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| ntroduction

Since 1994, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) has surveyed public
schools to estimate access to information technology in schools and classrooms. In the fal of each
academic year, a new nationally representative sample of public schoolsis surveyed about Internet access
and other Internet-related topics. The results of this survey show what progress has been made since
these data were first collected in 1994, and help assess the magnitude of tasks remaining to make the
Internet available as an educationd tool in dl schools.

Although some items, such as those on school and classroom connectivity, have appeared
annudly on the survey, new items have been added as technology has changed and new issues have
arisen. For example, an item on types of Internet connections was added in 1996 and has remained part of
the subsequent surveys, with some modifications. The fall 2002 survey included items on access to the
Internet outside of regular school hours; technologies and procedures used to prevent student access to
ingppropriate material on the Internet; school web sites;, staff responsible for computer hardware,
software, Internet, and web site support; loans of laptop computers to students; and provision of hand-
held computers to students and teachers.

This survey was conducted by NCES using the Fast Response Survey System (FRSS).
FRSS is designed to administer short, focused, issue-oriented surveys that place minima burden on
respondents and have a quick turnaround from data collection to reporting. Questionnaires for this survey
were mailed to a representative sample of 1,206 public schools in the 50 states and the District of
Columbia. Data have been weighted to yield national estimates. Detailed information about the survey
methodology is provided in appendix A, and the questionnaire can be found in gppendix B.

In addition to national estimates, selected survey findings are presented by the following
school characteristics:

+ ingructiona level (dementary, secondary);

« school sze (enrollment of less than 300, 300 to 999, 1,000 or more);

+ locale (city, urban fringe, town, rurd);

« percent minority enrollment (less than 6 percent, 6 to 20 percent, 21 to 49 percent,
50 percent or more); and



« percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (less than 35 percent, 35 to
49 percent, 50 to 74 percent, 75 percent or more), which is used as a measure of poverty
concentration at the school.

It is important to note that many of the school characteristics used for independent analysis
may aso be related to each other. For example, enrollment size and instructional level of schools are
related, with secondary schools typicaly being larger than edementary schools. Similarly, poverty
concentration and minority enroliment are related, with schools with a higher minority enrollment also
more likely to have a high concentration of poverty. Other relationships between analysis variables may
exist. Because of the rdatively small sample size used in this study, it is difficult to separate the
independent associations these variables have with the data of interest. Their existence, however, should
be considered in the interpretation of the data.

All specific statements of comparison made in this report have been tested for statistical
significance through trend anadyss tests and t-tests adjusted for multiple comparisons using the
Bonferroni adjustment,* and are significant a the 95 percent confidence level or better. However, only
selected findings are presented for each topic in the report. Throughout this report, differences that may
appear large (particularly those by school characteristics)y may not be dsatigticaly significant.
This is due in part to the relatively large standard errors surrounding the estimates (because of the small
sample size), and the use of the Bonferroni adjustment to control for multiple comparisons. A detailed
description of the statistical tests supporting the survey findings can be found in appendix A.

The Bonferroni adjustment was also used for previous FRSS Internet reports. The Bonferroni adjustment is appropriate to test for
statistical significance when the analyses are mainly exploratory (as in this report) because it results in a more conservative critical
value for judging statistical significance (see the methodology section, appendix A, for a more detailed discussion of the Bonferroni
adjustment).



Selected Findings

This report presents key findings from the survey “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schoals,
Fal 2002.” For selected topics, data from previous FRSS Internet surveys are presented as well. The
findings are organized as follows:

school connectivity;
students and computer access,
school web sites;

technologies and procedures to prevent student access to inappropriate material on the
Internet; and

teacher professional development on how to integrate the use of the Internet into the
curriculum.

School Connectivity

The survey asked whether the schools had access to the Internet. Other data collected

dlowed for the

computation of the proportion of instructional rooms with Internet access. In addition,

schools were asked to indicate the type of Internet connections used, as well as the staff position of the
person primarily responsible for computer hardware, software, and Internet support at the school.

School Access

In fal 2002, 99 percent of public schools in the United States had access to the Internet.
When NCES first started estimating Internet access in schools in 1994, 35 percent of
public schools had access (table 1). In 2002, no differences in school Internet access
were observed by any school characteristics. This is consistent with data reported
previoudy (Kleiner and Farris 2002), which showed that there have been virtudly no
differences in school access to the Internet by school characteristics since 1999.



I nstructional Room Access

« Public schools have made consistent progress in expanding Internet access in
instructional rooms? from 3 percent in 1994 to 77 percent in 2000 and 92 percent in
2002 (figure 1 and table 2).

+ In 2002, there were differences in Internet access in instructional rooms by locale (table
2). A smdler percentage of instructional rooms were connected to the Internet in city
schools (88 percent) than in schools located in towns (96 percent) and rural areas
(93 percent).

Figurel. Percent of public school instructional roomswith Internet access: 1994—2002
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NOTE: Percentages are based on all schools. All of the estimates in this report were recalculated from raw data files using the same
computational algorithms. Consequently, some estimates presented here may differ trivialy (i.e., 1 percent) from results published
prior to 2001.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Survey on
Advanced Telecommunications in U.S. Public Schools, K—12,” FRSS 51, 1994; “ Survey on Advanced Telecommunicationsin U.S.
Public Schools, K-12,” FRSS 57, 1995; “ Advanced Telecommunicationsin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1996,” FRSS 61, 1996; “ Internet
Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1997,” FRSS 64, 1997; “ Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1998,” FRSS 69, 1998;
“Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1999,” FRSS 75, 1999; “ Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2000,” FRSS 79,
2000; “ Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “ Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,”
FRSS 83, 2002.

?Instructional moms include classrooms, computer and other |abs, library/media centers, and any other rooms used for instructional
purposes.



Types of Connections

Over the years, changes have occurred in the types of Internet connections used by public
schools and the speed at which they are connected to the Internet. In 1996, dial-up Internet connections (a
type of narrowband connection) were used by about three-fourths (74 percent) of public schools having
Internet access (Heaviside, Riggins, and Farris 1997). In comparison, in 2001, 5 percent of schools used
dia-up connections, while the mgjority of public schools (55 percent) reported using T1/DSL lines (a
type of broadband connection), a continuous and much faster type of Internet connection than dial-up
connections (Kleiner and Farris 2002).

« In 2002, 94 percent of public schools with Internet access used broadband connections
to access the Internet (table 3). Thisis an increase from 2001 and 2000, when 85 percent
and 80 percent of the schools, respectively, were using broadband connections.® In
2002, as in previous years (Kleiner and Farris 2002), the likelihood of using broadband
connections increased with school size; 90 percent of small schools reported using
broadband connections to access the Internet, compared with 100 percent of large
schoals.

«  The use of broadband connections increased between 2000 and 2002 from 81 percent to
95 percent in schools with the highest minority enrollment (teble 3). Similarly, the
percentage of schools with the highest poverty concentration (as measured by the
percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch) using broadband
connections to access the Internet increased from 75 percent to 95 percent.

«  Twenty-three percent of public schools with Internet access used wireless Internet
connections in 2002 (table 4)." Large schools were more likely than medium-sized and
small schools to use wireless Internet connections (37 percent compared with 23 percent

and 17 percent, respectively).

« Of the schools using wireless Internet connections, 8 percent indicated that they used
broadband wireless Internet connections (table 4). Across all school characteristics, this
percentage ranged from 76 percent to 100 percent.

« In 2002, 15 percent of al public school ingructiona rooms had wireless Internet
connections (table 5). Differences were observed only by instructiona level. A higher
percentage of ingtructiona rooms had wireless Internet connections in secondary
schools (19 percent) than in elementary schools (13 percent).

3In 2000 and 2001, respondents were instructed to circle as many types of connections as there were in the school. The 2002
questionnaire directly asked whether the schools used broadband and narrowband connections. These percentages include schools using
only broadband connections, as well as schools using both broadband and narrowband connections. They do not include schools using
narrowband connections exclusively. Broadband connections include T3/DS3, fractional T3, T1/DSL, fractional T1, and cable modem
connections. In 2001 and 2002, they also included DSL connections, which had not been an option on the 2000 questionnaire.

“4A school could use both wireless and wired Internet connections. Wireless Internet connections can be broadband or narrowband.



Computer Hardwar e, Software, and Internet Support

+ The saff postion of the person with primary responsibility for computer hardware,
software, and Internet support varied considerably across schools. Thirty-eight percent
of schools indicated that it was a full-time, paid school technology director or
coordinator; 26 percent, district staff; 18 percent, a teacher or other staff as part of
forma respongbilities; 11 percent, a part-time, paid school technology director or
coordinator; 3 percent, a consultant or outside contractor; 3 percent, a teacher or other
staff as volunteers; and 1 percent, some other postion (table 6 and figure 2).

+ The likelihood that the person primarily responsible for computer hardware, software,
and Internet support would be a full-time, paid technology director or coordinator
increased with school size, from 29 percent in small schools to 48 percent in large
schools (table 6). Differences were aso observed by percent minority enrollment;
schools with the lowest minority enrollment were more likely than other schools to
report that a full-time, paid technology director or coordinator was the person primarily
responsible for computer hardware, software, and Internet support (49 percent compared
with 32 to 34 percent in other schools).

Figure2. Percentage distribution of the staff position of thosewho were primarily responsible
for computer hardware, software, and Internet support at the school: 2002

7%

B Full-time, paid school technology
director/coordinator

ODigtrict staff

Bl Teacher or other staff as part of formal
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O Part-time, paid school technology
director/coordinator

B Other!

26%

Staff position of those primarily responsible for
computer hardware, software, and Internet support

This category includes consultant/outside contractor, teachers or other staff as volunteers, and other.
NOTE: Percentages are based on the 99 percent of public schools with Internet access.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Internet in U.S.
Public Schooals, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.




Students and Computer Access

More children and adolescents in the nation used computers at school than at home in 2001
(DeBdl and Chapman 2003). The survey “Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools, Fal 2002" obtained
information on various measures of student access to computers at school, such as the ratio of students to
instructional computers with Internet access, student access to the Internet outside of regular school
hours, the provision of hand-held computers to students and teachers, and laptop loans to students.

Students Per Instructional Computer With Internet Access

« The ratio of students to instructional computers with Internet access was computed by
dividing the tota number of students in al public schools by the tota number of
ingtructional computers with Internet access in al public schoals (i.e., including schools
with no Internet access).” In 2002, the ratio of students to instructional computers with
Internet access in public schools was 4.8 to 1, an improvement from the 12.1 to 1 ratio
in 1998, when it was first measured (figure 3 and table 7).

+ However, as in previous years (Kleiner and Farris 2002), there were differences by
school characteristics in 2002. For example, the ratio of students to instructional
computers with Internet access was higher in schools with the highest poverty
concentration than in schools with the lowest poverty concentration (5.5 to 1 compared
with 4.6 to 1) (table 7). Despite this gap, in schools with the highest poverty
concentration, the ratio improved from 6.8 students per computers in 2001 to 5.5 per
computer in 2002. The difference between schools with the highest and lowest poverty
concentrations in the ratio of students per instructional computer with Internet access
decreased from 6.2 students per computer in 1998 to 0.8 students per computer in 2002.

®This is one method of calculating students per computer. Another method involves calculating the number of students in each school
divided by the number of instructional computers with Internet access in each school and then taking the mean of this ratio across all
schools. When “students per computer” was first calculated for this NCES series in 1998, a decision was made to use the first method,;
this method continues to be used for comparison purposes. A couple of factors influenced the choice of that particular method. There
was (and continues to be) considerable skewness in the distribution of students per computer per school. In addition, in 1998, 11
percent of public schools had no instructional computers with Internet access.



Figure3. Ratio of public school studentsto instructional computerswith Internet access:
1998-2002

Ratio
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NOTE: Ratios are based on all public schools. All of the estimates in this report were recal culated from raw data files using the same
computational algorithms. Consequently, some estimates presented here may differ trivialy (i.e., 1 percent) from results published
prior to 2001.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1998,” FRSS 69, 1998; “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1999,” FRSS 75, 1999; “Internet Access
in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2000,” FRSS 79, 2000; “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “ Internet
Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.

Availability of ComputersWith Internet Access Outside of Regular School Hours

In 2001, 5 to 17-year-olds whose families were in poverty were less likely to use the
Internet at their home than 5 to 17-year-olds whose families were not in poverty (47 percent compared
with 82 percent) (DeBell and Chapman 2003). Making the Internet accessible outside of regular school
hours allows students who do not have access to the Internet at home to use this resource for school-
related activities such as homework.

« In 2002, 53 percent of public schools with Internet access reported that they made
computers with access to the Internet available to students outside of regular school
hours (table 8). Differences by school characteristics were observed only for
ingtructional level and school dze. Secondary schools were more likely to make the



Internet available to students outside of regular school hours than were elementary
schools (73 percent compared with 47 percent) (table 8). Similarly, large schools
reported making the Internet available to students outside of regular school hours more
often than did medium-sized and small schools (79 percent compared with 50 percent
for medium-sized and 49 percent for small schools).

« Among schools providing computers with Internet access to students outside of regular
school hours in 2002, 96 percent made them available after school; 74 percent, before
school; and 6 percent, on weekends (table 8). Availability of computers with Internet
access before school was lower in schools with the highest minority enrollment
(62 percent) than in schools with the two lowest categories of minority enrollment
(80 percent and 78 percent). A similar pattern occurred by school poverty concentration
for the availability of computers with Internet access before school, with 57 percent for
schools with the highest poverty concentration, compared with 75 percent and
82 percent for schools with the two lowest categories of poverty concentration. There
were no differences by school characteristics for the availability of computers with
Internet access after school. In addition, there were virtualy no differences by school
characteristics for the availability of computers with Internet access on weekends.

« In 2002, schools making computers with Internet access available to students outside of
regular school hours reported that students had, on average, access to 49 computers with
Internet access (table 9). No increase was observed in the average number of computers
with Internet access available to students outside of regular school hours between 2001
and 2002.

Provison of Hand-Held Computers

« In 2002, 7 percent of public schools provided hand-held computers to students or
teachers for instructional purposes (table 10).° No differences were observed by school
characteristics.

« Among schools providing hand-held computers to students or teachers for instructional
purposes in 2002, the median number of hand-held computers provided per school was
9 (i.e, haf of the schools reported a lower number than 9 and the other haf a higher
number) (not shown in tables).”

®Hand-held computers are computers, or personal digital assistants, small enough to be held in one hand. Examples are Palm Pilots or
Pocket PCs.

"On average, 22 hand-held computers per school were provided to students or teachers in schools that supplied such computers in 2002
(not shown in tables). The average number of hand-held computerswould decrease to 18 if the data for 1 school in the sample were
taken out of the calculation because the school reported a number of hand-held computers much higher (1,000 hand-held computers)
than any of the other schools in the sample (ranging from 1 to 140). The number of hand-held computers at that school was verified
with the respondent.



Laptop Computer Loans

In addition to asking about the availability of computers with Internet access outside of
regular school hours and the provision of hand-held computers to students or teachers, the survey asked
whether the schools lent laptop computers to students, how many laptops were available for loan, and the
maximum length of time for which they could be borrowed. If schools did not lend laptop computers to
students in 2002, a question inquired whether they planned to lend them in the 2003-04 school year.

« In 2002, 8 percent of public schools lent laptop computers to students (table 11).2 In
those schools, the median number of laptop computers available for loan was 7 (not
shown in tables). This represents 1 laptop computer for 16 students (not shown in
tables).? Fifty-nine percent of schools lending laptop computers reported that students
could borrow them for less than 1 week, 19 percent reported that students could borrow
them for a period of 1 week to less than 1 month, and 16 percent reported lending
laptops for the entire school year (table 12).

+  Of the 92 percent of schools without laptop computers available for loan to students in
2002 (see table 11), 7 percent were planmning to make laptops available for students to
borrow during the 2003-04 school year (table 13). No differences were observed by
school characteristics.

School Web Sites

Since 99 percent of public schools were connected to the Internet in 2002, most schools had
the capability to make information available to parents and students directly via email or through a web
ste. The survey asked whether the schools had a web site or aweb page (for example, aweb page on the
district s web site), how often it was updated, and who was primarily responsible for the school’s web
site or web page support.’°

« Nationwide, 86 percent of public schools with access to the Internet had a web site or
web page in 2002 (table 14). This is an increase from 2001, when 75 percent of public
schools reported having a web site. There were differences by school characteristics in
the likedlihood of having a web site or web page. For example, the likelihood of having a
web site or a web page was lower in schools with the highest minority enrollment than

®The difference between the percent of schools lending laptop computers to students in 2002 (8 percent) and in 2001 (10 percent) is
not statistically significant.

®The ratio of students per laptop computer would increase to 19.9 to 1 if 1 school in the sample were taken out of the calculation
because the school reported a number of laptop computers much higher (2,700) than any of the other schools in the sample (ranging
from 1 to 850). The number of laptop computers at that school was verified with the respondent.

191n 2001, the questionnaire asked about the school’s “ web site.” In 2002, the wording was changed to “ web site or web page.”
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in other schools (76 percent compared with 87 to 92 percent). The likelihood of having
a web site or web page also decreased as the poverty concentration increased: from 94
percent of schools with the lowest poverty concentration to 66 percent of schools with
the highest poverty concentration.

