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Introduction

1.1 Background

1.1.1 National broadband policy

In a keynote speech to the e-summit in November 2002, the Prime Minister
announced that the Government would make funding available to provide a
broadband connection to every school by 2006. Following this commitment,
the government’ s key advisory group, the Broadband Stakeholder Group,
identified five areas in which broadband can impact on educationa
experience, namely:

enhancing the learning experience
improving cooperation between educational institutions

delivering new potentialities, such as delivering real-time images into the
classroom

improving efficiencies in existing educational provision
widening access to education with significant impact on life-learning.

1.1.2 The Regional Broadband Initiative and the East Midlands

Broadband Consortium

To help address and meet these key policy objectives, the Department for
Education and Skills (DfES) launched the Regional Broadband Initiative
(RBI). Through the RBI, the DfES required local authorities to come together
and form consortia which, using Standards Fund monies, were targeted to
develop regional 2- megabit symmetrical broadband services for schools.

As aresult of the RBI, the East Midlands Broadband Consortium (embc) was
formed. The embc is a collaboration between nine local education authorities
(LEAS) from the authorities which make up the East Midlands government
region. The nine LEASs have signed an ‘ Agreement’ to work together and
operate by consensus. A Steering Group with representatives from all nine
LEASs oversees the project with the support of working groups and a small
project team.

The embc provides institutions (schools and other locations such as adult
education centres) in the East Midlands with (usually) a minimum of a 2-
megabit symmetrical bandwidth connectionto the embc network and a

! Derbyshire County Council, Lincolnshire County Council, Nottingham County Council, City of
Nottingham Education Department, Derby City Council, Leicestershire County Council, Leicester City
Council, Rutland County Council and Northamptonshire County Council.



connection to the internet. A relatively small number of schools are connected
to the embc service viaan ISDN connection

The embc has established a series of |earning and access objectives, which are
to:

raise educational achievement in relation to schools, learning communities
and individuals

encourage all institutional and community partners to establish educational
achievement targets from their access to broadband content and servicesin
a connected learning community

increase access to and the development of learning content and
opportunities accessible by broadband

support staff development by the use of targets for al members of
connected learning communities

encourage pedagogical innovation
seek to establish opportunities for innovation

The embc aims to provide each school or other location witha service that
supports the delivery of broadband content and streamed video, as well as high
speed internet access. The service includes:

internet filtering

email and email filtering
security

web hosting

aRegional Learning Platform
avideo conferencing bureau
ahelpdesk and Webview.

In addition, once they are connected, schools are invited to training provided
by their LEA.?

2 Theinformation for this section was summarised from a number of pages on the embc website at
www.embc.org.uk (see Referencesfor alist of the relevant pages).



1.2 Evaluating broadband
1.2.1 Current broadband reserch

As can be seen from the policy developments outlined in the previous section,
interest in the potential of ICT in education has been developing for some
time. While initial research and reviews suggested that ICT has the potentia to
motivate students, enhance learning and even raise standards (DfES, 2003;
Passey et al., 2003) researchers also draw attention to the complex nature of
measuring causal effect (Pittard et al., 2003), urging caution and additional
research.

Increasingly, interest has focused on the potential offered by fast connectivity
via broadband and the (government-led) drive to embed ICT with school
activities, management, teaching and learning. Within this context there has
been recent research, which was generally very positive about the potential for
broadband to improve teaching and learning and about the actual impact of
broadband in schools.

For instance, arecent report Connecting with Broadband: Evidence from the
Field (Underwood et al., 2004) concluded that:

broadband had a positive effect on the capacity of staff to deliver effective
learning

there was a trend for more staff using ICT, with staff from more diverse
subjects using ICT, after the installation of broadband

broadband enabled staff, pupils and schools to undertake new activities as
well as completing familiar activities in new and innovative ways.

The same report however, also draws attention to barriers that evaluators
consider can get inthe way of the successful adoption and maintenance of a
broadband connection These include: ‘... the costs of implementing and

mai ntaining effective broadband connectivity...’, which the authors recognise
‘... arenot insignificant and have implications for school budgets’ Such costs
would include the cost of connection, equipment upgrades and purchases and a
potentially costly investment in human capital — with the need to develop
appropriate strategies and professional devel opment.

1.2.2 The objectives of this evaluation

The embc has commissioned the National Foundation for Educational
Research (NFER) to undertake an evaluation of the development of embc to
date, with aview to helping to implement a rolling programme of monitoring
and evaluation which embc will use to inform their future development.
Specifically, embc stated that the evaluation would be used to:



... understand the impacts of embc’ s work on schools and other
stakeholdersin order to support the identification and sharing of good
practice and that areas for development can be identified so that
appropriate action can be taken....

(p. 2, embc Invitation to Tender, 2004)

With an interest in identifying the added value of connectivity® via
broadband/embc, the research focuses on exploring the following five areas.

the perceived benefits of connectivity

awareness of and understanding about connectivity, as well as the overall
aims of embc

the impact of connectivity on teaching, learning, management and other
activities

barriers to the effective use of connectivity

barriers to achieving a broadband connection

1.3 Methodology

The evaluation is divided into two phases.

Phase 1. An online survey of staff in schools and non-school settings to
explore the impact of embc services and connectivity on staff and institutions.

Phase 2. Thirty case studies of embc schools with a broadband connection to
help to further explore and explain the impact of embc services and
connectivity on teachers and schools.

The findings from Phase 1 are reported here, and these will help to inform the
focus of research in the case-study phase.

1.3.1 Respondents and response rates

The mgjority of schoolsin the embc area were connected to embc at the time
of the survey (Autumn 2004), but a number of primary schools were not.
Therefore, following consultation between NFER and embc, a decision was
made to invite all schools (including special schools®) in the embc areato take
part in the survey, so that the potential for comparative analysis (at least

% Throughout the evaluation and this report, we usethe terms ‘ connectivity’ and ‘ external connectivity’
to mean the various ways a computer (or computers) can link to external el ectronic resources or
services, for example email, online learning resources, online information sources, online software or
online learning/teaching communities.

* For the purposes of analysis, special schoolswere included in the primary school sample.




between primary schools with different types of connection) was maximised.
A group of nonrschools settings® (individually identified by embc) were also
approached.

School categories

The research sought to contrast responses from schools belonging to embc
with those who do not, and between schools with broadband and those who
had other types of connection. From these categories of school, NFER
developed four school categories, which are used throughout this report:

non-embc schools (primary schools who were not in receipt of embc
Services)

embc schools without broadband (primary schools who were in receipt of
embc services, but who did not have a broadband connection)

primary embc schools with broadband (primary schools who were in
receipt of embc services and who had a broadband connection)

secondary schools (all of which had an embc service with a broadband
connection).

A note about respondent types and questionnaire design and
development

The online questionnaire was devel oped by researchers and technical
specidists at the NFER in close cooperation and consultation with embc
members. The questionnaire was designed so that it could gather data about:

respondents’ perceptions of the impact of connectivity on their schools and
themselves

respondents awareness of factual aspects of connectivity and its potential
in relation to their particular role and institution

respondents’ awareness about the embc

links between ICT resources and the use made of connectivity
barriers to the effective use of connectivity

barriers to achieving broadband connectivity.

Asthe online questionnaire applied to awide range of potential respondents,
including teachers, administrators and nonschool based staff, it was necessary
to ensure that the different respondents could access the questions that were
relevant to them. To do this, the online questionnaire made use of routeing
whichdirected respondents to compl ete appropriate sections.

® Thisrefersto institutions (other than schools), used for education activities such as adult education.
All these locationswere in fact libraries.



Furthermore, routeing allowed respondents to save their responses and return
to the questionnaire at will. When returning to the survey, respondents re-
entered at the start of the next uncompleted section

Recruitment

In October 2004, the headteachers of 1,966 schools were invited to arrange for
afixed number and type of school staff to complete the online survey. In
primary and special schools, up to three members of staff were invited to
complete the survey. In secondary schools, four members of staff were invited.
The members of staff were chosen at the discretion of the headteacher but a
request was made that they include the following:

an ICT subject leader (all schools)
acore subject leader or SENCO (all schools)
anon-core subject leader (in secondary schools only)

the Bursar or another (preferably senior) member of the administrative
staff (all schools).®

Each headteacher received information sheets to distribute to the selected staff.
Each sheet detailed the instructions for completing the survey online and gave
guidance about the information that respondents might need to collect before
completing the survey. At the same time, letters were sent to named
individuals, identified by embc, at non-school settings. Each individual
received detailed instructions on how to access the questionnaire.

The deadline for completion of the questionnaire was set for the end of
November 2004, but was extended by two weeks with the agreement of embc.
About half way through the survey period, schools who had not returned any
guestionnaires and those who had returned just one response were contacted
by letter to encourage further response. embc also arranged for member LEAS
to distribute a genera letter to al schools encouraging response. The survey
period was extended by two weeks specifically to provide extratime for
secondary schools to respond, with the aim of securing a minimum of one
response each from at least 100 secondary schools.

® For the purposes of reporting data |CT subject leaders are referred to as | CT teachers and all other
teachers are referred to as non-ICT teachers.



Responserates

Table

Our school sample was divided into three basic categories of institution:
primary schools, secondary schools and nonschool settings. The primary
sample included all primary and special schools in the nine LEAS involved,
and the secondary school sample included all secondary maintained schoolsin
the embc area.” The non-school settings contacts included 84 named
individuals.

Of the 1,696 primary schools that were approached, at least one response was
received from 554 schools, representing a 33 per cent response rate. Two
hundred and seventy secondary schools were approached, eliciting at least one
response from each of 108 schools, representing a 40 per cent response rate.
However, of the 84 non-school setting approached, only 22 completed
guestionnaires were returned (see also Section 1.3 below).

1.1 Number of respondents returning completed
guestionnaires

32%‘3){ ICT teachers 't\'ec;r(‘:h'gl All teachers  Administrators All staff
Primary 76 58 134 110 224
non-embc

Primary

embc 67 38 105 77 182
without

broadband

Primary

embc with 219 153 372 268 640
broadband

Secondary 75 106 181 82 263

Table 1.1 shows the number of individual respondents who returned
completed questionnaires by school category and respondent type. Additional
response tables (see Appendix A) show the number of responses to particular
guestions and/or a series of statements, and these are referenced as appropriate
throughout the report. Tables detailing the analysis can aso be found in
Appendix A and are smilarly referenced.

" One LEA asked to withdraw half of their schools, because they had an agreed ‘rota for research
activity with their schools and this evaluation would have breached the agreed rota and overburdened
the schoolsinvolved.



1.4 Analysis of data

1.5

Unfortunately the small number of responses from norschool settings meant
that findings from this group could not usefully be presented alongside those
from schools and they have therefore been omitted from this analysis and

report.

The data from school staff were analysed to explore responses according to
school category and respondent type. Percentages mentioned in the report and
reproduced in tables usually represent the most ‘ positive’ responses. For
example in Chapters 2 and 3, respondents indicated how much they agreed
with a variety of statements (‘ strongly agree' to ‘strongly disagree’), and the
data presented focuses on the percentage of respondents who ‘agreed’ or
‘strongly agreed’ to these statements. However, a variety of question types
were used and, where appropriate, an explanation of the analysisis provided
(for example in Chapters 4 and 5). In Chapters 2,3,4,6 and 7, approximate
percentages have been used (representing all respondents) as an indication of
the overall response to a particular question or statement, although sub-groups
may differ from these overall values. Please refer to the tables referenced in
these chapters for the full range of responses.

The report

This report presents findings derived from the online questionnaire. The
following Chapters, which closely correspond to the sectiornsin the
guestionnaire (see Appendix B) are as follows.

Chapter 2. Theimpact of connectivity on ICT and non-ICT teachers. This
chapter presents findings about teachers' perceptions of the impact of
connectivity on their roles and duties.

Chapter 3. Theimpact of connectivity on administrators. This chapter
presents findings about the perceptions of administrators of the impact of
connectivity on their roles and duties.

Chapter 4. Making full use of connectivity. This chapter presents findings
from both teachers and administrators about factors that may affect their
ability to make full use of connectivity.

Chapter 5. Staff awar enessabout connectivity and embc. This chapter
presents findings from teachers and administrators about their awareness of
the type of connectivity they use and their awareness of, and knowledge about,
embc.



Chapter 6. ICT resour ces and connectivity. This chapter presents findings,
from ICT teachers only, about schools ICT resources, particularly in relation
to connectivity.

