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INROADSTO TECHNOLOGY
Evening the Playing Field for the 21st Century

Framing the Issue — The Digital Divide

Community accessto technology has become acritical issuein the discussion of sustainable community

devel opment and the economic viability of communitiesin the 21% century. Thereisagreat deal of literature
emerging that refersto the so-called “ Digital Divide” that threatens to engulf low-income communitiesin asea
of technological ignorance. President Clinton, Vice President Gore and agrowing coalition of activists, educa-
tors, and elected officials are asking us to focus on the issue of community access. How accessible are
technology resources at the community level? How aware are community residents of these resources, and
what ranges of resources are available in low-income and underserved communities? The issue of universa
access to technology may be the single most important issue of the 21% century, because from a policy per-
spective, thisimpacts the economic vitality of our country and our ability to compete effectively inthe global
marketplace.

Increasingly, community groups and working peopl e are discovering that the much touted information revolu-
tionis not providing an equal bridge to the 21st century for everyone. Some of us are expected to stay on our
side of theriver and just stretch our necks to see over to the other side. The magjor institutions responsible for
building these systems often ignore certain communities by withhol ding even the basic componentsto allow
access to these resources. As aresult, many communities are simply redlined out of technology in many
aspects for years to come. From schools, libraries and community organizations to corporate offerings there
has been alack of support to local residents who do not count or cannot afford to pay for the basics in technol-
ogy. Technological discrimination isthe result and the current programs and offerings seem to only supply a
quick fix to the problems. There are currently no models or standardsin place which provide equal training and
accessto al. All of this makes it impossible for some to even have access to important resources at their
schools, libraries, businesses, or homes.

The Benton Foundation’slatest study, “What's Going On - Losing Ground Bit By Bit: L ow-Income Communi-
tiesIn the Information Age,” warned that the lack of accessto technology in low-income communitiesis
pervasive and growing. Their findings revealed how community technology accessinitiatives are moving (or
not moving) forward in Chicago—one of the nation’s largest cities with the second-largest school and library
systemsin the nation.

The simple fact is that poor communities are entering the Information Age far behind their
wealthier neighbors. The same neighbors that lack infrastructure are comprised of households
that are far less likely to have the tools of the Information Age. (Guslee, 2)

More recently, according to a Computer Intelligence Consumer Technology Survey (1998), 80 percent of
families making more than $100,000 have computers. By contrast, of those families making less than $30,000
ayear, only 25 percent have computers. A study led by Birdsell (1998) found significant disparitiesin the area
of education: 53 per-cent of people with an undergraduate degree or higher use the Web, while only 19 percent
of people with a high school education or less are Web users.

While demographic trends are changing quickly, there is some evidence that race and income may interact in
troubling ways. A Vanderbilt University (1998) study based on Nielsen datafrom late 1996 and early 1997
indicated that racial inequitiesin computer ownership and | nternet access jump significantly when household
incomes drop below $40,000. In such cases, African Americans were less than half as likely as whites to own
a home computer and about 60 percent as likely to have Internet access.
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Similar trends appear in tel ephone service, amuch older technol ogy that many poor Americans still don’t have.
While all but 6 percent of U.S. households have tel ephones, 43.5 percent of families who depend entirely on
public assistance and 50 percent of female-headed householdsliving at or below the poverty line lack even this
basic technology. And African-Americans and Latinos lag about 10 percentage points behind their white
counterparts in access to telephones even when income is held constant (Gusleg, 3).

The Impact on Work

The current trend in inequitabl e distribution of information technologies clearly isbecoming animportant
contributor to inequality in America. The Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) described the effect as
“the concentration of poverty and the deconcentration of opportunity” (OTA, 1995, p. 223). Email, video
conferencing, fax machines, and computer networks are making it easier for jobs to migrate from city centers
to suburbs and beyond. These technologies are enabling industries that once had to be close to customers and
related businessesto operate at greater distances. Similarly, they are allowing distributors and financial
institutionslike banks and insurance companiesto consolidate operations and locate “ back room” facilitiesfar
fromtheir customers, €liminating many downtown jobs.

At the same time, new technologies have led to sweeping changes in manufacturing processes, making old
factories in urban centers obsolete. The OTA estimated that the 28 largest counties in the Northeast and
Midwest lost one million jobsin the 1980s (U.S. Congress 1995, Pg. 4). The city of Chicago alone has more
than 2,000 unused manufacturing sites (U.S. Congress 1995, Pg. 229).

As employers take advantage of technological advances to rel ocate to suburbs, the labor market in many cities
has become fractured. Many highly skilled managerial and professional jobs remain downtown because they
require agreat dea of face-to-face contact and networking. But increasingly, the only work for unskilled
people consists of low paying, service sector jobs. Such jobs offer little hope of advancement, and intermedi-
ate jobs that would help less skilled workers climb career ladders are hard to find.

“We are witnessing the wholesal e disappearance of work accessible to the urban poor,” concludes Milton J.
Little, Jr., executive vice president and chief operating officer of the National Urban League. Hisview was
confirmed in 1996 by Harvard sociol ogist William Julius Wilson in “When Work Disappears: The World of the
New Urban Poor”

But the city’sloss has not been therural area’ s gain. “Without intervention, unemployment, poverty, and out-
migration will likely increase, exacerbating the structural problemstypical of rural areas,” the OTA warnedin
an earlier report, Rural Americaat the Crossroads: Networking for the Future. “Unlike routine manufacturing
industriesthat migrated to rural areasin search of lower production costs, today’s high-technol ogy industries
are attracted by a highly skilled workforce and communications networks to other economic markets and
information centers. These are precisely what rural areas lack” (U.S. Congress 1991, Pg..135).

“Paor, rural communities are already isolated,” observes Amy Borgstrom, executive director of ACENet, an
organization dedicated to using networking technol ogies to open new marketsfor citizensin Appalachian Ohio.
“Thereislow access in infrastructures.”

Borgstrom argues that information technol ogies could enabl e isolated communitiesrural and inner city to
compete economically with other regions. “ But without infrastructure, training, and access, information tech-
nology and these opportunitieswill passthese communitiesby.”

Who Suffers?

Thetechnology gapistaking atoll onindividuals, communities, and society at large. Thecosttoindividualsis
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most obvious. Larry Irving, Assistant Secretary of Commerce for Communications and Information, noted that
the year 2000, 60 percent of jobswill require skills with technology. Moreover, the Office of Management and
Budget reported that 75 percent of all transactions between individual s and the government—including such
servicesasdelivery of food stamps, Social Security benefits, and Medicaid information— would increasingly
take place electronically. People without technology skills or accessto el ectronic communicationswill be at a
considerable disadvantage. The President of the Information Technology Association of Americareported that
346,000 jobs ayear were going unfilled for lack of trained workers and information technology professionals.
Furthermore, the gap between wages for skilled and unskilled workers has been widening for some years as
employersincreasingly compete for well-trained workers who can use new technologies. Between 1979 and
1995, for instance, real wages dropped 23 percent for people with less than a high school education and 12
percent for those with only high school diplomas, while wages rose 4 percent for college graduates and 12%
for people with advanced degrees.

Response to the Issue - The PRAG Working Group
In an effort to address such issues, the Policy Research Action Group (PRAG) PRAG Working Groups bring
established the Community Accessto Technology Working Group to explore together CBO staff members
community access and training with regards to technology in the context of an ~and university faculty to
increasingly louder clamor for action on the universal accessfront. Additionally, Lo LI = LB IEER
we wanted to find out how technology resources are distributed in Chicago with policy agenda, and an action
particular emplasis on access at commmunity centers, schools and libraries. T

We began our investigation into the state of technology access within Chicago’sinner-city communitiesin July
1997. Thefollowing assumptions guided our research:

Poor and/or minority communities have |less access to technology than do more affluent and/or
majority communities.

Community-based organi zations (CBOs) provide superior community access and technology
training than publicinstitutions.

Despite the superior performance records of community-based organizations the majority of public
and private technol ogy resources have been restricted to public schools and libraries.

The technol ogy gap between the haves and have notsis widening duein large part to inequity in
public/private resource all ocation policies.

Based on these assumptions the Community Access to Technology Working Group launched itsinvestigation.
Under the leadership of co-chairs Pierre Clark of New Galiliee Technology Center, Bernice Taylor of DePaul
University and research associate Derek Pasnick of Loyola University Chicago, a broad spectrum of academ-
ics, community activists, technologists, businesspersons, librarians, and teacherswas assembled. Anintensive
exploration of the state of the problem was conducted including aliterature review, site visits, personal obser-
vations, testimonies, and Internet searches. After al of the secondary research had been conducted the focus
for the primary research emerged:

1.  Which Chicago communitieswith predominantly poor and/or underserved populations currently have
access to community technology centers and training in computer applications and which do not?

2. Which of thetechnology centers and training opportunities are provided by: community-based organiza-
tions, public schools, or libraries?

3. What isthe nature and scope of community access and training provided at the centers and whom do they

serve?

Where are the gaps in community access to technology and training in computer applications?

What are the factors that impact on the provision or lack of access to technology and training?
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M ethodology

Datawere gathered from three magjor institutional sources: Schools, Libraries, and Community-based Organi-
zations. Derek Pasnick conducted a general survey of schools, libraries and community-based organi zations
within Chicago that offered some form of access and/or training in technology. Derek specifically looked for
institutions with acomputer 1ab or technology center whereindividual s from the community could comein and
have either open access and/or instruction in the use of various aspects of technology.

Thefirst step wasto solicit information from working group members and ask for referrals. Thisresulted in an
eventual listing of ten Chicago areacommunity centers providing some form of access and/or training with
computers and technology, and seven public libraries. Subsequent callsto the Chicago Public Library System
confirmed only seven libraries had official technology centers of over 80 public librariesthroughout the city.
Thelast step for compiling alisting dealt with getting alisting of Chicago public high schoolswith some sort of
computer lab or technology center.

Unfortunately, numerous callsto the Board of Education provided no help. Even the Board of Education’s
Office of Technology had no listings or information regarding schoolswith technology centers. Asaresult, the
working group members came together and compiled alisting of schools with technology centers. Subsequent
callsindicated only eight schools with centersthat catered to their faculty, staff and students.

After theinitial datawere collected the working group decided that additional data were needed. As aresult,
three additional community-based organizations with technology centers were contacted with only two re-
sponses. This brought the number of represented community-based organizations to twelve. Likewise, four
additional high schoolswere added to theinitial data. Dueto the problems associated with gaining information
from the schools it was decided to randomly pick afew schools from each region to expand the representation
within the sample. Of the eight additional schoolsthat were chosen only four provided information or choseto
participatein this study. Thisexpanded our listing of schoolswith computer labs/technology centersto twelve.

The survey covered topics in the areas of types of access, types of hardware, and funding issues to name a
few. The hope was to get a genera overview of the populations these labs were serving and in what capacity
they were helping the various constituencies. It was a so designed to determine how these three ingtitutions
differed from each other and who presented better solutions to community access to technology. The data was
collected through telephoneinterviews, mailings, and by fax.
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Research Findings
Resear ch Findings

Based on the sample used in this study, the following observations can be made concerning access to technol-
ogy in Chicago and the quality of that access.

First of all, it is comforting to note that the city’s youth appear to have the greatest access to computer tech-
nology. Thisis particularly dueto the large number of high schools as compared to libraries or community
centers. It isalso true that this access applies primarily to in-school youth. With the high school dropout rate
till hovering around 50%, many youth must ook elsewhere for such access. Fortunately, ate least half of the
community based technology centers offer services to out-of-school youth.

Adults are not so fortunate. While they are welcome to use computers at their local public library, the number
of workstationsavailableto the public at any onelocation isextremely limited with only 7 libraries having
computer centers available within the city. Furthermore, library staff are neither trained to be trainers nor do
they have the time to attend to the need of those not already familiar with how to use a computer. Very few
schools offer access or training for adultsin their community and fewer facilities are open evening when adults
would be available to learn. CBO's have clearly made the broadest effort to reach adults to provide access
and training. They offer introductory computer courses, classes that are designed to assist low literacy adults
to improve their language skills, and classes that are focused on workforce preparation. In general, CBO's
have the hours to meet the needs of adult users.

In terms of availability of equipment or hardware, schools|ead the way in numbers of workstations, but not in
variety of computer related equipment available. A few observations about the number raise concerns. For
example, the number of computers per school in the sample ranges widely, from 15 workstations at Garfield
High School to 350 at Wells Academy, arecent benefactor of afederal grant. Furthermore, schools identified
arange of 2-6 instructors available in their technology centers to work with an average of 500 users weekly.
This means each instructor is handling 190-200 students each week or 38 per day. Most student contact with
computes takes place in astructured classroom environment, where the focusis on basic keyboarding skills,
word processing, and spreadsheets.

Opportunitiesfor exploring the Internet are limited by time and connectivity constraints. Few schoolsin the
sample offered after school access to students, and on average, there are four students for every workstation.
That number is probably alot higher without Wellsin the sample.

At libraries, on the other hand, applications are avail able from most workstations, provided that users know
how to take advantage of that access. But this availability is offset by the fact that the average number of
workstations available to the public at the library technology center is 10; with 7 being moretypical. With
average weekly users estimated at 206 per Site, this means there are about 21 users for every workstation.
Consequently, thereis often awaiting list to take one' sturn at acomputer. Additionally, Internet availability is
typically limited to one or two workstations within the center making wait times even longer if thisresourceis
needed. Littleto no formal training is offered at librariesin computer technology.

