
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CNRIRG 0 2 Gt A Wu ¢Eapl cRs(Lig~Ld~1oBITiocl t

Kt HROGO2 Gt o0 HGH | IORY 0 %

{ SWBe I t T ¢! AW 2Net qWTAW=M=ZPLWIZaNP WA~
¢ AV 'p ¥ HE+ YU AWRNREIFIE G dLUHXE dIJdIayl Ly
Badagcec! 0V o daaflB0mavid sl GGl Y2c¢a W

bI? Rt E 1 q¢ qRYUb

21I¢] W~1+t OWNe! GYI WsecHEt YUSA

fWeaWrel | WUqd! We W YRqQY!I ¢dWHe UT RT ¢qlWeqWl 2He
l Y2l WGWI GRt + RYULWq Y W R dopl 6RIA% of I3 WALLEAI ¢ RIS MILLH 2llls 2RI
l Yel WI Rt q! RAqUWCEt WGE! qWY nwa! Wi Rt + 31 q¢ qRYUOWI LK

N6 UWnYHzt WYNnWGG! W qal ! WRY WaYWI+F¢GRUNDWG Ys We HFE
tR6YYOL WeUT W6Ys Waé 3t W RO WUHIIE WRGGe Aaqllaglle
UYNRqG W W #EYYOt IOWF We a0 Wt GUHReGO! WRUqUII I3t q
qll¢c #6131+ Wn6cURMILYsIR oubclirtdd + We UT Wa 6 W ql ¢ qlNRIJE
t qel WUt WRUOWq6 JRI WHGet 1 YYGt 1O

https://outlook.office.com/ mail/id/ AAKALgAAAAAAHYQDEapmEc2byACqAC%2F
A 1/ 2 9/ 21/ 25, 1MaiB9 |1 PMps, KaShawaMavddCH taa &k

fnwNl ¢cO0OqUT WGWI GRt+ RYUAWS Ws Yedl WGI Y2RIT JWe Wt e
T Rt ql RAEgqkt WRYGG2URHEcqRYULWH !+ qlJGrMORINIG I LW 21 21!
GRUz qt WqYWHRYOGGHNqUAWe Ul WRaWs RGGWUYqWHYGOIFE
RUnY!l 0¢ qRWWIOHOWL WSRO WJWIGIG ¢ RUWe UYU! G Yet wWeUl WHY
CT 611 DWaqYLWe oWl Rt qql REqUWGYGRARIIIY WEt Ws PaGaWet U
NeRT WOIRUWY W6l YeNE&Yeqlgé JWG! YRt T 1O

oYel Wt eGGYI qis Yedl WANWRU2¢Ge¢cHOWWqY Wgqd R W 13
2YRALD WYnNWIT eBcqVY!l + WROW! Yel W Rt ql REqIOWNE 1JLW3
RUnYl GRUNDWneqel W WHRt RYUL W Dacqll WY Waglas U
DT eHecqRYUIO

AGct JWnWPUGWn!l JOWaqVYWRYUqeHqWaDWRNNW! Ye W6e 21U
RUnYl d¢cqRYUOWNGE ¢ Ut W YelWnY!l W Yel WgqRGWWe UT WHY
ERURII Ja! 4

ucaql RUcW7ROGe Gt
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9/ 21/ 25, 12: 40 PM MaiBi | | ups, Ka$ hawaMaud oCd taa &k

EOutIo

AldJa WA IJhue 3t gqln Y ! WANIT ai (RWYH IRCYTUIILL
NIJEcHGIJI + WnY!l W?Rtt JI q¢cqRYUWA

FroBni | |l ups, KaShawaMawg Cd tar k
<kbillups@mcpss. com>

DatMon 8/11/2025 6:13 PM
ToBoucher, Todd E./ Grand Bay Middl e

<tboucher @mcpss. com>

DNBI G GKFy]l &2dz 82 YdzOKH

CNR.Y2/dzOKSNE ¢2RR 9®kDN}YyR .8 aARR{S fi(02dzOKSNX
{ SYEKMzNA RI @ ! dZAdz;ald TX WHAnHp nYnn ta

C2YAffdzLdar YR KINE yal AKSd FNJoAff dzLlaXYOLAadO2YHhH

{ dzo 2w83vi YWS Ij dzSa G T2 NJ tcBNM KA BDNRPRSGE2SK OKBSE TAKI 5A
D22R I DSNy22y s

CKFYy]l @2dz F2NJ NBIFOKAyYy3 2dzi FyR L Y 21L& gA

. Sald 2F fdz01 @

0«
puf

¢ 2

Todd Boucher, Ph. D.

Principal
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Grand Bay

Mi ddlI e

School 12800
Cunningham
Rd.