Chapter 7. Perceived barriersto having broadband. This chapter considers
the reasons why some schools do not have broadband, and is based on
responses only from ICT teachers in schools which did not have broadband.

Chapter 8. Conclusions. This chapter draws out and discusses some of the
key findings presented in the previous chapters.

References
Appendix A. Tables

Appendix B. Questionnaire



10

2.1

The impact of connectivity on ICT and
non-ICT teachers

In this chapter we present findings about teachers’ perceptions of the impact of
connectivity on their work. ICT and nonICT teachers were given a series of
statements describing impacts which connectivity could bring to their work
and to their professional development. In response to each statement,
respondents were asked to select one of six graded options, ranging from
‘Strongly agree’ to ‘ Strongly disagree’ or ‘Not applicable’. Findings reported
in this chapter are based on the analysis of the percentage of respondents who
selected ‘ Strongly agree’ or ‘Agree’ and are reported by respondent type (ICT
teachers and nonICT teachers) and school category. Throughout this chapter
approximate percentages have been used (representing all respondents) as an
indication of the overall response to a particular questionor statement. The
data analysed in this chapter was derived from responses to questions in
Section B of the online questionnaire (see Appendix B, Section B).

The impact of connectivity on the role of teachers

In this section, respondents were given a series of statements describing
improvements which connectivity could bring to their role. The analysisis
presented in Appendix A, Tables2.1 —2.13.

2.1.1 Findings for all respondents

The extent of agreement with the statements varied:

connectivity improves access to curriculum support (about 85 per cent of
respondents agreeing/strongly agreeing)

connectivity provides a secure means of sharing confidential information
(about 70 per cent)

connectivity improves communication with the LEA (about 65 per cent)
connectivity improves communication with colleagues (about 65 per cent)

connectivity makes developing collaborative work with other
schoolg/institutions easier (about 60 per cent)

connectivity makes devel oping collaborative work within the
school/institution easier (about 50 per cent)

connectivity enables access to the connectivity service when the
respondent is not at school (about 50 per cent)

connectivity improves access to technical support (about 50 per cent)

connectivity improves options for communication with governors (about
40 per cent)
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connectivity improves options for communication with parents (about 40
per cent)

connectivity reduces the amount of paperwork respondents do (about 30
per cent)

connectivity reduces the time respondents spend on management and
administrative tasks (about 25 per cent).

2.1.2 Findings by respondent type

Comparisons between respondent types showed that:

ICT teachers were dightly more positive about the impact of connectivity
on their role than nonICT teachers. This was the case in all the school
categories except embc schools without broadband, where non1CT
teachers were more positive than ICT teachers

ICT teachers were markedly more positive about the impact of
connectivity on developing collaboration with other schools, facilitating
access to technical support and improving communication with the LEA,
than nontICT teachers.

2.1.3 Findings by school category

Comparisons between primary and secondary schools showed that:

teachers in secondary schools were more likely to consider that
connectivity made it easier to develop collaborative work within school
and to improve communication with parents than teachers in primary
schools

ICT teachers in secondary schools were much more likely to consider that
connectivity improved access to technical support than ICT teachersin
primary schools

non-ICT teachers in secondary schools were much less likely to consider
that connectivity improved communication with the LEA and governors
than nonICT teachersin primary schools.

Comparisons between primary schools showed that:

ICT teachers in embc primary schools without broadband were less
positive about the impact of connectivity on their role than ICT teachersin
other primary schools (i.e. embc primary schools with broadband and non
embc primary schools)

ICT teachers in non-embc primary schools were less likely to report that
they could access their school’ s connectivity service from outside school
than ICT teachers in embc primary schools
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amongst nonICT teachers there was no discernible pattern in responses
between the different categories of schools.

Comparisons between schools with different types of connectivity showed
that:

in four out of the 12 statements in this group, teachers in schools with
broadband (i.e. in both secondary schools and embc primary schoolswith
broadband) were more positive about the impact of connectivity than
teachers in schools without broadband

there were no statements where the responses of teachers in schools with
broadband were less positive than the responses of teachers in schools
without broadband about the impact of connectivity

in their responses to ten out of the 12 statements in this group, teachersin
non-embc primary schools were more positive than teachers in embc
primary schools about the impact of connectivity on their role.

2.2 The impact of connectivity on professional
development

In this section, respondents were a given a series of statements about how
connectivity might improve the professional development of teachers and
support staff. The analysisis presented in Appendix A, Tables 2.14 — 2.18.

2.2.1 Findings for all respondents

Teachers were more positive about the impact of connectivity on their
professional development than they were about the impact of connectivity on
the professional development of support staff. The extent of agreement with
the statements varied:

about 85 per cent of respondents agreed that connectivity improves access
to resources to support the professional development of teaching staff

about 70 per cent agreed that connectivity improves access to collaborative
opportunities for the professional development of teaching staff

about 65 per cent agreed that connectivity improves access to resources to
support the professional development of support staff

about 55 per cent agreed that connectivity improves access to collaborative
opportunities to support the professional development of support staff.
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2.2.2 Findings by respondent type

ICT teachers were dightly more positive about the impact of connectivity on
the professional development of teachers and support staff than non-1CT
teachers.

2.2.3 Findings by school category

Comparisons between primary and secondary schools showed that:

teachers in secondary schools were less likely to consider that connectivity
improved access to resources to support the professional development of
teachers and support staff than teachers in primary schools

ICT teachers in secondary schools were more likely to consider that
connectivity improved access to collaborative opportunities for the
professional development of teachers and support staff than ICT teachers
in primary schools.

Comparisons between primary schools showed that:

teachers in primary schools with broadband were more positive about the
impact of connectivity on the professional development of teachers and
support staff than teachers in primary schools without a broadband
connection

teachers in embc primary schools without broadband were less likely to
consider that connectivity improved access to collaborative opportunities
for the professional development of teachers and support staff than
teachers in other primary schools.

Comparisons between schools with different types of connectivity showed
that:

in their responses to two out of the four statementsin this group, ICT
teachers and nonICT teachers in schools with broadband (i.e. both
secondary schools and primary schools with broadband) were more
positive about the impact of connectivity than teachers in schools without
broadband

there were no statements about the impact of connectivity where the
responses of ICT teachers and nonICT teachers in schools with broadband
were less positive than the responses of teachers in schools without
broadband

in their responses to three out of the four statements in this group, teachers
in non-embc primary schools were more positive than teachers in embc
primary schools about the impact of connectivity on professional

devel opment.
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2.3 The impact of connectivity on teaching

In this section, teachers were given a series of statements describing how
connectivity might make teaching easier. The analysisis presented in
Appendix A, Tables2.19 — 2.29.

2.3.1 Findings for all respondents

The extent of agreement with the statements varied:

connectivity makes it easier to access resources for lessons (about 90 per
cent of respondents replying strongly agree/agree)

connectivity makes it easier to encourage the development of innovation in
teaching and learning (about 75 per cent)

connectivity makes it easier to share examples of good practice (about 75
per cent)

connectivity makes it easier to plan schemes of work (about 75 per cent)
connectivity makes it easier to prepare for lessons (about 70 per cent)

connectivity makes it easier to analyse assessment results (about 65 per
cent)

connectivity makes it easier to access resources for use with interactive
whiteboards (about 60 per cent)

connectivity makes it easier to access resources for use with data
projectors (about 60 per cent)

connectivity makes it easier to develop teaching plans for individual
students (about 50 per cent)

connectivity makes it easier to monitor and evaluate the work of students
(about 45 per cent).

2.3.2 Findings by respondent type

The responses to the statements varied by respondent type.

ICT teachers were dightly more positive about the impact of connectivity
on teaching than nonICT teachers.

ICT teachers were markedly more positive about the impact of
connectivity on encouraging innovation and accessing resources for
projectors and whiteboards than nontICT teachers.

ICT teachers were markedly less positive about the impact of connectivity
on facilitating the analysis of assessment results than nonICT teachers.
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2.3.3 Findings by school category

Comparisons between primary and secondary schools showed that:

teachers in secondary schools were more likely to consider that
connectivity made it easier to access resources for data projectors and that
it encouraged innovation than teachers in primary schools

ICT teachers in secondary schools were more likely to consider that
connectivity made it easier to monitor and evaluate students’ work than
ICT teachersin primary schools

|CT teachers in secondary schools were less likely to consider that
connectivity made it easier to develop individua teaching plans than ICT
teachers in primary schools.

Comparisons between primary schools showed that:

teachers in non-embc primary schools were less likely to consider that
connectivity had an impact on their role than teachers in embc primary
schools

teachers in embc primary schools without broadband were more likely to
consider that connectivity made it easier to plan schemes of work, share
good practice and encourage innovation than teachers in embc primary
schools with broadband

teachers in embc primary schools with broadband were more likely to
consider that connectivity made it easier to monitor and evaluate students
work, analyse assessment results and access resources for whiteboards
than teachers in embc primary schools without broadband.

Comparisons between schools with different types of connectivity showed
that:

in their responses to four out of the ten statements in this group, teachersin
schools with broadband (i.e. both secondary schools and embc primary
schools with broadband) were more positive about the impact of
connectivity than teachers in schools without broadband

there were no statements where the responses of teachers in schools with
broadband were less positive than the responses of teachers in schools
without broadband about the impact of connectivity

in their responses to seven out of the ten statements in this group, teachers
in non-embc primary schools were more positive than teachers in embc
primary schools about the impact of connectivity on teaching.

2.4 The impact of connectivity on students

In this section, teachers were given a series of statements describing possible
benefits of connectivity for students. The analysis is presented in Appendix A,
Tables2.30 - 2.37.
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2.4.1 Findings for all respondents

The extent of agreement with the statements varied:

connectivity enables access to a greater range of digital resources (about

80 per cent)

connectivity increases students opportunities for independent learning
(about 80 per cent)

connectivity provides afaster way to access digital resources (about 75 per
cent)

connectivity encourages greater student involvement in lessons (about 70
per cent)

connectivity increases the number of students who make use of computers
(about 65 per cent)

connectivity increases students' opportunities for collaborative learning
within school (about 60 per cent)

connectivity increases students' opportunities for collaborative learning
between schools (about 45 per cent).

2.4.2 Findings by respondent type

ICT teachers were more positive about the impact of connectivity on students
than non-ICT teachers.

2.4.3 Findings by school category

Comparisons between primary and secondary schools showed that:

teachers in secondary schools were more likely than teachers in primary
schools to consider that connectivity increases opportunities for
independent learning

ICT teachersin secondary schools were also more likely to consider that
connectivity enables access to a greater range of digital resources than ICT
teachers in primary schools.

Comparisons between primary schools showed that:

teachers in embc primary schools with broadband were more positive
about the impact of connectivity on students than teachersin primary
schools without broadband

teachers in embc primary schools without broadband were less likely than
teachers in other primary schools to consider that connectivity increases
opportunities for collaborative learning and provides both faster and more
varied access to digital resources.
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Comparisons between schools with different types of connectivity showed
that:

in their responses to five out of the seven statements in this group, teachers
in schools with broadband (i.e. teachers in both secondary schools and
embc primary schools with broadband) were more positive about the
impact of connectivity than teachers in schools without broadband

there were no statements where the responses of teachers in schools with
broadband were less positive than the responses of teachers in schools
without broadband about the impact of connectivity

in their responses to six out of the seven statements in this group, teachers
in non-embc primary schools were more positive than teachers in embc
primary schools without broadband about the impact of connectivity on
students.
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3.1

The impact of connectivity on
administrators

In this chapter we present findings about administrators perceptions of the
impact of connectivity on their work. As with teachers, administrators were
given a series of statements and were able to select one of six graded options,
ranging from ‘ Strongly agree’ to ‘ Strongly disagree’ or ‘Not applicable’.
Findings reported in this chapter are based on the analysis of the percentage of
administratorswho selected ‘ Strongly agree’ or ‘ Agree’ and are reported by
school category. Throughout this chapter approximate percentages have been
used (representing al respondents) as an indication of the overall responseto a
particular question or statement. The data analysed in this chapter was derived
from responses to questions in Section C of the online questionnaire (see
Appendix B, SectionC).

The impact of connectivity on the role of
administrators

Respondents were given a series of statements about the impact of
connectivity on administration. The analysisis presented in Appendix A,
Tables3.1-3.19.

