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1.0  Review of Last Year’s Results

The Allegany County Public Schools Technology Infusion Program continued into its seventh year 
with the assistance of funding from an Educational Technology Program grant that totaled $75,000.  
The program provided technology training and assistance to staff, teachers, and students enrolled in 
Allegany County public and nine participating private schools during the July 2004-September 2005 
period.  The grant focus was very similar to the previous year with particular attention to technology 
infusion and curriculum integration in the subject areas of reading and math and providing training 
for software packaged with newly adopted textbooks in these curriculum areas.

The goals and objectives of previous years’ grants were grounded in County (County Five-Year BOE 
Technology Plan) and State (Maryland Technology Plan) plans.  The grant application established 
goals in the areas of classroom integration of technology.  The grant continued the Technology 
Infusion model whereby two trained specialists and a supporting technician provided both one-
on-one and group training. The grant purchased no new computer hardware. Last year’s results 
are described more fully in the report Technology Literacy Challenge Grant Evaluation: July 2004-
September 2005. Among the highlights of the evaluation report were the following:

n		  Instruction delivery by Infusion personnel increased approximately 31% over the 
previous year. 

n		  Teacher classroom use of technology increased over the previous year.  
Technology use increased in every software/hardware category with the exception 
of presentation software, desktop publishing, newsgroups, “other hand-held 
electronic devices” and web page development. 

 
n		  Moodle, the school system’s online instruction delivery system, is being used by 

approximately one in ten teachers on at least a monthly basis.

n		  The number of Technology Showcase projects declined over the previous year.

n		  Students continued to exhibit gains in math and reading achievement during the year 
using a variety of assessment methods, including Maryland School Assessment 
results, student progress report data, and reading benchmark assessment data.
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2.0  Characteristics and Delivery of This Year’s Training

There was one primary goal of this year’s grant —to increase teacher’s ability to infuse technology 
into the curriculum in the areas of Reading and Math.  The Educational Technology (Enhancing 
Education Through Technology) grant proposal set a target of increasing teachers’ abilities by 23% by 
September 2007 as measured by Allegany County’s On-line Technology Assessment.  In achieving 
this goal, three different objectives were to be measured—these objectives covered the areas 
of teacher knowledge of standards and software, student participation in the annual Technology 
Showcase, and student performance measured against the reading and math standards.  Staff 
training centered on software training to support learning in math and reading.

Table 2.1  Grant goals and objectives progress

Goal Objective Milestones Achievement

By September 2007 
teachers’ ability to 
infuse technology 
into the curriculum in 
Reading and Math 
will show a 23% 
increase over current 
levels as measured 
by Allegany County’s 
On-line Technology 
Assessment and 
will benefit student 
achievement at 
measured by MSA 
baseline data.

By the end of the 
grant period, 25% 
of the targeted 
teachers who are 
not rated average on 
the Allegany County 
On-line Technology 
Assessment will 
have increased 
technological abilities 
and will achieve a 
rating of average, a 
20% increase over 
current levels.

(1) Informal surveys 
for teachers will 
show a 50% increase 
in knowledge for 
participating teachers 
of standards and 
software. (2) Data 
from Umbrella 
Committee Report 
on professional 
development will 
show 45% increase 
over baseline 
data in number of 
teachers participating 
in professional 
development.

Goal not measurable 
yet. Objective 
not measurable 
because teachers not 
identified on surveys.  
Online survey 
indicates knowledge 
of technology 
standards was the 
same as last year. 
In math technology 
standards knowledge 
improved but not by 
50%.  Knowledge 
in reading did not 
improve.
On line technology 
survey shows no 
strong evidence 
of software skills 
improvement 
except for selected 
software. Data not 
available because 
of changes in 
reporting professional 
development contact 
hours.

continued on next page
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Table 2.1  Grant goals and objectives progress	 continued from previous page	

Goal Objective Milestones Achievement
By the end of the 
grant period the 
number of students, 
including students 
with disabilities, 
representing all 
participating schools, 
who exhibit a project-
based learning 
product at the Annual 
Allegany County 
Technology Showcase 
will increase by 20% 
over baseline levels.

Data from 
participation 
in Technology 
Showcase.