Grand Bay, AL

( 2516585

CNR.YAYE f dzZLJA T Y§F KRIN& yal AKSd F NJOAT €
{ SYBRYSaRIe&x ! dz3dzal cX HAHpP
¢2Y2dzOKSNE ¢2RR 9®dkDN}IYR . I &
{ dzo av8jidyS a

cYnn
aARRf S
F2NJ t SNYWHAGEKA 2D/NI IR2S {CA3NIADKES Nl KF 2 NJ 5 A & 3

dzLJa XYoL a 02 YH
t a
FG02dz-OKSNX Y

DeaMr . TBddc,her

https://outlook.office.com/ mail/id/ AAKALgAAAAAAHYQDEapmEc2byACgqAC%2F

A 1/2 9/21/25,MaliB:i 40 ubM Ka$hawaMavg oCd taa &k
| hope this message finds you well. My name
teacher at Clark Shaw Magnet School. | am c
Auburn University. Il am writing to request
sur veyilt2a hétgygreadber s within your district a:
di ssertation research.
The focus of my study is to examine how acc
schools and how these differences impact te
no-mitle | school s. |l am especially interest
teachers fharcel ogyt hadeess and the strategies
students in their classrooms.
| f granted permission, | would provide a su
di strictbés communication systemil3he survey
minutes to complete, and it wil]l not coll ec
identifiable iofh®emawi lolhh.r Aindi neaponymous a
|l will adhere to all district policies as w
research guidelines throughout the process.
Your support would be invaluable to this re
voices of educators in your district. The f
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for informing future decisions related to t
education.

Pl ease feel f

ree to contact me i f you have
information. Thank you for your t

i me and co

Sincerely,
Katrina Billu
Doctor al Cand
KzbO@®ZFr mai |

ate, Auburn University
b ur2rb-Qd @B 5
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https://outlook.office.com/ mail/id/  AAKALgAAAAAAHYQDEapmEc2byACqAC%2F
A 2/ 2

®o=ZNoZPAWNZalNNLA-~ ~ ¢ RIORWI 0 2 Gt A Wu ¢Eapl ¢Rs ULt~ s e U TiaPLl t

ﬁOutIo

AEa WA e 13t qlin Yl WANT gL} IRSIUILL
NIJeHGII + WnY!l W?2Rtt Wl q¢cqRYUWA

FroPfatterson, James N/ Mobile County Training <jpatters
DatTehu 8/ 7/ 2025 11:00 AM
To Billups, KaShawaMagrCdtar<«kk bi | l ups @mcpss. com>

] YYrwayl ORUNA

LLI

oOYelWdec2WWaG! WGKWI Rt RYUWqVYWI Rt ql RHa qW! Yel LWt
LI

Né6cUtt 4

scOlt W WAcqaqlll t YOWs I 1O

LLI

CNR.YAYE f dzZLJA Y Y§F KIN&G yal APd F NJOATL f dzZLJAXYOLIA&ADPO2YH

{ SYBRYSaRI&Z ! daAdzad cX Hnup pYpy ta

¢2tVr gSNER2Y > WIYSa bkaz20AfS /2dzyde ¢NIAYAYy3I f 2L
{ dzo an8jidyS &4 G F 2 NJ t S NXWAHAGAKA 2D/NJ GRS {CdBNIADKES NG KF 2 NJ 5 A & 3
L

?2¢| W~ oWs ¢t WAeqaqldl t YU

f W6 YGUWaq6 R WGWHY ¢nNWIW3UT + W Ye s 3G dHOW~1 t OWs ¢ H
RUnY!l aW! YelWf WsYedl WAIW de¢rAr6RUNWYea qtow~"! WwWUe¢ G 1
qUEHRGNUI WeqWodel t WMESGEs W~¢cNUWUqWEHGY YD OWf We G Wk

2Hez !l UWOUR21JI N dl Hlhife ILWG e IYR G RAGEM | G Rt + RYULq VYL
bel 2 0N AUIDBBET DWqle HEII + Ws RgSRUW! Yal W Rt ql
| 13t 3¢l #6110
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NSWWnY#Het WYNWGaG! W qeal ! WRt WqYWI+¢dRUWWGE Ys We H#F
tR6YYOL We Ul W6Ys W63t W RO WUHIIE WRGGe Aqllaglle
UYNRqG W W #EYYOt OWF We d Wt GUHReGO! WRUqUII 13t q
qll¢c #6 1J1 + Wn6cURMILYsIR oubclirtdd + We UT Wa 6 W ql ¢ qlNRIJE
t gl WUt WRUOW6 JRI WHGEeH 1T YYGt 1O

fnwnNl ¢cOqT WGWI Rt RYUAWT Ws Yedl WGl Y2RI JWe Wt e
I Rt ql RAEqKkt WHYG G2 URAecqRYUW !+ q 3 OrMORINIG 1JLWE 21 213!
GRUz qUt WagYWHY OGO WqUAWEUT WRalWs RGGWIYqUWHAYTGUH
RUnY!l 0c¢ qRWWIOHOWL WSRO GJWIGIG ¢ RUWe UYU! aYet wWeUl WRY
qYWec oW Rt ql REAQqUWGYIRHRIIY Wet Ws DaddWet W e2Hel UL
qé6l YeN6Yeqlagdé JWGI YRIJt t 1O

oYel Wt e GGY!l qs Yedl WANWRU2¢G2¢cHINUWqY Wqé6 Rt W 13
2YRHADL WY nWUIT e#ecqVY!l + WRUW! Yel W Rt aql RAQqHOWNG 1JLW3
RUnYl dRUNDWneaqel YW UHRt RYUt W Wacecqll WaVYWaglas U

