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	SUBJECT:
	2004-05 California Technology Assistance Project (CTAP) Evaluation Report, including, but not limited to, review of the Report recommendations related to the 2005-08 request for application (RFA)


	Since March 1997, the State Board of Education (SBE) has reviewed and approved the annual CTAP Evaluation Report as a requirement for the next year’s grant award, as per AB 1761 (Sweeney). CTAP is funded on a three-year cycle and in the final year the SBE receives the annual CTAP Evaluation Report, but no approval is required as the reauthorization of CTAP is done via a competitive RFA process.

The Education Technology Office, in collaboration with SBE staff, developed the focus and format of the CTAP Evaluation Report.

SB 1254 (Soto) reauthorizes CTAP through January 1, 2009. The legislation requires that CTAP and the Statewide Education Technology Services (SETS) submit an annual report to the SBE and the Legislature on the services provided, the numbers served, and the funds expended for those purposes in the prior year. While CTAP has provided the SBE with this information in the annual Evaluation Report, the report also needed to include the impact of the services provided.

In preparation for the new requirement that the report include the SETS projects and be submitted to both the SBE and the Legislature, and to address the impact of services, CTAP hired an external evaluator, Education Support Systems, Inc. (ESS), to create an evaluation report for the final year of CTAP services under AB 1761. As a result of the information contained in this report, the CTAP RFA was modified to help ensure that the CTAP and SETS projects will be even more effective in the future.

Attachment 1: CTAP Evaluation Report Executive Summary (7 Pages)

Attachment 2: CTAP Evaluation Report (58 Pages)
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A. Background on CTAP: This document is a summary report of the Study on the Implementation, Utilization, and Impact of Technology Services provided by the California Technology Assistance Project (CTAP)–a program administered by the California Department of Education (CDE). The eleven regional CTAP programs offer locally determined services including professional development, technical assistance, and information needed by educators to plan and implement technology to support instruction. Three Statewide Educational Technology Services (SETS) programs serve as resources to the regional CTAPs: 1) The California Learning Resource Network (CLRN); a Web-based information source on electronic learning resources that align with the California Content Standards; 2) the Technology Information Center for Administrative Leadership (TICAL); a resource to help school administrators use technology to support school management and data-driven decision making; and 3) Technical Support for Education Technology in Schools (TechSETS) a technical information resource. The graph illustrates the relationship of these resources.

In 2004, the CTAP and SETS were re-authorized for another four years under SB 1254. The Legislature and Governor decided to continue these programs based on educators’ needs for assistance in using technology more effectively to support California education priorities. The CTAP and SETS projects are major components of the state’s technology plan. This impending plan qualifies California for Federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB), Title II D, Enhancing Education Through Technology  (EETT), funding of about $93 million for 2004-05. 

B. Purpose: This Study addressed statewide CTAP implementation from June 2003 through December 2004, using multiple measures to determine the extent to which CTAP met its goals. Specifically, to what extent did CTAP clients access, use, and report impact from services relative to the following four goals?

	Goal 1. Professional development and assistance related the use of technology to improve teaching and learning.
	Goal 2. Assistance and professional development for hardware and network infrastructure and sustainability for instructional purposes.

	Goal 3. Support and training for using technology to improve school management including data driven decision-making.
	Goal 4. Assistance in funding and coordinating technology projects/plans with other federal, state, and local programs.




The Study also investigated regional governance structures, demographics, and coordination with SETS projects, and collected suggestions for improving services. It concludes with specific recommendations and actions being taken by the CDE, CTAP and SETS.
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C.  Method and participants: The Study utilized interviews, surveys, and an analysis of existing data and reports. A ‘Logical Model’ illustrated by the graph, was applied to integrate formative and summative data in the analysis and addresses: 1) the conditions for CTAP service delivery; 2) the services offered and available; 3) use of available services; and 4) impact of services as reported by service users. An analysis of findings (5), and recommendations (6) with related actions taken by the CDE followed the logic model. 

The CDE documents the total number of California educators who use CTAP services at slightly over 100,000. The data in this Study are based on a sample of 567 educators, data from CTAP regional reports, and CTAP leadership interviews. Participants in the CTAP Study included 11 CTAP directors and 19 support staff; 90 county office of education staff, and a regional representative sample of 197 teachers, 164 administrators, and 116 technology support staff. Most survey participants (80%) have used CTAP services for at least two years, so it was assumed they were familiar enough with CTAP to provide informed responses to survey questions.

D.  Findings: Following the ‘logic’ program evaluation model, findings are discussed in terms of 1) conditions for delivery of CTAP services; 2) CTAP services accessed; 3) accessible services used; and 4) impact on persons using services. 

1.  Conditions for CTAP SERVICE delivery: The conditions under which a service is provided affect the use and impact of these services and range from funding levels to demographics.  

a. State Support: The CDE is responsible for instituting and monitoring implementation of the enabling legislation for CTAP and SETS. Total funding for 2003-04 was $14.8 million with Regional levels ranging from $381,284 for the most rural to $3,429,140 for the most urban of the 11 regions. Federal EETT funding augmented the total by about $2 million to support district preparation of EETT plans and grants.

b. Regional Demographics: The rural factor is the most critical demographic variable with the number of students ranging from 3.3 to 427.3 students per square mile. CTAP Directors indicate that the rural factor accounts for wide variability in level of services. Rural counties and districts have limited local staff to interface with the CTAP regions and to provide local dissemination of CTAP services.

c.  CTAP Communications: The county offices of education are the prevalent communications vehicles for generating CTAP awareness, followed by school districts, workshops, conferences, and colleagues. From a list of commonly known information and communications delivery strategies, participants preferred e-mail and CTAP Web-sites as communication modes. County office of education and CTAP staff reported video conferencing as an effective tool that extends access to meetings, professional development, and online courses for students.

d.  CTAP Governance: CTAP regions vary how services are planned, delivered, and funded. Some regions distribute funds to groups of districts or county offices within the region, referred to as ‘sub-regions.’ In general, data suggested that sub-regions were more effective when CTAP required them to use regional funds in meeting specific measurable objectives supporting region-developed goals implemented in collaboration with CTAP staff.
2.  CTAP Services accessed:  The specific CTAP services addressed the four CTAP goals stated on page one. CTAP clients accessed services via workshops, site visits, consultations, video- and teleconferencing, e-mail, Websites, newsletters, and institutes. Within each goal area specific services with the highest ratings of importance were: 1) integrating technology into instruction; 2) developing district technology plans; 3) keeping informed about new and emerging technologies; 4) administrative uses of technology – especially to support data-driven decision-making; 5) preparing competitive grant applications; and 6) seeking alternative funding sources for educational technology.  

The graph (see Appendix) illustrates the survey data discrepancy between the importance and availability of services. This finding implies that additional resources and/or strategies should be considered to expand availability of CTAP services. 

The survey data and open-ended comments also suggested that the use of SETS, in coordination with CTAP, extended services related to the first three goals. CTAP Directors consistently suggested a high need for increased collaborative planning and implementation of SETS services. On average, about 65% of respondents who used SETS indicated they were informed by CTAP.

3.  Use of services: The level of use by educators aware of the service is low to moderate even though they report access to the service as high. As reported in interviews, constraining factors included lack of: 1) time to participate in CTAP sponsored activities; 2) access to the service – especially in rural areas; 3) funding to support release time for teachers; and 4) substitute availability. A separate Study showed participation in CTAP-sponsored events was highest among educators participating in projects funded under the EETT Competitive grant program (Cradler, 2004).

4.  Impact of services: The reported impact level on persons who used the services, is generally high with little difference between the four CTAP service goals (see Appendix). On a region-by-region basis, the services rank high with little variation between regions. In general, the data and information gathered show that persons who use the services report a high impact on infusion of technology into teaching or administrative practice. One challenge is to identify ways to increase the availability and use of CTAP services statewide.

E.  Conclusions: When considering all available data, CTAP regions generally accomplished the four goals mandated by the Legislature and the CDE. They assisted educators to integrate technology into instruction, to engage in technology planning, to use technology to support instructional management, and to leverage technology support through state and federal programs. Ninety percent of survey respondents who used CTAP services reported achieving the desired outcome or impact. Coordination with SETS was reported as a valuable and effective supplement to CTAP services for teachers and administrators. A number of educators in the Study reported that CTAP and SETS resources were of high importance, but due to a variety of reasons some did not; or could not; use the services. CTAP provides an important service with high impact that potentially could benefit many more educators if awareness, access, and use of the services were expanded. CTAP is a resource that enables educators to access and use technology to enhance curriculum delivery, to improve instruction, and to strengthen school management practices.

F. Recommendations and Actions Taken: The CTAP and SETS programs should continue and expand the following services:  a) regional planning with local CTAP stakeholders; b) in-depth professional development in technology integration with follow-up and related documentation of resulting impact on teaching practice; c) enhancing educators’ capacity to provide technology support on their own; d) identification and dissemination of instructional use of the high-speed network; e) quality CTAP services that meet local needs while addressing state educational priorities; f) best-practices shared across regions; g) technology planning for E-Rate, California Teleconnect Fund (CTF), and EETT and other programs requiring technology plans; h) preparation of EETT and other state and federal grants; and i) utilization of external and internal evaluation results to guide changes in regional services and resources offered.

The specific recommendations below offer suggestions for leveraging, coordinating, and evaluating the services. The left column lists the recommendations that emerged from the Study and the right column lists actions, which address each recommendation. The CDE has incorporated many of the actions being taken into the new CTAP and SETS planning guidelines for the next round of funding.  

	Recommendations
	Actions Taken

	1. Increase central coordination and management of regional CTAPs to ensure: a) more equitable representation and access to CTAP services and resources by each county and district in a given region; b) that funds distributed to counties or consortia of districts will benefit the region; and c) accountability to CTAP Regional Leadership.
	CDE is requiring that CTAPs increase responsibility and authority of the Regional Governance Councils that support the CTAP Directors in managing the 11 regions. Beginning with the 2005-06 year, CTAP Directors may only allocate funds on a contractual basis to sub-regions for specific services and for deliverables that benefit the entire region.

	2. Identify and implement additional strategies for CTAP to leverage resources of other programs such as curriculum, assessment, professional development, and NCLB through partnerships, joint projects, and joint marketing of services and resources.
	CDE, CTAP, and SETS staff are developing a “matrix of services” to define ways common services can support and be supported by other programs including curriculum, assessment, and professional development.

	3. Increase the level and depth of training and related ongoing support for teachers to infuse technology into curriculum and instruction more effectively.
	CDE now requires CTAP regions to use the Design for Learning guidelines that promote research-based, long-term, focused, professional development with follow-up and assessments using CTAP2.

	4. Continue to modify CTAP2 and other measures used by CTAP to ensure valid, reliable, and locally adaptable measures to assess levels of use and integration of technology to support teaching and learning. 
	The CDE, with input from CTAP Directors and evaluators, is working with the CTAP2 developer to disaggregate the data and enable use of CTAP2 for pre-post and longitudinal studies to statistically document impact of CTAP-delivered training.

	5. Increase coordination between CTAP and SETS, and with the ongoing support of SETS, designate CTAP staff to promote SETS at the county, district, and school levels.
	The CDE, working with CTAP and SETS, has developed a matrix to guide collaboration of resources. Regional liaisons are to be identified and trained by SETS to assist in bringing SETS resources to their clients.

	6. Assist educators to identify resources that will increase their ability to participate in CTAP sponsored activities and services.
	Expand efforts to assist educators to identify and apply for funding and/or participate in programs that would be supported using CTAP services. The CDE has already allocated supplemental funding to CTAP Regions to assist districts to apply for EETT Competitive grants.