CBO'’s seem to offer the widest range of training to the broadest range of community residents. (83% of
CBO's offer general community access as compared to 33% of schools.) They have the best instructor-to-
student ratio as well as the best workstation-to-user ratio, with only two users per workstation on average. On
the other hand, they generally limit accessto personswho are affiliated with their organization through some
programmatic relationship. Completely open access, off-the-street, so to speak, israre.

CBO's generally offer awider range of training, including use of the Internet, web page design, and work with
graphics and multimedia more than schools or libraries. They a so offer more workplace specific training.
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Research Findings

For the most part, all three types of sites have fairly sophisticated, up-to-date equipment. IBM PC's dominate
about 2 to 1, but Macintosh based systems are available, especialy at the schools. Generally, CBO's offer the
most technologically diverse array of equipment. 67% have scanners; 33% have digital cameras available;
25% have CD Rom read/write capacity as well as access to video.

Connectivity isan issue most sitesin the sample struggle with. A modem hook-up is still the most common
(30% in general; 45% at CBO’s) and probably the least flexible or reliable. An ISDN connection isavailablein
26% of cases, generally at libraries. Only 4% mentioned a cable connection and afew referred toa T1 line,
which is expensive to maintain. Only libraries were hooked up to awide area network (WAN) whichis
primarily made available to staff. Most schools and CBO’s employed alocal area network (LAN).

In arelated area of human connectivity, most often described as collaboration, CBO's excel. 92% reported
collaborative activitieswith schools, libraries, and other CBO's. Only 58% of schools acknowledged collabora-
tive activities; only 29% with CBO’s. Given what each category of provider hasto offer, a collaborative
strategy would seem to suggest a more effective and efficient deployment of resources to serve the most
diversepopulation.

Such consideration is further amplified by the current funding scenario which has schools and libraries amost
completely dependent on public funding. CBO's have been more successful in attracting private dollars, mostly
out of necessity since they report that most public funding is restricted to schools and libraries. The public
might better be served with ablend of funding all around.

Finally, aword about the construction of the sample. It had been the hope of the researchers, that the Office
of Technology Devel opment of the Board of Education of Chicago would have been ableto provide alist of
schools with technology centers. However, that office reported having no such list or knowledge of just what
schools had centers or specia technology programs. Consequently, schoolsincluded in the sample were
identified by informants among the PRAG Technol ogy Working Group members and then augmented by an
effort to at least represent a reasonable geographic distribution.

The Chicago Public Libraries did have alist of librarieswith technology centers which was readily provided.
Thelibraries, however, had the least information concerning their computer user population. It should be noted
that, based on the library’slist, except for the Bee Branch, the south side is not being served with technology
access through their libraries.

CBO’'s were most knowledgeable about other CBO’s with technology centers, perhaps due to their penchant
for collaboration. Mapping the sample of community-based technology centersreveal s anorth and south side
cluster of organizationswhich probably reflectsthe composition of the working group and their informants
more than anything else.
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_ Conclusion and Recommendations
Conclusion

For those community members who are computer literate and require access only, libraries are an excellent
and convenient resource. However, very limited training and technical assistanceis provided for those commu-
nity members unfamiliar of uncomfortabl e with technology. Furthermore, many morelibraries should have
technology centers.

Public schools have more resources in the form of hardware and software. However, access to those re-
sourcesis primarily limited to in-school youths during school hourswith little or no accessfor the general
community.

Community-based organizations have open, if not walk-in access, for all segments of the community and offer
abroad array of training. However, CBO technology centers tend to be fewer in numbers, serve fewer clients,
and have limited access to resources both public and private. In spite of these limitations, there is documented
evidencethat CBO'soutperform public schoolsand librariesin delivering training to community residentsthat
is convenient, relevant, and that leads to placement in jobsin computer-related fields. CBO's are particularly
well-positioned to playaleadership rolein spreading technol ogy in low-income communities, mainly because
they already have strong local ties.

Despite the performance record of community-based organizations, they have been effectively shut out of the
funding stream for those dollars that are set aside for universal access. Public schools and libraries continue to
receive the bulk of the technology resources from both the public and private sectors while providing limited
access and training opportunities for low-income residents of the inner-city. As a consequence, the technology
gap between the “haves’ and “have nots’ iswidening due in some measure to inequalitiesin public and private
funding policies.

Thesefindingsvalidate theimportance of community-based organizationsin bridging thedigital divide between
marginalized and mainstream communities. Unlike public schoolsand libraries, the community-based organiza-
tionsin this study had incorporated universal accessto technology as part of their overall strategiesfor sustain-
able community development. If unversal accessto technology for poor, under-served communitiesisto
becomeareality in the 21% Century then all social institutions, public, private, and community-based, must be
included in the distribution of resources earmarked for that purpose.

Recommendations

Members of the PRA G Technology Working Group hope the findings from this study will support the
community’seffortsto:

1. Influenceachangein public and private funding policiesto include CBO'sin universal access, Welfare-
toWork, and other funding opportunities.

2. Encourage cooperative relationships between public institutions and CBO’sto provide low-incomeresi-
dents with access to the broadest possible range of learning opportunitiesin the latest technologies.

3. Facilitate the development and delivery of industry specific curriculumsthat lead to the placement of
community residentsin jobsthat provide living wages and opportunitiesfor advancement.

4. Document the lessons learned from the examples of best practices as displayed by CBO's in this study
(Erie Neighborhood House, New Galilee Center, Street Level Youth Media, and others) to demonstrate to
fundersthe efficacy of supporting community-based technology initiatives.

5. Encourage the creation and support of more community technology centersin poor and under-served

communitiesin Chicago (and throughout the nation) to address issues of universal access and to serve as

catalystsfor the economic viability of low-income communitiesin the 21% century.

Triple the number of libraries with technology centers from the current 7 (8.75%) to 21 (25%).

7. Increase the number of high school technology centers open to the community after school and in the
evenings.

o
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Total Results

Thissection representstheresultsfor thetotal number of respondentsand followstheformat of the
origind survey.

Locations:

Thefollowing tableand mapillustratesthelocations of dl our respondentswithinthecity of Chi-
cago. Theserepresent the 12 Community Centers, 7 libraries, and 12 schools. The most interesting and
apparent aspects about thismap hasto do with thefact that alarge portion of the south sideremains
underrepresented by theseingtitutions. Thissupportsoneof our initia argumentsthat accessand training has
not been equally distributed or implemented throughout the city.

Community Centers Libraries Schools
CBO Run
Darntrell Davis Bee Branch Bowen High School
Elliott Donnelly Youth Center Harold Washington DuSable High School
Erie Neighborhood House Lincoln Park Garfield High School
Housing Resource Center North Austin Lane Technical High School
NE"V_;a'(':'eZ_tO_W?C%dVOC&y Portage Cragin Manley High School
;F;:f;lt Lev(; \'(g)&hol\r/l edi; Uptown Morgan Park High School
STRIVE Mable Manning Mather High School
Uptown Muiti-Cuitural Art Center Orozco Acederry PS
Prologue Alternative High School
University Supported @;fﬂlggasrc‘egih Prep High
Center for Urban Research and Whitney Young High School

Learning - Loyola University

ChicagoTeachers Center - North
Eagtern lllinois University

Inner City Studies - North Eastern
[llinois University
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Chicago Public Library
Paortage Cragin Branch Mather High Scha

Chicago

Prologue Aternative
High SEh00l | v Wulti-Cuttural At Canter

ousing Resource Center
Chicago Public Library

ptoseen Branch
Chicago Public Library ~Lane Technical High School
Morth Austin Branch wielle Chimm. Aca hicago Public Library
Linzaln Park
Street Level Wouth Medis, artrell Davis Technology Learning Certer
Erie Meighborbiood Hous CURL PC4

Richard Crane Tech. Prep High Schook
Manley High School™

itney oung High School
Chicago Public Library

Qrozco Acadermy psT arold Washington
Spanizh Coaltion for Johs_ Makle Manning Public Library
Ellict Donnellesy. hicago Public Library

“outh Certer Bee Branch

|

Morthieastern linois University
Inner City Studies

Garfield High Schao
: Mesy Glilee C
Duzakle High Schoal STRIVE

Morgan Park High School

Bowwen High Schoal
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Totals Section I - Access and Training
I. Access and Training

Thepurposeof thiscategory isto better understand the types of accessand training currently
offered within these organizations. Theseinclude questionsidentifying thetarget popul ations, Size of pro-
grams, types of accessand training, and capacity.

Individuals with access to technology center (Question 1b):

Thefirst section of thisquestion pertainsto the groupswho have accessto the particular center. This
isbroken up into employees, CBO’sand community membersand isbased on atotal number of 31 re-
spondents. The subsection of thisquestion pertainsto thetypesof community memberswho currently have
accessand the centers purposefor providing their services. These are broken down into in school youth,
out of school youth, workforce prep, low literacy, non-English, and other. Thisisbased onatotal number of
27 respondentswho answered thisquestion. Aninteresting noteisthefact that 57% of these respondents
used their labsfor other purposeswhich included open accessto al usersand/or employeeaccess. This
question produced avariety of responseswhichwill be coveredin moredetail inlater sections.

Libraries [ 0 Community

] Members

WHO HAS ACCESS Schools FI ‘ g Other
i | CBO's
Employees | Other CBO's Cl\ﬁmmgmty Non-Profit —:|::
emoers | ‘ m Employees
94% 23% 84% Total ﬁ |
N=31 1 1
0% 50% 100% 150%
Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
Community M ember Access
In School Out of Workforce Teacher Low Litera Non-English
Youth School Youth Prep Training cy 9
56% 30% 26% 19% 15% 11%
Other ~—|
Non-English
Low Literacy - -
o O Libraries
Teacher Training OSchools
W orkforce Prep m N on-P rofit
Out of School Youth mETotal
In School Youth —_l
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
N=27
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Totals

Number of visitors to center (Question 1¢):

Section I - Access and Training

Thenumber of visitorsisbased on thetotal number of respondentsfor thissurvey. Theresultsare
broken up into median and mean for estimated weekly and monthly use.

2500
Number of Users 2000
Weekly M onthly
1500 :
M edian 135 440 m M edian
W Mean
Mean 489 1929 | 1000
N=31
500 -
O —
W eekly Monthly

Days Open (Question 1d):

Thisquestion representsthe percentage of total respondents centers open each day of theweek. Of
great interest isthefact that none of the respondents centersare open on Sunday and the varied responses
for each day of theweek.

Days Open
M onday Tuesday Wendsday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday
97% 94% 94% 87% 98% 42% 0%
Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
N=31
Sunday
Saturday
. [ 1
Ly Dlibraries
I O0Schools
Thursday | mNon-Profis
! = Total
Wednesday | ——
|
Tuesday | —
|
Monday
I I
0% 50% 100% 150%

Hours centerswere open varied greatly from organi zation to organi zation. However, it isinteresting to note
that the majority of community based organi zationswere open thelongest with many open from asearly as
8AM till 9PM. Onthe other hand the mgjority of schoolsand librarieswere only open during working
hours. The execption were afew school sthat often stayed open an hour longer than usual school hours.
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Number of Computers/\Wbrkstations Available (Question 1e):

The number of computers/workstationsisbased on thetotal number of respondentsfor thissurvey.
Theresultsare broken up into median and mean for estimated number of machines. Therange of computers
per organization varied fromalow of 3to ahigh of 300.

80

70

Number of 28
Workstations/Computers 40

_ 30

M edian 22 20
10

M ean 70 0

N=31 Median Mean

Access or Training (Question 1f):

Thisquestion representsthe centersthat provide either accessto technol ogy, training intechnol ogy,
or acombination of these. Respondentswho choose both are not recounted for accessand/or training. The
vast mgority of respondents provide acombination of thetwo. It had been noted by anumber of respon-
dentsthat open accessistypically provided to only thoseindividualswho are part of their programand
already being trained. The only exception to thisarethelibrarieswho traditional ly provide accesson awalk
inbasisand offered virtualy notrainingtovisitors.

[
Libraries \ ‘

Access/Training | ‘ ‘ ] | OBoth

Schools
Access | Training Both 1 l Training
Non-Profits
32% 10% 58% E [ Access

N=31 Total _

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Thefollowing four topics and findings are based on the responsesto the previous question.
It goesinto further detail about various aspectsof training aparticular organization may
offer.

Instructors (Question 1f1):

Thisquestion proved somewhat difficult for most respondentsto answer. The primary reason was
duetothefact that thisnumber varied at any given point intime. Although most organizationshad at |east
oneinstructor thisnumber waslikely to increase depending on who was availableto help out at the center
for thegiven day. The dynamicsof thisquestion varied for the various sectionsand will bediscussedin
further detail asthereport getsto them. The calculation for thisquestion was based on atotal number of 16
respondents.
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Instructors
M edian 25
M ean 3.3
N=16

Section I - Access and Training
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Instructor Certification (Question 1f2):

Thisquestion focuseson the certification of theinstructorsat aparticular organization. Certification
representsany typeof certification intechnology or technical training. Thiscould vary from adegreefroman
accredited collegeto acertificatefromacommunity college.Overall theresultsare pretty even with dmost
equal percentagesfor instructorswith and without training. A large portion, 44%, have acombination of
certified and non-certified instructors. Thisquestion isbased on atotal of 24 respondents.

Instructor Certification

Certification

Non-Certified

Combination of
both

24%

33%

43%

N=21

Saff Training (Question 1f3):
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Thisquestion focuseson staff training. The percentageshereare practically equal withamost half
providingtraining for their staff and the other half making no provisionsfor training. Thisquestioniscacu-
lated based on atotal number of 22 respondentswho answered the question.