« Of the schools having a web site or a web page, 68 percent reported that their web site
or web page was updated at least monthly (see table 15)."* Among the 32 percent of
schools updating their web site or web page less often than monthly, differences by
school characteristics were observed. For example, schools with the highest minority
enrollment (49 percent) were more likely to update their web site or web page lessthan
monthly than other schools (22 percent to 30 percent). The likdihood of updating the
web site or web page less than monthly also increased with poverty concentration of the
schools (from 22 percent for schools with the lowest poverty concentration to
51 percent for schools with the highest poverty concentration).

- Among schools having a web site or web page, 29 percent reported that a teacher or
other staff member was primarily responsible for the school’s web site or web page
support as part of his or her forma responshilities (table 16 and figure 4). Schools aso
reported that primary responsibility was assigned to a full-time, paid school technology
director or coordinator (22 percent), a teacher or other staff as volunteers (18 percent),
district staff (18 percent), a part-time, paid school technology director or coordinator
(5 percent), students (2 percent), or a consultant or outside contractor (2 percent). Some
other person was cited by 4 percent of the schools.

« The likelihood of having a teacher o other staff primarily responsible for the school’s
web dite as part of his or her forma responsbilities was higher in secondary schools
(35 percent) than in dementary schools (28 percent). The likelihood aso increased with
school size (from 26 percent in small schools to 39 percent in large schools) (table 16).

"This estimate is derived from the percentage of public schools updating their web site monthly, weekly, or daily. Although estimates
for the details are shown in table 15, the total in the text is based on the raw data and because of rounding, it differs slightly from the
estimate that would be obtained by adding details directly from the table.

11



Figure4. Percentage distribution of types of staff and studentswho wereprimarily
responsible for the school’s web site or web page support: 2002

14%

B Teacher or other staff as part of
29% formal respongibilities

OFull-time, paid school technology
director/coordinator

@ Teacher or other staff as volunteers
ODistrict staff
B Other

Types of staff and students primarily responsible
for school's web site or web page support
]This category includes part-time, paid school technology director/coordinator, students, consultant/outside contractor, and other.

NOTE: Percentages are based on 85 percent of public schools (99 percent with Internet access times 86 percent with a web site or web
page). Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet in U.S.
Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.

Technologies and Proceduresto Prevent Student Accessto I nappropriate
Material on the I nternet

Given the diversty of the information carried on the Internet, student access to
inappropriate materia is a major concern of many parents and teachers. Moreover, under the Children’s
Internet Protection Act (CIPA), no school may receive E-rate’® discounts unless it certifies that it is
enforcing a policy of Internet safety that includes the use of filtering or blocking technology. ™

2The Education rate (E-rate) program was established in 1996 to make telecommunications services, Internet access, and internal
connections available to schools and libraries at discounted rates based upon the income level of the students in their community and
whether their location is urban or rural.

®*More information about CIPA (Public Law 106-554) can be found at the web site of the Schools and Libraries Division, Universal
Service Administrative Company (http://www.sl.universalservice.org/reference/CIPA.asp). The law is effective for Funding Year 4
(July 1, 2001, to June 30, 2002) and for all future years. Schools and libraries receiving only telecommunications services are
excluded from the requirements of CIPA.




In 2002, dmost dl public schools with Internet access (99 percent) used various
technologies or procedures to control student access to inappropriate material on the
Internet (table 17). Across all school characterigtiics, between 98 and 100 percent of
schools reported using these technologies or procedures. In addition, 99 percent of these
schools used at least one of these technologies or procedures on al Internet-connected
computers used by students (table 17).

Among schools using technologies or procedures to prevent student access to
ingopropriate material on the Internet in 2002, 96 percent used blocking or filtering
software (table 18). Ninety-one percent of schools reported that teachers or other staff
members monitored student Internet access, 82 percent had a written contract that
parents have to sign, 77 percent had a contract that students have to sign, 52 percent
used monitoring software, 41 percent had honor codes, and 32 percent allowed access
only to their intranet.** As these numbers suggest, most of the schools (96 percent) used
more than one procedure or technology as part of their Internet use policy (not shown in
tables).

Ninety percent of public schools using technologies or procedures to prevent student
access to inappropriate material on the Internet indicated that they disseminated the
information about these technologies or other procedures to students and parents via
their school policies or rules distributed to students and parents (table 19). Sixty-four
percent did so with a special notice to parents, 57 percent used their newdetters to
disseminate this information, 32 percent posted a message on the school web site or web
page, 24 percent had a notice on a bulletin board at the school, 15 percent had a pop-up
message at computer or Internet log on, and 5 percent used a method other than the ones
listed above.

Teacher Professional Development on How to I ntegrate the Use of the
I nternet into the Curriculum

Although approximately one-haf of public school teachers in 1999 reported that they used
computers or the Internet for instruction during class time, and/or that they assigned their students work

that involves research using the Internet, one-third of teachers reported feeling well or very well prepared
(Smerdon et a. 2000). The survey “Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools, Fal 2002" asked about
teacher professional development on how to integrate the use of the Internet into the curriculum.

Nationwide, 87 percent of public schools with Internet access indicated that their school
or school district had offered professiona development to teachers in their school on
how to integrate the use of the Internet into the curriculum in the 12 months prior to the
fall 2002 survey (table 20).

¥An intranet is a controlled computer network similar to the Internet, but accessible only to those who have permission to use it. For
example, school administrators can restrict student access to only their school’s intranet, which may include information from the
Internet chosen by school officials, rather than full Internet access.
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Forty-two percent of the schools that had professiona development had 1 to 25 percent
of their teachers attending such professiona development in the 12 months preceding
the survey. Seventeen percent of the schools had 26 to 50 percent of their teachers,
11 percent of the schools had 51 to 75 percent of their teachers, and 30 percent of the
schools had 76 percent or more of their teachers attending professional development on
how to integrate the use of the Internet into the curriculum in the 12 months preceding
the survey (table 20). Another 1 percent reported not having any teachers attending such
professiona development during this time frame.
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Tablel. Percent of public schoolswith Internet access, by school characteristics: 1994-2002

Public schools with Internet access

School characteristic
1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002

All public schoolS..........cccciiiiiii 35 50 65 78 89 95 98 99 99

Instructional level®

El@MENLATY ....c.oeveeeeeeeieeee e enes e, 30 46 61 75 88 94 97 99 99

SECONABIY ...oovvvevereeeeeeeeese et er e en e 49 65 77 89 94 98 100> 100>  100°
School size

L ess than 300 30 39 57 75 87 96 96 99 96

300 t0 999....... . 35 52 66 78 89 94 98 99 100?
1,000 or more. 58 69 80 89 95 96 99 100 100

Locale
CItY et 40 47 64 74 92 93 96 97 99
Urban friNge.......ecvveiieiie e 38 59 75 78 85 96 98 99 100
TOWN ettt et et e s 29 47 61 84 90 94 98 100 98
RUMEL ... 35 48 60 79 92 96 99 100? 98

Percent minority enrollment®

Less than 6 Percent..........ocoevererenenenieieieesee e 38 52 65 84 91 95 98 99 97
610 20 PEICENT...cveeiieiieie ettt 38 58 72 87 93 97 100 100 100
21 to 49 percent.... 38 55 65 73 91 96 98 100 99
50 percent or more 27 39 56 63 82 92 96 98 99

Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price

lunch*
Less than 35 Percent........coocueeeeeeiieeiiee e 39 60 74 86 92 95 99 99 98
3510 49 PEICENT......eeiiiiiiiie e 35 48 59 81 93 98 99 100 100
50 to 74 percent....... . 32 41 53 71 88 96 97 99 100

18 31 53 62 79 89 94 97 99

'Data for combined schools are included in the totals and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.
The estimate fell between 99.5 percent and 100 percent and therefore was rounded to 100 percent.

75 percent or more

3Percent minority enrollment was not available for some schools. In 1994, this information was missing for 100 schools. In subsequent
years, the missing information ranged from 0 schools to 46 schools. In 2002, this information was missing for 15 schools. The
weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.

“Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch was not available for some schools. In the 1994 survey, free and reduced-
price lunch data came from the Common Core of Data (CCD) only and were missing for 430 schools. In reports prior to 1998, free
and reduced-price lunch data were not reported for 1994. In 1998, a decision was made to include the data for 1994 for comparison
purposes. In subsequent years, free and reduced-price lunch information was obtained on the questionnaire, supplemented, if necessary,
with CCD data. Missing data ranged from 0 schools (2002) to 10 schools (1999).

NOTE: All of the estimates in this report were recalculated from raw data files using the same computational algorithms.
Consequently, some estimates presented here may differ trivially (i.e., 1 percent) from results published prior to 2001.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Survey on
Advanced Telecommunicationsin U.S. Public Schools, K-12,” FRSS 51, 1994; “ Survey on Advanced Telecommunications in U.S.
Public Schools, K-12,” FRSS 57, 1995; “Advanced Telecommunicationsin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1996,” FRSS 61, 1996; “Internet
Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1997, FRSS 64, 1997; “Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1998,” FRSS 69, 1998;
“Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schooals, Fall 1999,” FRSS 75, 1999; “Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2000,” FRSS 79,
2000; “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,”
FRSS 83, 2002.
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Tablela. Standard errorsof the percent of public schools with Internet access, by school

characteristics: 1994—-2002

Public schools with Internet access

School characteristic

1994 | 1995( 1996 | 1997 | 1998 ( 1999 2000 | 2001 [ 2002
All public SChOOIS.........oviiiiiiicieceece 15 18 1.8 15 1.3 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.5
Instructional level
Elementary ........coccoveeiienienieseeneeeeeee e 1.9 2.4 2.1 2.0 1.6 1.0 0.7 0.4 0.6
SECONAAIY ..ottt 2.4 2.7 1.8 1.7 2.1 0.8 0.2 0.2 0.5
School size
Lessthan 300 ........cccuveiiiieiiie e 3.4 3.9 4.4 3.8 3.4 1.5 1.7 1.0 1.7
300 0 999, 2.0 2.2 2.0 2.0 14 1.0 0.5 0.4 0.2
1,000 OF MOTE...ccvvieeeiieeciiee et e et 3.0 4.1 3.4 2.5 2.4 1.7 0.6 T T
Locale
Gl ittt 3.1 4.3 4.5 3.8 2.1 1.5 1.1 1.4 0.7
Urban fringe.......ooviiieiienierieseeee e 2.9 3.8 3.3 2.8 2.8 1.2 1.2 0.5 T
TOWN ottt 2.3 3.7 4.0 4.6 3.2 25 1.2 T 2.2
RUFEL ... 2.7 3.8 3.3 3.2 34 14 0.9 0.1 1.0
Percent minority enrollment
Lessthan 6 Percent..........ccoveereenieneeneenieee e 2.4 3.2 3.4 2.7 2.9 15 1.2 0.9 1.6
610 20 PEICENT ...eevevieeiieteeie et 3.3 4.7 3.0 2.7 2.5 1.2 t t t
2110 49 PEICENL ....covveeiieiecie et 3.2 4.1 3.2 4.1 25 1.8 12 T 0.7
50 Percent Or MOTE.........ccovvevvieriieiiiieniee e 2.9 3.8 4.6 4.7 2.9 1.9 1.2 0.9 0.5
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price
lunch
Lessthan 35 percent.........cceevvenieneeneenennicceees 2.3 2.4 2.2 1.8 2.0 11 0.7 0.6 1.0
3510 49 PEICENE....ccueerieierie et 4.6 3.9 4.8 3.9 2.2 0.9 0.7 T t
5010 74 PEICENE....eeueerieie et 5.0 4.6 5.1 4.0 3.0 1.7 1.3 0.5 T
75 PErcent OF MOME............eveiiuiiieiiiiiiieiiiiiee e 4.6 4.4 5.4 5.3 3.7 3.1 1.7 1.1 0.9

TEstimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on an estimate of 100 percent.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Survey on
Advanced Telecommunicationsin U.S. Public Schools, K-12,” FRSS 51, 1994; “Survey on Advanced Telecommunicationsin U.S.
Public Schools, K-12,” FRSS 57, 1995; “ Advanced Telecommunications in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1996,” FRSS 61, 1996; “Internet

Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1997,” FRSS 64, 1997; “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1998,” FRSS 69, 1998;

“Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1999,” FRSS 75, 1999; “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2000,” FRSS 79,
2000; “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,”

FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table 2.

Per cent of public school instructional rooms with Internet access, by school
characteristics: 1994—2002

School characteristic

Instructional rooms with Internet access

1994 | 1995 | 1996 (1997 | 1998 | 1999 |2000 |2001 | 2002
All public schoOIS.........ccoviiiiiiiiiie 3 8 14 27 51 64 77 87 92
Instructional level®
Elementary .......ccoccevceeneiieniciieic e, 3 8 13 24 51 62 76 86 92
SECONAAIY ..ot 4 8 16 32 52 67 79 88 91
School size
Lessthan 300 ........ccccevvvviiinieiienieneeen, 3 9 15 27 54 71 83 87 91
3000 999.....iiiiiiieie e 3 8 13 28 53 64 78 87 93
1,000 OF MOTE......ccoevtiiiiieieeeee e 3 4 16 25 45 58 70 86 89
Locale
CILY et 4 6 12 20 47 52 66 82 88
Urban fringe.......cooeveeniiiiniciecc e, 4 8 16 29 50 67 78 87 92
TOWN et 3 8 14 34 55 72 87 91 96
RUFEL ... 3 8 14 30 57 71 85 89 93
Percent minority enrollment?
Lessthan 6 percent.........cccocvvevvveereennen. 4 9 18 37 57 74 85 88 93
610 20 PErCeNt......vvvrviiiiieeiieerrec e 4 10 18 35 59 78 83 90 94
211049 percent......ccoceecveeriveeriieeiiineenns 4 9 12 22 52 64 79 89 91
50 percent or MOre........ccceevveerireercinennns 2 3 5 13 37 43 64 81 89
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price
lunch®
Less than 35 percent........cccccoeevvvvereennen. 3 10 17 33 57 73 82 90 93
351049 percent.......ccceecveenieeniieniiieenns 2 6 12 33 60 69 81 89 90
50 t0 74 Percent.......cccecveercveerireeiiineenns 4 6 11 20 41 61 7 87 91
75 percent or MOre.........ccccecvvercueeienneans 2 3 5 14 38 38 60 79 89

'Data for combined schools are included in the totals and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.

%Percent minority enrollment was not available for some schools. In 1994, this information was missing for 100 schools.

In

subsequent years, the missing information ranged from O schools to 46 schools. In 2002, this information was missing for 15 schools.

The weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.

3Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch was not available for some schools. In the 1994 survey, free and reduced-
price lunch data came from the Common Core of Data (CCD) only and were missing for 430 schools. In reports prior to 1998, free
and reduced-price lunch data were not reported for 1994. In 1998, a decision was made to include the data for 1994 for comparison
purposes. In subsequent years, free and reduced-price lunch information was obtained on the questionnaire, supplemented, if necessary

with CCD data. Missing data ranged from 0 schools (2002) to 10 schools (1999).

NOTE: Percentages are based on all schools. All of the estimates in this report were recal culated from raw data files using the same
computational algorithms. Conseguently, some estimates presented here may differ trivially (i.e., 1 percent) from results published

prior to 2001.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Survey on

Advanced Telecommunicationsin U.S. Public Schools, K—12,” FRSS 51, 1994; “Survey on Advanced Telecommunicationsin U.S.
Public Schools, K-12,” FRSS 57, 1995; “ Advanced Telecommunications in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1996,” FRSS 61, 1996; “Internet

Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1997, FRSS 64, 1997; “Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1998,” FRSS 69, 1998;

“Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1999,” FRSS 75, 1999; “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2000,” FRSS 79,
2000; “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,”

FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table2a. Standard errorsof the percent of public school instructional rooms with Inter net

access, by school characteristics: 1994-2002

Instructional rooms with Internet access

School characteristic

1994 | 1995 | 1996 (1997 | 1998 | 1999 |2000 |2001 | 2002
All public SChOOIS........coviiiiiiiciceeee e 0.3 0.7 1.0 1.6 1.8 1.6 1.1 0.9 0.6
Instructional level
Elementary ........coccoveeiienienieseeneeeeeee e 0.4 1.0 1.5 1.9 2.3 1.8 15 1.1 0.8
SECONAAIY ..ottt 0.6 1.0 1.5 1.9 2.1 2.6 1.6 1.2 1.0
School size
Lessthan 300 ........cccuveiiiieiiie e 0.7 1.6 2.9 4.3 3.7 3.2 2.8 2.1 1.9
30010 999....ciiiiiiieie e 0.5 1.0 1.2 2.0 2.2 1.9 1.5 1.1 0.7
1,000 OF MOFE.....uiiiieeeiiiiee et e eteee e sieee e 0.6 1.0 2.1 2.4 3.9 3.0 2.2 1.7 1.7
Locale
Gl ittt 0.8 1.3 1.6 2.2 3.2 2.6 2.2 2.1 1.6
Urban fringe......coooveiiiiiece e 0.8 1.4 2.2 2.9 2.9 25 2.0 1.3 0.9
TOWN e 0.6 2.0 1.9 3.9 4.0 3.4 2.6 2.2 1.1
RUFEL ... 0.4 1.5 2.2 3.6 3.6 3.0 1.7 1.3 1.0
Percent minority enrollment
Lessthan 6 Percent..........ccoveereenieneeneenieee e 0.7 1.4 2.4 35 2.7 2.3 1.9 15 1.4
610 20 PEICENTE...ccvviiiiii i 0.8 15 1.7 3.0 3.3 3.1 2.1 1.6 1.0
211049 PErCENT.....eiiiiii ittt 1.0 2.1 25 2.8 3.7 3.1 2.3 2.0 1.2
50 Percent Or MOTE.........ccoveevieieriieiirieeniee e 0.3 1.0 1.8 1.8 3.2 2.8 2.4 2.0 1.4
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price
lunch
Lessthan 35 percent.........cceevvenieneeneenennicceees 0.5 1.2 1.6 2.0 2.4 2.3 15 1.2 0.8
351049 PErCeNt.....ceeviiiiiiiieic e 0.4 1.4 2.2 4.3 5.1 3.4 2.9 2.2 2.1
50 10 74 PErCENT.....eeeviiiiiiieie et 1.8 1.9 2.8 3.7 3.9 3.1 2.8 2.4 1.4
75 PErCEeNt OF MOTE.......coiviiiiiieiiiiciicciiee e 0.9 1.0 1.8 2.4 4.3 4.4 3.3 2.4 1.9