	7. Establish a data collection strategy with common data elements and related instrumentation that will allow for CTAP service level of use and impact assessment relating to technology proficiency and instructional practice.
	The upcoming CTAP grant awards will require that an external evaluator work with the CDE to design common CTAP and SETS data sources, collection tools and a method of aggregating and reporting findings to the State Board of Education and Legislature.

	8. CTAP should work closely with TICAL, TechSETS, and CLRN to offer regional and local support in the use of electronic learning assessment resources (ELARs) to help administrators analyze state testing data and other student data to inform instructional planning. 
	CLRN, TechSETS, and TICAL are collaborating to implement an SB 1384 mandated process to review and post electronic leaning resources on the CLRN Website. TICAL and TechSETS will provide professional development resources to build administrator-capacity in using assessments to inform instructional decisions. CTAP will be the primary local agency helping their clients use this new resource.

	9. Promote the use of CTAP and SETS services to educator groups and associations that focus on curriculum, assessment, professional development and the programs included in the NCLB plan.
	CTAP regions are expanding marketing through informational meetings, institutes, and partnerships with other educational entities. SETS projects are participating in varied education conferences sponsored by the content-related associations.  

	10. Identify and describe strategies to increase CTAP service access in rural counties and districts.
	Legislation and the CDE now require CTAPs to increase representative planning and support to meet needs of rural school districts.

	11.  Assist schools to access and utilize the high-speed network to expand teacher professional development, administrative uses, and opportunities for student learning.
	The CTAP regions are addressing use of the high-speed network in their new CTAP plans, and several are using the network for professional development and meetings across county offices of education.
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	For additional information contact:

John Cradler,

Educational Support Systems

777 Bromfield Road

San Mateo, CA 94402

Tel: 650 344 7046

Email: cradler@earthlink.net
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Report on the implementation, use, and client-reported impact of 

CTAP services and resources for 2003-04
I. Background on CTAP


Over the past 25 years, state supported educational technology services have provided professional development, planning, and implementation assistance to help schools use technology to support teaching and learning effectively. The programs currently supporting educational applications of technology include the eleven regional California Technology Assistance Projects (CTAP) and the Statewide Educational Technology Services (SETS). The CTAP regional programs train and assist educators to plan and implement technology in California schools. Regional programs such as CTAP reduce local duplication of needed services, and assure equity of access to resources– especially in rural and smaller to medium size districts. The three SETS programs provide information and support to the regional programs and districts to support: integration of technology into the curriculum, use of technology in school management, and provide technical information. The CTAP and SETS projects are major components of the state’s technology plan under No Child Left Behind, and establish state eligibility for the NCLB Title II D, Enhancing Education Through Technology funding.

In 2004, the CTAP and SETS projects were reauthorized for another four years under the provisions of SB 1254, which took effect January 1, 2005. The decisions by the Legislature and the Governor to continue these programs were based on educators’ need for support and training to: 1) effectively integrate purchased technologies into instruction; 2) be aware of, and make informed decisions about, procuring new and emerging technologies with the potential to improve teaching and learning; 3) access and utilize the State-supported High Speed Network; 4) assist rural and underserved schools in equal access issues to support the use of technology; and 5) encourage schools to apply for and receive State and Federal funds for technology. Prior statewide reports, policy papers, project use data and anecdotal reports from educators and business representatives across the state, indicated these support services provide California schools necessary access to educational technology resources. 
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The eleven California Technology Assistance Projects (CTAP) are the major focus of this study. Also included as a resource for CTAP are the Statewide Educational Technology Services (SETS), authorized by the legislature to help educators access and use technology applications. The three SETS programs include: 1) California Learning Resource Network (CLRN); an information source on electronic learning resources aligned to the California Content Standards; 2) Technical Support for Education Technology in Schools (TechSETS) - a statewide information resource for obtaining technical support; and 3) the Technology Information Center for Administrative Leadership (TICAL) - an information and staff development resource enabling school administrators effectively use technology to support school management and data-driven decision making. These programs comprise a coordinated support system that has evolved over the past 25 years to meet specific regional and local needs. The graph (page 1) illustrates the relationship of these services and resources.
II. Purpose and Methodology
A. Purpose: This report describes the method, findings and recommendations based on a study of the implementation and impact of the California Technology Project (CTAP) from June 2003 through December 2004, and is based on available data combined with surveys and interviews. The study addressed the four state goals for CTAP, and additional questions that emerged from discussions with the CDE and CTAP representatives. The study was conducted by Educational Support Systems (ESS), a company with extensive experience in conducting evaluation and policy studies at the local, state, and national levels related to the infusion of technology into teaching and learning. While the general focus centers on the access, use and impact of services as reported by CTAP staff and current CTAP clients, the extent to which CTAP has met its statewide goals is addressed. The findings of this study provide: 1) a report to the State Board of Education and other state level stakeholders documenting CTAP services delivery, utilization, and impact; 2) analysis of the management and governance of these programs; and 3) data to inform regional planning. Additionally, specific needs assessment data and information has been sent to each region to assist with development of the new CTAP plans.

B. Methodology:   A survey developed with input from the CDE, CTAP Directors, and experienced CTAP-users was administered to a representative sample of teachers, administrators, technology support staff, and county office of education staff known to have used CTAP services and resources. The survey is included as Appendix A. The survey assessed to the extent possible: 1) demographics of the survey participants; 2) methods of communicating and disseminating information and services; 3) specific service/resource needs; 4) availability of or access to CTAP-offered services/resources; 4) the perceived impact of the services/resources; 5) linkage with the SETS Projects; 6) use of the High Speed Network (HSN); 7) supporting and impeding factors, and 8) suggestions for changing/ expanding CTAP services.

Interviews of CTAP Directors, staff, and sub-region representatives were conducted to determine: 1) the context in or conditions under which each CTAP region received services and interventions; 2) a description of the services and interventions offered in each region, and 3) the management or governance structure used to plan and deliver the services. The questions asked are included as Appendix B.

C. Questions Addressed by the Study: A major portion of the study was based on the four statewide CTAP program areas. This study sought to determine the extent to which the CTAP met the following goals:

Goal 1: Professional development and learning resources to use technology as a tool to improve teaching and learning.

Goal 2: Professional development and support for hardware and telecommunications infrastructure design, implementation, and sustainability.

Goal 3: Professional development and support for using technology as a tool to improve school management including pupil record-keeping and tracing for pupil instruction and data driven decision-making.

Goal 4: Funding and coordinating with other federal, state, and local programs.

In addition, the study investigated the CTAP regional governance structures then compared and contrasted the various funding distribution strategies within the regions. Some regions established “sub-regions” then allocated funds on a formula basis for sub-regions’ discretion. Other regions centrally managed the funding and provided direct funding to sub-regions based on special projects that would contribute to the resource base for the entire region. The level of CTAP coordination with the SETS projects was an important aspect of the study, and all survey and interview respondents provided extensive information on strengths, weaknesses, and suggestions for improving services. 
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The graph illustrates the logic model for the study. The data and information collected for the study are reported in sections III and IV of this report and are organized according to the graph. The conditions that can impact CTAP delivery of services are studied first. Second, the awareness and availability of services are addressed. The utilization and impact of services are outcomes of the CTAP projects. The study then analyzes all formative and summative information and data. Finally, analysis results are used to inform program improvement and provide a report to the State Board of Education.

D. Evaluation Challenges:  A challenging aspect of the study was the lack of common data sources with sufficient detail to draw specific conclusions. Other challenges included:  1) documentation of data was inconsistent making it difficult to determine an accurate number of educators served in most regions; 2) available reports and data sometimes did not clearly relate to use level and the impact of the services and resources; 3) regional goals frequently were broad and not measurable; 4) the data collection instruments were not clearly related to the CTAP-mandated services; 5) needs assessment data to determine if CTAP client needs were being served were not available; and 6) the State Technology Survey and the CTAP2 teacher proficiency data were not accessible.  To provide for consistent data across regions, ESS developed a survey and conducted staff interviews to collect needed data for this report. The CDE is taking corrective action by modifying the items on the CTAP2 and making available new reporting mechanisms so data can be disaggregated by groups and analyzed as needed.  Also, the CDE has required that each CTAP Region develop new plans that provide for external evaluation using common data elements and information sources.

E. Participants in the Study: The participants in the CTAP study included CTAP directors and support staff, County Office of Education CTAP Contact persons, and a representative sample of teachers, school administrators, and technology support staff as displayed on Table 1. The geographic distribution of the client sample by type of community was approximately equal between urban, suburban and rural communities.

	Job Classifications of Participants in CTAP Client Survey

	Job Category
	Number
	Percent

	County Office of Education Staff
	  90
	16%

	Technology Support Providers
	116
	20%

	CTAP-Using Administrators
	164
	29%

	CTAP-Using Teachers
	197
	35%

	Total survey respondents
	567
	100%


The data and information collection strategies for each of the participant groups are:

Interviews of CTAP Directors and Key Staff:  Each of the eleven CTAP Directors and a representative sample of 19 CTAP support staff (numbers based on region size) participated in telephone interviews conducted by ESS. These interviews ranged from 45 to 90 minutes. 
Survey of CTAP-using Educators: CTAP directors provided CTAP user/client names reflecting distribution among role groups, counties served, and rural, urban and suburban populations. The data from the survey results are included in Appendix C. The following identifies the number of participants in each category:

1. County Office Staff: This group includes two components:

a. County Office of Education CTAP Contact Persons: Each of the 58 County Offices of Education (COE) provides a contact staff person for the CTAP region in which they are located. In addition, LA County included a representative from each of its ‘sub-regions’. These 71 individuals were surveyed regarding their perspective about CTAP services provided.

b. County Office of Education CTAP Users: The 19 COE staff who use the service but are not designated CTAP contacts. 

2. Technology Support Providers:  COE, district, and/or school level individuals responsible for coordinating educational technology.

3. CTAP-Using Administrators:  A sample of school/district administrators consistently using CTAP services was surveyed, and participants were selected from the existing database of CTAP-using administrators. This selection process helped ensure that survey respondents possessed sufficient CTAP knowledge and experience to provide accurate responses.

4. CTAP-Using School Teachers:  A sample of teachers consistently using CTAP services was surveyed, and participants were selected from the existing database of CTAP-using teachers. This selection process helped ensure that survey respondents possessed CTAP knowledge and experience to provide accurate responses.

III. Findings: Conditions Relevant to CTAP Implementation 

A. Funding/State Support: The California Department of Education (CDE) is key to CTAP implementation. They are responsible for developing and implementing guidelines based on the enabling legislation. Part of that process is to facilitate selection of CTAP Regional Lead Agencies (RLA) based on a competitive application process [image: image13.wmf]Aware of CLRN
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then to allocate funding. This chart shows the CTAP Regional Funding for July 1, 2003 through June 30, 2004. Each region’s funding is determined by: 1) a $50,000 base; 2) 10% of the remaining funding distribution based on the number of school districts and county offices in the region; and 3) remaining funding distribution based on the region’s student enrollment. EETT funding is added to provide CTAP support to local schools/ districts. EETT funding beginning July 2005 has been reduced by approximately 33%. In addition, the CDE is responsible for the following:

· Coordinate and convene regular meetings of CTAP Directors to review progress and policies 

· Implement CTAP2 to assess teacher proficiency in using technology.

· Advocate for educational technology support from the legislature and governor.

· Report to the State Board of Education and Legislature on implementation of legislated technology programs.

· Issue and manage the CTAP and SETS RFAs.

· Monitor, review and evaluate SETS and CTAP programs, including use and impact .

· Promote coordination of SETS and CTAP programs with other CDE offices and related state initiatives. 

· Coordinate the EETT grant program with the CTAP regions.

