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	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 

	2009 
	Set a Baseline 
	61 
	Target Met 

	2010 
	68 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 

	2011 
	76 
	(October 2012) 
	Pending 

	2012 
	84 
	(October 2013) 
	Pending 

	2013 
	92 
	(October 2014) 
	Pending 

	2014 
	100 
	(October 2015) 
	Pending 


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

Data Quality. 
 By July 6, 2010, 34 States and the District of Columbia had submitted LEA-level data for school year 2008-09 through EDFacts; 16 States and Puerto Rico had not submitted data. States distributed the grants to Local Education Agencies (LEAs), and States were not required to report data from those LEAs that did not receive Title II, Part D funds. The 2008-09 data covered 8,843 LEAs, an increase compared to 5,218 LEAs for 2007-08, and 2,688 LEAs for 2006-07; however, the total number of LEAs in the nation was nearly 17,000. Some State Education Agencies (SEAs) have explained that they lack the funds or the authority to collect the data from LEAs.

The Department is working closely with States to enable them to report more complete data in the future and to identify how they determined technology integration. Many State Educational Technology Directors have expressed concern with this measure, believing that technology integration is a moving target that changes with advances in technology, and that technology integration progresses through stages on a continuum instead of falling into static, dichotomous yes/no categories. The Department is working with States on these issues. For example, in response to suggestions from State Educational Technology Directors for future data collections, the Department is creating multiple categories that describe the degree of technology integration on an ordinal scale to replace the current dichotomous yes/no categories.
 
Target Context. 
The Department's goal is that all districts receiving Educational Technology State Grants funds effectively and fully integrate technology. The interim targets represent annual increases from the FY 2009 baseline to reach 100% by FY 2014.
Explanation. 
   This is a long-term performance measure and an annual performance measure. States reported that 61% of those LEAs that were assessed were determined by the State to have effectively and fully integrated technology. To calculate the percentage, the total number of all LEAs that were determined to have effectively and fully integrated technology was divided by the sum of the total number of all LEAs that were determined to have effectively and fully integrated technology plus the total number of all LEAs that were determined not to have effectively and fully integrated technology.

The data should be viewed with caution, because one-third of all States did not report any data, and those States that did report did not necessarily report data on all LEAs.  Also, individual States may use different approaches to determine technology integration, such as surveys, self-report, observations, course completion, LEA technology plans, or other approaches.
 
	



	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 
	Not Collected 
	Not Collected 

	2009 
	0 
	0.1 
	Did Not Meet Target 

	2010 
	0 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 

	2011 
	0 
	(October 2012) 
	Pending 

	2012 
	0 
	(October 2013) 
	Pending 

	2013 
	0 
	(October 2014) 
	Pending 

	2014 
	0 
	(October 2015) 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, educational technology surveys. 
  

Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality.   Poverty measures for NCES Internet access surveys are based on the percentage of students eligible for free and reduced-price lunches, which may underestimate school poverty levels, particularly for older students and immigrant students.
The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) survey collected nationally representative, school-level data from public elementary and secondary schools during fall 2008 (school year 2008-09) through its Fast Response Survey System (FRSS). Questionnaires were mailed to 2,005 public schools in the 50 states and the District of Columbia. Survey weights were adjusted for questionnaire non-response.  The data then were weighted to provide national estimates representative of all regular public elementary and secondary schools in the U.S. The weighted response rate was 79%; the unweighted response rate was 78%. 

Target Context. 
The target is to have no 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 between high- and low-poverty schools, these differences are not statistically significant.  According to the NCES survey for SY 2008-09, the ratio of students to instructional computers with Internet access in public schools with 75% or more of their students eligible for free and reduced-price lunches was 3.2%; the ratio in public schools with less than 35% of their students eligible for free and reduced-price lunches was 3.1%; the difference was 3.2 minus 3.1 equals 0.1 percentage point. 
Comparisons cannot be made between the school year 2008-09 data and data from earlier years.  For SY 2008-09, the NCES survey measured the ratio of students to instructional computers with Internet access in high- and low-poverty public schools. However, for earlier years, the NCES surveys measured the percentage of instructional rooms with Internet access in high- and low-poverty public schools. Note that we also reversed the order of high- vs. low-poverty schools in the calculations, because a lower ratio of students to instructional computers is desirable (SY 2008-09), but a higher percentage of instructional rooms with Internet access is desirable (SY 2001-02 through 2004-05).
 
	



	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 

	2009 
	Set a Baseline 
	80 
	Target Met 

	2010 
	84 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 

	2011 
	88 
	(October 2012) 
	Pending 

	2012 
	92 
	(October 2013) 
	Pending 

	2013 
	96 
	(October 2014) 
	Pending 

	2014 
	100 
	(October 2015) 
	Pending 


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

Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality.   By June 30, 2010, 27 States and Puerto Rico had submitted State-level data on 1,362,421 full-time teachers for school year 2008-09 through EDFacts, compared to over 3 million full-time teachers in the nation; 23 States and the District of Columbia had not submitted data. States distributed the grants to LEAs, and States were not required to report data from those LEAs that did not receive Title II, Part D funds. The Department is working closely with States to enable them to report more complete data in the future and to identify how they determined whether teachers met State technology standards. For example, for 2008-09 data, we asked that States that did not have technology standards determine technology skills by using alternate methods, which could include State or district certification, observations, self-report on a skills checklist, tests or assessments, course completion, or other approaches. 

Target Context. 
  
