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California Technology Assistance Project (CTAP) Regional Lead Agencies (RLAs): Approvals
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
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	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Information

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public Hearing


	RECOMMENDATION


The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the State Board of Education (SBE) approve the 2006-07 CTAP Statewide Evaluation Report for the period of July 1, 2006, to June 30, 2007, and approve the 11 CTAP RLAs for the period of   July 1, 2008, to June 30, 2011.
	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION


At its May 2005 meeting, the SBE approved the RLAs for the period of June 1, 2005, to June 30, 2008. At its March 2007 meeting, the SBE approved the Annual Evaluation Report for the CTAP and approved funding for the 11 CTAP RLAs for the period of   July 1, 2007, to June 30, 2008.
	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES


According to Education Code Section 51871 (a), CTAP shall be administered by the CDE to provide a regionalized network of technical assistance to schools and school districts on the implementation of education technology as set forth in policies of the SBE. 
Over the past 9 years, the 11 CTAP RLAs have continued to evolve into effective service and support providers for their client county offices and districts. In the immediate year past, they have provided extensive local support for the Enhancing Education Through Technology (EETT) Formula and Competitive grants, including technology planning, E-rate, and the K-12 Education Technology Voucher Program. 

SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)________________________________________

The extensive professional development provided by CTAP helps schools to enhance technology literacy for staff and students and develops the capacity of teachers to integrate technology effectively into the curriculum to promote academic achievement.

The CDE is fully satisfied with the services and support provided by CTAP and the process CTAP has used to evaluate and improve services. The CDE has conducted annual meetings with the external evaluators and has defined the focus, framework, and process to be used to determine the impact of services provided by CTAP. Copies of the CTAP 2006-07 Statewide Evaluation Report are on file in the SBE Office.

Attachment 1 is the 2006-07 CTAP Evaluation Summary and Statewide End-of-Year Evaluation Report.
CTAP provides professional development and consultation to educators, schools, and districts. Data collected and analyzed for this evaluation provides evidence of the level of use, value and self-reported impact of those services. While the extent of change in students is beyond the scope of this evaluation, there is evidence from other data sources, including the EETT Competitive grant evaluations, that CTAP professional development results in instructional change that in turn positively impacts student learning. The following ten items are a summary of findings regarding the impact of these services across the State:
1. Educators who use CTAP services report that the services enable them to apply knowledge/skills acquired in both teaching practice and in school administration.


2. The four CTAP Program Areas of Emphasis generally match CTAP-user needs, but should be adjusted to new state and local demands such as using technology to support data-driven decision-making.


3. CTAP has directly increased administrators’ use of technology for school management as a result of providing professional development under AB 430.

4. CTAP training on conducting classroom and student observations using hand-held technologies has resulted in data collection and analysis at the school and classroom level to inform changes in instructional practice.
5. CTAP regions are reporting collaboration with other education programs; however all regions suggest a need to increase this effort.


6. The new emphasis on data to document use of impact of CTAP services is facilitating the use of these data by CTAP staff to inform program improvements that better target the needs of clients.
SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)________________________________________

7. The CTAP funding has leveraged additional federal and state funding through partnerships, planning, and grant development from the state to the school levels.


8. Based on the analysis of all evaluation reports and surveys, it is concluded that CTAP provides a highly valued service necessary for educators to effectively use technology to support both school administration and classroom instruction.
9. Many districts and especially schools are not aware of or are aware but do not use CTAP services, which imply a need to create a statewide CTAP awareness effort.

10. While the existing services are generally effective, there is room for improvement as outlined in the recommendations of this report.

Embedded in the evaluation section of the full report is a summary of the 11 CTAP RLAs description of how the regions have addressed the recommendations listed in the prior year’s Evaluation Report. Also included is a description of how the recommendations were addressed in the 2007-08 Regional Plan.
Attachment 2 is the 2006-07 Statewide Education Technology Services (SETS) Evaluation Summary and Statewide End-of-Year Evaluation Report. 
Although each SETS project provides services specific to their purpose, as stated in Education Code Section 51872 (b), the following are some common conclusions regarding the impact of these services across the state:

1. SETS information and support have enabled administrators to use data to inform instructional planning.


2. SETS information and support have helped teachers to identify and use effective and engaging technology applications that support the California Content Standards.


3. The case studies and EETT grant evaluation reports have documented that use of these resources has indirectly increased student learning opportunities, motivation, and achievement.
4. The majority of users of each SETS report that they value the information resources provided to: 1) support technology planning; 2) integrate technology into instruction; 3) find out where to get technical assistance and professional 
development; 4) enable district and county staff to use these resources as the basis for assisting teachers and school administrators to support the California Content Standards; and 5) prepare applications needed for school districts to qualify for federal grants.

SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)________________________________________

The recommendations contained in each project’s 2006-07 End-of-Year Evaluation Report are summarized in the SETS 2006-07 Evaluation Report and were addressed in the 2007-08 Scope of Work revisions of each SETS project.

Attachment 3 provides the list of the proposed RLAs for the period July 1, 2008, to  June 30, 2009. At the May SBE meeting, funding for the 11 RLAs will be recommended for approval contingent upon:

1. A three year plan submitted to the CDE by May 1, 2008, in accordance with the guidelines provided to the regions by the CDE on or before April 1, 2008.
2. Approval of the plan by each region’s Regional Governance Council (RGC) and by the CDE.

3. Assurance that each region has a Regional Governance Council, which meets regularly, and a contracted external evaluator.

	FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)


Approval of the 11 CTAP RLAs for the period of July 1, 2008, to June 30, 2011, will provide needed support to California schools and will support the CDE’s implementation of the Title II, Part D Formula and Competitive grant programs. The majority of CTAP funding is specified in item 6110-181-0001 Education Technology-CTAP from the state general fund.

Following Board approval of the 11 RLAs and the 2006-07 Evaluation Report of CTAP Services at this March 2008 State Board meeting, contingent upon authorization in the 2008-09 State Budget, and fulfillment of the three contingencies above by the SBE at the May 2008 meeting, the CDE will release funding to each region for the next year of this program period. 
The CDE anticipates receiving, from the state and federal budget, approximately $13 million for CTAP regional services for the 2008-09 fiscal year.
	ATTACHMENT(S)


Attachment 1: 2006-07 California Technology Assistance Project (CTAP) Evaluation Summary and Statewide End-of-Year Evaluation Report (91 Pages). This attachment will be available via the World Wide Web at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/et/rs/documents/stctaprpt0607.doc. A copy of the evaluation is also available for viewing at the State Board office. 
Attachment 2: 
2006-07 Statewide Education Technology Services (SETS) Evaluation Summary and Statewide End-of-Year Evaluation Report (118 Pages). This attachment will be available via the World Wide Web at          http://www cde.ca.gov/ls/et/rs/documents/stsetsrpt0607.doc. A copy of the evaluation is also available for viewing at the State Board office.

Attachment 3: California Technology Assistance Project Regional Lead Agencies         (1 Page).
California Technology Assistance Project (CTAP): Evaluation Summary

This document briefly summarizes the 2006-07 evaluation of the eleven regional California Technology Assistance Projects (CTAP) as required by SB 1254, the statute authorizing this program. The complete statewide report, as well as region-specific evaluation reports, is available from the California Department of Education.
CTAP Services Provided: The legislative intent is for CTAP to contribute to an increase in knowledge and use of technology to improve teaching and learning by providing professional development to educators on a regional basis to include: 1) selecting and integrating technology into curriculum, 2) planning and using hardware and telecommunications networks, 3) using technology to support school management and data-driven decision-making, and 4) identifying and applying for state and Federal funding for instructional uses of technology. CTAP staff work with representatives of counties and districts in their regions to provide needed services to all school districts while addressing needs of rural and technologically underserved schools. 
Services delivered: All eleven CTAP regions met or exceeded most (85%) of the planned objectives related to the above-mentioned services. Evaluation showed that the regions collectively delivered about 1,510 professional development events serving about 36,000 educators during 2006-07. About 49% of the participants were teachers, 27% others, and 15% district or site administrators. Professional development included workshops with follow-up support, conference presentations, region-specific institutes, and direct consultation to educators. As was the case in 2005-06, delivery methods included large and small group in-person events with an increase in the use of video-conferencing to deliver professional development and consultation–especially to rural and remote schools. 
Use and Impact of Services: Surveys completed by a sample of 17,813 participants in CTAP services showed that across all types of services delivered, 50% definitely planned to use information or skills acquired from CTAP and 20% were prepared to assist others. CTAP also provided assistance to districts in developing technology plans required for Federal E-rate discounts and in writing Federal Enhancing Education Through Technology (EETT) Competitive grants resulting in $25,990,586 funding to districts. A representative sample of 3,028 users of CTAP services completed a pre-post survey documenting a significant increase in readiness and or use of technology related to each of the CTAP Program Areas. The California School Technology Survey indicated a statewide need to increase awareness of CTAP and SETS.
Recommendations: The major recommendations based on the 2006-07 evaluation include the following: 1) Increase awareness and use of CTAP services, 2) expand coordination of CTAP with other state and regional programs and services, 3) help educators find appropriate applications for the K-12 High Speed Network, 4) explore additional strategies for meeting the needs of rural and technologically underserved schools, 5) ensure services are adapted to meet current local needs while maintaining a regional focus, 6) provide additional assistance in the use of technology for management and analysis of student data to inform instructional decisions, and 7) each of the CTAP projects continue to implement actions to address the project-specific recommendations included in the 2005-05 as well as the recommendations included in the 2006-07 evaluation reports. Based on the overall high value reported for all CTAP services provided to teachers and school administrators and the increasing importance of technology in the 21st century, it is recommended that these programs be continued for 2008-09 and as needed in the future.  
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‘which you have just completed. Using the scale of 1-5 rate your personal reaction according to the following criteria.
Check “NA” if the topic was not introduced.