· Make recommendations and adjustments to new RFA and implementation guidelines based on evaluation feedback.
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Demographics:  A major and often discussed finding relevant to the conditions under which CTAP Regions must operate is the wide variety of demographic variables. The table shows the available demographic data on a region-by-region basis. The major differences between regions are the number of counties, districts, schools, teachers and administrators, served. The percentage of English Learners varies, with the highest percentages concentrated in central and southern regions of the state. The percentage differences of credentialed staff and students on free and reduced price meals vary among the regions, and in most cases, within the regions. Maintaining flexibility for regions to partner with other agencies or organizations and to develop plans that address both statewide goals and local needs is essential.
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C. Rural Factors:  The most critical variable reported by CTAP staff and service users is the rural factor. ESS computed the number of students per square mile and found dramatic differences as shown on the Rural Factor table. The 11 CTAP Regions vary widely in number of students served in relation to the size of the area served, and a greater variation exists among the counties. For example, CTAP 11 (LA County) serves an entire urban area (11 Los Angeles County). Most other regions reflect a range of population density within the counties they serve. 

Another differentiating factor is that larger districts tend to maintain staff who deliver services otherwise offered by the CTAP region. This implies that CTAP must adjust its service for larger vs. smaller counties and districts to provide equitable service to schools in remote areas of the state. For example, more regions serving rural districts are using the state supported high-speed network for distance education of students, professional development for teachers and administrators, and video conferencing for meetings. 

The map illustrates the geographical differences in CTAP regions. Regions 1, 2 and 10 serve large geographical areas in the mountainous and remote areas of the state. Other regional differences resulting from region-by-region analysis include:
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There is a range of rural to urban settings with several regions having extremely remote areas. 

· Some counties are underserved due to a variety of constraints.

· Access to the high speed network is inequitable due to insufficient bandwidth connections in remote areas.

· Differences in regional or sub-regional governance and staffing. 

· Time and distance challenges exist in all regions (from extreme traffic to geographic.)

· County offices vary in their CTAP involvement and support. 

· Six directors have full-time CTAP responsibilities, one is 80% CTAP, one is 60% CTAP and three share many responsibilities with ±45% of their time devoted to CTAP.

D. CTAP Communications:  An important aspect of the CTAPs is their ability to serve clients ranging from the most rural to the most urban population centers. In the past it has been reported that educators either were not aware of CTAP or were unaware they were receiving services made possible by CTAP. 

1. Information about CTAP:  The survey asked clients to indicate the length of time they were aware of CTAP. The results were:  less than one year, 8%; one to two years, 13%; more than two years, 79%. 

The survey also asked clients to indicate how they learned about CTAP. The graph shows that county offices of education are the prevalent communications vehicles for generating awareness of CTAP. School districts, workshops, conferences and colleagues were low to moderate level sources for developing awareness. The CTAPs’ publications, including the websites and links from the CDE website, had a low impact in generating CTAP program awareness among California educators.
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2. CTAP communications with client educators: Survey respondents were asked to indicate a preferred and available vehicle for communicating and accessing CTAP resources from a list of commonly known information and communications delivery strategies.  The results suggest CTAP clients prefer E-mail and the CTAP Web-site as communication modes. The chart illustrates the difference between the preferred vs. the available mode of communications delivery.

One respondent commented: “Email is my preferred way of communication as a classroom teacher. I appreciate the mail I get informing me about workshops and technology programs. I also receive email about grants and networking.”

Face-to-face communications for meetings, and site level direct support, received high ratings, but were less available to users due to time and distance issues. Videoconferencing was given neither high preference nor availability by site level administrators and teachers, but county office staff rated videoconferencing and telephone consultation preference and availability much higher. It should be noted that county office staff have access to and are beginning to make use of the high-speed network for video conferencing since every county office of education currently can access this network. Most schools do not have access to the high-speed network and/or may have access but are not yet aware of its use for video conferencing. This suggests that use of the High Speed Network (HSN) should be explored and expanded as a method for CTAP communications. 

3. Use of the High Speed Network (HSN) as a Communications Mode:  Both the interviews and the survey asked about the use of the State funded HSN in delivery of web-based information and services to clients throughout the state. County contacts were surveyed to determine use of the HSN since all 58 county offices of education serve as HSN nodes or distribution sites for the districts they serve. The CTAP directors and support staff were also asked about the HSN since one CTAP function is to inform county offices and school districts on the use the HSN to support teaching and learning. 

Of the eleven CTAP directors interviewed, nine provided specific information on HSN use. Of the 71 County Office of Education CTAP contacts completing the survey, 28 (39%) were aware of specific HSN uses, 23 (32%) indicated no awareness of specific HSN uses and 20 (28%) did not respond to the question, suggesting they had no specific information. Of those who responded either to the interview or survey with specific information, the following HSN use was noted:

· Video conferencing was mentioned by 10 of 11 regions (91%) as a tool to extend communication in meetings and/or to deliver professional development.

· Six of 11 regions (55%) identified professional development delivery tools, including: CTAP Online, CTE Online, Digital Curriculum.com, masters course in science, Blackboard, Macromedia Breeze and workshops like the Keystone conference.

· U-Portal use was referenced in 5 of 11 regions (45%).

· HSN use for video streaming was referenced in 5 of 11 regions (45%).

· Online field trips and Just For the Kids, were mentioned less frequently, but more than once.

While HSN use is increasing, especially at the county level and in larger districts where last mile connections are made and applications are identified some access issues remain in rural regions and small districts. See Appendix D for the complete list of HSN use cited in interviews and surveys.
E. CTAP Governance and Management Structure:  Variation exists among the CTAP regions in terms of how the services are planned, delivered, and funded. Some regions distribute funds to groups of districts or county offices within the region, and these are referred to as ‘sub-regions’. This study utilized CTAP Directors’ and Staff interviews to determine advantages and/or disadvantages of various governance strategies.

1. Sub-regional vs. regional management: Some form of sub-region governance was practiced by eight of the eleven regions (73%). In all but one case the sub-regions were the counties served. The exception, Region 11, serves Los Angeles County, and its sub-regions are defined by two large districts and several consortia of smaller districts based on geographical location. Organizational effectiveness issues have been identified; however, they are not necessarily the result of a sub-region structure. Interpersonal relationships of key leaders and their willingness/ability to work collaboratively around the central CTAP entity are contributing factors. 

One regional director who touts a strong sub-region system stated,  “We don’t have an ADA formula for distribution of funds, but make decisions based on need. There is a lot of trust and mutual respect for each other. We have a strong network of sharing and while our discussions for decision-making have been challenging at times, it works well.” 

Conversely, another director stated, “There is no central control as each sub-region is autonomous and it makes accountability difficult. There are power struggles.” A third director stated, “Local politics, especially in financially trying times, is a critical issue. There are some who would try to take CTAP funds and use them in ways not intended. Local autonomy is good, but can cause problems with limited oversight.” 

In general, the interview information suggested that sub-regions were more effective when the CTAP Director and staff required the sub-region to be accountable when using regional funds and to meet the following criteria: 1) develop and implement a clearly defined service with potential to address more than a single sub-region; 2) the sub-region initiative is approved by the Regional Governance Council; 3) there is an evaluation and reporting back on use of and client reaction to the service provided; 4) sub-region funds are limited to the particular initiative being implemented; and 5) there is close and ongoing collaboration and communication between the sub-region leadership and the CTAP regional staff.

The CDE has taken corrective action in the new RFA process. CTAP regions will be required to replace the “sub-region” structure with contracts for specific services. These contracts will include staff or consultants to complete specific activities and include an evaluation and reporting requirement. 

2. Collaboration between CTAP and counties:  The survey included an open-ended item to probe the relationship between CTAP and counties. For the statement, “Provide examples of collaboration between your COE and your regional CTAP”, 42 (47%) of the 90 responses placed emphasis on the following:

· Providing a variety of collaborative training opportunities. Examples include sharing facilities, staff expertise, equipment, planning, etc. (9 of 11 regions – 82%)

· Sharing staff and working collaboratively to provide support in creating/updating technology plans and completing mandated surveys. (9 of 11 regions – 82%)

· Collaborating on and supporting each other with common training programs such as AB 75 and BTSA. (7 of 11 regions – 64%)

· Working together to assist schools/ districts in developing technology related grant applications, including EETT competitive grants. (6 of 11 regions – 55%)

In general, collaboration was most effective when the county offices worked closely with the CTAP regional leadership as part of a regionally representative team. In these cases, the County CTAP contacts were also advocates for the CTAP regional activities and initiatives, and were the most active in promoting clients’ use of the services. When asked how collaboration can be increased, there were two common themes. First, increase staff and funding. One county contact stated, “We have way more good ideas than we have resources to fund or teach them.” Another stated, “Insure that the funding is a state budget priority”. The second theme addresses greater use of video conferencing and web-casting. 
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F. Number of educators served by CTAP:  The table shows the number of educators who participated in CTAP professional development and/or used CTAP resources to support the use of technology in teaching and learning. This data was reported by each CTAP director. Data collection was based on: 1) sign-in forms for workshops; 2) the number of individuals who were assisted in preparing EETT and other grants; 3) the number of individuals who contacted CTAP for information; and 4) the number of individuals who registered as CTAP resource users. The table shows CTAP collectively has served more than 100,000 educators during this reporting period.

It was found that regions were not consistent in terms of how they defined, counted, and reported the number of participants. Presently an online data collection system to track CTAP use across the state with common definitions weighted according to level of use of CTAP services is being explored as a way to provide consistent reporting.

IV. Findings:  Awareness, Utilization and Impact of Services for Each of the 

CTAP Goals and Major Activities.

Explanation:  A major emphasis of this study was to determine the extent to which CTAP regions served clients through the awareness, availability and impact of CTAP services. As noted earlier in this report, the CDE and the CTAP legislation established four broad goals for the CTAP regions. In developing their plans, each region defined common and unique services needed to attain the goals. The interviews and surveys conducted by ESS provided the data and information relevant to: a) major services; b) client rating of the importance of these services; c) service availability; and d) impact on those who used the services.
a. Major services and resources offered: For each goal, survey questions addressed the major services common throughout the eleven regions. In addition, CTAP directors’ and support staff interviews were used to help define the available services and resources in each goal area, and conditions under which such services and resources were delivered. The interview results describe and elaborate on the types and varieties of services offered. 

b. Client assessment of importance, availability, and use of CTAP resources: There are four to six commonly offered specific services for each goal. CTAP users who completed the survey rated the importance of each service, whether or not the service or resource was available to them, and whether or not they used the service. The graphs in this section illustrate the percentage of respondents who: rated the importance of the service as moderate or highly important, the percentage of respondents who found the service available, and the percentage who used the service. 

c. Impact of the service: Survey respondents who indicated the service was available, were asked, “If you have used the service then rate the ‘impact’ of the CTAP provided service.”  The second chart in the impact section illustrates the percentage of those respondents who used CTAP services and rated each service category as having a moderate to high impact on their professional practice.

d. Role differences in use of services:  ESS disaggregated the data to identify differences between teachers, administrators, technology support staff, and county office of education staff in response to survey items. Important differences are discussed.

e. Other related sources of data: For each goal, survey respondents were able to add other relevant services or resources offered by their CTAP region. A summary is provided in this section and includes relevant information available from other sources.

f. Goal Summary: ESS has analyzed the data from all sources and provided a brief summary statement of key findings.

Goal One:  Professional development and learning resources to use technology as a tool to improve teaching and learning. 
a. Major services and resources offered: The major services and resources offered by CTAP regions in support of Goal One include six service topics. These are the basis for survey responses and are displayed on the following table:

	Goal 1:  Professional development and learning resources to use technology as a tool to improve teaching and learning. 