The Department's goal is that all teachers meet their state technology standards. The interim targets represent annual increases from the FY 2009 baseline to reach 100% by FY 2014.

Explanation. 
  This is a long-term performance measure and an annual performance measure. States reported that 80% of those full-time teachers who were assessed were determined to have met State technology standards. To calculate the percentage, the total number of all teachers assessed who met State technology standards was divided by the sum of the total number of all teachers assessed who met State technology standards plus the total number of all teachers assessed who did not meet State technology standards.
The data should be viewed with caution, because nearly half of all States did not report any data, and those States that did report did not necessarily report data on all teachers or from all LEAs.  Also, individual States may use different approaches to determine whether teachers meet standards, such as surveys, self-report, course completion, observations, tests, licensure, or other approaches. The number of teachers covered in individual States’ reports ranged from 618 to over 300,000 teachers; and the percentages of teachers who were assessed and determined to have met technology standards ranged from 8% to 100%.
 
	



	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 

	2009 
	Set a Baseline 
	66 
	Target Met 

	2010 
	72 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 

	2011 
	79 
	(October 2012) 
	Pending 

	2012 
	86 
	(October 2013) 
	Pending 

	2013 
	93 
	(October 2014) 
	Pending 

	2014 
	100 
	(October 2015) 
	Pending 


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

Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality. 
 By June 30, 2010, 37 States and Puerto Rico had submitted LEA-level data on 1,752,726 8th grade students for school year 2008-09 through EDFacts; 13 States and the District of Columbia had not submitted data. The 2008-09 data covered 6,897 LEAs, an increase compared to 4,825 LEAs for 2007-08 and 2,984 LEAs for 2006-07. However, the total number of LEAs in the nation was nearly 17,000. States distributed the grants to LEAs, and States were not required to report data from those LEAs that did not receive Title II, Part D funds. Some SEAs have explained that they lack the funds or the authority to collect the data from LEAs. The Department is working closely with States to enable them to report more complete data in the future and to identify the how they determined whether students were technologically literate.
 
Target Context. 
The Department's goal is that all students meet state technology standards by the end of the eighth grade.The interim targets represent annual increases from the FY 2009 baseline to reach 100% by FY 2014.
Explanation. 
   
This is a long-term performance measure and an annual performance measure. States reported that 66% of those students who were assessed were determined by the State to be technologically literate. To calculate the percentage, the total number of all 8th grade technologically literate students was divided by the sum of the total number of all 8th grade students assessed who were technologically literate plus the total number of all 8th grade students assessed who were not technologically literate.

The data should be viewed with caution, because one-quarter of all States did not report any data, and those States that did report did not necessarily report data on all students or all LEAs. Also, individual States may use different approaches to determine student technology literacy, such as State or LEA assessments, surveys, course completion, self-report, observations, portfolios, or other approaches. The number of students covered in individual States’ reports ranged from 35 to over 300,000 students; and the percentages of students assessed who were found to be technologically literate ranged from 15% to 100%.

	



	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 
	Not Collected 
	Not Collected 

	2010 
	100 
	Not Collected 
	Not Collected 

	2011 
	100 
	(September 2011) 
	Pending 

	2012 
	100 
	(September 2012) 
	Pending 

	2013 
	100 
	(September 2013) 
	Pending 

	2014 
	100 
	(September 2014) 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, School Support and Technology Programs, program office records. 

Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality. 
 Program office staff maintained records of the dates when monitoring visits were conducted, ED monitoring reports were sent to States, and States responded satisfactorily.  Staff counted the number of working days as the number of calendar days minus the number of weekend days and minus the number of Federal Government holidays.
Target Context. 
The Department set ambitious targets to reach the standard of 45 working days by 2010. 
Explanation. 
The program office did not conduct any new consolidated monitoring visits in FY 2009 or FY 2010. Instead, efforts focused on completing monitoring reports and analyzing State responses to corrective actions. In FY 2009, ED completed reports for eight of eleven earlier monitoring visits; and in FY 2010, ED completed the remaining three reports. The percentage of monitoring reports sent to States within 45 days is not counted for FY 2010, because these reports were due in earlier fiscal years. The program office also continued to conduct ongoing desk monitoring, identify potential risk factors, and provide targeted technical assistance to grantees.
 
 
	Measure 5.2 of 2: The percentage of States that respond satisfactorily within 30 days to findings in the Department's monitoring reports.   (Desired direction: increase)   89a0tx 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2009 
	75 
	43 
	Did Not Meet Target 

	2010 
	100 
	50 
	Made Progress From Prior Year 

	2011 
	100 
	(September 2011) 
	Pending 

	2012 
	100 
	(September 2012) 
	Pending 

	2013 
	100 
	(September 2013) 
	Pending 

	2014 
	100 
	(September 2014) 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, School Support and Technology Programs, program office records. 

Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality. 
Program office staff maintained records of the dates when monitoring visits were conducted, ED monitoring reports were sent to States, and States responded satisfactorily.  Staff counted the number of working days as the number of calendar days minus the number of weekend days and minus the number of Federal Government holidays.
Target Context. 
The target is the standard of 30 working days
Explanation. 
 In FY 2010, the Department cleared the backlog:  the Department sent States the remaining three reports from monitoring visits in earlier years; and as required, all States responded satisfactorily to the findings in the monitoring reports. No State response was required for one of these reports, because no compliance issues were identified. One State responded in 20 working days, which is better than the 30-day target. The last State took 157 working days to respond despite follow-up by the Department. Although this year’s higher target was not met, performance improved.
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