Il No Training
@ Training

Libraries
Schools
Provide Training

Non-Profits

Yes No
50% 50% Total

N=22 ‘
0%

50%
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Totals Section I - Access and Training
Types of Training (Question 1f6):

Thisquestion refersto thetypesof technol ogy/computer training that aparticular organization may
provide. Overall theresultsare pretty much even with word processing offered themost and programming
rarely offered. Thereisasoardatively high percentagefor those organizationswho sel ected other. This
variesgreatly depending on the section referred to. Schoolsand librariestypically had agreater focuson
gpeciaty software, suchas ACT/SAT preparation and educational tools. CBO'stended to focusmoreon
those appli cations presented in the sel ection with the exception of toolssuch asresume preparation. The
percentages are based on atotal number of 21 respondentswho answered thisquestion. Likewise, those
institutionswho answered thisquestion and, do not provideofficia training, do provide ass stance.

Types of Training
Word oL Literacy i . . Other
Processing Basic Skills | Spreadsheets Internet Database SKills M ultimedia Graphic Programming
95% 76% 1% 67% 57% 57% 48% 48% 19% 52%
Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
N=21
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Theabove chart indicatesthat the majority of training focuseson themost basic of trainingin popular
applications such asword processing and spreadshests. Likewise, themgjority of those surveyed lack
ggnigicant training in advanced applications such as programming, multimediadesign and graphicillustration.
Assistance Outside of Training (Question 1g):

Thisquestion pertainsto al organizationsthat provide accessto technology and whether or not they
offer any typesof ass stancein these enviornments. Thisass stance could be anything from hel ping someone
to print adocument to troubl e shooting an Excel spreadsheet. 77% of the sitesoffered someform of help.
Inmost casesthelevel of support given outside classroom instruction wasminimal. Thisquestioniscalcu-
lated on atotal of 30 respondents. Libraries _ | | | |

.
Schools I W No Assistance

Yes No .
Non-Profits H_L‘ @ Assistance

77% 23% \ \
Total
| | | |

N:SO T T T T
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Assistance
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Totals Section Il - Hardware
Il. Hardware

Thepurposeof thiscategory isto better understand thetypesof hardware currently availablein
thesevarious organi zations. Theseincludetypesof computersand peripherasavailabletotheindividuas
they arecateringto. In addition, thiscategory exploresthe current status of each center in termsof upgrade
plansand capacity.
Types of Technology (Question 2a):

Thisquestion exploresthetypesof technology offered in each center. Thisquestioniscal culated
based on thetotal number of 31 respondents.

Types of Technology

Computer | Modem | Scanner Digital Vi_d_eo CD-ROM | CD-ROMR/W | DVD Other
Camera Editing
100% 48% 48% 26% 16% 90% 19% 3% 3%
Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
N=31
Other
DVD
CD-ROMR/W
I . .
CD-ROM O Libraries
Video Editing O Schools
B Non-Profits
Digital Camera o Total
Scanner
Modem  —
I
Computer

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

Types of Computers (Question 2b):
Thisquestion exploresthetypesof computersoffered in each center.

Types of Libraries
Computers
Schools OOther
IBM M AC BEMAC
Non-Profits =EIBM
94256 61%0
Total
N=31
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
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Computer Class (Question 2¢):

Thisquestion further exploresthetypesof computersoffered in each center by asking what class
computer they have. With thiswe are exploring therel ative speed of the systemsbeing used. Older systems
arerepresented by thelower numbersfor IBM compatible machines such as 386 and 486. Theseare much
lesslikely to run current applicationsas newer systemstoday. Overall, each center appearsto berather well
equipped with either a486 or Pentium based computer and/or aPower Macintosh. Thisquestioniscalcu-
lated based on thetotal number of 31 respondents.

Class of Computers

. . Power
386 486 Pentium Pentiuml | MAC
26% 58% 84% 26% 39%
Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
N=31
100%
80% [ ]

° @ Total
60% [ @ Non-Profits
40% [0 Schools
0% ﬂ OLibraries

b

0% - —| T T
386 486 Pentium Pentiumll  Power MAC

Network (Question 2d):
Thisquestion exploreswhether or not the computersare networked and the type of network

connectionthey currently use. Thisincludeslocal areanetworks, wide areanetworks, and I nternet connec-
tivity. Thefirst section to thisquestion asksfor basi ¢ network information whilethe second section explores
more detailed information about their Internet connectivity. Thefirst sectionisbased onall 31 respondents
whilethe second isbased on 27 respondents (those who were connected to the I nternet).

— 100%
Network Connectivity .
80% -
None | LAN | WAN | Internet [ Total
60% | | W Non-Profits
0, 0, 0, 0,
13% 52% 23% 74% 40% | | |gschools
N=31 20% | | |OLibraries
o L] i
None LAN WAN Internet

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
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80%
0, —
Internet Connectivity 700/0
60% — | @Total
Modem | ISDN | Cable | Other* ‘5182;0 | | @ Non-Profits
b ||
| | | |OSchools
0% | 26% | 4% | 41% 30% m o
20% - - | OLibraries
N=27 10% - -
0% - : =
Modem ISDN Cable Other

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question

* Other indicates any other type of connection that was not pre-chosen for this survey. In the majority of cases the respondents did
not know what tye of Internet connectivity they had. However, others had specific, and rarely used, types of connectivity such as T1
lines and ADSL. These however made up for a minority of cases.

Upgrade Plan (Question 2€):

Thisquestion explorestheissue of upgrading hardware and software. Theresultsare pretty much
splitin haf with half having aplan established whilethe other half doesnot. Thisquestioniscalculated ondl
31 respondents.

Libraries
Upgrade Plan
Yes No Schools mNo
52% 48% Non-Profits @ Yes
N=31
Total

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Percentage of Computers Running (Question 2f):

Thisquestion examinesthe percentage of computerscurrently working at thetime of the survey. It
wasfound that 96% of al machinesfor al organizationswererunning at thetimeof thissurvey. Thisques-
tioniscalculated based on dl 31 respondentsto thissurvey. Oneinteresting noteisthe high (100%) per-
centage of running machinesamong schools. Thisisespeciadly the case when compared to areport by the
The Chicago Pand indicating that thereisalack in support for computer maintenance and that thedutiesare
often shared by teachersand students (School Technology 14).

Libraries

Schools

Non-Profits

Total

80% 85% 90% 95% 100% 105%

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
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[11. Organization

Thepurposeof thiscategory isto better understand thetype of organization surveyed and their
capacity intermsof collaboration, awareness, and funding.

Type of Organization (Question 4a):

Thisquestion smply askswhat type of organization wasbeing surveyed. It includesnon-profit, high
schoadl, library, college/university, and grade schools. Community Training Center isclassified asanon-profit
agency who catersonly to providing and training technol ogical skills. Thisquestioniscal culated based on
thetotal number of 31 respondents.

Organization Type

Community .
. o High . College/- Grade
Non-Profit | Training School Library University School
Center
42% 10% 35% 23% 3% 3%

N=31
Callaboration with Other Organizations (Question 4c & 4cl):

Thisquestion examinesthe capacity of collaboration with other organizations. Inmany casesthis
could smply beoffering there center to other organizationsfor training or presentations. Thisquestionissplit
into two parts. Thefirst part isbased on the total number of 25 respondentsand ssmply askswhether or not
the organization does collaboration. The second part exploresin moredetail who the organizations collabo-
ratewith and isbased on 15 respondentswho answered yesto thefirst question. Please note the difference
between school sand educational ingtitutions. Educationd Ingtitutionsare classified asany higher level
educationa facility suchasuniversitiesor colleges.

Collaboration Libraries
Yes No Schools mNo
68% 3204 N on-Profits EYes
N=31 Total
0% 20% 40 % 60% 80% 100%
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Schools Educational CBO's
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Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
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Totals Section 111 - Organization
Funding (Question 4e):

Initially thisquestion wasto explorethetypesof funding in moredetail than eventually collected. The
majority of organizationsdid not want to specify in detail thetypesof ingtitutionsand grantsthey were
getting. Thereforethisquestion hasbeen limited to the selection of either public or privatefunding and based
on 24 respondents.

120%
100%
Funding 80% |
Public Private 60% I Public
H Private
90% 40% 40% |
N=30
20% -
0% -
Total Non-Profits Schools Libraries

Note: %’'s calculaied based upon multiple selections for this question
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Observations
- Equipment not theissuebut connectivity is

- Geographic distribution clustered in activist communities(i.e. Uptown, West Town, Near West, Douglas
Grand Boulavard (Bronzeville)).

- In school youth have greatest access; out of school youth next; adultsleast served
- Librariesopento dl but minimumtraining offered; staff least prepaired for instruction

- Librariesand CBO’sare open on the evenings but have limited timeson Saturday while schoolsare
primarily only open during school hours.

- Word Processing common and then drops by 20% with Basi¢ skillsand spreadsheets. Another 10% drop

for Internet training. Only haf offer multimediaand graphical training and lessthan 20% offer programing
training. Thesearethefastest growing sectorsin thetechnology field along with the highest paying jobs.
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Note From a Local Area Librarian

Suzanne Wheldon works at the Harold Washington Library in downtown Chicago. Her involvement
with the working group has been instrumental to understanding the Chicago Public Library (CPL)
systems in relation to computer technology issues. Suzzan submitted the following to be included in the
report. She felt it important to report her views of this study and her experience as a librarian in the
Chicago Public Library (CPL) system:

An interesting note from CityFile in last week’s Reader stated that according to a recent report done by
the Chicago Public Schools, one Power Mac or Pentium level computer is available for every 63 students.
It would beinteresting to look at the number of computers available to communities through the library
because we might find that one computer is available for every 25,000 community members or so.

At the Harold Washington Library Center (HWLC) the situation is pretty desperate due to several factors.
Our number one problem istoo few computers per capita and only one small computer lab with perhaps
eight or ten computerslinked to the Internet. With appointments, computers are sometimes booked up to
two weeks in advance, serioudly limiting access. The lab isterribly understaffed and also acts asthe help
desk for the entire library system! Also, computer connection has only one librarian-manager and four or
fivetech people of varying abilities. Absolutely no instruction isoffered and such instruction is actively
discouraged by the head of Library Automation. Further, software isterribly limited. We basically offer
MS Office.

Nowhereisthere appropriate access for those with disabilities except vision impairments (one computer
on thefifth floor) and all furniture isinappropriate for computer use and lacks the capacity for individual
adjustment. Accessis avery serious issue with many computers offered at stand up counters. Children,
those with disabilities and the elderly therefore have reduced opportunity to access the Internet. The
Hughes Children’s Library has a few computers but the comfort level and ease of use could be a problem

Elsewhere in the library there are only two or three (Internet) computers available on each floor and these
are frequently down due to viruses, tampering or network problems. Staff training has been slow and
inadequate with heavy use of outside consultants for no apparent reason. A major problem has been an
almost total unavailability of Internet workstations for use by the reference staff at public service desks
and a serious scarcity of same for work areas. Most departments have one workstation for a group of
twenty - thirty librarians. Until very recently e-mail was essentially unavailable, but we recently got Pine.

This summer we have had numerous visitors from other cities and other countries. Many of these people
have followed asimilar pattern and come to the main library to check their mail shortly after they arrivein
Chicago. Often they leave in utter frustration because they cannot get to a working computer and quickly
and easily check mail. The library does not support mail per se but if aperson can utilize aweb-based mail
service, he can get mail. Computer shortages and break downs, however, make access to this critical
service very problematic for our guests and users and are creating a potential PR nightmare for CPL.

The library has recently introduced some web-based indexes and search tools and is making access
possible from home. This may strain our already overburdened services even further and will only create a
heavier demand on the too few workstations and printers at the central library. A recent articlein Library
Journal reported that while many public libraries existed very nicely on $20 per capitawhen the world was
print-based, it will cost a great deal more per capita to support an adequate level of electronic resources.
One very interesting figure to identify might be some sort of per capitalevel of support for the library
system. Perhaps we could determine what this figure was five years ago, what it is now and what it is
expected to be five years in the future? We could then compare the level of support to other major urban
library systems. In the past CPL has not done very well when such comparisons were drawn.
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Library Results

Thissection representstheresultsfor thetotal number of librarieswith technol ogy centersthat
responded to our survey. The mgority of theselocationswere acquired fromalist of computer centers put
out by the Chicago Public Library System. Thesetechnol ogy/computer centersdiffer greatly from boththe
schoolsand CBO'sinthat amost all provided simple accessto computer and basic software packages. Al
librarieswith the exception of two, Portage Cragin and North Austin, provided only basic accesswith no
training or in depth ass stance available. The only ass stance given dealt with basic trouble shooting such as
changing print cartridges or trouble shooting basi ¢ problemswith hardware and/or software.

Theonly two librariesthat provided any in-depth support were the Portage Cragin and North
Austin Branches. TheNorth Austin Branch provided basic training in computer skillsand Internet. Unfortu-
nately, at thetimethis survey was conducted they were no longer ableto providethese classesdueto alack
of staff. On the other hand the Portage Cragin Branch continuoudly providesclassesin Internet Basicsand a
workshop on creating resumes. Theonly other training that al of these centersprovideishby theway of
software-based tutorial packagesthat aremainly focused on children’slearning.

None of thelocationscharged feesor even required potential usersto hold validlibrary cards. Most
all centerswere open one hour after and closed one hour beforetheir regular hours. Although most offered
their equipment to individualson awalk-in basis, few required usersto reserve workstationsin advance due
to the center’s popul arity.