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Survey on

Advanced Telecommunicationsin U.S. Public Schools, K-12,” FRSS 51, 1994; “Survey on Advanced Telecommunicationsin U.S.
Public Schools, K-12,” FRSS 57, 1995; “Advanced Telecommunicationsin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1996,” FRSS 61, 1996; “Internet

Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1997,” FRSS 64, 1997; “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1998,” FRSS 69, 1998;

“Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1999,” FRSS 75, 1999; “Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2000,” FRSS 79,
2000; “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,”

FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table3. Percent of public schools with Internet access using broadband connections,
by school characteristics. 2000-2002

Use broadband connections

School characteristic Percentage
change

2000" 2001* 2002% |2000-2002°

Al PUDIIC SCROOIS......coiiii e 80 85 94 +17

Instructional level*

EIEMENTAIY ...t 7 83 93 +20
SECONTAIY ...ttt ettt ettt e bbbt e bt s 89 94 98 +10
School size
L @SS than 300 .......ceiueeiuiiiieitieie ettt 67 72 90 +35
300 £0 999... . 83 89 94 +13
1,000 OF MOFE.....cciiiiritieee et ee e e e e e e ee e e e e e e e e e e e s et bereeeeeeeeeeeessennasasrenees 90 96 100 +11
Locae
Y ettt ettt s 80 88 97 +22
Urban fringe. 85 88 92 +9
TOWI .t 79 83 97 +23
RUFEL ..t 75 82 91 +21
Percent minority enrollment®
L eSS than 6 PErCENT.......cc.eiiiiieiiie ettt ettt e e 76 81 92 +21
B 10 20 PEICENT ...t 82 85 91 +11
21 to 49 percent 84 85 96 +14
50 PEICENTE OF MOFE....ciiiiiiiieeiiiiiee ettt ettt e e et e e s e e e e e s s e e e e e enneeeas 81 93 95 +18
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch®
L eSS than 35 PEICENL........uiiiiiiiiie ettt 81 84 93 +14
3510 49 PEICENL.....ociiiiiiiii i 82 86 96 +16
50 10 74 PEICENT ...ttt e et e e e e e e ennneeas 79 84 93 +17
A oL o= 10 T 0o = PP 75 90 95 +27

'Respondents were instructed to circle as many types of connections as there were in the school. The data were then combined to show
the percentage of schools using broadband connections. Percentages include schools using only broadband connections, as well as
schools using both broadband and narrowband connections. They do not include schools using narrowband connections exclusively.
Broadband connections include T3/DS3, fractional T3, T1/DS1, fractional T1, and cable modem connections. In 2001, they also
included DSL connections, which had not been on the 2000 questionnaire.

?The 2002 questionnaire directly asked whether the schools used broadband and narrowband connections. Broadband connections
include T3/DS3, fractional T3, T1/DS1, fractional T1, cable modem, and DSL connections.

3This percentage was calculated as follows: [(€2001-e2000)/€2000] x 100, where “ €” stands for “ estimate.”
“Data for combined schools are included in the totals and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.

®Percent minority enrollment was not available for 9 schools in 2000 and 31 schools in 2001. In 2002, this information was missing
for 15 schools. The weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.

®Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch was not available for 2 schools in 2000 and 2001. This information was
available for all schoolsin 2002.

NOTE: Percentages are based on the percent of public schools with Internet access: 98 percent in 2000 and 99 percent in 2001 and
2002.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2000,” FRSS 79, 2000; “Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “Internet
Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.



Table3a. Standard errorsof the percent of public schools with I nternet access using
broadband connections, by school characteristics: 2000—-2002

Use broadband connections

School characteristic Percentage
change
2000 2001 2002 |2000-2002
All pUDIIC SChOOIS. ... 15 1.6 1.0 0.4
Instructional level
EIEMENTAIY ...t 1.9 2.0 1.2 0.6
SECONTAIY ...ttt ettt ettt e bbbt e bt s 2.0 1.2 0.9 0.2
School size
L @SS than 300 .......ceiueeiuiiiieitieie ettt 4.4 4.3 2.6 2.3
300 £0 999... . 1.8 14 12 0.2
1,000 OF MOFE.....cciiiiritieee et ee e e e e e e ee e e e e e e e e e e e s et bereeeeeeeeeeeessennasasrenees 2.4 1.4 T 0.2
Locae
Y ettt ettt s 3.0 2.4 11 0.6
Urban fringe. 2.6 2.1 1.9 0.3
TOWI .t 4.9 4.6 1.8 14
RUFEL ..t 35 3.0 2.0 0.9
Percent minority enrollment
L eSS than 6 PErCENT.......cc.eiiiiieiiie ettt ettt e e 3.2 3.6 2.4 11
B 10 20 PEICENT ...t 29 3.0 2.3 0.5
21 to 49 percent 2.6 2.7 15 0.5
50 PEICENTE OF MOFE....ciiiiiiiieeiiiiiee ettt ettt e e et e e s e e e e e s s e e e e e enneeeas 2.6 1.8 15 0.4
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch
L eSS than 35 PEICENL........uiiiiiiiiie ettt 2.3 2.6 1.7 0.5
3510 49 PEICENL.....ociiiiiiiii i 4.0 2.8 2.0 0.6
50 10 74 PEICENT ...ttt e et e e e e e e ennneeas 3.8 3.8 2.0 0.8
A oL o= 10 T 0o = PP 3.6 2.7 1.7 0.9

TEstimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on an estimate of 100 percent.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2000,” FRSS 79, 2000; “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “Internet
Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table4. Percent of public schools using any types of wireless Internet connections, and of
those schools, percent using broadband wireless I nternet connections, by school
characteristics: 2002

Use any types of Use broadband
School characteristic wireless Internet wireless Internet
connections' connections’
Al PUDIIC SCROOIS. ... 23 88
Instructional level®
ELEMENLAIY ...t e 20 87
SECONAANY ...ttt et e bt st e et e e nab e e sabeeebae e e 33 91
School size
L @SS than 300 .......coieeiriiiieiriee e e 17 ¥
300 £0 999... . e 23 91
1,000 OF MOTE.....uuiiiiiiiiiii et s 37 95
Locae
25 100
23 93
23 82
22 76
Percent minority enrollment*
LSS than 6 PErCENT......cc.eeiiiiieeieeee e 21 84
610 20 PEICENT ... ettt e e e e 23 82
2110 A9 PEICENT ... .ttt e e 25 96
50 PEICENTE OF MOFE....ciiiiireiieieiie e ettt e e e e s e e s s e e e s ere e e e e nannneeeeannes 23 92
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch
L eSS than 35 PEICENL........eiiiiieiiieiee e 24 87
3510 49 PEICENT ... .ottt 25 88
50 to 74 percent....... 23 87
75 percent or more 20 93

FReporting standards not met.

Percentages are based on the 99 percent of public schools with Internet access. Percentages include schools using wireless Internet
connections (both broadband and narrowband) only as well as schools using both wireless and wired connections

2percentages are based on 23 percent of public schools (99 percent with Internet access times 23 percent using wireless Internet
connections).

®Data for combined schools are included in the totals and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.
“Percent minority enrollment was not available for 15 schools. The weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.
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Tabled4a. Standard errorsof the percent of public schools using any types of wireless I nter net
connections, and of those schools, standard errors of the percent using broadband
wir eless | nternet connections, by school characteristics: 2002

Use any types of Use broadband
School characteristic wireless Internet wireless Internet
connections connections
All PUBIIC SCROOIS. ... 15 2.9
Instructional level
Elementary ... 1.7 4.3
SECONUBIY ... e nr et 1.9 2.6
School size
Less than 300.... 35 +
B00 10 999......vvvvoerevissanesissse s 1.8 2.4
00 O oY 017 €= T 3.4 19
Locae
CIY oo 2.8 T
UPDBIN FHINQE. ..o ene e s ene e ens e s 2.3 31
TOWN oot 3.6 9.7
RUFBL ..o 3.1 6.8
Percent minority enrollment
LSS than B PEICENT........cciiiieiieieere e 2.6 6.8
610 20 PEICENT ... .oiiiiiiiiii i 3.2 6.3
210 A9 PEICENT .. ..ot 3.6 2.6
50 PEICENE OF MOTE......ociiiiiiiiiiiic e e 2.3 3.8
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch
Less than 35 percent 2.7 5.3
3510 49 PEICENT ...ttt ee s et et ee s een et st en s st ee s es e en s s s 4.4 5.3
BO O 74 PEICENE ......voveeeereveseereseesseeseesseesessseesessseesessseeseesseesessseesessseesessens 2.8 5.0
75 PEFCENE OF MOTE.........cooooveveereeeseeeeeseeeeeeeseeeeeeeseeseseeseeseseesneseeessnesesessnesenessees 3.0 4.9

tEstimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on an estimate of 100 percent.
$Reporting standards not met.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schooals, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table5. Percent of public school instructional rooms with wireless I nternet connections,
by school characteristics: 2002

Instructional rooms with

School characteristic wireless Internet
connections
AL PUBIIC SCROOIS. ...ttt sb ettt ettt e e nenene 15

Instructional level*

ELBMENTAIY ...ttt e bbbttt s 13
SECONUEIY ...ttt h b bbbt bt bt et e e et E b b ekt ekt e bbbt bbbttt na e s 19
School size
L= = T 00 SRR USRS 12
300 10 999, e e E e e bbb bbbttt 14
01010 1o T o' (o] YOO PP PPUURTN 19
Locae
14
16
14
15
Percent minority enrollment?
L eSS thaAN 6 PEICENT......cviitiitiieieii ettt e bbb bbb s 14
610 20 PEICENT ...ttt e 13
2L 10 49 PEICENL ...ttt 15
50 PEICENT OF IMOTE... ..ttt ettt ettt eb e et ekt e ea b et e b et e ket e eab et e b et e be e e e b et e b e e e ebn e e ebeeenneeenanes 16
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch
L eSS thaN 35 PEICENL....c.viitiiti ittt 15
SR (oI e I o= o= o | O O ST U PP PPRPOPPPPON 15
IO (o R N o= o= o | O TP TSP PP PRPOPPPPON 17
75 PEICEINT OF MOFE....ccciiitiiiiietiiie ettt e ettt e st e e e sttt e e e st e e e et e et e e st ba e e e e aaee e e e e sasreeeeanraeeesansnreeenas 11

'Datafor combined schools are included in the totals and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.
2percent minority enrollment was not available for 15 schools. T he weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.
NOTE: Percentages are based on all public schools.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table5a. Standard errors of the percent of public school instructional roomswith wireless
Internet connections, by school characteristics: 2002

Instructional rooms with

School characteristic wireless Internet
connections
F 010 o o' o o =SSP 1.1

Instructional level

ELBMENTAIY ...ttt e bbbttt s 1.3
SECONUEIY ...ttt h b bbbt bt bt et e e et E b b ekt ekt e bbbt bbbttt na e s 1.6
School size
L @SS TNAN 300 ...ttt et b et 2.8
300 10 999, e e E e e bbb bbbttt 1.4
01010 1o T o' (o] YOO PP PPUURTN 2.6
Locae
2.0
2.0
2.7
2.2
Percent minority enrollment
LESS TNaAN B PEICENL. .....cviitiitiitiiii ettt bbbt 2.2
B 10 20 PEICENT......eiiii et 2.1
2L 10 49 PEICENL ...ttt 3.1
50 PEICENT OF IMOTE....c.iiiiiiiitiiiieee e st s sh e b e s h e e b e e e e e e e e san e e e sneeane s 1.9
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch
L eSS thaN 35 PEICENL....c.viitiiti ittt 1.6
35 10 49 PEICENL ...ttt e 3.1
B0 10 74 PEICENT .....cuiiiiiiitie ettt e r e e r e 25
75 PEICENT OF MOTE.....uiiiiiiiitie ittt e b e e e et s e b e e et e s et s e bee e e s e areeesnees 2.1

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table6. Percentage distribution of the staff position of those who were primarily responsible
for computer hardware, software, and Internet support at the school, by school
characteristics: 2002

Teacher
or other
Full-time, staff as Part-time,
School characteristic paid school part of paid school Teacher
technology formal technology | Consultant/ or other
director/ District respon- director/ outside staff as
coordinator staff sibilities | coordinator | contractor | volunteers Other
All public schoals............... 38 26 18 11 3 3 1
Instructional level®
Elementary.........ccccovevvenneen. 35 28 18 12 2 4 1
Secondary ......coooveeeiernneenne 47 22 16 9 3 2 ¥
School size
Less than 300 29 21 20 19 5 5 ¥
300to 999....... 39 29 17 9 2 3 1
1,000 or more 48 26 18 5 ¥ 2 t
Locae
CitY oo 26 31 26 8 3 5 ¥
Urban fringe........cccoovienneen. 40 28 17 9 3! 2 2
TOWN e 40 30 14 11 3! ¥ t
RUral ... 42 20 15 17 2! 5 ¥
Percent minority enrollment?
Less than 6 percent.............. 49 17 12 15 3 3 ¥
6to 20 percent.........ccceeeneee 34 30 12 15 3! 3 2!
21 to 49 percent.... 32 28 25 10 ¥ 3 ¥
50 percent or more 33 30 25 6 3 4 ¥
Percent of students eligible for
free or reduced-price lunch
Less than 35 percent............ 42 23 14 14 3 2 1!
35 to 49 percent.................. 37 29 18 9 ¥ 5 ¥
50 to 74 percent....... 33 32 18 13 1! 2 ¥
75 percent or more 33 25 28 6 3 5 #

#Rounds to zero.

!Interpret data with caution; the coefficient of variation is greater than 50 percent.

$Reporting standards not met.

!Data for combined schools are included in the totals and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.

2percent minority enrollment was not available for 15 schools. The weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.

NOTE: Percentages are based on the 99 percent of public schools with Internet access. Detail may not sum to totals because of
rounding and not reporting where there are too few cases for areliable estimate.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet in U.S.
Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table 6a.

Standard errorsof the percentage distribution of the staff position of those who

wer e primarily responsible for computer hardware, software, and Internet support at

the school, by school characteristics: 2002

Teacher
or other
Full-time, staff as Part-time,
School characteristic paid school part of paid school Teacher
technology formal technology | Consultant/ or other
director/ District respon- director/ outside staff as
coordinator staff sibilities | coordinator | contractor | volunteers Other
All public schoals............... 1.6 1.4 1.3 1.1 0.7 0.6 0.3
Instructional level
Elementary.........ccccovevvenneen. 1.8 1.7 1.8 15 0.9 0.8 0.4
Secondary .......ccccveeveieennenne 3.3 2.2 19 1.7 12 0.7 s
School size
Less than 300 3.6 3.9 2.9 35 21 1.8 s
300to 999....... 2.0 1.7 1.6 1.2 0.6 0.7 0.4
1,000 or more 35 3.0 2.8 17 ¥ 0.6 t
Locae
CitY oo 3.0 3.6 34 21 11 2.0 s
Urban fringe........cccoovienneen. 3.3 2.6 2.6 2.0 1.8 0.7 0.7
TOWN e 4.7 3.9 4.4 2.5 1.9 b t
RUral ... 3.2 2.6 2.0 2.6 11 1.3 s
Percent minority enrollment
Lessthan 6 percent.............. 3.6 3.0 2.6 2.9 15 15 s
6 to 20 percent.......cc.cceeneee. 3.5 3.8 25 2.7 1.7 15 0.9
21 to 49 percent.... 4.1 35 3.2 2.3 ¥ 1.2 s
50 percent or more 2.7 3.2 2.9 1.2 1.0 11 s
Percent of students eligible for
free or reduced-price lunch
Less than 35 percent............ 2.8 2.1 2.1 2.3 15 1.0 0.5
35to0 49 percent.................. 4,5 4.0 3.0 3.2 ¥ 21 s
50 to 74 percent....... 3.7 3.7 2.8 2.4 0.6 1.0 s
75 percent or more 3.6 3.4 4.0 1.9 1.3 2.0 T

TEstimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on an estimate of O percent.

