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2003 State Distance Learning Policy Study:  

A Non-Interpretive Analysis  
 

 
In April-June, 2003 the Rural School and Community Trust partnered with the State 
Educational Technology Directors Association (SETDA) in conducting a study of distance 
learning policies in existence across the United States.  The study explicitly focused on the 
extent and type of distance learning technologies currently used and the role of state 
education agencies in the creation of distance learning policies, rules and regulations. 
Responses to the extensive, 10-page e-mailed survey were received from technology 
directors in state education agencies in thirty-four states, representing more than 8500 
school districts.  While it is impossible from the data below to surmise the specific policies 
in non-responding states, it is fair to say that the state data included is highly representative 
of the nation as a whole and illustrative of both the successful and problematic strategies 
currently in place with respect to the guidance and regulation of distance learning activities 
in K-12 schools. 
 
An additional caution is warranted.  Because states differ widely in the type, frequency, and 
rigor of data collected, some responses included are, at best, informed estimates.  Therefore 
the magnitude (and range) of responses should be given more credence than specific 
numbers or percentages. 
 
At the request of SETDA members, data is not associated with its state of origin in the 
report nor has any characterization of the findings been made.  A non-interpretive analysis 
follows below.  Interpretation of data, implications of specific policies, and 
recommendations for the adoption or abandonment of selected distance learning policies 
will be included in a subsequent report. 
 
 
 
Part I:  Extent and Opportunity for School District Adoption  

of Distance Learning Technologies 
 

 Extent of Distance Learning in Respondent States 
More than 80% of all school districts in nine states currently use some form of distance 
learning technology.  In seven states the number of districts using distance learning 
technologies falls below 40%.  Sixty percent (60%) of responding states indicated that 
more than 60% of their districts currently use some form of distance learning technology. 
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Table 1: Extent of Use of Distance Learning Technologies 
(n = 30) 

 
% of Districts Currently Using DL Technologies of any Type  

More 
than 80% 

 
60-79% 

 
40-59% 

 
20-39% 

Less than 
20% 

No. of states  9 9 5 5 2 
% of states 30% 30% 17% 17% 7% 

 
 

 Distance Learning Technologies Utilized 
State technology directors were asked to indicate which technologies were in use in their 
state.  Data was reported for 31 states.  Most prevalent among distance learning was web-
based (online) learning reported in 97% of states, followed by two-way I-TV in 94% of 
states.  Instruction by satellite was reported in 77% of states, two-way audio in 74% of 
states, and CD-ROM use in 74% of states.  One-way video with two-way audio 
technologies occurred in 65% of states. More than one-third of states (35%) reported use of 
one-way audio technologies; 39% reported mixed, combined, or blended technology use. 
 

Table 2: States’ Reported Use of Distance Learning Technologies 
(n=31) 

       
 States Reporting Use of 

DL Technology 
Audio-video technologies Number Percent 
     Two-way interactive video (i.e., one-way video; two-way audio) 29 94% 
     One-way video with two-way audio 20 65% 
     One-way live video (e.g., satellite) 24 77% 
     One-way prerecorded video (videotapes, DVD, TV, cable) 24 77% 
Audio technologies   
     Two-way audio (audio/phone conference) 23 74% 
     One-way audio (radio, prerecorded audiotapes) 11 35% 
Web-based (online) technologies   
     Internet courses using synchronous computer-based instruction 30 97% 
     Internet course using asynchronous computer-based instruction 30 97% 
Other technologies   
     CD-ROMs provided to students for use outside of class time 23 74% 
     Mixed, combined, or blended technologies* 12 39% 
     Other technologies 4 13% 

_____ 
* Explanations given include: (1) satellite and web-based; (2) two-way video with web-based and CD-ROMs; 
(3) I-TV/online learning courses using supplemental materials available electronically 
_____ 
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 Percentage of Districts Using Each Type of Distance Learning 
Technology 

Online and two-way interactive TV technologies were used by more than three-fourths of 
all districts in 7 and 5 states respectively.  However, when the two states are included who 
reported “videoconferencing over IP” as “other technologies”,  it would appear that two-
way interactive TV and web-based instruction are equally prevalent technologies. Sixteen 
(16) states reported more than half of all districts use web-based (online) courses.  Blended 
DL technologies are reported in use in six states.  About half of those states reporting (13) 
indicate that instruction by satellite is used in one-fourth or fewer of their districts.  
 

Table 3:  Percentage of Districts Using One or More  
Distance Learning Technologies by Type 

(n=32)  
    

 Estimated % of Districts 
Currently Using One or More 

Distance Learning Technologies by Type 
Type of Distance 

Learning Technology 
# / % of states indicating 

use of technology 
 
75-100% 

 
50-74% 

 
25-49% 

 
1-24% 

 
# of states =25 

 
5 

 
6 

 
5 

 
9 Two-Way interactive 

television % of states  20% 24% 20% 36% 
 

# of states = 27 
 

7 
 

9 
 

2 
 

9 
 

Web-based (online) 
% of states  26% 33% 7% 33% 

 
# of states = 22  

 
4 

 
3 

 
2 

 
13 

 
Satellite 

% of states  18% 14% 9% 59% 
 

# or states = 2 
   

1 
 

1 
 

Other DL technologies* 
% of states    50% 50% 

 
# of states = 6  

 
 

 
1 

 
1 

 
4 

 
Blended technologies** 

% of states   17% 17% 66% 
____ 
*  Explanations include: Video-conferencing over IP (2 states) 
** Explanations include: (1) satellite and web-based; (2) proximity-based distance education that includes 
two-way interactive television, web-based instruction and on-site interaction; (3) I-TV course with Web 
component 
_____ 
 