CTAP rating categories for the impact of professional development or support service
NA= the topic was not introduced

1= The topic was covered but it is probably not something that I will use or implement.

2= Lattained sufficient awareness but need more assistance foractual use

3= Lam suffciently prepared on the topic but ot sure if I will implement or use what I have leamed
4=Idefintely plan to implement or use the information or kills acquired from this event

5 = Tam prepared to trsin and assistothers in using the resource of implementing the strategy

Professional development addressed by the CTAP-sponsored assistance or workshop Impact Rating
Rate only the area or areas of major emphasis for this event NA Impact rating NAT 23 45
« Sclecting, accessing, and using technology to expand student leaning opportnities, skills, O O O
and knowledge.
« Planning, implementing, and using hardware and making use of available network 000000

infrastructures for instructional purposes.

 Sclecting and using technology-based applications to access, manage, and analyze student O O
assessment and related information.
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 Identifying and applying for state and/or federal or private funding related to the application O
of technology to access and/or utilize technology in education.

Briefly list the most relevant and useful skill(s) and/or knowledge you acquired from this CTAP event:

For knowledge/skill arca(s) you indicated you would use or implement, describe how and when:

Please provide suggestions for improving this workshop and/or other CTAP services:

Thank you for taking the time to complete this assessment.
(Submit Assessment )
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»"  CTAP region. The results will help determine needed revisions of CTAP to improve services to
educators, statewide and in your region. All information will be kept confidential. Your name and
email address are needed for follow-up contact, if necessary.

Title of this event:
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Name (optional):
Email Address (optional):

School District:

County:
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Location of primary responsibility: ( Piease select one... [3)
Community type where you work: [ please select one... [5)

Our rural and technologically underserved districts (RTU) include the 44 districts that have enrollments of less than 600 students and
are receiving less than $10,000 per year in EETT funding.

How long have you been aware of CTAP? [ please select one... [%)

How did you learn about CTAP? (check all that apply)

O Conference (0 CA Department of Education (1 Workshop
O Brochure 0 School District Office (0 EETT Grant Guidelines
(0 CTAP Newsletter (0 CTAP Website 0 Colleague

() County Office of Education () Other

‘Would you be willing to be interviewed in the future about what you have used and valued from this or other
CCTAP services and/or activities? O Yes ONo
Preferred contact time:

Preferred contact phone number:
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Executive Summary

This report documents and summarizes the progress of the eleven regional California Technology Assistance Projects (CTAP) in meeting annual benchmarks towards stated objectives, and the impact of CTAP services on educators who used those services. More specifically, the report describes the governance structure, overall attainment of planned CTAP benchmarks, value and impact on users of CTAP services, and specific recommendations based on the evaluation findings. The report also describes the evaluation approach and sources of data used in the evaluation. Separate documents available from the California Department of Education (CDE) provide external evaluations for each of the individual CTAP regions. 

Data collected from each of the eleven CTAP Regional Governance Councils (RGCs) documented an increase in the level of involvement of county representatives in planning and advising regional CTAP staff on the identification of specific county-, district-, and school-level needs for technology assistance. The RGC members and CTAP staff generally used local needs assessment data, prior evaluation findings, and state and legislative priorities to guide selection of services and resources provided. There is evidence from surveys and observations of meetings that the RGCs are providing increased representation of the rural and technologically underserved districts.

As part of the ongoing evaluation process participants from the eleven regions were surveyed at the completion of each CTAP-sponsored professional development activity about their potential use of the information presented. Figure 1 illustrates the finding from over 10,000 participants who completed this survey, and shows that across program areas and levels of depth of workshops, 49.6% definitely plan to use of the information or skills acquired from the activity and 19.7% are prepared to assist others in using the resource or implementing the strategy. These findings suggest that most educators who use CTAP services anticipated changing instructional practice as a result of their participation in CTAP-sponsored activities. 
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In May 2007, known users of CTAP services in all eleven regions were surveyed to obtain a pre-post self-assessment of their gains in readiness to use the information and/or skills acquired from participation in CTAP activities during the 2006-07 school year. As shown in Figure 2, CTAP users generally increased from “prepared to apply” to “beginning to apply” what they learned. The greatest self-reported gains in readiness and/or use of information and skills were in Program Area 1, selecting and integrating technology into instruction (gain=0.9). 
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	Figure 3: CTAP Overall Benchmark Progress for 2006-07
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After reviewing all available evidence from the variety of data sources, it is evident that CTAP regions met or exceeded the 2006-07 planned objectives. As shown in Figure 3 on the right, 85% of the CTAP benchmarks were met (47%) or exceeded (38%) as of June 2007 in terms of numbers of activities initiated and numbers of persons participating in CTAP events. With few exceptions, most of the objectives will be continued for 2007-08.

Figure 4 on the following page shows the level of awareness and/or use of CTAP in all eleven regions based on the California Technology Survey (CSTS) data from all districts. 
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The CSTS data suggests moderate to high use of CTAP services, especially in regions with more urban and suburban districts. It also indicates a need to increase access to and use of CTAP services in rural areas.

In addition to surveys of use and impact of CTAP resources, ESS collected data on the need for additional assistance in each of the CTAP program service areas. Figure 5 shows that CTAP users indicate a need for more assistance in all services areas, especially in how to integrate teaching into curriculum and instruction followed by assistance in procuring funding for technology, using technology to support management and administration, and technology planning.
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In addition to professional development services, CTAP assisted districts and county offices of education in developing educational technology plans. This is an important service, as approved plans are necessary to receive EETT and E-Rate funding as well as the K-12 Education Technology Voucher funding. CTAP also provided assistance to districts writing Enhancing Education Through Technology (EETT) Competitive grant applications. During 2006-07, CTAP-assisted districts were awarded a total of $25,990,586 in EETT Competitive funding. CTAP also assisted districts develop their technology plans which enabled them to receive approximately $15 million in EETT Formula grant funding.

Additional findings reported by external evaluators showed that: 1) CTAP provided a highly valued service, 2) the current funding level for CTAP limits access to CTAP services, 3) rural districts continue to need increased access to CTAP services, 4) collaboration with other education programs needs to be increased, 5) increased regionalization of services is needed to ensure equity of access in some regions, and 6) the CTAP online professional development assessment system needs additional refinement. Specific recommendations that address these concerns are provided at the end of this report.
Purpose

This report was prepared by Educational Support Systems (ESS) through a contract by the California Department of Education (CDE) to conduct the statewide CTAP evaluation, in accordance with SB 1254, the legislation that authorized CTAP in 2004. It provides an evaluation of the eleven regional California Technology Assistance Projects (CTAP) and covers the period from July 1, 2006–June 30, 2007. Multiple sources of data and information were used including aggregating the findings of the external evaluation reports of each region, a statewide survey of CTAP clients conducted by ESS and analysis of existing CDE data sources. The evaluation addresses the second year progress in meeting annual benchmarks towards objectives as stated in the approved three-year regional CTAP Plans. Both formative and summative, or impact, evaluation are included. Recommendations for improving CTAP throughout the state are also provided. 

Background 

Over the past 26 years, state supported educational technology services provided professional development, planning, and implementation assistance to help schools use technology to support teaching and learning. More recently, these programs include the eleven Regional California Technology Assistance Projects (CTAP) and the four Statewide Education Technology Services (SETS) projects. 

The eleven CTAP regional programs provide professional development and support in four program areas, including but not limited to: 1) use of technology as a tool to improve teaching and learning, 2) hardware and network implementation, 3) using technology to improve school management, and 4) funding and coordination with other programs. CTAP regional services are intended to reduce local duplication of needed services and assure equity of access to resources in rural and technologically underserved districts.

The four Statewide Education Technology (SETS) projects provide information and support, most cost-effectively delivered on a statewide basis, to CTAP regions and directly to school districts. The CTAP regions facilitate local use by teachers and school administrators of the resources provided by the four SETS projects. The four SETS projects are: 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; 3) the Technology Information Center for Administrative Leadership (TICAL) - an information and staff development resource enabling school administrators to use technology to support school management and data-driven decision making; and 4) EdTechProfile (ETP) – a SETS project added in 2005 to continue providing access to the online technology proficiency assessment as well as related reports of teacher and student proficiency assessment data and other services.

CTAP and SETS, with the CDE, provide a coordinated support system designed to meet specific regional and local needs. The CTAP and SETS projects are major and necessary components of the state’s technology plan that is a requirement for the state to be eligible to participate in Title II-D [Enhancing Education Through Technology (EETT)] of the federally funded No Child Left Behind (NCLB) program. CTAP plays a major role in assisting districts to establish their eligibility for NCLB Title II D, EETT local funding. The graphic below illustrates the relationship of these services and resources.

In 2004, the CTAP and SETS projects were reauthorized for 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 K-12 High Speed Network (K12HSN); 4) assist rural and underserved schools in equal access issues to support the use of technology; and 5) encourage schools to apply for State and Federal funds for technology. 

An important addition to the responsibilities of both CTAP and SETS was that the impact of these services be objectively and externally evaluated. New evaluation instruments and a data collection system were developed to address this mandate. In the past, evaluation tended to focus on numbers of activities and persons served with little emphasis on impact in terms of level of use and value of these services. Sources of data now include self-assessments of change in teaching practice resulting from CTAP involvement, prior statewide reports, policy papers, CTAP user data and anecdotal reports from educators. 