$Reporting standards not met.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Internet in U.S.
Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table7. Ratio of public school studentsto instructional computerswith Internet access,
by school characteristics. 1998-2002

Ratio of students to instructional computers with Internet access

School characteristic
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
All public SChoOIS..........ocoiiiiiei e, 12.1 9.1 6.6 5.4 4.8
Instructional level®
ElemMentary ........cooevveiieniieiicieec e 13.6 10.6 7.8 6.1 5.2
SECONAAIY ...ttt 9.9 7.0 5.2 4.3 4.1
School size
Lessthan 300 ........ccceerieiieiiiiiinie e 9.1 5.7 3.9 4.1 3.1
300 t0 999.....eiiiiiieee e 12.3 9.4 7.0 5.6 5.0
1,000 or more 13.0 10.0 7.2 5.4 5.1
Locae
CItY ettt 14.1 11.4 8.2 5.9 55
Urban fringe......cooouiiiiiie e 12.4 9.1 6.6 5.7 4.9
TOWI ot e 12.2 8.2 6.2 5.0 4.4
RUFE ... 8.6 6.6 5.0 4.6 4.0
Percent minority enrollment?
Lessthan 6 Percent..........ccooceeveeeieeeniee e 10.1 7.0 5.7 4.7 4.0
610 20 PEICENT ...ttt 10.4 7.8 5.9 4.9 4.6
2110 49 PEICENT......eiiieeiiiie et 12.1 9.5 7.2 5.5 5.2
50 percent or more 17.2 13.3 8.1 6.4 51
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price
lunch®
Less than 35 Percent.........oooueeiiieeiieeiiie e 10.6 7.6 6.0 4.9 4.6
3510 49 PEICENT......eeiiiiiiiie et 10.9 9.0 6.3 5.2 4.5
5010 74 PEICENT......eeiiiiiiii et 15.8 10.0 7.2 5.6 4.7
75 PErceNnt OF MOTE........cuueieiiiiiieeeeiiiia e eieee e 16.8 16.8 9.1 6.8 5.5

!Data for combined schools are included in the totals and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.

2percent minority enrollment was not available for some schools. Over the years, the missing information ranged from 0 schools
(1999) to 31 schools (2001). In 2002, this information was missing for 15 schools. T he weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.

3Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch was not available for some schools. Over the years, the missing information
ranged from O schools (2002) to 10 schools (1999).

NOTE: Ratios are based on all public schools. All of the estimates in this report were recal culated from raw data files using the same
computational algorithms. Consequently, some estimates presented here may differ trivially (i.e., 1 percent) from results published
prior to 2001.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1998,” FRSS 69, 1998; “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1999,” FRSS 75, 1999; “Internet Access
in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2000,” FRSS 79, 2000; “Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “Internet
Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.



Table7a. Standard errorsof theratio of public school studentsto instructional computerswith
I nternet access, by school characteristics: 1998-2002

Ratio of students to instructional computers with Internet access

School characteristic
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
All public SChOOIS........c.cvveeieeeeececeeee e, 0.6 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1
Instructional level
EIEMENLAIY ........cveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 0.9 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2
SECONAAIY ...t 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1
School size
LesSthan 300 .......c.c.ceueeeveeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 0.7 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2
30010 999, —————— 0.7 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.2
1,000 or more. 1.0 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.2
Locale
Gty oottt en e 12 0.8 0.4 0.2 0.2
Urban friNge.......coeveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 0.9 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2
TOWN et en 12 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.4
RUFBL ... 0.8 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.2
Percent minority enrollment
L eSS than 6 PErCENt..........c.eveveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e, 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2
610 20 PEICENE.....cveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee et en e 11 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.2
2110 49 PEICENT ....veeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 11 0.7 0.3 0.2 0.2
50 percent or more 17 11 0.4 0.2 0.2
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price
lunch
Less than 35 PErCENt..........ceeeveveveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e, 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1
3510 49 PEICENT ....veeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee et 12 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.3
50 10 74 PEICENT ....veeeveeeeeeeeeeeeeee e ee et ee e eeeen e 14 0.8 0.4 0.3 0.2
75 PErCENT OF MOTE.........eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenennn 2.5 2.2 0.7 0.3 0.3

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1998,” FRSS 69, 1998; “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1999,” FRSS 75, 1999; “Internet Access
in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2000,” FRSS 79, 2000; “Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “Internet
Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table8. Percent of public schools allowing studentsto access the I nternet outside of regular
school hours, by school characteristics. 2001-02

Internet Time of availability?
available to
o students outside
School characteristic of regular After school Before school On weekends
school hours'
2001 2002 2001 2002 2001 2002 | 2001 2002

All public SChOOIS..........cooiiiiiiiieee 51 53 95 96 74 74 6 6

Instructional level®

EleMeNntary .......coocueeiiiiiiieeie e 42 47 94 95 69 69 4 6
SECONAAIY ..ot e 78 73 97 98 85 83 8 8
School size
Lessthan 300 ........ccceiieiriiiiisee e 47 49 91 93 79 79 9 7
300 0 999.....oiiiiiecee e 47 50 96 96 71 69 4 5
1,000 OF MOTE...ccvverierieriereeee e 82 79 98 98 82 84 7 8
Locae
49 55 96 99 64 62 4 9
45 51 94 97 78 76 4 6
52 50 97 98 78 76 3 7
58 54 95 92 76 79 8 4!
Percent minority enrollment*
Lessthan 6 percent..........cccovveieeniieeiiie e 50 52 95 95 84 78 6 6
610 20 PEICENT ...t 45 50 97 96 74 80 9 2
2110 49 PEICENL.....ovveiiierecii e 52 54 95 96 74 77 2! 6
50 PErcent OF MOTE.......cccveveeieiiieee e 56 54 96 97 66 62 6 10
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price
lunch®
Less than 35 percent.........oocveveeinieeiiie e 52 52 98 96 79 82 6 6
3510 49 PErCENt.....ccviiierieieee e 50 54 94 95 77 75 4 5!
5010 74 PEICENt.....ccviiiereeiieeeee e 50 50 91 97 73 71 8 5
75 PErcent OF MOTE.........ccuuveeeeierieeiiiieie s 49 56 95 95 61 57 3 10

!Interpret data with caution; the coefficient of variation is greater than 50 percent.
Percentages are based on the 99 percent of public schools with Internet access.

2percentages are based on 50 percent of public schools (99 percent with Internet access times 51 percent allowing students to access
the Internet outside of regular school hours) in 2001, and on 52 percent of public schools (99 percent with Internet access times 53
percent allowing students access to the Internet outside of regular school hours) in 2002.

3Datafor combined schools are included in the totals and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.

“Percent minority enrollment was not available for 31 schoolsin 2001. In 2002, this information was missing for 15 schools. The
weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.

®Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch was not available for 2 schools in 2001.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “ Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table8a. Standard errors of the percent of public schools allowing students to access the

Internet outside of regular school hours, by school characteristics. 2001-02

Internet Time of availability
available to
o students outside
School characteristic of regular After school Before school On weekends
school hours
2001 2002 2001 2002 2001 2002 | 2001 2002
All PUBIIC SCROOIS. ... 18 18 11 11 21 18 11 10
Instructional level
EIEMENEAIY ..o 24 22 16 17 32 26 14 14
SECONTAIY ..o 21 21 1.0 0.9 22 24 15 13
School size
LSS than 300 ........eveumieeeraeiereessneessesseseesseessees 42 4.7 3.4 3.2 59 52 36 30
30010 999.......vvovereereeiieeisseee s 2.3 19 14 12 28 27 10 11
1,000 OF MOFE....evrverieeeneesneeseeeseeeesesssess s seessneens 2.9 2.7 14 14 27 28 L7 21
Locae
4.0 3.7 2.7 1.3 4.1 4.8 1.5 25
2.7 2.9 2.1 15 31 38 15 18
55 4.7 2.5 2.3 5.6 4.7 1.4 3.4
3.4 3.6 1.8 3.0 3.8 3.5 2.3 1.9
Percent minority enrollment
LSS than 6 PErCENL.........vveveeeeeeeeeereeeeeeeeeeeseeseeennee 4.0 4.4 22 22 36 39 22 24
610 20 PEICENL ... eesee e 37 3.8 21 25 53 32 35 10
2110 49 PEICENE .......oveeeeeeeereeeeereeeeeese s eneneeen 4.2 41 2.5 2.6 6.0 41 12 22
50 PErCENt OF MOT€........ecveeeeeeereeeesesessessessessssensenenes 34 33 17 16 39 39 14 24
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price
lunch
L €SS than 35 PEICENL..........ovvveeeeeereeeeeeeeereeeeeeeeeseeee 23 2.6 13 2.2 34 32 17 15
3510 49 PEICENT ..o 4.3 4.4 25 3.0 55 51 19 31
5010 74 PEICENE ........veeeeeeeereeereseeeeeesseeeeseeeneneeen 4.0 4.6 33 15 47 a1 32 19
75 PEICENt OF MOFE.......eocvoveeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeenreseeeennnen 4.7 4.1 2.9 2.6 56 45 15 28

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “ Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.



Table9. Average number of computerswith Internet access regularly available to students
outside of regular school hours, by school characteristics: 2001-02

School characteristic 2001 2002

AL PUBIIC SCNOOIS.......coveiiiiti ittt bbbttt 44 49

Instructional level*

ELBMENTAIY ...ttt bbbt 39 46
SECONUEY ...ttt b e bbb bbb bt e s b e b bt e b e bt bt bbb r e r e r e b e b 52 55
School size
L eSS TNaAN 300 ...ttt et nr e 26 30
300 10 999, r et nr e 43 47
1,000 OF IMOFE.....ciiiciititittee ettt e e e e e et e e et e e e e e eeeeeeeese st asbasaaaeeeeeeeeaesesaasssassssesasaeeeeesessaanasasssraneneeees 70 82
Locae
53 51
51 52
41 57
34 40
Percent minority enrollment?
L eSS ThaN B PEICENL......ocuiitiiiiiiiitee e s sttt 39 49
610 20 PEICENT ... .ot e 45 51
2110 49 PEICENT ...ttt e 44 44
50 PEICENT OF IMOTE....c..iiiiiiiiiie e r e s e s st e e s sreesre e 49 50
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch®
L eSS than 35 PEICENL. ....uiiuiieiiiieeeee ettt 46 50
3510 49 PEICENT .....oviiiiiiiei e e 38 60
50 10 74 PEICENT .....oveiiiiiiiii e s s 44 39
75 PEICENT OF MNOTE.....veiiiiiiitie ittt e e et e st s st e et eesab e e ebeesreees 43 46

'Data for combined schools are included in the totals and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.

2percent minority enrollment was not available for 31 schoolsin 2001. In 2002, this information was missing for 15 schools. The
weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.

3Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch was not available for 2 schools in 2001.

NOTE: Percentages are based on 50 percent of public schools (99 percent with Internet access times 51 percent allowing students to
access the Internet outside of regular school hours) in 2001, and on 52 percent of public schools (99 percent with Internet access times
53 percent allowing students to access the Internet outside of regular school hours) in 2002.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “ Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.



Table9a. Standard errorsof the average number of computerswith Internet accessregularly
available to students outside of regular school hours, by school characteristics:

2001-02
School characteristic 2001 2002
AL PUBIIC SCROOIS. .....cecvvv ettt ettt n sttt ensse st st en s tesen et enseaneesansnantasan e 24 3.0

Instructional level

3.2 4.2
3.1 3.3

School size

LESS AN 300 ......eeueeeeeeiieieeete ettt b et b ettt b etk b bbb bRt bt bt b n et e r et ee e enenean 2.9 4.9

300 £0 1999, e e e e e e e e e e e e e r et e e e n e e e e e e e s 3.2 4.1

00 0 g 03 €= TP 6.9 8.4
Locae

L ST PSSOTRSR 8.2 5.9

UPDEN FHINQE...vvvevceeteteeeeeeeteteteteteteteseaeaeesseaeseesssaesessessessssasassesssesesesssssesesssssesesssssnsssesssnsesesssnsnsesnanes 41 4.5

10/ SRS 31 18.1

RUIFBL ... oottt 8 18£8 2.7 3.9
Percent minority enrollment

Less than 6 percent... 3.0 9.0

B0 20 PEICENE ......vveveeeeeeeeeseseete e eseete s et s s e st et eseasess s s e st et s ee et s esensesesennestetesseseee s et en et et enanene e et e 4.6 4.9

2110 A9 PEICENE .....v.veveeeeeeeeeseeeeteteeeste et et e ea st es e s ess s s et et s e et et es s s et et esnast et et seseee s et s s na et enanane e et e 4.6 4.0

B0 PEICENE OF MOTE.......eiueiriete sttt sttt b bbbt b ekt h e e e s et b e e bt e bt e bt ebeese e b et e s e st e nnenbenbenbe e 6.2 5.6
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch

LESS AN 35 PEICENL. .....uiitiiiiieieii ettt bbbttt n et nre e 3.2 3.8

3510 A9 PEICENT ...ttt e ee et e ee et ettt e et et et et et e e e et et e et et et e s et et ettt et e s et ettt senenas 4.4 14.5

BO O 74 PEICENT .......veoeeeeeeeveeeeeseeeeeeeeseeesess e seesae e s se s ee st esaee e s esase e ssssaen s ee s esesn s enesnsn e 5.9 3.4

75 PEICENE OF MOTE...c.eiieie ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt s st et et et e nentenneneenbeneeareane 6.1 6.8

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “ Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.



Table10. Percent of public schools providing hand-held computersto students or teachersfor
instructional purposes, by school characteristics: 2002

Provide hand-held
School characteristic computers to students
or teachers

AL PUBIIC SCNOOIS......c.cciiiiii it bbb bbbttt see e 7

Instructional level*

ELBMENTAIY ...ttt e bbbttt s 6
SECONUEIY ...ttt h b bbbt bt bt et e e et E b b ekt ekt e bbbt bbbttt na e s 10
School size
L @SS TNAN 300 ...ttt et b et 8
300 10 999, e e E e e bbb bbbttt 6
01010 1o T o' (o] YOO PP PPUURTN 12
Locae
5
6
6
10
Percent minority enrollment?
LESS TNaAN B PEICENL. .....cviitiitiitiiii ettt bbbt 9
610 20 PEICENT ...ttt e 7
2L 10 49 PEICENL ...ttt e e 5
50 PEICENT OF IMOTE... ..ttt ettt ettt eb e et ekt e ea b et e b et e ket e eab et e b et e be e e e b et e b e e e ebn e e ebeeenneeenanes 7
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch
L eSS thaN 35 PEICENL....c.viitiiti ittt 9
35 10 49 PEICENL ...ttt e 5
B0 10 74 PEICENT .....cuiiiiiiitie ettt e r e e r e 7
75 PEICEINT OF MOFE....ccciiitiiiiietiiie ettt e ettt e st e e e sttt e e e st e e e et e et e e st ba e e e e aaee e e e e sasreeeeanraeeesansnreeenas 5

'Data for combined schools are included in the totals and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.
2percent minority enrollment was not available for 15 schools. The weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.
NOTE: Percentages are based on all public schools.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.



Table10a. Standard errorsof the percent of public schools providing hand-held computersto
students or teachersfor instructional purposes, by school characteristics: 2002

Provide hand-held
School characteristic computers to students
or teachers

F I o 0o o= g oo K= PR 0.8

ELBMENTAIY ...ttt e bbbttt s 1.1
= o0 0 PRSPPI 1.5
School size
L= = T 00 SRR USRS 2.4
11008 (0 IR L L PSSP 1.0
B0 0 [0 I o] gl 410 =T T T TP PSSP S P PP OPRRURPRPPIN 2.4
Locale
15
1.3
1.8
21
Percent minority enrollment
Less than 6 percent 2.2
610 20 PEICENT ...ttt e 1.5
A (o R e I o= o= o | O OO U PP P PP RPOPPPPP 1.4
50 PEICENT OF IMOTE....c.iiiiiiiitiiiieee e st s sh e b e s h e e b e e e e e e e e san e e e sneeane s 1.7
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch
(I e RSl o 1= o= oL PSSP USRPRTRN 1.4
SR (oI e I o= o= o | O O ST U PP PPRPOPPPPON 2.0
B0 10 74 PEICENT .....cuiiiiiiitie ettt e r e e r e 1.9
75 PEICENT OF MOTE.....uiiiiiiiitie ittt e b e e e et s e b e e et e s et s e bee e e s e areeesnees 1.9

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table11. Percent of public schools lending laptop computersto students, by school
characteristics: 2001-02

School characteristic 2001 2002
10 8
7 5
18 18
School size
LSS than 300.......coeiiiiiiiieiiiesiiesie ettt 15 9
300 £0 999 ...t 7 7
1,000 OF MOFE ...ttt e e e e e e e e e et reeeaaeeeaeaan 13 11
Locale
Y ettt et 6 6
Urban friNQE ..o e 7 6
TOWN .ttt 13 11
RUFEL.... e 14 11
Percent minority enrollment?
Less than 6 percent ... 11 12
6 10 20 PEICENT....cuiiiitiieiie ettt 9 8
2110 A9 PEICENT.....eiiiiiieitieeie et 10 7
50 PEICENT OF MOTE......oiiiiiieiiiii ettt 9 5
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch®
LSS than 35 PErCENt .......coiuiiriiiriieiieieee e 10 10
3510 49 PEICENT... oottt 9 10
50 10 74 PEICENT.....eiiiiiieiiieeie et 10 7
75 PEICENT OF MOTE......viiiiiiiiiiieiit ettt 10

'Data for combined schools are included in the totals and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.

2percent minority enrollment was not available for 31 schools in 2001. In 2002, this information was missing for 15 schools. The
weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.

®Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch was not available for 2 schools in 2001.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “ Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.