 Purposes For Which Distance Learning Technologies Are Currently 
Being Utilized 

Advanced high school, advanced placement (AP), and dual-credit classes–the typical 
reasons given for use of distance learning technologies–were reported as a purpose for use 
of distance learning technology in fewer than one-third of districts across responding states. 
Such “averaging” of very diverse circumstances, however, does not begin to explain the 
complexity of purposes for which distance learning technologies are utilized.  As can be 
seen from the ranges reported,  for almost every purpose listed, some states reported no or 
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extremely little usage of the technology for that purpose while other states reported 
universal or nearly universal usage.  It is also important to note the extent to which distance 
learning technologies are used in the provision of  “regular” courses.  An average of 51% 
of districts across responding states were reported to be utilizing distance learning 
technologies for purposes other than those listed.  From the survey data, it can be said with 
some certainty, that the use of distance learning technology has now broadened beyond the 
purposes for which it has been used in the past. 
 

Table 4:  Purposes for Which Distance Learning Technologies Are Used 
(n=27) 

 
 
 

Purpose For Which DL Technology 
is Used 

Average Percentage of Districts 
Using Each Technology Across 

All Respondent States 
(Estimated) 

 
Range of Districts Using Each 

Technology Across All 
Respondent States* (Estimated) 

Advanced high school classes 32% 0 - 100% 
Advanced placement (AP) classes 23% 2 - 100% 
Dual-credit classes 28% 1 - 90% 
Remediation 24% 0 – 78% 
Virtual field trips 34% 1 – 75% 
Home-bound student instruction 5% 0 – 20% 
Other** 51% 1 – 100% 
 
* Excludes a one-district state 
**  Explanations include: (1) regular, everyday high school, middle school, and elementary school courses; 
(2) coursework for a tuition opportunity program; (3) regular classes 
 
 

 Interest in Distance Learning Technologies 
In more than half of responding states (55%), it was estimated that three-fourths or more of 
the districts currently using no form of distance learning were interested in exploring 
distance learning technologies.  Two states believed that fewer than one-quarter of their 
districts were so inclined. 
 

Table 5: Percent of Districts Interested in Exploring the  
Use of Distance Learning Technologies 

(n=31) 
 

% of Districts Interested in 
Exploring Distance Learning 

 
75-100% 

 
50-75% 

 
25-49% 

 
0-24% 

No. of states  17 9 3 2 
% of states 55% 29% 10% 6% 

 
 

 Opportunity for Adoption 
State respondents were asked to categorize their state in terms of the opportunity for 
schools to implement Distance Learning technologies, taking costs and access to 
information and assistance into account.  More than half (58%) believed that opportunity to 
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be high.  Eighteen percent (18%) indicated that there was limited or very limited 
opportunity. 
 
Table 6:  States’ Perception of Districts’ “Opportunity” to Implement DL Technologies 

(n=33) 
 

 
 

High 
Opportunity 

5 

 
 

4 

 
 

3 

 
 

2 

Very Limited 
Opportunity 

1 
No. of states 19 3 5 4 2 
% of states 58% 9% 15% 12% 6% 

 
 Impediments to Distance Learning Technology Adoption 

The availability of state and local funding for distance learning was considered to be the 
greatest impediment to adoption of distance learning technologies.  Three-fourths of all 
responding states agreed or strongly agreed that the availability of state funding was an 
impediment, while more than 80% agreed that the availability of local funding was an 
impediment. 
 
State regulation of distance learning technologies was rarely seen as an impediment, but 
more than one-fourth of responding states (27%) were unsure of the effect of state 
regulation on adoption.  Availability of broadband access and the extent to which it created 
an impediment to adoption clearly differed by state, but access to technology support  
represented a widespread impediment with more than 87% of states agreeing, strongly 
agreeing or unsure of the impediments caused by the lack of in-district technology support 
staff. 
 

Table 7: Conditions Which Are Impediments to Adoption of  
Distance Learning Technologies 

(n = 33) 
  
 Strongly 

Agree 
 

Agree 
Don’t 
Know 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Availability of state funds for DL 
technologies 

 
45% 

 
30% 

 
9% 

 
12% 

 
3% 

Availability of local funds for DL 
technologies 

 
45% 

 
36% 

 
15% 

 
3% 

 
0% 

Availability or reliability of 
information on DL technologies 

 
6% 

 
31% 

 
34% 

 
19% 

 
9% 

Ability of the state education 
agency to provide assistance to DL 
technology adopters 

 
12% 

 
24% 

 
27% 

 
27% 

 
9% 

State regulation of DL technologies 3% 0% 27% 33% 36% 
Availability of broadband access 15% 21% 21% 27% 15% 
Affordability of broadband access 24% 30% 18% 18% 9% 
Existence of in-district technology 
support staff 

 
21% 

 
39% 

 
27% 

 
9% 

 
3% 

Access to out-of-district 
technology support 

15% 24% 33% 18% 9% 

Availability of training      
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opportunities for DL instructors 12% 27% 27% 27% 6% 
Availability of training 
opportunities for school 
administrators 

 
9% 

 
36% 

 
24% 

 
21% 

 
9% 

 
Among the twelve states reporting involvement with in-state distance learning providers in 
terms of evaluation, accreditation, registration, or approval, nine states indicated the 
technologies for which oversight was required.  Those included two-way interactive 
television (I-TV) and web-based instruction in 8 states, satellite in 7 seven states and 
blended technologies in 4 states. 
 