3.1.1 Findings for all respondents

The extent of agreement with the statements varied:

connectivity makes it easier to manage and provide data required by the
DfES (about 85 per cent of respondents strongly agreeing/agreeing)

connectivity improves communication with the LEA (about 85 percent)

connectivity makes it easier to manage and provide data required by the
LEA (about 80 per cent)

connectivity provides a secure means of sharing confidential information
(about 80 per cent)

connectivity improves communication with staff in other schools (about 70
per cent)

connectivity improves access to administrative support (about 70 per cent)

connectivity makes it easier to access useful information on administrative
systems, processes and procedures (about 65 per cent)

connectivity makes it easier to manage attendance data (about 65 percent)
connectivity improves access to technical support (about 60 per cent)

connectivity makes it easier to administer the accounts (about 60 per cent)
connectivity improves communication with governors (about 60 per cent)
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connectivity makes developing collaborative work with staff from other
schools easier (about 55 per cent)

connectivity improves communication with parents (about 40 per cent)

the connectivity services can be accessed from outside the school (about
30 per cent)

connectivity makes it easier to purchase resources (about 30 per cent)

connectivity reduces the amount of paperwork respondents do (about 30
per cent)

connectivity makes it easier to administer examinations (about 20 per cent)
connectivity improves communication with students (about 30 per cent).

3.1.2 Findings by school category

Comparisons between primary and secondary schools showed that:

administrators in secondary schools were more likely to consider that
connectivity improved communication with parents and students and made
it easier to administer examinations than administrators in primary schools

administratorsin secondary schools were less likely to consider that
connectivity made it easier to administer accounts, manage attendance
data, manage data required by the LEA and the DfES, and provide a secure
means of sharing confidential information, than administratorsin primary
schools.

Comparisons between primary schools showed that:

administratorsin embc primary schools with broadband were more
positive about the impact of connectivity on their role administratorsin
primary schools without broadband

administratorsin embc primary schools without broadband were more
likely to agree that they could access their connectivity service when not in
schools than administrators in other primary schools

administratorsin nortembc primary schools were less likely than
administratorsin other primary schools to agree that they could access
their connectivity service when not in school.

Comparisons between schools with different types of connectivity showed
that:

in their responses to nine out of the 17 statements in this group,
administrators in nortembc primary schools were more positive than
administratorsin embc primary schools without broadband about the
impact of connectivity on their role.
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3.2 The impact of connectivity on professional
development

Administrators were given two statements about the impact of connectivity on
their professional development. The analysisis presented in Appendix A,
Tables 3.20 — 3.22.

3.2.1 Findings for all respondents
Administrators were more likely to consider that connectivity improved access
to resources than they were to report that it improved access to collaborative
opportunities for professional development.

3.2.2 Findings by school category
The ranking of schools, according to the percentage of administratorswho
agreed that connectivity improved access to resources to their support
professional development, was:

secondary schools (59 per cent)

embc primary schools with broadband (55 per cent)
embc primary schools without broadband (51 per cent)
non-embc primary schools (47 per cent).

The same ranking was repeated for the percentage of administrators who
agreed that connectivity improved access to collaborative opportunities for
professional development:

secondary schools (48 per cent)

embc primary schools with broadband (44 per cent)
embc primary schools without broadband (42 per cent)
non-embc primary schools (35 per cent).

Comparisons between schools with different types of connectivity showed
that:

in their responses to both statements in this group, administratorsin
schools with broadband (i.e. administrators in both secondary schools and
embc primary schools with broadbard) were more positive about the
impact of connectivity than administrators in schools without broadband

in their responses to both statements in this group, administrators in embc
primary schools were more positive than administrators in non-embc
primary schools about the impact of connectivity on their professional
devel opment.
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4

4.1

Making full use of connectivity

In this chapter we present findings about the barriers which can prevent full
use of the connectivity service and about the problems which the loss of
connectivity services causes for users. We aso present analysis of data
relating to the frequency and duration of service downtime. Findings reported
in this chapter are derived from responses by al staff to questionsin SectionD
of the online questionnaire (see Appendix B, SectionD).

Barriers to making full use of connectivity

In this sectionrespondents were given alist of 13 types of barrier and were
asked to select al that applied to their school. Respondents could also describe
‘other’ barriers, which were not included in the list (see Appendix B, Section
D, question 1). Responses were analysed by the percentage of respondents
identifying each barrier. Approximate percentages have been used
(representing al respondents) as an indication of the overall response to a
particular question or statement. The analysisis presented in Appendix A,
Tables4.1-4.2.

4.1.1 Findings for all respondents

Lack of professional development was the barrier most frequently cited by
respondents, with:

about 65 per cent of respondents saying support staff need professional
development to make the most effective use of connectivity

about 60 per cent reporting that teachers need professional development
about 50 per cent saying administrators need professional development.

Other barriers cited by respondents were:

not being able to connect from a remote location outside working hours
(about 40 percent)

that the service was not reliable enough (about 30 per cent)

that staff had had a negative experience with connectivity (about 30 per
cent)

that staff do not appreciate the potential benefits of broadband (about 30
per cent)

that the service was not fast enough (about 30 per cent)

not being able to connect from a remote location in working hours (about
25 per cent)

alack of accessto externally connected computers (about 25 per cent)
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senior management not actively promoting the full use of connectivity
(about 25 per cent)

that the service was not secure enough (about 5 per cent).

About 15 per cent of respondents specified other barriers. Most respondents
identified from three to five barriers to making full use of connectivity.

4.1.2 Findings by school category

Comparisons between primary and secondary schools showed that:

respondents in secondary schools were more likely than respondents in
primary schools to cite as barriers staff not appreciating the benefits of
broadband, senior management not promoting broadband, administrators
needing training, teachers needing training, no connection from a remote
location and a lack of access to externally connected computers.

Comparisons between primary schools showed that:

respondents in primary schools without broadband were more likely than
respondents in primary schools with broadband to cite ‘ Service not fast
enough’ or ‘ Service not reliable enough’ as barriers

respondents in embc primary schools without broadband were more likely
than respondents in embc primary schools with broadband and norrembc
schoals to cite * Service not fast enough’, Service not reliable enough’ or
‘Negative experience’ as barriers.

The nature of barriers cited by respondents in schools with broadband differed
from those cited by respondent in schools without broadband. In schools with
broadband, the barriers to making full use of connectivity were related to lack
of training, lack of awareness or lack of promotion. In schools without
broadband, the barriers were related to the low speed or unreliability of the
service.

Comparisons between schools without broadband showed that the speed and

reliability of the service were more likely to be seen as barriers by respondents
in embc schools than respondents in non-embc schools.

4.1.3 Other barriers described by respondents

The *other’ barriers mentioned by respondents also reflected the type of
connection and also the phase of the school:
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in schools without broadband, not having a broadband connection was
cited as a barrier to making full use of connectivity by about six per cent of
respondents who provided a qualitative response

in embc primary schools (with and without broadband), lack of teaching
staff time was cited as a barrier to making full use of connectivity by about
four per cent of respondents.

4.2 Frequency and duration of connectivity problems

In this section, respondents were asked to assess the frequency and the
duration of the loss of the whole connectivity service, with the loss of email,
filtering/security and the access to online resources being assessed separately.
Respondents could select one option from six levels of frequency, ranging
from *Almost every day’ to ‘Hardly ever’ or ‘Not applicable’. Similarly they
could select one option from six durations, ranging from ‘Less than an hour’ to
‘More than aweek’ or ‘Not applicable’ (see Appendix B, SectionD question
2). A grid was developed to combine the information on frequency and
duration of service downtime so that analysis could quantify the loss of service
experienced, which was rated as severe, moderate or minimal (see Appendix
A, Table 4.3). The analysis in this sectionis based on the percentage of
respondents assessed as experiencing a ‘severe’ loss of service, and is
presented by respondent type and by category of school. Approximate
percentages have been used (representing all respondents) as an indicationof
the overall response to a particular questionor statement. The analysisis
presented in Appendix A, Tables 4.4 —4.8.

4.2.1 Findings for all respondents

The analysis showed the following percentages of respondents reporting
severe loss of each service:

email about 14 per cent

connectivity as a whole about ten per cent
access to online resources about ten per cent
filtering/security about five per cent.

Only 51 respondents reported severe loss of filtering and so results have not
been analysed by respondent type and by school category.

4.2.2 Findings by respondent type

Respondents’ perceptions of service downtime will be affected by the use they
make of a particular service and therefore the findings by respondent type are
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likely to reflect different patterns of connectivity usage. The following
differences by respondent type were noted:

teachers (i.e. ICT teachers and nonICT teachers) were more likely to
report severe loss of all connectivity, including severe loss of access to
online resources, than administrators

administrators were more likely than teachers to report severe loss of
email.

4.2.3 Findings by school category

The findings by school category are likely to reflect the availability of ICT
technical support to resolve connectivity problems as they arise. Amongst
teachers, comparisons between primary and secondary schools showed that:

teachers in secondary schools were less likely than teachers in primary
schools to report severe loss of all connectivity, including severe loss of
access to online resources and severe loss of email.

Amongst teachers, comparisons between primary schools showed that:

ICT teachersin primary schools with a broadband connection were less
likely than ICT coordinators in schools without a broadband connection to
report severe loss of all connectivity, including severe loss of access to
online resources and severe loss of email

ICT teachers in non-embc primary schools were more likely than ICT
teachers in other primary schools to report severe loss of al connectivity,
including severe loss of online resources and severe loss of email

nonICT teachers in embc primary schools without broadband were more
likely than nonICT teachers in other primary schools to report severe loss
of email.

Amongst administrators comparisons between schools showed that:

administrators in embc primary schools without broadband were more
likely than administrators in other schools to report severe loss of all
connectivity, including severe |oss of access to online resources

administrators staff in non-embc schools were more likely administrators
in other schools to report severe loss of email.

Respondents in schools with broadband were less likely to report loss of all
connectivity, including loss of access to online resourcesand loss of email
than respondents in schools without broadband.

Comparisons between schools without broadband showed that respondentsin
embc schools were more likely to report loss of all connectivity, including loss
of access to online resources and loss of email, than respondents in nortembc
schoals.
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4.3 The impact of connectivity problems

In this section, al respondents were asked about loss of service which had
caused problems for them. They were able to select one of six graded options,
ranging from ‘ Strongly agree’ to ‘ Strongly disagree’ or ‘Not applicable’ (see
Appendix B, SectionD, question 3). Responses were analysed by school type,
according to the percentage of respondents who selected ‘ Strongly agree’ or
‘Agree’. Thisanalysisis presented in Appendix A, Tables 4.9 —4.13.

4.3.1 Findings for all respondents

The percentage of respondents who considered that loss of service had caused
them a problem varied according to the type of service:

loss of all connectivity (about 70 per cent of respondents agreeing/strongly
agreeing that loss of service had caused them problems)

loss of online resources (about 55 per cent)
loss of accessto email (about 55 per cent)
loss of filtering and security (about 25 per cent).

4.3.2 Findings by respondent type

The findings by respondent type are likely to reflect varying patterns of
connectivity usage amongst teachers and administrators. Key differences
between staff were that:

loss of email was more likely to be a problem for administrators than for
teachers (about 65 per cent of administrators compared to about 50 per
cent of teachers who responded)

loss of access to online resources was more likely to be a problem for
teachers than for administrators (about 40 per cent of administrators
compared to about 60 per cent of teachers who responded).

4.3.3 Findings by school category

The variation by school category was less marked than the variation by
respondent type. Notable differences by school category were:

administrators in embc primary schools without broadband were more
likely than administratorsin other schoolsto report problems due to loss of
all connectivity (78 per cent of respondents in embc primary schools
without broadband responded agree or strongly agree compared to about
70 percent of respondents in other schools)
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ICT teachers in secondary schools were more likely than ICT teachersin
other schools to report problems due to loss of email (59 per cent of
respondents in secondary schools responded agree or strongly agree
compared to about 50 percent of respondents in other schoals).
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5 Staff awareness about connectivity and
embc

In this chapter, we explore staff awareness about the type of connectivity used
at their school and their awareness of and knowledge about embc. Findings
reported in this chapter are derived from responses by all staff to questionsin
Section E of the online questionnaire (see Appendix B).

5.1 Connectivity awareness

To help develop a picture of respondents awareness about ‘ connectivity’, al
staff were asked what type of connectivity their school used (see Appendix B,
Section E, question 1). Respondents were able to select up to four connection
types or ‘not sure'. Their responses were compared with information provided
by embc, to identify which staff had correctly selected their institution’s
connection type.® The analysisis presented in Appendix A, Tables 5.1 — 5.10.

5.1.1 Findings for all respondents

Most of the respondents correctly identified the type of connection used by
their schoal.