	1. Selecting electronic learning resources that align with the CA Content Standards through the use of the CLRN

	2. Integrating electronic learning resources into curriculum & instruction

	3. Acquiring specific technology use skills

	4. Integrating technology into instructional units and lessons

	5. Using technology as a tool to improve teaching & learning

	6. Using coaching and mentoring as a form of professional development


Interviews with directors and staff indicated regional variation in the services offered and strategies employed to attain Goal One. The major services or interventions offered by CTAP Regions included: 1) professional development for technology integration into the curriculum enabled by support from local EETT Grants (11 of 11 regions - 100%); 2) assistance in integration of technology into the curriculum through professional development (11 of 11 regions - 100%); 3) training coaches or mentors whereby a CTAP or contracted trainer would train local staff to coach or assist others in the use and infusion of technology into instruction (5 of 11 regions - 46%). 

The interviews suggested that a variety of professional development strategies increased integration of technology into curriculum. Districts used EETT resources to support CTAP staff in providing in-depth professional development. There are documented increases in the integration of technology into teaching and learning resulting from this long-term and in-depth professional development. This documentation is reported separately in individual EETT reports.
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b. Client assessment of importance, access, and use of CTAP services:  Most CTAP clients surveyed (87% to 96%) rated the importance of CTAP service topics related to technology as a tool to improve teaching and learning as moderate to highly important. Somewhat fewer respondents (77-84%) indicated the services were available. The greatest discrepancies between importance and availability were in access to technology integration lesson plans and coaching/mentoring for integration. The data shows that even with access, fewer respondents have used the services. The use of the available services ranged from 58% to 80%. The highest use was for CLRN to identify curriculum-aligned electronic learning resources. 
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c. Impact ratings by CTAP Clients who used the service:  Impact of the service was determined from the level of impact reported by respondents when they had used the CTAP service or support resources for each area. The impact reported is based only on those surveyed who have used the service; therefore, the numbers represent a small sample of the total CTAP clients provided for the study. Eighty-eight percent of the sample of CTAP users indicated the service had a moderate to high impact on their instructional practice in acquiring skills for using technology applications. This was followed by: using technology to improve learning, and the use of coaching or mentors, integrating technology, developing technology-based lessons and the use of CLRN as a resource to help identify content-aligned electronic learning resources. These findings suggest that for individuals able to participate in CTAP services, there is a moderate to high impact on their use of technology to improve teaching and learning.


d. Role group differences: All Goal One areas were rated high in importance. There were minimal differences among role groups with technology support staff at 98 %, administrators at 98%, teachers at 94%, and county staff at 94%. 
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e. Other related sources of data: The survey included an open-ended item addressing this goal: “List other important activities in which your CTAP region provided effective assistance.” Of the 147 open-ended responses, the most frequently mentioned was CTAP’s assistance in technology plan development and grant writing to support school/district EETT grant funding. Twenty-one comments suggested EETT Competitive Grants provided additional funding for teachers’ professional development and supported CTAP delivery of professional development to EETT recipients. Coaching/mentoring was mentioned in many of the open-ended comments as an effective use of CTAP to build local or school level capacity to provide training and assistance. 

A related study of the implementation of EETT Round 1 grants indicated that CTAP was integral in both planning and implementation. The data shown by the graph is based on a July 2004 survey of 160 educators who were participants in the 59 Round 1 EETT projects. Site-based coaching and mentoring, was the highest rated source of support.  In many cases, the CTAP staff trained these coach/mentors.   CTAP technology integration workshops, CTAP training of site coaches and mentors, CTAP technology tool training, were all rated effective to highly effective by over 50% of respondents. One participant in the EETT study commented,  “Onsite mentors have driven the program. They are in the classroom daily, modeling best teaching practices while integrating technology into the Holt curriculum.” This finding was also supported by an administrator: “The implementation of coaching/mentoring programs and other strategies which provided professional development and teacher support over a period of time are beginning to make a difference to those participating”. The Round 1 EETT Evaluation determined that 97% of the projects used onsite coach/mentors.


f. Goal One Summary:  Five hundred and one respondents answered survey questions related to professional development on how to integrate technology into curriculum. Most respondents indicated they had access to services and resources related to the professional development and support topics linked with technology integration. The impact on teaching and learning was generally high as reported by those who used CTAP services and resources. The most desired and reportedly effective professional development was having CTAP staff train local teachers to become mentors or coaches to their colleagues at the site level. The EETT Grants, with 25% mandated for professional development, provided additional support for CTAP professional development. 

Goal Two: Professional development and support for hardware and telecommunications infrastructure design, implementation, and sustainability 
a. Major services and resources offered: The major services and resources offered by CTAP regions in support of Goal Two include four general topics. These became the basis for survey responses and are displayed in the following table:



	Goal 2. Professional development and support for hardware and telecommunications infrastructure design, implementation, & sustainability: 

	1. Developing a district technology plan 

	2. Connecting and using broadband or the high-speed Internet

	3. Being informed about new and emerging technologies

	4. Planning, implementing, and sustaining hardware and network infrastructure



Based on the interviews, the major activities supporting Goal Two included:  1) helping school districts prepare technology plans to qualify for EETT formula and competitive grants (10 of 11 regions – 91%); 2) providing information on how to apply for E-rate telecommunications discounts (8 of 11 regions – 73%); 3) providing information to districts and county offices on use of the high speed network (HSN) 9 of 11 regions 82%); 4) advanced technical training for support staff (8 of 11 regions – 73%); and 5) use of video-conferencing over the Internet (5 of 11 regions – 46%). Directors indicated that while technical support is critical, CTAP emphasized the professional development and applications of technology to support teaching and learning. In many cases, larger county offices and districts provide their own technical support. Also mentioned was the need for increased communications between technical and instructional staff to support instructional use of technology.
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b. Client assessment of importance, access, and use of CTAP services:  Among clients, developing district technology plans was rated most important, with 91% indicating moderate/high importance for this topic followed by: information related to new technology (89%), connecting to broadband (85%), and hardware and infrastructure implementation (83%). 

While all these areas are considered highly important by the clients surveyed, the actual availability of the services, for topics other than developing the district plan, ranged from 58 to 71%. 

Client use of available CTAP services is generally moderate to high. The highest level of importance was for developing a district technology plan, and this service also had the highest level of availability (82%) and use (81%). CTAP is a key resource in helping school districts develop technology plans that are a pre-requisite qualification for obtaining EETT technology formula and competitive grants as well as E-rate discounts. This finding was corroborated by the interviews and open-ended survey responses.



c. Impact ratings by CTAP clients:  Of the 339 (82%) of the respondents who indicated availability of assistance in developing a technology plan, 90% reported moderate to high impact on their ability to develop these plans. The impact ratings were moderate to high for the other three assistance areas related to hardware and infrastructure support. Help in connecting to broadband (84%), information about new technologies (79%), and planning for hardware and network had the least, but moderate, impact (75%). This shows that even with lower access to the Goal Two support for network infrastructure and hardware use, clients who did access and use the services reported them as having a moderate to high impact.
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d. Role group differences:  All role groups rated all of the CTAP support for hardware and infrastructure as moderately to highly important. Greatest access and use of this service was by county office staff and, to a lesser extent, technology support staff. Interviews and open-ended information suggests that the primary role of CTAP relative to Goal Two is to provide support for the county staff and to some extent to other technical support staff, who in turn can support districts and schools. 

e. Other related sources of data: The survey included an open-ended item addressing Goal Two: “List other important activities in which your CTAP region provided effective assistance.” Of the 72 responses, the most frequently mentioned was CTAP’s assistance in plan development. An administrator’s example of this assistance was, 


“CTAP staff participation was integral in the process of developing our district tech plan. They walked us through the entire process and attended the meetings of our tech committee to help us understand our task and make sure that we were on target with various requirements.” 
f. Goal Two Summary: As suggested, CTAP appears critical in assisting districts with technology plan development. Other CTAP technical support may be less important than integration of technology into instruction support as suggested by a CTAP Director:


“Our region put an extra emphasis in this area the first several years and the county offices of education have successfully picked up the lead in this area and so CTAP can now concentrate more on other areas.”

“Our primary mission is to assist with professional development regarding the use of technology in the classroom.”  Another director stated, “Technology support is a huge need in districts, but not the type CTAP can deal with – how to fix the teacher’s computer when it is not working.” 

These and other comments combined with survey data suggest that CTAP’s contribution in relation to hardware and infrastructure is to assist in comprehensive technology planning with an emphasis on how the technology will be used to improve teaching and learning. Comments often suggested a need to increase communications and collaboration between the technical and curriculum staff when helping plan and implement technology in education.

Goal Three: Professional development and support to use technology as a tool to improve school management, including pupil record-keeping and tracking for pupil instruction and data driven decision-making.

a. Major services and resources offered: The major CTAP services and resources in support of Goal Three include six categories. These became the basis for survey responses and are displayed in the following table:


	Goal 3: Professional development and support to use technology as a tool to improve school management, including pupil record-keeping and tracking for pupil instruction and data driven decision-making.

	1. Using technology to link assessment results to instructional plans or lessons

	2. Using technology to access student information and assessment data 

	3. Critiquing and selecting technology applications for managing and analyzing student information

	4. Use of CTAP2 to assist staff in determining professional development needs 

	5. Using TICAL as a resource for administrative uses of technology

	6. Administrative applications of technology
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The major services supporting school management are: 1) professional development in using technology to help administrators analyze student assessment data (11 of 11 regions – 100%); 2) direct support to deliver general training to administrators on a wide variety of instructional technology applications through AB 75 programs (10 of 11 regions – 91%); 3) use of “handhelds” to collect observational data used to inform instructional decisions (8 of 11 regions – 73%); and 4) information on the California Student Information System (2 of 11 regions – 18%). As with the other areas, the survey items also defined specific services for Goal Three. Reactions to those services are summarized in the following sections.

b. Client assessment of importance, access, and use of CTAP to support instructional management: Survey respondents (over 80%) rated the importance of professional development and support for using technology as a tool to improve school and instructional management as moderate to high (see graph). However, availability of services for the topics was moderate except for the use of CTAP2. Overall, actual use of CTAP services for this goal is at a low-moderate level including CTAP2. The highest level of use was linking assessment results with instructional plans or lessons. There was variation between regions for services provided for this goal. Several regions offered modules of the regional AB 75 training as part of CTAP to train school administrators in the use of technology to support management and instructional practice. 
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c. Impact on users of the service supporting the use of technology for managing instruction. As with Goals One and Two, user reported impact was consistently high. With all respondents, ratings ranged from 60% to 79%, indicating moderate to high impact. Among these clients, CTAP direct services received moderately high ratings (75-80%). There was lower overall impact reported for using TICAL, as some clients surveyed would have no reason to be actively involved with TICAL. Their use of TICAL may be limited to use of the TICAL portal.

d. Role group differences: The primary audiences of Goal Three are administrators at the school, district and county levels. When administrators’ and county office of education staff reactions were disaggregated, 89% of these users rated the importance of technology use to support instructional management as moderate to high. 

e. Other related sources of data:  Of the 71 open-ended survey responses, the most frequently mentioned need (60%) was for CTAP to provide more training on using technology for data-driven decision-making. The need for assistance in this area is documented in the evaluation of CLRN in which more than 85% of CLRN users are requesting information about technology resources to support electronic applications enabling assessments and other student information to inform instructional planning at the school and classroom levels. 
f. Goal Three Summary:  There was a significant gap between the level of importance for and access to service designed to support the use of technology in instructional management. This suggests the need to increase support in this area. Increased collaboration between CTAP and TICAL may help fill the gap with TICAL training-of-trainers and use of its regional ‘cadre’ enabling CTAP regions to offer increased local support in this area. Several CTAP directors noted a change in significance and priority for this goal in the coming years.


For example, a county office administrator stated, “Using technology for student data management is in its infancy stage. The districts don’t let teachers have timely access [of student data] to allow for revision of instruction and re-teaching. We have been working with district data people to understand that this is important for teachers.”   Another administrator mentioned, “This is an area that is critical to school districts. We need more support in the area of assessment to help support curriculum decisions at the school and classroom level. . . . the state should be supporting the development of tools that will help district and school staff better manage the data to support instruction and requirements of NCLB.” 