Locations:

Thefollowing tableand mapillustratesthelocationsof al 7 Chicago Public Librariescontaining
technology centers. Although not clustered, thismap portraysthelack of technical availability onthe south
sdeof thecity with only the Bee Branch providing these services.

Chicago Public Library-Bee Branch 3647 S. State St.
Chicago Public Library-Harold Washington 400 S. State St.
Chicago Public Library-Lincoln Park 1150 W. Fullerton Ave.
Chicago Public Library-North Austin Branch 5724 W. North Ave.
Chicago Public Library-Portage Cragin Branch 5108 W. Belmont Ave.
Chicago Public Library-Uptown Branch 929 W. Baena Ave.
Mable Manning Public Library 6 S. Hoyne St.
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Community Area Names

1. Rogers Park 26. West Garfield Park  51. South Deering
2. West Ridge 27. East Garfield Park 52. East Side
3. Uptown 28. Near West Side 54. West Pullman
4. Lincoln Square 29. North Lawndale 55. Riverdale
5. North Center 30. South Lawndale 56. Garfield Ridge
6. Lake View 31. Lower West Side 57. Archer Heights
7. Lincoln Park 32. Loop 58. Brighton Park
8. Near North Side 33. Near South Side 59. McKinley Park
9. Edison Park 34. Armour Square 60. Bridgeport
10. Norwood Park 35. Douglas 61. New City
11. Jefferson Park 36. Oakland 62. West Elsdon
12. Forest Glen 37. Fuller Park 63. Gage Park
13. North Park 38. Grand Boulevard 64. Clearing
14. Albany Park 39. Kernwood 65. West Lawn
15. Portage Park 40. Washington Park 66. Chicago Lawn
16. Irving Park 41. Hyde Park 67. West Englewood
17. Dunning 42. Woodlawvn 68. Englewood
18. Mort Clare 43. South Shore 69. Greater Grand Crossing
19. Belmond Cragin 44. Chatham 70. Ashburn
20. Hermosa 45. Avalon Park 71. Auburn Gresham
21. Avondale 46. South Chicago 72. Beverly
22. Logan Square 47. Burnside 73. Washington Heights
23. Humboldt Park 48. Calumet Heights 74. Mount Greerwood
24. West Town 49. Roseland 75. Morgan Park
25. Austin 50. Pullman 76. O'Hare
77. Edgewater
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I. Access and Training

Thepurposeof thiscategory isto better understand the types of accessand training currently
offered within these organizations. Theseinclude questionsidentifying thetarget populations, size of pro-
grams, typesof accessand training, and capacity. Dueto thelimited number of librarieswho supply any sort
of training thisquestion wasprimarily limited to i ssuesregarding access.

Individuals with access to technology center (Question 1b):

Thisquestionisbroken upinto two parts. Thefirst section of thisquestion pertainsto the groups
who have accessto the particular technology center/computer lab. Thisfirst sectionwasbrokenupinto
three main sections (Employees, CBO's, and Community Members) and isbased on thetotal number of 7
respondentsfor thissection. Dueto the nature of theselabs, with free and open accessto all members, none
of therespondents picked CBO’sasase ection. The subsectionto this question pertainsto the types of
community memberswho have accessand the centers purposefor providing their services. Again, since
none of these centersoffer any specific typesof accessor training al selected other and specified that
anyone hasaccesson awalk inbasis. The number of respondentsfor the subsection was6.

Community
Members

WHO HAS ACCESS ] —
W Libraries
Communit Other CBO's
Employees | Other CBO's y m Total
M embers i
100% 0% 100% Employees
N=7 1 1 1 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%
Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
Community M ember Access
In School Out of Workforce Teacher . .
Youth School Youth Prep Training LowLiteracy | Non-English Other
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Other
j
Low Literacy mm
. W Libraries
 I—

i @ Total

Workforce Prep |

In School Youth 1

1 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%
N=6

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
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Number of visitors to center (Question 1c):

Thenumber of visitorsisbased on the estimated total number of respondentsfor thissurvey ona
monthly and weekly basis. Theresultsare broken up into median and mean for estimated weekly and
monthly use. Therangefor visitorsduring aweek had alow of 40 and ahigh of 525. Likewisetherangefor
visitorsinamonth had alow of 160 and ahigh of 2100.

Number of Users 900
Weekl M onthl 800
ee ont
y y 700
M edian 150 600 600
M ean 206 826 500 @ Median
N=7 400 mMean
Number of 300
Workstations/Computers* 200
M edian 7 1001
0 |
Mean 10 W eekly Monthly
N=7

* This chart was taken from a question on the next page titled “Number of Workstations/Computers’

Days Open (Question 1d):

Thisquestion representsthe percentage of respondents centers open each day of theweek. Of
great interest isthefact that none of thelibraries centersare open on Sunday and that Friday only represents
86% of thoselibraries surveyed. Although no center was open on aSunday the Portage Cragin Branch was
the only respondent not open on Fridays|eading to thelower percentage. Computer labsfor each center
wereopen one hour before closing and after opening.

Sunday
Saturday
Friday
Thursday : ? tiralmes
ota

Wednesday
Tuesday
Monday

0% 50% 100% 150%

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
N=7
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Number of Computers/\Wborkstations Available (Question 1€):

Thenumber of computers/workstationsisbased on thetotal number of librariesfor thissection. The
resultsare broken up into median and mean for estimated number of machines. Librariesarelackinginthe
total number of available computersascompared to CBO’sand schools. Therangevaried fromalow of 3
computersto ahigh of 28 computersinagivenlibrary. Additionaly, theratio of visitorsto computersina
givenday was3.57.

Number of 160
Workstations/Computers 140
M edian 7 120
M ean 10 100
N=7 Medi
80 m Median
W Mean
Number of Users* 60
Weekly M onthly 40
M edian 150 600 20
M ean 206 826 0 -
N=7 CBO’s Schools Libraries

* This chart was taken from a previous question titled “Number of Users”

Access or Training (Question 1f):

Thisquestion portraysthe number of librariesthat offer either accessto technology, trainingin
technol ogy, or acombination of these. Respondentswho choose both are not recounted for accessand/or
training. Themgjority of librariesprovide smpleaccessto technology with only twolibraries, North Austin
and Portage Cragin Branches, provide acombination of accessand training. In either case, these services
were provided to the communitiesfree of charge without any need for membership or affiliation. Thisdiffers
from either the CBO’s or schoolswho generally do not provide any sort of walk in access. Most of them
providetheir servicesonly to thoseindividua saffiliated with their organizationsto various capacities.

I [
Libraries | :
Access/Training Schools ] | OBoth
Access | Training Both J | H Training
Non-Profits
N=7 Total - !
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
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Thefollowing four topics and findings are based on the responsesto the previous question.
It goesinto further detail about various aspectsof training aparticular organization may
offer. Only 2 Librariesanswered these questions.

Instructors (Question 1f1):

Thisquestion proved somewhat difficult for most respondentsto answer. The primary reason wasdueto the
fact that thisnumber varied at any given pointintime. Thiswasespecially truewith thelibrariessurveyed
duetothe short supply of staff onhand. Many librarianswereresponsiblefor many tasksincluding oversee-
ing the equipment and offering training in additionto their regular tasks. The North Austin Branchisacasein
point when they had to stop providing their training temporarily dueto alack of staff. Dueto thelimited
number of librariesproviding training only two arerepresented in thisquestion. The median number of
instructorswas 1.5. Likewisetherangeof instructorsvaried fromalow of Otoahigh of 2withinagiven

library.

Instructor Qualifications (Question 1f2):
Thisquestion focuses on the certification/qualification of theinstructorsat aparticular organization.

Certification representsany typeof certification intechnology or technica training. Thiscould vary froma
degreefrom an accredited collegeto acertificate from acommunity college. Neither library surveyed
indicated ingtructorswith any technica certification.

120%
Instructor Qualifications 100%
Combination of B80% [ Certification
Certification | Non-Certified both 60% B Non-Certfied
0, —
0% 100% 0% 40% [ Both
20% -
N=2
0%
Total Libraries

Staff Training (Question 1f3):
Thisquestion focuseson staff trainingin which neither of the respondents provided training for their
staff. Thisquestioniscal culated based on atotal number of 2 respondentswho answered thisquestion.

120%
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%

@ Total

mLibraries

Training No Training
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Libraries Section I - Access and Training
Types of Training (Question 1f6):

Thisquestion refersto thetypesof technol ogy/computer training that aparticular organization may
provide. Thelnternet presentsthelargest percentagefor training inlibrarieswith word processing, basic
computer skillsand tied for second widely taught applications. Thereisaso arelatively large percentagefor
thoselibrarieswho selected other. Thisprimarily consisted of teaching individuashow to create aresume
using specific applications. To alesser extent theselibraries offered specific educationa titles(representing
the‘ other’ category) asameansof training which eliminatesthe need for aninstructor. The percentagesare
based on atotal number of 2 respondentswho answered thisquestion.

Types of Training
Word . ) . - Literacy
Processing Spreadsheets |  Database Internet M ultimedia Graphic Programming | Basic SKills ills Other
50% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 50% 0% 50%
Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
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Open Access Assistance (Question 19):

Thisquestion pertainsto all librarieswho provide accessto technol ogy and whether or not they
offer any typesof assistance. Thisass stance could be anything from hel ping someoneto print adocument to
trouble shooting an excel spreadsheet. In most casesthe only support given outside classroom instruction
wasrudimentary. Thisquestioniscal culated on atotal of 7 respondents.

Assistance

Yes No

86% 14%
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Libraries Section Il - Hardware
Il. Hardware

Thepurposeof thiscategory isto better understand thetypesof hardware currently availablein
thesevarious organi zations. Theseincludetypesof computersand peripherasavailabletotheindividuas
they arecateringto. In addition, thiscategory exploresthe current status of each center intermsof upgrade

plansand capacity.

Types of Technology (Question 2a):

Thisquestion exploresthetypesof technology offered in each of thelibrariestechnology centers.
Most libraries surveyed for thisreport possesed the most basi ¢ periphera s such ascomputersand cd-rom
drives. A few had scannersand only onelocation had amodem availablefor use. Thisquestioniscal cul ated
based on thetotal number of 7 respondents.

Types of Technology

Computer | Modem | Scanner Digital V|_d_eo CD-ROM | CD-ROMR/W | DVD Other
Camera Editing
100% 14% 29% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
N=7

Other
DVD
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CD-ROM -
Video Editing M Libraries
[E Total
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Computer
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Libraries Section Il - Hardware

Types of Computers (Question 2b):

Thisquestion exploresthetypes of computersoffered in each center. Most all of thelibrarieshad a
combination of IBM compatible computersand M acintosh based systems. However, in most all instances
the Machintosh based systemswerelimited to oneor two per library and used primarily for childrentorun
educational titleson. Thisquestioniscal culated based on thetotal number of 7 respondents.

Types of MAC
Computers mLibraries
IBM M AC m Total
IBM
100%%6 71%
N=7 ‘ ‘
0% 50% 100% 150%

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question

Computer Class (Question 2c):

Thisquestion further exploresthetypesof computersoffered in each center by asking what class
computer they have. Overall most libraries appear to bered atively up to date with the equipment that they
have. The mgjority have Pentium based machineswith 486 systemstaking up theremainder of the|BM
compatible systems. The sameisnot true with the Macintosh based systemswith only 43% of dl libraries
having Power PC’s. Thisquestion iscal cul ated based on thetotal number of 7 respondents.

Class of Computers

. . Power
386 486 Pentium Pentiuml | MAC
14% 57% 86% 0% 43%
Note: %'s cal culated based upon multiple selections for this question
N=7
100%

80%
60% M@ Total
40% M Libraries
20% 1

0% -

Pentium Pentiumll Power
MAC
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Libraries Section Il - Hardware
Network (Question 2d):

Thisquestion exploreswhether or not the centers computers are networked and the type of net-
work connection they have. Thisincludesl|ocal areanetworks, wide areanetworks, and I nternet connectiv-
ity. Thefirst section to thisquestion asksfor basi ¢ network information while the second section explores
more detailed information about their Internet connectivity. All libraries surveyed had some sort of network
connection established with through aWide AreaNetwork and/or the Internet. However, most were
connected to the Internet through awide variety of methodsincluding ISDN linesand Wide AreaNet-
works. Thosewho responded ‘ other’ for thetype of internet connection were primarily connected through
themain Chicago Public Librarieswideareanetwork. Most al of thoserespondentsdid not know exactly
what that entailed but few stated it wasthrough an 1 SDN connection. Thefirst sectionisbasedonall 7
respondentswhilethe second isbased on 6 respondents (those who were connected to the Internet).

100%
90%
80%
70%
Network Connectivity 60%
500 @ Total
None LAN WAN Internet mLibraries
40%
0% % | 57% | 8% ||
20%
0% ‘ ‘
None LAN WAN Internet
Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
80%
70%
Internet Connectivity 60%
50%
Modem | ISDN | Cable | Other* . =Total
40% WLibraries
0% 29% | 0% 71% 30% 7
20%
N=6
10% -+
0% | _ [ ‘

Modem ISDN Cable Other

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question

* Other represented libraries who connected to the Internet via different means of those categoriezed for this survey. Most connected
through the Wide Area Network provided by the Chicago Public Library system. However, others did not know.
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Libraries

Uparade Plan (Question 2e):

Section Il - Hardware

Thisquestion explorestheissue of upgrading hardware and software. Although al Chicago Public
Librarieshavean upgrade plan through thelibrary system, thisquestion was asked in the context of whether
or not they have an upgrade plan of their own. Most felt that the plan offered by the Chicago Public Library
systemwas not sufficient for their needsand devel oped aplanto suppliment the one already implemented.
Withthis, dmost half (43%) had additional plansfor upgrading. Not many could offer an exact plan dueto
buget and other limitations but most did statethat it included upgrading software and hardwarewhen
needed. Thisquestioniscaculated onal 7 respondents.