AGPUet JWnWdWn! JOWWqYWHEYUqe BqWa DWRN W! Ye W6¢ 21U
RUnNYI GcqRYUWWNG¢e Ur W YelWnVYl W Yel WaqRGWWe U7 WHY
ERURIDI UG! A

ucql RUcW7ROG2 Gt

6aqaqGt aooYaqidYYt OYOQRHAUIOARYGod ¢ RioRT o t xn COA?ECGOEHRZHAH! 9h 9EZ[E
No =
®0=No =P AW N gl Rl e G AR A 6 RN memaPyY B o Y| ¢ 0 LW
9c¢UT RI ¢cquaLW 2Hz1 0w OUR2W1I t Rq! W
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6qaqGt aooYaqiVYVYt IOYORRIUIOHYGoO¢ RUoRT o t xD COA?EECGUOEHRZH! 9h 9EZ[E

o=

®0o=ZNoZPAWNZaMNOLWA~ ~ ¢ RIORWI 0 2 Gt A Wu ¢Eapl ¢Rs ULt~ & e U Tia¥L t

‘E(Dutlo

AldJa WA IJhue 3t qln Y| WANIT ai (RWJH IRCYTUIILL
NIJEcHGIJI + WnY!l W?Rtt WJI gq¢cqRYUWA

Fro®mit h, Jason/ Causey Middle <jasonsmith@mcpss. com>
DatWwed 8/6/2025 7:07 PM
To Billups, KaShawaMagrCdtar<«kk bi | l ups @mcpss. com>

Ot AWf Ws ROGWWGERO WY LWGaG! WagWeHEII + Ws 6 130W! Ye LW

Ge®Outl ook for i OS

CNR.YAN f dzLJa Y Y§FKINE yal Aakdd  NJoAf f dzZlaxyOLlAaadO2YhH

{ SYBRY SaRIFI@Z ! dz3dzad cX HAHpPp cYHPYpy ta

C2AYWAOGKTI WIHaz2yk/ | dzaSe aARRfS r2la2yaYAGKXYOLAA®D
{ dzo a8jidyS &4 G F 2 NJ t S NXWAHAGAKA 2D/NJ GRRS {CdBNIADKES NG KF 2 NJ 5 A & 3

?2¢l W~ oWsect YOWEGRq6G

f W6 YGU W6 R WaWHY ¢NWIW3UOT+ W YelWs dadow~! woe G L
qUEHGUI WeqWodel t WMESGEs W~¢cNUWNqWEHGSY YD OWf We G Wk

2Hz!l OWOUR21JI { Rq! OWf WecaWs!l RqgRUNWaqY W Whe I3t ql
el 213! TNG§ UDMJIBE#HEIIl + Ws RgSRUW! Yel W Rt ql RAEqLWEt
| 13t Wel #6110

NEWWnY#Het WYNWGaG! W qal ! WRt WgYWJI+*+¢dRUWLWGE Ys We H#F
b HSYVYOL WEUT W6Ys W63t DWW ROWI WURDY WRGGE Hallge
UYNRaqOWWf Wt #6Y YOt OWf We 6 WIt GUAReGO! WRUqII 1t q
ql¢ #6 I + WnscUMIiLYsIR aubcligtarA + We UT Waqd DLWt ql ¢ qdNRIJE

tqel DUqt WRUWq6 DRI WHGet I YYGt 1O
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fnwnNl ¢cOqT WGWI Rt RYUAWT Ws Yedl WGl Y2RI JWe Wt e
I Rt ql RAqKkt WHYG G2 URAecqRYUW !+ q 3 OmMORINIG 1JLWE 21 213!
GRUz2 qUt WagYWHYOGGOIWqUAWEUT WRalWs RAGGWIYqUWHAYTGIUH
RUNYI Gc¢qRWIDHOWL WSRO AJWIGIG ¢ RUWEUYU! GYet WwWe Ul WHY
qYWec oW Rt ql REQqUWGYIRHRIY Wet Ws PddWet W e2Hel UL
qé6l YeN6Yeqlad JWGI YRIJt t 1O

oYel Wt 2GGY!l qWsVYedal WANWRU2¢tG2c¢cHOGWUWqY Waqd R W 1

2YRHAUL WY nWIT e#ecqVY!l + WRUW! Yel W Rt ql RAqHOWNG 1JLW3
RUnYl aRUNDWnezqel YW UHRY RYUY W Wacqll WaVYWagllas U

AGUet JWnWdWn! JWWqYWHEYUqe BqWa WWRN W! Ye W6¢ 21U
RUnYl d¢cqRYUOWNGE e Ut W YelWnY!l W Yel WgqRGWWe UT WHY
ERURII Ua! 4

uc¢aql RUec W7 Ri0e Gt

?2YHqY!l ¢ctW9c¢UI RT ¢cqlaWl 2Hel UWOUR2WJIt Rq! W
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®o=ZNoZPAWNZa NP WA~ ~ ¢ RIORWI G 2 Gt A Wu ¢Eapl ¢Rs ULt~ s e U Tia¥Ll t

EOutIo

AldJa WA IJhue I3t qln Y| WANIT ai (RWYH IRCYTUIILL
NIJecHGIJI + WnY!l W?Rtt JI gq¢c qRYUWA

Frowilliams, Craig O/Washington Middle <cowilliams@mcp
DatWed 8/6/ 2025 6:22 PM
To Billups, KaShawaMagrcdtar<«kk bi | l ups @mcpss. com>

faWNYYT Wet wavyonwet W YeWse2UWRaqWHEOWE! IT Waé!l Y

EUUqWn! YOGWGaG! Wewl RAYUAWEecGt e UNW] ¢cdc#! W
Facl qG6 8@ IGUYIVd Win Y1 W OT 1 YRI