Table 8: Distance Learning Technology Associated with Distance Learning Course 
Providers For Which SEA Oversight is Required  

(n=12) 
 

 # and % of states requiring  
approval, registration, or oversight of  

DL courses or providers   
Two-way interactive television (I-TV) 8 states      (67%) 
Web-based (online) 8 states      (67%) 
Satellite 7 states      (58%) 
Other DL technology 2 states      (17%) 
Blended DL technologies 4 states      (33%) 
 
 

Part II: State Distance Learning Policies 
 

 Issues and Impact of Local Control 
Nearly half of all reporting states (48%) characterized their state as a “high local control 
state”.  Conversely, only three states considered their state as leaning toward state control 
of education. 
 

Table 9: Respondents’ Assessment of State vs. Local Control of Education  
(n=33) 

 
 High Local 

Control 
1 

 
 

2 

 
 

3 

 
 

4 

High State 
Control 

5 
No. of states 16 12 2 2 1 
% of states 48% 36% 6% 6% 3% 

 
 

Much in tune with the extent to which a state is “high local control ” or “high state 
control”, so too do the states differ widely in the extent to which they directly impact the 
adoption of distance learning technologies.  Eighty-three percent (83%) of responding 
states indicate that they put no limitations on the distance learning technologies which 
school districts can implement.  Two-thirds of reporting states, however, do “encourage” 
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the implementation of specific technologies largely through the technologies made 
available through statewide networks or by state sponsorship of virtual high schools.  No 
states report restricting the implementation of distance learning technologies to include 
only certain technologies (except to the extent that state networks support only certain 
standards). 
 

Table 10: States’ Impact on the Encouragement of or Restrictions on 
Adoption of Distance Learning Technologies 

 
  

Respondents’ Assessment of the 
Ways in Which the State 

Encourages or Restricts DL 
Technology Adoption 

 

Yes No 
The state puts limitations on the DL technologies which school 
districts can implement (n=30) 

17%* 83% 

The state encourages the implementation of specific DL 
technologies (n=29) 

66%** 34% 

The state restricts the implementation of DL technologies to include 
only specific technologies (n=27) 

0%*** 100% 

 
_____ 
*Explanations include: (1) statewide virtual high school focuses only on full courses and is not established to 
provide supplemental distance learning; (2) course must be taught by a state-certified teacher to be counted in 
the district’s resource report regarding courses offered; a certificated teacher must be present in the receiving 
room unless offered via I-TV; (3) regulatory restriction to no more than 40% of graduation credit courses in 
high school; (4) districts participating in grant programs are required to connect via one of six connectivity 
models and participate in state-managed procurement of technology; (5) as per the state board policy adopted 
in 2001 
 
** Explanations include: (1) support of the statewide on-line high school; (2) web-based instruction, video 
conferencing, web-based research through grant funds; (3) interactive video and web-based courses through 
support of state network; (4) support of statewide virtual high school through federal earmarked grants; the 
staff, portal, and commercial classes are paid for by the State; the statewide data network connects most of the 
schools at speeds needed for distance learning; (5) the state’s virtual school is an initiative of the Department 
of Education and is part of the statewide distance learning network which uses web-based, satellite, and 
compressed video technologies to provide educational resources to students and teachers; funding for satellite 
courses is provided by the state Board of Education but schools are encouraged to apply only if the required 
courses are not available through the state’s virtual school, if those courses are filled to capacity, or the school 
can document the need to provide this medium of delivery; (6) state network, course and learning 
management systems, cable systems; (7) H.323 and Polycom; support is provided by state funds to fund the 
state backbone, and has provided grants in previous years to help districts implement distance learning or 
upgrade equipment to H.323 and create and support the state distance learning association; (8) we specifically 
are trying to grow our ATM network; (9) satellite, two-way compressed video, online through discrete 
amounts of state and federal funding for low-wealth or small, rural schools, or for demonstration projects; 
(10) ITV/videoconferencing; (11) ATM transport protocols (H.320/H.321 videoconferencing standards); 
H.323 standard for videoconferencing; the state also awarded approximately 300, $50,000 H.323 video 
classroom grants in 1996-2000; (12) the statewide access network was funded by the state; (13) 
videoconferencing—1-way, DL electronic high school classes, with support provided through the state 
education network and the statewide electronic high school; other policies are by district or region; public and 
higher education promotes DL classes;  (14) satellite, two-way video, on-line courses; (15) the state has 
encouraged full-motion video distance education network and, to a lesser extent, the web-based applications; 
this has been done by subsidizing video links so that districts only pay $250 per month for a DS/3 video link 
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OR districts may instead receive a T1 line for $100 per month; in addition, the state provides help in 
connecting, and some funding for intercluster links and scheduling services; (16) online—web-based; (17) we 
have a two-way audio/video network statewide; I am working to improve its use;  
 
*** one state, while indicating that they did not restrict the implementation of DL technologies to include 
only specific technologies, explained that the state provides bridging and gateway services for customers 
which only supports H.320/H.321 videoconferencing standards;  
_______ 
 

Table 11: State Role in Setting Distance Learning Policies or Establishing  
Distance Learning Guidelines  

(n=32) 
 

More than 70% of responding states have “full authority” or “some authority” to set 
distance learning policies and establish guidelines, while nine states have very limited or no 
authority to do so.  How survey respondents characterized their states in terms of the extent 
of local or state control vs. the extent of state authority to set distance learning policies or 
establish distance learning guidelines did not necessarily follow. 

 
  

Full 
Authority 

 
Some 

Authority 

Very 
Limited 

Authority 

 
No 

Authority 
No. of states 10 13 8 1 
% of states 31% 41% 26% 3% 

 
 

 Modes of Internet Access 
To the extent that Internet access is crucial in accessing some forms of distance learning, 
states were asked to indicate the extent and type of Internet access available to districts and 
schools in their state.  Twenty-two of the 32 states reporting (69%) indicated the 
establishment or pending operation of a statewide, high-speed electronic data network.  In 
almost one-third of reporting states (31%), no statewide network is being or has been 
established, leaving schools to seek their own dial-up or broadband connections. 
 