Upgrade Plan

Yes

No

43%

57%

N=7

Libraries

Total

l No
@ Yes

0% 10%

20% 30% 40%

50% 60%

Percentage of Computers Running (Question 2f):

Thisquestion examinesthe percentage of computerscurrently working at thetime of the survey. It
wasfound that 89% of al computers/workstationsin thelibrarieswererunning at thetimeof thissurvey.
Thisquestioniscaculated ondl 7 libraries.

98%
96%
94%
92%
90%
88%
86%

84% -

Total

Libraries

-

Not7e: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
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Libraries Section 111 - Organization
[11. Organization

Thepurposeof thiscategory isto better understand thetype of organization surveyed and their
capacity intermsof collaboration, awareness, and funding. In thiscasethe organizationswerelibrariesand
thiscategory examinestheir current capacity for theissuesdescribed above.

Coallaboration with Other Organizations (Question 4c & 4cl):

Thisquestion examinesthe capacity of collaboration with other organizations. Inmany casesthis
could smply beoffering their center to other organizationsfor training or presentations. Thisquestionissplit
into two parts. Thefirst part isbased on thetotal number of 7 respondents and simply askswhether or not
the organization does collaboration. The second part exploresin moredetail who the organizations collabo-
ratewith and isbased on 3(43%) respondentswho answered yesto thefirst question. Thesethreelibraries
did some collaboration with schoolsand CBO's. Inmost all of the casesthisinvolved offering their technol -
ogy centersfor training and/or workshopsthat these other organizations may have wanted to provideto

their members.
Collaboration Libraries
B No
Yes No mEVYes
Total
43% 57% ota
N=7
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
Collaboration With
Schools Edu_catlpnal CBO's Other
Institutions
100% 0% 33% 0%
N=3
120%
100%
80%
@ Total
0,
60% W Libraries
40%
0% T T
Schools Educational CBO’s Other
Institutions

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question

Funding (Question 4e):

Initially thisquestion wasimplemented to explorethe types of funding an organization receivesin
moredetail. However, themagority of organizationsdid not want to specify thetypesof ingtitutionsand
grantsthey weregettingin any detail. Therefore, thisquestion hasbeen limited to the selection of either
publicor private funding and based on 7 respondentsin thissection. None of thelibrariesindicated getting
any typeof privatefunding. All received funding from the Chicago Public Library system.

Funding

Public Private

100% 0%
=7
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Observations
- Librariesare an excellent resourcefor thoseindividual swho are aready comfortablewith computersand
only requireaccess.

- Practically noneof thelibrariesprovided any training and thetraining that was provided was basic and
sporadic.

- None of the centerswere open on weekends and most all opened and closed one hour before and after
library hours.
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Note From a Community Based L eader in Technology

Kent Unruh is a local community activist for equal access to technology within the city of Chicago and
the director of Erie Neighborhood House's community technology center in the West Town area of
Chicago. Being an advocate of community based technology centers, he had submitted the
followingvoicing his opinions of this survey and his experiences within the community:

Community-based Technology Centers provide acritical link for accessto important technol ogy tools and
resources. For years, community based not-for-profits havefilled the gap in education and training for low-
income community residents. They have provided education to at-risk youth, literacy to adults, training
skillsand job placement to the unemployed, and educational enhancement programsfor young children.
Schoolsand municipal social service organizations consistently look to community-based organization to
reach critical need community residents, who have fallen through the cracks of other public programs.

Community-based organi zations were some of thefirst institutionsin the community to discover the
importance of technology as alearning resource. The integration of computersinto to existing training and
educational enhancement programs expanded the scope of the educational services provided. Accessto
online services enhanced the quality of the services by providing access to concise academic content and
in some cases reducing the turnaround time for the deliverables directly to program participants. For
example, a Erie Neighborhood House, the academic counselor now filesall her students' financial aid via
the Internet which reduces the approval period by 3-4 weeksfor federal financial aid. In addition, her
students have access to full-text, indexable library resources to compensate for the limitations of asmall 2-
room branch library. Other community-based organizations are committed to an exclusive focus on
Technology. Street-Level Youth Media, for example, excelsin providing technology-based arts servicesto
youth. On the south side of Chicago, the New Galilee Center provides access and training on PC applica-
tionsand repair.

Despitetheir pioneering rolein implementing technol ogy, community-based organizations aretypically left
out of many funding opportunities. Federal, state, and other public monies are often earmarked exclusively
for schools and librariesto support their ability to provide access to online resources. While schools and
librariesareimportant, they often do not provide the combination of comprehensive technology training
during non-school hoursthat community-based organizations provide on aregular basis. In addition,
community-based organizations focus on providing servicesto program participants not aready connected
with schools and libraries. Out of school youth, parents who work swing shifts, an low-literacy students
can al receive access to technology through community centers. Theflexibility of community-based
organi zations providestheseindividual swith quality accessto technology, in anon-threatening environ-
ment, at the particular times that they are available to learn.
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Community Center Organization (CBO) Results

Thissection representstheresultsfor thetotal number of CBO'sthat responded to our survey. The
majority of theselocationswereidentified by working group members, and through the use of snowball
sampling. Thesetechnol ogy/computer centersdiffer greatly from both the schoolsand librariesinthat they
represented awide array of modelsand capabilities. All provide some sort of trainingintechnology to
varying degrees. Some providein-depth trainingin all aspectsof the computer such as StreetLevel Youth
Mediaand Erie Neighborhood House. Yet others providetraining in specific areas such asemployment
(STRIVE) or basic graphic design and Internet training (the Multicultural Center.)

Practically all provide open accessto their centersto membersof their programsand employees
during specific hourswhen classesand/or training isnot taking place. Membership and accessto these
resourcesvaried greatly from exposurethrough programswithinthe existing organization to referralsfrom
other organizations. None of the centers surveyed for thisreport offer free and open accessto anyone of f
thestreet. Inal instancesthere had to be some prior exposure and knowledge of the centers servicesto
take advantage of the programsand technol ogy. Neverthel essthese centers are much more open and
availableto the community than the school sand provide much more useful support and instruction thanthe
librariesoffer inther centers.

Most of the centersoffer their servicesfree of chargefor participantssigned up for their programs
and services. Additionaly, most want to expand their servicesand makethemavailabletodl individuasin
the community. However, dueto limitationsin hardware, staff, and funding expansion plansgo unredized.
Given current resourcesthese centersarticul ated an eagernessto cater fully to the needs of their communi-
ties.

Locations:

Thefollowing tableand map illustratesthel ocationsof all 12 Chicago areaCBO’scontaining
technology centerssurveyed for thisreport. Aninteresting aspect about thismap isthat most of these
organizationsare situated in clustersaround the city. The map on thefollowing page displaysthree predomi-
nant clusterson the north, central and near south sides. However, large sections of the of thecity onthe
west and south sides of the city that are not represented by any of the CBO’ssurveyed for thisreport.

Center For Urban Research and Learning - PC4 820 N. Michigan Ave.
Chicagos Teachers Center Resource Center 770 N. Halsted St.
Dantrell Davis Technology Learning Center 735 W. Division St.
Elliot Donnelley Youth Center 3947 S. Michigan Ave.
Erie Neighborhood House 1347 W. Erie St.
Housing Resource Center 4429 N. Clifton Ave.
New Galilee Outreach Advocacy Technology Resource Center 5001 S. Wabash
Northeastern lllinois University-Inner City Studies 700 E. Oakwood Blvd.
Spanish Coalition for Jobs 2011 S. Pershing Rd.
Street Level Youth Media 1856 W. Chicago Ave.
STRIVE 4910 S. King Drive
Uptown Multi-Cultural Art Center 1630 W. Wilson Ave.
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1. Rogers Park

2. West Ridge

3. Uptown

4. Lincoln Square

5. North Center

6. Lake View

7. Lincoln Park

8. Near North Side

9. Edison Park

10.

Norwood Park

11. Jefferson Park

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Forest Glen
North Park
Albany Park
Portage Park
Irving Park
Dunning

Mot Clare
Belmond Cragin
Hermosa
Avondale
Logan Square
Humboldt Park
West Town

Austin

1 Chicago

2
10 12 13 7| Uptowen Multi-Cultural At Center
7E i 11 4
14 3
1710 ] 18 - Housing Resource Center
21 Dantrell Davis
ﬁ 14 0 22 7 Technology Learning Center
5 24 = CURL PC4 - Loyrola Univverd tyr
Street Level Youth Media
23 o Chicagos Teachers Centar
26) 27 28 Resource Center
Etie Meighborhood Hous 29 - Elliot Donnelley Youth Center
i1 4
Spanish Coalition for Jobs =0 60 Y[ 35
H | =8 e artheastern lllinais University
. Fil3g Inner City Studies
Mewy Galilee Center — & b
B3 a4
5545 = 6o 42 TRIVE
5 - G7
B3 43
Community Area Names 70 r2| 44 45 45
26. West Garfield Park 51. South Deering
27. East Garfield Park 52. East Side ?_3 48
28. Near West Side 54. West Pulman ?_2 |:| 2
29. North Lawndale 55. Riverdale
. 74 49 s
30. South Lawndale 56. Garfield Ridge ?'5
31. Lower West Side 57. Archer Heights 53
32. Loop 58. Brighton Park
33. Near South Side 59. McKinley Park 54 5
34. Armour Square 60. Bridgeport
35. Douglas 61. New City
36. Oakland 62. West Elsdon
37. Fuller Park 63. Gage Park
38. Grand Boulevard 64. Clearing
39. Kerwood 65. West Lawn
40. Washington Park 66. Chicago Lawn
41. Hyde Park 67. West Englewood
42. Woodlawn 68. Englewood
43. South Shore 69. Greater Grand Crossing
44. Chatham 70. Ashburn
45. Avalon Park 71. Auburn Gresham
46. South Chicago 72. Beverly
47. Burnside 73. Washington Heights
48. Calumet Heights 74. Mount Greerwood
49. Roseland 75. Morgan Park
50. Pulman 76. O'Hare
77. Edgewater
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Community Based Organizations
I. Access and Training

Thepurpose of thissectionisto better understand the typesof accessand training that isprovided
by various community based organizationswith computer technology centers/labs. Theseincludequestions
identifying thetarget populations, size of programs, typesof accessand training, and capacity. It was
important toidentify thesein order to compareto schoolsand librariessincethisisthe coreof what isbeing
offered within thesecommunities.

Section I - Access and Training

Individuals with access to technology center (Question 1b):

Thefirst section of thisquestion pertainsto the groupswho have accessto these centers. This
guestionishbroken upinto two main sections. Thefirst section exploresthree main categorieson who has
accessto the centers (employees, CBO's, and community members) and isbased on atotal number of 12
respondents. Because of the particular nature of CBO’sthey catered to all categorieswithin thissection and
did themost work with community members. Neither libraries or schoolsdid asmuch collaborativework
with other organi zations or provided asmany servicesto the community. The subsection of thisquestion
pertainsto the exact types of community memberswho have accessand the centers purposefor providing
their services. Itisclearly indicated that outside of in school youth and low literacy (related toin school
youth) that CBO's providemore overall services. Thisisparticularly truewhen compared withlibraries. Itis
alsotruein regardswith school swhose primary purposeisto cater to youth. The number of respondentsfor

Qut of School Youth

Workforce Prep

In School Youth

thissubsectionwas 12.
Community
, Community N
on-Profit
Employees | Other CBO's M ermbers Other CBO's |
m Total
83% 42% 83%
N=12 Employees
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
Community M ember Access
In School Out of Workforce Teacher Low Litera Non-English
Youth School Youth Prep Training cy 9
50% 50% 50% 25% 25% 25%
Other
Non-English
Low Literacy
Teacher Training B Non-Profit
[ Total

0%

10% 20%

30% 40%

50%

60%

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
N=12
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Community Based Organizations
Number of visitors to center (Question 1¢):

Section I - Access and Training

The number of visitorsisbased on the estimated total number of CBO respondentsfor thissurvey
onamonthly and weekly basis. Theresultsare broken up into median and mean for estimated weekly and
monthly use. Therangefor visitorsduring aweek had alow of 2 and ahigh of 200. Likewise, therangefor
visitorsin amonth had alow of 8 and ahigh of 600.

Number of Users
160
Weekly M onthly 140
M edian 23 55 120
100
Mean 55 150 80
N=12 60
Number of 40 -
Workstations/Computers* 20 -
0 -
M edian 18
M ean 25
N=12

* This chart was taken from a question on the next page titled “Number of Workstations/Computers

Weekly

Monthly

@ Median
B Mean

Days Open (Question 1d):

Thisquestion representsthe percentage of respondents centers open each day of theweek. As
mentioned i n previous sectionsthe most i nteresting aspect of thisquestion isthat none of the centersare
open on Sundays. Additionally, relatively few, except for libraries, are open on Saturdays, which doesmake
it moredifficult for many individualswhose only freetimesare on theweekends. Oneinteresting aspect with
CBO'sisthat dueto lack of resourcesand funding they aretypically unableto stay open every day of the
week. However, considering what many of these organizations haveintermsof resourcesthey do not fall
that far behind with the othersfor the daysthat they are open. The mgjority of CBO’swere open later than
either schoolsor libraries. Some opened their doorsas early as 7am and afew stayed open aslate as9pm
inorder to cater todl individua swithin their community.