CNR.YAYVf f dzLJa Y Y KING yal ax$d FNJoAff dzZlaxyOLAaadO2YhH

{ SYBRYSaRIe&x ! dzZ3dzai c¢cX Hnup cYMnYHup ta
¢C2YAftALFYaAaX / N*AI hk2lakKAy3ddzy aARRtS fO26Aff Al
{ dzo aW8jidyS &4 G F 2 NJ t S NXWAHAOAKA 2D/NJ GRRS {CdBNIADKES NG KF 2 NJ 5 A & 3

21¢! W~ WL ¢RNWI RIGTGRcOH

f lW6YGUWaq6RY WGt ¢NUW3UOT + W Ye Ws IJG 0 OWF We G WUY q

s5YI t JT Ws Rg6éW! YelWeqWi RGaReGt YUWc RNGLWERS YYT OU
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Cellege of Education

I NFORMATI ON LETTER
( NOTE: DO NOT AGREE TO PARTI CI PATE UNLESS AN
Wi TH CURRENT DATES HAS BEEN APPLI ED TO THI

Ti tl e of rAessseeasrscihn gs ttundey :Di gi t a-Ti Di @i et hmodghl
infrastructure, support, barriers, and techno
| nvestKiagati mmra: Bi |l |l ups

Sponsor:N/A

You are invited to participate in a research study. The purpose of this study is to examine how
school demographicguch as Title | status, location, type, and school rating relate to differences

in technology, access and use in secondary sc
framework, the study addresses three levels of the digital divide: access to devices and
infrastructure, how often and in what ways teachers use technology, and how technology impacts
instruction and learning.

The objectives of this study are to identify patterns in access and staff support, explore how
frequently teachers integrate digital tools, uncover barriers that limit effective use, and analyze

the strategies schools adopt to close gaps in access. Byifooug on t eacher sd per.
research aims to provide a clearer understanding of how technology resources are distributed and
used across Title | and ndntle | schools, and how these differences shape equity in student

learning opportunities.

The study is being conducted by Katrina Billu
Professor in the Auburdruclanii wairus iwtey eD esped retcrmhesrdt
participant because you are a secondTirtyl esclhoo
school

|l f you choose to participate, you will compl e
technology in your sciRdolImi nwhiesh will take ab
Are there any risks or discomforts? The ri sk
mostly related to possible feelings of discom
these risks, your responseskiwplany emqmae nt icomfy
want to answer or stop the survey at any ti me

Are there any benefits to yourself or others?
participating. However, the study may help sc
support for teachers and students.
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Will you receive compensation for participat:
receive any payment or compensation.

Are there any costs? | f you choose to partici
survey. Auburn University does not provide pa
participating in this study.

|l f you change your mind about participating,

Your participation is completely voluntary. |
withdrawn as |l ong as it is ideotitfoapdrtici al
stop participating wil!/| not jeopardize your f
Department of Educational Foundations, Leader

Any data obtained in connection with this study will remainconfidential We will protect

your privacy and the data you provide by keeping responses secure, removing any identifying
information, and reporting results only in group form. Information collected through your
participation may be (e.g., used to fulfill an educalaoequirement, published in a professional
journal, and/or presented at a professional meeting, etc.).

If you have questions about this study, please ask them nawcontact Katrina Billups at
kbillups@mcpss.com / kzb0037@auburn.edu or Elisha Wohleb at wohleec@auburn.edu.

If you have questions about your rights as a research participanyou may contact the
Auburn University Office of Research Compliance or the Institutional Review Board by phone
(334) 8445966 or email at IRBadmin@auburn.edu or IRBChair@auburn.edu.

HAVING READ THE INFORMATION PROVIDED, YOU MUST DECIDE IF YOU
WANT TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS RESEARCH PROJECT. IF YOU DECIDE TO
PARTICIPATE, THE DATA YOU PROVIDE WILL SERVE AS YOUR AGREEMENT
TO DO SO. THIS LETTER IS YOURS TO KEEP.

Investigator's signature ate

Katrina Billups

|l nvestigator 6s Name

Co-Investigator's signature Date
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Student .|l mpact. .. 27

The School Technol ogy Needs Assessment

The School Technology Needs Asses gmevats (03T NA,n afdrl oyn aduen
by SEIR*TEC at SERVE in collaboration with the North
Educational Technol ogy Division, as part of t he L AN
Educational Technology).

The STNA aSdasSd@dNAntended to determine the collective

teachers' and students' perspectives, related to the
STNA andSSpNéAavide informadaomi hiosthedipoplbagpynearsd medi a
specialists, and school or tdemakneo | pwryc tpd sainmg ,n gr &€ ss@wWT an
all ocation, or other decisions relating to technology
makers with dataand diuetdrel bdetdshgns about resource a
professional development, and school readiness for te
The current version of the STNA (4.0) is expected to
and ten subconstructs, l'isted bel ow.

eSupportive Environmenlthifso rc oThescthrnuoclto gsyu bussuemes f our s

which are Vision; Planning and Budget; Communicati
eProfessi onal -TDheev etlwop nRernatf essi onal Devel opment subco
about their professional development needs as well

devel opment they receive.

eTeaching andhkeeéawoi sgbconstructs captured by Teachi
teachers the purpose and frequency with which teac!

el mpact of -TTehcihsn ocloongsyt r uct consists of two subconstr|

overall i mpact on teaching practices, and another
I f you have any questions, pl ease contact Jennifer Ma
518556
How to I nterpret this Report

Data for the STNA were collected through an online su
Educational Il nnovation at North Carolina State Univer
through the online system asdpresubdesaipithartobFowbn
whol e, presented as frequencies and percentages of re
representations of those values.
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The STNA pgorddegttiqonnhadattaeachers think or feel) about

technol ogy i mplementation in your school. I nterpretat
which all items are stated such that onerehd Bé&chhe
construct examined by the STNA is thought to be benef]i
in teaching and | earning settings. This means that it
rept that they AStrongly Agreedo with a STNA item st a:
with technology in their classrooms. However, even sc
should expect t have itemssgdonseaevha gthi drhe awoes tn @toshitgl
numbers at t d onfu nebaedrh rieapoinmeéine 3t ewehtohendor sed th

o]

he e
represented by t
i in t

n
hper pamtfagelspronbamt st who endorsed eac
is provided h

e tables below the graphs.