Table 12:  Status of Statewide High-Speed Data Networks 
(n=32) 

 
  

No. of States 
 

% of States 

State-subsidized, high-speed (T-1 or better) 
electronic data network exists in state 

20 63% 

A statewide network has been established, but 
is not fully operational 

2 6% 

No statewide network has been established; 
schools or districts seek their own dial-up or 
broadband connections 

10 31% 
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Of the 20 states reporting a fully operational state network: 
• 15 states (75%) reported that 95-100% of districts are connected 
• 3 states (15%) reported that 65% or fewer districts are connected 
• 9 states (45%) reported that 95-100% of schools are connected 
• 3 states (15%) reported that 65% or fewer schools are connected 
• 11 states (55%) reported that some (or all) teacher preparation institutions are 

connected to the state network; 8 states (40%) report that 95-100% of teacher 
preparation institutions are connected; two states report that no teacher preparation 
institutions are connected. 

 
Table 13:  Extent of Connectivity In States With a Statewide Network 

 
% of districts connected to a 
state-wide network 

95-100% 75-94% 35-65% 25% 

         No. of States (n=20) 15 2 2 1 
 

% of schools connected to a 
state-wide network 

95-100% 75-94% 35-65% 25% 

         No. of States (n=15) 9 3 2 1 
 

% of teacher preparation 
institutions connected to a 
state-wide network 

95-100% 75-94% 35-65% 0-2% 

         No. of States (n=13) 8 1 1 3 
 
While nearly all districts and the vast majority of school buildings are Internet-connected,  
even in states without a statewide network, states vary substantially in how districts and 
school buildings are able to access the Internet. 
 

Table 14:  Internet Access In States Without a Statewide Network 
 

% of districts with no Internet 
access 

0% 4-5% 

         No. of States (n=7) 5 2 
 

% of schools with no Internet 
access 

0% 1% 5-6% 15% 

         No. of States (n=8) 1 3 3 1 
 

% of districts with only dial-
up Internet access 

0% 1% 4-5% 20% 

         No. of States (n=7) 3 1 2 1 

 
% of schools with only dial-up 
Internet access 

1-5% 16-22% 42% 85% 

         No. of States (n=8) 4 2 1 1 

 
% of districts with broadband 62% 80-90% 95-100% 
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(at least T-1) Internet access 
         No. of States (n=7) 1 2 4 

 
 

% of schools with broadband 
(at least T-1) Internet access 

2% 58-72% 80-90% 97% 

         No. of States (n=8) 1 3 3 1 

 
In those ten reporting states (31%) with no statewide network, Internet access was still 
available to at least 95% of the school districts and 85% of the schools.  More than 62% of 
all districts acquired their own broadband access in reporting states without a statewide 
network, while broadband access was similarly available to schools with the exception of 
one state.  One state reported only dial-up access availability to 85% of their school 
buildings. 
 

 Distance Learning Consortia 
In 38% of responding states it was indicated that the state remains “neutral” on the 
formation of distance learning consortia—it neither encourages nor discourages distance 
learning consortia.  Only one state discouraged distance learning consortia and 83% 
reported “encouraging” their formation.  Simultaneously, however, two-thirds of states 
(67%) reported that they promote individual school or district adoption of distance learning 
technologies, as well. 
 

Table 15:  State Position on Formation of Distance Learning Consortia 
 

 
State Position 

 
Yes 

 
No 

The state education agency remains neutral on the formation of DL 
consortia—it neither encourages nor discourages DL consortia 

 
38% 

 
62% 

 
The state education agency discourages the formation of DL consortia 

 
5% 

 
95% 

 
The state education agency encourages the formation of DL consortia* 

 
83% 

 
17% 

The state education agency promotes individual school or district 
adoption of DL technologies** 

 
67% 

 
33% 

_____ 
*Explanations include: (1) the state education agency is a partner in one consortium and works to enable 
networking and other opportunities to improve economies of scale regarding DL; (2) the state department of 
education is using a competitive grant to fund a supplemental online program specifically for students in high 
poverty-high need school districts; (3) several larger school systems have their own online programs or are 
acquiring online courses through various course providers; (4) the LEA/SEA makes available, but does not 
promote schools to adopt DL methods to address their students’ needs; (5) the state encourages school 
collaboration and sharing of resources through regional telecommunications councils and financial support; 
(6) there is funding available through Title IID for consortia; (7) the state encourages the practice (more 
offerings, shared administration, leveraged costs, etc.) but does not promote consortia over individual districts 
via policy or funding; (8) via regional service agencies; (9) we publicize and promote through the state 
website, send out information via our monthly newsletter, fund whenever possible, as well as incorporate into 
our discussions with the field; (10) has provided seed money for development of on-line courses by various 
state entities to be shared across district lines; has funded and worked with schools participating in the state-
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sponsored virtual high school to train teachers and pool available student slots across a number of schools; 
(11) districts participating in (some) grant programs are required to submit consortium-based applications; 
(12) a work in progress—we are just getting going; (13) our technology grant programs favors the formation 
of consortia and our state long-range plan for technology also encourages consortia; (14) this is on the 
horizon for 2004-05; (15) the state education agency participates in statewide collaborative organization for 
DL technologies; (16) while the state is fairly neutral, it does work with the state association of distance 
education networks and encourages new sites to join a network; (17) we encourage them through grants. 
 