Days Open

M onday

Tuesday

Wednsday

Thursday

Friday

Saturday

Sunday

92%

83%

83%

67%

83%

25%

0%

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
N=12
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40%

60%

80%
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Community Based Organizations Section | - Access and Training
Number of Computer/'\orkstations Available (Question 1€):

The number of computers/workstationsis based on thetotal number of CBO’sfor thissection. The
resultsare broken up into median and mean for estimated number of machines. These chartsshow that
CBO'shave more capacity than Libraries, but far lessthen thetypical school. M ost respondents stated that
therewasagreat need for more machinesto keep up with demand of their centers. However, donations
and funding proved asignificant factor inthetypesand number of machinesavailable. The number of
computersfor CBO’sranged fromalow of 5to ahigh of 75 per organization.The range of machines
availablevaried fromalow of 6to ahigh of 75. Finally theratio of visitorsto computersin agiven day was
1.28.

160

Number of
Workstations/Computers 140
M edian 18 120
M ean 25 100
N=12 80 mMedian
mMean
Number of Users* 60
Weekly | Monthly 40
M edian 23 55 20 T
55 150 0 ‘ w '—-

M ean
CBO’s Schools Libraries

N=12

* This chart was taken from a previous question titled “Number of Users”

Access or Training (Question 1f):

Thisquestionsportraysthe number of CBO’sthat offer either accessto technology, trainingin
technol ogy, or acombination of both. Respondentswho choose both are not re-counted for access and/or
training. Thevast mgjority of CBO’soffer both accessand training for their members. However, two
organization, Hous ng Resource Center and Chicago Teachers Center, offer smpleaccessto direct mem-
bersdueto insufficient resourcesin staff and equipment. Training if referred to asany type of structured
teaching inregardsto computers. Accesson the other had refersto simple accessto the technol ogy without
any structured enviornment for learning. The equipment isprovided asaresourceto beused to fulfill per-
sonal needs. Many organizations, 60%, offer acombination of accessand training.

[
Libraries [ : ‘ |
. 1 \ \
Access/Training Schools I | OBoth
Access | Training Both T l Training
Non-Profits —] I Access
10% 30% 60% 75
N=12 Total — '
T | ‘
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
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Community Based Organizations Section I - Access and Training

Thefollowing four topicsand findings are based on the responsesto the previous question.
It goesintofurther detail about variousaspectsof training aparticular organization may
offer. Ten CBO'sanswered these questions.

Instructors (Question 1f1):

Aswiththe previous section, thisquestion proved somewhat difficult for most respondentsto
answer. A rlatively high percentage 83% of respondentshad instructorsavailablein their centers. The
primary reason that the number varied and among the types of servicesand accessthe particular organiza-
tion provided. Those CBO'sthat offered actual training and classesweremuch morelikely to have more
staff onaregular basis. In most casesthese organizationsrelied on staff to perform avariety of tasksand
duties. Themedian number of instructorswas 2; 2 instructors at atime depending on their training sched-
ules.

Instructor Qualifications (Question 1f2):

Thisquestion focusesontheinstructor’scertification at aparticular organization. Qualificationsis
understood to beany typeof certificationintechnology or technica training. Thisqualification could vary
from adegreeto acertificatefrom an accredited university or community college. Only 10% of CBO'shad
instructorswho had certification while 30% had acombination of instructorswith without certification. Asa
result, most CBO'shad at |east oneinstructor or staff member on hand who had certification or someform
of training.

70%
Instructor Certification 60%
°0% | [ mcertificati
P . Combination of — ertification
- 40% 7 -
Certification | Non-Certified both 300/0 B Non-Certified
- -
O Both
10% 30% 60% 20% - -
N=10 10% - -
0%
Total Non-Profits

Saff Training (Question 1f3):

Thisquestion focuseson whether or not the organization providestechnol ogy training for employees
and volunteersboth outside and including thoseindividuasofficially assigned to technology centers. Limited
resourcesgreatly restricted such training and many employeesand volunteers provide seek out training on
their own.

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

@ Total
m Non-Profits

Provisions No Provisions

N=10
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Community Based Organizations Section | - Access and Training
Types of Training (Question 1f6):

Thisquestion refersto thetypesof technol ogy/computer training that aparticular organization may
provide. Word Processing and Basic computer skillsrepresent thelargest percentage of training provided
with programming and database design presenting theleast. Themgority of CBO’sindicated that the
greatest need wasbasic skillsin avariety of applications. Noneof therespondentsindicated any trainingin
computer hardwarerepair and/or design. Themagjority of theresponse* other” represented basic computer
skillsand specidty trainingin educational packages.
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Processing Basic Skills Internet Graphic M ultimedia Spreadsheets SKills Database Programming
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Open Access Assistance (Question 1g):

Thisquestion pertainsto all of the CBO'swho provide accessto technology and whether or not
they offer any typesof ass stance. Thisass stance could be anything from hel ping someone print adocument
to troubl e shooting aspreadshest. In most casesthe only support given outsideinstruction wasbasic
troubl eshooting and ass stance.

Assistance

Yes No

64% 36%

N=11
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Community Based Organizations Section 11 - Hardware
Il. Hardware

Thepurposeof thiscategory isto better understand thetypesof hardware currently availablein
thesevariousorganizations. Theseincludetypesof computersand peripherasavailabletothevarious
individuasthey cater. In addition, thiscategory exploresthe current status of each center intermsof up-
grade plansand capacity.

Types of Technology (Question 2a):

Thisquestion exploresthetypes of technology offered by each of the CBO’ssurveyed. Overal,
these organi zationswere much moretechnologicaly diversethanthelibrariesand schools. Thisisevidentin
their capacity in regardsto equipment suchasDV D drives. “ Other” represented technol ogiesnot repre-
sented inthe categoriesand included items such asvideo camerasand speciaty hardwarefor video
conferencing viatheInternet.

CD-ROM | Scanner M odem Digital | -5 rom RrR/W Video DVD
Camera Editing
92% 67% 58% 33% 25% 25% 10%
Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
N=12
DVD
CD-ROMR/W
CD-ROM
] - m Non-Profits
Video Editing
m Total
Digital Camera
Scanner
Modem
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Community Based Organizations Section 11 - Hardware
Types of Computers (Question 2b):

Thisquestion exploresthetypesand kindsof computersoffered in each center. Most CBO’shad a
combination of IBM compatible and M acintosh based systems.

Types of Computers mNon-Profits
IBM MAC
92% 50%
N=12

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question

Computer Class (Question 2c):

Thisquestion further exploresthetypesof computers offeredin each center by asking what classof
computer they have. Most CBO’ sseem up to datein computer technology with the magjority utilizing
Pentium based systems. However, many also haveto use some on older systems such as 386 based ma-
chines. Because many organizationsreported they rely on donationsfrom avariety of sourcesto provide
them with their equipment, they work with abrood range of equipmentinall classes.

Class of Computers

. . Power
386 486 Pentium | Pentiumll MAC Other
25% 50% 75% 42% 33% 0%
Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
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80 %
70%
60 %
50% mETotal
W Non-Profits
40%
30%
20%
10% -
0% -
Pentium Pentium Il Power MAC Other
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Community Based Organizations Section 11 - Hardware
Network (Question 2d):

Thisquestion exploreswhether or not centers have network capabilitiesand the types of network
connectionsthat they have. Thisincludeslocal areanetworks, wideareanetworks, and I nternet connectiv-
ity. Thefirst section to thisquestion asksfor basi ¢ network information while the second section explores
more detailed information about their Internet connectivity if they haveit. All CBO’ssurveyed had some sort
of network connection established whether it bealocal, wide or I nternet based connection. 80% of all
respondents had both local areanetworks established and some sort of Internet connection. Thevast
majority of those organizations connected to the Internet do so over basic phonelinesusingamodem. The
remainder had | SDN or dedicated connection such as T1 lines. Of those organizationsthat stated “ other”
only oneindicated theuse of aT1 line. The other respondents knew they were connected to the Internet but
did not know thetype of connection they had. Thefirst section * network connectivity” isbased on atotal of
12 respondentswhile the second section “ Internet connectivity” isbased on 11.

80%

70%

60%

Network Connectivity 50%
20% mTotal
None LAN | WAN | Internet ’ m Non-Profits
30%
17% 75% 17% 67% 20%
N=12 10% -
0%
None LAN WAN Internet
Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
50%
Internet Connectivity 40%
0,
Modem | ISDN | Cable | Other= | [30% @ Total

20% W Non-Profits

45% 27% 0% 27%
10%

N=11

0%
Modem ISDN Cable Other

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question

* Other represented CBO's who connected to the Internet via different means of those categoriezed for this survey. Most did not
know how they connected to the Internet. However, only one indicated a connection through a T1 connection.
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Community Based Organizations Section 11 - Hardware
Upgrade Plan (Question 2e):

Thisquestion explorestheissue of upgrading hardware and software. Morethan half of theCBO's
have an upgrade plan (52%) at thetimethissurvey wastaken.Unfortunately, alarge percentage (48%) were
unableto put any such planinto effect dueto alack of resources, donations, and/or funding. Many stated
that they would liketo incorporate an upgrade plan but are ssimply unableto do so.

Upgrade Plan No
Yes No m Non-Profits
52% 48% @ Total
N=12

Yes

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Percentage of Computers Running (Question 2f):

Thisquestion examinesthe percentage of computerscurrently working at thetime of the survey. It
wasfound that 95% of all computersworkstationsinthe CBO’swererunning at thetimeof thissurvey. This
questioniscalculated onal 12 CBO'ssurveyed for thisreport.

97%
96% -
96% -
95% -
Total Non-Profits

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
N=12
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Community Based Organizations Section 111 - Organization
[11. Organization

Thepurposeof thiscategory isto better understand thetype of organization surveyed and their
capacity intermsof collaboration, awareness, and funding.

Callaboration with Other Organizations (Question 4c & 4cl):

Collaboration could smply be offering their center to other organizationsfor training or presenta:
tions. Thisquestionissplitinto two parts. Thefirst part isbased on thetotal number of 12 respondentsand
simply askswhether or not the organi zation does collaboration. The second part exploresin more detail
who the organi zations collaborate with and isbased on 11(92%) of respondentswho answered yesto the
first question. Inthe case of CBO'sthistype of collaboration varied greatly. Thisvariesfromworkingwith
other organizationson particular projectsto offering their [absfor training or specific use of applicationsor
equipment.Additionally, all community based organizationswho responded yesto collaboration did sowith
other community based organi zationswith the majority remaining doing somekind of work with schoolsor
educational ingtitutions. Thedifference between educationa ingtitutionsand schoolsare subtle depending on
theinstitutionsown definition. With this, school sare defined as accredited educational ingtitutionssuch as
grammer schoolsand high schoolswhile educational institutions represent universitiesand non-profit based
educationd facilities.

N on-P rofits
Collaboration =N o
mEyY es
Yes No Total
92% 8% ; ; : ‘
0% 20% 40 % 60 % 80 % 100%
N=12
Collaboration With
Schools EdU(_:atl_onaI CBO's Other
I nstitutions
64% 55% 100% 2%
N=11
120%
100%
80%
@ Total
60% - )
B Non-Profits
40% -
20% -
0% -
Schools  Educational CBO'’s Other
Institutions

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
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Community Based Organizations Section 111 - Organization
Funding:
Thisquestion exploresthetypesof funding an organization receives public or privatefunding.

CBO’'saremost dependent on private funding. Additionally itisimportant to note that public fundingis spread
acrossall programswithin aparticular organization and not limited to technology.

120%

100%
Funding 80% -

@ Public

Public Private 60% |
I Private

73% 91% 40% A
N=11

20% -

0% -
Total Non-Profits Schools Libraries
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Observations
- Most CBO’shave open access but thisisonly availableto individua swho are already connected with the
particular organization. Maost do not providetraining and/or accessto individual sright off the street.

- There appear to be clusters of CBO’slocated in the north side, near north side and mid south sides of the
city.

- Funding wasamajor limitationin the services and resourcesthat CBO'’scould provideto community
membersbut many were ableto stretch their existing resources. Likewise, they are more dependent on
privatefunding.

- CBO'soffered abroader selection of servicesand resourcesfor avariety of purposes.

- CBO'sset themselves apart from Librariesand Schoolsinthefact that they providemore accesstoa
cross-section of community residents and provide abetter combination of training and open accessto those
residents.

- Most areactivein using technology asacomponent of workfoce preparation.
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School Results

Acquiringalist of scool locationswith technology centersproved difficult. Severd callsto the Office
of Technology at the Board of Education proved fruitlesssincethey do not have any list of such schools.
Theonly helpthey could offer wasalisting of all the public schoolslocated withinthecity. Asaresult, we
turned to membersand CBO’sto hel p provide uswith thelist of schoolsthat had centers. Aswith the other
sectionswea so relied on adding additional school sthrough the contactswe had aready made through our
origind listing. Unfortunately, thereisnoway of knowing the extent thislisting representsthetrue number of
school swith technol ogy centers. Additionally, sincethe mgjority of our contactsprovided uswithlistingsof
high schools, themgjority of thissamplefocused on suchingtitutions.

