
You may wonder why the Arizona Education Association, which is the 

Arizona state affi liate of  the National Educational Association, is here with 

you today, not just as visitor but as a participant in this conference. It speaks 

to the long-standing relationship between the AEA and National Evaluation 

Systems, Inc., (NES®), and our mutual concern with teacher standards 

and certifi cation in Arizona. In addition to representing and advocating 

for teachers throughout Arizona, we have been working closely with NES 

and with our state board of  education around the multiple issues of  teacher 

quality and credentialing in Arizona. It seems very fi tting for us to be here as 

we advocate for the adoption of  rigorous standards for entering the teaching 

profession and for being certifi ed in the state of  Arizona, as we push our 

state board to include some sort of  performance assessment as part of  the 

licensing process, and as we push them to adopt a set of  cut scores on our 

assessment that truly speaks to profi ciency and not just to some level of  

minimal skills. These issues all address entry into the teaching profession in 

Arizona and to a certain extent they help defi ne the teaching profession. As 

the union representing the teachers of  Arizona, and to the extent that these 

actions defi ne our profession, we have a critical role to play in advocating 

for our profession. That’s why we from the AEA have been coming to 

these conferences for at least the last six years and taking that information 

home so we can work with our members and with our state department 

and certifi cation agency to make sure we are promoting and elevating the 

profession as part of  our advocacy. It’s also why we in Arizona work with our 

colleagues and other state affi liates of  the National Education Association 

and AFT to try to accomplish some of  those same objectives nationwide. 
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Today I want to tell you a story, a short story, that started as issues of  equity 

in capital facilities but became an opportunity to address an issue of  equal 

access to technology and the use of  technology. 

The story goes back to the Roosevelt v. Bishop case of  1994, a lawsuit about 

equity and capital facilities. In this case, the Supreme Court of  Arizona ruled 

that our funding system for capital facilities was inherently unconstitutional 

because it relied on the property tax base and property tax wealth. After 

several years of  trying to address this ruling, our state legislature fi nally 

came up with a system in which the state must take full responsibility for 

capital funding in every school district across the state. Full responsibility for 

building new schools. Full responsibility for providing money to maintain 

existing buildings. And full responsibility for correcting the defi ciencies in 

the existing underfunded system. They passed a legislation that put all of  

that burden on the state budget and established a board to oversee it all. 

Moreover, the governor took the risk of  appointing a union offi cer to this 

School Facilities Board along with some other people who represent the 

educational community as well as architects and engineers. 

So seven people with a wide range of  experience now fund and oversee all 

new school construction, all existing school maintenance, and the correction 

of  defi ciencies in all the schools around the state. Well, you can imagine some 

of  these defi ciencies. You have to patch roofs; you have to make sure the walls 

can hold the building up; you have to make sure the plumbing, electric, and 

other components are up to code. But in addition to those basic structural 

issues, the law also addresses technology defi ciencies. So in February of  

2001, the board established the Technology Initiative, which included a set 

of  guidelines for minimum threshold standards—not design standards, not 

aspirational standards, but the minimum threshold standards below which 

existing technology is not acceptable. 

What are these technology standards? A very minimal threshold is to have 

at least one computer for every eight students. The board even pushed 

the envelope and included some specifi cations for what kind of  computer 

is required. Not just any old computer. We need a computer with certain 

parameters for the speed of  the processor, the access to CD-ROM material, 

the kind of  monitor included. 

We also want to make sure that once we have these computers in place, they’re 

not just sitting in isolation, and they’re not in a box, but they’re connected to 

each other on a local area network as well as on a wide area network. Suddenly 
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you can see how this defi ciency correction project is shifting from something 

fairly basic to a technology initiative that encompasses the whole state. Now 

we have to decide not just what kind of  computer we need, but also what 

the connectivity looks like within districts and between districts, and a whole 

series of  new issues begins to unfold. 

The next issue is educating teachers to use the new computers. After all, what 

good is the box if  you don’t know how to use it well? Those new computers 

aren’t very useful if  the teachers aren’t trained to use them. And fi nally, what 

about the content for all of  these computers? 

So these are the four technology issues to be resolved: providing new 

computers for all the schools in the state, connecting these computers to 

each other, teaching the faculty how to use them, and providing software 

content for all of  them. I will tell you how we resolved each of  these issues.

To resolve the fi rst issue, the School Facilities Board purchased a large 

number of  computers. You almost can’t write that number down until you 

get out of  Arizona because no one knew how many computer we were going 

buy. We did buy in less than a year, in just eight months, 39,000 computers for 

schools all around the state. Even schools that already had a certain number 

of  computers needed new ones because the old ones did not always match 

the specifi cations. 

In resolving the fi rst issue, we also dealt with the third. Buying 39,000 

computers gave us a lot of  purchasing power, as you can imagine. We were 

able to leverage the market signifi cantly when we went to the computer 

manufacturers and described the need and asked them to submit purchase 

proposals for us to consider. This step was practically subversive, but it 

worked: we asked every computer manufacturer who was going to enter 

the bidding process to donate $50 of  the purchase price back to the state in 

order to pay for teacher training. And they did! The manufacturers who sold 

us these computers refunded $50 from the purchase price of  each computer. 