The CDE has addressed this issue by requiring that the new CTAP plans include closer collaboration with TICAL to support use of technology for instructional management and data-driven-decision making. TICAL has been asked by the CDE to include greater collaboration with the CTAPs as part of the updated TICAL plan.
Goal Four: Funding and coordination with other federal, state and local programs
a. Major services and resources offered: The major services and resources offered by CTAP regions in support of Goal Four include six topic areas. These became the basis for survey responses and are displayed in the following table:


	Goal 4: Funding and coordination with other federal, state and local programs. 

	1. Preparing EETT competitive technology grants

	2. Applying for E-Rate discounts or California Teleconnect funding (CTF)

	3. Learning about new state and federal educational technology initiatives and how to plan and/or apply for funding support

	4. Integrating & using electronic learning resources to support implementation of state& federal programs such as NCLB, Special Ed and School Improvement

	5. Finding out what is available through the Statewide Education Technology Services (SETS Projects) CLRN, TICAL, and TechSETS

	6. Coordinating technology use with other programs (AB75, BTSA, etc.)


CTAP directors’ and support staff interviews indicate the major activities and resources supporting Goal Four include: 1) providing information and assistance to school districts in planning and developing EETT Competitive and Formula grant applications (11 of 11 regions – 100%); 2) assisting in overall implementation and evaluation of EETT Competitive grants (11 of 11 regions – 100%); 3) providing information on a variety of federal funding sources for technology (9 of 11 regions – 82%); 4) assisting in preparation of both E-Rate and California Teleconnect (CTF) telecommunications discount applications (9 of 11 regions – 82%);  5) providing information about new and emerging funding sources such as the Educational Technology K-12 Voucher Program (6 of 11 regions – 55%);  and 6) helping school districts link with and establish business partnerships  (4 of 11 regions – 36%). 
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b. Client assessment of importance, access, and use:  Assistance to CTAP clients in the preparation of EETT Competitive Grant applications was rated highly important (91%) in all respondent categories. Second in importance was obtaining information on new initiatives and funding sources for technology (90%), followed by applying for E-Rate and Teleconnect (86%), integrating and coordinating technology use with other programs (83% to 85%), and helping CTAP clients understand and use SETS (76%). There is a gap between expressed importance and availability in all areas. Availability levels were moderate to high with EETT grant support the highest at 81%, followed by the other areas ranging from 60% to 73%. Use was highest for EETT grant support at 80%. Use in the other areas was low to moderate and ranged from 41% to 59%. 


c. Impact of the service: Respondents who indicated they used the service rated the impact of EETT grant preparation assistance highest with 87%, at moderate to high. This was supported by the ESS study of EETT Round 1 clearly showing CTAP’s major role in helping districts complete the EETT applications and required plans. Respondents to the other Goal Four services rated these from moderate to high in terms of impact, with learning about new technology initiatives at 86%, followed by applying for E-Rate and CTF funding at 79%, coordinating with other programs from 73% – 78%, and use of SETS projects at 66%.

d. Role differences: There was relative consistency among role groups. Moderate/high ratings for the importance of the services were: technology support staff (87%); administrators (87%); county staff (84%); and teacher (83%). 
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e. Other related sources of data:  For the past two years, CTAP has provided support in planning and implementing the EETT Competitive grants, and has assisted in developing local technology plans required as a pre-requisite to receive both competitive and formula grants. This important coordination activity supports obtaining funding for technology authorized by the Federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). ESS surveyed the CTAP Directors to determine the type and level of service provided to support NCLB, and the results are found in the following graph: 

f. Goal Four Summary: Funding and coordination is a high priority goal, with assistance in the planning and development of EETT grants rated as the most important CTAP services. This supports leverage of resources, either real dollars or support services, allowing CTAP to implement the primary goal of using technology as a tool to improve teaching and learning. In addition to three federal/state programs (EETT, BTSA and AB 75 training), feedback from surveys and interviews stressed the importance of identifying large and small funding sources or partnerships (colleges and universities, businesses, vendors, etc.)  to assist schools and districts in attaining their goals. 

Also discussed were current collaborative efforts between counties and the CTAP region, as well as between CTAP regions (including SETS). Although this collaboration was a positive highlight, the need to create greater efficiencies was emphasized. 

As one director stated, “Coordination revolves around dissemination of information to districts regarding state and federal grants and other funding opportunities. Equally important is collaboration with CTAP counterparts . . . One of our challenges is to have greater collaboration with instructional staff. People with curriculum and instruction background often see us as technology people. We need to lead the way and show how to integrate technology and curriculum.”
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Summary of awareness, use, and impact of CTAP services across the four goals

The survey data was combined to illustrate the overall awareness, use level, and impact reported by CTAP users. The importance level for all four CTAP goals or service areas was rated a high priority, with integration of technology slightly higher than the other three areas. Other than for technology integration, the overall use level of services was moderate. This implies there is a need to increase service awareness and access. 
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Overall, the level of reported impact on persons who use the services is moderate to high with little difference between the four areas. The data generally show that there are specific areas within the four goals needing adjustment. The major issue is that, while CTAP is effective in meeting the needs of those who use the service, there is a lack of awareness and use of the services. This may be due to two factors. First, CTAP regions operate on a limited budget and report that it is difficult to meet the increasing demand for local assistance. Second, educators lack the time and funding needed to take advantage of CTAP services–especially in rural areas where time is expanded in travel to a CTAP regional office. 

V. Awareness, Use, and Impact of the Statewide Educational Technology Services (SETS) Coordinated through CTAP 

The CTAP regions play a major role in the regional and local implementation of the three SETS programs by providing information on how to access and use these services to their clients in the counties, districts, and schools they serve. Each CTAP plan describes how the CTAPs and SETS projects coordinate and support each other. The services that each SETS project offers statewide include:

California Learning Resource Network (CLRN):  CLRN reviews available electronic learning resources (ELRs) for alignment with the State Board-adopted content standards. CLRN also develops and maintains a web-based presence that includes the results of the ELR reviews, an online catalogue of web-based instructional resources. As a result of SB 1384, CLRN in cooperation with TICAL will be offering reviews and professional development on how to select electronic learning assessment resources (ELARs) used to link state testing and other student information to instructional planning.
Technology Information Center for Administrative Leadership (TICAL): Provides professional development focused on "digital school leadership" for educational administrators in the areas of data-driven decision making, integrating technology into standards-based curriculum, technology planning, professional development needs of staff, financial planning for technology, and operations and maintenance. TICAL also maintains a web portal that features hundreds of resources to assist with digital school leadership that have been reviewed and recommended by practicing administrators. 

Technical Support for Education Technology in Schools (TechSETS):  TechSETS provides information to assist technical support personnel and other administrators with information related to infrastructure decisions. TechSETS: 1) identifies technology skills needed and appropriate professional development, in a user-friendly matrix; 2) collaborates with stakeholders to identify cost effective training sources aligned to the skills matrix; and 3) provides resources and support for California school technologists through an online interactive help desk. 

a. Major CTAP related activities supporting the use of the SETS resources:  Based on interviews of CTAP directors and regional support staff the following collaborative activities were reported:


CLRN collaboration included:  1) presented information on CLRN at workshops, trainings (6 of 11 regions – 55%); 2) advised staff on how to incorporate CLRN as part of EETT grants for purchasing electronic learning resource (5 of 11 regions – 46%). 


TICAL collaboration included: 1) incorporation of TICAL and its use into AB 75 administrative training (9 of 11 regions – 82%); 2) presented information on TICAL to groups beyond AB 75 (7 of 11 regions – 64%). 


TechSETS collaboration included:  1) presentation of information on TechSETS at workshops or trainings (5 of 11 regions – 46%); 2) sharing of TechSETS resources with Information Technology staff (3 of 11 regions – 27%).

b. CTAP client awareness and use of SETS resources: Respondents were asked four questions for each of the SETS service on this section of the survey. 1) Were you aware of the SETS project? 2) Did the CTAP region make you aware of the service? 3) Did you use the service? and 4) What level of impact did the project have on your ability to use technology in your work?

 

The graph illustrates the percent of the 567 survey participants who indicated they were informed of the service by CTAP and the percentage of respondents indicating that they actually used the SETS resource. From this sample, 71% were made aware of CLRN by CTAP followed by 60% for TICAL, and 55% for TechSETS. As the graph shows, 53% of those responding to the survey item indicated they are using CLRN, 38% are using TICAL, and 29% are using TechSETS. This suggests that statewide, there is moderate level of awareness dissemination through the CTAP regions and among these CTAP clients the level of use of SETS is low to moderate. 

c. Impact of SETS on CTAP clients who used the service: The respondents indicated overall moderate impact of the SETS projects. The impact data are based on the persons who indicated they were actually using the service. This includes: CLRN - 242 users, TICAL – 155 users, TechSETS – 116 users. CLRN had the greatest impact with 65% of users reporting moderate to major impact, TICAL was rated at 48% moderate-major impact and TechSETS was rated at 42% moderate to major impact. It should be noted that 39% of those surveyed did not respond to the TechSETS item and 27% did not respond to the TICAL impact question. 

d. Role group differences: When the data are disaggregated, it was found that TICAL awareness, use, and impact were all rated as moderate to high by administrators and county office staff. Technical support staff were the greatest users of CLRN which could be attributed to their role in assisting staff in the selection of resources and need for technical information on resources requested or suggested by staff. Use of CLRN   is also higher among county staff and administrators than for teachers, which may be because administrators are the staff that makes final purchasing decisions. The highest use for TechSETS was among county staff and technical support staff. These individuals have responsibility for making technical decisions, and logically would be the highest users of the service. 

e. Summary for the coordination of SETS and CTAP:  Awareness, and use of SETS are moderate to low among the CTAP clients. However, those who indicate that they use the service rate the impact as moderate to high. In general, the CTAP can increase collaboration and coordination with SETS by providing a person to serve a SETS liaison to each SETS project. The SETS projects need to provide CTAP with a training of trainers support with specific guidelines. The CDE has addressed this by requiring CTAP to describe how they will coordinate with SETS in their 2005-2006 plans and the SETS projects are also planning ways to provide more coordination and support to CTAP on the use of their services. 

VI. Conclusions

When considering all available data, CTAP regions generally accomplished the four goals mandated by the Legislature and the CDE. They assisted educator’s integration of technology into instruction, engagement in technology planning, use of technology to support instructional management, and leveraging technology support through state and federal programs. Ninety percent of survey respondents who use CTAP services report achieving the desired outcome or impact. Coordination with SETS was a valuable and effective supplement to CTAP services for teachers and administrators who used SETS services. A number of educators in the study reported that CTAP and SETS resources were of high importance but due to a variety of reasons some did not or could not use the services. CTAP provides an important service with high impact that potentially could benefit many more educators if awareness, access, and use of the services were expanded. CTAP is a resource that enables educators to access and use technology to support curriculum, instruction, and school management, in improving student learning.

1. Conditions under which CTAP operates: Factors or conditions that facilitate and support CTAP delivery of service are: 1) strong regional CTAP and County Office of Education support, 2) strong partnerships with programs such as AB 75 administrator training, 3) EETT competitive grants that involve and support or fund CTAP services, and 4) access to the HSN as a vehicle to deliver professional development. The most effective regions had high levels of local involvement and ownership of the program at the county and sub-regional levels. 