Tablel1la. Standard errorsof the percent of public schools lending laptop computersto
students, by school characteristics. 2001-02

School characteristic 2001 2002
1.0 1.0
11 1.0
1.9 21
School size
LSS than 300.......ceuieeereeriereeseeiesesees sttt 3.2 2.1
300 0 999 ....eoeririteee sttt ettt 11 1.0
1,000 OF MOFE ....evveeeeeeeeeeeeseees e eee s ee st en e en s sneneseesns 1.9 2.3
Locale
Gy ettt ettt 13 1.7
UTDEN FIINGE ...v.cvovvvesee ittt 14 15
TOWN oo ettt ne e s e n s en s enastenansenaes 31 2.9
RUIBL ... vt r e ena e n s nensenae e naesenaes e 22 1.8
Percent minority enrollment
Less than 6 percent ... 21 2.3
610 20 PEICENL....e.cvevveieiiriseeseisesessssssesse sttt 24 1.6
2110 49 PEICENL.....o.cvevvieiseieeiseie ettt 2.7 1.7
50 PEICENE OF MOME....vvvviiviiiiseiseesesssessessessesssssess s sssssssssess s 18 11
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch
LSS ThaN 35 PEICENT .........vvvevseeeeesessessesses bbb sss s 14 1.7
35 £0 49 PEICENL.......cvovviieiseiseiseiseseesesse st 2.6 2.5
50 10 74 PEICENL.......vvovviveireeseiseeessesssessessess sttt ss s e 2.7 1.8
75 PEFCENE OF MOTE.......o.vovoevseeseeseeseeseeseeseesesseesseeseeesssssssesseseesessssssenes 2.5 1.0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “ Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table12. Percent of public schools lending laptop computersto students for various
maximum lengths of time: 2002

Maximum length of time of loan Percent

LESS tNAN 1 WEEK ...t h ettt h b bbbt bbb e 59
1 Week tO 1€SS than L MONEN.......cuiiiiiiei ettt e nb et e e nb e 19
1 Month t0 1€SS than 3 MONTNS ...t et s
3 MONths t0 1€SSthan 6 MONENS ........oiiiiii ettt saeesreenneens s
6 months to less than the entire SCOOI YE&N .........cccoiiiiiiiii e I
THE @NEITE SCNOOI YEAN ... ittt bbbt b ettt et e sbe e st e nbe e bt e nbeeneens 16
OB ettt ettt ettt R f R f Rt EE R Rkt E e E ettt ettt 2!

!Interpret data with caution; the coefficient of variation is greater than 50 percent.
FReporting standards not met.
'For example, more than one school year.

NOTE: Percentages are based on the 8 percent of schools lending laptop computers to students. Detail may not sum to totals because
of rounding and not reporting where there are too few cases for areliable estimate.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.



Table12a. Standard errorsof the percent of public schools lending laptop computersto
students for various maximum lengths of time: 2002

Maximum length of time of loan Percent
LESS tNAN 1 WEEK ...t h ettt h b bbbt bbb e 4.4
1 Week tO 1€SS than L MONEN.......cuiiiiiiei ettt e nb et e e nb e 3.7
1 month 0 1€SSthan 3 MONTNS ........eii ettt be e et e e snb e e e beeesneeeanees I
3 MONthS o 1€SSThan 6 MONTNS .......iiiiiii et st e et e e sb e e s beeebee e sbeesnbeeanseaenns I
6 months to less than the entire SCOOI YE&N .........cccoiiiiiiiii e I
THE @NEITE SCNOOI YEAN ... ittt bbbt b ettt et e sbe e st e nbe e bt e nbeeneens 3.4
[ 41 SO PPPPPPPPO 1.2

FReporting standards not met.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table 13. Percent of public schools without laptop computers available for loan in 2002-03
planning to make laptop computers available for studentsto borrow during the
2003-04 school year: 2002

School characteristic Percent

Al PUDIIC SCROOIS ...ttt ekttt et e e e a b e st et et e e e nabeesabeesbeeene 7

Instructional level®

7
8
School size
LIS S 1= 0O PP 12
300 £0 999 ...t R e R et et e e R ne e e re e nre e reenneen 6
000 o 3T =TT 6
Locae
(21 3 TSP OSSR PPPROPI 5
L0140 o T o OO PP PPRPPP 6
LI OO POPR 6
(U= PP 11
Percent minority enrollment?
Less than 6 percent 12
(O o IOl =T o= o | PO UPRRTP 5
A (o e I o1 o1 o | TP UPRRTP 4
50 PEICENE OF MOFE....ceiiiuitieie ettt e e ettt e e et e e e st e e e st et e e s s s e e e e e nee e e e e aas e e e e s nr e et e e e annr e e e e asnne e e e e nmsnn e e e s nnneeeeennneas 7
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch
L @SS TNAN 35 PEICENL ...ttt ettt ek e e e h bt e ettt et et e e ab e e bt e et e e e e nn e nbe e ereeee 6
IS (o e I o1 o1 o | TP UPRRTP 9
L0 (o o T o1 o | PRSPPI 6
LA L= o= e g o T PP 10

'Data for combined schools are included in the totds and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.
2Percent minority enrollment was not available for 15 schools. The weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.
NOTE: Percentages are based on the 92 percent of public schools without |aptops available for loan in 2002.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table13a. Standard errorsof the percent of public schools without laptop computers available
for loan in 2002—03 planning to make laptop computers available for studentsto
borrow during the 2003-04 school year: 2002

School characteristic Percent

AL PUDITIC SCNOOIS ...ttt e nre e r e nr e e n e e neene e s 11

Instructional level

=00 T=T 1= PP P PP 1.3
RS oo PRSPPI 1.6
School size
LIS S 1= 0O PP 3.0
300 £0 999 ...t R e R et et e e R ne e e re e nre e reenneen 1.0
1,000 or more 1.7
Locae
LY vttt ettt ettt ettt bt h bbb h b e At bR b b h 4L h bbb A bbbt bbb s bbbt e 15
(074072 I T o = PP P PP 1.6
LI OO POPR 2.4
(U= PP 2.4
Percent minority enrollment
LSS TNEN 6 PEICENT ......ooiiiiie et 3.2
610 20 PEICENT. .....eiiiiiie it 2.1
P2 (I e I o T o< o | PSP 1.7
IOl oL o= o o) g To PP 1.6
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch
L @SS TNAN 35 PEICENT ...ttt 1.8
IS (o e I o1 o1 o | TP UPRRTP 34
50 to 74 percent.... 1.9
75 percent or more. 2.7

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.



Table14. Percent of public schoolswith a web site or a web page, by school characteristics:

2001-02
School characteristic 2001 2002
AL PUBIIC SCNOOIS.......cciiiiiii it bbbttt 75 86

Instructional level*

ELEMENTAIY ...t bbb 73 85
SECONUAY ...ttt bbbt bbbt h et e et b b e b e ke b b s e bbb bt bbbt 83 93
School size
L @SS TNAN 300 ...ttt bt 63 84
300 10 999, bbb h e bbbt 78 86
1,000 OF IMOFE.....coeieciitttete ettt e e e e et et e et e e e e eeeeeeeeee ettt babaaeeeeeaeaeeesesaassbabasasseeeeaeeesesesansssssannrereeseeens 87 94
Locae
73 76
79 91
80 84
70 91
Percent minority enrollment?
LESSTNaAN 6 PEICENL. .....cviitiitiiiiiii et bbbttt bbb 78 92
610 20 PEICENT ... .eiiieiiiiieiee e 80 87
2110 49 PEICENL ...ttt e 78 91
50 PEICENT OF IMOTE....ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiete et e s b sa e e sr e sae e n e e e ne e e 65 76
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch®
L €SS than 35 PEICENL. ...cviiiiiiiiti it bbb 83 94
3510 49 PEICENL ..ot 77 89
50 10 74 PEICENT .....ocueiiiiiitie ittt et s 71 86
AT LS = 1 e 110 PP 59 66

'Data for combined schools are included in the totals and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.

2percent minority enrollment was not available for 31 schools in 2001. In 2002, this information was missing for 15 schools. The
weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.

3Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch was not available for 2 schools in 2001.

NOTE: Percentages are based on the 99 percent of public schools with Internet access. In 2001, the questionnaire asked about the
school’s“ web site.” 1n 2002, the wording was changed to “ web site or web page.”

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “ Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.



Table14a. Standard errorsof the percent of public schools with a web site or a web page,
by school characteristics. 2001-02

School characteristic 2001 2002

Al PUDIIC SCROOIS.......ceceecececececececeecce ettt s e st s e s s e easses s saeseseseseaeseseaesesereaeaes 1.6 1.1

Instructional level

ELEIMENTANY .....vvveveveeetetete ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt et et et et et et e b et e s s et et es s s et e s s b et eseseseses et et esesesasesenesasenans 19 1.4
SECONUAIY ..ttt ettt £ttt 21 1.6
School size
IS 0T o100 4.6 2.9
30010 999......veeeeeeoeeeee e eeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeeeees ettt 15 13
01010 I Ty 25 1.7
Locae
3.2 2.8
2.2 1.6
4.3 3.9
3.3 21
Percent minority enrollment
LSS tAN 6 PEICENT. ......vteteteteteteietetsteteeete ettt b s e bt eee et b e s e b et e s es b s et e e b b et es b et es et b b et s st esesesasenaen 33 2.0
B 10 20 PEICENT ...ttt ettt ettt ettt 3.2 2.8
2180 A9 PEICENT ...ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt 3.8 2.2
5O PEICENT OF MOT€...... ittt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt 3.0 2.5
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch
LSS thAN 35 PEICENT. .....vveiveveteteteteteteteteeetete sttt sttt e et b b et e b et e s es b b et e st b e s et b e s ea et b b et s s et eses et asenaen 24 1.3
3510 A9 PEICENT ...ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt 4.0 3.6
BO 0 T4 PEICENT ...ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt 4.3 2.2
75 PEICENT OF MOT€.......eeeeteee ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ee e e 3.8 3.3

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001, and “ Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.



Table15. Percentage distribution of public schools updating their web site or web page daily,
weekly, monthly, or less than monthly, by school characteristics: 2001-02

Daily Weekly Monthly L ess than monthly

School characteristic
2001 2002 2001 2002 2001 2002 2001 2002

All public schools.........ccccovvvinieneennen. 8 12 23 30 31 27 37 32

Instructional level*

Elementary ........cccccooeveineneenieeneenn, 5 9 20 27 35 29 40 35

SECONAY ....coevvvieiiieeiie e 18 21 34 38 22 20 26 22
School size

Lessthan 300 ........ccccveviieeiieeiiieninenn 6 15 14 23 32 22 47 40

30010 999....ccciiiiiiiiiie e 7 8 25 32 33 29 36 31

1,000 OF MOFE......ccccveviiiiieeeeeeeeeee e, 21 24 33 30 22 25 24 21
Locale

CitY e 8 11 18 25 35 20 39 43

Urban fringe.......ccoovvvvveenicnieneencenn 7 9 24 34 31 28 38 29

TOWN e 10 12 29 34 21 23 40 31

RUMAl ..ot 9 15 25 26 34 30 32 28

Percent minority enrollment?

Lessthan 6 percent..........cccoceeveenneennen. 12 13 30 35 25 25 33 26
610 20 percent.......ccoccevevvecrirecicieeeene. 7 14 25 36 35 28 34 22
21t049 percent.....ccccceevveerirecicineennn. 10 13 20 29 36 28 34 30
50 percent or MOre........cccceevcveercieeennnn. 5 6 16 18 32 26 47 49

Percent of students eligible for free or
reduced-price lunch®

Less than 35 percent.........cccceeveenneennen. 11 14 29 37 32 27 28 22
35to49 percent.....ccccceevvieriiiiiiiieenne. 7 14 23 29 29 27 42 31
50 t0 74 percent........ccoeceeveeiiieieennnnns 7 10 21 24 31 25 41 41
75 percent Of MON€.............ccovceveeeennnns 41 5 10 16 32 27 54 51

lInterpret data with caution; the coefficient of variation is greater than 50 percent.
'Data for combined schools are included in the totals and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.

2percent minority enrollment was not available for 31 schools in 2001. In 2002, this information was missing for 15 schools. The
weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.

3Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch was not available for 2 schools in 2001.

NOTE: Percentages are based on 74 percent of public schools (99 percent with Internet access times 75 percent with a web site or web
page) in 2001, and on 85 percent of public schools (99 percent with Internet access times 86 percent with a web site or web page) in
2002. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. In 2001, the questionnaire asked about the school’s“ Web site.” In 2002, the
wording was changed to “ web site or web page.”

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “ Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.



Table15a. Standard errorsof the percentage distribution of public schools updating their web
site or web page daily, weekly, monthly, or less than monthly, by school
characteristics: 2001-02

Daily Weekly Monthly L ess than monthly

School characteristic
2001 2002 2001 2002 2001 2002 2001 2002

All public schools...........ccccoeiiiiennen. 1.0 1.2 1.7 18 2.1 15 2.0 2.0

Instructional level

Elementary.......ccccoeveveniiiiiiicicen 1.2 1.4 2.1 2.3 2.5 2.1 2.5 2.4
SECONAIY ....oveiieeieeeee e 1.9 2.1 25 2.2 2.5 1.8 2.4 2.4
School size
Less than 300 2.1 35 3.7 4.3 5.5 3.7 5.9 4.6
30010 999.....ciiiiiereer 1.2 14 2.0 2.1 2.3 18 21 2.1
1,000 OF MOT€....ccevrveeireeiieenieeee e 3.1 3.4 35 3.2 3.1 2.7 3.4 3.0
Locae
CItY o 1.9 2.5 2.6 3.2 35 3.4 4.1 4.1
Urban fringe........coooovveiiiiiiicee 1.6 15 2.9 2.8 3.1 2.5 3.9 2.9
TOWN ot 3.4 3.7 3.8 4.9 4.8 5.1 5.9 5.7
RUMEL ... 1.7 2.3 35 3.3 4.4 31 4.0 3.3
Percent minority enrollment
Less than 6 percent...........cccovvevveennen. 2.3 2.5 4.1 4.2 4.3 3.8 4.9 3.7
6 to 20 percent......... 1.8 2.6 3.3 3.5 3.7 3.6 4.3 3.4
21 to 49 percent 2.4 2.9 2.7 4.1 3.8 3.8 4.2 3.6
50 percent or MOre........cccceevveerceeeennne. 15 15 2.7 2.2 4.0 3.5 3.8 3.7
Percent of students eligible for free or
reduced-price lunch
Less than 35 percent.........cccceevvvenenen. 15 1.9 2.7 2.7 3.1 2.4 3.0 2.8
35to49 percent.....ccccceevieeiiieiiiieeennnn. 1.9 3.6 3.9 4.7 4.7 4.0 4.8 4.7
50 t0 74 percent.......ccceeveeeniiecniieeennne. 2.3 1.9 2.9 3.2 4.8 3.3 4.2 3.7
75 percent or MOre..........cccocuvevcenenne. 1.9 2.0 2.9 3.2 5.3 4.7 5.1 5.7

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “ Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table 16.

Per centage distribution of types of staff or studentswho were primarily responsible
for the school’s web site or web page support, by school characteristics. 2002

Full-time, Part-time,
Teacher or| paid school Teacher or paid school
School characteristic | other staff as| technology other staff technology Consultant/
part of formal director/ as | District director/ outside
responsibilities| coordinator volunteers staff | coordinator Other Students contractor
All public schools... 29 22 18 18 5 4 2 2
Instructional level®
Elementary .............. 28 21 18 20 5 5 1 2
Secondary ................ 35 23 17 13 5 1! 4 2
School size
Lessthan 300.......... 26 18 23 17 8 5 2! T
300t0 999............... 29 23 16 19 5 5 2 2
1,000 or more.......... 39 23 19 11 3 2! 2 2
Locale
32 19 20 16 5 4 3 2!
31 18 15 19 4 8 ¥ 3
26 28 22 19 2! # ¥ ¥
28 22 19 16 8 2 4 2
Percent minority
enrollment?
Less than 6 percent.. 25 24 17 20 7 s 3 3!
6 to 20 percent........ 28 20 21 17 6 4 3 1!
21 to 49 percent...... 36 19 19 13 6 4 1! 1!
50 percent or more.. 29 22 16 21 1 7 1! 2!
Percent of students
eligible for free or
reduced-price lunch
Less than 35 percent 30 22 16 16 6 6 1 3
35 to 49 percent...... 27 21 22 16 8 ¥ 4 ¥
50 to 74 percent...... 29 19 20 20 4 4 2 1!
75 percent or more.. 29 27 17 20 1! 3! b 3!

#Rounds to zero.

!Interpret data with caution; the coefficient of variation is greater than 50 percent.

FReporting standards not met.

Data for combined schools are included in the totals and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.

2Percent minority enrollment was not available for 15 schools. The weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.
NOTE: Percentages are based on 85 percent of public schools (99 percent with Internet access times 86 percent with a web site or web

page). Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding and not reporting where there are too few cases for areliable estimate.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Internet in U.S.
Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.



Table 16a.