Exampl es

In the first profile, the majority of respondents eit
statement in the item. Since al/l STNA items are worde
are not being met in the area examined by the item.
B Strongly Agree [ Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree I Disagree B Strongly Disagree Il Do Not Know
The amount of money budgeted for jill 2
technology resources is sufficient for 11 13
continuously updating and replacing 43
technology systems as they become 34
outdated. 17
0 50
Neither
Strongly : Strongly Do Not Total
Item Agree Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Know Responses
Disagree
The amount of money budgeted
for technology resources is
sufficient for continuously 29 99 11% 36% 28% 14% 120

updating and replacing
technology systems as they
become outdated

This second profile represents a group of respondents
area examined. Additional information wil |l be require
they do about i ssues r eltaot emia kteo atnhyi ss pietceini.i cl ti nifse rdeinfcfe
possible that a need is not being met and. that this i
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B Strongly Agree [ Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree || Disagree [l Strongly Disagree [l Do Not Know
7

Students can access appropriate |-

: 142
web resources and tools that 15
teachers would like them to use : 31
without being blocked by filters. 1e
0 100
Neither
Item S;rongly Agree Agree nor Disagree S'trongly o ot o
gree - Disagree Know Responses
Disagree
Students can access
appropriate web resources and
tools that teachers would like 6% 36% 13% 26% 14% 5% 17
them to use without being
blocked by filters.
The third profile below shows that a | arge number of
indicates that they do not have enough information t
| arge portion of the sutaftfhiis arodga,f udrl yt hatf otrhmeyl dd on
information necessary to respond. I n this case, it
additional information about why the respondents are
B Strongly Agree [ Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree [l Disagree [l Strongly Disagree I Do Not Know
The impact of technology [ 5
professional development is |
tracked using data on student |
learning. 32
0 100
Neither
Item S‘t\ro;gely Agree Agree nor Disagree ;::nrgz ?(?1::‘ Total
2 Disagree g Responses
The impact of technology
professional development is 4% 24% 20% 18% 5% 28% 114
tracked using data on student
learning
The remaining pages contain the actual STNA report foc
the STNA to-dmakendateai si ons about what steps to take
address your school's needs to bett eands ulpepaorrnti ntge.c hnol

EOAASANf ¢éEWE ¢éfA§8 ~E NW[ S8AWNE9c §x

The following statements pertain to VISI ON.

150



Hf OWG! W H#E Y Y O OOKOb
B Strongly Agree [ Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree

A vision for technology has been developed
through an effective collaboration among
stakeholders, e.g., administrators,
specialists, teachers, students, and
community members.

The vision for technology use has been
effectively communicated to the community.

Administrators model effective uses of
technology.

Administrators support changes in
school-level systems, policies, and
practices related to technology.

A vision for technology has been developed through an
effective collaboration among stakeholders, e.g.,
administrators, specialists, teachers, students, and
community members.

The vision for technology use has been effectively
communicated to the community.

Administrators model effective uses of technology.

Administrators support changes in school-level systems,
policies, and practices related to technology.

151

[ Disagree B strongly Disagree B Do Not Know
100
Neither Do
Slt\rongly Agree Agree Disagree S_trongly Not Total
gree nor Disagree IGow Responses
Disagree
9% 46% 18% 18% 5% 3% 121
6% 27% 18% 33% 4% 13% 120
7% 51% 22% 13% 7% 1% 120
20% 53% 18% 4% 3% 3% 120
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The following statements pertain to VISION (continued).

Bf OUWG! W #G6 Y YO HOWb

B Strongly Agree [ Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree " Disagree B Strongly Disagree B Do Not Know

Teachers who are innovators with
technology receive non-material
incentives, e.g., public
recognition, special appreciation.

33
37

When administrators are
evaluating teachers, they consider
technology literacy and leadership

for technology.

75

_ 44
An effective long-range school

technology plan is in place.

31

100

Neither
Agree Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly 3; Total
Disagree Know Responses

Strongly

Hom Agree

Teachers who are innovators with technology receive non-
material incentives, e.g., public recognition, special 6% 18% 28% 31% 10% 8% 120
appreciation.

When administrators are evaluating teachers, they

consider technology literacy and leadership for 20% 63% 6% 4% 3% 5% 120
technology.
An effective long-range school technology plan is in place. 8% 37% 26% 11% 2% 17% 120

The following statements pertain to PLANNING AND BUDGET.
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M Strongly Agree [ Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree [ Disagree B strongly Disagree B Do Not Know

The school technology plan is developed
through an effective collaboration among
stakeholders, e.g., administrators,
specialists, teachers, students, and
community members.

The school technology plan is monitored
and updated at least once a year.

Teachers and other staff members support
the school technology plan.

