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	Program Goal:
	To facilitate the comprehensive and integrated use of educational technology into instruction and curricula to improve teaching and student achievement.


	



	Objective 1 of 5: 
	Fully integrate technology into the curricula and instruction in all schools to enhance teaching and learning.


	Measure 1.1 of 1: The percentage of districts receiving Educational Technology State Grants funds that have effectively and fully integrated technology.   (Desired direction: increase)   1189

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2006 
	BL+5PP 
	Not Collected 
	Not Collected 

	2007 
	999 
	Not Collected 
	Not Collected 

	2008 
	999 
	(August 2009) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	999 
	(August 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, EDFacts/EDEN, grantee submissions. 
Frequency of Data Collection. Annual 

Data Quality. EDFacts/EDEN data submitted by States by September 5, 2008 for school year 2006-07 covered only 2,688 districts in the nation. The data were too incomplete to report and use to establish a baseline and set targets. Although submission of EDFacts/EDEN data was mandatory for the first time for school year 2006-07 (FY 2007), States have until 2009 to comply. 
Explanation. 

 Because the data submitted by States through EDFacts/EDEN were too incomplete to report, we have provided the following contextual information from the National Educational Technology Study (NETTS) final report, as yet unpublished. For school year 2005-06, half the states (26) reported not having a definition of full integration of technology or did not collect data concerning whether districts met the State definition for full integration of technology. For the 15 states that reported percentages, the median percentage of districts that met State definitions for full technology integration was 50%, and the percentages ranged from 0 to 100. For school year 2006-07, districts receiving EETT funds reported that they provided technology-related professional development on using technology for enhancing student learning in math (75%) and reading (69%). 
	



	Objective 2 of 5: 
	To help ensure that students and teachers in high-poverty, high-need schools have access to educational technology comparable to that of students and teachers in other schools.


	Measure 2.1 of 1: The percentage point difference in Internet access between classrooms in high- and low-poverty schools.   (Desired direction: decrease)   1191

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2002 
	  
	4 
	Measure not in place 

	2003 
	  
	5 
	Measure not in place 

	2005 
	0 
	5 
	Did Not Meet Target 

	2006 
	0 
	Not Collected 
	Not Collected 

	2007 
	0 
	Not Collected 
	Not Collected 

	2008 
	0 
	(August 2009) 
	Pending 

	2009 
	0 
	(August 2010) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	0 
	(August 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, EDFacts/EDEN, grantee submisssions. 
U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, educational technology surveys. 

Frequency of Data Collection. Annual 

Data Quality. NCES poverty measures are based on data on the percentages of students eligible for free and reduced-price lunches, which may underestimate school poverty levels, particularly for older students and immigrant students. 

Target Context. 
The target is to have no statistical difference in Internet access between high- and low-poverty schools. High-poverty schools are defined by NCES as schools with 75% or more of their students eligible for free and reduced-price lunches. Low-poverty schools are defined as schools with less than 35% of their students eligible for free and reduced-price lunches. 
Explanation. 
Although the table shows small differences in 2002, and 2003, and 2005, these differences are not statistically significant. The Department has discontinued the annual NCES Internet access surveys and plans to use EDFacts/EDEN data instead. Unfortunately, EDFacts/EDEN data submitted by States by September 5, 2008 for school year 2006-07 covered only 35,744 schools in the nation and were too incomplete to report. Although submission of EDFacts/EDEN data was mandatory for the first time for school year 2006-07 (FY 2007), States have until 2009 to comply. To avoid switching data sources, methodologies, and definitions, we are not using the National Educational Technology Study (NETTS) as the data source. However, because the data EDFacts/EDEN were too incomplete to report, we have provided the following contextual information from the NETTS final report, as yet unpublished. There were no statistically significant differences in Internet access in classrooms in high- and low-poverty schools for school years 2004-05 and 2006-07. Because many of the current instructional uses of the Internet require bandwidth that would be unmanageable at dial-up speeds, it is especially relevant that there were no statistically significant differences in high-speed Internet access in classrooms in high- and low-poverty schools for school years 2004-05 and 2006-07. For school year 2006-07, 72% of teachers in elementary grades, 55% in middle school grades, and 49% in high school grades reported that students had high-speed Internet access within their classrooms. NETTS defined high-poverty schools as those in the top poverty quartile of schools in the nation, and low-poverty schools as those in the bottom two poverty quartiles, as defined by percentages of students eligible for free and reduced-price lunch. Differences in school location (rural, suburban, urban) also were not significant predictors of classroom Internet access. 
	



	Objective 3 of 5: 
	To provide professional development opportunities for teachers, principals and school administrators to develop capacity to effectively integrate technology into teaching and learning.


	Measure 3.1 of 1: The percentage of teachers who meet their state technology standards.   (Desired direction: increase)   1195

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2006 
	BL+5% 
	Not Collected 
	Not Collected 

	2007 
	999 
	Not Collected 
	Not Collected 

	2008 
	999 
	(August 2009) 
	Pending 

	2009 
	999 
	(August 2010) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	999 
	(August 2011) 
	Pending 

	2011 
	999 
	(August 2012) 
	Pending 

	2012 
	999 
	(August 2013) 
	Pending 

	2013 
	999 
	(August 2014) 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, EDFacts/EDEN, grantee submissions.
Frequency of Data Collection. Annual 

Data Quality. EDFacts/EDEN data submitted by States by September 5, 2008 for school year 2006-07 covered only 2,984 districts in the nation. The data were too incomplete to report and use to establish a baseline and set targets. Although submission of EDFacts/EDEN data was mandatory for the first time for school year 2006-07 (FY 2007), States have until 2009 to comply. 
Explanation. 
This is a long-term performance measure and an annual performance measure. Because the data submitted by States through EDFacts/EDEN were too incomplete to report, we have provided the following contextual information from the National Educational Technology Study (NETTS) final report, as yet unpublished. Only 27 states (52%) reported having defined technology competency standards for teachers in 2006-07, and States generally were not collecting data on the percentage of teachers meeting state technology standards. Among the 11 States that reported data, the definitions and methods to assess teachers' technology competency varied greatly. The median reported percentage of teachers that met State technology standards was 62%, and the percentages ranged from 8 to 100. It also is important to remember that in some cases not all teachers are required to participate in technology-related assessments.
	