Standard errorsof the percentage distribution of typesof staff or students who
were primarily responsible for the school’s web site or web page support,
by school characteristics. 2002

Full-time, Part-time,
Teacher or paid school | Teacher or paid school
School characteristic | other staff as| technology | other staff technology Consultant/
part of formal director/ as | District director/ outside
responsibilities| coordinator | volunteers staff coordinator Other Students contractor
All public schools... 1.8 1.8 15 1.3 0.9 0.9 0.5 0.6
Instructional level
Elementary........... 2.4 2.1 1.8 1.7 1.2 1.2 0.6 0.8
Secondary ............. 2.3 2.6 19 1.7 11 0.6 11 0.7
School size
Lessthan 300....... 4.2 3.6 3.8 3.7 2.7 21 1.3 ¥
300to 999............ 2.1 19 19 1.7 1.0 0.9 0.6 0.8
1,000 or more....... 3.2 2.9 3.0 2.2 1.2 1.2 0.9 0.7
Locae
4.1 2.6 2.8 29 1.8 2.0 1.2 14
2.7 2.7 21 21 14 21 ¥ 1.3
3.8 5.4 5.3 4.6 1.3 T ¥ ¥
34 3.1 3.0 2.6 21 0.8 1.2 0.7
Percent minority
enrollment
Less than 6 percent.. 3.2 4.0 2.9 3.7 23 ¥ 12 1.3
6 to 20 percent 3.6 3.3 35 35 2.0 2.0 11 0.8
21 to 49 percent 4.2 3.2 2.9 2.7 2.0 1.9 0.7 1.0
50 percent or more.. 3.0 25 2.3 3.2 0.5 2.4 0.7 1.2
Percent of students
eligible for free or
reduced-price lunch
Less than 35 percent 2.4 2.8 2.2 2.4 15 1.6 0.6 1.0
35 to 49 percent 4.1 3.6 4.0 34 3.2 ¥ 22 ¥
50 to 74 percent 35 3.0 3.1 3.0 1.8 1.7 1.0 0.6
75 percent or more.. 4.9 4.4 3.4 4.0 0.7 1.6 ¥ 2.0

TEstimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on an estimate of O percent.
$Reporting standards not met.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey Sysem, “Internet in U.S.
Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.

49



Table17. Percent of public schools using technologies or proceduresto prevent student
accessto inappropriate material on the Internet, and of those schools, per cent
using these measures on all computerswith Internet access used by students,
by school characteristics: 2001-02

Use technologies/procedures to

Use these measures on all
prevent student access to

computers with Internet

it inappropriate material on the
School characteristic Inappropri ° [ access used by studentg
Internet
2001 2002 2001 2002
All pUbIIC SChOOIS. ...t 96 99 98 99

Instructional level®

ELEMENTAIY .....eeiieeeeeiete et 96 99 98 99
SEEONABIY ...oevoveveereeeeies e ere e er ettt s st es s ses e sesans 97 100* 98 99
School size
L eSS than 300 ........ceiiieiiiieiieeeii et 94 99 96 100*
300 £0 999, 97 100* 99 99
1,000 OF MOTE....uuiiiiiieiiiii ettt 98 99 98 99
Locae
93 99 98 99
98 99 98 98
96 100 100* 99
97 100* 98 100*
Percent minority enrollment®
L @SS thAN 6 PEICENL.........voeeieeeereeeeeeeeeesee e ies s sees st een st eneneens 96 99 97 100*
B0 20 PEICENE .......oveveieeieeeee et eeeee et s st ss s ses e 98 99 100* 100*
2110 49 PEICENT .....eeeiieeiiiee ettt r e e aneeas 97 100 99 98
50 percent or more 95 99 98 98
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch®
L eSS than 35 PEICENL..........civiveeeeceeeseeeseeeeseseeesesees st sses s seeseseneneeeas 99 100* 99 99
B5 10 49 PEICENE .......vvieieeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeee ettt es s en e 93 100* 97 100*
5010 74 PEICENT ......eeiieeiiee ettt e e aeeeas 98 99 97 98
75 PEICENTE OF MOTE....ccci ittt ettt e e eeeaee e e e e naeeeas 92 98 98 99

!Percentages are based on the 99 percent of public schools with Internet access.

2percentages are based on 95 percent of public schools (99 percent with Internet access times 96 percent using technologies or
procedures to prevent student access to inappropriate material on the Internet) in 2001, and on 98 percent (99 percent with Internet
access times 99 percent using technologies or procedures to prevent student access to inappropriate material on the Internet) in 2002.

®Data for combined schools are included in the totals and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.
“In this case, the estimate fell between 99.5 percent and 100 percent and therefore was rounded to 100 percent.

®Percent minority enrollment was not available for 31 schoolsin 2001. In 2002, this information was missing for 15 schools. The
weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.

®Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch was not available for 2 schools in 2001.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “ Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.



Table17a. Standard errors of the percent of public schools using technologies or procedures
to prevent student accessto inappropriate material on the Internet, and of those
schools, standard errors of the percent using these measures on all computers
with I nternet access used by students, by school characteristics: 2001-02

Use technol ogies/procedures to

Use these measures on all
prevent student access to

computers with Internet

i ofi inappropriate material on the
School characteristic approp ° access used by students
Internet
2001 2002 2001 2002
Al PUBDIIC SCNOOIS. ..o 0.6 0.3 0.5 0.3

Instructional level

ELEMENTANY ....ovovvvevevereteeete ettt ettt ettt sesesene 0.7 0.4 0.7 0.4

SECONTAIY ..voveeeeeieeieeieese ettt ettt 0.9 0.2 0.6 0.5
School size

LESSTAN 300 .......eieeeeeeeeeeeeee ettt e e ee et n e enaes 21 0.9 1.8 0.4

B00 10 999.......ceoreeeieeeeeeeeeeeeee ettt 0.6 0.3 0.4 0.5

1,000 OF MOT....eeeeeeeeeete et ee et e et e ee e et e ee e e et e e are e e e e 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.4
Locale

CLY veeeerieeee ettt ettt 15 0.5 0.8 0.7

UDEN FHINGE. vttt 1.0 0.6 1.0 0.9

O ettt ettt ettt ettt et e et et e s et et et et e e e et eeee e ee e eenetanens 2.4 t 0.3 0.6

RUIEL ..ot e st et et et eeeee e eeesees e et eerenses 11 0.5 11 0.3

Percent minority enrollment

LESS than 6 PEICENL.......c.cvevveveverereteeereteretere ettt 1.6 0.7 1.6 0.4
610 20 PEICENL.......ciiiiieiee ettt 14 0.6 0.3 0.1
21 to 49 percent...... 15 t 0.7 11
50 percent or more 11 0.5 0.9 0.7
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch
Less than 35 percent.... 0.7 0.3 0.6 05
3510 49 PEICENE .....eviieiiieteetetreeee ettt 2.4 0.2 18 03
B0 0 74 PEICENT ....eviieeiiieteetetreeeeie ettt 11 0.7 15 0.8
75 PEICENT OF MOTE....uviieiiiiiecieise sttt 1.8 1.1 1.0 0.8

TEstimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on an estimate of 100 percent.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schooals, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “ Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table18. Percent of public schoolswith Internet access using various technologies or
proceduresto prevent student access to inappropriate material on the Internet,
by school characteristics. 2001-02

L . Written Written
Monitoring | Blocking/ I
- contract that|contract that| Monitoring | Honor code
it by teachers | _ filtering arents have [students have| software | for students Intranet
School characteristic or other staff| software P . .
tosign tosign
2001 [ 2002 | 2001 [ 2002 | 2001 | 2002 | 2001 | 2002 | 2001 (2002 | 2001 |2002 |2001 (2002
All public schools...........cccccueunene 91 91 87 96 80 82 75 77 46 52 44 41 26 32
Instructional level®
Elementary ........ccoovneieieniennns 90 91 85 95 78 82 72 74 43 51 44 41 24 34
SECONTAY ....veveviriieiieiieieeeeeeas 93 92 93 98 87 82 87 84 52 57 45 43 33 28
School size
Lessthan 300 .......ccccveeveeenenens 88 90 81 97 73 82 69 78 42 51 38 40 17 19
30010 999....cciiiririeieieee 92 91 88 95 82 82 76 75 47 52 46 42 29 37
1,000 OF MOFE.....cvvrvrrierireireinennns 93 95 93 99 86 81 84 81 48 59 46 43 32 33
Locae
90 88 83 91 78 78 72 74 49 45 51 38 29 38
91 92 88 96 80 79 76 69 44 53 43 44 29 37
84 93 87 99 79 84 76 85 37 65 39 40 19 24
95 91 87 98 82 87 78 83 49 51 42 42 24 26
Percent minority enrollment?
Less than 6 percent...........ccccoeuee 92 92 86 96 82 83 77 81 47 51 41 39 21 20
610 20 percent........cceceevevuernenns 93 92 86 96 80 82 75 73 44 57 45 41 30 37
21to49 percent......cccceveneeeninenn. 91 94 86 96 79 83 7 7 46 53 46 50 29 41
50 percent or more 88 87 87 95 78 80 72 75 45 48 44 39 27 35
Percent of students eligible for free
or reduced-price lunch®
Less than 35 percent...........c....... 92 95 87 95 82 82 7 75 45 54 48 4 29 34
35t0 49 percent.......ccceovevvenuennns 94 89 86 98 83 86 78 80 40 47 38 42 23 28
50 t0 74 percent.......c.cccovevveruenns 90 90 86 97 81 83 79 81 51 53 40 40 22 30
75 percent or more...................... 87 86 86 95 73 76 64 71 46 52 45 37 28 35

'Data for combined schools are included in the totals and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.
2percent minority enrollment was not available for 31 schoolsin 2001. In 2002, this information was missing for 15 schools. The

weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.

3Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch was not available for 2 schools in 2001.

NOTE: Percentages are based on 95 percent of public schools (99 percent with Internet access times 96 percent using
technol ogies/procedures to prevent student access to inappropriate material on the Internet) in 2001, and 98 percent of public schools
(99 percent with Internet access times 99 percent using technol ogies/procedures to prevent student access to inappropriate material on

the Internet) in 2002.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “ Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table 18a.

Standard errorsof the percent of public schools with I nternet access using various

technologies or proceduresto prevent student accessto inappropriate material on
the Internet, by school characteristics: 2001-02

- . Written Written
Monitoring | Blocking/ I
- contract that|contract that| Monitoring | Honor code
it by teachers | _ filtering arents have [students have| software | for students Intranet
School characteristic or other staff| software P . .
tosign tosign
2001 | 2002 | 2001 | 2002 2001 2002 | 2001 | 2002 [2001 [ 2002 | 2001 | 2002 |[2001 (2002
All public SChOOIS........vveeeee.. 1.1 12 14 07 14 13 14 15 19 18 18 18 16 19
Instructional level
Elementary .........ccccoeeveveverennne. 14 15 18 09 18 1.7 1.7 19 24 20 23 21 19 24
SECONTAIY ... 13 14 14 06 17 18 16 18 26 27 26 28 29 16
School size
Lessthan 300 ..., 32 29 37 18 40 36 40 39 44 48 42 46 37 36
30010999, 12 12 15 08 17 15 17 17 22 20 20 18 19 21
1’000 OF MOTC.eeeeeee e, 1.5 1.7 1.9 0.5 25 3.1 2.7 2.9 3.4 3.5 3.3 3.7 3.3 3.4
Locae
26 22 33 26 31 30 31 27 39 37 38 29 32 43
19 17 24 12 30 26 27 30 32 31 33 30 30 28
44 21 36 06 44 37 47 33 51 44 50 51 40 45
18 22 30 10 27 24 30 29 33 36 35 36 28 34
Percent minority enrollment
Less than 6 percent........cccceeenenn. 2.2 2.7 2.6 1.7 3.1 3.1 3.5 3.1 3.8 3.9 3.7 4.2 3.6 3.3
6to 20 percent........ccceeveieeenninns 2.1 1.9 2.8 1.3 3.1 25 3.5 3.0 4.0 3.2 35 3.7 3.0 3.3
21to 49 percent........cccoccveeennns 2.5 2.0 3.2 1.8 4.0 3.4 4.1 3.1 4.5 3.7 3.9 3.7 3.6 3.9
50 percent or more 22 20 24 13 26 25 29 28 34 30 40 28 32 29
Percent of students eligible for free
or reduced-price lunch
Less than 35 percent..........ccceeenne 1.7 1.3 2.2 1.4 2.3 2.0 2.4 2.4 2.9 2.7 2.8 2.9 2.9 2.8
35to0 49 percent........cccoccveeennns 2.4 2.9 29 1.3 3.7 3.7 4.0 4.3 4.2 4.5 3.9 4.4 35 3.8
50 t0 74 percent...........cccevvenen... 26 23 31 16 36 32 39 33 43 37 41 35 34 33
29 30 29 17 39 30 45 35 39 34 45 36 41 34

75 percent or more......................

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “ Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.



Table19. Percent of public schoolswith Internet access using various methods to
disseminate infor mation to students and parents about the technologies or other

procedures used to prevent student access to inappropriate material on the
Internet at the school, by school characteristics: 2002

Part of
school Posted Pop-up
olicy/rules message on | Noticeon | message at
School characteristic P ) cy . .
distributed Special the school bulletin computer
to students notice to web site or board at |or Internet
and parents parents [Newsletters web page school log on Other
All public schoals............ccccuee.e. 920 64 57 32 24 15 5
Instructional level®
Elementary .......cccooeveevenenieiiennns 89 65 58 32 23 13 5
SECONAAY ....voveviriinieeiieieieeeins 93 60 57 32 30 19 8
School size
Lessthan 300 .......ccccevevevvneennnns 91 64 59 24 26 8 8
30010 999.....ceiiririeieeeens 90 65 57 33 22 17 4
1,000 OF MOFE....coveereerienieaieennans 93 64 59 39 28 19 7
Locae
87 68 56 29 25 16 8
87 60 59 38 24 16 4
91 65 58 32 26 11 3!
95 66 56 27 23 14 6
Percent minority enrollment?
Less than 6 percent...........cccoe..... 91 59 62 31 26 11 3
610 20 percent........ccceevciveeeennnns 94 68 58 33 21 14 7
21to 49 percent.......cccevcevveeennnns 91 65 58 32 23 12 7
50 percent or MOre.........cccceeeeneee 85 66 53 29 25 21 5
Percent of students eligible for free
or reduced-price lunch
Less than 35 percent 91 64 61 36 24 14 6
35to 49 percent........ccceecevveeennnns 90 63 61 32 21 9 6
50 to 74 percent........cccoocueeeennnne 93 69 52 29 24 14 3
75 percent or more...................... 85 60 52 24 28 23 6

!Interpret data with caution; the coefficient of variation is greater than 50 percent.

!Data for combined schools are included in the totals and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.

2percent minority enrollment was not available for 15 schools. The weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.

NOTE: Percentages are based on 98 percent of public schools (99 percent with Internet access times 99 percent using technologies or
procedures to prevent student access to inappropriate material on the Internet).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.



Table 19a.

methods to disseminate infor mation to students and parents about the
technologies or other procedures used to prevent student access to inappropriate
material on the Internet at the school, by school characteristics: 2002

Standard errorsof the percent of public schools with Internet access using various

Part of
school Posted Pop-up
olicy/rules message on | Noticeon | message at
School characteristic P ) cy . .
distributed Special the school bulletin computer
to students notice to web site or board at |or Internet
and parents parents [Newsletters web page school log on Other
All public schoals............ccccuee.e. 1.3 1.9 2.1 1.7 1.8 1.3 0.8
Instructional level
Elementary.......ccccccevvieiiiieiinenns 1.6 2.2 25 2.3 2.1 1.6 1.0
Secondary .......ocoeeeneieniieeneeeeenn 1.8 2.7 2.4 2.0 2.4 1.7 1.4
School size
Lessthan 300 .......ccccevevevvneennnns 3.0 5.0 4.0 4.2 4.3 24 2.2
30010 999.....ceiiririeieeeens 1.6 1.9 2.2 17 1.9 15 0.9
1,000 OF MOF€....ccuvvveerreeieerreaneens 2.0 3.1 3.4 3.9 3.2 2.7 1.9
Locae
25 3.2 4.0 3.3 31 2.8 1.8
2.2 2.8 35 3.0 3.2 19 1.3
34 4.6 5.0 5.6 4.7 25 1.8
12 35 3.4 34 2.7 24 17
Percent minority enrollment
Less than 6 percent...........cccoe..... 2.6 4.3 4.1 3.7 3.1 2.7 1.2
610 20 percent.......cccccueeenueeeninenn. 1.8 3.5 4.0 3.6 3.1 2.2 2.1
21to49 percent......ccccceeeneeeninnnn. 2.4 3.7 4.3 3.6 3.7 2.5 1.9
50 percent or more...........ccceeue... 2.5 2.8 3.0 2.6 2.7 2.5 1.2
Percent of students eligible for free
or reduced-price lunch
Less than 35 percent 1.7 3.1 34 2.5 2.7 1.8 1.5
35to49 percent.......ccceeeieeeninnn. 3.8 4.7 4.7 3.9 3.8 2.8 2.3
50to 74 percent.......ccceeveeeninnn. 1.9 3.7 4.3 3.3 3.1 2.5 1.1
75 percent or more...................... 3.4 3.2 3.4 2.8 3.0 3.0 1.7

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schoals, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.



Table 20. Percent of public schoolsreporting that they or their district offered professional
development for teachersin their school on how to integrate the Internet into the
curriculum in the past 12 months, and per cent of teachersin those schools who
have attended such professional development in the past 12 months: 2002

School or
district has Percent of teachers who have attended professional development?
School characteristic offered
professional 1to 25 26 to 50 51to 75 76 to 100
development! | 0 percent percent percent percent percent
All public schools...........ccocoeieniiennenn. 87 1 42 17 11 30
Instructional level®
Elementary........cccoovieniiiiiiiicenen 87 1 43 15 10 31
SECONAAY ... 86 # 42 20 12 26
School size
Lessthan 300 .......cccceveverieieiieieienen 82 # 29 14 9 47
30010 999.....cuiiieieee e 88 1 45 17 11 25
1,000 OF MOYE......evveeeeiieeeeeieee e 93 b 51 19 8 21
Locale
90 1! 53 14 7 25
90 b 40 18 11 30
82 b 36 21 14 28
84 b 38 15 12 34
Percent minority enrollment*
Lessthan 6 percent..........ccecververeeeneen. 86 b 30 16 13 40
610 20 percent........ccceeeveveeenriieeeeninns 85 b 43 18 12 26
21t0 49 percent.......cccevcveeeerineeeennnns 88 b 46 17 9 27
50 percent or more 89 2! 49 16 7 27
Percent of students eligible for free or
reduced-price lunch
Less than 35 percent..........cccceevveeninnn. 90 b 43 15 12 29
35t049 percent.......cccoeveveeeeniiieennnnns 82 b 30 20 14 34
50 t0 74 percent........cccoecveeeeniieeeennnns 85 b 42 21 7 30
75 percent OF MOT€..........ccceveveeeeennennne. 88 ¥ 51 11 9 27

#Rounds to zero.