Most schoolsonly offered their resourcesto the students. In some cases parents of studentswere
offered accessto these centers but thiswasthe exception and not therule. Only four schools (Prologue
Alternative High School, Garfield High School, Wellsand Mather) had programsthat offered their re-
sourcesto memberswithin the surrounding community otherwiseit wassimply limited to student and teacher
use. (Note: prologueisaprivately organized school that currently operatesunder acharter granted by the
Chicago Public Schools) Theseweretheonly schoolsin the survey to expand their servicestoindividuals
outsideof the classroom. Thesecommunity programsoffered accessaswell astrainingtoindividuas
outside of the schools, typically on weekends, when studentswoul d not be requiring those resources.

Most schoolsreported relatively high figuresfor their capacity and ability to offer equipment, training
and resourcestotheir students. However, itisdifficult to understand these abilitiesin thelight of their limited
resources. With an average of two ingtructors per school it isdifficult toimaginetheability to keep upwitha
median of 400 students per week. In addition there was never any mention of programsavailablefor
training teachersto embraceand utilizethe technol ogy available.

Locations:

Thefollowing tableand mapillustratesthelocationsof al 12 Chicago public schoolssurveyed
contai ning technol ogy centers.

Bowen High Schaool 2710 E. 89th St.
Dusable High School 4934 S.Wabash
Garfield High School 220 W. 45th Pl.

L ane Technical High School 2501 W. Addison St.
Manley High School 2935 W. Polk St.
Mather High School 5835 N. Lincoln
Morgan Park High School 1744 W. Pryor Ave.
Orozco Academy PS 1645 W. 18th PI.
Prologue Alternative High School 1105 W. Lawrence Ave.
Richard Crane Tech. Prep High School 2245 W. Jackson Bvld.
WellsHigh School 936 N. Ashland Ave.
Whitney Young High School 24 S, Laflin St.
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Schools Section I - Access and Training
I. Access and Training

The purpose of thiscategory isto better understand thetypes of accessand training currently
offered withinthe schools. Theseinclude questionsidentifying thetarget popul ations, Size of programs, types
of accessand training, and capacity.

Individuals with access to technology center (Question 1b):

Thefirst section of thisquestion pertainsto the groupswho have accessto these centers. This
guestionisbroken up into two sub-sections. Thefirst section exploresthree main categoriesonwho has
accessto the centers (employees and students, CBO's, and community members) and isbased on atotal
number of 12 respondents. Schools practically did not offer any of their resources or servicesto those
outside of the school system except for four (Prologue Alternative High School, Garfield High School, Wells
and Mather) had provisionsfor community members. The subsection of thisquestionrefersto their focusin
providing accessto community membersin offering accessand training. School youth and literacy training
werethe categoriesmost serviced in this subsection whilethe otherswere utilized by at least one of thetwo
schools. Overall the school s primarily catered to thosewithin astructured | earning environment. The number
of respondentsfor this subsectionwas4.

WHO HAS ACCESS embers,
Employees .
and Other CBO's Cl\ﬁr:mggll'tsy
Students Other CBO's WSchools
@ Total
100% 17% 33%
N=12
Employees and
Students
0‘;/0 26% 46% 60‘% 80‘% 100% 120%
Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
Community M ember Access
In School Out of Workforce Teacher . .
Youth School Youth Prep Training LowLiteracy | Non-English Other
100% 50% 25% 50% 25% 25% 25%
Other
Non-English
Low Literacy
Teacher Training mSchools
mETotal
W orkforce Prep
OutofSchool Youth
In School Youth
0% 20% 40 % 60 % 80 % 100% 120%

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question

N=4
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Schools Section I - Access and Training
Number of visitors to center (Question 1¢):

Thenumber of visitorsisbased on the estimated total number of respondentsfor thissurvey ona
monthly and weekly basis. Theresultsare broken up into median and mean for estimated weekly and
monthly use. The schoolsservealarger population. However, questions are rai sed when these numbersare
compaired to the number of trainersthat each school hasfor their centers. With amedian number of 500
studentsaweek and oneinstructor. Thismeansthat oneinstructor would haveto cater to roughly 100
studentsper day within the center. WellsHigh school reported having approximatly 8000 visitorsto their
computing center each week. Thisamost double, 3200 more users, than Mather who reported having 4800
weekly visitorstoitslab. Therangefor visitorsduring aweek had alow of 50 and ahigh of 8000. Like-
wise, therangefor visitorsin amonth had alow of 200 and ahigh of 32000.

5000
Number of Users
4000
Weekl| M onthl
Y Y 3000 @ Median
M edian 500 2000 2000 W Mean
M ean 1143 4571 1000 -
N=11 o

Weekly Monthly

Days Open (Question 1d):
Thisquestion representsthe percentage of centersopen each day of theweek. Asmentionedin

previous sections, the most interesting aspect of thisquestion isthat none of the centersare open on Sunday,
which makesit difficult for studentsor parentsto accessduring their feetime. Many schoolsstated they
offer their |absto parents, during their freetimes. Thisisespecialy true of parentsin these communitieswho
often haveto work during theweek. What makesit even moredifficultisthefact that themgjority of centers
closearound the sametimethe school doeswith few staying open an hour or two longer. Theonly real
exception was Prologue Alternative High School and WellsHigh School which had flexible hoursand would
stay opentill ninein the evening and was open on Saturdayswhich were opentill 4 or 5 PM. on weekdays
and had weekend hours.

Days Open
M onday Tuesday Wednsday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 25% 0%
Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
N=12
Sunday
Saturday
Friday
Thursday WmSchools
ETotal
Wednesday
Tuesday
Monday
0% 20% 40% 60% 80 % 100% 120%

74



Schools Section I - Access and Training
Number of Computers’'\orkstations Available (Question 1€):

Thenumber of computers/workstationsisbased on thetotal number of schoolsfor thissection. The
resultsare broken up into median and mean for estimated number of machines. Schoolsclearly havethe
lead in terms of computers and equi pment when compared to librariesand CBO's. Therangevaried froma
low of 15 computersfor Garfield to ahigh of 350 computersfor WellsHigh School. Theratio of visitorsto
computersinagiven day was.636.

Number of 160
Workstations/Computers
140
M edian 131
120
M ean 150
100
N=12 mMedian
80 mMean
Number of Users* 60

Weekly M onthly 40

M edian 500 2000 20 -
M ean 1143 4571 o0
N=11 CBO’s Schools Libraries

* This chart was taken from a previous question titled “Number of Users”

Access or Training (Question 1f):

Thisquestionrefersto the number of schoolsthat offer either accessto technology, trainingin
technol ogy, or acombination of these. Respondentswho choose both are not recounted for accessand/or
training. All schoolsprovided acombination of accessand/or training. However, most trainingwasdoneas
part of classroominstruction and specific instruction to computers or technology was not indicated. Addi-
tionaly, thelabsweretypically open for short periodsof time, oneor two hours, after school withthe
exception of Prologueand WellsHigh Schools. These centerswere only availableto employees, students
and in some cases parents.

Libraries ;
— ]
Access/Training Schools # OBoth
Access | Training Both W Training
5% 0% 75% Non-Profits H EAccess
N=12
Total h
T T T
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%




Schools Section I - Access and Training

Thefollowing four questionsare based on the respondents selection for thelast question. It
goesinto further detail about variousaspectsof training aparticular organization may offer.
Dueto the nature of these centersin thelibraries surveyed only two arerepresented in the

following questions.

Instructors (Question 1f1):

Some of the school sthat were contacted had some difficulty answering thisquestion duetothe
organization and nature of the center. M ost centers had one or two dedicated instructors, but also had
teacherswho helped out with instruction. Thiswas especially the case when thelab was used as part of
classroominstruction. However, most of theseingtructorswere also responsiblefor genera maintenance
and upkeep of the equipment aswell. The number of instructorsranged from alow of 0to ahigh of 10.

Instructors
M edian 05
M ean 2.6
N=10

Instructor Qualifications (Question 1f2):

Thisquestion focuseson theinstructor’scertification at aparticular school. Qualificationisunder-
stood to beany typeof certificationintechnology or technicd training. Thisqudification could vary froma
degreeto acertificatefrom an accredited university or community college.

50%

40%

Instructor Certification

@ Certification
B Non-Certified
O Both

30%

Combination of 20%
both

Certification | Non-Certified

10%
44% 22% 33%

0%

N=9
Total Schools

Saff Training (Question 1f3):
Morethan half of the schools surveyed stated that they would providetraining to their staff but do

not havethein house expertiseto do so.

70%
60%
50% -
Provide Training 40% -
30% -
20% -
60% 40% 10%
N=10 0%

@ Total
W Schools

Yes No

Provisions No Provisions
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Schools Section I - Access and Training
Types of Training (Question 1f6):

Thisquestionrefersto thetypesof technology/computer training that aparticular school may
provide. Word Processing and Spreadsheet skill srepresented the largest percentage of training provided
with programming presenting theleast taught among schools. The* other” category represented specific
softwareskillsthat aretaught as part of classroominstruction. Detailsregarding thiswasnot given but of
thoselisted are high school GRE preperation applicationsand various educational titles. None of there-
spondentsindicated any training in computer hardwarerepair and/or design.

Types of Training
Word L . . _ ! !
Processing Spreadsheets Database Basic Skills | Literacy Skills Internet M ultimedia Graphic Programming
100% 100% 78% 67% 67% 56% 44% 44% 33%
Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
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Open Access Assistance (Question 19):

Thisquestion pertainsto al of the schoolsthat provide accessto technology and whether or not
they offer any types of assistance. Thisass stance could be anything from hel ping someone print adocument
to troubl e shooting aspreadsheet. In most casesthe only support given outsideinstruction wasbasic
troubleshooting and assistance.

Assistance

Yes No

83% 17%

N=12
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Schools Section Il - Hardware
Il. Hardware

The purpose of thiscategory isto better understand thetypesof hardware currently availablein
thesevarious schools. Theseincludetypes of computersand peripherasavailableto the students, staff, and
parents. In addition, thiscategory exploresthe current status of each center intermsof upgrade plansand

capacity.

Types of Technology (Question 2a):

Thisquestion exploresthetypes of technology offered in each of the schoolssurveyed. Overal,
schoolshad abroad range of technologiesbut primarily focused on basic computersand CD-Rom drives.
Very few schoolshad scanners, digital cameras, CD-RomR/W. Additionally, nonehad DVD drives. The
schools, although better than libraries, do not match the offeringsthat community based organizationshave
intermsof equipment offered and availahility.

CD-ROM M odem Scanner Digital CD-ROM R/W Vl_d_eo DVD Other
Camera Editing
83% 58% 42% 33% 25% 17% 0% 0%

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
N=12
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Schools Section Il - Hardware
Types of Computers (Question 2b):

Thisquestion exploresthetypesand kinds of computersoffered in each center. Most schoolshad a
combination of IBM compatibleand Macintosh based systems.

Types of Computers WAC
IBM MAC WS chools
ETotal
92% 67% 1B M

N=12

f T T T T
0 % 20% 40 % 60 % 80 % 100%

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question

Computer Class (Question 2c):

Thisquestion further exploresthetypesof computersofferedin each center by asking what classof
computer they have. Community based organizations seemto bein thelead in offering moremodern
computer equipment having alarger percentage of Pentium 1 based systems. Additionally, schoolshavea
larger percentage of 386 and 486 taking thelead from community based organizationsand libraries

Class of Computers

. . Power
386 486 Pentium | Pentiuml| MAC Other
33% 67% 92% 25% 42% 0%
Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question

N=12
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Schools Section Il - Hardware
Network (Question 2d):

Thisquestion exploreswhether or not centershave network capabilitiesand thetypesof network
connectionsthat they have. Thisincludesloca areanetworks, wide areanetworks, and I nternet connectiv-
ity. Thefirst section to thisquestion asksfor basi ¢ network information whilethe second section explores
more detailed information about their Internet connectivity. Almost al schoolssurveyed had some sort of
network connection established whether it bealocal, wide or Internet based connection. Only 2 schools
indicated no network connection. Half of al schoolshad local areanetworksand alarge percentage (75%)
had accessto the Internet. Half of those with Internet connectionswere connected over basic phonelines
using amodem whiletheremainder indicated ‘ other’ for connectivity. Of these school stwo were connected
viaadedicated T1 lineand the remaining respondent did not know. Thefirst part isbased on atotal number
of 12 respondents and the subsection isbased on atotal number of 9 respondents.

80%
70%
60%
. 50%
Network Connectivity m Total
40%
None LAN | WAN | Internet | |30 W Schools
17% 58% 8% 75% 20% L
10% -
N=12 0% -
None LAN WAN Internet

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
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Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
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Schools Section Il - Hardware

Upgrade Plan (Question 2e):

Thisquestion explorestheissue of upgrading hardware and software. Half of the schoolshad an
upgrade planfor their equipment and software. However, haf did not have any set plansto updatetheir
systems. Thispresented acurious question since the mg ority of schoolsrecelvefar morefunding thanlocal
areacommunity based organi zationswho have ahigher instance of upgrade plansfor their equipment. This
category iscalculated out of atotal of 12 respondents.

Upgrade Plan
Yes No m Schools
50% 50% I Total
N=12

46% 48% 50% 52% 54%

Percentage of Computers Running (Question 2f):

Thisquestion examinesthe percentage of computerscurrently working at thetime of the survey. It
wasfound that 100% of al computers/workstationsin the schoolswererunning at thetime of thissurvey.
Giventhe state of computersin an open enviornment with many usersthis perfect percentage strikesone as
rather odd. Thisisespecialy sowith thelow numbersreported for volunteers/staff inthe computer [absfor
schoals.

101%
100%
99%
98%

97%
96%
95% -
94% -

Total Schools

Note: %'s calculated based upon multiple selections for this question
N=12
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Schools Section 111 - Organization
Organization

The purpose of thiscategory isto better understand thetype of organization surveyed and their
capacity intermsof collaboration, awareness, and funding. In this casethe organi zationswere schoolsand
thiscategory examinestheir current capacity for theissues described above.

