Scoring the Student Impact Rubric

Through reflection upon the data gathered and presented in our evaluation, the St. Louis technology evaluation committee has scored district performance at "Level 2" of the Impact on Teaching rubric.  Level 2 is described in the rubric as:

Students across the district use technology tools as a way of producing final work products. It only replicates what students would do traditionally without the availability of technology tools or resources.  Students seldom use technology as a tool for collaboration.  Technology use is often seen as an “add on” to traditional learning activities.

Technology use is almost always assigned by teachers.  Students seldom make personal choices to use technology within their learning activities. Technology use is often perceived of as an end in itself and not tied to real-world problems or situations.  While students are “motivated” to use technology, it does not appear that there is any connection between this motivation and curriculum-based learning.

Some classrooms are organized in a student-centered manner, although these tend to be found in isolated pockets and grade levels.  Most teachers still teach in teacher-focused classrooms.

The committee assigned a Level 2 score for the following primary reasons:

· Classrooms across the district are not student-centered learning environments.  Most technology use occurs in labs and (particularly in the lower grades) is highly teacher directed.

· There is not a broad-based (e.g., apparent at each grade and in each subject area) expectation as to how students will use technology to support their learning.  Most commonly, technology is used as a tool for word processing.

· There is no evidence that the district utilizes, nor is close to developing, a system for creating electronic portfolios as a way of assessing student performance.

Considering the data, the committee felt that in order to reach a “Level 3” the district would need improve on the following fronts:

Communication

It was strongly felt by the Committee that if teachers were to develop the behaviors and achieve the level of performance described both in these rubrics and in what is accepted by the educational field as good practice, then the expectations for this level of performance need to be broadly and effectively communicated to the district.  This communication must reach teachers, parents, students, and the St. Louis community.  At present, this is by no means the case.

Examples and Alignments

Very much in line with the suggested improvement in communication, the Committee felt that one thing that needs communication is actual examples of actual student rubrics/expectations for the use of technology by grade and subject area.  In short, St. Louis teachers need usable exemplars for effective technology integration.  Further, these exemplars need to be tied to curricular goals and objectives for each grade level.  Benchmarks need to be established for student technology use at each grade and perhaps subject.  The Committee felt that there would be merit in the district’s examination of a national set of standards such as the ISTE NET-S.

Support  

The Committee felt that in order to implement technology standards, St. Louis teachers need considerably more assistance and support in classroom technology integration.  This support was determined to go beyond “technical support” (e.g., “help with the wires”).  Rather, the Committee suggested that the district provide actual curricular integration support to teachers at all grade levels (perhaps subject areas in the High School). 

Portfolios  

Since electronic portfolios truly do not exist at the present time, the Committee felt that some sort of development would have to occur if the district were to achieve any progress in this aspect of its technology program. It was noted that there are a lot of management and policy issues that need to be worked out (e.g., what goes in, who  gets to see, where do you store them, how is it disposed of, etc.)

Infrastructure

Teachers across the district – but particularly at the elementary level – note the need for more lab time  Lab time is so tight now that teachers need to sign up two weeks in advance.  This amount of advance scheduling is often impractical.  Teachers need access to computer labs close to when the need arises in their curriculum.    This fact results in the committee noting that perhaps it's time to revisit the allocation of resources to the classroom.  There are a lot of lower cost peripherals that can be used in the classroom that can take the burden off the labs, leaving only the more intensive work to occur in the labs. 

We should note that our research found (with few exceptions) little if any student use of information technology outside of school computer labs.  At the time of our observations, classrooms displayed little or no student work product that had been created with technology tools.  Therefore, until the district either revisits its dedication to labs or teachers become more comfortable using their classroom computers for student activities, more lab time/space is surely needed.
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