Goal not measurable 
yet. Objective not 
achieved.  Showcase 
exhibits decreased.

By the end of the 
grant period the 
percentage of 
students meeting 
or exceeding state 
standards for reading 
and math will increase 
by 20 percentage 
points as measured 
by state assessments.

(1) Data from pupil 
progress reports will 
show the following: 
(grades 3-12): 4th qtr: 
15% increase over 
baseline in number of 
students passing and 
receiving Satisfactory 
or better in Reading 
and Math.
(2) Data from Allegany 
County Benchmark 
Reading Assessment 
(Grades K-5) will 
show 4th qtr 15% 
increase over baseline 
in number of students 
reaching proficiency 
level.

Goal not  measurable 
yet.  Objective not 
achieved.  Percent 
achieving proficiency 
in reading advanced 
for all grades but not 
by 20 percentage 
points.  Pupil progress 
reports show that 
the percentage of 
students receiving 
satisfactory or better 
in math and reading 
increased one 
percentage point 
and .2 percentage 
point respectively. 
Second milestone not 
measurable.   County 
Benchmark Reading 
Assessment for same 
grades and schools as 
last year not available 
for this year.
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This year’s program was virtually exactly the same as last year’s.  Moreover, it continued many 
of the activities that began several years ago.  Two staff members from previous years were 
assigned to continue technology training activities.  These staff continued the practice of scheduling 
“school-based” activities to minimize the costs and time of transportation and coordinated spring 
Technology Showcase and a summer Technology Satellite Academy.  As in previous years,  a 
steering committee of seven individuals continued to review and oversee purchases, training, and 
professional development activities.  Finally, the fall and spring Technology Showcases, newsletters 
and other marketing materials, and Technology Infusion were maintained as previously.

3.0  Teacher Technology Adoption: Online Survey

An online survey was conducted in the final month of the school year.  The survey instrument is 
exhibited in Appendix A.1 and open-ended comments offered by survey participants are shown in 
Appendix A.2.  The questionnaire was an updated version of last year’s Online Technology Survey.    
The survey examines teacher classroom application of  software and hardware, teacher perceptions 
of student use of technology, and knowledge, skills, and abilities for the technology standards.  Two 
new questions were added to provide baseline information for the writing of a 2006-07 Technology 
Education grant: one asked teachers to rate their knowledge of thirteen communication technologies 
and another asked them to identify with whom and how often they communicate.  

Over seven-hundred responses were received, but many were determined to be redundant and 
were removed from the sample.  Also, support staff such as custodians and food service workers 
were removed from the sample as were administration, instructional assistants, secretaries, and 
other professional staff.  In order to make the results here directly comparable with previous year 
reports, only teachers’ (N=516) results are reviewed.

Approximately seventy percent of all public school teachers responded.  This is the highest of the 
last five year period when this response rate has been tabulated (54% in 2004-05, 61% in 2003-04, 
66 in 2002-03, 45% in 2001-02).  Table 3.1 shows a breakdown of survey respondent characteristics.   
Respondents were fairly well distributed across, grades, subject areas and schools.  
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Table 3.1  Survey respondent characteristics (N=516)

Grade level N % Subject N %
Pre-K 25 5 Elementary education 157 30
K 60 12 Science 70 14
1 75 15 Math 106 21
2 82 16 English 76 15
3 78 15 Social Studies 62 12
4 83 16 Fine Arts 31 6
5 75 15 Second Language 10 2
6 58 11 Health 29 6
7 66 13 Physical Education 16 3
8 71 14 Computers 29 6
9 83 16 Vocational Education 14 3
10 102 20 Special Education 0 0
11 122 24 Early Education 97 19
12 114 22 Media 6 1
Not applicable 0 0 Reading 91 18

Other 22 4

continued on next page
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Table 3.1  Survey respondent characteristics (N=516)	 continued from previous page