** Explanations include: (1) The state provides training and technical assistance to any individual school that 
wants to utilize distance learning; (2) there is active promotion of distance learning through the statewide 
virtual high school; (3) using a combination of state and federal funds, qualifying districts can apply for an 
“anywhere, anytime” grant through the state department of education; the grant permits the adoption of web-
based instruction through telecommunications technologies to students.  The web-based instructional 
opportunities are intended to provide new learning environments that are interactive, collaborative, and 
focused on student-centered learning; (4) information on planning and implementation is provided to school 
districts via the state website; (5) the state gives district credit for I-TV courses for core data and school 
improvement purposes, but does not promote specific practice via policy or funding; (6) offering courses and 
resources; (7) use of Technology Literacy Challenge Funds and No Child Left Behind funding approved for 
adoption of these technologies; (8) state technology plan and RFPs (Requests for Proposals); (9) districts 
participating in (some) grant programs are required to submit individual and district-based applications; (10) 
support through the Distance Education Council working collaboratively with local school districts to deal 
with the issues and barriers for distance education; (11) providing students with access to high-quality 
education, including DL opportunities, is our primary objective; while DL consortia are encouraged, schools 
and districts can receive grant funding for individual adoption of DL technologies; in addition, the state 
provided satellite dishes to individual districts; (12) each district received funds to expend according to their 
individual district technology plans; (13) the use of these technologies is included in our soon to be approved 
state plan.  
________ 
 

 Distance Learning And School Accreditation 
Nearly two-thirds of those states reporting indicated that school accreditation in their state 
is contingent on the ability of the school or district to provide a minimum number and type 
of course offerings.  However, as can be seen from the explanations provided in responses, 
states differ hugely with respect to how standards are set.  In some states a minimum 
number of course offerings is required; other states have specific course requirements, e.g., 
state history, or require that high schools provide a core curriculum as it relates to 
graduation requirements, e.g., three years math, two years science, etc. Still other states 
require that all districts meet all state content standards, but the standards are not tied to 
specific courses and titles. 
 

Table 16:  Impact of Accreditation Policies on Distance Learning Courses 
(n=30) 

   
 # of States  % of States  
Number / percent of states in which school 
accreditation is contingent on a minimum 
number and type of course offerings* 

 
18 

 
 

 
60% 

Number / percent of states in which districts 
offering a higher number of courses via DL are 
less likely to receive full accreditation** 

 
0 
 
 

 
0% 
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_______ 
* Explanations include:  (1) 38.5 units are required of each school; process has started to increase to a 
possible 60.5; (2) Yes, but the requirements are fairly minimal; there are several courses that are required—
state history, civics, etc—but there are NO state graduation requirements or other minimums for the core 
content areas, etc.; (3) school code covers all requirements for school districts as to minimum standards; most 
school systems have programs that exceed these minimum standards; (4) high schools must provide a core 
curriculum as it relates to graduation requirements; (5) districts must offer a minimum number of courses, by 
subject area/discipline, in grades 7-12; (6) local school boards establish and approve schools in the state; the 
state recognizes schools established by local school boards; the state does not accredit or review the operation 
of public schools; (7) a minimum number is required, but no type is designated; (8) the state establishes 
minimum course requirements through student requirements, for example, three years of math, two years of 
science, etc.; (9) all public schools are required by law to meet certain minimum courses and offerings—
example: 2 yrs of math, 4 yrs of English, etc.—this is required, it is not a matter of accreditation; (10) state 
board policies; (11) we are hoping to use DL to augment the very small, very isolated districts to ensure that 
they can provide a full program and remain open and accredited; (12) all districts must meet all state content 
standards but are not tied to specific courses and titles; there is no requirements for DL course offerings; (13) 
the state and department of education does not give accreditation; it’s done through another organization. 
 
** Explanations include: (1) No, if they don’t exceed the 40%; (2) unknown—we’ve never had to deal with 
that question. 
_____ 
 
 

 Other Limitations on Distance Learning Courses 
Limitations on the number or type of distance learning courses were few with only four 
states indicating that high school students are limited in the number of distance learning 
courses that can be taken for graduation credit.  Only two states said that some or all state 
colleges limit the number of distance learning courses or credit which they will accept from 
high school graduates.  No states limit the total number of courses or credits which schools 
may offer via distance learning.  In those states which place limitations on high school 
graduation credits earned via distance learning, one state indicated that graduation credits 
taken by distance learning could not exceed 40% of student credits earned (regardless of 
technology used); another state indicated that online courses were limited to elective 
courses only. 
 

Table  17: Limitations on Distance Learning Courses or Credit 
 

 
Limitations 

% of States Indicating 
Limitations 

High school students are limited in the # of DL courses 
that can be taken for graduation credit (n=32) 

 
4 states (13%) 

Some or all state colleges limit the # of DL courses or 
credits which they will accept from high school 
graduates (n=25)* 

 
2 states (8% 

The state limits the total # of courses or credits which 
any school may offer via distance learning (n=33)** 

 
0 states (0%) 

_____ 
*Explanations include:  (1) Unsure of university requirements; (2) as long as the school accepts them and 
they are on the transcript, I believe the college accepts them; (3) I don’t know the numbers, but we advise 
school districts not to indicate any difference between distance learning and traditionally taught courses; (4) 
the colleges are not part of the Department of Education system, so this information is not known; (5) we are 
not aware of such a university policy and were unable to secure verification one way or another; (6) all DF 
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courses,  no matter what the delivery system, has a maximum of 40% for graduation credit; (7) high school 
online courses are available only for ELECTIVE credit, thus, number of credits depends on student load and 
availability of electives; (8) don’t know; (9) don’t know 
 
**Explanations include:  (1) We have about 25 cyberschools offering their students all of their instruction 
online; (2) at present, NO; (3) there is, however, a requirement in statute that a student be concurrently 
enrolled in a public school building or charter school building for at least 5 hours per week (20%); (4) not 
aware of a number;  
_____ 
 

 Instructional Hours Required Of Distance Learning Students 
Nine states (27%) require students enrolled during the school day to participate in a 
minimum number of instructional hours.  This requirement did not differ significantly with 
respect to the type of distance learning technology utilized.  Nine of 32 states (27%) 
responding placed minimum instructional hour requirements on two-way interactive 
television and web-based (online) courses; eight of 32 states (25%) responding placed such 
restrictions on satellite courses; six of 25 states (24%) responding placed such restrictions 
on courses taught through blended or other distance learning technologies.  In short, with 
the exception of one state, if a state placed restrictions on distance learning courses with 
respect to minimum instructional hours required, they were likely to treat all technologies 
the same.  In all cases where explanations were provided, the requirements placed on 
instructional hours were identical to those placed on traditionally taught courses.  
 