 Evaluation Approach, Design, and Instrumentation

Evaluation approach and design

This evaluation report documents the major implementation phases of the eleven CTAP regions and assesses and analyzes the impact of CTAP services. ESS collects both formative and summative evaluation data to: 1) provide ongoing feedback to inform CTAP staff of needed program changes, 2) develop the end-of-year evaluation for the CDE, and 3) provide information to help determine CTAP needs for 2007-08. As delineated below (Section B, 3), multiple sources of data are collected and analyzed. Every effort is made to use existing data if it is available. The major source of data is the eleven external evaluation reports prepared by the external evaluators for each region.

The CTAP evaluation is planned and conducted to align evaluation indicators and related data-collection instruments to the CDE-approved CTAP Evaluation Focus Framework. This Focus Framework was developed in collaboration with CTAP Directors and their External Evaluators to operationally define the basic topics that define each of the four Program Areas. The four Program Areas were a requirement to be addressed in the CTAP Request For Proposal (RFP) and the Evaluation Focus Framework was developed to directly reflect the definitions of the four Program Areas. The evaluators worked with the CTAP directors of each of the eleven regions to align the regional objectives and activities with the Focus Framework topics. The alignment of regional CTAP objectives across the eleven regions, to the Focus Framework topics for all four Program Areas is summarized in Appendix A. 

The sections of this report that describe findings for each Program Area list the Focus Framework topics for that Program Area. Both the Online Activities Assessment and the CTAP User Survey, described in the following section, were developed to directly assess the extent to which educators who used CTAP services were ready to implement information and skills related to each of the Focus Framework topics. 

Figure 6 below illustrates the overall evaluation data collection and reporting process. The evaluation information (shown in green) uses data from all of the existing external evaluations and other relevant data. It draws ongoing information from the implementation of services and then analyzes the levels of use and impact based on implementation, demographics, and support. The evaluation findings are used to inform the RGCs, the CDE and SBE, and the Legislature.

Figure 6: CTAP and SETS Evaluation Overview
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Evaluation Data Sources

Evaluation data sources utilized in this evaluation include findings from region-specific external evaluation reports, locally designed surveys, statewide surveys, staff interviews, records of accomplishments, directors’ reports and other data collection tools developed by ESS. Sections 1 and 2 below describe the two major data sources developed by ESS with input from the CTAP Directors: 1) the Online Activities Assessment and 2) the End-of-Year CTAP User Survey. Section 3 includes a table that provides a description of all data sources used in the development of this report. 

Online Activities Assessment 

ESS, in collaboration with the CTAP Directors, designed a professional development assessment system to collect data on the specific professional development activities provided by each CTAP region, as well as participant feedback on the impact of each activity. This online system, referred to as the Online Activities Assessment, was administered at the end of each professional development activity in order to provide real-time information relating to activities throughout the region and instant feedback to workshop presenters regarding the extent to which participants could or would apply what was presented. A copy of this survey is provided as Appendix B. 

The Online Activities Assessment survey asked participants to rate the level of immediate impact on the following 5-point scale: 1 = Topic was covered, but it is not something that I will use or implement, 2 = I attained sufficient awareness but need more assistance for actual use, 3 = I am sufficiently prepared on the topic, but not sure if I will implement or use what I have learned, 4 = I definitely plan to implement or use the information or skills acquired from this event, and 5 = I am prepared to train and assist others in using the resource or implementing the strategy. 

All of the eleven regions used either the Online Activities Assessment or a modification of it for 2006-07. During the year, 10,601 assessments were completed, representing approximately 32.8% of the total number possible, had all participants completed surveys for all activities. Not all activities require participant assessments, e.g. conference presentations, some regional meetings, when a presentation is a small part of a larger presentation put on by a collaborating entity.

End-of-year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment 

ESS also developed a self-assessment tool, referred to as the End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment, which was used in all eleven regions. The CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment consists of 28 items grouped by Program Area. Each survey item is directly related to the CTAP Evaluation Focus Framework, which provides indicators operationally defining each Program Area. The survey also collects open-ended reactions to and suggestions for improvement of CTAP services. A copy of this survey is provided as Appendix C.

The End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment asked participants to reflect on their level of readiness and potential to apply the information and skills reflected by each of the 28 survey items, rate their level before receiving CTAP professional development or assistance (pre-CTAP), and then rate their level of readiness and use of information and skills after receiving CTAP professional development (post-CTAP). Based on this data, ESS was able to compute the gain in self-rated readiness to use the information and skills resulting from participation in CTAP activities. Self-ratings are based a 5-point scale as follows: 1 = I do not have enough knowledge related to this item to use it, 2 = I am prepared to apply the knowledge/skill and planning to do so, 3 = I am beginning to apply the knowledge/skills in my position, 4 = I consistently apply the knowledge/skills in my position, 5 = I consistently apply the knowledge/skills in my position and am able to assist colleagues to do the same, and Not Applicable = CTAP assistance was not received by or applicable to me in terms of this survey item.

The ESS End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment also asked participants to indicate their interest in additional CTAP activities related to each of the 27 survey items. Participants were asked to answer the question “Would you like CTAP to provide additional assistance on this topic?” ESS analyzes this data by computing the percentage of respondents that answered “yes” to this question. Additionally, the survey respondents were asked to: 1) list specific CTAP strengths and/or areas in which they benefited most from CTAP, and 2) suggest specific ways CTAP services might better meet their needs. Responses to these questions provided data to inform a needs assessment for the region for the following year. For 2006-07, additional items were added to document user reactions to each of the 11 CTAP websites.

The statewide CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment was completed by a total of 3,028 educators in May 2007. The distribution of responses was representative of the total number of persons using CTAP services in each of the eleven regions. Fifty-six percent (1,708) of the respondents were teachers, 16% site administrators, 10% district administrators and the remainder technology support, county, and library media staff. Over half (57%) of the respondents began using CTAP services between July and September 2006, with 23% between October and December 2006, and the remainder (21%) after January 2007. 
Additional Sources of Data

In addition to the major data sources described above, there were a variety of other sources of data used in the evaluation. Table 1, provides a summary description of all sources of data used for this evaluation and the type of data obtained. 

Table 1: Sources of data for the CTAP regional evaluation

	Data Source
	Description
	Data Obtained

	1. External Evaluation Reports for each of the eleven CTAP Regions for 2006-07
	Each of the eleven CTAP Regions contract with an external evaluator to provide a formative and summative evaluation of the level of implementation of services as well as educator-reactions and needs for these services. Evaluations were aligned to the CTAP Focus Framework to provide a common set of criteria to apply across the regional evaluations.
	Eleven reports were obtained and analyzed providing data covering 2006-07.

	2. State CTAP Evaluation Focus Framework (Appendix A)
	This matrix provides documentation of the State CTAP Focus Framework topics addressed by the objectives and activities for each of the four Program Areas.
	Eleven completed frameworks were obtained and summarized.

	3. End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment (Appendix C)
	This online survey described previously, provides a self-report by users of services to measure: 1) change in instructional practice on a pre-post basis, 2) client needs for additional assistance, 3) strengths and benefits, and 4) suggestions for improving CTAP services.
	Survey completed by 3,028 educators in all eleven CTAP regions.

	4. CTAP Professional Development Activities database (Appendix D)
	This database is a component of the Professional Development Assessment System maintained by Stanislaus COE. CTAP staff record data on all events, including regional plan objectives addressed, activity level (Level 1 – 3), number of participants, breakdown of participants by position, types of districts served (e.g. rural, PI, technologically underserved, etc.) and other.
	Ongoing data obtained from all eleven regions for 2,911 CTAP events.

	5. Online CTAP Professional Development Survey 
(Appendix B)
	This is a survey completed by each participant in CTAP-sponsored events and/or consultations whereby they report their readiness and/or plans to use the knowledge/skills acquired as a result of their participation. The questions are directly related to each of the four CTAP Program Areas of emphasis for services provided.
	Ongoing data obtained from all eleven regions for 2,260 events and 10,601 participants. 

	6. California School Technology Survey (CSTS)
	A survey administered each year by the state to all districts and schools to assess the awareness of, need for, and use of the services provided by CTAP and SETS as well as access to and use of hardware and Internet resources.
	Obtained and analyzed 9,249 school surveys and 1,030 district surveys.

	7. SETS Professional Development Survey CTAP Regional Liaisons
	A database maintained by Santa Cruz COE to survey regional CTAP/SETS Liaisons to gather reactions to SETS training or consultation. Data is entered by the CTAP SETS Liaisons for CLRN, TICAL, TechSETS, and TICAL.
	Ongoing data obtained from all four SETS completed by 229 presenters. 

	8. Annual survey of CTAP Regional Governance Councils (RGC) (Appendix E)
	An online survey completed by all RGC and Advisory Members in the last meeting of each year to determine level of member participation in CTAP planning and implementation and based on guidelines established in the CTAP RFP.
	This survey was completed by 7 regions. 

	9. Director and staff interviews (Appendix F)
	In addition to ongoing director conversations by the external evaluator, formal end-of-the-year interviews were conducted in many regions using a set of basic questions. In some cases key staff were also interviewed.
	Ongoing data obtained from directors and key staff.

	10. CTAP Staff Activity Survey (Appendix G)
	ESS form developed to analyze the time CTAP staff members are engaged in consultations to clients as well as other major activities.
	This survey was completed by 9 regions.

	11. CTAP approved three-year plan.
	The CTAP Plan data collection forms (F and R) are used to verify objectives, planned assessment strategies, and other data as needed to help determine completion of benchmarks.
	Objectives, benchmarks, and timelines were obtained from the approval plans.

	12. Responses to recommendations from the external evaluations.
	A summary of the actions to be taken in response to the recommendations from the regional evaluations.
	Available responses to the external evaluations were summarized.


CTAP Overview and Demographic Profile

Overview of CTAP Services

The eleven CTAP regions are intended to provide a common and equitable system of educational technology services statewide while addressing the unique characteristics and needs of the counties and districts they serve. 