School N Population Response Rate
Allegany 37 52 71
Alternative School 8 9 89
Beall Elementary 21 21 100
Beall Jr.-Sr. High 17 39 44
Bel Air Elem. 13 13 100
Braddock 4 52  8
Career Center 23 31 74
Cash Valley 30 26 115
Cresaptown 22 22 100
Flintstone 15 16  94
Fort Hill 19 60 32
Frost 15 14 107
George’s Creek 19 27 70
John Humbird 22 28 79
Mount Savage 41 49 84
Northeast 12 18 67
Parkside 16 15 107
South Penn 36 38 95
Washington 40 54 74
West Side 17 26 65
Westernport 20 20 100
Westmar High 31 33 94
Westmar Middle 29 30 97
Bishop Walsh 0
Calvary Christian 0
St. Michael’s 4
New Dominion 5
Lighthouse Christian 0
Other 0
Not Available 0
Total 516 735
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Table 3.2 shows that most teachers (sixty-six percent) are making use of the computer in the 
classroom on at least a weekly basis.  This figure is three percentage points lower than reported 
in last year’s evaluation.  It is also lower in targeted instructional areas (see Table 3.3). The 
percentage of teachers reporting use of software stayed the same or decreased slightly in most 
areas but increased slightly in the areas of presentation software, e-mail, newsgroups, internet 
search engines, LCD panel or computer projector, other hand-held electronic devices, graphing 
calculator, web page development, and online instruction delivery.  The most frequently used 
software included the Internet (used at least weekly by 51 percent) and Drill/practice programs/
tutorials (used at least weekly by 42 percent).

Table 3.2  Classroom application use	

Daily Weekly Monthly
Once or 
Twice a 

year
Never NA

Computers in general 26 40 16 13 4 2
Microsoft Office 13 12 15 14 38 8
Word processing 16 19 22 20 18 5
Spreadsheets 3 5 9 17 57 9
Databases 2 6 10 14 58 11
Graphical applications 4 8 16 22 39 11
Presentation software 2 7 16 30 36 9
Desktop publishing 2 5 12 18 52 11
e-mail 23 5 6 6 52 8
Internet 28 23 22 15 10 3
Newsgroups 3 3 7 8 64 14
Internet search engines 17 20 21 17 21 4
Simulation Programs 2 5 13 19 50 11
Drill/Practice Programs/Tutorials 8 34 12 14 25 7
Video camera 1 3 6 22 58 11
Digital camera 3 12 18 23 37 8
Scanner 1 4 7 13 64 10
LCD Panel or computer projector 4 8 13 22 43 10
Personal data Assistants (PDAs) 0 1 2 3 77 17
Other hand-held electronic devices 1 2 3 7 71 16
Graphing calculator 7 3 2 5 67 16
Web page Development 1 1 4 7 73 15
Online instruction delivery 3 6 9 14 58 11



�

05/06
Educational Technology Program Evaluation

Table 3.3  Computer classroom use ( Daily or Weekly Use),  
 	 English/language Arts, math, and reading.

2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06
All teachers 60 61 69 66
English/language arts 29 47 77 48
Math 26 14 69 39
Reading -- -- -- 66

4.0  Curriculum Integration
The end-of-year Faculty Technology Use survey showed that sixty-eight percent of teachers 
considered themselves having undertaken significant curriculum integration efforts (see table 4.1 
and figure 4.1).  This is a slight decrease over the previous year.  Moreover, the percentage of 
teachers reporting that technology is fully integrated dropped.

A breakdown of curriculum integration by subject area shows mixed results (see Figure 4.2).  
Teachers in computers, elementary education, English/language arts, math, social studies, science, 
media, vocational education, health and social studies saw improvements.  Reading, physical 
education, Early education, Fine Arts, and second languages saw decreases.

Table 4.1  Use of technology in classroom, percentage of total.

2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06
Technology is fully integrated into my 
instructional program

13 9 12 10

I have integrated technology into specific 
instructional units/projects  

53 60 61 58

I use technology infrequently with students 27 27 24 27
I have not used technology at all in my 
instructional program 

7 4 3 3
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Figure 4.1  Instructional Technology Use, 2002-2006
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Figure 4.2  Curriculum Integration by Subject
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5.0  Communication Technologies
To provide baseline data for a 2006-07 Educational Technology grant (ACBOE 2006), two questions 
were asked about teacher knowledge/skills in using current communication technologies (see table 
5.1) and .  A majority of teachers indicated that they had a “very good” or “good”  knowledge/skill in 
using e-mail, instant messaging, e-mail groups, and digital photography.  Approximately one-third 
had the same knowledge/skill level for text messaging, electronic message boards, and chat rooms.  
Few teachers were familiar with Wikis, web-casting, weblogging, desktop video conferencing, and 
digital video production.