	Objective 4 of 5: 
	The percentage of students who meet state technology literacy standards by the end of the eighth grade.


	Measure 4.1 of 1: The percentage of students who meet state technology standards by the end of the eighth grade.   (Desired direction: increase)   00000n

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2007 
	999 
	Not Collected 
	Not Collected 

	2008 
	999 
	(August 2009) 
	Pending 

	2009 
	999 
	(August 2010) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	999 
	(August 2011) 
	Pending 

	2011 
	999 
	(August 2012) 
	Pending 

	2012 
	999 
	(August 2013) 
	Pending 

	2013 
	999 
	(August 2014) 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, EDFacts/EDEN, grantee submissions. 

Frequency of Data Collection. Annual 

Data Quality. EDFacts/EDEN data submitted by States by September 5, 2008 for school year 2006-07 covered only 10 States and 1,964 districts. The data were too incomplete to report and use to establish a baseline and set targets. Although submission of EDFacts/EDEN data was mandatory for the first time for school year 2006-07 (FY 2007), States have until 2009 to comply. 
Explanation. 
This is a long-term performance measure and an annual performance measure. Because the data submitted by States through EDFacts/EDEN were too incomplete to report, we have provided the following contextual information from the National Educational Technology Study (NETTS) final report, as yet unpublished. In school year 2006-07, 44 States had either stand-alone technology standards for students or technology standards that were integrated into other student academic standards, or both. Five States reported conducting statewide assessments in 2005-06, and 25 States reported relying on districts to assess student technology literacy. Of the 12 states that reported the percentage of students meeting technology literacy standards for school year 2005-06, the median reported percentage of students that met State technology standards was 76%, and the percentages ranged from 10% to 100%. Given the small number of States assessing student technology literacy and the very different assessment approaches, grade levels, and findings, aggregated percentages should be viewed with caution.
	



	Objective 5 of 5: 
	To improve the operational efficiency of the program.


	Measure 5.1 of 2: 
The percentage of monitoring reports that the Department of Education sends to States within 45 working days after Educational Technology State Grants monitoring visits (both virtual site visits and on-site visits). 
  (Desired direction: increase)   00001g

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2007 
	Set a Baseline 
	0 
	Target Met 

	2008 
	50 
	0 
	Did Not Meet Target 

	2009 
	75 
	(September 2009) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	100 
	(September 2010) 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, Educational Technology State Grants, program office records. 

Frequency of Data Collection. Annual 

Target Context. 
In FY 2006, the program office developed and began a series of innovative, virtual site visits using videoconferencing to gather the comprehensive information needed for multiple programs at a significantly lower cost and greater efficiency than traditional on-site monitoring visits. Because FY 2006 was a developmental year for virtual site visits and follow-up activities, data for FY 2007 were used to establish the baseline. The Department set ambitious targets to reach 100% in FY 2010. 
Explanation. 
By September 30, 2008, ED had completed reports for 2 of the 13 site visits conducted in FY 2008, taking a mean average of 90 working days after the monitoring visit to send the report to the State. None of the monitoring reports was sent to States within 45 days after the site visit. In FY 2008, ED also completed reports for 2 of the site visits conducted in FY 2007 and 2 of the site visits conducted in FY 2006. Delays were caused by several factors: the time required to obtain additional information from States to address issues that emerged during the monitoring visits, before we were able to complete the monitoring reports; the effort required to prepare for and conduct 13 monitoring visits in FY 2008; and the loss of some program staff members. To improve, we restructured the program office and hired new staff by the end of summer 2008, which included creating the position of deputy director, who will take responsibility for clearing up the backlog and ensuring that reports will be sent to States within 45 days after future monitoring visits. 
	Measure 5.2 of 2: The percentage of States that respond satisfactorily within 30 working days to findings in the Department's monitoring reports.   (Desired direction: increase)   89a0yk

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2007 
	  
	29 
	Measure not in place 

	2008 
	  
	25 
	Measure not in place 

	2009 
	75 
	(September 2009) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	100 
	(September 2010) 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, Educational Technology State Grants, program office records. 

Frequency of Data Collection. Annual 

Target Context. In FY 2006, the program office developed and began a series of innovative, virtual site visits using videoconferencing to gather the comprehensive information needed for multiple programs at a significantly lower cost and greater efficiency than traditional on-site monitoring visits. Because FY 2006 was a developmental year for virtual site visits and follow-up activities, data for FY 2007 were used to establish the baseline. The Department set ambitious targets to reach 100% in FY 2010. 

Explanation. In FY 2008, States responded to 3 of the 6 monitoring reports that ED sent to States in FY 2008 and to 2 monitoring reports sent by ED in mid-September 2007. It took States a mean average of 28 days to respond. Two States met the 30-day target (one State responded in 23 days, and one State responded in 24 days), three States responded within 31 days, and three States have not responded to monitoring reports sent by ED in FY 2008. (One additional State responded in 59 days to a report that ED had sent in August 2007, for which the 30-day standard already had passed before FY 2008 began.) 
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