The eleven CTAP regions each serve a wide variety of populations ranging from rural to urban with a percentage of educators who serve students on free and reduced lunch and English language learners. The biggest challenge is the lack of sufficient staff to adequately provide face-to-face support to rural schools and districts. The High Speed Network (HSN) is beginning to help address this need through the use of video conferencing in some regions. However, even though county offices of education are all now connected to the HSN, many school districts have insufficient bandwidth to take full advantage of this network.  Factors reported in interviews that, in some cases, impede the delivery and documentation of CTAP services include: 1) uncertain funding, 2) insufficient regional governance structure representation, 3) lack of staff to adequately address client needs, 4) limited coordination of CTAP with other programs, 5) the funding structure is not adequate for the cost of serving rural areas, and 6) a lack of a statewide common set of data elements and related measures to objectively determine and consistently report use and impact of CTAP services.

2. Importance and availability of CTAP services:  The major source of data was the responses to 567 surveys of persons who have used the services of CTAP and interviews of the 30 CTAP directors and support staff. In general, all findings indicate that CTAP is providing an important range of services to teachers, school administrators, county office of education staff, and technology support staff throughout the state. In terms of Goal 1, the major area of importance was for CTAP to enable educators to more effectively integrate technology into curriculum and instruction. For Goal 2, the major area of importance was to assist school districts in the development of educational technology plans. For Goal 3, the emerging area was for CTAP to increase local assistance to school administrators in the use of technology that facilitates the use of student assessment information to inform instructional decisions, and for Goal 4, the area of major importance was to help school district increase awareness of state and federal funding along with assistance in developing EETT Competitive Grant applications. 

Finally, it was shown that the three Statewide Educational Technology Services are being expanded by CTAP but there needs to be increased involvement and collaboration between SETS and CTAP to maximize the use of SETS resources. The problem consistently found was a lack of awareness of some services and when aware of services, educators did not find them available for a variety of reasons. 

3. Impact of CTAP services:  The measure of impact of CTAP services was based on the ESS-developed self-report survey and interviews.  Those who actually used the services generally found that there was a positive impact on their work in all areas investigated. As reported earlier in this document, educators who completed CTAP professional development reported that they were now able to increase proficiency in technology use, effectively infuse technology into instruction, successfully complete required technology plans, engage in data-driven-instructional planning, apply for technology grants, and use the SETS resources. While impact was reported to be moderate or high for users of the services, the number of direct users of the CTAP services was somewhat limited. 

VII. Recommendations and Actions Taken: The CTAP and SETS programs should continue and/or expand the following services:  a) regional planning with local CTAP stakeholders; b) in depth professional development in technology integration with follow-up and related documentation of resulting impact on teaching practice; c) building educators’ capacity to provide technology support on their own; d) identifying and disseminating instructional use of the high-speed network; e) ensuring that CTAP services meet local needs while addressing state educational priorities; f) sharing best-practices across regions; g) assisting in technology planning for E-Rate, California Teleconnect Fund (CTF), and EETT and other programs requiring technology plans; h) assist preparing EETT and other state and federal grants; and i) utilizing external and internal evaluation results to guide changes in regional services and resources offered.

The specific recommendations below offer suggestions for leveraging, coordinating, and evaluating the services. The left column lists the recommendations that emerged from the study and the right column lists actions already taken that address each recommendation. The CDE has incorporated many of the actions into the new CTAP and SETS planning guidelines.  

	Recommendations
	Actions Taken

	1. Increase central coordination and management of regional CTAPs to ensure: a) more equitable representation and access to CTAP services and resources by each county and district in a given region; b) that funds distributed to counties or consortia of districts will benefit the region; and c) accountability to CTAP Regional Leadership.
	CDE is requiring that CTAPs increase responsibility and authority of the Regional Governance Councils that support the CTAP Directors in managing the 11 regions. Beginning with the 2005-06 year, CTAP Directors may only allocate funds on a contractual basis to sub-regions for specific services and for deliverables that benefit the entire region.

	2. Identify and implement additional strategies for CTAP to leverage resources of other programs such as curriculum, assessment, professional development, and NCLB through partnerships, joint projects, and joint marketing of services and resources.
	CDE, CTAP, and SETS staff are developing a “matrix of services” to define ways common services can support and be supported by other programs including curriculum, assessment, and professional development.

	3. Increase the level and depth of training and related ongoing support for teachers to infuse technology into curriculum and instruction more effectively.
	CDE now requires CTAP regions to use the Design for Learning guidelines that promote research-based, long-term, focused, professional development with follow-up and assessments using CTAP2.

	4. Continue to modify CTAP2 and other measures used by CTAP to ensure valid, reliable, and locally adaptable measures to assess levels of use and integration of technology to support teaching and learning. 
	The CDE, with input from CTAP Directors and evaluators, is working with the CTAP2 developer to disaggregate the data and enable use of CTAP2 for pre-post and longitudinal studies to statistically document impact of CTAP-delivered training.

	5. Increase coordination between CTAP and SETS, and with the ongoing support of SETS, designate CTAP staff to promote SETS at the county, district, and school levels.
	The CDE, working with CTAP and SETS, has developed a matrix to guide collaboration of resources. Regional liaisons are to be identified and trained by SETS to assist in bringing SETS resources to their clients.

	6. Assist educators to identify resources that will increase their ability to participate in CTAP sponsored activities and services.
	Expand efforts to assist educators to identify and apply for funding and/or participate in programs that would be supported using CTAP services. The CDE has already allocated supplemental funding to CTAP Regions to assist districts to apply for EETT Competitive grants.

	7. Establish a data collection strategy with common data elements and related instrumentation that will allow for CTAP service level of use and impact assessment relating to technology proficiency and instructional practice.
	The upcoming CTAP grant awards will require that an external evaluator work with the CDE to design common CTAP and SETS data sources, collection tools and a method of aggregating and reporting findings to the State Board of Education and Legislature.

	8. CTAP should work closely with TICAL, TechSETS, and CLRN to offer regional and local support in the use of electronic learning assessment resources (ELARs) to help administrators analyze state testing data and other student data to inform instructional planning. 
	CLRN, TechSETS, and TICAL are collaborating to implement an SB 1384 mandated process to review and post electronic leaning resources on the CLRN Website. TICAL and TechSETS will provide professional development resources to build administrator-capacity in using assessments to inform instructional decisions. CTAP will be the primary local agency helping their clients use this new resource.

	9. Promote the use of CTAP and SETS services to educator groups and associations that focus on curriculum, assessment, professional development and the programs included in the NCLB plan.
	CTAP regions are expanding marketing through informational meetings, institutes, and partnerships with other educational entities. SETS projects are participating in varied education conferences sponsored by the content-related associations.  

	10. Identify and describe strategies to increase CTAP service access in rural counties and districts.
	Legislation and the CDE now require CTAPs to increase representative planning and support to meet needs of rural school districts.

	11.  Assist schools to access and utilize the high-speed network to expand teacher professional development, administrative uses, and opportunities for student learning.
	The CTAP regions are addressing use of the high-speed network in their new CTAP plans, and several are using the network for professional development and meetings across county offices of education.
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Appendix A

California Technology Assistance Project (CTAP): Assessment of Services

Educational Support Systems                                                    

The purpose of this survey is to assess the use and impact of services and resources provided by your CTAP region. The results will be used in revising CTAP to improve services to educators both statewide and in your region and all information will be kept confidential. Your name and email address are needed to allow follow-up contact, if necessary. Note:  Please answer the questions from the prospective of your primary job responsibility.
1. Demographics

CTAP Region: (drop down list)


County Office of Education: (drop down list)

Position: (drop down list – classroom teacher, technology support provider, library media specialist, site administrator, district administrator, County CTAP Representative, County Office of Education staff, other ______________)

Location of primary responsibility: (drop down list – school site, district, county, charter school)

Community type: (drop down list –– urban, suburban, rural)

First Name: _________________ Last Name: ________________Email address: _____________

2. How long have you been aware of CTAP? Less than 1 year ___;  1 – 2 years ___;  More than 2 years ___

3. How did you first learn about CTAP (check all that apply)

Conference ____
CA Department of Education____
Workshop ____

Brochure ____
School district office ____
EETT grant guidelines ____

CTAP newsletter ____
CTAP website ____
Colleague ____


County Office of Education ____
Other _________________

4. The following are ways CTAP regions communicate with clients. For each delivery method listed below, first indicate your preference of a mode for accessing CTAP services and information then indicate your current level of access to each CTAP resource. 
	Possible CTAP Regional Delivery Methods
	Preference of a mode for accessing

CTAP Region services
	Current level of availability

of CTAP resources by mode

	
	Undesirable

0
	Low

1
	Mod.

2
	High

3
	None

0
	Low

1
	Mod.

2
	High

3

	1. Email
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. CTAP website
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. CTAP publications (flyers, newsletter, etc.)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. On-site assistance (CTAP staff going to site)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Telephone consultations
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Videoconferences 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Face-to-face meetings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Other:  _____________________________
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Please comment on the CTAP delivery methods for your region:

5. Skills or Knowledge enabled/supported by your CTAP region:  This section identifies state-mandated areas of service to be provided by each of the 11 CTAP regions. Each area identifies several activities. If the activity is not relevant to your work check “NA” (not applicable). If applicable, rate the level of importance for you and/or the teachers or program in which you are involved. If CTAP support for this activity is available in your region check (√) “y” for yes, “n” for no, or “ns” for not sure. Next, if you received assistance regarding the activity, indicate the level of “Impact” of the CTAP provided service.

	Importance of the activity
	Level of Impact of CTAP service:

	0 = Not important 

1 = minimally important 

2 = moderately important but not critical

3 = a critical function or knowledge area
	0 = no impact

1 = limited but noticeable impact

2 = moderate impact 

3 = major impact


	A. Professional development & support for using technology as a tool to improve teaching and learning. To what extent did your CTAP region enable the following:
	N/A
	Importance
	Avail
	Impact

	
	
	0
	1
	2
	3
	Y
	N
	NS
	0
	1
	2
	3

	Selecting electronic learning resources that align with the CA Content Standards through the use of the CA Learning Resource Network (CLRN)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Integrating electronic learning resources into curriculum & instruction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Acquiring specific technology use skills
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Developing instructional units or lessons that integrate technology
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Using technology as a tool to improve teaching & learning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Using coaching and mentoring as a form of professional development (ie. Actual and/or training of trainers)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	List other important activities in which your CTAP region provided effective assistance: 
	

	B. Professional development & support for hardware, network infrastructure design, implementation, & sustainability: To what extent did your CTAP region assist you in…
	N/A
	Importance
	Avail
	Impact

	
	
	0
	1
	2
	3
	Y
	N
	NS
	0
	1
	2
	3

	Developing a district technology plan 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Connecting and using broadband or the high-speed Internet
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Being informed about new and emerging technologies
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Planning, implementing, and sustaining hardware and network infrastructure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	List other important activities in which your CTAP region provided effective assistance: 
	

	C. Professional development & support for using technology as a tool to improve school & classroom-management. To what extend did your CTAP region assist you in…
	N/A
	Importance
	Avail
	Impact

	
	
	0
	1
	2
	3
	Y
	N
	NS
	0
	1
	2
	3

	Using technology to link assessment results to instructional plans or lessons (ie. EduSoft, DataWorks, etc.)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Using technology to access student information and assessment data (ie. SASI)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Critiquing and selecting technology applications for managing and analyzing student information
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Use of CTAP2 to assist staff in determining professional development needs 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Using TICAL as a resource for administrative uses of technology
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Administrative applications of technology
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	List other important activities in which your CTAP region provided effective assistance: 
	

	D. Funding and coordination with other federal, state, and local programs. To what extend did your CTAP region assist you in…
	N/A
	Importance
	Avail
	Impact

	
	
	0
	1
	2
	3
	Y
	N
	NS
	0
	1
	2
	3

	Preparing EETT competitive technology grants
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Applying for E-Rate discounts or California Teleconnect funding (CTF)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Learning about new state and federal educational technology initiatives and how to plan and/or apply for funding support
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Integrating & using electronic learning resources to support implementation of state & federal programs such as NCLB, Special Ed and School Improvement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Finding out what is available through the Statewide Education Technology Services (SETs Projects) CLRN, TICAL, and TechSETS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Coordinating technology use with other programs (AB75, BTSA, etc.)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	List other important activities in which your CTAP region provided effective assistance: 
	


The State funds three Statewide Educational Technology Services (SETS). SETS programs include:

1. California Learning Resource Network (CLRN): a one-stop online information regarding California Content Standards’ aligned electronic learning resources for classroom use. 