The CDE has defined CTAP services in terms of four major Program Areas, which incorporate the legislative intent. Each CTAP region is accountable to deliver services to educators based on these four Program Areas:
1. Professional development and learning resources to use technology as a tool to improve teaching and learning.

2. Professional development and support related to hardware and telecommunications.

3. Professional development and support related to using technology as a tool to improve school management

4. Funding and coordination with federal, state, and local programs.

Types of services delivered: The overall intent of the legislation (SB 1254) authorizing and funding CTAP and SETS is to contribute to an increase in knowledge of technology in order to improve teaching and learning by: 

1. Providing technology planning and technical assistance. 

2. Providing professional development in technology and curriculum integration. 

3. Working collaboratively with school districts, county offices of education, and businesses in the region. 

4. Delivering services as specified in SB 1254 to all school districts and county offices of education in the region. 

5. Ensuring support of school districts and county offices of education to the regional lead agency (the CTAP region).

6. Assisting schools to utilize high-speed telecommunications networks. 

7. Documenting and addressing the needs of rural schools and technologically underserved school districts and county offices of education. 

8. Evaluating the implementation of, access to, use of, and local impact of the services provided by the region.

CTAP service delivery strategies: All eleven CTAP regions are challenged by the wide range of size and geographic location of schools and districts and/or the large number of educators to be served. Districts range from the larger districts such as Los Angeles Unified School District to many small rural districts along throughout the state. Most regions provide staff development in a wide variety of venues ranging from face-to-face activities at local districts or schools to online professional development delivered over the K12HSN. Because of state support for the K12HSN, CTAP-initiated online courses are available to educators in most regions. Workshops and institutes are offered after school, during school, on weekends, and during the summer. When appropriate or necessary, the regions also provided site-based or county- and/or school district-based professional development opportunities.
The CTAP Directors and staff maintain frequent ongoing communication with the county contacts, with the other CTAP regions, the SETS projects, the CDE, and other education agencies and programs. CTAP staff participates on various SETS advisory committees and subcommittees. 

A major role of CTAP is to provide support for technology plan development, EETT competitive grant development, funded EETT program implementation, and to provide information and assistance with technology purchasing decisions as well as professional development. CTAP staff assisted all districts in revising and updating technology plans as needed for them to qualify for federal EETT, E-Rate, and other programs. CTAP regions also kept districts informed of the Education Technology K-12 Voucher funding and other possible educational technology funding sources. 

Several CTAP regions hosted at least one annual conference as well as in-depth professional development institutes for local educators who may not have been able to attend statewide or regional conferences such as Computer Using Educators (CUE). CTAP assistance also included information posted on the CTAP websites, informational meetings with district staff, extensive consultation with staff and in-person support. Specific examples of projects, products, and resources unique to each region are briefly described in Section X of this report.

Consistent with the emphasis on education program accountability, the CTAP regions are using a variety of sources of data and information to help inform planning and delivery of services. Following are the major data sources used by CTAP:

1. External evaluations

A major data source used to inform CTAP planning are the formative and summative findings and recommendations from the CTAP external evaluations. Evaluators work closely with CTAP staff and Regional Governance Councils to provide ongoing feedback based on data collected and to provide recommendations for improving CTAP services. The CDE now requires that each region revise objectives and related services based on the external evaluation recommendations. 

2. California School Technology Survey (CSTS)

Another data source is the California District and School Technology Surveys. With CTAP assistance, over 99% of the schools complete this assessment of school access to and use of technology to support instruction. During 2006-07, new survey items were added to the CSTS to document the need for and use of CTAP and SETS services on a regional as well as a statewide basis. The results of the new items provided data, by region, to determine district and school level of awareness and/or use of CTAP services. 

3. EdTechProfile (ETP)

ETP is a SETS project that directly supports CTAP by providing an online data management system that may be used by site and district administrators as well as CTAP to track and generate reports on teacher technology proficiency, to manage grant-based or individual-based technology training programs, and to assist districts with EETT project assessments. CTAP works closely with and advises ETP on the design of data management tools to address CTAP needs as such needs emerge. 

4. Online professional development monitoring system

All CTAP regions in 2006-07 adopted or adapted an online data collection and management system to capture data from professional development events. These online systems allowed participants to evaluate each professional development activity at the end of the session in the eleven regions. The reporting function of the systems made it possible for evaluators to disaggregate data by categories such as county, district, program area, and is available on demand to CTAP staff.

5. CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment

During 2005-06 ESS developed and pilot tested a survey, based on the CTAP Focus Framework, designed to document self-reported change in instructional and administrative practice through the use of technology. In 2006-07 it was administered statewide in all regions. The data is provided by ESS to each region to inform planning decisions.

Demographic Profile

A major finding relevant to the conditions under which CTAP regions must operate was the broad scope of demographic variables. As shown in Table 2 below, the largest region (Region 11) serves one large county and approximately 85 districts and 1,942 schools serving approximately 1,673,257 students. The smallest and most rural region (Region 2) serves 9 counties, 97 districts, and 404 schools, serving approximately 97,275 students. Funding for CTAP is based on the number of students in each region with a base level of $50,000 per region. 
Table 2: 2006-07 CTAP Statewide demographic data

	CTAP

Region


	County

Offices
	Districts

in region
	Schools

in region
	Rural

Schools
	PI

Schools
	Teacher

FTE
	Admin.

FTE
	Student per computer ratio

	
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	

	1
	5
	9%
	97
	9%
	404
	4%
	215
	16%
	60
	3%
	6,146
	2%
	543
	2%
	4.3

	2
	9
	16%
	128
	12%
	438
	5%
	279
	21%
	31
	1%
	5,155
	2%
	492
	2%
	3.5

	3
	10
	17%
	96
	9%
	792
	8%
	163
	12%
	121
	5%
	20,176
	7%
	1,659
	7%
	3.9

	4
	7
	12%
	101
	10%
	1,149
	12%
	32
	2%
	236
	10%
	31,752
	11%
	2,498
	10%
	4.6

	5
	4
	7%
	82
	8%
	608
	6%
	33
	3%
	124
	6%
	17,765
	6%
	1,448
	6%
	5.5

	6
	5
	9%
	63
	6%
	469
	5%
	134
	10%
	106
	5%
	12,855
	4%
	1,034
	4%
	4.1

	7
	6
	10%
	131
	13%
	745
	8%
	168
	13%
	263
	12%
	19,282
	7%
	1,786
	7%
	4.2

	8
	4
	7%
	105
	10%
	657
	7%
	97
	7%
	159
	7%
	19,606
	7%
	1,547
	6%
	4.2

	9
	3
	5%
	88
	8%
	1,356
	14%
	59
	4%
	272
	12%
	47,432
	16%
	3,620
	15%
	4.3

	10
	4
	7%
	69
	7%
	993
	10%
	115
	9%
	286
	13%
	37,191
	13%
	2,832
	12%
	5.4

	11
	1
	2%
	85
	8%
	1,942
	20%
	17
	1%
	595
	26%
	77,824
	26%
	6,786
	28%
	4.5

	Statewide
	58
	100%
	1,045
	100%
	9,553
	100%
	1,312
	100%
	2,253
	100%
	295,184
	100%
	24,245
	100%
	4.4


*Data from the California Department of Education Ed-Data 2006-07

At the end of the 2006-07 reporting period most school districts and county offices of education prepared state-approved district technology plans that were made possible by assistance from CTAP staff. All eligible districts, assisted by CTAP, participated in the Federal EETT Formula grant program, and 1,018 districts were funded to participate in Round 4 EETT Competitive grant program. Most school districts participated in the E-Rate or California Teleconnect Fund (CTF) and 98.5% of the schools were connected to the Internet, with 95% of the classrooms in those schools having access to the Internet (data from the California Department of Education Ed-Data 2006-07 website). 

Technologically Underserved

ESS analyzed the California State Technology Survey (CSTS) to provide a more comprehensive analysis of technology access, use, and support for its use in California Schools. This survey was completed in March 2006 by 9,432 (97%) of the 9,720 schools with County, District, School (CDS) codes. The person completing the CSTS school survey was the building principal or his or her designee. In some cases the data was incomplete or somewhat limited in accuracy. The results are shown in Table 3 below.

Table 3: School Technology Indicator ratings by CTAP Region based on the California School Technology Survey (CSTS) and schools designated as technologically underserved*

	CSTS Topics and Items for this report
	Possible weighted

score
	CTAP Regions – Average weighted scores
	State-wide

	
	
	R1
	R2
	R3
	R4
	R5
	R6
	R7
	R8
	R9
	R10
	R11
	

	Technology Planning (2a)
	5
	3.92
	3.54
	3.84
	3.62
	3.64
	3.96
	3.75
	4.36
	3.62
	3.82
	3.69
	3.76

	Computers for student (3a)
	15
	3.75
	4.74
	3.48
	3.60
	3.72
	3.35
	3.83
	3.75
	3.62
	3.14
	3.41
	3.53

	Connectivity (4c)
	10
	9.22
	9.64
	9.60
	9.29
	9.60
	9.37
	9.55
	9.61
	9.52
	9.68
	9.46
	9.51

	Hardware repair time (5a)
	15
	6.36
	7.57
	7.12
	6.63
	6.80
	7.07
	7.34
	7.03
	6.60
	6.81
	6.81
	6.87

	Technology in Curriculum support (6a)
	20
	9.70
	11.44
	11.13
	10.76
	10.44
	10.99
	11.65
	11.06
	11.07
	11.30
	11.23
	11.06

	Administrator tech use (7c)
	15
	12.33
	12.71
	13.17
	12.72
	12.86
	12.87
	12.99
	13.13
	13.12
	13.02
	12.45
	12.84

	Student technology use (7d)
	20
	13.04
	13.54
	13.15
	13.17
	12.89
	12.62
	12.76
	13.49
	13.71
	12.78
	12.79
	13.09

	Total Score
	100
	58.32
	63.18
	61.49
	59.79
	59.95
	60.23
	61.87
	62.43
	61.26
	60.55
	59.84
	60.66

	Number Underserved*
	150
	81
	230
	422
	199
	135
	186
	138
	380
	273
	624
	2,818

	Percent Underserved*
	37%
	18%
	29%
	36%
	32%
	28%
	24%
	21%
	28%
	27%
	31%
	30%


* The number and percentage underserved is the number and percentage of schools scoring below the 30th percentile on the distribution of scores in the state. 