5.1.2 Findings by respondent type and school category

Some groups of staff were more likely than others to select the correct option,
for instance:

ICT teachersin secondary schools were more likely than any other type
of respondent to select the correct option (91 per cent)

ICT teachersin primary embc schools without broadband were slightly
less likely (84 per cent) to select the right option than administratorsin
the same school category (87 per cent)

ICT teachersin all embc schools were more likely than ICT teachersin
nortembc schools to select the right option (over 85 per cent compared
to 55 per cent)

except in embc primary schools without broadband, ICT teachers were
more likely than administrators staff to select the correct option

administrators (across all school categories) were more likely than non
ICT teachers to select the correct option

8 A small number of responses had to be excluded from the analysis because information on connection
type was not available for their school.
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5.2

nonICT teachersin all embc schools were more likely than similar staff
in non-embc schools to selection the correct option

nonICT teachersin primary embc schools (with and without broadband)
were more likely than nonICT teachersin secondary schools to select
the correction option

administratorsin all embc schools were more likely than administrators
in non-embc schools to selection the correct option.

Staff in non-embc schools were more likely than staff in embc schools to
provide an incorrect response.

There were also variations in the extent to which different groups of staff
recorded a‘ not sure response:

staff in non-embc schools were more likely than staff in embc schools
(with the exception of nonICT teachers in secondary schools) to be ‘ not
sure’ about the type of connection their school used

non-ICT teachers in secondary schools were more likely than any other
respondent type to be ‘not sure’ about the type of connection their school
used

nonICT teachers in each school category were more likely than the ICT
and administratorsin corresponding categories to be ‘not sure’ about the
type of connection their school used.

General awareness of embc

Staff were asked if they were aware of embc (see Appendix B, SectionE,
guestion 2), and in this sectionwe present findings focusing on the proportions
of staff who said that they were aware of embc. The analysisis presented in
Appendix A, Tables5.3 and 5.4.

5.2.1 Findings by respondent type and school category

ICT teachers were more likely than nontICT teachers to say they were
aware of embc.

ICT teachers in secondary schools were dightly more likely to be aware
of embc than ICT teachersin either of the primary embc school
categories.

ICT teachers, nonICT teachers and administratorsin all embc schools
were much more likely to say they were aware of embc than the
corresponding types of respondent in primary non-embc schools.

However, 75 per cent of ICT teachers, 40 per cent of administrators and
32 per cent of nontICT teachers in non-embc schools said that they were
aware of embc.
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5.3

Administrators in secondary schools were dightly more likely to say
they were aware of embc than were administrators in the primary embc
schools, with or without broadband (82 per cent compared to about 75
per cent).

Nor+ICT teachersin both primary embc categories were more likely than
nonICT teachers in secondary schools to say they were aware of embc.

The level of awareness (at 53 per cent) amongst non-ICT teachersin
secondary schools was considerably lower than that of any other type of
respondent across the other embc school categories and all respondent
types (other responses ranging from 68 to 97 per cent).

Unsurprisingly, our data suggests that staff from embc schools were more
likely to be aware of embc than staff from non-embc schools. However, the
findings here also suggest that there were many staff in non-embc schools who
were aware of embc, and aso highlight a comparative lack of awareness
amongst nonICT teachers in secondary schools.

Knowledge about the structure of embc

Staff awareness about embc was further explored by asking them to describe
embc by selecting one of three descriptions (see Appendix B, SectionE,
guestion 3). In this section, we present data focusing on the percentage of staff
who selected the correct response. The analysis is presented in Appendix A,
Tables5.5-5.6.

5.3.1 Findings for all respondents

The mgjority of staff (in all respondent types) selected the correct option,
the percentage giving the correct response ranged from 55 per cent to 91
per cent.

5.3.2 Findings by respondent type and school category

ICT teachers were more likely to select the right option than
administrators (although in primary embc schools without broadband
this difference was dight).

Nor+ICT teachersin all types of school were more likely to select the
right option than administrators (although in relation to secondary
schools and primary embc schools without broadband this difference was
dight).

ICT teachers in secondary schools were more likely to select the correct
option than any other group (91 per cent).

ICT teachersin primary embc schools without broadband were less
likely to selection the correct option than other ICT teachers.
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5.4

ICT teachers in secondary schools and from the primary embc schools
with broadband were more likely to select the right option than ICT
teachers in non-embc schools.

Nor+ICT teachers in primary embc schools with broadband were more
likely to select the correct option than similar staff in non-embc schools.

However, nonICT teachers in non-embc schools were more likely to
select the correct response than similar staff in secondary schools and in
primary embc schools without broadband.

Administrators in secondary schools were more likely to select the
correction option than any other administrators.

Administrators in primary embc schools were more sightly more likely
to select the correct option than administrators from norrembc schools.

Unsurprisingly, these findings suggest that staff from embc schools with
broadband were more likely to know what embc is than staff from non-embc
schools. However, large proportions of staff at non-embc schools were able to
select the correct option. Also, these findings suggest that awareness amongst
staff from embc primary schools without broadband lags behind that of staff
from other embc schools.

How staff first became aware of embc

In this final section, we present findings about how staff first became aware of
embc. Thiswas explored by providing staff with seven options (based on how
embc inform schools about themselves) from which they were asked to select
one (see Appendix B, SectionE, question 4).

In contrast to staff responses to other questions about awareness, in this
instance there was no ‘right/wrong’ or ‘yes/no’ response and therefore we
have used three tables in Appendix A to present response data. Each table
presents data from a particular type of respondent (e.g. ICT teachers) by
school category and by method of information transfer (see Appendix A,
Tables 5.8 — 5.10). Caution should be used when interpreting the data in these
tables because the percentages are based on small numbers of responses.
Consequently, this section explores how respondents became aware of embc
by identifying the most and least mentioned methods and according to
respondent type and school category.

5.4.1 Findings for all respondents

Responses to this question varied widely. In-school briefings attracted the
highest percentage response for any information source.

Fifty six per cent of ICT teachersin primary non-embc schools reported
that they had first heard about embc from ‘in-school briefings'.
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Furthermore, between about fifth to athird of most types of respondent
reported first hearing about the embc from in-school briefings, with the
exception of 15 per cent of ICT and nonICT teachersin secondary
schools who mentioned first hearing about embc this way.

The second highest response related to hearing about embc from * colleagues in
their school’.

Forty eight per cent of nonICT teachers said they heard about embc
from *colleagues in their school’.

Furthermore, between about fifth and a third of most types of respondent
reported first hearing about the embc from other * colleagues in their
school’.

In relation to electronic information from LEAS:

just over a quarter (28 per cent) of administratorsin primary embc
schools without broadband and a fifth of ICT teachers in non-embc
schools mentioned this as the way they first heard about embc

between two and 17 per cent of all other respondent types mentioned that
they had heard about embc this way.

In relation to hard copy information from LEAS as the way they had first heard
about embc:

between about fifth and a third of most types of respondent reported first
hearing about the embc in this way

with the noticeable exceptions of between six to nine per cent of non
ICT teachers in non-embc schools, primary embc schools with
broadband and secondary schools reported first hearing about embc this

way.
Finally:

very few staff mentioned hearing about embc via ‘hard copy’ or
‘electronic information’ from embc or via information from * colleagues
in other schools'.

It would seem that (at least in terms of what respondents could recall)
information from LEAS, in-school briefings and information from colleagues
(at their school) were the most usual ways in which staff first heard about
embc.
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6

6.1

ICT resources and connectivity

In this chapter we present information about the ICT resources within schools,
looking at the number, age, location and external connectivity of computers. In
addition, we explore the likelihood of members of the school community
(teachers, support staff, administrators, students and parents) being able to
access the connectivity service when not at the school. Findings reported in
this chapter are derived from responses by ICT teachers only to questionsin
SectionF of the online questionnaire (see Appendix B, SectionF).

Number, age and external connectivity of
computers in school

In this section, ICT teachers were asked for information relating to the total
number of computers in their school, the number over three years old and the
number that could be externally connected (see Appendix B, SectionF,
guestion 1). Separate data on the number, age and connectivity of
management/administration computers were also collected. The number of
computers purely for pupils use, including the number externally connected
and the number under three years old was then calculated. This data was
matched with data on pupil numbers in each of the schools to calculate the
average number of pupils per computer and the results were analysed in
relation to school category. For management computers, the percentage less
than three years old and the percentage externally connected were cal cul ated
and the data analysed in relation to school category. This analysisis presented
in Appendix A, Tables 6.1 - 6.3.

6.1.1 Findings by school category — computers available to

pupils

Comparisons between primary and secondary schools showed substantial
differences in the provision of computers for pupil use:

secondary schools had more computers per pupil than primary schools
(five pupils per computer in secondary schools compared to more than
seven pupils per computer in primary schools)

secondary schools had more externally connected computers per pupil than
primary schools (five pupils per externally connected computer in
secondary schools compared to more than ten pupils per externally
connected computer in primary schools)

secondary schools had more computers under three years old per pupil
than primary schools (15 pupils per computer under three yearsin
secondary schools compared to more than 24 pupils per computer less than
three years old in primary schools)
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secondary schools also had a higher percentage of computers which were
externally connected than primary schools and a higher percentage of
computers for pupils use which were under three years old than primary
schools.

Comparisons between primary schools showed that:

embc primary schools without broadband had more computers per pupil
than other primary schools (seven pupils per computer in embc schools
without broadband compared to nine pupils per computer in both embc
schools with broadband and non-embc schools)

embc primary schools without broadband had more externally connected
computers per pupil than other primary schools (ten pupils per externally
connected computer compared to 14 pupils per externally connected
computer in embc primary schools with broadband and 16 pupils per
externally connected computer in non-embc schools)

embc primary schools with broadband had a dightly higher percentage of
computers which were externally connected than other primary schools (79
per cent of computers externally connected compared to about 74 per cent
in other primary schools)

embc primary schools without broadband had fewer computers for pupil
use less than three years old than other primary schools ( 31 pupils per
computer less than three years old compared to about 24 pupils per
computer under three yearsold in other primary schools)

embc primary schools without broadband also had alower percentage of
computers for pupil use which were under three years old than other
primary schools (40 per cent of computers under three years old compared
to about 55 per cent in other primary schools).

6.1.2 Findings by school category — computers available to
managers and administrators

A higher percentage of the computers available to managers and
administrators than computers available to pupils were externally connected
and under three years old. The following differences by school category were
noted:

unsurprisingly, secondary schools (which are larger) had approximately
ten times as many computers for management/administrative use as
primary schools.

non-embc primary schools had a dightly lower percentage of computers
under three years old than other schools (66 per cent compared to about 75
per cent for other schools).



34

6.2 Areas of the school externally connected

In this section, ICT teachers were asked for information about the location of
computers that could be externally connected (see Appendix B, SectionF,
guestion 2). The percentage of ICT coordinators responding that all computers
in agiven location could be externally connected was anaysed by school
category. Approximate percentages have been used (representing all
respondents) as an indication of the overall response to a particular questionor
statement. The analysisis presented in Appendix A, Tables 6.4 and 6.5.

6.2.1 Findings for all school categories

The location within schools where all of the computers are externally
connected is most likely to be:

offices (about 80 per cent of respondents indicating that all computers
were externally connected).

followed by:

ICT suites (about 65 per cent)

classrooms (about 55 per cent)

library/study areas suites (about 35 per cent)
staff rooms (about 30 per cent).

6.2.2 Findings by school category

Comparisons between primary and secondary schools showed that:

secondary schools were much more likely than primary schools to have all
the computers in library/study areas, ICT suites and staff rooms externally
connected, but less likely to have all computers in classrooms and offices
externally connected.

Comparisons between primary schools showed that:

embc primary schools without broadband were more likely than other
primary schools to have all their computers in offices and classrooms
externally connected but less likely to have al computers in staff rooms
and ICT suites externally connected

primary schools with broadband were more likely to have al their
computersin library/study areas, ICT suites and staff rooms externally
connected than primary schools without broadband but less likely to have
all computers in classrooms and offices externally connected.
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6.3 Simultaneous connectivity

In this section, ICT teachers were asked about the proportion of computers
which could be exterrelly connected at the same time (see Appendix B,
SectionF, question 3). They were able to select one response from alist of
four graded options, ranging from *All/nearly al’ to ‘Less than a half’ or
‘Don’'t know’. The results were analysed according to the percentage of ICT
teachers replying that *All or nearly all’ computers in their school could be
externally connected at the same time and by school category. The analysisis
presented in Appendix A, Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

6.3.1 Findings by school category

The schools most likely to be able to connect all or nearly al of their
computers simultaneously were:

secondary schools (88 per cent of respondents were able to connect all or
nearly all their computers simultaneously).

followed by:

embc primary schools with broadband (77 per cent)
embc primary schools without broadband (70 per cent)
non-embc primary schools (63 per cent).