The amount of money budgeted for
technology resources is sufficient for
implementing decisions arising from

planning.
100
Neither e
Strongly Agree . Strongly Total
Hom Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Kl;lot Responses
. ow
Disagree

The school technology plan is developed through an effective
collaboration among stakeholders, e.g., administrators, 4% 36% 21% 18% 6% 14% 121
specialists, teachers, students, and community members.

The school technology plan is monitored and updated at 89 289% 28% 49 3% 30% .
leastonce a year. ° © 0 o o o

Teachers and other staff members support the school 8% 41% 259, 99 39, 15% 120
technology plan.
The amount of money budgeted for technology resources is 1% 11% 16% 349% 19% 19% 120

sufficient for implementing decisions arising from planning.

The following statements pertain to PLANNING AND BUDGET (conti nu
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B Strongly Agree I Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree [ Disagree B strongly Disagree B Do Not Know
The amount of money budgeted for jmm 2
technology resources is sufficient for 11 13
continuously updating and replacing 03
technology systems as they become 34
outdated. 17
Supplemental sources of funding are 10
actively pursued to support technology, 2 43
e.g., external grants, collaboration with 17
community or parent groups, support from 4
businesses. 24
4
Multiple sources of data are used to - 34
evaluate the impact of technology 19
initiatives on student outcomes. 6
25
0 50
Neither Do
Strongly Agree > Strongly Total
s Agree Agree nor Qisagme Disagree K:g f” Responses
Disagree
The amount of money budgeted for technology resources is
sufficient for continuously updating and replacing technology 2% 9% 11% 36% 28% 14% 120
systems as they become outdated.
Supplemental sources of funding are actively pursued to
support technology, e.g., external grants, collaboration with 8% 36% 18% 14% 3% 20% 120
community or parent groups, support from businesses.
Multiple sources of data are used to evaluate the impact of 3% 28% 27% 16% 5% 21% 120

technology initiatives on student outcomes.

The following statements

pertain to

COMMUNI CATI ON.
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B Strongly Agree I Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree [ Disagree B Strongly Disagree B Do Not Know

Technology is used to
communicate and collaborate
with the community about school
programs designed to enhance
student learning.

Technology is used to
communicate and collaborate
with families about school
programs and student learning.

100
Neither Do

ltem S;rgorr:gy Agree Agree nor Disagree glt;g;?e'i Not Re::c:?ulses
Disagree Know

Technology is used to communicate and collaborate with
the community about school programs designed to 12% 48% 15% 13% 3% 9% 121
enhance student learning.

Technology is used to communicate and collaborate with o 5 o o % o
families about school programs and student learning. L oie i e C s =

The following statements pertain to I NFRASTRUCTURE AND STAFF SUP|
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B Strongly Agree [ Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree

There is at least one computer in every| 2
classroom. 8

Teachers have access to enough computers | 1>

(in the classroom, in a lab, or from a mobile
cart) so that they can have one computer for

every two students when needed for an _30
activity. 1

Teachers and students have sufficient -9

access to projectors, printers, digital
cameras, printers, and other hardware when

Electronic systems for communicating within [SESG_——_—_—— C4

the school are adequate, e.g., e-mail among
teachers and staff, network drives to upload 24
lesson plans and grades. F1

F THE WILLIAM & IDA
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INSTITUTE
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ltem

There is atleast one computer in every classroom.

Teachers have access to enough computers (in the
classroom, in a lab, or from a mobile cart) so that they can
have one computer for every two students when needed for
an activity.

Teachers and students have sufficient access to projectors,
printers, digital cameras, printers, and other hardware when
needed.

Electronic systems for communicating within the school are

W Disagree B Strongly Disagree B Do Not Know
— 51
63
1
31
8
35
38
12
38
17
needed. Fz
77
9
0 100
Neither Do
Strongly Agree . Strongly Total
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree K:Ot Responses
Disagree ow
44% 54% 2% - - 1% 117
10% 26% 7% 30% 26% 1% 117
8% 33% 10% 33% 15% 2% 116
21% 66% 8% 3% 2% 1% 117

adequate, e.g., e-mail among teachers and staff, network
drives to upload lesson plans and grades.
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"I'n my school

B Strongly Agree I Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree [ Disagree M Strongly Disagree B Do Not Know

Electronic systems for communicating
with families and the community are
adequate, e.g., e-mail, teacher, and/or
school Web pages. [g

Reliability and speed of external

connections are sufficient for connecting 42
to the Internet, using online databases,
viewing online video, and accessing
other resources.
Students can access appropriate web 42
resources and tools that teachers would
like them to use without being blocked
by filters.
0 100
Neither Do
tom Strongly Agree Agree Disagree S_trongly Not Total
Agree nor Disagree Kow Responses
Disagree

Electronic systems for communicating with families and the
community are adequate, e.g., e-mail, teacher, and/or 20% 64% 8% 7% 2% - 117

school Web pages.

Reliability and speed of external connections are sufficient
for connecting to the Internet, using online databases, 15% 36% 10% 26% 12% - 117
viewing online video, and accessing other resources.

Students can access appropriate web resources and tools
that teachers would like them to use without being blocked by 6% 36% 13% 26% 14% 5% 117

filters.

159



@ RV The following statements pertain to
WBPa=T suppPORT (continued).