Table  18: Instructional Hour Restrictions Placed on Distance Learning Courses   

   
 # / % of States 

“Yes” 
# / % of States 

“No” 
State requires students enrolled in two-way 
interactive TV courses to participate in a 
minimum number of instructional hours (n=33)* 

 
9    /    27% 

 
24    /   73% 

State requires students enrolled in web-based 
(online) courses to participate in a minimum 
number of instructional hours (n=33)** 

 
9    /   27% 

 
24    /   73% 

State requires students enrolled in satellite 
courses to participate in a minimum number of 
instructional hours (n=32)*** 

 
8    /   25% 

 
24    /   75% 

State requires students enrolled in blended or 
other DL courses to participate in a minimum 
number of instructional hours (n=26)**** 

 
7    /   27% 

 
19    /    73% 

_____ 
*Explanations include: (1) The “seat time” requirement is no different than traditional courses if taken during 
the school day; 75 hours/semester traditional scheduling, 135 hours/semester in a full-credit course offered on 
block scheduling; (2) students must have 300 minutes of seat time; (3) to the same extent as any other course 
as described within the minimum standards; (4) 180 hours/year or 135 for block schedule—it does not differ; 
(5) attendance regulations require seat time; (6) in order to receive high school credit, 225 minutes per week 
are required. 
 
**Explanations include: (1) there are not minimums for participation, however, if a school district is to 
receive ppr (ada) for students who are totally online, these students must participate in at least 90 hours per 
semester so the district can receive .5 pp4 or at least 360 hours per semester so the district an receive full ppr; 
(2) students must have 300 minutes of seat time; (3) to the same extent as any other course as described 
within the minimum standards; (4) it does not differ from traditional courses; (5) attendance regulations 
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require seat time; (6) the appropriate number to provide content mastery; (7) in order to receive high school 
credit, 225 minutes per week are required. 
 
*** Explanations include: (1) students must have 300 minutes of seat time; (2) to the same extent as any other 
course as described within the minimum standards; (3) course should be designed for 180 hr/year or 135 
hours for block schedule for average student—it does not differ; (4) attendance regulations require seat time; 
(5) the appropriate number to provide content mastery; (6) in order to receive high school credit, 225 minutes 
per week are required. 
 
****Explanations include: (1) Exploring the possibility and have a grant for elementary distance learning that 
will pilot as supplemental services next year; (2) students must have 300 minutes of seat time; (3) to the same 
extent as any other course as described within the minimum standards; (4) course should be designed for 180 
hr/year or 135 hours for block schedule for average student—it does not differ; (5) attendance regulations 
require seat time; (6) in order to receive high school credit, 225 minutes per week are required. 
_____ 
 

 SEA Involvement with In-State Distance Learning Course Providers 
Respondents were asked about the extent to which in-state providers of distance learning 
courses are subject to state education agency approval, registration, or oversight.  In 21 
(64%) of the 33 states responding to this question, respondents reported no involvement 
with in-state distance learning course providers in terms of evaluating, accrediting, 
registering or approving distance learning courses. Among those states who did, evaluation 
or accreditation of providers was the most common requirement (in 15% of states), 
followed by course approval (in 12% of states) and registration (in 2 states—6%) 
 

Table 19: Involvement of SEA with In-State Distance Learning Course Providers  
(n=33) 

 
 Yes No 
The state education agency evaluates or accredits all in-state DL 
course providers 

 
15% 

 
73% 

In-state DL course providers are required to register with the state 
education agency 

6% 79% 

In-state DL course providers are required to seek approval of 
individual courses through the state education agency* 

12% 76% 

_____ 
* Explanations include: (1) Distance education courses offered by an in-state distance learning provider shall 
incorporate the foundation skills of the state content standards; distance learning courses must meet the 
requirements set forth in the state standards for distance education; additionally, distance education course 
providers shall comply with all policies set forth by the state board of education as stated in the current 
Handbook for School Administrators. 
_____ 
 
In 16% of states (5 states), the SEA takes responsibility for evaluating, accrediting, and 
registering out-of-state distance learning course providers seeking to operate in the state. In 
four states (13%), out-of-state distance learning course providers are required to seek 
approval of individual courses through the state education agency. 
 
In more than half of all responding states (52%), the SEA does not required distance 
learning courses to be taught by state certificated teachers if courses are offered for 
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graduation credit.  Further, in more than two-thirds of reporting states (68%), the SEA 
assumes no control over the distance learning course content of out-of-state providers. 
 