6.3.2 Summary of findings by connectivity type

Schools with broadband were slightly more likely than schools without
broadband to be able to connect al or nearly al of their computers
simultaneoudly.

Comparisons between schools without broadband showed that:

embc primary schools without broadband were more likely to be able to
connect al or nearly all of their computers simultaneously than non-embc
schools.
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6.4 Access to connectivity service when not at
school

In this section, ICT teachers were asked who, from allist of teaching staff,
support staff, administrators, pupils or parents could access the connectivity
service when not at the school. Respondents could answer either ‘Yes', ‘N0’
or ‘Not sure’ (see Appendix B, SectionF, question 4) and the results were
analysed by school category. The analysisis presented in Appendix A, Tables
6.8 and 6.9 and represents those respondents replying ‘yes'.

6.4.1 Findings for all school categories

The people most likely to be able to access the connectivity service when not
at school were;

teaching staff (49 per cent)
followed by:

administrators (34 per cent)
support staff (32 per cent)
pupils (19 per cent)

parents (nine per cent).

6.4.2 Findings by school category

Comparisons between findings in primary and secondary schools will reflect
different levels and patterns of connectivity usage between pupils in secondary
schools and those in primary schools.

ICT teachers in secondary schools were much more likely than ICT
teachers in primary schools to report that pupils could access the service
when not at school (43 per cent compared to about 12 per cent in primary
schools).

ICT teachers in secondary schools were also more likely than ICT teachers
in primary schools to report that teachers and parents could access the
service when not at school.
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Comparisons between primary schools showed that:

ICT teachersin embc primary schools without broadband were less likely
than respondents in other primary schools to report that pupils and parents
could access the service when not at school

ICT teachers in non-embc primary schools were less likely than
respondents in other primary schools to report that teachers and
administrators could access the service when not at school

|CT teachers in primary schools with broadband were more likely than
schools without broadband to report that teachers, support staff,
administrators, students and parents could access the service when not at

school.

6.4.3 Summary of findings by connectivity type

In schools with broadband, a wider range of people were likely to be able to
access the connectivity service when not at school than in schools without

broadband.
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7.1

7.2

Perceived barriers to having broadband

In this chapter, we present findings that explore the reasons why some schools
do not have a broadband connection. Findings in this chapter are derived from
responses by ICT coordinators in schools without broadband (i.e. ICT teachers
in nonembc primary schools and embc primary schools without broadband) to
the question in Section G of the online questionnaire (see Appendix B, Section
G). For each statement they were able to select one option fromalist of five
graded options, ranging from ‘ Strongly agree’ to ‘ Strongly disagree’ or ‘Not
applicable’ (see Appendix B, Section G). Responses were analysed by school
category, according to the percentage of respondents who selected ‘ Strongly
agree’ or ‘Agree’. The anaysisis presented in Appendix A, Tables 7.1 and
7.2.

Findings for all respondents

The responses to the suggested reasons for not having broadband varied:

awaiting connection (about 55 per cent of respondents replying strongly
agree/agree)

the cost of getting a broadband connection (about 30 per cent)

not aware that it is available in the area (about 20 per cent)

the ongoing costs of connection (about 20 per cent)

the cost of upgrading ICT equipment (about 15 per cent)

staff training implications of connection (about five per cent)

the service is not reliable enough (less than five per cent)

the service is not secure enough (less than five per cent)

the service is not fast enough (less than five per cent)

staff don’t appreciate the potential benefits (less than five per cent).

Findings by school category

The following pattern was observed.

ICT teachers in embc primary schools without broadband were more likely
than ICT teachers in non-embc primary schools to respond that they were
awaiting broadband connection or that they were not aware that broadband
was available in their area.

ICT teachers in non-embc primary schools were more likely than ICT
teachers in embc primary schools without broadband to identify costs
(including cost of getting a connection, cost of upgrading equipment and
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ongoing costs of connection) as reasons for not having a broadband
connection.
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8.1

Conclusions

Respondents’ perceptions of connectivity

Generaly, teachersand administrators in schools with broadband (which
include al secondary schools) were likely to report more positive perceptions
of connectivity than staff in non-broadband schools. However, our findings
also show a contrast in responses between staff from different primary school
categories, with staff in embc schools without broadband reporting less
positive perceptions of the impact of connectivity than staff in non-embc
schools. Interestingly, these findings are consistent with those in another
evaluation (Underwood et al., 2004), in which the evaluators make two
observations:

broadband had a positive effect on the capacity of staff to deliver effective
learning

after the introduction of broadband into a school, there was a trend towards
more (and more diverse) staff making use of ICT.

The second of these points (broadband as a multiplier of ICT utilisation) is
especially important in helping to explain the contrast in our findings between
embc schools without broadband and non-embc schools. For instance, one
possible explanation could be that, because schools have joined the embc
service, their staff’ s knowledge about, awareness of and expectations for the
potential of connectivity have been increased, but the fact that they have yet to
enjoy a broadband connection has in turn resulted in these staff reporting less
positive perceptions about the impact of connectivity. Therefore, they are
likely to report less positive perceptions of connectivity, compared to staff in
schools that are not embc members and have not had their awareness and
expectations raised in asimilar way.

Unsurprisingly, most® ICT teachers had more positive perceptions about the
impact of connectivity than any other group of staff. However, this aso
provides a related finding; if the (hypothetically) better informed ICT teachers
are more positive about the impacts of connectivity, this suggests that raising
the skills levels of al staff could aso result in more positive perceptions of
connectivity.

® Apart from ICT teachers from embc school's without broadband.
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8.2

8.3

Barriers to making full use of connectivity

Findings about barriers to making full use connectivity centre mainly on the
general area of resources and can be divided into two categories:

1. People (attitudes, skills’knowledge, time and management).
2. Systems (hardware, type of connection, reliability and accessibility).

For instance, in relation to ‘people’ the lack of professional development in
ICT was the barrier to making full use of connectivity most frequently cited by
respondents. Thisisin line with findings from other pieces of research which
highlight the need to provide staff with the skills and confidence necessary to
properly exploit the potential of connectivity (Underwood et al., 2004).

In relation to ‘systems’ and the type of connectivity used, respondentsin
schools without broadband were much more likely to say the service was not
fast enough to make full use of connectivity than respondents in schools with
broadband.

In line with findings reported in Section 8.1, interesting contrasts in the
responses from staff in embc schools without broadband and those from staff
in non-embc schools were repeated in relation to barriers. For instance,
respondents in primary embc schools without broadband were much more
likely than respondents in all other schools to cite a negative experience with
connectivity and lack of reliability as barriersto making full use of
connectivity. While such findings also link to the hypothesis made in the
previous section, about the potential impact on perceptions of failing to meet
raised expectations, it could further be suggested that where embc offer
services and activities that are best accessed and exploited using a broadband
connection, then it is not unexpected that staff in schools with access to these
services find their potential limited by the speed of their connection. However,
it is possible that there are other contributory factors, such as the quality of a
school’s ISDN connection.

Furthermore, respondents in schools with broadband were less likely than
respondents in schools without broadband to report problemswith the loss of
all connectivity (including loss of access to online resources and loss of
email), further emphasising the importance of broadband as a reliable
resource, which is more likely to enable the fuller utilisation of connectivity.

Staff awareness about connectivity

To explore awareness about their school’ s connectivity, al respondents were
asked what type of connection their school used. Findings show that staff in
embc schools were more likely than those in non-embc schools to know what
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8.4

8.5

type of connection their school used. Assuming that we accept these data
provide an indication of awareness, this ties into the hypothesis put forward in
previous sections, namely that actually having the embc service may play a
role in staff raising awareness about different aspects of connectivity.

Staff in embc schools demonstrated higher levels of awareness about embc
than staff in non-embc schools. However, levels of awareness amongst
different types of staff within embc schools also varied, with nonICT teachers
generaly indicating lower levels of awareness than ICT teachers and
administrators.

While this general finding could be seen as unsurprising, it could also raise an
important question. |Is the apparent lower level of general awareness amongst
nonICT teachers another indication of the need for professional development
amongst nonICT teaching staff generally? While it may not be necessary for
teachers to know the provider in order for them to make full use of
connectivity, if nonICT teachers awareness of embc is comparatively low,
does this also suggest that their awareness about specific embc services, and
the potential offered by embc and or connectivity, might aso be comparatively
low?Whileit is not possible to definitively answer these questions from our
findings, they again point towards a consistent requirement for staff

devel opment.

Reasons for not being broadband connected

Amongst the schools that did not have a broadband connection, the two main
reasons mentioned were that they were awaiting connection and or the cost of
getting connected was a concern. However, embc schools without broadband
were more likely than non-embc schools to say they thought that broadband
was not available in their area, as a reason for not having a broadband
connection.

In summary

A consistent message from our findings relates to the potential for professional
development to enhance the ability of staff to make full use of connectivity. In
short our hypothesisis that the more ICT knowledgeable and aware a
members of staff are, the more likely they are to be able to utilise and
therefore perceive the positive aspects and potential of connectivity.

Our findings also demonstrate generally nmore positive responses from staff in
embc schools with broadband, especially in relation to comparisons between
staff in embc primary schools without broadband and staff in embc primary
schools with broadband. This suggests that the link between connectivity and
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positive staff perceptions is related to the type of connection, namely those
with broadband connections are more likely to report positive perceptions of
connectivity. In fact the less positive perceptions (most notably among ICT
teachers) measured in staff from embc schools without broadband tend to
emphasise that a broadband connection may be a key ingredient to enabling
better exploitation of embc services.



44

References

DEPARTMENT FOR EDUCATION AND SKILLS (2003). Fulfilling the Potential:
Transforming Teaching and Learning Through ICT in Schools[online]. Available:
http://publications.teachernet.gov.uk/eOrderingDownl oad/FulfillingthePotential . pdf
[19 April, 2005].

EMBC (2004). Invitation to Tender.

PASSEY, D., ROGERS, C., MACHELL, J., McHUGH, G. and ALLAWAY, D.
(2003). The Motivational Effect of ICT on Pupils. Emerging Findings 1. Lancaster:
Lancaster University, Department of Educational Research

PITTARD, V., BANNISTER, P. and DUNN, J. (2003). The Big pICTure: the Impact
of ICT on Attainment, Mativation and Learning. London: DfES.

UNDERWOOD, J,, AULT, A., BANYARD, P., DILLON, G., DURBIN, C.,
GOLLAND, D., HAYES, M., SELWOOD, |., SOMEKH, B., TWINING P. and
WOODRQOW, D. (2004). Connecting with Broadband: Evidence fromthe Field a
BECTA Sponsored Pilot Investigation of Broadband Technology Impacts in Schools
[onling]. Available:
http://www.becta.org.uk/page_documents/research/connecting_with_broadband_sum
mary.pdf [19 April, 2005].

Website

The following pages were used for background information in Chapter 1 and can be
found on the embc website http://www.embc.org.uk/home/

Achievements to date

Advantages to joining

Aims and objectives

DfES Broadband Policy

ELC's: Electronic Learning Credits
Member LEAS

Mission

Services available

Structure



45

The Value of broadband

Uses of embc broadband
Welcome to the embc website
What is embc?

What are RBCs?



46

Appendix A  Tables

The following tables relate to Chapter 2.