2. Technology Center for Administrative Leadership (TICAL): a statewide professional development and information service to help school administrators plan, implement, and evaluate the use of technology to support teaching and learning

3.  TechSETS,: a statewide information service to help educators find technical support and to answer commonly asked technical questions. 


Please indicate: 1) if you are aware of the service, 2) If it was the CTAP region that made you aware of the service, 3) if you used the service, and 4) the level of impact it had on your ability to use technology to support your work in management and/or instruction.

(0 = no impact, 1 = limited impact, 2 = moderate impact, 3 = major impact)

	A. Statewide Educational Technology Services
	Aware of the service
	Informed

of service by CTAP
	Use of the service
	Impact on your use of technology

	
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	0
	1
	2
	3

	1. CLRN to identify curriculum aligned electronic learning resources
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. TICAL to enable and inform administrative uses of technology
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. TechSETS to provide technical support for technology use
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


6. Please provide specific example(s) of exemplary service(s) that your CTAP region provided.

7. What do you consider the major strengths and/or weaknesses of your CTAP region?

Strengths:

Weaknesses:

8. What other services and/or information could your CTAP Region provide that would assist you in utilizing technology more effectively in your job?

10. Additional questions for County Office of Education(COE) CTAP contact persons. 

a. Describe services or resources that your CTAP region provided that were of the most value to your county:




b. Provide examples of collaboration between your COE and your regional CTAP:








c. Offer suggestions regarding ways that collaboration can be increased and/or improved:


d. Other suggestion regarding ways that CTAP could be modified to improve services:
Appendix B

CTAP Director Interview Questions

Educational Support Systems

1. General questions:

a. What was the major area of emphasis in your region during the past year?

b. As director, in what areas did you focus the majority of your time?

2. Implementation and impact of CTAP services based on statewide & local goals (2003/04)

a. To what extent has your CTAP region provided professional development and support that resulted in an increased use of technology as an instructional tool to improve teaching and learning?

· Please share some primary areas of focus for your region in this area.

· Have administrators and/or teachers changed their strategies as a result of CTAP’s efforts in this goal area?  Please give examples:

b. To what extent has your CTAP region provided professional development and support for hardware, network infrastructure design, implementation and sustainability?

· Please share some primary areas of focus for your region in this area.

· Have administrators and/or teachers changed their strategies as a result of CTAP’s efforts in this goal area?  Please give examples:

c. To what extent has your CTAP region provided professional development and support for using technology as a tool to improve school and classroom management?

· Please share some primary areas of focus for your region in this area.

· Have administrators and/or teachers changed their strategies as a result of CTAP’s efforts in this goal area?  Please give examples:

d. To what extent has your CTAP region facilitated funding and corrdination with other federal, state, and local programs?

· Please share some primary areas of focus for your region in this area.

· Have administrators and/or teachers changed their strategies as a result of CTAP’s efforts in this goal area?  Please give examples:

e. To what extent has your CTAP region identified and designed programs or services to meet specific local needs identified by the counties and districts served?

· How were local needs in your region determined

· What were the major locally-determined goals addressed by your region

· To what extent have you been able to provide needed assistance to support these goals

· Do you have any evidence that individuals who used CTAP services have attained the local goals? Describe the evidence?  What did it support?

3. CTAP Planning/Implementation

a. Describe the planning and proposal development process for your region:

· Who was involved?

· When was the plan developed?

· How was the plan developed?

b. Were there areas in which the defined needs/goals were not met?

· If so, please identify:

· How have you adapted as a result of something not working?

c. Does your CTAP region provide funding to “sub-regions”? yes ___ no ___

· If yes, how are the sub-regions organized?

· What percentage of the CTAP budget supports the sub-regions?

· How do you ensure that the sub-regions are addressing the overall CTAP regional goals? 

· How do you document a sub-region’s effort and its impact on local educators?

d. How is the effectiveness of regional activities documented? 

(Are feedback results from any workshops available to ESS?)

e. Describe the role of the county CTAP contact(s) in facilitating implementation and use of CTAP resources and services:

f. What were the specific collaborative activities with SETs and how effective were they?

· CLRN

· TICAL

· TechSETS

· What adjustments in activities would you recommend to increase the use of SETS resources?

4. Supporting factors / Impediments / Recommendations

a. What were the major factors that supported the implementation and local utilization of CTAP resources and services in your region for 2003/04?

b. What were the major factors which impeded implementation and use of services in your region for 2003/04? 

c. What specific recommendations do you have for improving CTAP services?

· In your region?

· At the state level?

d. Are there any other comments you would like to add?

.

Appendix C

Major Goal Areas

CTAP Statewide Survey

Data Tables – 567 Surveys Total


Statewide Educational Technology Services

CTAP Statewide Survey

Data Tables – 567 Survey Totals

Appendix D

High Speed Network Utilization Listed by CTAP Regions 

Prepared by John Cradler, Educational Support Systems




December 2004

As part of a statewide study on the implementation, utilization, and impact of CTAP and SETS we collected information on the use of the High Speed Network. The summary of comments below were collected as part of a survey that was completed by a CTAP representative from each of the County Offices of Education and from Interviews of CTAP Directors and staff. Of the 11 CTAP interviews 9 Directors provided information on uses of the HSN. Of the 71 County Office of Education who completed the survey, 28 (39%) were aware of specific uses of the HSN and 43 (61%) did not answer the item or checked “no” to the question asking if they were aware of any specific uses of the HSN. We have collected additional data on use of the HSN to be discussed in the final report. A version of the study will be submitted to the State Board of Education sometime in Spring 2005. 

Region 1 
· Videoconferencing to rural areas for professional development, content delivery for teachers and administrators, content delivery for student learning, and technology planning

· Just For the Kids

· Expansion of U-Portal to other parts of the state

· Facilitating meetings between county and region, superintendents, and curriculum specialists

· Making Digital Curriculum.com for all teachers in Humboldt County

· Sonoma State Masters of Education course in science for all teachers in Del Norte County

Region 2 
· Videoconferencing to rural areas for professional development, meetings between superintendents and administrators, for state meetings, and between Chico State University and county sites

· Online professional development using CTAP Online and CTE Online

· Supporting tutors in reading instruction with Focus on Reading, SchoolGate.org, and Reading First
· Distribution of history course modules

· Collaboration between Orange County and Monterey that offers instruction on the California State Exit Exam

· Creating and sharing lesson plans, aligning curriculum to standards, collaborating and sharing resources

Region 3 
· Internet access to schools in Placer county

· Video streaming service based on school projects 

· Online field trip to California State Parks 

· Videoconferencing

· BEST net 

Region 4 Utilization
· Videoconferencing for meetings and professional development

· Video streaming using CEEDS

· Just For the Kids

Region 5 

· Online professional development using Blackboard and Macromedia Breeze

· Videoconferencing for California State Parks Virtual Fieldtrips, online video classes from CSU, connecting high schools together with Future High School, facilitating the teaching of students in multiple locations, and to deliver multimedia content

· Video streaming

· For use by K-20 community

· PORTS project

Region 6 

· Videoconferencing for meetings, panels from CDE, Leadership Symposium, and releasing of an RFA meeting

Region 7 
· Digital video for classroom instruction

· Digital Math, an application addressing CAHSEE

· UPortal for districts in Fresno County

· Online training resources for staff development, classroom instruction

· Videoconferencing for bringing in speakers

· Math on call

Region 8 
· Videoconferencing to connect teachers in multiple locations for professional development

· U-Portal

· Video streaming

· Access for parents and students regarding classroom activities and homework

· Lesson plan sharing

· Blackboard

· Online streaming video

Region 9 
· Videoconferencing for administrators, virtual field trips for teachers and students, workshops like the Keystone Conference, and collaborating with other counties in the region

· Launching KITZOO.com for multimedia presentations and projects

· Streaming media

· Student data management

· Online classes for students

Region 10 
· Information on connecting with DCP

· Videoconferencing for county offices and meetings (not yet seen at schools)

Region 11 
· Delivering online courses to students

· Sharing course content for professional development

· U-portal

· Creating uniform password

Appendix E

Client Comments on CTAP Strengths and Areas Needing Improvement

The survey was designed to collect a variety of open-ended questions. The following provides a summary of the findings in terms of comments about strengths and weaknesses of CTAP.

A. Major strengths reported in open-ended comments: Of the 567 survey respondents 352 (62.4%) responded to the open-ended survey question asking for major strengths of the client’s CTAP region. An average of 53% of all respondents commented on the helpful and knowledgeable CTAP staff, with teachers at 54%, administrators, 58% and tech support staff, 55%. County office personnel (44%) is the only group below that average. The six other most frequently identified areas, in priority order, were: 


· High quality of professional development

· Good communication and responsiveness to questions and needs

· Extensive general knowledge about technology integration

· Collaboration within the region/networking with others

· Support with grants and funding opportunities

· Support in developing technology plans

The following is a sample of the 352 positive comments about CTAP: 

1. The technology institute was a great service that was provided by CTAP. The tech training that teachers go through to become coaches seems to be really paying off.

2. Unbelievable mentoring and professional development that is relevant to what educators do in the classroom. 

3. Great help in supporting the development of technology plans and EETT grant writing.

4. As we are a very rural area, we appreciate the CTAP classes offered at our COE. Traveling the 50 plus miles to attend classes in the nearest large city would prohibit many of our staff from taking classes.

5. All training provided by my CTAP region has been very valuable. I have used everything I have learned in my classroom, which is much more than I can say about any other training programs I have attended. CTAP has helped me to be a better teacher.

6. I have received top of the line training in technology integration through CTAP. This has lead me in my pursuit of training my fellow teachers in using this valuable tool in the classroom.

7. Our CTAP region was instrumental in helping those teachers on our site who were afraid of technology integrate it into their curriculum. Our team of teachers is now excited and ready to create more technologically based/cross curricular projects.

8. Excellent support, quality training by knowledgeable and supportive staff. Quick response time to questions and lots of follow-up to training. CTAP is the best service to happen to California schools in a long, long time.

9. The cadre coaches are very enthusiastic and willing to go well out of their way to help others.
10. Fabulous personnel and always willing to help we "non-techies" out here in the trenches. 

11. The CTAP personnel are excellent! They keep me informed and are always ready to provide assistance. The training is pertinent, well paced, and interesting.

12. Their willingness to work with us on grants and to get answers to our questions as soon as possible. 

13. Strong regional leadership team High degree of collaboration, effective planning, communication, and support among CTAP staff seems to be present across all our counties. 

B. Areas Needing Improvement:  Of the 567 survey participants, 275 (49%) responded to the open-ended survey question asking for weaknesses of the client’s CTAP region. 13% of those respondents indicated there were no weaknesses. The five other most frequently identified areas, in priority order, were:

· Limited awareness on the part of CTAP clients about CTAP and SETS services

· CTAP staff spread too thin and not available when really needed

· Limited access to CTAP services mentioned in rural areas

· Teachers not included enough in the CTAP planning process

· Regional direction in management of CTAP is insufficient in several cases

· Insufficient funding for enough staff to meet the demands of the region

· Directors had to spend too much time dealing with state reports and meetings


The following is a sample of the 275 comments citing areas for improvement about CTAP: 


1. Personnel are spread too thin. We are a huge Region, and need more knowledgeable staff to service everyone.
2. We need more CTAP staff to help us integrate technology with curriculum! There just aren't enough of them! Also, I think CTAP needs to somehow be more visible, to advertise more, and market the service in a more attractive way so teachers will be drawn to this excellent resource.