Table 5.1  Knowledge/skill in using communication technology

Very 
Good Good Fair Poor Don’t 

Know/NA
e-mail 74 21 5 1 0
e-mail groups 30 27 18 14 11
Wikis 1 4 5 16 74
Instant messaging 49 25 12 9 5
Text messaging 25 16 18 21 21
Chat rooms 12 14 15 26 33
Electronic message boards 15 16 16 25 28
Web casting 2 3 11 30 54
Weblogging 3 4 10 29 53
Moodle 9 15 23 22 30
Desktop video conferencing 1 3 9 34 53
Digital video production 5 8 12 33 42
Digital photography 23 31 19 13 14

Although public school students were not surveyed, benchmark student data for communication 
technology use was available from a survey conducted of students enrolled at Allegany College 
of Maryland during the fall 2005 semester (Allegany College of Maryland 2005).  Table 5.2 shows 
that youth/young adults have different patterns of communication technology /knowledge than 
teachers.  They are more likely to be knowledgeable about text messaging, instant messaging, and 
chat rooms while teachers are slightly more knowledgeable in e-mail use.
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Table 5.2  Communication technology skill level, Teachers versus  
	 Allegany College of Maryland Students Aged 17-21.

Teachers Students
Text messaging 41 83
Instant messaging 74 89
Chat rooms 26 66
e-mail 95 89

Table 5.3  shows that a large majority of teachers use e-mail to communicate often with the colleagues 
at work (i.e., teachers and administrators) as well as family/friends.  Approximately two in five use 
e-mail to contact parents of students while far fewer use it to communicate with students.

Table 5.3  Teacher e-mail communication partners.

Very Often Sometimes Rarely Never
Other teachers 54 35 8 3
Students 3 10 17 70
School administrators 31 46 12 11
Parents 6 34 23 37
Family/friends 53 29 11 7
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6.0  Maryland State Standards in Content Areas and Technology
Teachers were asked to self evaluate their knowledge of the Maryland Content Standards for 
Reading/English Language Arts, Mathematics, Science and Social Studies.  Table 6.1  shows that 
over 80% of teachers rated their knowledge of each area as satisfactory or better with the highest 
percentage being in reading/English (92%).  These ratings have decreased slightly for each of the 
standards over the last three years (see Table 6.2).  When teachers from each subject area are 
asked to evaluate their knowledge of their own subject area content standards, the percentage 
average or better is 100% for each subject (see Table 6.3).  These rates have held steady over the 
last year in each subject area (see Table 6.4).

Table 6.1  Standards knowledge and understanding  
	 (5=Very good, 3=Average, 1=Very poor, 0=Not applicable/Not available).

5 4 3 2 1
Reading/English Language Arts 49 27 16 6 2
Mathematics 48 23 18 8 4
Science 32 25 25 12 5
Social Studies 31 25 25 13 5

Table 6.2  Standards knowledge and understanding average or better, by year.

2003-04 2004-05 2005-06
Reading/English Language Arts 95 94 92
Mathematics 90 88 88
Science 86 86 83
Social Studies 86 85 82

Table 6.3  Standards knowledge and understanding  
	 (5=Very good, 3=Average, 1=Very poor, 0=Not applicable/Not available), discipline specific

5 4 3 2 1
Reading/English/Language Arts 78 18 4 0 0
Mathematics 88 12 0 0 0
Science 84 16 0 0 0
Social Studies 90 7 3 0 0
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Table 6.4  Standards knowledge and understanding average or  
	 better, discipline specific by year.

2003-04 2004-05 2005-06
Reading/English Language Arts 97 100 100
Mathematics 100 100 100
Science 100 100 100
Social Studies 100 100 100

Technology standard knowledge levels for 2005-06 are similar to the 2004-05 school year.  The 
same percentage (83%) has a satisfactory or better knowledge of them.  Within the targeted areas 
of reading and math, 72% and 85% respectively reported satisfactory knowledge compared to 81% 
and 80% last year.