Table2.1  Section B, question 1. Number of responses

School category ICT teachers ':lec;::r:ecrl All teachers
Primary non-embc 75 54 129
Primary embc without

broadband 65 38 103
Primary embc with broadband 211 148 359
Secondary 70 102 172

Table 2.2 Connectivity provides a secure way of sharing confidential
information

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:

School category non-1CT

ICT teachers teachers all teachers
Primary non-embc 75 63 70
Primary embc without
broadband 05 & o7
Primary embc with broadband 73 73 73
Secondary 77 76 77

Table 2.3 Connectivity improves communication with colleagues

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:

School category ol CT

ICT teachers teachers all teachers
Primary non-embc 63 57 60
Primary embc without
broadband 48 68 5
Primary embc with broadband 72 57 66

Secondary 73 65 68



Table 2.4  Connectivity improves communication with LEA’s

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:
School category

ICT teachers non-1CT all teachers
teachers
Primary non-embc 77 61 71
Primary embc without
broadband 65 68 66
Primary embc with broadband 74 69 72
Secondary 69 45 55

Table 2.5 Connectivity improves access to curriculum support

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:
School category

ICT teachers ?ge:::r!gr-ls—, all teachers
Primary non-embc 92 89 91
Primary embc without
broadband 8 82 8
Primary embc with broadband 87 85 86
Secondary 80 79 80

Table 2.6  Connectivity improves access to technical support

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:
School category

ICT teachers non-1CT all teachers
teachers
Primary non-embc 51 44 48
Primary embc without
broadband o1 42 48
Primary embc with broadband 47 40 44

Secondary 69 41 52
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Table 2.7 Connectivity reduces the amount of paperwork done

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:
School category

ICT teachers non-1CT all teachers
teachers
Primary non-embc 35 28 32
Primary embc without
broadband 17 34 23
Primary embc with broadband 29 30 30
Secondary 27 29 28

Table 2.8 Connectivity improves options for communication with parents

% of staff responding strongly agree/agr ee:
School category

ICT teachers ?ge:::r!gr-ls—, all teachers
Primary non-embc 36 30 33
Primary embc without
broadband 29 37 32
Primary embc with broadband 41 36 39
Secondary 51 40 45

Table 2.9 Connectivity improves options for communication with governors

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:
School category

ICT teachers non-1CT all teachers
teachers
Primary non-embc 41 37 40
Primary embc without
broadband > a7 o2
Primary embc with broadband 45 50 a7

Secondary 36 28 31
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Table 2.10 Connectivity facilitates the development of collaborative work
within their own school

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:
School category

ICT teachers ?&Agz all teachers
Primary non-embc 48 50 49
Primary embc without
broadband 37 42 39
Primary embc with broadband 52 45 49
Secondary 60 60 60

Table 2.11 Connectivity facilitates the development of collaborative work
between schools

% of staff responding strongly agree/agr ee:

School category ol CT

ICT teachers teachers all teachers
Primary non-embc 64 63 64
Primary embc without
broadband o8 47 >4
Primary embc with broadband 65 50 59
Secondary 64 50 56

Table 2.12 Connectivity reduces the time spent on management and
administrative tasks

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:
School category

ICT teachers non-1CT all teachers
teachers
Primary non-embc 29 33 31
Primary embc without
broadband 12 29 18
Primary embc with broadband 25 26 25

Secondary 26 19 22
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Table 2.13 Access to the connectivity service from outside school

School category

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:

ICT teachers non-1CT all teachers
teachers
Primary non-embc 37 39 38
Primary embc without
broadband >4 S0 52
Primary embc with broadband 56 51 54
Secondary 47 40 43
Table 2.14 Section B, question 2. Number of responses
School category ICT teachers ':le%r(]:hlgl All teachers
Primary non-embc 74 54 128
Primary embc without
broadband o4 38 102
Primary embc with
broadband 210 147 357
Secondary 70 102 172

Table 2.15 Connectivity improves access to resources to support the
professional development of teaching staff

School category

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:

non-1CT

ICT teachers teachers all teachers
Primary non-embc 86 85 86
Primary embc without
broadband 8 87 87
Primary embc with broadband 88 84 87
Secondary 81 77 79
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Table 2.16 Connectivity improves access to resources to support the
professional development of support staff

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:
School category

ICT teachers ?&Agz all teachers
Primary non-embc 66 63 65
Primary embc without
broadband o4 o8 62
Primary embc with broadband 71 67 69
Secondary 67 52 58

Table 2.17 Connectivity improves access to collaborative opportunities for
the professional development of teaching staff

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:
School category

ICT teachers ?ge:::r!gr-ls—, all teachers
Primary non-embc 68 67 67
Primary embc without
broadband o4 > 61
Primary embc with broadband 73 68 71
Secondary 77 60 67

Table 2.18 Connectivity improves access to collaborative opportunities for
the professional development of support staff

% of staff responding strongly agree/agr ee:
School category

ICT teachers non-1CT all teachers
teachers
Primary non-embc 54 56 55
Primary embc without
broadband a4 37 4
Primary embc with broadband 57 57 57

Secondary 67 49 56
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Table 2.19 Section B, question 3. Number of responses

Non-1CT
School category ICT teachers tenchers All teachers
Primary non-embc 74 54 128
Primary embc without
broadband %5 38 103
Primary embc with
broadband 209 147 356
Secondary 70 100 170

Table 2.20 Connectivity makes it easier to access resources for lessons

% of staff responding strongly agree/agr ee:

School category non-1CT

ICT teachers teachers all teachers
Primary non-embc 92 87 90
Primary embc without
broadband o 84 88
Primary embc with broadband 87 86 87
Secondary 91 90 91

Table 2.21 Connectivity makes it easier to access resources for use with
interactive whiteboards

% of staff responding strongly agree/agr ee:
School category

ICT teachers ?:ancr:((a:r-ls— all teachers
Primary non-embc 62 52 58
Primary embc without
broadband 60 47 >
Primary embc with broadband 66 61 64

Secondary 70 53 60
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Table 2.22 Connectivity makes it easier to access resources for use with
data projectors

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:
School category

ICT teachers ?:;CA;'IS' all teachers
Primary non-embc 55 52 54
Primary embc without
broadband 60 50 56
Primary embc with broadband 66 50 59
Secondary 77 57 65

Table 2.23 Connectivity makes it easier to plan schemes of work

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:

School category o CT

ICT teachers all teachers
teachers
Primary non-embc 77 70 74
Primary embc without
broadband 8 82 83
Primary embc with broadband 78 72 76
Secondary 61 70 66

Table 2.24  Connectivity makes it easier to develop teaching plans for
individual students

% of staff responding strongly agree/agr ee:
School category

ICT teachers ?:;::Ilgr-ls— all teachers
Primary non-embc 45 50 47
Primary embc without
broadband 62 47 o6
Primary embc with broadband 53 56 54

Secondary 44 44 44
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Table 2.25 Connectivity makes it easier to prepare lessons

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:
School category

ICT teachers non-1CT all teachers
teachers
Primary non-embc 64 67 65
Primary embc without
broadband “ 68 2
Primary embc with broadband 75 69 73
Secondary 73 66 69

Table 2.26 Connectivity makes it easier to encourage the development of
innovation in teaching and learning

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:
School category

ICT teachers ?:;Agz all teachers
Primary non-embc 77 65 72
Primary embc without
broadband 80 76 &
Primary embc with broadband 81 67 75
Secondary 84 81 82

Table 2.27 Connectivity makes it easier to share examples of good practice

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:

School category non-1CT

ICT teachers all teachers
teachers
Primary non-embc 72 57 66
Primary embc without
broadband & & 1
Primary embc with broadband 78 71 75

Secondary 84 77 80
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Table 2.28 Connectivity makes it easier to record and analyse assessment

results

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:

School category

non-ICT
ICT teachers teachers all teachers
Primary non-embc 53 65 58
Primary embc without
broadband S8 & 03
Primary embc with broadband 67 73 69
Secondary 67 65 66

Table 2.29 Connectivity makes it easier to monitor and evaluate the work of

students

% of staff responding strongly agr ee/agr ee:

School category

non-ICT

ICT teachers teachers all teachers
Primary non-embc 41 41 41
Primary embc without
broadband 37 37 37
Primary embc with broadband 46 52 49
Secondary 56 44 49
Table 2.30 Section B, question 4. Number of responses
School category ICT teachers o1t All teachers
Primary non-embc 75 54 129
Primary embc without
broadband 65 37 102
Primary embc with
broadband 209 147 356
Secondary 70 101 171




56

Table 2.31 Connectivity encourages greater involvement in lessons

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:
School category

ICT teachers non-1CT all teachers
teachers
Primary non-embc 80 59 71
Primary embc without
broadband “ S7 68
Primary embc with broadband 77 71 75
Secondary 74 59 65

Table 2.32 Connectivity increases students’ opportunities for independent
learning

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:
School category

ICT teachers ?:;cr!ecrz all teachers
Primary non-embc 76 65 71
Primary embc without
broadband “ 6 ~
Primary embc with broadband 79 78 79
Secondary 90 82 85

Table 2.33 Connectivity increases the number of students who make use of
computers

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:

School category -

ICT teachers teachers all teachers
Primary non-embc 60 70 64
Primary embc without
broadband 55 68 60
Primary embc with broadband 66 64 65

Secondary 76 69 72
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Table 2.34 Connectivity enables students to access a greater range of
digital resources

% of staff responding strongly agree/agr ee:
School category

ICT teachers ?:;cr!ecrz all teachers
Primary non-embc 8l 72 78
Primary embc without
broadband & 59 70
Primary embc with broadband 86 74 81
Secondary 93 76 83

Table 2.35 Connectivity provides a faster way for students to access digital
resources

% of staff responding strongly agree/agr ee:

School category ol CT

ICT teachers all teachers
teachers
Primary non-embc 76 67 72
Primary embc without
broadband 62 S7 60
Primary embc with broadband 82 67 76
Secondary 87 68 76

Table 2.36 Connectivity increases students’ opportunities for collaborative
learning within school

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:
School category

ICT teachers ?&Agz all teachers
Primary non-embc 56 44 51
Primary embc without
broadband 48 49 48
Primary embc with broadband 67 61 64

Secondary 66 53 58
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Table 2.37 Connectivity increases students’ opportunities for collaborative
learning with students from other schools

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:

School category ol CT

ICT teachers teachers all teachers
Primary non-embc 49 44 47
Primary embc without
broadband 38 40 4l
Primary embc with broadband 51 44 48

Secondary 53 37 43
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The following tables relate to Chapter 3.

Note: All tables corresponding to the findings reported in Chapter 3 show
findings for administratorsonly.

Table 3.1 Section C, question 1. Number of responses

School category Total number of administrator responses
Primary non-embc 99
Primary embc without broadband 74
Primary embc with broadband 259
Secondary 74

Table 3.2 Connectivity provides a secure means of sharing confidential
information

5 — :
School category % of administratorsreplying strongly

agree/agree
Primary non- embc 82
Primary embc without broadband 81
Primary embc with broadband 85
Secondary 72

Table 3.3 Connectivity improves communication with staff in other schools

School category % of administratorsreplying strongly

agree/agree
Primary non- embc 69
Primary embc without broadband 70
Primary embc with broadband 74

Secondary 74
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Table 3.4 Connectivity improves communication with students

% of administratorsreplying strongly

School category

agree/agree
Primary non- embc 22
Primary embc without broadband 14
Primary embc with broadband 20
Secondary 37

Table 3.5 Connectivity improves options for communication with
parents/carers

% of administratorsreplying strongly

School category

agree/agr ee
Primary non- embc 37
Primary embc without broadband 44
Primary embc with broadband 40
Secondary 50

Table 3.6 Connectivity improves options for communication with
governors

% of administratorsreplying strongly

School category

agree/agree
Primary non- embc 56
Primary embc without broadband 51
Primary embc with broadband 58

Secondary 55
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Table 3.7 Connectivity improves communication with the LEA’s

5 — -
School category % of administratorsreplying strongly

agree/agree
Primary non- embc 83
Primary embc without broadband 79
Primary embc with broadband 86
Secondary 77

Table 3.8  Connectivity improves access to administrative support
School category % of adminis;g?gzéfgéying strongly
Primary non embc 73

Primary embc without broadband 66

Primary embc with broadband 70

Secondary 65

Table 3.9 Connectivity improves access to technical support

School category % of administagragzé:ag(laying strongly
Primary non- embc 62

Primary embc without broadband 53

Primary embc with broadband 62

Secondary 66
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Table 3.10 Connectivity facilitates developing collaborative work with staff
from other schools

% of administratorsreplying strongly

School category

agree/agree
Primary non- embc 56
Primary embc without broadband 49
Primary embc with broadband 55
Secondary 60

Table 3.11 Connectivity reduces the amount of paperwork done

% of administratorsreplying strongly

School category

agree/agree
Primary non embc 28
Primary embc without broadband 23
Primary embc with broadband 27
Secondary 34

Table 3.12 Connectivity makes it easier to purchase resources

% of administratorsreplying strongly

School category

agree/agree
Primary non- embc 38
Primary embc without broadband 43
Primary embc with broadband 39

Secondary 38
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Table 3.13 Connectivity makes it easier to administer school accounts

School category % of administratorsreplying strongly

agree/agree
Primary non embc 53
Primary embc without broadband 58
Primary embc with broadband 62
Secondary 49

Table 3.14 Connectivity makes it easier to administer examinations

% of ini lyi I
School category o of administratorsreplying strongly

agree/agree
Primary non- embc 22
Primary embc without broadband 21
Primary embc with broadband 21
Secondary 51