MODEL SCHOOLS

"I n my school

B Strongly Agree Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree Disagree B Strongly Disagree

Teachers have ready access to i1
technical support, e.g., to 12
troubleshoot hardware or software 48
problems, maintain systems. jm2

40

Library media coordinator and/or 40

media assistant positions are 13 38

adequately staffed. 0— 18

- .3
Technology facilitator and/or 22

technology assistant positions are 10 42

adequately staffed. . 38

Teachers and students have ready 11
access to productivity software, e.g., 51
graphic organizer, word processing, 2 27
slide presentation, or drawing i 4

applications.
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B Do Not Know

0

100
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"I'n my school

Neither Do
Strongly : Strongly Total
ltem Agree Agree %qree nor Disagree Disagree Not Responses

isagree Know
Teachers have ready access to technical support, e.g., fo
troubleshoot hardware or software problems, maintain 1% 34% 10% 41% 12% 2% 117
systems.
Library media coordinator and/or media assistant positions 5 D 5 o 5
are adequately staffed. 7% 34% 11% 32% 15% - 117
Technology facilitator and/or technology assistant positions 39 19% 9% 36% 309, 29, 117

are adequately staffed.

Teachers and students have ready access to productivity
software, e.g., graphic organizer, word processing, slide 9% 44% 18% 23% 3% 3% 117
presentation, or drawing applications.
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"I'n my school

B Strongly Agree I Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree [ Disagree B strongly Disagree B Do Not Know

Teachers have ready access to a
cataloging system they can use
for searching and locating
teaching materials.

Teachers and students have
ready access to a good collection
of print, multimedia, and
electronic resources.

When educators are selecting
resource media and software,
they consider both the curriculum
and the needs of learners.

100
Neither Do
ltem SXorr;ggy Agree Agree nor Disagree git:;n?ez Not ResToxrlses
g Disagree 9 Know P
Teachers have ready access to a cataloging system they 10% 529 15% 12% 3% 8% 117
can use for searching and locating teaching materials.
Teachers and students have ready access to a good 9% 47% 19% 20% 4% 29, 117
collection of print, multimedia, and electronic resources.
When educators are selecting resource media and
software, they consider both the curriculum and the needs 18% 63% 10% 4% 1% 3% 15l

of learners.
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"I n my school "
M strongly Agree [ Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree

The media center can be flexibly scheduled to provide
equitable access to resources and instruction.

Computer labs can be flexibly scheduled for equitable
access to resources and instruction. (Leave this item
blank if your school has no computer labs.)

Mobile computers can be flexibly scheduled to provide
equitable access to resources and instruction. (Leave
this item blank if your school has no mobile
computers.)

Strongly

Agree Agree

The media center can be flexibly
scheduled to provide equitable
access to resources and
instruction.

9% 39%

Computer labs can be flexibly

scheduled for equitable access

to resources and instruction. 3%
(Leave this item blank if your

school has no computer labs.)

28%

Mobile computers can be flexibly
scheduled to provide equitable
access to resources and
instruction. (Leave this item blank
if your school has no mobile
computers.)

3% 29%

pertain

to |
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W Disagree  [M Strongly Disagree [l Do Not Know
46
33
32
35
34
34
100
Neither Agree Disagree Strongly Do Not Total
nor Disagree 9 Disagree Know Responses
7% 28% 11% 6% 117
1% 30% 22% 5% 115
12% 29% 21% 6% 117

163






@ vy
WPa=T

MODEL SCHOOLS

F- FRIDAY INSTITUTE

l FOR EDUCATIONAL INNOVATION

The following statements pertain to PROFESSI ONAL DEVELOPMENT
- o e e
Bf Ullu! Wt H#O6 Y Y O HOKKOb
B Strongly Agree I Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree " Disagree B strongly Disagree B Do Not Know
Teachers have an opportunity to h 13 59
evaluate technology professional 20
development activities in which [ 13
they participate. 5
The impact of technology [l 3 2
professional development is 26
tracked using data on classroom y 26
practice. 32
The impact of technology 5 7
professional development is 23
tracked using data on student . 21
learning. 32
0 100
Neither Do
ltem S;rorr;sgy Agree  Agree nor Disagree [s)it;gngez Not ResTot:?'ilses
9 Disagree g Know P
Teachers have an opportunity to evaluate technology
professional development activities in which they 11% 52% 18% 11% 4% 4% 114
participate.
The |mpac.t0f technology professional .development is 39, 19% 239, 239, 4% 28% 114
tracked using data on classroom practice.
The impact of technology professional developmentis 4% 24% 20% 18% 59% 28% 114

tracked using data on student learning.

NE 9cf

foll owing

] W

The statements

pertain to

2WxE A f ]

TEACHER TECHNOLOGY USE.
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W Daity [ Weekly Monthly [ Once per Grading Period [ Never [l Do Not Know

| consult publications, online journals, or g
other resources to identify research-based 28 33
practices | can use in teaching with : 24
technology.

| identify, locate, and evaluate technology 12 40

resources for use by my students, e.g., 19
websites. [§

| apply performance-based student 10
assessment to technology-enhanced 19 28
lessons, e.g., student portfolios, student 0
presentations.