Table 6.5  Knowledge of technology standards, satisfactory or better.

All Reading Math Science Social 
Studies

Very Good 8 7 11 10 21
Good 33 41 31 31 24
Satisfactory 42 24 42 36 45
Poor 13 26 13 18 10
Very Poor 1 2 0 3 0
Don’t Know/No Opinion 3 0 2 3 0
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7.0  Student Use and Effect of Technology on Learning
The online Faculty Technology Use Survey asked teachers to estimate the percentage of their 
students who utilize computers for a variety of different purposes, including general use, productivity 
software, the Internet, and curriculum software.  The phrasing of this question was the same as 
appeared in previous years’ online survey.  Figure 7.1 shows that the median estimate of teachers 
for general computer use was 95 percent.  This is the slightly lower than last year’s estimate (98 
percent).  However, the percentage of students estimated to be using the Internet increased from 
80 to 85 percent.

Another measure of student learning is provided by participation in the annual Technology 
Showcase.  This event provides an opportunity for students to demonstrate computer skills 
they learned during the year. A copy of this year’s Technology Showcase program is provided in 
Appendix A.3.  Participation in the Showcase increased every year until 2004-05 when it moved 
from the Continuing Education building of Allegany College of Maryland to the 25,000 square foot 
multipurpose building at the County Fairgrounds.  Figure 7.2 shows that the number of projects 
decreased from 230 to 199 between 2003 and 2004 and to 165 in 2005 (a 17% decrease).

Figure 7.1  Student technology use, 2000, 2003-2005
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Student assessment data provide other potential measures of program impacts.  Maryland School 
Assessment data available from the Maryland Department of Education for 2004 and 2005 show 
that the percentage of students achieving proficiency in reading increased by 4.9 percentage 
points for 3rd grade, 2.7 percentage points for 4th grade, 1.4 percentage points for 5th grade, 1.4 
percentage points for 6th grade, 10.1 percentage points for 7th grade, and 2.3 percentage points 
for 8th grade.  The percentage of students achieving proficiency in math increased 6.3 percentage 
points for 3rd grade, 5.7 percentage points for 4th grade, 4.8 percentage points for 5th grade, 13.9 
percentage points for 6th grade, 12.5 percentage points for 7th grade, and 10.5 percentage points 
for 8th grade.  Reading benchmark assessment data for the 2005-06 year was not available with 
the same school and grade coverage as in previous years because the school board was in the 
process of revising its benchmarks.

Final grades issued in math and reading also improved over last year.  Final grades for Allegany 
County Public Schools high school mathematics classes show continued improvement from 
2003-04 to 2005-06 (see Figure 7.3).  Seventy-six percent of students received “C” or better 
in 2005-06 versus seventy-five percent in 2004-05 and seventy-two percent in 2003-04.  For 
reading in middle school (see Figure 7.4), the percentage of students receiving a “C” or better 
increased slightly from 88.1% to 88.3%. 

Although reading proficiency and math proficiency indicators improved markedly during the last year, 
these improvement fall short of the performance milestones established in the grant application.  
Moreover, these improvements can be attributed to system-wide curriculum, training, and funding 
improvements unrelated to the program.

Figure 7.2  Technology Showcase Projects
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Figure 7.3  Grades in High School Math
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Figure 7.4  Grades in Middle School Reading
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8.0 Summary and Conclusion
The Technology Infusion Program in 2005-06 continued the model developed over the previous 
seven years.  Staff training centered on software training to support learning in math and reading.  

This report suggests there was little measurable improvement in teacher technology use over the 
past year.  The percentage of teachers who are making use of the computer in the classroom on 
at least a weekly basis is slightly lower (66% versus 69%) than reported in last year’s evaluation.  
However, for some categories (i.e., presentation software, e-mail, newsgroups, internet search 
engines, LCD panel or computer projector, other hand-held electronic devices, graphing calculator, 
web page development, and online instruction delivery), technology use increased. In addition, the 
percentage of teachers who reported that they had fully integrated technology was lower than last 
year.  When curriculum integration is broken down by teaching area, the results are mixed.  For math, 
more teachers indicated that they were integrating technology; for reading, proportionately, fewer.