Table 3.15 Connectivity makes it easier to manage and analyse student
attendance data

% of administratorsreplying strongly

School category

agree/agree
Primary non- embc 60
Primary embc without broadband 75
Primary embc with broadband 69

Secondary 57
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Table 3.16 Connectivity makes it easier to access useful information about
administrative systems

% of administratorsreplying strongly

School category

agree/agree
Primary non- embc 61
Primary embc without broadband 75
Primary embc with broadband 67
Secondary 63

Table 3.17 Connectivity makes it easier to manage and provide data
required by the LEA

% of administratorsreplying strongly

School category

agree/agree
Primary non embc 82
Primary embc without broadband 81
Primary embc with broadband 84
Secondary 74

Table 3.18 Connectivity makes it easier to manage and provide data
required by the DfES

% of administratorsreplying strongly

School category

agree/agree
Primary non embc 79
Primary embc without broadband 86
Primary embc with broadband 87

Secondary 72
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Table 3.19 Access to the connectivity service from outside school

School category % of administratorsreplying strongly

agree/agree
Primary non- embc 20
Primary embc without broadband 42
Primary embc with broadband 32
Secondary 27

Table 3.20 Section C, question 2. Number of responses

% of administratorsreplying strongly

School category

agr ee/agr ee
Primary non- embc 98
Primary embc without broadband 73
Primary embc with broadband 254
Secondary 73

Table 3.21 Connectivity improves access to resources to support the
professional development of administrators

5 — -
School category % of administratorsreplying strongly

agree/agree
Primary non- embc 47
Primary embc without broadband 51
Primary embc with broadband 55

Secondary 59
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Table 3.22 Connectivity improves access to collaborative opportunities for
the professional development of administrators

% of administratorsreplying strongly

School category

agree/agree
Primary non- embc 35
Primary embc without broadband 42
Primary embc with broadband 44

Secondary 48
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The following tables relate to Chapter 4.

Table 4.1 Section D, question 1. The number of barriers ticked

Number of respondentsin:

primary .
. primary
primary embc , secondary
. embc with
non-embc without embc
broadband
broadband
1 -2 barriers
ticked 43 28 116 32
3—5barriers
ticked 97 76 263 95
6 —8 barriers
ticked 65 47 151 89
9 - 13 barriers
ticked 13 21 38 22
N (making a least 244 182 642 263

one response)
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Table 4.2  Types of barrier to making full use of connectivity and the

percentage responding by school type

% responding from:

primary

Typeof barrier primary embc primary secondary
: embc with
non-embc  without embc
broadband
broadband
Lack of accessto externaly 20 29 21 30
connected computers
Unat_)le to connect from remote 24 23 24 30
location in working hours
Unable to co_nnect fro_m remote 28 35 37 45
location outside working hours
Service not reliable enough 35 50 29 32
Service not secure enough 8 8 6 8
Service not fast enough 38 56 20 26
Teachers need training 57 60 58 73
Support staff need training 62 63 69 66
Administrators need training 44 47 48 55
Senior ma_nagement do not 18 19 2o 3
promoted it
Staff do not appreciate benefits 32 26 32 39
Negatlvg experience with o8 16 30 36
connectivity
Other 18 24 14 14
N 244 182 642 263

Multiple response question: Respondents were able to select more than one barrier so percentages, for

each school type, do not sumto 100.
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Table 4.3  Analysis grid to rate the severity of interruptions to connectivity

Less

than Few times 1-2times
oncea amonth a week
month

Almost Not
every day applicable

Hardly

ever
Lessthan 0. el
an hour
Partofa  \vinimal
day

A day Minimal

Minimal Minimal Moderate

Minima Moderate  Moderate

Moderate Moderate Severe

Moderate Minimal

Severe Minimal

Severe Moderate

M c;rg;?an Moderate Moderate  Severe Severe Severe Moderate
Morethan Moderate  Severe Severe Severe Severe Severe
a week
NOt Minimal Minimal Moderate  Moderate Severe N.Ot
applicable mentioned
Table 4.4  Section D, question 2. Number of responses
Non-ICT -
School category ICT teachers All teachers Administrators
teachers
Primary non-embc 72 52 124 96
Primary embc
without broadband 65 37 102 “
Primary embc with
broadband 207 144 351 247
Secondary 70 100 170 71




70

Table 4.5

Loss of all connectivity

School category

% of staff reporting ‘severe’ interruptions:

ICT teachers ?ge:::r:gr-ls— all teachers administrators
Primary non-embc 19 17 19 8
Primary embc
without broadband 15 19 17 18
Primary embc with
broadband 12 19 15 9
Secondary 4 4 4 7
Table 4.6 Loss of email

School category

% of staff reporting ‘sever€ interruptions:

ICT teachers ?;?d:gls— all teachers administrators
Primary non-embc 21 12 17 19
Primary embc
without broadband 17 22 19 14
Primary embc with
broadband 10 13 11 16
Secondary 10 6 8 15
Table 4.7  Loss of filtering/security

School category

% of staff reporting ‘severe’ interruptions:

ICT teachers non-1CT all teachers administrators
teachers

Primary non-embc 10 6 8 2
Primary embc

without broadband 2 0 1 1
Primary embc with

broadband 5 6 6 3
Secondary 6 1 3 7
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Table 4.8 Loss of access to online resources

% of staff reporting ‘severe’ interruptions:

School category non-1CT

ICT teachers teachers all teachers administrators
Primary non-embc 22 19 21 7
Primary embc
without broadband 18 19 19 14
Primary embc with
broadband 11 19 14 7
Secondary 4 5 5 7

Table 4.9 Section D, question 3. Number of responses

School category ICT teachers T;Zr:gl— All teachers Administrators
Primary non-embc 73 52 125 95
Primary embc

without broadband 65 36 101 4
Primary embc with

broadband 206 146 352 249
Secondary 70 101 171 71

Table 4.10 Loss of all connectivity has caused problems

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:

School category -
non-

ICT teachers teachers all teachers administrators
Primary non-embc 77 60 70 69
Primary embc
without broadband 74 72 73 78
Primary embc with
broadband 72 67 70 70

Secondary 79 62 69 70
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Table 4.11 Loss of access to email has caused problems

School category

% of staff responding strongly agree/agree:

non-ICT

ICT teachers teachers all teachers administrators
Primary non-embc 49 38 45 61
Primary embc
without broadband o1 50 50 69
Primary embc with
broadband 46 47 46 63
Secondary 59 33 43 73

Table 4.12 Loss of filtering and security safeguards has caused problems

School category

% of staff responding strongly agree/agr ee:

ICT teachers ?galj:r:gr-ls— all teachers administrators
Primary non-embc 37 19 30 19
Primary embc
without broadband 1 14 12 23
Primary embc with
broadband 33 25 30 21
Secondary 40 13 24 21

Table 4.13 Loss of online resources has caused problems

School category

% of staff responding strongly agree/agr ee:

non-ICT

ICT teachers all teachers administrators
teachers

Primary non-embc 66 63 65 41
Primary embc

without broadband 65 58 62 43
Primary embc with

broadband 64 62 63 40
Secondary 63 57 60 45
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The following tables relate to Chapter 5.

Table 5.1 Question 1, Section E. Number of responses

Non-1CT -
School category ICT teachers teachers All teachers Administrators
Primary non-embc 76 58 134 110
Primary embc
without broadband 67 38 105 ”
Primary embc with
broadband 219 153 372 268
Secondary 75 106 181 82
Table 5.2  Staff correctly identifying their school’s type of connection

School category

% of staff correctly identifying their school’ stype of connection:

ICT teachers ?;:cr:gr-ls— all teachers administrators
Primary non-embc 55 36 47 49
Primary embc
without broadband o8 4 87
Primary embc with
broadband 59 “ 76
Secondary 91 42 62 74
Table 5.3  Section E, question 2. Number of responses
School category ICT teachers T;:Agl All teachers Administrators
Primary non-embc 73 53 126 96
Primary embc
without broadband 64 36 100 “
Primary embc with
broadband 212 148 360 252
Secondary 72 101 173 74
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Table 5.4 Staff who said they were aware of embc

School category

% of staff responding who said they were awar e of embc:

non-1CT

ICT teachers all teachers administrators
teachers

Primary non-embc 75 32 57 40
Primary embc

without broadband 95 72 87 78
Primary embc with

broadband a1 68 81 75
Secondary 97 53 72 82

Table 55  Section E, question 3. Number of responses

Non-ICT

School category ICT teachers teachers All teachers Administrators
Primary non-embc 56 14 70 31
withes byosbend > 25 84 52
Err Lgagyane'd“bc with 187 95 282 161
Secondary 66 50 116 51

Table 5.6  Staff selecting the correct description of embc

School category

% of staff responding who said embc wasa ‘regional group of LEAS
providing online and connectivity services':

ICT teachers ?é);cr:gr-ls- all teachers administrators
Primary non-embc 71 79 73 55
Primary embc
without broadband 63 64 63 62
Primary embc with
broadband [E 87 82 61
Secondary 91 76 84 71
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Table5.7  Section E, question 4. Number of responses

Non-ICT

School category ICT teachers teachers All teachers Administrators
Primary non-embc 55 16 71 33
Primary embc

without broadband 61 26 87 57
Primary embc with

broadband 190 98 268 180
Secondary 67 54 121 55

Table 5.8 How ICT teachers first became aware of embc

% of ICT teachers responding from:

How aware cimarvnon.  Primaryembc  primary embc

P em)tl)c without with secondary

broadband broadband

Electronic information
from LEA 20 8 12 12
Hardcopy information
from LEA 20 38 32 37
In school briefings 22 28 27 15
Hardcopy information 9 5 7 1
from embc
Colleagues in school 18 20 14 22
Colleagues in other 11 3 7 10
schools
Electronic information 0 5 1 1

from embc
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Table 5.9 How non-ICT teachers first became aware of embc

% of non-ICT teachers responding from:

How aware . primary embc  primary embc

prlme?Tr])l;;on— without with secondary
broadband broadband

Electronic information

from LEA 6 8 8 2

Hardcopy information

from LEA 6 38 9 9

In school briefings 56 31 39 30

Hardcopy information

from embc 0 0 6 2

Colleagues in school 19 23 34 48

Colleagues in other 13 4 4 6

schools

Electronic information

from embc 0 0 0 4

Table 5.10 How administrators first became aware of embc

% of administrators responding from:

How aware . primary embc  primary embc

prlme?rr])t/):on- without with secondary
broadband broadband

Elc)en(zltrl?lr:_lf information 3 o8 17 9

]Ic-rl grn(;iclf)g information 33 32 o8 33

In school briefings 33 19 26 15

Hardcopy information 3 0 5 >

from embc

Colleagues in school 15 18 26 31

Colleagues in other 12 5 1 9

schools

Electronic information 0 4 1 5

from embc
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The following tables relate to Chapter 6.

Table 6.1 Section F, question 1. Number of responses

School category

Number of ICT teachersresponding

Primary non-embc

Primary embc without broadband

Primary embc with broadband

Secondary

76

67

219

75

Table 6.2 Computer provision for pupils

Average number of pupils:

% of computers:

per per

School category per externally computer externally under three
computer connected under three connected yearsold

computer years

Primary non-embc 8.8 16.0 24.0 75 56

Primary embc

without broadband 7.1 10.3 30.9 74 40

Primary embc with

broadband 91 13.6 24.8 79 55

Secondary 5.1 54 15.7 9 60

Table 6.3  Computer provision for management and administration

Average number per % externally % under three years

School category schoal connected old
Primary non-embc 2.9 92 66
Primary embc

without broadband 2.4 88 £
Primary embc with

broadband 3.7 93 76
Secondary 27.0 91 75
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Table 6.4 Section F, question 2. Number of responses

School category Number of ICT teachers responding
Primary non-embc 73
Primary embc without broadband 64
Primary embc with broadband 208
Secondary 72

Table 6.5  Areas of school with externally connected computers

% of ICT teachersreplying that there were externally connected computer s

inall/nearly all:
School category

class-rooms ICT suites staff rooms gLig;agrﬁas offices
Primary non-embc 58 55 21 17 84
prmary emoe 61 39 13 18 o1
primay embewith s 69 25 32 83
Secondary 33 89 65 80 68
Table 6.6  Section F, question 3. Number of responses
School category Number of ICT teachers responding
Primary non-embc 73
Primary embc without broadband 64
Primary embc with broadband 206

Secondary 72
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Table 6.7 Computers that can be externally connected at the same time

% of ICT teachers

School category replying all/ nearly all

Primary non-embc 63
Primary embc without broadband 70
Primary embc with broadband 77
Secondary 87

Table 6.8  Section F, question 4. Number of responses

School category Number of ICT teachersresponding
Primary non-embc 73
Primary embc without broadband 64
Primary embc with broadband 208

Secondary 72




80

Table 6.9 People who can access the connectivity service when not at the
school
% of ICT teachersreplyingthat their service could be accessed from outside schools
School by:
category teachers support staff ~ administrators students parents
Primary 40 22 26 13 5
non-embc
Primary
embe 45 21 31 3 3
without
broadband
Primary
embc with 52 37 36 18 9
broadband
Secondary 55 39 36 43 17
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The following tables relate to Chapter 7.