In Table 3, a school is considered “technologically underserved” if it scores below the 30th percentile on the distribution of scores in the state. Analysis of the CSTS data shows that the region averages are close to the state average of 60.66 with a range from 58.32 to 63.18. The total possible is 100. Analysis of the data suggests that Region 1 at 37% and Region 4 at 36% had the highest percentage of schools being technologically underserved, and that Region 2 at 18% had the lowest percentage of schools being technologically underserved. It can be inferred that those schools in the technologically underserved category have the greatest need for CTAP assistance and that the CSTS data will help in determining the type of assistance needed. 

A list of the schools scoring in the technologically underserved category was made available by ESS to each CTAP region. These schools, as well as rural schools, will be targeted for CTAP services. It is cautioned that this data may not be completely reliable, as some schools did not complete all of the school technology survey items. ESS also provided each CTAP region with a list of schools that had incomplete survey data.

Regional Governance 

Each CTAP region is advised by a Regional Governance Council (RGC) that includes representatives involved in curriculum, assessment, and administration from each county served. The RGC is involved in planning, oversight of operations, program delivery, and approval and implementation of the CTAP plan. The CDE required that the external evaluation report document the extent to which each region implemented RGC involvement. The external evaluator for most regions attended and observed RGC meetings; they also surveyed RGC members at the end of the 2006-07 school year and discussed meeting outcomes with region directors and staff. 

A review of the external evaluation reports showed that RGC members generally complied with the guidelines. This has resulted in increased representation and involvement of members in regional CTAP implementation and planning with a focus on better meeting local needs in addition to responding to input from the ongoing formative evaluation data. 

Table 4 documents progress made and reported by seven RGCs in addressing the RFP guidelines by showing the percent of regions addressing each area. 

Table 4: RGC participation and CTAP Statewide planning and implementation
	RGC involvement in planning, oversight of operations and program delivery, approval, and implementation of the plan, including services provided by funded LEAs to ensure:
	% Not addressed
	% Addressed

	a. Equity of access to services by all schools, districts, and county offices of education, including those that are rural and technologically underserved.
	0%
	100%

	b. Equity of access to services by Program Improvement, II/USP, HP, and State Monitored districts and schools.
	14%
	86%

	c. Effective communication between the RGC and staff who attend the Director’s and Program Management Committee meetings.
	0%
	100%

	d. Appropriate program modifications based on input from external evaluator on implementation progress, impact, and recommended improvements. 
	0%
	100%

	e. Effective collaboration with the SETS projects.
	29%
	71%

	f. Coordinating CTAP and linking CTAP services/resources with other regional service providers.
	14%
	86%

	g. Monitoring program expenditures, including expenditures by funded LEAs on, at least, a quarterly basis. 
	17%
	83%

	h. Updating local needs assessment on at least an annual basis. 
	0%
	100%


Based on RGC member survey results, RGC meeting observations, review of CDE RGC Meeting Reports, and discussions with the director/staff, it was determined that, in general, CTAP regions evidenced increased centralized planning while improving the local participation of county representatives. External evaluations generally reported that RGC members had opportunities to participate in the meetings and were generally informed about important issues and were very involved in the regional planning and implementation of CTAP plans. Across the seven regions, the major change resulting from the increased RGC involvement was increased centralization and distribution of services.

CTAP Needs Assessments

All CTAP regions used a variety of data sources to inform possible changes in the 2006-07 objectives and benchmarks. Needs assessment data sources included: 1) a statewide CTAP-User Survey conducted by the external evaluators (ESS) disaggregated by county, 2) input from RGCs, 3) input from CTAP staff, 4) data from the CSTS, 5) input from regional management teams, 6) data from the EdTechProfile technology proficiency assessments, 7) recommendations from the 2005-06 CTAP external evaluations, 8) local surveys, and 9) new priorities identified by the CDE. 

CTAP staff analyzed needs assessment and formative evaluation data to inform the development of plan objectives, and identify specific activities to be continued, modified, eliminated, or added. Increased emphasis was placed on regionalization of services and greater collaboration with other regional projects such as Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment (BTSA), and Program Improvement (PI).

In general there continued to be a documented need for technology skills proficiency classes for teachers. There also was a need for increased in-depth professional development with follow-up to enable teachers and administrators to integrate technology in order to increase learning opportunities related to the state content standards. There were continuing needs reported by technology coordinators and other administrators for training and consultation on technology planning, new funding sources, EETT technical assistance, E-Rate assistance, and related topics. 

For 2006-07, CTAP staff and the external evaluators reviewed and shared all available data, which was used to help determine regional and statewide needs. The current external evaluations and related recommendations provided much of the information and data to inform midcourse changes enabling CTAP regions to more closely meet the needs of educators in the region. The following sections provide a report on the progress toward attaining the annual benchmarks for 2006-07 and the CTAP service use level of use of CTAP services by educators in the regions and as well as the impact services had on CTAP service users of the CTAP services. 

CTAP Attainment of Benchmarks and Impact by Program Area

The CTAP RFA defines four program areas each region must address: 1) using technology to improve teaching and learning, 2) professional development in the use of hardware and technology infrastructure, 3) using technology in managing instruction, and 4) funding and coordination with other state and federal programs. For each of these four program areas the CDE, with input from CTAP Directors and Evaluators, established a set of focus topics that define each Program Area. Each of the specific CTAP professional development and assistance activities were aligned to these framework topics. This section of the report summarizes the following: 

A. Progress toward meeting the benchmarks: The external evaluators, in consultation with the CTAP Director and staff, analyzed the progress toward achieving each objective and related annual benchmarks. Benchmark attainment levels are designated as: “Not Started”, “In Progress”, “Met” or “Exceeded.” 

B. Implementation of and participation in activities: This section disaggregates collected data relating to the total number of implemented activities/events by program area and level of depth of activity. The three levels of depth for professional development activities are defined as follows: 
· Level 1: More than one day of professional development addressing a focused (single subject) topic with coaching or follow-up (e.g. capacity building, mentoring, train-the-trainer, AB430, etc.). 

· Level 2: More than one day of professional development addressing a focused (single subject) topic, without coaching or follow-up (e.g. a 2 - 5 day summer institute).

· Level 3: Professional development of one day or less (usually but not always introductory or overview of a topic or topics). Also referred to as an “awareness-level” activity.

C. Impact of CTAP activities on educators: Impact on participants in CTAP-provided services is assessed using three data and information sources: 1) the online activities assessment survey, 2) the ESS End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment, 3) information from project staff and other locally collected information, and 4) impact data and information obtained from the eleven external evaluation reports. 

Program Area 1: Professional development and learning resources to use technology as a tool to improve teaching and learning

Progress toward meeting Program Area 1 objectives and benchmarks

CTAP professional development and/or assistance objectives and benchmarks for 2006-07 emphasized nine CTAP Focus Framework topics. Table 5 below lists each of the Program Area 1 Framework topics or areas of emphasis for the professional development offered followed by the total number of regions that emphasized the topic.

Table 5: Number of regions emphasizing each of the Program Area 1 Focus Framework Topics
	Program Area 1. Professional development supporting technology in curriculum and instruction


	# of Regions

	As a result of using CTAP services, to what extent are educators able to . . .
	

	a. Select electronic learning resources aligned to CA Content Standards 
	11

	b. Integrate electronic learning resources into adopted curriculum & instruction
	11

	c. Acquire specific technology-proficiency
	11

	d. Develop instructional strategies (units or lessons) that integrate technology
	10

	e. Coach and mentor colleagues on technology integration as a professional development strategy
	9

	f. Access and utilize CLRN to identify and select electronic learning resources aligned to CA Content Standards
	10

	As a result of using CTAP services, to what extent are schools/districts able to . . .
	

	g. Demonstrate increased capacity to deliver professional development in activities a-f in Program Area 1.
	8

	h. Access and utilize CTAP-leveraged professional development resources (i.e. SETS, EETT, AB 75, etc)
	9

	i. Integrate technology into Program Improvement and technologically under served schools.
	8


As the table shows, there was a strong emphasis by all eleven regions on each of the Program Area 1 Focus Framework indicators. Greatest emphases were on the integration of technology into curriculum, selection of electronic resources to support the CA Content Standards, and developing technology proficiency. This was followed by an emphasis on developing and implementing instructional strategies and lessons accessing and using CLRN to select resources, and coaching or assisting others in technology integration into curriculum and instruction.

	Figure 7: Program Area 1 Benchmark Progress for 2006-07
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Figure 7 to the right illustrates the extent of benchmark attainment as of June 2007, across all eleven CTAP regions for Program Area 1 in terms of “not started”, “in progress”, ”met”, and “exceeded.” As the pie chart shows, 90% of the benchmarks were met (26%) or exceeded (64%) as of June 2007 in terms of numbers of activities initiated and numbers of persons participating in CTAP events. 

Table 6 below provides the CTAP benchmark attainment on a region-by-region basis for Program Area 1. As the table shows, a total of 45 (90%) of the 50 planned CTAP benchmarks were either met or exceeded with one (2%) not started and four (8%) in progress as of June 30, 2007. One of the benchmarks not yet started was related to an online course system no longer accessible.