Table 20: Involvement of SEA with Out-of-State Distance Learning Course Providers  

(n=32)  
   

% of States  
Yes No 

The state education agency evaluates or accredits all out-of-state DL 
course providers seeking to operate in the state 

 
16% 

 
84% 

Out-of-state DL course providers are required to register with the state 
education agency* 

 
16% 

 
84% 

Out-of-state DL course providers are required to seek approval of 
individual courses through the state education agency** 

 
13% 

 
88% 

 
 

           Types of courses for which approval, registration or oversight is required: 
Two-way interactive television 4 states 
Web-based (online) 6 states 
Satellite 5 states 
Other DL technologies 3 states 
Blended DL technologies 4 states 

SEA requires DL courses to be taught by state certificated teachers if 
courses are offered for graduation credit 

 
48% 

 
52% 

The course content is controlled by each local school district; the SEA 
assumes no control over DL course content 

 
68% 

 
32% 

_____ 
* Explanations include: (1) our regulation is non-specific 
** Explanations include: (1) distance education courses offered by an out-of-state provider shall incorporate 
the Foundation Skills of the State Content Standards (Communication, Problem Solving, Resource Access 
and Utilization, Linking and Generating Knowledge, and Citizenship); distance learning courses must meet 
the requirements set forth in the state Standards for Distance Education; additionally distance education 
course providers shall comply with all policies set forth by the state board of education as stated in the current 
state Handbook for School Administrators; districts utilizing out-of-state providers that are not part of the 
distance learning grant program must verify that providers meet the prescribed standards. 
_____ 
 

 Correlation of Distance Learning Course Objectives to State 
Standards 

Fifty-eight percent (58%) of responding states require that in-state distance learning course 
objectives be correlated to state content standards.  With the exception of two states, one 
which requires the correlation of distance learning course objectives for only in-state 
distance learning providers and one which requires it for only out-of-state providers, the 
same states also require the correlation of distance learning course objectives to state 
standards for out-of-state providers. 
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Table 21: SEA Requirement for Correlation of Distance Learning  
Course Objectives With State Standards 

(n=33) 
  
 # / % of States 
SEA requires the correlation of in-state DL course 
objectives to state standards 

 
 19 states       58% 

SEA requires the correlation of out-of-state DL 
course objectives to state standards 

 
 17 states 52% 

 
Nine states (27%) require professional development training for in-state distance learning 
instructors, while 55% (18) encourage such training.  The remaining 6 states (18%) neither 
encourage nor require training on the part of distance learning instructors. 
 

Table 22:  Professional Development for Distance Learning Instructors  
(n = 33) 

 
 # / % of States 
State requires professional development training 
for in-state DL instructors* 

 
 9 states       27% 

State encourages (but does not require) professional 
development training for in-state DL instructors** 

 
 18 states 55% 

State neither requires nor encourages professional 
development training for in-state DL instructors*** 

 
 6 states 18% 

_____ 
* What training is required? Explanations include: (1) participated in on-line instruction professional 
development; (2) we require state-provided training for all teachers who are hired under contract by the state 
to teach online courses; (3)  districts participating in grant programs are required to submit technical training 
and professional development plans;  (4) all teachers must be trained prior to the start of the course; (18) all 
instructors, irrespective of DL status, are required to engage in professional development; (4) 20 hours of 
state provided professional development training for DL instructors is required; (6) policy-related training by 
the state department of education 
 
** In what ways is it encouraged?  Explanations include: (2) all educational service cooperatives have 
capacity and they along with state frequently use DL for professional development; (4) through informal 
means only—this is up to the cyber school or online program provider; (5) the individual school systems with 
their own online programs also require training which they provide for their teachers; (6) available to any 
educator is a DOE endorsement certificate program for “Teachers, Telecommunications, Technology (T3) 
which develops a foundation for DL; (7) training is provided by LEA/SEA; (8) making professional 
development activities available;(10) this is part of the guidelines for implementation and is included in the 
requirements in the bids that the state education agency has issued for online courses; (12) through including 
professional development in planning and guidance documents for distance learning; (13) through a grant to 
the state Distance Learning Association to develop and support training; state formula grant to districts that 
requires tech-related professional development for all teachers (as deemed necessary)—to the tune of 20% of 
the funding amount;  (14) state funds some training opportunities, e.g., through the virtual high school and 
makes teachers aware of other training resources; (15) web-based support materials; (15) the state’s Long-
Range Plan for Technology recommends at least 30% of LEA’s technology budget be for professional 
development; SEA provides leadership and financial support to regional service centers to provide training 
and conducts pilot programs that address professional development for DL instructors; (19) certification 
requirements for renewal; (20) only by promoting the idea; (21) through the state virtual school 
 
*** By whom is training primarily provided? Explanations include: (1)) by regional service centers, state, 
higher education institutions, and consortia; (2) the individual school systems develop and provide their own 
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training; (9) intermediate educational service units; (9) through the state’s virtual high school program 
teachers have DL training; (11) by vendors, DL consortia, the state education agency and local school 
systems; (6) varies depending on the school district and program they are attempting to implement; (8) 
district chooses from (limited) options available—state Distance Learning Association training and 
conference, GreaterNET training and assistance, help from other instructors or I-TV coordinators, other 
conferences, etc.; (8) training is provided through the regional service agencies and colleges; (9) state is 
looking at having trainers in state to become guides to deliver connected university courses for professional 
development—these guides are going to be developed by our regional centers; (10) on-site mentors, however, 
no in-state DL courses have been developed; (11) through the virtual high school, a state LEARN 
organization, and local school systems; (12) training is provided by Educational Technology Agencies, 
Educational Service Centers, and Regional Professional Development Centers; (13) districts may participate 
in state funded professional development grant programs; districts may develop their own with grant funding 
or work with Educational Technology Agencies, Educational Service Centers, and Regional Professional 
Development Centers to develop programs; (15) weekly ‘virtual office hours’ provide technical assistance 
and training opportunities; there is direct support for online videoconferencing; (16) regional education 
service centers; (18) vendors, districts; (19) I-TV training is provided by the distance education network; web 
training by a variety—the state virtual high school, the educational communications board, and other; (20) we 
used to use a vendor, but we will likely take this task on at the state education agency 
_____ 
 
 

 Preparation of Pre-Service Teachers To Teach Via Distance 
Learning 

State technology directors were asked the extent to which pre-service teachers in their state 
are adequately prepared to teach in a distance learning classroom.  In 63% of states, 
respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the extent of preparation varied greatly by 
teacher education institution. Likewise, in three-fourths (75%) of responding states, first 
year (beginning) teachers were somewhat unprepared or very unprepared to teach in a 
distance learning classroom.  In no states were beginning teachers believed to be very 
competent and prepared to teach in a distance learning classroom. 
 