Coallaboration with Other Organizations (Question 4c & 4cl):

Inmany casesthis could smply be offering their center to other organizationsfor training or presen-
tations. Thisquestionissplitinto two parts. Thefirst part isbased on thetotal number of 12 respondents
and smply askswhether or not the organization does collaboration. The second part exploresin moredetall
who the organizations collaborate with and is based on 58% of the respondentswho answered yesto the
first question. Inthe case of schoolsthe collaboration they performed dedlt primariliy with other schoolsand
educationd ingtitutions. They primarily offered their computer centers/labsfor usewith other schools.
Relatively few did any work with community based organizationswhich primarily focused on working on
specific projects. Thefirst part of thisquestioniscalculated from 12 respondents and the second iscal cu-
lated from atotal of 7 respondents.

N o
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Schools

Funding:

Thisquestion wasimplemented to explorethetypesof funding an organization receivesin detail.
However, dueto thefact that most organizationswere skeptical about giving specificsinregardsto the
typesof funding they recieved thisquestion was changed to explore only thetype of funding an organizaiton
recieves. Asexpected al public high schoolsrecieve public funding with relatively few, 17%, writing grants
to privatefoundationsto suppliment their funding. Thisquestioniscal culated from atotal of 12 respondents.
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100%
Funding 80% |
Public Private 60% - [ Public
H Private
100% 17% 40% -
N=12
20% |
0% -
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Observations
- Schoolshavethe most resourcesintermsof hardware availableto them and are capable of providing
better servicesthan either librariesor CBO's, but only toin school youth.

- Most schoolsonly provided their servicesto thoseindividual s associated with the school liketeachers,
youth and, in some cases, parents.

- Schoolsappear to belimited in thetypesof training that they can provide dueto alimited number of
indructors.

- Hoursand daysof availibility for open accessislimited. Most centersonly extend their timesby afew
hoursafter classesend.

- Thereisan extremely high student to instructor ratio which greatly reducesthelikelihood of any one-on-
onesupport.
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Appendix
Survey

Policy Research Action Group
Technology Center Survey rev. 19

Name:

Title

Organization:

Ste

#of Sites:

Address:.

Phone/Fax:

E-Mail (if gpplicable):

1) Access/Training
a) Briefly describethe functionsof your organization?

b) Who currently has access to your center and technology?
___Employees(a) __Other CBO's(b)
__ Community Members(c) — pleaseindicate your target populations:
__InSchool Youth(cl) _ Out of School Youth(c2)
__ Workforce Prep(c3) —adult ~__ Teacher Training(c4)
__Low Literacy(c5) __ Non-English(c6)
__Other(c7) — please specify:

__Other(d) - please specify:

c) Briefly describe who you provide access to and under what conditions and criteriayou they are able to
receive this access/training? (eg. Registration; Fees, Walk In; etc...)

c-1) Please indicate approximatly how many individual syou cater to by week/month?

Monthly Weekly_

c-2) If you charge fees for access to your center please indicate the conditions and charges incurred
by the participant?

87



d)

f)

Appendix

Please indicate hours/days your center is available and who has access during these times?

__Monday(a): __Tuesday(b): __Wednesday(c): __Thursday(d):
__Friday(e):____ __ Saturday(f):____ __Sunday(g):______

How many workstations/computers are available in your center?

Please indicate whether or not you provide access to technology, training or acombination of both?
(access is defined as open workstations for individuals without any structured classes — training is defined as
structured classes which focus on a specific topic/lesson of computer technology)

__Accessto technology(a) _ Training(b) _ Both(c)

*|f you indicated you offer training or acombination of accessand training pleaseanswer thefollowing questions
otherwiseskip toquestion g

f-1) How many instructors/trainers do you currently have?

f-2) Do your instructors/trainers have certification in the particular areathey provide training?
__Yes(a) __No(b) __ Combination of both(c)

f-3) If you indicated yesin the above question please briefly describe what kinds of
training/certification they currently have?

f-4) Does your organization make any provisionsto train your staff? (i.e. Sending them to
classes, workshops etc...)

_Yesd  __No(b)

f-5) Do you have sufficient instructors/trainers—if not please indicate your current limitations and how
many more instructors/trainers you need?
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f-6) Please indicate what types of training in computer technology you provide?
__Word Processing(a) __Spreadsheets(b) __Database(c) __Internet(d)
__MultimediaDesign(e) __ Graphic Design(f) __ Programming(g)
__Basiccomputer skills(h) ~__ Literacy Skills(i)

__Other(j) — Please specify:

g) If you offer open access please indicate whether or not you provide any assistance/support for
individualshaving trouble?

_Yesd __No(b)

g-1) If you answered yes to the above question please indicate under what circumstances you provide
this support and the depth of the support you provide (how in-depth is your support?)?

2) Hardware
a) What types of technology does your center currently possess?
__Computer(a) _ Fax(b) _ Modem(c) _ Scanner(d) __ Digital Camera(e)

__Video Editing(f) _ CD-ROM(g) _ CD-ROMR/W(h) _ DVD(i)
__Other(j) - please specify:

b) What types of computers does your center currently contain?
__IBM Compatible(a) __ Mac(b)
__Other(c) - please specify:

c) What class computers does your center have(mark all that apply)?
_386(a) _ 486(b)  Pentium(c) __ Pentiumli(d)
__PowerPC(e) — specify:
__Other - please specify:

d) Please indicate whether or not your computers are connected to a network — If they are connected to
eachother?
__None(a)
__Loca Area Network(b)
__Wide Area Network(c) — Specify:
__Internet Connectivity(d)
Indicate type of connection
__Modem(d1) __ISDN(d2) __Cable(d3)
__Other(d4) — specify:

89



Appendix

e) Doesyour organization currently have an upgrade plan for hardware and software?
__Yes(@) __No(b)

e-1) If you answered yes to question e please briefly describe what this plan entails — include any
issues regarding resources and funding?

f) Please indicate an approximate percentage of how many workstations(computers) are currently running
and not in need of repair?

3) FutureGoals

a) Please describe your future goals and where you would like to see your center in the near and distant
future?

4) Organization
a) How wouldyou classify your organization?
__Non-Profit(@) __ Community Training Center(b) __ High School(c)
__Library(d) __ College/University(e) __ Grade School(f)

b) How many individualsare currently employed or volunteering in your organization?

¢) Do you collaborate with other organizations on projects etc...?
__Yes(a) __No(b)
c-1) If yesto question c please check all that apply?
__Schools(a)
__Educational Institutions(b) — specify:
__CBO’s(c) — specify:
__Other(d) — please specify:

90



Appendix

d) How do you bring about awareness to the computer access/training services you provide? (If you have
aWorld Wide Web page please indicate its address)

e) Please describe and indicate how you receive funding? (There is no need to provide detailed information —
we simply want to get ageneral idea of funding issues in regards to technology training)

e-1) Public Funding(a):

e-2) Private Funding(b) (foundationsetc...):
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ADSL:

Glossary of Terms
Glossary of Terms

Asymmetric Digital Subscriber Line: Like | SDN, ADSL uses standard phonelinesto deliver high-speed data
communications. But while |SDN’stransmission speed islimited to 64kbps, ADSL technology can deliver
upstream (from the user) speeds of 640kbps and downstream (to the user) speeds of more than 6 mbps. Even
better, ADSL uses the portion of a phone line’'s bandwidth not utilized by voice, allowing for simultaneous voice
and datatransmission. However, asof late 1996, ADSL was still in devel opment and not widely available.

CableModem:

Speed is something we all want on the Internet, and it also explainsthe alure of cable modems, which promise
speeds of up to 80 times faster than an ISDN line or 6 times faster than adedicated T1 line (the type of connec-
tion most large corporations use). Because cable modems provide Internet access over cable TV networks
(whichrely primarily on fiber-optic or coaxial cable), they are much faster than modemsthat use phonelines. But
cable modems are expensive—they’ re expected to cost between $200 and $250 when they hit the retail shelvesin
mid-1998. And thefeesfrom your local cable company could include a$50 to $100installation fee, whilethe
serviceitself costs around $40 per month, if the serviceisoffered at all. Some cable modem testers complain that
the service is neither as fast nor as consistent as promised.

Onthebright side, in March 1997, the Multimedia Cable Network Systems (MCNS) released cable modem
specificationsin an attempt to establish standards, which will guarantee interoperability between different
manufacturers’ modems and should reduce cable modem prices due to increased competition. And some cable
companies may rent the modems to consumers, which could give you the opportunity to test out the service
before you make a purchase.

CD-ROM Drive:

DVD:

LAN:

A computer peripheral that plays back CD-ROMs and—with the right software—audio CDs. It consists of a
spindle that revs up the disc, alaser that flashes onto the disc’s uneven surface, a prism that deflects the laser
beam, and a light-sensitive diode that reads the flashing light. Since the audio CD standard calls for data transfer
of 150 kilobytes per second (KB/sec), all CD-ROM drives can handle this speed, and most can manage 2X
(double-speed, or 300 K B/sec) or 4X (quad-speed, or 600 KB/sec) rates. Thereare also 6X (900 KB/sec) and even
8X (1,200 KB/sec) drives, but since most CD-ROM titlesare squarely aimed at transferring datawithin the 2X/4X
bandwidth, you'll usually not see much advantage to drives with higher transfer rates than with a4Xx drive.

digital versatiledisc: Originally referred to asdigital video discs, these high-capacity optical discs are now used
to store everything from massive computer applicationsto full-length movies. While similar in physical size and
appearance to acompact disc or aCD-ROM, DVD isahugeleap from its predecessor’s 650MB of storage. A
standard single-layer, single-sided DV D can store awhopping 4.7GB of data. But it doesn’t stop there—DVD
also has atwo-layer standard that boosts the single-sided capacity to 8.5GB. And there’'s more! DV Ds can be
double-sided, ramping up the maximum storage on asingle discto 17GB. Unfortunately, to use DVDs, you'll
have to buy anew drive, but that new hardware will also read your older CD-ROMs and audio CDs.

Integrated Services Digital Network: The plain old telephone system doesn’t handle large quantities of data, and
the phone companiesrealized thisalong time ago. So the |SDN spec was hammered out in 1984 to allow for
wide-bandwidth digital transmission using the public switched telephone network. Under ISDN, aphone call can
transfer 64 kilobits of digital data per second. But it's not always easy to adopt.

local areanetwork: A local area network is a short-distance network used to link agroup of computers together
within abuilding. 10BaseT Ethernet isthe most commonly used form of LAN. A piece of hardware called ahub
serves as the common wiring point, enabling data to be sent from one machine to another over the network.
LANsaretypically limited to distances of less than 500 meters and provide low-cost, high-bandwidth networking
capabilitieswithin asmall geographical area.
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Modem:

Pentium:

Scanner:

Server:

Glossary of Terms

A modem isan external box or internal circuitry that converts computer datainto sound that can be transmitted
over phone lines. First used to send telegrams, early modems alternated between two different tones. Thisis
called modulation, and the process of modulating (and demodulating at the receiving end) gave the modem its
name. These days modems transmit datawith lots of different tones, signals, and complex mathematical process-
ing, so modem isabhit of amisnomer.

Intel’s superscalar successor to the 486. It has two 32-bit 486-type integer pipelines with dependency checking.
It can execute amaximum of two instructions per cycle. It does pipelined floating-point and performs branch
prediction. It has 16 kilobytes of on-chip cache, a64-bit memory interface, 8 32-hit general-purpose registers and
8 80-hit floating-point registers. It isbuilt from 3.1 million transistorson a262.4 mm~2 diewith ~2.3 million
transistorsin the corelogic. Itsclock rate is 66MHz, heat dissipation is 16W, integer performanceis64.5
SPECint92, floating-point performance 56.9 SPECfp92.

Itiscalled“Pentium” becauseit isthefifthin the 80x86 line. It would have been called the 80586 had a US court
not ruled that you can’t trademark anumber.

The successors are the Pentium Pro and Pentium 1.

Aninput device that takes in an optical image and digitisesit into an electronic image represented as binary data.
This can be used to create a computerised version of a photo or illustration.

The business end of aclient/server setup, a server isusually a computer that provides the information, files,
Web pages, and other services to the client that logs on to it. (The word server is also used to describe the
software and operating system designed to run server hardware.) The client/server setup is analogousto a
restaurant with waiters and customers. Some Internet servers take this analogy to extremes and become inatten-
tive, or even refuse to serve you.

Spreadshest:

TL

WAN:

A type of application program which manipulates numerical and string datain rows and columns of cells. The
valueinacell can be calculated from aformulawhich can involve other cells. A valueisrecal culated automati-
cally whenever avalue on which it depends changes. Different cells may be displayed with different formats.

If ISDN isn't enough digital carrier for you, T1 offersfaster speeds. T1isaterm coined by AT& T for asystem
that transfers digital signals at 1.544 megabits per second (as opposed to ISDN'’s mere 64 kil obits per second). Of
course, if T1 doesn’t cut it, there's always T3. (T2 seems to have been bypassed altogether.)

wide areanetwork: Take two local area networks, hook them together, and you’' ve got aWAN. Wide area
networks can be made up of interconnected smaller networks spread throughout a building, a state, or the entire
globe.

Workstation:

A general-purpose computer designed to be used by one person at atime and which offers higher performance
than normally found in a personal computer, especially with respect to graphics, processing power and the
ability to carry out several tasks at the sametime.
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