This year’s survey asked teachers to once again self evaluate their understanding and skills in the 
Maryland Teacher Technology Standards. Results for this year are similar to last year--The same 
percentage (83%) has a satisfactory or better knowledge of them.   Within the targeted areas of 
reading and math, 72% and 85% respectively reported satisfactory knowledge compared to 81% 
and 80% last year.

Baseline data on teacher communication technology skill/knowledge collected for next year’s 
Educational Technology grant show that a majority of teachers are using more mature communication 
technologies such as e-mail.  However, far fewer are using text messaging and chat rooms that are 
popular with teenagers and young adults.

Results presented here suggest that school student use of the Internet has increased a bit over 
the last year.  On the other hand, student participation in the Technology Showcase decreased for 
the second straight year.  Although there is some evidence of student gains in math and reading 
during the year using Maryland School Assessment results and student progress report data it is 
not possible to assess how much improved use and exposure to technology exposure contributed 
to these results.
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A.2  Teacher comments regarding technology
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Do you have any additional comments regarding your experience with technology in general?  
Please write your comments in the space provided below.

We could use training during the school day.  I am unable to work after hours for technology 
in-service.
 
I think the use of a PDA generally is misunderstood in the classroom.  There are customized 
resources that many of the academic areas could benefit from.  I have found some very 
useful  programs on Palm Gear specifically.
 
I would use more technology if it were readily available to me and if proper training was 
available and built into my yearly schedule.  Part of the reason its use is limited in my classroom 
is it’s either unavailable to me (or seems to be) or I simply don’t know how to use it.
 
It’s too bad that each classroom couldn’t have the installation of several computers in the 
room.  It would provide for easier access not only as a whole class accomplishes a computer 
task, but also for individual students who are working on individual projects within certain 
classes.
 
Not enough time to use the computer.

John Close gave us in-service training on using Instant Messaging. The computer in my 
room could not use that software.  Carol Meese sent a computer to be repaired that was to 
be for my classroom, but that computer has not yet been repaired.
 
1.  Teachers are locked out of many useful features of Windows and Internet Explorer.  2.  
Teachers in core content areas must often teach students how to use the technology before 
they can show how to apply the technology in their specific disciplines.  By the start of their 
junior year, all students should have at least an intermediate knowledge of Microsoft Word 
and Excel.  3.  All teachers do not have equal access to said technology.    
 
I have purchased my own laptop and Epson projector for my classroom.  It is an invaluable 
tool for disseminating information to my students.  I think that teachers should not have to 
purchase what they need to be able to have technology available for students.
 
Computer lab is difficult to schedule because of high use.  It is necessary to plan w-a-a-y 
ahead in order to get a time in the computer lab.  Then when the time arrives, one may not 
be ready for that assignment yet.

I am a long term substitute with degrees in physics.  That is why my knowledge of the 
education aspects is not so good.  
 
The students that I have are only in my area for a short time. They are in the computer lab 
with the rest of their group.

I enjoy working with technology and am continuing to look for effective ways to further 
integrate it into my lessons. 
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Although the rest of the school has access, my room does not have a data port for computer 
use.  I have requested that one be installed for the past two years, but was told that if I wanted 
one, I would be given the materials and I would have to run the wiring and install it myself!!!
 
Even though I have participated in several computer/technology workshops, I need more 
time (on a regular basis, such as planning time) to develop the skills needed to become 
proficient in using technology in my classroom and in my preparation for lessons. 
 
Make the questions clearer.
  
Some of the questions need to be more specific as to whether their computer knowledge 
refers to in class usage or anytime usage. 
  
Too long!

Make the questions more clear.
  
I think that it would be beneficial to have a workshop or two during the year regarding use of 
technology in the classroom and how it could be incorporated more through the daily learning 
experience.
 
Availability of programs pertaining to my content area and computers to use would increase 
usage. Often individual study and production of small projects is accomplished. 

The new internet really is awful!

County tech infusion staff have been very helpful.  We have a great tech person at our 
school that is very willing to give assistance.  Time is a major factor in acquiring additional 
knowledge and the logistics of using that in the classroom setting.

I have learned a great deal about computers over the last two years. I find that if I don’t 
practice it several times a week I forget how to use it.  Unfortunately, I don’t have time to get 
on the computer as often as I’d like to. I appreciate Julie’s patience and continuous help! 
 