!Interpret data with caution; the coefficient of variation is greater than 50 percent.
FReporting standards not met.

!Percentages are based on the 99 percent of public schools with Internet access.

2percentages are based on 86 percent of public schools (99 percent with Internet access times 87 percent reporting that they or their
district offered professional development to teachers in the school on how to integrate Internet into the curriculum in the past 12
months). Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding and not reporting where there are too few cases for areliable estimate.

®Data for combined schools are included in the totals and in analyses by other school characteristics but are not shown separately.
“Percent minority enrollment was not available for 15 schools. The weighted response rate was 98.6 percent.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Internet in U.S.
Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.



Table20a. Standard errorsof the percent of public schoolsreporting that they or their district
offered professional development for teachersin their school on how to integrate
the Internet into the curriculum in the past 12 months, and standard errors of the
per cent of teachersin those schools who have attended such professional
development in thepast 12 months. 2002

School or
district has Percent of teachers who have attended professional development
School characteristic offered
professional 1to 25 26 to 50 51to 75 76 to 100
development 0 percent percent percent percent percent
All public schoolS..........cccoveviiiinnne 1.4 0.4 15 14 11 1.7
Instructional level
Elementary ........ccccovevinieneenieneenn, 1.6 0.5 1.9 1.8 15 2.2
SECONAAIY ... 1.9 t 21 21 1.7 1.8
School size
Lessthan 300 ........ccccevveneeneenieenieenen. 4.3 t 4.1 3.8 2.7 4.3
3000 999.....oiiiiirii 1.2 0.6 1.7 1.7 15 1.8
1,000 OF MOT€......oeviieieiieiiiieee e 2.1 s 3.3 3.1 1.6 2.5
Locae
CItY oo 22 0.9 3.6 2.8 14 34
Urban fringe.......ccocvvveveesieviece e 1.9 s 34 24 2.0 3.0
TOWI et 3.8 s 45 4.8 45 6.1
RUPE ... 2.8 s 4.0 25 25 4.0
Percent minority enrollment
Lessthan 6 percent..........ccceceevverveennen. 2.8 s 4.0 3.2 2.9 4.6
610 20 percent.......cccceevvuveeeeniiiieeens 2.6 s 3.5 2.7 2.6 3.1
21t0 49 percent.......cccoevcveeeenciveeeennnnns 3.2 s 4.8 3.0 2.5 3.3
50 percent or more 2.0 0.8 3.8 2.5 1.3 3.3
Percent of students eligible for free or
reduced-price lunch
Less than 35 percent.... 1.8 s 3.0 2.3 1.9 2.8
35t049 percent.......cccoevcueeeeeiiieieennns 4.2 s 4.9 4.2 3.7 5.7
50 t0 74 percent........ccoeceeeeenineeeennnns 25 s 3.8 3.2 2.0 4.4
75 percent Of MOTE...........ceeveeeeennene. 2.4 b 3.9 2.4 2.3 3.8

TEstimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on an estimate of O percent.
FReporting standards not met.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Internet in U.S.
Public Schoals, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.
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Table21l. Standard errorsfor figuresand for data not shown in tables: 2002

Iltem

| Estimate |

Standard error

Figure 1. Percent of public school instructional rooms with Internet access:
1994-2002

Figure 2. Percentage distribution of the staff position of those who were primarily
responsible for computer hardware, software, and Internet support at the school:
2002
Full-time, paid school technology director/Coordinator...........c.ooueieereeiieneenieee e
DiStriCt Staff ......eeveeiicieec e
Teacher or other staff as part of formal responsibilities.....
Part-time, paid school technology directory/coordinator ...

Figure 3. Ratio of public school studentsto instructional computerswith Internet
access: 1998-2002

Figure 4. Percentage distribution of types of staff and students who were primarily
responsible for the school’s web site or web page support: 2002
Teacher or other staff as part of formal responsibilities............cooveviiiiiiie,
Full-time, paid school technology director/coordinator......
Teacher or other staff asvolunteers...........cccccevvereennene
District staff.......ccovveviiniciienicneen

Section: Studentsand Computer Access

Subsection: Provision of Hand-Held Computers
Median number of hand-held computers provided'.............ccccoereerreeiieieeseeeeee e
Average number of hand-held computers provided'...............ccccvveereeroeeiiesieieeeeee e
Average number of hand-held computers provided (without 1,000) ..........ccccovevveereirnennnnn.

Subsection: Laptop Computer Loans
Median number of laptop computers available for loan?.....
Ratio of students per laptop computer?............cccccecvveenn..
Ratio of students per laptop computer (without 2,700)°...........cccc.ceeeenne.
Percent of schools without |aptop computers available for loan in 2002...

Section: School Web Sites

Of the schools with a web site or web page, percent reporting that the web site or web page
Was Updated at 1€8St MONENIY S ... s e s s esesssnsesesasnsea

14
27
51
64
77
87
92

38
26
18
11

121
9.1

5.4
4.8

29
22
18
18
14

22
18

16.0
19.9!
92

68

0.3
0.7
1.0
1.6
1.8
1.6
11
0.9
0.6

1.6
14
1.3
11
11

0.6
0.3
0.1
0.1
0.1

1.8
1.8
15
13
13

3.4
4.6
3.3

15
6.7
10.7
1.0

2.0

See notes at end of table.



Table21. Standard errorsfor figuresand for data not shown in tables: 2002—Continued

Item | Estimate | Standard error

Section: Technologies and Proceduresto Prevent Student Accessto Inappropriate
Material on the Internet

Percent of schools using more than one procedure or technology”..........c.ccooooioeovoiieieenn 96 0.7

!Interpret data with caution; the coefficient of variation is greater than 50 percent.

Estimate is based on the 7 percent of public schools providing hand-held computers to students or teachers for instructional purposes
in 2002.

2Estimate is based on the 8 percent of public schools lending laptop computers to students in 2002.
3Estimate is based on the 86 percent of public schools having aweb site or web page in 2002.

“Estimate is based on the 99 percent of public schools using various technologies or procedures to control student access to
inappropriate material on the Internet.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Survey on
Advanced Telecommunicationsin U.S. Public Schools, K-12,” FRSS 51, 1994; “ Survey on Advanced Telecommunicationsin U.S.
Public Schools, K-12,” FRSS 57, 1995; “Advanced Telecommunicationsin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1996,” FRSS 61, 1996; “Internet
Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1997,” FRSS 64, 1997; “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1998,” FRSS 69, 1998;
“Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 1999,” FRSS 75, 1999; “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2000,” FRSS 79,
2000; “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2001,” FRSS 82, 2001; and “Internet Accessin U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,”
FRSS 83, 2002.
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Methodology and Technical Notes

The Fast Response Survey System (FRSS) was established in 1975 by the National Center
for Education Statistics (NCES), U.S. Department of Education. FRSS is designed to collect small
amounts of issue-oriented data with minimal burden on respondents and with a quick turnaround from
data collection to reporting.

Sample Selection

The sample of elementary and secondary schools for the FRSS survey on Internet access in
public schools was selected from the 20002001 NCES Common Core of Data (CCD) Public School
Universe File, the most up-to-date file available at the time the sample was drawn. Over 96,600 schools
are contained in the 2000-2001 CCD Public School Universe File. For this survey, regular elementary
and secondary/combined schools were selected. Specia education, vocational education, and dternative
schools were excluded from the sampling frame, aong with schools with a highest grade below first
grade and those outside the 50 states and the District of Columbia. With these exclusions, the fina
sampling frame consisted of about 83,500 schools, of which about 62,500 were classified as elementary
schools and about 21,000 as secondary/combined schools.

A sample of 1,206 schools was selected from the public school frame. To select the sample,
the frame of schools was dratified by instructional level (elementary, secondary/combined schools),
enrollment size (less than 300 students, 300 to 999, 1,000 to 1,499, 1,500 or more), and percentage of
students €eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (less than 35 percent, 35 to 49 percent, 50 to 74 percent,
75 percent or more). Schools in the highest poverty category (schools with 75 percent or more students
eligible for free or reduced-price lunch) were oversampled to permit analyses for that category.

®During data collection, a humber of sampled schools were found to be outside the scope of the survey, usually because they were
closed or merged. This reduced the number of schools in the sampling frame to an estimated 82,036.
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Respondents and Response Rates

The three-page survey instrument was designed by Westat and NCES. The questions
included on the survey addressed access to the Internet in public schools and classrooms, the types of
Internet connections used, student access to the Internet outside of regular school hours, laptop loans,
hand-held computers for students and teachers, school web sites, teacher professiona development on
how to integrate the use of the Internet into the curriculum, and technologies and procedures used to
prevent student access to inappropriate materia on the Internet.

In early October 2002, questionnaires were mailed to the principals of the 1,206 sampled
schools. The principal was asked to forward the questionnaire to the technology coordinator or person
most knowledgeable about Internet access at the school. Telephone follow-up of nonrespondents was
initiated later in October, and data collection was completed in December. The respondent information
section on the front of the questionnaire indicated that the technology coordinator completed the
guestionnaire at 34 percent of the schools, the principa completed it at 31 percent of the schools, and
other personnel completed it at 35 percent of the schools. Seventeen schools were outside the scope of
the survey, and 1,095 schools completed the survey. Thus, the final response rate was 92 percent (1,095
of 1,189 dligible schools). The weighted response rate was 93 percent. With the exception of the question
on the number of hand-held computers provided to teachers and students for instructional purposes
(which had an item nonresponse rate of 9.4 percent), weighted item nonresponse rates ranged from
0 percent to 3.1 percent.

Imputation for Item Nonresponse

Although item nonresponse for key items was very low, missing data were imputed for the
14 items liged in table A-1. The missing items included both numerica data such as counts of
ingtructional rooms and computers, as well as categorica data such as the provison of hand-held
computers to students and teachers. The missing data were imputed using a “hot deck” approach to
obtain a “donor” school from which the imputed values were derived. Under the hot deck approach, a
donor school that matched selected characteristics of the school with missing data was identified. The
matching characteristics included level, enroliment size class, type of locde, and totad number of
computers in the school. Once a donor was found, it was used to derive the imputed values for the school
with missing data. For categoricd items, the imputed value was smply the corresponding value from the
donor school. For numerical items, an appropriate ratio (e.g., the proportion of ingtructional rooms with
Internet access) was calculated for the donor school, and this ratio was applied to available data (e.g.,
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reported number of instructional rooms) for the recipient school to obtain the corresponding imputed
vaue. All missing items for a given school were imputed from the same donor.

Table A-1. Number of caseswith imputed data in the study sample, and number of caseswith
imputed data the sample represents, by questionnaire items. 2002

. . Respondent National
Questionnaire item .
sample estimate
3. Number of INStructional COMPULETS...........ioiiiiiiieiiee e 2 98
5. Number of computers With INtErNEt BCCESS...........eeiiiriirieiieece e 1 35
6. Number of instructional computers with INnternet aCCeSS...........ccvriviiiiriieiiiiieneeseeieee 1 35
9. Number of instructional rooms with INternet aCCESS..........ccverviriiiriiiiiinieieeeseeee e 2 98
9a Use of wireless Internet CONNECLIONS........coveiiiiieriieriienie ettt 7 595
9ba.  Use of broadband wireless Internet CONNECLIONS..........cocuiiiiiieriiiieee e 7 595
9b.  Use of narrowband wireless Internet CoNNECLIONS............oooveiiereiieeiee e 7 595
9c. Number of instructional rooms with wireless Internet CONNECtioNS..........ccceveereeneenneenne. 7 595
13b.  Use of newsletters to disseminate information to students and parents about the
technologies or procedures used to prevent student access to inappropriate material on
ERE TNEEINEE ...ttt 1 37
16. Number of computers with Internet access available outside of regular school hours......... 1 27
21. Percentage of teachers who attended professional development on how to integrate the
use of the Internet into the CUrTICUIUM ..........ciiiiiii e 2 220
26. Plans to make laptops available for students to borrow during the 2003-2004 school year 3 425
28. Provision of hand-held computers to students or teachers for instructional purposs........ 7 595
29. Number of hand-held computers provided.............ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee 7 595

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.

Sampling and Nonsampling Errors

The survey responses were weighted to produce national estimates (table A-2). The weights
were designed to adjust for the variable probabilities of selection and differential nonresponse. The
findings in this report are based on the sample selected and, consequently, are subject to sampling
variability. The standard error is the measure of the variability of estimates due to sampling. It indicates
the variability of a sample estimate that would be obtained from al possible samples of agiven design
and size. Standard errors are used as a measure of the precision expected from a particular sample. If al
possible samples were surveyed under similar conditions, intervals of 1.96 standard errors below to 1.96
standard errors above a particular statistic would include the true population parameter being estimated
in about 95 percent of the samples. Thisis a 95 percent confidence interval. For example, the estimated
percentage of public schools with a web sitein 2002 is 86 percent, and the estimated standard error is 1.1
percent. The 95 percent confidence interval for the statistic extends from 86 — (1.1 times 1.96) to 86 +
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(1.1 times 1.96), or from 84 to 88 percent. The coefficient of variation (‘c.v.,” aso referred to as the
“rdative standard error”) expresses the standard error as a percentage of the quantity being estimated.
The c.v. of an estimate (y) is defined as c.v. = (s.e/y) x 100. Throughout this report, for any coefficient
of variation higher than 50 percent, the data are flagged with the note that they should be interpreted with
caution, as the value of the estimate is very unstable.

Table A-2. Number and percent of responding public schoolsin the study sample, and
estimated number and percent of public schools the sample represents, by school
characteristics: 2002

Respondent sample National estimate
School characteristic
Number Percent Number Percent
All public SChOOIS ... 1,095 100 82,036 100
Instructional level
ElEMENTANY ...covvieiieeciie e 563 51 62,134 76
SECONANY...c.veeviereere ettt 485 44 17,608 21
School size
Lessthan 300.........ccceeriereeniieieeieeie e e 161 15 21,429 26
300 t0 999... i 656 60 51,876 63
1,000 OF MOTE......veiiiiiiiiiie i 278 25 8,731 11
Locae
Gty et 273 25 18,550 23
Urban fringe 372 34 26,431 32
Town 148 14 10,774 13
Rural 302 28 26,280 32
Percent minority enrollment
Lessthan 6 Percent..........ccooveeveieiiieeiiee e 249 23 22,399 27
6 to 20 percent............ 267 24 20,525 25
21 to 49 percent 223 20 16,358 20
50 PErCENt OF MOFE ......eiiiieiiieeiiee ettt 341 31 21,862 27
Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price school
lunch
Less than 35 Percent.........cooveeveieiiiieiiee e 483 44 34,989 43
35to 49 percent......... 167 15 13,243 16
50 to 74 percent ......... 236 22 19,040 23
75 percent or more 209 19 14,765 18

NOTE: Percent minority enrollment was not available for 15 schools. Forty-seven schools were combined schools and therefore are
missing in the instructional level counts used here, but those cases were included in the totals and in analyses by other school
characteristics. Details may not add to totals because of rounding or missing data.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “ Internet Accessin
U.S. Public Schools, Fall 2002,” FRSS 83, 2002.

Because the data from this survey were collected using a complex sampling design, the
sampling errors of the estimates from this survey (e.g., estimates of proportions) are typicaly larger than
would be expected based on a smple random sample. Not taking the complex sample design into account
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can lead to an underestimation of the standard errors associated with such estimates. To generate
accurate standard errors for the estimates in this report, standard errors were computed using a technique
known as jackknife replication. As with any replication method, jackknife replication involves
constructing a number of subsamples (replicates) from the full sample and computing the statistic of
interest for each replicate. The mean square error of the replicate estimates around the full sample
estimate provides an estimate of the variance of the statistic. To construct the replications, 50 stratified
subsamples of the full sample were created and then dropped one at a time to define 50 jackknife
replicates. A computer program (WesVar) was used to caculate the estimates of standard errors.

WesVar is a stand-aone Windows application that computes sampling errors from complex samples for
a wide variety of datigtics (totals, percents, ratios, log-odds ratios, genera functions of estimates in
tables, linear regression parameters, and logistic regression parameters).

The test statistics used in the analysis were caculated using the jackknife variances and thus
appropriately reflect the complex nature of the sample design. In particular, Bonferroni adjustments were
made to control for multiple comparisons where appropriate. For example, for an “experiment-wise”
comparison involving g pairwise comparisons, each difference was tested at the 0.05/g significance leve
to control for the fact that g differences were simultaneoudly tested. The Bonferroni adjustment was aso
used for previous FRSS Internet reports. The Bonferroni adjustment is appropriate to test for Statistical
significance when the analyses are mainly exploratory (as in this report) because it results in a more
conservative critical value for judging statistical significance. This means that comparisons that would
have been sgnificant with a critical value of 1.96 may not be significant with the more conservative
critica value. For example, the critical value for comparisons between any two of the four categories of
poverty concentration is 2.64 rather than 1.96.