Table 6: Program Area 1 Benchmark Progress for 2006-07

	Region
	Total # of Benchmarks
	Not Started
	In Progress
	Met
	Met & Exceeded*

	
	
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%

	1
	3
	0
	0%
	1
	33%
	2
	67%
	0
	0%

	2
	3
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	3
	100%
	0
	0%

	3
	3
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	3
	100%
	3
	100%

	4
	3
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	3
	100%
	1
	33%

	5
	4
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	4
	100%
	2
	50%

	6
	4
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	4
	100%
	3
	75%

	7
	4
	1
	25%
	0
	0%
	3
	75%
	3
	100%

	8
	6
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	6
	100%
	6
	100%

	9
	5
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	5
	100%
	3
	60%

	10
	6
	0
	0%
	3
	50%
	3
	50%
	3
	100%

	11
	9
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	9
	100%
	8
	89%

	Statewide
	50
	1
	2%
	4
	8%
	45
	90%
	32
	64%

	*The number and percentage of benchmarks met that were exceeded.


Implementation of activities and related level of participation

a. Total Program Area 1 Activities and Participants: During 2006-07, in Program Area 1, the eleven CTAP regions implemented 1,164 professional development activities serving 27,451 participants. The total number of Program Area 1 activities and participants, disaggregated by activity level is displayed in Table 7 below. Because the online data collection system was inconsistently used, this data provides an underestimate of the actual number of activities and participants. Note that this table does not include consultations, which typically are a large part of the total CTAP effort.
Table 7: Program Area 1 Professional development activities and participants

	Data Type
	Activities by Level
	Participants by Level

	Level designation
	1
	2
	3
	TOTAL
	1
	2
	3
	TOTAL

	Totals for Program Area
	411
	124
	1,164
	1,699
	7,863
	2,515
	17,073
	27,451

	Percent
	24%
	7%
	69%
	100%
	29%
	9%
	62%
	100%


Table 7 shows that for Program Area 1, 69% of the documented professional development activities across the eleven CTAP regions were designated Level 3 with 24% designated as Level 1 and 7% as Level 2. The Level 3 activities were either awareness-level or in-depth training on a specific topic requiring less than a day of instruction. The majority of participants (62%) participated in Level 3 events for the following possible reasons (see page 23 for definitions of Levels 1, 2, and 3 professional development):

2. While having a greater impact, Level 1 and 2 in-depth events are conducted less frequently due to cost in terms of time and funding for both CTAP and CTAP users.

3. Users report that in many cases in-depth events are not necessary, as all that is needed is awareness-level information, topics not needing more than a brief workshop, or serve as a refresher or updating on existing information.

Impact of CTAP Program Area 1 activities

The determination of impact on participants who attended CTAP professional development activities during the year was accomplished by using two data collection instruments: a) the Online Activities Assessment completed after each CTAP professional development activity, and b) the End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment, prepared and administered online by ESS in all eleven regions.

a. Online Activities Assessment results: Figure 8 on the following page shows the assessment results, disaggregated by workshop level (see page 23), from participants who took part in Program Area 1 activities during the year. It shows that most participants completing the survey indicated a definite plan to implement and use the information and skills acquired from the activity. This result was fairly independent of activity level. However, as with the other Program Areas, there was a tendency for those indicating “definite plans to implement” to have participated in Level 2 events. It should be noted that the impact of Level 1 vs. Level 2 cannot be measured until the participant has had an opportunity to experience the coaching or follow-up offered for Level 1 workshops. 
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b. End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment results: In May 2007, educators who participated in CTAP activities during the year completed the ESS End-of-Year CTAP User Survey. With this survey, participants were asked to rate their level of readiness to apply the information and skills before receiving CTAP professional development or assistance (pre-CTAP), and then rate their level of readiness to apply the information and skills after receiving CTAP professional development (post-CTAP). This provided a self-rated pre-post assessment of the impact of CTAP participation.

Approximately 9,500 users of CTAP services were invited to respond via an email list provided by each region. One thousand one hundred sixty-five (12%) of these emails were invalid or obsolete. Of the 8,335 valid email addresses, 3,030 (36%) persons responded by accessing the survey, providing 3,028 responses that could be used for the evaluation. 

Figures 9 and 10 on the following page illustrate the CTAP User Survey results for Program Area 1. Figure 9 displays the average pre- (red) and post- (blue) self-ratings. The gain is the difference between the average pre and post self-ratings. The data show that survey respondents report major increases in readiness and/or use of each of the six Program Area 1 CTAP Focus Framework topics. Generally CTAP participants self-rated themselves as moving up a level or more, ranging from “being ready or prepared” to “beginning to apply” the knowledge from CTAP professional development. For example, in the case of applying specific technology use skill, these participants, as a group, rated themselves as “consistently applying” what they had learned.

Greatest gains were made in being informed about new technologies and integrating electronic learning resources (ELR) into curriculum (gain=1.0). These were closely followed by developing units or lessons that integrate technology, selecting electronic learning resources aligned to California Content Standards, and utilizing CLRN to identify electronic learning resources (gain=0.9). 
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Figure 10 below shows the frequency distribution (in percentages) of ratings both before (upper bar) and after (lower bar) participating in CTAP activities. When combined with the numbers of people, in this case 1,778, it is possible to determine exactly how many persons moved from one level to another. For example, the data show the percent of persons not ready to integrate technology into instruction decreased from 27% to 7%. In terms of persons, this is equivalent to decreasing from 480 to 125 persons, which means that 355 out of 480 (74%) CTAP users in this category advanced by one level. Similarly, on the other end of the spectrum, the percent of persons rating themselves as ready to assist or mentor others increased from 160 to 338, meaning that 178 out of 338 (53%) ending at that level started out at least one level below. 
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User survey needs assessment results 

The ESS End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment asked participants to indicate their need for additional CTAP assistance related to each of the Program Area 1 Focus Framework topics. The respondent would check the box “More CTAP Help” if they desired additional assistance on any of the following Program Area 1 Focus Framework topics:

· Utilizing CLRN to identify electronic learning resources 

· Selecting electronic learning resources aligned to California Content Standards 

· Integrating ELRs into curriculum 

· Applying specific technology-use skills

· Developing units or lessons that integrate technology

· Learning about new technologies

This data helps to document statewide needs and recommendations for changes in areas of emphasis in services for 2006-07 for Program Area 1. Figure 11 shows the percentage of respondents indicating a desire for additional CTAP activities related to Program Area 1 sorted in descending order of percentage and based on 3,028 respondents to the survey.

[image: image11.wmf]Program Area 1:

Percent Needing Additional Assistance

49%

50%

56%

62%

64%

72%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Utilizing CLRN to identify

electronic learning resources

(n=2291)

Applying specific technology-use

skills (n=2286)

Selecting electronic learning

resources aligned to CA Content

Standards (n=2274)

Integrating electronic learning

resources into curriculum

(n=2263)

Developing units or lessons that

integrate technology (n=2266)

Being informed about new

technologies (n=2300)


The data suggest that over 49% of the 3,028 respondents indicate a need for additional assistance in all Program Area 1 topics with the highest need (72%) in “being informed about new technologies” and the lowest need (49%) in “utilizing CLRN to identify electronic learning resources.” Between 50% to 64% of respondents indicated interest in developing units or lessons that integrate technology, integrating electronic learning resources into curriculum, selecting electronic learning resources aligned to California Content Standards, and applying specific technology use skills. 

Program Area 2: Professional development and support related to hardware and telecommunications
Progress toward meeting Program Area 2 objectives and benchmarks

For Program Area 2, CTAP professional development and/or assistance objectives and benchmarks for 2006-07 addressed the seven CTAP Focus Framework topics. Table 8 below lists each of the Program Area 2 Framework topics or areas of emphasis for the professional development offered followed by the total number of regions that emphasized the topic. 

Table 8: Number of CTAP Regions emphasizing each Program Area 2 Focus Framework Topic

	Program Area 2. Professional development supporting hardware and network implementation


	# of Regions

	As a result of using CTAP services, to what extent are educators able to . . .
	

	a. Develop a district technology plan 
	10

	b. Access and use the (broadband) high-speed network
	10

	c. Be informed about new and emerging technologies
	9

	d. Plan, implement, and sustain hardware and network infrastructure
	8

	e. Utilize TechSETS to assist in infrastructure design, implementation, and sustainability
	11

	As a result of using CTAP services, to what extent are schools/districts able to . . .
	

	f. Access and implement available network and hardware resources for district-wide use
	8

	g. Demonstrate increased capacity to provide support as described in activities a-e in Program Area 2
	8


As the table shows, there was a strong emphasis or focus by all eleven regions on each of the Program Area 2 Focus Framework indicators. Greatest emphases were in the areas of using TechSETS to assist in infrastructure design and implementation, technology planning, and accessing and using the K12HSN. This was followed by an emphasis on obtaining information about emerging technologies, and technical planning. CTAP regions also emphasized building capacity of schools and districts to plan and implement technology.

	Figure 12: Program Area 2 Benchmark Progress for 2006-07
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Figure 12 on the right shows the extent of benchmark attainment across all eleven CTAP Regions for Program Area 2 in terms of “not started”, “in progress”, “met”, and “exceeded.” As the pie chart shows, when combining the “exceeded” and “met” categories, about 86% of the benchmarks were completed with 24% of these exceeded as of June 2007.

Table 9 on the following page shows the breakdown of the extent of completion of CTAP benchmarks on a region-by-region basis for Program Area 2. As the table shows, a total of 25 (86%) of the 29 planned CTAP benchmarks were either met or exceeded with four (14%) in progress as of June 30, 2007.