Table 23: Pre-Service Teacher Preparation For Teaching in a  
Distance Learning Classroom 

  
 Strongly 

Agree 
 

Agree 
Don’t  
Know 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Extent of preparation varies 
greatly by teacher education 
institution (n=33) 

 
24% 

 
39% 

 
18% 

 
9% 

 
9% 

 
  
 Very 

Competent 
Somewhat 
Competent 

Somewhat 
Unprepared 

Very 
Unprepared 

Extent to which first year (beginning) teachers 
are cognizant of DL technologies and capable of 
teaching in a DL environment (n=28) 

 
0% 

 
25% 

 
46% 

 
29% 
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 SEA Assistance Provided to Schools 
State education agencies provide assistance to schools with respect to several distance 
learning issues.  Nearly three-fourths of responding states provide assistance to districts 
about distance learning technologies; more than half help districts in identifying the 
distance learning equipment which will best meet local needs. More states provide 
information on available in-state distance learning courses (61%), than they do on out-of-
state courses (44%). 
 

Table 24: Assistance Provided by State Education Agency 
  
SEA Provides Assistance with respect to… # / % of States 
 
… DL technology(ies) to adopt 

 
  23 states       72% 

 
… DL equipment which will best meet local district needs 

 
  17 states       53% 

 
… DL courses available from in-state providers 

 
  19 states 61% 

 
… DL courses available from out-of-state providers  

 
  14 states 44% 

_____ 
* If no, where do districts get most of their information? Explanations include: (1) We advise and match 
“new” DL providers with “veterans”, but we do not have a formal process for providing assistance; (2) 
regional service centers, state, higher education, and consortia; (3) most assistance comes from existing 
programs and/or vendors; (4) an online learning company, our predominant instate provider, provides courses 
to cyber schools and brick-and-mortar schools—they will serve as a clearinghouse for this in the near future; 
(5) the state specifies requirements but doesn’t directly provide equipment; however, the state supports grants 
to local districts which include such purposes; (6) on their own primarily from direct contact with vendors; 
from intermediate educational service units; (7) the state provides planning guidance to schools who are 
seeking to implement web-based online learning; telecommunications access clusters assist districts with ITV 
technology choices; (8) information is available from the state in terms of existing programs that are certified; 
(9) the state network helps with H.323 technologies; (10) the state Distance Learning Association, 
GreaterNET; (11) don’t know—likely from a variety of sources, and depending on geographic location, 
nearness to a college/university, affiliations and associations, knowledgeable contacts, etc.; (12) other schools 
and vendors; (13) from existing distance learning programs in the state; (14) do not know; (15) AP course 
cooperative; (16) vendors; (17) consortia formed to utilize these technologies; (18) we do a little, but another 
state agency and the Department of Administration do more of the technical recommendations; (19) the 
association of distance education networks, vendors, conferences, other schools; (20) it’s really more about 
funding, largely the courses come from other schools or community colleges in the state at little or no cost; 
(21) local districts look for information on their own. 
_____ 
 
 

 SEA Involvement With Distance Learning Providers of Supplemental 
Education Services 

Exactly half of the 28 states responding to this question (14) said that the state education 
agency assumes responsibility for soliciting or approving distance learning providers of 
supplemental education services under No Child Left Behind.  Eleven states have already 
solicited proposals; 12 states are continuing to solicit or accept proposals; 6 six have 
received proposals from out-of-state distance learning providers of supplemental 
instruction; 4 states have received proposals from in-state distance learning providers of 
supplemental instruction.  One in-state online course provider and one in-state blended 
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distance learning course provider has been approved to provide supplemental instruction in 
two states—one in each state. The approval of out-of-state distance learning providers of 
supplemental instruction has been more extensive.  In the six states where approvals have 
been made, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 12 approvals of online course providers have been granted in five 
states and 1, 2, and 4 blended distance learning course providers of supplemental 
instruction have been approved in three states. 
 
 

Table 25:  SEA Solicitation and Approval of Distance Learning  
Providers of  Supplemental Instruction 

(n = 28) 
 

 # and % of states  
SEA assumes responsibility for soliciting or approving DL providers 
of supplemental education services under NCLB  

 
14 states       (50%) 

Proposals have already been solicited  11 states      (39%) 
SEA has received proposals from out-of-state DL providers of 
supplemental instruction 

 
  6 states       (21%) 

         -- with approval granted for the following providers  
Two-way interactive television (I-TV)    0 states        (0%) 
Web-based (online) – total of 22 providers   5 states      (18%) 
Satellite   0 states        (0%) 
Other DL technology   0 states        (0%) 
Blended DL technologies – total of 7 providers   3 states      (11%) 

SEA has received proposals from in-state DL providers of 
supplemental instruction * 

 
  4 states      (14%) 

         -- with approval granted for the following providers  
Two-way interactive television (I-TV)    0 states        (0%) 
Web-based (online) – total of 1 provider   1 states        (4%) 
Satellite   0 states        (0%) 
Other DL technology   0 states        (0%) 
Blended DL technologies – total of 1 provider   1 states        (4%) 

_____ 
* Explanations include: (1) see our website which includes a listing of approved providers 
_____ 
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