32

20
| use technology regularly to collect and 3!
analyze student assessment data. 1

My lessons include technology-enhanced, 19 35

learner-centered teaching strategies, e.g., 18
project-based learning. [

37
| apply policies and practices to enhance

online security and safety. 14

0 50

Once per Do
Item Daily Weekly Monthly Grading Never Not
Period Know

Total
Responses

| consult publications, online journals, or other resources to identify

0 0 0, 0, 0, _
research-based practices | can use in teaching with technology. e s2ath ghd 224 10 4

| identify, locate, and evaluate technology resources for use by my

0 [ 0 9 0 i
students, e.g., websites. 1%  36% 27% 17% 9% 111

| apply performance-based student assessment to technology-

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
enhanced lessons, e.g., student portfolios, student presentations. 9% 17% 25% 29% 18% 2% 111

| use technology regularly to collectand analyze student

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
assessment data. 18% 28%  27% 14% 1M1% 3% 111

My lessons include technology-enhanced, learner-centered

0, 0 0 0 0 B
teaching strategies, e.g., project-based learning. 17% | 32% | 25% 18% | 10% 111

| apply policies and practices to enhance online security and

safety. 33% 22% 15% 8% 13% 9% 111
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The following statements pertain to TEACHER TECHNOLOGY USE (cont

pf OWq6 W WagaqRUNE Ws 6131 WWf Ws VIt Ws RS WHSERGT |

B Daity [ Weekly Monthly I Once per Grading Period B Never B Do Not Know

. . 14

| use technology to differentiate 30
instruction for students with special 17 21
learning needs. . 22
49
| use technology to support and 35
increase my professional 5 15
productivity. E34
| use technology to communicate 32 "
and collaborate with families about 23
school programs and student [ s 9
e ;
. 53
| use technology to communicate 32
and collaborate with other g 18
educators. [§2
[—— 17
My lesson plans refer to both 28
content standards and student 6 28
23
technology standards. F
0 100
Once per Do Total
ltem Daily Weekly Monthly Grading Never Not R °
Period Know esponses

L;Zii;elclggi)[:{i)n%yrtggggerenhate insfruction for students with 13%  27% 19% 15% 20% 6% 111
L:Josgutsﬁc:;tr;ology to support and increase my professional 44%  32% 14% 5% 4% 3% 111
| use technology to communicate and collaborate with families o 8 o a a 5
about school programs and student learning. 29% | 8% i 8% 4% 1% A
Lgii;focrr;nology to communicate and collaborate with other 48%  29% 16% 5% 20 _ 111
My lesson plans refer to both content standards and student 15%  25% 259 59% 21% 7% 110

technology standards.
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pf OWq6 W WagaqRUNE Ws 6131 WWf Ws VIt Ws RS WHSERGT |

B Daily [ Weekly Monthly Il Once per Grading Period B Never B Do Not Know
| do research or action research projects | 1o
to improve technology-enhanced 28 34
classroom practices. rm
15 30
| use multiple sources of data for 27
reflecting on professional practice. 1 21
E 14 5
| use multiple sources of data to make 29
decisions about the use of technology. iz 20
| use technology to participate in r
professional development activities, e.g. 16 45
online workshops, hands-on training in a 7 o1
computer lab. F
0 50
Once per Do Total
ltem Daily Weekly Monthly Grading Never Not Responses
Period Know P
| do research or action research projects to improve technology- " " o s (, =
enhanced classroom practices. ARk L i
| use.multlple sources of data for reflecting on professional 14%  27% 259, 19% 10% 5% 110
practice.
| use multiple sources of data to make decisions about the use of 13%  23% 26% 15% 18% 5% 110
technology.
| use technology to participate in professional development
activiies, e.g. online workshops, hands-on training in a computer  10%  14% 41% 28% 6% 1% 111

lab.

The following statements pertain to STUDENT TECHNOLOGY USE.

NZY



wf OWgé JW WagqRUNY Ws 6131 JWf Ws Y1 t Ws R WHSERAT | |
B Daily [ Weekly Monthty I Once per Grading Period B Never B Do Not Know

Students use a variety of technologies, - 28
e.g., productivity, visualization, 23 25

research, and communication tools. 7| 6

Students use technology during the 37
school day to communicate and 7 6
collaborate with others, beyond the 16 57
classroom. 8

Students use technology to access 2 27

online resources and information as a 29
part of classroom activities. 3 o

33

Students use the same kinds of tools 10
that professional researchers use, 14
e.g., simulations, databases, satellite 23 o8
imagery. 23

0 50

Once per Do
Item Daily Weekly Monthly Grading Never Not
Period Know

Total
Responses

Students use a variety of technologies, e.g., productivity,

visualization, research, and communication tools. 23% 25%  21% 23% 5% 4% 11

Students use technology during the school day to communicate

0 0, 0, 0, 0 0,
and collaborate with others, beyond the classroom. B i ek 2 il

Students use technology to access online resources and

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
information as a part of classroom activities. 20% 24% 30% 19% 5% 3% m

Students use the same kinds of tools that professional

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
researchers use, e.g., simulations, databases, satellite imagery. EHt e T el 25% | 21% 11

The following statements pertain to STUDENT TECHNOLOGY USE (cont
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Once per Do Total
Item Daily Weekly Monthly Grading Never Not Rosponsoes
Period Know P

Students work on tgchnology-enhanced projects that approach 12%  13% 23% 26% 16%  10% 111
real-world applications of technology.
Students use technology to help solve problems. 28% 27% 17% 12% 8% 8% 111
Studen_ts use tech_nology to Support hlg_]her-order_thlnklngf eqg., 16%  23% 26% 15% 9%  11% 111
analysis, synthesis, and evaluation of ideas and information.
StL_JdentS use technology to create new ideas and representations 18%  22% 229 220, 10% 7% 111
of information.
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