Table 9: CTAP Program Area 2 Benchmark Progress for 2006-07
	Region
	Total # of Benchmarks
	Not Started
	In Progress
	Met
	Met & Exceeded*

	
	
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%

	1
	3
	0
	0%
	1
	33%
	2
	67%
	0
	0%

	2
	3
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	3
	100%
	0
	0%

	3
	4
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	4
	100%
	3
	75%

	4
	3
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	3
	100%
	0
	0%

	5
	3
	0
	0%
	2
	67%
	1
	33%
	0
	0%

	6
	2
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	100%
	2
	100%

	7
	2
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	100%
	0
	0%

	8
	4
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	4
	100%
	0
	0%

	9
	0
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%

	10
	2
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	100%
	1
	50%

	11
	3
	0
	0%
	1
	33%
	2
	67%
	1
	50%

	Statewide
	29
	0
	0%
	4
	14%
	25
	86%
	7
	24%

	*The number and percent of benchmarks met that were exceeded.


Implementation of activities and related level of participation

a. Total Program Area 2 Activities and Participation: During 2006-07, in Program Area 2, the eleven CTAP regions implemented 217 professional development activities serving 3,117 participants. The total number of Program Area 2 activities and participants, disaggregated by activity level, is displayed in Table 10. Because the online data collection system was inconsistently used, this data provides an underestimate of the actual number of activities and participants. Note that this table does not include consultations, which typically are a large part of the total CTAP effort.
Table 10: Program Area 2 professional development activities and participants

	Data Type
	Activities by Level
	Participants by Level

	Level designation
	1
	2
	3
	TOTAL
	1
	2
	3
	TOTAL

	Totals for Program Area
	19
	17
	181
	217
	197
	271
	2,649
	3,117

	Percent
	9%
	8%
	83%
	100%
	6%
	9%
	85%
	100%


Table 10 shows that for Program Area 2, 83% of the documented professional development activities across all eleven regions were designated as Level 3, with 9% designated Level 1 and 8% as Level 2. The majority of participants (85%) participated in Level 3 activities. The higher level of participation in Level 3 activities may be attributed to the topics on this program area that are designed to provide technical assistance on specific technical topics including network infrastructure and funding. The Level 1 and 2 activities tended to focus on developing technology plans and developing local support mechanisms for installed technology. 

Impact of CTAP Program Area 2 activities on educators

The determination of impact on participants who attended CTAP professional development activities during the year was accomplished by using two data collection instruments: a) the Online Activities Assessment completed after each CTAP-sponsored professional development activity, and b) the End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment, prepared and administered online by ESS in all eleven regions. 

a. Online Activities Assessment results: Figure 13 below shows the assessment results, disaggregated by workshop level (see page 23), from participants who took part in Program Area 2 activities during the year. It shows that most participants completing the survey indicated a definite plan to implement and use the information and skills acquired from the activity. This result was fairly independent of activity level. However, as with Program Area 1, there was a tendency for those indicating “definite plans to implement” to have participated in Level 2 events. As mentioned before, the impact of Level 1 vs. Level 2 cannot be measured until the participant has had an opportunity to experience the coaching or follow-up offered for Level 1 workshops.
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b. End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment results: Figures 14 and 15 on the following page show the End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment results for Program Area 2. Figure 14 displays the average pre- (red) and post- (blue) self-reported ratings. The gain is the difference between the average pre and post self-ratings. The data show that CTAP participant self-reported ratings increased, on average, one level, generally moving from “prepared” to “beginning to apply.” 
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Figure 15 below shows the frequency distribution (in percentages) of ratings both before (upper bar) and after (lower bar) participating in CTAP activities. The data show that prior to the CTAP training, 44% of participants were not ready to apply the topics covered in the professional development and 8% indicated readiness to assist others in the topics. However, as a result of the CTAP professional development, 42% were either prepared (16%) or beginning (26%) to apply what they learned, and 31% indicated they were now consistently applying (18%) what they learned or assisting others (13%) on these topics. 
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User survey needs assessment results 

The ESS End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment asked participants to indicate their desire for additional CTAP assistance related to Program Area 2 CTAP Focus Framework topics. 

· Planning for and utilizing technology for instruction or school/classroom management

· Developing a school or district technology plan 

· Accessing and using the K-12 High-Speed Network

· Being informed about new hardware and network infrastructure

· Planning, implementing, and maintaining hardware or network infrastructure

· Using TechSETS to assist with infrastructure

This data helps document statewide needs and recommendations for changes in areas of emphasis in services for 2006-07 for Program Area 2. Figure 16 below shows the percentage of respondents indicating a desire for additional CTAP activities related to Program Area 2 sorted in descending order of percentage and based on a sample of 3,028 respondents to the survey.
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The data suggest that over 45% of the 3,028 respondents indicate a need for additional assistance in all Program Area 2 topics with the highest need checked for “being informed about new hardware and network infrastructure” (70%). This is followed by “planning for the utilization of technology for management of instruction” (58%).

Program Area 3: Professional development and support related to using technology as a tool to improve school management

Progress toward meeting Program Area 3 objectives and benchmarks

For Program Area 3, CTAP professional development and/or assistance objectives and benchmarks for 2006-07 addressed the seven CTAP Focus Framework topics. Table 11 below lists each of the Program Area 3 Framework topics or areas of emphasis for the professional development offered followed by the total number of regions that emphasized the topic. 

Table 11: Number of CTAP Regions emphasizing each Program Area 3 Focus Framework topic

	Program Area 3. Professional development supporting technology to manage student information


	# of Regions

	
	

	As a result of using CTAP services, to what extent are educators able to . . .
	

	a. Select technology applications to manage and analyze student information 
	11

	b. Use technology to access student information and assessment data
	11

	c. Use student assessment data to inform instructional strategies
	11

	d. Use ETP (CTAP2) to assist staff determine professional development needs
	8

	e. Utilize TICAL as an information resource for administrative technology applications 
	10

	 As a result of using CTAP services, to what extent are schools/districts able to . . .
	

	f. Demonstrate capacity to implement activities a – e under Program Area 3 at the district level
	7

	g. Build the capacity of district schools to implement activities a -e in Program Area 3
	8


As the table shows, there was a strong emphasis or focus by all eleven regions on each of the Program Area 3 Focus Framework indicators. Greatest emphases were in the area of selecting technology applications to manage and analyze student information, using technology to access student information and assessment data, and using student assessment data to inform instructional strategies. This was followed by a focus on how to use TICAL as an information resource for administrative applications.

	Figure 17: Program Area 3 Benchmark Progress for 2006-07
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Figure 17 on the right shows the extent of benchmark attainment across all eleven CTAP Regions for Program Area 3 in terms of “not started”, “in progress”, “met”, and “exceeded.” As the pie chart shows, when combining the “exceeded” and “completed” categories, 64% of the benchmarks were completed with 27% of these exceeded as of June 2006.

Table 12 on the following page shows the extent of benchmark attainment on a region-by-region basis for Program Area 3. As the table shows, a total of 19 (63%) of the 30 planned CTAP benchmarks were either met or exceeded with eight (27%) in progress and three (10%) not yet started as of June 30, 2007. These include assisting with the CDE CALPADS project that has been delayed by the state. In one region, a change was made to incorporate SETS resources into trainings rather than present them as stand-alone.
Table 12: CTAP Program Area 3 Benchmark Progress for 2006-07
	Region
	Total # of Benchmarks
	Not Started
	In Progress
	Met
	Met & Exceeded*

	
	
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%

	1
	3
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	3
	100%
	0
	0%

	2
	3
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	3
	100%
	0
	0%

	3
	2
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	100%
	2
	100%

	4
	3
	0
	0%
	1
	33%
	2
	67%
	0
	0%

	5
	3
	0
	0%
	2
	67%
	1
	33%
	0
	0%

	6
	2
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	100%
	2
	100%

	7
	3
	2
	67%
	0
	0%
	1
	33%
	1
	100%

	8
	4
	0
	0%
	4
	100%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%

	9
	0
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%

	10
	4
	1
	25%
	0
	0%
	3
	75%
	2
	100%

	11
	3
	0
	0%
	1
	33%
	2
	67%
	1
	50%

	Statewide
	30
	3
	10%
	8
	27%
	19
	63%
	8
	27%

	*The number and percent of benchmarks met that were exceeded.


Implementation of activities and related level of participation

a. Total Program Area 3 Activities and Participation: During 2006-07, in Program Area 3, the eleven CTAP regions implemented 258 professional development activities serving 4,435 participants. The total number of Program Area 3 activities and participants, disaggregated by activity level, is displayed in Table 13 below. Due to inconsistent use of the data collection, this data may be an underestimate of the activities and participation. Note that this table does not include consultations, which typically are a large part of the total CTAP effort.
Table 13: Program Area 3 professional development activities and participants

	Data Type
	Activities by Level
	Participants by Level

	Level designation
	1
	2
	3
	TOTAL
	1
	2
	3
	TOTAL

	Totals for Program Area
	85
	25
	148
	258
	1,647
	329
	2,459
	4,435

	Percent
	33%
	10%
	57%
	100%
	37%
	7%
	55%
	100%


Table 13 shows that for Program Area 3, 57% of the documented professional development activities across all eleven regions were designated as Level 3, with 33% designated Level 1 and 10% as Level 2. The majority of participants (55%) participated in Level 3 activities. 
Impact of CTAP Program Area 3 activities on educators 

The determination of impact on participants who attended CTAP professional development activities during the year was accomplished by using two data collection instruments: a) the Online Activities Assessment completed after each CTAP-sponsored professional development activity, and b) the End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment, prepared and administered online by ESS. 

a. Online Activities Assessment results: Figure 18 on the following page shows the assessment results, disaggregated by workshop level (see page 23), from participants who took part in Program Area 3 activities during the year. It shows that for all three levels, over half of the participants completing the survey indicated a “definite plan to implement” the information and skills acquired from the activity and/or felt “prepared to assist” others. This result was fairly consistent across activity level. Persons participating in Level 1 and 2 training tend to rate themselves as more likely to apply what they learned than those who participate in Level 3.
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b. End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment results: Figures 19 and 20 show the End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment results for Program Area 3. Figure 19 on the following page displays the average pre- (red) and post- (blue) self-ratings. The gain is the difference between the average pre and post self-ratings. The data show that respondents report gaining in all areas, at about the same level (0.6 or 0.7) regardless of where they believed they had started with the exception of using TICAL which had lower gains (0.4). Greatest gains were in using technology to manage student information, using technology to access student data, using assessment data to inform instruction, and selecting technology applications to manage and analyze student information (gain=0.7). 
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Figure 20 below shows the frequency distribution (percentages) of ratings both before (upper bar) and after (lower bar) participating in CTAP activities. Prior to the professional development, 34% indicated they were not prepared to apply the skills or information of the topic. As a result of the CTAP professional development, over half (51%) were beginning or consistently applying what they had learned and 16% were assisting others.
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User survey needs assessment results 

The ESS End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment asked participants to indicate their desire for additional CTAP assistance related to Program Area 3 CTAP Focus Framework topics. 