I have had numerous workshops on using technology in the classroom and on different 
programs that would be useful. The problem is time needed to become familiar enough with 
this information to be able to use it comfortably within my lessons.
  
I am available for any in-service.

Each school should have a computer lab resource teacher just like we do for music, PE, art, 
and media. I know a little about each of those subjects but I am not expected to teach them.
 
How many surveys are necessary for one school year?
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I can do things at home with my computer but don’t spend a lot of time there. Other things 
are my priority.  At school, there isn’t a lot of time to work with the students on the computer 
since I teach lower elementary.  We do instructional games, some online things in units, but 
they are not on the computer by themselves online.  They do not use email in our room but I 
am sure they do on their own computers with their parents’ help.
 
A full time computer teacher would be great to have at the elementary level.  I could learn 
from the teacher as well.  I need practice and instruction in using computers so that I will be 
able to utilize them more in instruction.
 
While integrating technology is a wonderful idea, all too often the technology in this building 
(i.e. internet) is unreliable.  The fact that internet is down in this building as much as it is up 
forces me not to rely on technology in lessons as much as I’d like to.
 
I have tried to incorporate technology into my classroom.  I have used word processing with 
my class since January and feel they have a grasp of this area in technology.  I haven’t done 
as much internet work with this year’s group as I did last years simply because of the maturity 
level plus having to be the one in the lab with 24 students on a variety of levels makes it hard.  
Even with the projector and Altris Vision(I hope this is the right name) it has been difficult.  It 
would be beneficial to have a technology person in the building to develop lessons that relate 
to content and instruct students in the lab with the help of teachers.  
 
I found it difficult to answer some of the questions. My use of technology in the classroom has 
a lot to do with not having decent computers or the internet readily available in my classroom.  
The children also get 2 periods a week of computer instruction, so they may not be getting 
some of the above with me, but they are getting it with the computer teacher.  I wasn’t sure 
with the % of students questions if you meant use in the classroom, use in general, or use 
at home.  I don’t know about the use at home. Some of my answers with 1-2 times per year 
would actually be more, but just not on a monthly basis.
 
All teachers should have their personal Comp. notebook by this stage of computer use today.  
It hasn’t happened in Allegany county yet.  
 
The support from the technology infusion personnel is very helpful and really appreciated.    
Speaking from the classroom teacher’s viewpoint, we couldn’t begin to integrate technology 
without assistance!  Thank you.

When teaching science, computer lab time is not allocated  for my students. For math, my 
students use the Jostens Lab, however, computer lab time is not allocated for my math 
students.
 
How many surveys does it take to get a teacher through the school year?
 
Computer teachers would help.  So would the requirement of teaching typing to young 
students.
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The teachers in my building would be a lot more likely to try out and use many of these tools 
if given on-going, direct instruction, available support, and were held accountable.  For many 
teachers, activities on the computer are not things we figure out for ourselves.  We need 
instruction and time to practice, which we do not have during the school day.
 
Technology is unreliable.  How can you count on what you can’t count on?
 
I took a course at FSU called Technology Specialist in Education.  This course exposed me to 
the NETS standards for teachers and students, and ways to meet them.  I have a very good 
knowledge of technology tools because of this class.
 
It becomes difficult to plan activities/lessons using Internet because Cash seldom has 
service.
 
Calvary does not abide by the same standards as public schools.  I am not really sure of all 
of the content standards that are expected.  I feel I am very capable of using technology and 
would like to incorporate it more in the classroom; however, our resources are limited.
 
Need for upgrades in programs available to student for skill/drill.  Undependable system -- 
too many glitches to use with confidence
 
Yes I have a comment. I have answered this survey 4 times. Each time my computer would 
shut off.  I have debugged this computer 4 times.  I have spent a half day just completing this 
survey, What a time saver this computer survey has been.

I would like to have Geo Positioning Units to use with classes.
 
Our school has computers that are outdated and take too long to do something like this.

Technology when it is working is wonderful, but when it is down it is a huge headache.  Also, 
all schools should be working with IBM computers in a computer lab.    Thank you!!
 
The more I use it, the more I love it!
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