3. They need more money from the state.

4. Geographic layout of region. There is separation from other counties with no major transportation corridors between, making it difficult and time consuming to do a lot of face-to-face work as an entire region. Videoconferencing is helping, though.

5. Our region base is too difficult and far a drive for our people to attend trainings or meetings.

6. CTAP regions throughout the state are under very limited central control. The variations of how the money is allocated are very frustrating. 

7. The software/video reviews are of little use when the district does not have access to the materials.

8. The communication structure and process is very weak. There needs to be a more direct way to communicate with schools what programs are offered, etc. in a timely manner.

9. CTAP should try to build in more buy in from site administration to encourage them to become more aware of the power of integrated tech lessons. 

10. Maintenance of tech skills for participants needs more follow-through.

11. Regional communication is not strong. Regional planning and delivery of activities to support state and federal programs is lacking. Services best delivered as centralized, regional activities are segmented into county activities to the point that collaboration does not occur. 

12. Not enough in the way of collaboration. Counties should work together more to not reinvent the wheel.

Appendix F

Glossary of Acronyms and Terms Used in This Report

	Term
	Acronym
	Description

	Assembly Bill 75
	AB 75
	The Principal Training Program, authorized by AB 75 (Chapter 697, Statutes 2001), Education Code Sections 44510-44517, provides incentive funding for local educational agencies (LEAs) to provide professional development for school site administrators using SBE-approved training providers.

	Aggregated Data
	
	Data collected together from different sources and considered as a whole.

	Blackboard
	
	One of the resources mentioned by CTAP users in this study. An enterprise software company which has solutions using the internet for online teaching and learning.

	Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment
	BTSA
	A program supporting individuals in their first and second years of teaching through mentoring and coaching, professional development and training activities, and assessment of professional growth.

	California Learning Resources Network 
	CLRN
	The California Learning Resources Network is a statewide education technology service that reviews electronic learning resources for alignment with the state content standards and includes a searchable Web site and links to other statewide education technology services. The Web site is at www.clrn.org. 

	California Technology Assistance Projects 
	CTAP
	The California Technology Assistance Project provides regional technology services to school districts through 11 regional offices. The Web site address is http://www.cde.ca.gov/ctap [Note: the preceding Web address is no longer available.] 

	California Teleconnect Funding 
	CTF
	While the E-rate program includes discounts for a wider range of telecommunications services, California Teleconnect Funding offers discounts for measured business service as well as high bandwidth data lines. Although offering a smaller menu of eligible services, the CTF application process is simpler than E-rate. Applications for CTF discounts are submitted to telecommunications carrier, who will submit the completed eligible application to the California Public Utilities Commission Telecommunication Division. When CTF discounts are approved, the telecommunications carrier will discount the telecommunications to the school. 

	Coaching/mentoring
	
	One-on-one professional development support whereby an experienced, trained individual instructs, prepares, trains and advises a teacher to develop and implement a plan that will positively affect instructional success.

	County Offices of Education (COE)
	COE
	There are 58 county offices of education that provide services to the state's school districts. The county offices have elected governing boards and are administered by elected or appointed county superintendents. 

The county superintendent is responsible for examining and approving school district budgets and expenditures.

County offices of education support school districts by performing the tasks that can be done more efficiently and economically at the county level.

	CTAP Online
	
	One of the resources mentioned by CTAP users in this study. CTAP Online is a website, administered by the Butte County Office of Education, devoted to helping teachers understand, apply and teach technology in their classrooms. The course catalog offers courses in personal proficiency skills, technology integration in curriculum, information literacy, standards, assessment and more. CTAP Online courses can be taken entirely online, administered in a face-to-face setting, or any combination of the two.

	California Technology Assistance Project/Technology Assessment Profile
	CTAP2
	CTAP2is an online, data collection and reporting tool that allows county, district, and school administrators to gather information on their staff's technology proficiency and use of technology to support the teaching and learning process. CTAP2is funded by the California Department of Education.

	CTAP-using Administrators
	
	As part of this study, CTAP Directors we asked to identify a sample of school/district administrators consistently using CTAP services who were surveyed. Participants were selected from the existing database of CTAP-using administrators. This selection process helped ensure that survey respondents possessed CTAP knowledge and experience to provide accurate responses.

	CTAP-using Teachers
	
	As part of this study, CTAP Directors we asked to identify a sample of teachers consistently using CTAP services who were surveyed. Participants were selected from the existing database of CTAP-using teachers. This selection process helped ensure that survey respondents possessed CTAP knowledge and experience to provide accurate responses.

	Center for Teaching Excellence
	CTE Online
	One of the resources mentioned by CTAP users in this study. The University of Maryland's Center for Teaching Excellence is an initiative of the Office of the Associate Provost and Dean for Undergraduate Studies. It provides many resources about teaching with technology on the World Wide Web. The links are filled with information on a wide range of educational technology topics.

	Design for Learning
	
	Designs for Learning, a document describing high quality professional development, was developed by the California Professional Development Reform Initiative, which was sponsored by the California Department of Education with support from the California Professional Development Consortia, the Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning, the California Staff Development Council, and the New Teacher Center.

	Digital Curriculum.com
	
	One of the resources mentioned by CTAP users in this study. AIMS Multimedia will draw upon the most current base of knowledge, existing and emerging technologies, and all of the instructional and pedagogical resources available to develop and distribute instructional programs for education and training. AIMS' programs are available in videocassette, laser videodisc, CD-ROM, DVD, and digital streaming video formats.

	Disaggregated Data
	
	The presentation of data broken into segments, for example test scores for students from various ethnic groups instead of in the aggregate, for the entire student population. Often test data is broken into groups of students who are economically disadvantaged, from racial or ethnic minority groups, have disabilities, or have limited English fluency, thereby allowing parents and teachers to see how each student group is performing in a school.

	Educational Support Systems 
	ESS
	A company providing program planning and evaluation services with a focus on the use of educational technology. ESS is currently the external evaluator of CLRN program and conducted this statewide CTAP study.

	Educational Technology K-12 Voucher Program
	
	This program is a result of a settlement agreement between California and a large technology corporation. Districts that have a state-approved technology plan may apply for vouchers on behalf of their eligible (minimum of 40 percent free or reduced price lunch) K-12 schools. Vouchers may be used to purchase any platform hardware, software (must be “non-custom, off-the shelf”) technical support and/or professional development.

	Electronic Learning Resource 
	ELR
	Learning resources delivered through electronic medium. CLRN was created to be an information source that enables California educators to identify supplemental electronic learning resources that both meet local instructional needs and embody the implementation of California curriculum frameworks and standards. 

	English Learners
	EL
	Students whose home language is not English and who qualify for extra help. EL students were formerly known as "Limited English Proficient" (LEP).

	Electronic Learning Assessment Resource
	ELAR
	ELARs are programs that simplify delivery, aggregation and disaggregation of student assessment data, providing teachers and administrators information that allows them to make better decisions and design more individualized learning and instructional programs.

	Enhancing Education Through Technology 
	EETT
	Formula and competitive grant funding for school technology from the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 used in classrooms to improve student academic achievement.

	E-rate
	
	E-rate is a federal program of the Federal Communications Commission administered by the Schools and Libraries Division (SLD) of the Universal Service Administrative Company that provides eligible K-12 public schools and libraries 20% to 90% discounts on approved telecommunications, Internet access, and internal connections costs. E-rate discounts are based on the number of students eligible for the National School Lunch Program. Schools and libraries in low-income urban communities and rural areas qualify for higher discounts. Although the E-rate application process can be difficult, every school district should consider applying for E-rate discounts.

	High Speed Network
	HSN
	The High Speed Network is a state-funded program to build an infrastructure that would let California schools take advantage of tomorrow's advances in network technology. All 58 counties in the state and K-12 schools are already connected to the Network and the program will continue to increase connectivity to schools throughout the state.

	Just For the Kids
	
	One of the resources mentioned by CTAP users in this study. Using publicly available data from the California Department of Education, JFTK-CA provides a snapshot report on every school in the state. In addition to the Just for the Kids® School Reports available, additional reports, tailored for California are available through the state specific JFTK website.

	Macromedia Breeze
	
	One of the resources mentioned by CTAP users in this study. This resource allows users to share online meetings, presentations and training courses over the Internet—using the familiar PowerPoint application and the Macromedia Flash format.

	No Child Left Behind 
	NCLB
	The 2002 reauthorizaton of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). Originally passed in 1965, ESEA programs provide much of the federal funding for K–12 schools. NCLB's provisions represent a significant change in the federal government's influence in public schols and districts throughout the United States, particularly in terms of assessment, accountability, and teacher quality. It increases the federal focus on the achievement of disadvantaged pupils, including English learners and student who live in poverty, provides funding for innovative programs, and supports the right of parents to transfer their children to a different school if their school is low-performing or unsafe.

	Regional Lead Agencies 
	RLA
	The agency authoring and administering approved CTAP applications in each CTAP region.

	Request for Application
	RFA
	Description of requirements for developing an application for a specific program.

	Senate Bill 1254
	SB 1254
	Senate Bill 1254, authored by Senator Soto, extends the current SETS and CTAP technology support programs for another three years, 2005 – 2008.

	Senate Bill 1384
	SB 1384
	Senate Bill 1384 was legislation which created the ELAR program to enable educators to use pupil test results to guide instruction and curriculum decisions.  Senator Scott, the author of the bill stated that “California students spend days taking standardized tests, yet the results have only been used to provide us with a snapshot of how a district or the state is performing.  My bill will help districts to use testing information in their day-to-day instruction and curriculum decisions to help improve pupil performance.”

	Statewide Educational Technology Services 
	SETS
	The Statewide Education Technology Services (SETS) were authorized by 1998 legislation (Sweeney, AB 1761, Education Code Section 51870.5, ff.). SETS includes three programs: 1] CLRN; 2] TechSETS; and 3] TICAL.

	Streaming
	
	A method of transmitting live or stored audio or video over the Internet. 

	Technical Support for Education Technology in Schools 
	TechSETS
	The Technical Support for Education Technology in Schools is focused on providing technical professionals in California schools improved access to training, support and other resources. The Web site address is www.techsets.org [Note: the preceding Web address is no longer valid.]

	Technology Information Center for Administrative Leadership 
	TICAL
	Technology Information Center for Administrative Leadership is a statewide education technology service that helps school district and site administrators to be effective leaders of “digital schools.” It provides a one-stop, online technology information center with resources and solutions for administrators. The Web site address is www.portical.org

	Technology Support Providers
	
	As part of this study, CTAP Directors we asked to identify a sample of COE, district, and/or school level individuals responsible for coordinating educational technology who consistently used CTAP services for the survey. This selection process helped ensure that survey respondents possessed CTAP knowledge and experience to provide accurate responses.

	U-Portal
	
	One of the resources mentioned by CTAP users in this study. uPortal is a free, sharable portal under development by institutions of higher-education. This group sees an institutional portal as an abridged and customized version of the institutional Web presence... a "pocket-sized" version of the campus Web. Portal technology adds "customization" and "community" to the campus Web presence. Customization allows each user to define a unique and personal view of the campus Web.

	Web Information Links
	WIL
	The CLRN Web Information Links (WIL) database is a collection of free primary source, secondary source, and reference web sites that are accessible though a standards based browse function or a search function. Web Information Links are selected by trained Library Media Specialist using the CLRN Web Information Links Selection Guidelines. All CLRN Web Information Links are suitable for classroom use with students.
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