Table 7.1 Section G, Number of responses

School category Number of ICT teachers responding
Primary non- embc 64
Primary embc without broadband 61

Table 7.2 Reasons for not being broadband connected

% of ICT teachers replying strongly agree/agreein:

primary embc schools

primary non-embc schools without broadband

Broadband not available 9 30
Awaiting connection 47 61
Cost of getting connected 36 19
Cost of upgrading equipment 17 10
Ongoing costs of connection 25 12
Cost of staff training 5 5
Service not reliable enough 1 5
Service not secure enough 0 2
Service not fast enough 0 2

Potential benefits not appreciated 3 3
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Appendix B Questionnaire

Section A: Respondent's roles

1 Which of the following most closely describes your role?
(Please tick one box only)
Administrative staff | &)
Coordinator / subject leader | &)
2 If you ticked coordinator / subject leader, please tell us which areas/s or subject/s you

coordinate /lead in
(Please tick all that apply)

Art and Design ]
Business

Citizenship

Design and Technology
Engineering

English

Geography

Heath and Social Care
History

ICT

Leisure and Tourism
Manufacturing
Mathematics

Modern Foreign Languages

] BEN =] B=R [=] Bl =] B=R (=] = =] g=R =] g2

Music
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Performing Arts

Physical Education

PSHE

Religious Education

SENCO

Science

m] mEN =] gul =] g=

Section A: Respondent's roles

1 Does your role include specific responsibility for ICT in your organisation (including

teaching ICT)?

(Please tick one box only)

Yes E
No e
2 Which of the following best describes your role?

Administrative

Teaching

Both

(Please tick one box only)

e
e

Please give your role or job title into the box below
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Section B: Teachers

The impact of Connectivity on your role

(Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements by
ticking one box in each row)

Connectivity provides a secure means
of sharing confidential information
(e.g. assessment data, pupil data)

Connectivity improves communication
with colleagues

Connectivity improves communication
with the LEA

Connectivity improves access to
curriculum support

Connectivity improves access to
technical support

Connectivity reduces the amount of
paperwork | do

Connectivity improves options for
communication with parents / carers

Connectivity improves options for
communication with governors

Connectivity makes developing
collaborative work within my school /
institution easier

Connectivity makes developing
collaborative work with other schools /
institutions easier

Connectivity reduces the time | spend
on management and administrative
tasks

When | am not in my school /
institution | can still access it's
connectivity service

Strongly
agree Agree

e

Nt bisagree
E B C
£ B C
E B C
£ B e
E B e
E B e
E B C
E b C
£ B C
£ B e
E B e
£ B C

Strongly
disagree

Not
applicable

e
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The impact of Connectivity on professional development

(Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements by
ticking one box in each row)

Connectivity improves access to
resources to support the professional
development of teaching staff

Connectivity improves access to
resources to support the professional
development of support staff

Connectivity improves access to
collaborative opportunities for the
professional development of teaching
staff

Connectivity improves access to
collaborative opportunities for the
professional development of support
staff

Strongly Agree
agree

E B
E B
E B
E B

sure

Disagree
e C
e C
» e
» C

Strongly
disagree

Not
applicable

e

The impact of Connectivity on teaching

(Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements by
ticking one box in each row)

Connectivity makes it easier to access
resources for lessons

Connectivity makes it easier to access
resources to use with interactive
whiteboards

Connectivity makes it easier to access
resources to use with data projectors

Connectivity makes it easier to plan
schemes of work

Connectivity makes it easier to
develop teaching plans for individual
students

Connectivity makes it easier to
prepare lessons

Connectivity makes it easier to
encourage the development of
innovation in learning and teaching

Strongly
agree Agree

E B
E B
C B
E B
C B
E B
E B

Not
sure

e

Disagree
e e
» e
» C
e e
» C
e e
» e

Strongly
disagree

Not
applicable

e
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Connectivity makes it easier to share
examples of good practice

Connectivity makes it easier to record
and analyse assessment results

Connectivity makes it easier to
monitor and evaluate the work of
students

E BE B C e

E BE B C e

E BE B E e

The impact of Connectivity on students

(Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements by
ticking one box in each row)

Connectivity encourages greater
student involvement in lessons

Connectivity increases students'
opportunities for independent learning

Connectivity increases the number of
students who make use of computers

Connectivity enables students to
access a greater range of digital
resources

Connectivity provides a faster way for
students to access digital resources

Connectivity increases students'
opportunities for collaborative learning
within this school / institution

Connectivity increases students'
opportunities for collaborative learning
with students from other schools /
institutions

Strongly
agree Agree

e

Not
sure

e

Disagree
E e
» e
E e
e C
E e
» e
E e

Strongly
disagree

Not
applicable

e
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Section C: Administrators

The impact of Connectivity on administration

(Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements by
ticking one box in each row)

Strongly Not

Strongly
Agree disagree applicable

agree sure  Disagree

Connectivity provides a secure means

of sharing confidential information

(e.g. information about finances, EC E E EC E EC
assessment data, pupil data)

wih s moer metutens/scrons. & G B B B C
el iC Bl |Ic (B Bic BEC
commnicaonwihpene eves & B B B B O
wihgovemars. et O E|E BB C
WihtheLEa T ccmmmEt moopmo@ B B G

Connectivity improves access to e e i | e "

administrative support

Connectivity improves access to C C C C C C

technical support

Connectivity makes developing
collaborative work with staff from other [ E HE e | 8 e
schools / institutions easier

Connectivity reduces the amount of
paperwork | do e E > e > e
Connectivity makes it easier to
purchase resources for my school e £ e e e e
Strongly Agree Not Disagree S_trongly Not
agree sure disagree applicable

Connectivity makes it easier to

administer the accounts of my | e e C e E

institution

Connectivity makes it easier to
administer examinations e e e e e e
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Connectivity makes it easier to

manage and analyse student & E E C C e

attendance data

Connectivity makes it easier to access
useful information about administrative [ 2 i | &) | @ |
systems, processes or procedures

Connectivity makes it easier to

manage and provide data required by [ E E e e e
my LEA

Connectivity makes it easier to

manage and provide data required by [ E B C e E
the DfES

When | am not in my school/institution

I can still access its connectivity | | @) E | E |

service

The impact of Connectivity on professional development

(Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements by
ticking one box in each row)

Strongly Not

Strongly
Agree disagree applicable

Disagree
agree sure

Connectivity improves access to

resources to support the professional [ E e e |8 |
development of administrative staff

Connectivity improves access to

collaborative opportunities for the

professional development of e E e e e e
administrative staff
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Section D: Issues with connectivity

1 Which of the following do you think are barriers to making full use of Connectivityin
your school / institution?

(Please tick all that apply)

There is a lack of access to externally connected computers [
I am not able to connect to the system from a remote location during working hours
I am not able to connect to the system from a remote location out of working hours
The service is not reliable enough
The service is not secure enough

The service is not fast enough

Teaching staff need professional development in order to make the most effective use
of connectivity

Support staff need professional development in order to make the most effective use of
connectivity

Administrative staff need professional development in order to make the most effective
use of connectivity

Senior management have not actively promoted the full use of connectivity
Staff do not appreciate the potential benefits of broadband

Staff have had a negative experience with connectivity

A OOy OO0 O gOg OO O oy 4O

Other : Please briefly describe any other barriers

2 Please consider the following examples of Connectivity problems and indicate
approximately how often each problem has occurred and how long the problem
usually lasts

(Please tick one box in each row)

) A few Less than
Almost 1-2 times : Hardly Not

Fl’eq uen Cy every day a week t::woensﬂ? cr:]c()::tl’? ever applicable
(i) Loss of all
connectivity C C C C C C
(ii) Loss of email e 2 & i i e
(iii) Loss of filtering / | | & | | & | & |
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security

(iv) Loss of access to
online resources

Duration

(i) Loss of all
connectivity

(i) Loss of email

(i) Loss of filtering /
security

(iv) Loss of access to
online resources

Less than
an hour

Oy O

@]

Part of a

day

e

e
e
e

More than
a day

e e
A day

e e
e e
» -
E E

More than
a week

e

e
e
e

Not

applicable

Oy O

@/

Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements

Loss of all connectivity has caused

problems for me

Loss of access to email has caused

problems for me

Loss of filtering / security safeguards

has caused problems for me

Loss of online resources has caused

problems for me

Strongly Agree
agree

e

(Please tick one box in each row)

sure

E E
E C
E C
E C

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

e

Not

applicable

e
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Section E: Connectivity and embc

1 What type/s of Connectivity does your school / institution use?

(Please tick all that apply)

A MODEM [
An ISDN2 line ]
A broadband connection (2Mbps or faster) [
ADSL, cable modem, satellite or other connections up to 2Mbps C
Don't know / not sure [

AMODEM (MOdulator/DEModulator) connects at a speed of up to 56Kb via a
telephone line.

An ISDN2 line (Integrated Services Digital Network) connects using two
telephone lines, each operating at a speed of 64Kb. Both lines can be
combined to give a 128Kb connection.

Broadband connects at a speed of 2Mbps or faster and is the general term
used for a high speed internet connection.

ADSL (Asymmetric Digital Subscriber Line) connects at a speed of up to
512Kb, using a standard telephone line.

Cable connects via an optical cable and requires a special 'cable modem' as
opposed to a normal telephone modem.

Satellite connects at a speed in excess of 1Mb, and is often used in isolated
locations.

2 Are you aware of embc (the East Midlands Broadband Consortium)?

(Please tick one box only)

Yes e
No e
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Which of these best describes embc?

(Please tick one box only)

A private local organisation providing online and connectivity services | @)
A private national organisation providing online and connectivity services | &)
A regional group of LEAs providing online and connectivity services | @

How did you first become aware of embc?

(Please tick one box only)

Electronic information from my LEA | &)
Hardcopy information from my LEA
School briefings

Electronic information from embc
Hardcopy information from embc

Colleagues in my school / institution

O 00O 0 nn

Colleagues in other schools / institutions
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Section F: ICT resources

Approximately how many computers does your school / institution have?

(Please enter the relevant number in each of the boxes below)

Over three Externally

Total number years old connected

In school I I I

Management / administration use only I I I

Which areas of your school /institution have computers that can be externally
connected?

(Please tick one box in each row)

All Some None NOt
applicable

Classrooms e | 8 e e
ICT suite/s e C e C
Staff room/s e | 8 e e
Library / study area/s | | & | e
Officels e | 8 e e

How many of your computers can be externally connected at the same time?

(Please tick one box only)

All / nearly all | &)
Over half
About half
Less than half

Don't know

O 0O 0O 0




Which of the following can access your Connectivity service when they are not at
your school/institution?

(Please tick one box in each row)

Yes No Not sure

Teaching staff
Support staff
Administration staff

Students

o] Woll o] Mol Iol
O O 0 0 n
o] Woll o] Mol Iol

Parents
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Section G: No broadband connectivity

Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements

(Please tick one box in each row)

Strongly Not . Strongly Not
agree Agree sure Disagree disagree applicable

We do not have broadband because

as far as we are aware it is not | e e @ e e

available in this area

We do not have broadband because
we are awaiting connection o E L o L o

We do not have broadband because

of the cost of getting a broadband E E E C C C
connection

We do not have broadband because

of the cost of upgrading ICT | e £ C C C
equipment
We do not have broadband because

E E E E C E

of the ongoing costs of connection

We do not have broadband because

of the staff training implications of e E B e e e

connection

We do not have broadband because
the service is not reliable enough o E L o L o

We do not have broadband because
the service is not secure enough e E e e e e

We do not have broadband because
the service is not fast enough E E L E L e

We do not have broadband because

staff do not appreciate the potential e E e | & |
benefits of broadband