When comparing percentage or ratio estimates across a family of three or more ordered
categories (e.g., categories defined by percent minority enrollment), regression analyses were used to test
for trends rather than a series of paired comparisons. For proportions, the analyses involved fitting
models in WesVar with the ordered categories as the independent variable and the (dichotomous)
outcome of interest (e.g., whether or not the school made computers with Internet access available before
school) as the dependent variable. For testing the overall significance, an analysis of variance (ANOVA)
model was fitted by treating the categories of the independent variables as nomina categories. For the
trend test, a smple linear regression model was used with the categories of the independent variable as
an ordina quantitetive variable. In both cases, tests of significance were performed using an adjusted
Wald Ftest. The test is applicable to data collected through complex sample surveys and is analogous to
F-tests in standard regression analysis. For estimated ratios, smilar tests of overal significance and
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linear trends were performed using procedures anaogous to those described by Skinner, Holt, and
Smith.™® A test was considered significant if the p-value associated with the statistic was less than 0.05.

The survey estimates are also subject to nonsampling errors that can arise because of
nonobservation (nonresponse or noncoverage) errors, errors of reporting, and errors made in collection of
the data. These errors can sometimes bias the data. Nonsampling errors may include such problems as the
difference in the respondents interpretation of the meaning of the question; memory effects;
misrecording of responses; incorrect editing, coding, or data entry; differences related to the particular
time the survey was conducted; or errors in data preparation. While general sampling theory can be used
in part to determine how to estimate the sampling variability of a statistic, nonsampling errors are not
easy to measure and, for measurement purposes, usualy require that an experiment be conducted as part
of the data collection procedures or that data externa to the study be used. To minimize the potential for
nonsampling errors, the questionnaire on Internet access in public schools was pretested in 1994, and
again each time it was substantialy modified. The questionnaire was last pretested for the fal 2001
survey, since a few new topics were introduced in the survey. The pretesting was done with public school
technology coordinators and other knowledgeable respondents like those who would complete the
survey. During the design of the survey, an effort was made to check for consistency of interpretation of
guestions and to diminate ambiguous items. The questionnaire and ingtructions were intensively
reviewed by NCES.

Manua and machine editing of the questionnaire responses were conducted to check the
data for accuracy and consistency. Cases with missing or inconsistent items were recontacted by
telephone to resolve problems. Data were keyed with 100 percent verification.

Definitions of Terms Used in the Questionnaire

Types of Internet connections

T3/DS3—Dedicated digital transmission of data and voice at the speed of 45 MB per second;
composed of 672 channels.

Fractional T3—One or more channels of a T3/DS3 line. Used for data and voice transmission at
the speed of less than 45 MB per second.

T1/DS1—Dedicated digital transmission of data and voice at the speed of 1.5 MB per second;
composed of 24 channels.

Fractional T1—One or more channels of aT1/DS1 line. Used for data and voice transmission at
the speed of less than 1.5 MB per second.

18C.J. Skinner, D. Holt, and T.M.F. Smith, Analysis of Complex Surveys (Chichester: John Wiley & Sons, 1989).
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Cable modem—Dedicated transmission of data through cable TV wires a a speed of up to
2 MB per second.

DSL (Digital Subscriber Line—Refers collectively to ADSL, SDSL, HDSL, and SDSL. DSLs
have a dedicated digital transmission speed of up to 32 MB per second.

ISDN (Integrated Services Digital Network)—Sends voice and data over digita telephone
lines or normal telephone wires at the speed of up to 128 KB per second.

56 KB—Dedicated digital transmission of data at the speed of 56 KB per second.

Dial-up connection—Data transmission through a norma telephone line upon command, at the
maximum speed of 56 KB per second (for example, AOL or Earthlink).

Types of technologies to prevent student access to inappropriate material on the Internet

Blocking software—Uses a list of web sites that are considered inappropriate and prevents
access to those sites.

Filtering softwar e—Blocks access to sites containing keywords, alone or in context with other
keywords.

M onitoring softwar e—Records e-mails, instant messages, chats, and the web Sites visited.

Intranet—Controlled computer netwark similar to the Internet, but accessible only to those who
have permission to useit. Intranet system managers can limit user access to Internet material.

Definitions of AnalysisVariables

Instructional level—Schools were classified according to their grade span in the 2000-2001 Common
Core of Data (CCD) School Universe File. Data for combined schools are included in the totals and in
analyses by other school characteristics, but are not shown separately.

Elementary school—Had grade 6 or lower and no grade higher than grade 8.
Secondary school—Had no grade lower than grade 7 and had grade 7 or higher.

School size—Tota enrollment of students based on the 2000—-2001 CCD School Universe File.
L ess than 300 students
300 to 999 students
1,000 or more students

L ocale—Is defined in the 2000-2001 CCD School Universe File,

City—A central city of a Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA) or Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA).
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Urban fringe—Any incorporated place, Census-designated place, or non-place territory within a
CMSA or MSA of alarge or mid-size city and defined as urban by the Census Bureau.

Town—An incorporated place or Census-designated place with a population greater than or equal
to 2,500 and located outsde a CMSA or MSA.

Rural—Any incorporated place, Census-designated place, or non-place territory designated as
rura by the Census Bureau.

Percent minority enrollment—The percent of students enrolled in the school whose race or ethnicity is
classified as one of the following: American Indian or Alaskan Native; Asian or Pacific Idander; Black,
non-Hispanic; or Hispanic, based on data in the 20002001 CCD School Universe File.

L essthan 6 percent
6 to 20 percent

21 to 49 percent

50 percent or more

Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch—This was based on responses
to question 27 on the survey questionnaire; if it was missing from the questionnaire (1.5 percent of al
cases), it was obtained from the 2000-2001 CCD School Universe File. This item served as a
measurement of the concentration of poverty at the schoal.

Lessthan 35 percent
35 to 49 percent

50 to 74 percent

75 percent or more

Geographic region—One of four regions used by the Bureau of Economic Anaysis of the U.S.
Department of Commerce, the National Assessment of Educational Progress, and the National Education
Association. Obtained from the 2000-2001 CCD School Universe File.

Northeast—Connecticut, Delaware, Digtrict of Columbia, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Y ork, Pennsylvania, Rhode Idand, and Vermont.

Southeast—Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisana, Missssippi, North
Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia

Central—lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North
Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin.

W est—Alaska, Arizona, Cdlifornia, Colorado, Hawaii, |daho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico,
Oklahoma, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming.

It is important to note that many of the school characteristics used for independent analysis
may aso be related to each other. For example, enrollment size and instructional level of schools are
related, with secondary schools typically being larger than eementary schools. Similarly, poverty
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It is important to note that many of the school characteristics used for independent anaysis
may adso be related to each other. For example, enrollment size and instructional level of schools are
related, with secondary schools typicaly being larger than elementary schools. Similarly, poverty
concentration and minority enrollment are related, with schools with a higher minority enrollment also
more likely to have a high concentration of poverty. Other relationships between analysis variables may
exist. Because of the rdatively smal sample size used in this study, it is difficult to separate the
independent effects of these variables. Their existence, however, should be considered in the
interpretation of the data.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION FORM APPROVED
NATIONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS 0O.M.B. NO.: 1850-0733
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006-5651 EXPIRATION DATE: 09/2005

INTERNET ACCESS IN U.S. PUBLIC SCHOOLS, FALL 2002
FAST RESPONSE SURVEY SYSTEM

This survey is authorized by law (P.L. 103-382). While you are not required to respond, your cooperation ed to make the results of
this survey comprehensive, accurate, and timely.
o

N

C
&

O

/

IF ABOVE INFORMATION IS INCORRECTQS MAKE CORRECTIONS DIRECTLY ON LABEL.

Name of person completing form: Telephone:

Title/position:

Best days and times to rea (in case of questions):

| QN

¢ THANK YOU. PLEASE KEEP A COPY OF THIS SURVEY FOR YOUR RECORDS.

PL RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO: IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, CONTACT:
< kMSTAT Anne Kleiner
\ ttention: 7166.28 - Kleiner 800-937-8281, ext. 2710
1650 Research Boulevard Fax: 800-254-0984
Rockville, Maryland 20850 E-mail: annekleiner@westat.com

According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a
valid OMB control number. The valid OMB control number for this information is 1850-0733. The time required to complete this information
collection is estimated to average 20 minutes per response, including the time to review instructions, search existing data resources, gather
the data needed, and complete and review the information collected. If you have any comments concerning the accuracy of the time
estimate(s) or suggestions for improving this form, please write to: U.S. Department of Education, Washington, D.C. 20202-4651. If you
have comments or concerns regarding the status of your individual submission of this form, write directly to: National Center for Education

Statistics, 1990 K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006
FRSS Form No. 83, 10/2002
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1. What is the total number of instructional rooms in your school? (Include all rooms used for any instructional
purposes: classrooms, computer labs and other labs, library/media centers, art rooms, rooms used for vocational or
special education, etc.) instructional rooms

2. How many computers are there in your school? (Do not include laptop computers available for loan. Count all other
computers, including those used by administrators, teachers, and students. If none, please enter “0” and skip to
question 22.) computers

3. How many of the computers indicated in question 2 are used for instructional purposes? (Do not include computers
used only for administrative purposes. If none, please enter “0.”) instructional computers

4, Does your school have access to the Internet? @

YeS...cooo..... 1 (Continue with question 5.) NO.....eeneenes 2 (Skiptoq p 22.)

5. How many computers in your school currently have Internet access? (Do not i aptop computers available for
loan. Include all other instructional and noninstructional computers. This nug ould not exceed the number
reported in question 2. If none, please enter “0” and skip to question 22.) computers

6. How many of the computers with Internet access indicated in question 5%te Used for instructional purposes? (This
number should not exceed the number reported in question 5. If none, pl enter “0.”)

instructional computers
7. Who is primarily responsible for computer hardware/software and | support at your school? (Circle only one.)
Full-time, paid school technology director/coordinator ....... n ¥ ZETTTTTT PRI 1
Part-time, paid school technology director/coordinator . Q ......................... 2
DIStriCt Staff ... e e e e e aeas 3
Consultant/outsSide CONTFACTON .......ocuuieieiieiieeieee e e e e ettt e e eenns 4
Teacher or other staff as part of formal responsibilifies,..... .........ccc.cccovviiineinneins 5
Teacher or other staff as voIUNEErs ............... gmp Qe Meeneenieieiieee e, 6
Other (specify) 7
8. What type(s) of connection does your school use n connecting to the Internet? (See definition box below. Circle
one on each line.) Y 4
Yes No
a. Broadband connection (e.g.,T3/DS3 ffaetional T3, T1/DS1, fractional T1,
1 2
cable modem, and/or DSL)........... Q D TSR
b. Narrowband connection (e.g., ISBNRNSEKB, and/or dial-up connection)............ 1
’
( , Definitions for question 8
T3/DS3 — dedicated digital transmission of data and voice at the speed of 45 MB per second; composed of 672 channels.
Fractional T3 — one or more C@ of a T3/DS3 line; used for data and voice transmission at the speed of less than 45
MB per second. .
T1/DS1 — dedicated digi ission of data and voice at the speed of 1.5 MB per second; composed of 24 channels.
Fractional T1 — one or; annels of a T1/DS1 line; used for data and voice transmission at the speed of less than 1.5
MB per second.
Cable modem — icateéd transmission of data through cable TV wires at a speed of up to 2 MB per second.
DSL (Digital S jber Line) — refers collectively to ADSL, SDSL, HDSL, and VDSL. DSLs have a dedicated digital
transmissi ed of up to 32 MB per second.
ISDN (Int Services Digital Network) — sends voice and data over digital telephone lines or normal telephone wires
at the of up to 128 KB per second.
56 Kx icated digital transmission of data at the speed of 56 KB per second.
Dial-up conhnection — data transmission through a normal telephone line upon command, at the maximum speed of 56 KB
per second (for example, AOL or Earthlink).

9. How many instructional rooms have a computer with Internet access? (This number should not exceed the number

reported in question 1. If none, please enter “0.”) instructional rooms

9a. Does your school use wireless connections when connecting to the Internet?

Yes............ 1 (Continue with question 9b.) NO.....vvvnanns 2 (Skip to question 10.)



9b.

9c.

10.

11.

What type(s) of wireless connections does your school use when connecting to the Internet?

Yes No
A, Broadband CONNECHONS........cuiiit it e e e 1 2
b.  Narrowband CONNECHONS .........iuiiiitiii et e e e e eaaaas 1 2

How many instructional rooms use wireless connections when connecting to the Internet? (This number should
not exceed the number reported in question 1. If none, please enter “0.”) instructional rooms

Does your school use any technology or other procedure to prevent student access to inappropriate material on the
Internet?
Yes............ 1 (Continue with question 11.) NO.......on... 2 (Skip to qu&d )
pp

What technologies or procedures does your school use to prevent student acce
Internet? (See definition box below. Circle one on each line.)

\ Y
Blocking/filtering SOftware.............ccooveiiiiiii e Q

MONITOFING SOFWAIE. ....ceevieiie e
INTANET ... e :

Monitoring by teachers or other staff..............ccoooeviiiiiiin LR
Written contract that parents have to sign..............cocovvven 42 Nt

Written contract that students have to Sign..........cooevvvevvnnh B M

Honor code for StUdENTS ........cuiviiiiiiieee e L
Other (specify) §¢

ropriate material on the

(7]

Te@Too0oT
PFRPRRPRPRRPPRPPEPQ
NNNNNNNNE

Blocking software — uses a list of Web sites that are consideredVigappropriate and prevents access to those sites.
Filtering software — blocks access to sites containing keywgrds, alone or in context with other keywords.

Definitions for 11

, and Web sites visited.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

4
Does your school use these technologies or'gther procedures to prevent student access from inappropriate material on
all computers with Internet access use dents?

What method(s) does your schq seminate information to students and parents about the technologies or
other procedures used to prevent stugdent access to inappropriate material on the Internet at your school? (Circle one
on each line.)

Yes No
a. Notice on bulletin boa SCHOOI ... 1 2
b. Newsletters........ S 1 2
C. Special NOtICE TOPWARBITES . ........ouuiii it 1 2
d. Part of school p es distributed to students and parents ...................... 1 2
e. Pop-up mess omputer or Internet 10g oN...........coovviiiiiiieee, 1 2
f. Posted me the school Web site or Web page...........ccoeoveeiinnnnnn. 1 2
g. Other (spetif 1 2
Does you ool allow students access to its instructional computers with Internet access outside of regular

Q ....... 1 (Continue with question 15.) NO......conee. 2 (Skip to question 17.)
WMe instructional computers with Internet access available to students outside of regular school hours?
(Circle one on each line.)

Yes No

A BEfOre SCROON. ... 1 2
D, AR SCROON ... s 1 2
(OB O L IRV <1< (] T 1 2

How many instructional computers with Internet access are regularly available to students outside of regular school
hours? (Do not include laptop computers available for loan.) computers
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

20.

Does your school have a Web site or a Web page (e.g., on the district's Web site)?

Yes............ 1 (Continue with question 18.) NO.......vne.. 2 (Skip to question 20.)
How often is the Web site or Web page updated? (Circle only one.)

D 11PN 1

VB EKIY . et 2

170} 11 ] PP 3

Less than MONtNIY ... e 4

Who is primarily responsible for your school’'s Web site or Web page support? (Circle only one.)

Full-time, paid school technology director/coordinator ...............cocovviiiineineennnen.
Part-time, paid school technology director/coordinator ..............coccevvieiieineennnen.
DIStriCt Staff ...

Teacher or other staff as part of formal responsibilities ................c...ccoeeee.
Teacher or other staff as voluNteers .............ccoviiiii i
S 10T =7 01
Other (specify)

In the past 12 months, has your school or district offered profession
to integrate the use of the Internet into the curriculum?

Yes............ 1 (Continue with question 21.) NO....qmp.ceeit (Skip to question 22.)

In the past 12 months, what percentage of teachers in your,
integrate the use of the Internet into the curriculum? (Circle

attended professional development on how to

L0 01T (o= o S PP 1
110 25 PEICENT....iniiiieie e e e 2
26 10 50 PEICENT .. cvvvviiiiiieniieiniienineneee e B B 3
5110 75 Percent ....c.cvvvviveviiiininiininen e R 4
76 10 100 PEICENT ..vvvvviiieiiiieeiieeenee e e e ettt et et e e e e aas 5

Does your school lend laptop computers to studyts.
Yes............ 1 (Continue with question3.) NO.......on... 2 (Skip to question 26.)

How many laptops are available for stud orrow? laptops

What is the longest time for which a may borrow a laptop? (Circle only one.)
LeSS than L WEEK ...cvee e et 1
1weektolessthan 1 moOntRu.... 8. ..o 2
1 month to less than 3 LU= 3
3 months to less than %hs ....................................................................... 4
6 months to less Lh ntire school year...........ccovviiiii i, 5
The entire SCHOORYB RS, . ..... ..o 6
Other (specify) 7

Wi rcént of the students in your school are eligible for the federally funded free or reduced-price lunch program?
& %

Does your school provide any hand-held computers to students or teachers for instructional purposes? (Examples
of hand-held computers are personal digital assistants such as Palm Pilots or Pocket PCs. Include all hand-held
computers provided for instructional purposes, including those available for loan. Do not include laptop computers.)

YeS...cooo..... 1 (Continue with question 29.) NO.....eeneenes 2 (Skip question 29.)

How many hand-held computers are provided to teachers and students for instructional purposes? (Include all
hand-held computers provided for instructional purposes, including those available for loan.)
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