We used this money to pay for a contract with ASSET, the Arizona School 

Services through Education Technology at Arizona State University, to 

provide training to the 80,000 teachers who were going to use the computers. 

Of  course, that’s not a huge amount of  money for a training program of  this 

magnitude—it’s only a couple of  million dollars—but it’s a couple of  million 

dollars that wasn’t there before, and it was dedicated to this specifi c training 

purpose.
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Next we had to fi gure out how to connect these computers in networks. 

So we put out another proposal, and Qwest was selected as the vendor that 

would provide high-speed broadband connection for every single school 

building around the state. We started out expecting to spend around $100 

million, but after a lot of  negotiation, we ended up with a contract for about 

$140 million for Qwest to connect all the districts on wide area networks, 

then create the local area networks within every district. The 1400 school 

sites in Arizona’s 288 districts will all be connected by June of  ’03 with high 

bandwidth connectivity rates. 

So we found ways to get new computers into the schools, train the teachers, 

and connect the new computers throughout the state. The last issue was 

content for all these new computers. How could we provide software for all 

the different districts, from metropolitan Phoenix or Tucson to districts like 

Winarock in the Navajo Nation? Winarock is my neighborhood. Those are my 

schools and my students. That’s where I’ve been teaching since 1990, where 

the access to technology and the expertise to select and maintain appropriate 

content is severely limited. We wanted to make sure there would be consistent 

content for all these users, but we didn’t want all the districts to have to go 

out and purchase all the individual applications independently. So the next 

step was to fi nd an application service provider. We chose Cox Education 

Services, which is part of  Cox Communications, who then subcontracted to 

the Learning Station to assemble the titles. So now, housed in what must be 

a remarkable building—I haven’t seen it myself—in Tempe, Arizona, near 

Arizona State University, is essentially the brains for the entire school network 

of  Arizona. Close to 1,000 different titles, applications, content, including 

teacher training titles, reside in this application service provider, all of  which 

can be accessed across the state through the broadband network and used 

either at the school site or at a home site. 

Now, this is an important point. This means that students can use these 

titles at their computer terminals in their classrooms or, once they have their 

personal identifi cation numbers, on a computer at home if  they have one. 

The implications for this are pretty remarkable and, in fact, we had to have 

each of  the software manufacturers individually sign off  on this licensing 

agreement. Because the implication is that families with children in school 

don’t have to go out and buy Microsoft Offi ce to use Microsoft Word at 

home because it’s available through the application service provider and their 

kids can access it from their terminal at home. This is a new way of  providing 

a huge array of  content and applications not only to the students in their 
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schools, but also to the entire population of  the state to the extent that they 

have children in school. 

I’d like to go back to the teacher training aspect for a moment because this 

was more directly related to the particular topic of  this conference. The 

ASSET training service has developed their own portal, called MyCompass. 

You can take a look at MyCompass at the ASSET Web address, which is 

www.asset.edu. Teachers can access MyCompass training either at their 

school site or at home. They get a personal identifi cation number that allows 

them to go into this portal and it serves as their personal training portal. 

The instruction is completely individualized. Teachers begin by conducting 

an online assessment of  their technology skills in which they respond 

to a series of  prompts and questions. The program then gives them an 

indication of  their skill, comfort level, and readiness and determines where 

they are on a continuum of  teacher training and comfort with technology 

use. The program then provides training that’s customized and specifi c to 

the individual teacher’s abilities. They can do it intensively. They can do 

it gradually. It’s not monitored by anyone, whether from an employment 

perspective as a supervisor or from a teaching perspective as a mentor. It is 

their own training for them to use and move forward with as they like, and 

they can do this either from home or from school. 

I have to tell you that these were all extremely unexpected measures for a 

School Facilities Board to take. We pushed the whole notion of  correcting 

defi ciencies way beyond the expectations of  our legislators, I’m sure. We 

bundled training with the purchase of  the computers, we tied software 

content to the computers themselves, and we provided teacher resources 

together with the educational software for students. Our choices may seem 

almost subversive, but they addressed the issues from our perspective as a 

board of  defi ciencies. As we move into the twenty-fi rst century, it is defi cient 

to be in a K–12 school and not have access to rich content, and it is defi cient 

to be a K–12 teacher and not have access to rich technology. Anyone who 

thinks otherwise really doesn’t appreciate what’s going on. This was a chance 

for us to take advantage of  an opportunity and really expand it as far as it 

would go. 

So why have I told you about all this? I think that it’s simply an example of  

how you can seize an opportunity, recognize a need, and address that need. 

I’m not just saying this was a great effort in Arizona and isn’t it wonderful? 

We had the chance to move an initiative forward and really bring some new 

tools into classrooms like mine up on the remote reservation. But in the end, 
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it’s really not about what we put in the schools as a tool, but how you use 

it. As Larry said yesterday, it’s not about consuming—it’s about producing 

technology and producing with technology. We believe that we took this 

opportunity to put some tools in the schools not simply to give students 

equal access to technology, but to put the technology in place that will give 

them an equal opportunity to improve their learning and give teachers access 

to new training opportunities that they otherwise wouldn’t have had—all in 

the process of  trying to make sure our school buildings weren’t defi cient. 

So that’s our story. It has made a huge difference in the state of  Arizona and 

I thank you for the opportunity to tell you about it.
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