· Using technology to manage student information

· Selecting technology applications to manage and analyze student information 

· Using technology to access student information and assessment data

· Using assessment data to inform instruction

· Using ETP to determine professional development needs

· Using TICAL as an information resource for administrative uses of technology

This data helps to document statewide needs and recommendations for changes in areas of emphasis in services for 2006-07 for Program Area 3. Figure 21 below shows the percentage of respondents indicating a desire for additional CTAP activities related to Program Area 3 sorted in descending order of percentage and based on a sample of 3,028 respondents to the survey.
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The data suggest that there is strong interest in continued professional development topics for Program Area 3. The highest percentage of respondents (59%) indicated a need for assistance in using assessment data to inform instruction, followed by using technology to manage student information and selecting and using technology to analyze and manage student information (57%).

Program Area 4: Funding and coordination with federal, state, and local programs

Progress toward meeting Program Area 4 objectives and benchmarks

For Program Area 4, CTAP professional development and/or assistance objectives and benchmarks for 2006-07 addressed the seven CTAP Focus Framework topics. Table 14 below lists each of the Program Area 4 Framework topics or areas of emphasis for the professional development offered followed by the total number of regions that emphasized the topic. 

Table 14: Number of CTAP Regions emphasizing each Program Area 4 Focus Framework Topic

	Program Area 4. Funding and coordination with other federal, state, and local programs


	# of Regions

	As a result of using CTAP services, to what extent are educators able to . . .
	

	a. Plan and prepare EETT competitive technology grants
	11

	b. Apply for E-Rate discounts or California Teleconnect funding (CTF)
	11

	c. Learn about, and apply for new state, federal, and other educational technology grants
	11

	d. Use electronic learning resources to support other educational programs (i.e. Program Improvement, Special Education)
	11

	e. Use the Statewide Education Technology Services: CLRN, TICAL, and/or TechSETS
	10

	 As a result of using CTAP services, to what extent are schools/districts able to . . .
	

	f. Demonstrate capacity to implement activities a – e in Program Area 4 at district level
	8

	g. Build the capacity of district schools to implement activities a – e in Program Area 4
	10

	Figure 22: Program Area 4 Benchmark Progress for 2006-07
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As the table shows, there was a strong emphasis or focus by all eleven regions on each of the Program Area 4 Focus Framework indicators. Greatest emphases were on how to plan and prepare EETT competitive technology grants, apply for E-Rate discounts or California Teleconnect funding, learn about, and apply for new state, federal, and other educational technology grants, and use electronic learning resources to support other educational programs. This was followed by a focus on how to use the Statewide Education Technology Services and build the capacity of district schools to implement activities a-e in Program Area 4.

Figure 22 on the right shows the extent of benchmark attainment across all eleven CTAP Regions for Program Area 4 in terms of “not started”, “in progress”, “met”, and “exceeded.” As the pie chart shows, when combining the “exceeded” and “met” categories, 96% of the benchmarks were attained as of June 2007.
Table 15 on the following page shows the extent of completion of CTAP benchmarks on a region-by-region basis for Program Area 4. As the table shows, a total of 41 (96%) of the 43 planned CTAP benchmarks were either met or exceeded with two (5%) in progress as of June 30, 2007. 

Table 15: Program Area 4 Benchmark Progress for 2006-07

	Region
	Total # of Benchmarks
	Not Started
	In Progress
	Met
	Met & Exceeded*

	
	
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%

	1
	3
	0
	0%
	1
	33%
	2
	67%
	0
	0%

	2
	6
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	6
	100%
	0
	0%

	3
	4
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	4
	100%
	2
	50%

	4
	3
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	3
	100%
	3
	100%

	5
	4
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	4
	100%
	0
	0%

	6
	2
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	100%
	2
	100%

	7
	3
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	3
	100%
	0
	0%

	8
	7
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	7
	100%
	0
	0%

	9
	0
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%

	10
	4
	0
	0%
	1
	25%
	3
	75%
	1
	25%

	11
	7
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	7
	100%
	3
	43%

	Statewide
	43
	0
	0%
	2
	5%
	41
	96%
	11
	26%

	*The number and percent of benchmarks met that were exceeded.


Implementation of activities and related level of participation

Total Program Area 4 Activities and Participation: During 2006-07, in Program Area 4, the eleven CTAP regions implemented 309 professional development activities serving 5,188 participants. The number of Program Area 4 activities and participants, disaggregated by activity level, is displayed in Table 16. Because the online data collection system was inconsistently used, this data provides an underestimate of the number of activities and participants. Note that this table does not include consultations, which typically are a large part of the total CTAP effort.
Table 16: Program Area 4 professional development activities and participants

	Data Type
	Activities by Level
	Participants by Level

	Level designation
	1
	2
	3
	TOTAL
	1
	2
	3
	TOTAL

	Totals for Program Area
	119
	32
	158
	309
	1,394
	463
	3,331
	5,188

	Percent
	39%
	10%
	51%
	100%
	27%
	9%
	64%
	100%


Table 16 shows that CTAP regions placed similar emphasis on multi-day in-depth (Levels 1 and 2) professional development activities (49% combined) as on the shorter (Level 3) activities (51%). The focus topics for Program Area 4 emphasize working with districts to develop local capacity, planning, and working with other state programs all of which generally entail longer-term support, consultation and professional development.

Impact of CTAP Program Area 4 activities on educators

The determination of impact on participants who attended CTAP professional development activities during the year was accomplished by using two data collection instruments: a) the Online Activities Assessment completed after each CTAP-sponsored professional development activity and b) the End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment.

a. Online Activities Assessment results: Figure 23 on the following page shows the assessment results, disaggregated by workshop level (see page 23), from participants who took part in Program Area 4 activities during the year. It shows that most participants completing the survey indicated a definite plan to implement and use the information and skills acquired from the activity and/or could assist others, although to a lesser extent than with the other three program areas. 
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b. End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment results: Figures 24 and 25 show the End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment results for Program Area 4. Figure 24 on the following page displays the average pre- (red) and post- (blue) self-ratings. The gain is the difference between the average pre and post self-ratings. The data show that the greatest self-reported change or increase in knowledge was in finding and utilizing resources and using technology to support other programs (gain=0.7), followed by learning about and applying for the K-12 Education Technology Voucher Program (gain=0.6). 
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Program Area 4 activities are essentially targeted to building capacity at the local level and partnering to increase resources to targeted districts and schools. Figure 25 below shows the frequency distribution (percentages) of ratings both before (upper bar) and after (lower bar) participating in CTAP activities. The data show that prior to participation in the Program Area 4 activities, 57% of the participants were not ready to apply the information, while only 9% had the knowledge needed to apply or assist others. As a result of the CTAP assistance, about 20% of the respondents reported they were applying or assisting others and 18% were beginning to apply what they had learned.
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The data show that, at the lower end of the spectrum, 156 people (26% of the persons in this category) advanced from "not ready to apply" to "prepared to apply" (or higher), while at the upper part of the spectrum, 31 persons advanced to the "assisting others" level. These increases in skills and knowledge may have resulted in local development of technology plans that were approved; local development of EETT competitive grant proposals that were funded; and partnerships with other state funded projects for the provision of professional development.

User survey needs assessment results 

The ESS End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment asked participants to indicate their desire for additional CTAP assistance related to Program Area 4 CTAP Focus Framework topics. 

· Finding and utilizing resources to support technology

· Planning and preparing EETT competitive and/or formula technology grants

· Applying for E-Rate discounts and/or California Teleconnect Funding (CTF)

· Learning about and applying for educational technology grants.

· Using technology to support other educational programs

This data helps to document statewide needs and recommendations for changes in areas of emphasis in services for 2006-07 for Program Area 4. Figure 26 below shows the percentage of respondents indicating a desire for additional CTAP activities related to Program Area 4 sorted in descending order of percentage and based on a sample of 3,028 respondents to the survey.
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The data suggest that 67% of the 3,028 respondents indicate a need for additional assistance in learning about and applying for educational technology grants, followed by using technology to support other educational programs (62%). At least 52% of respondents indicated a need for added help in all of the Program Area 4 topics.

 Overall Use of CTAP Statewide Services 

Overall Implementation of activities and participation

Table 17 shows the total number of CTAP professional development activities and participants for 2006-07. The data is based on attendance records at professional development activities maintained by the CTAP regions in their various data systems. The number of individual educators served during the year is less than the number of participants shown in the table, because an individual educator may attend more than one activity. The best way to think of the participant numbers are as counts of events in which one person receives one service, i.e. “person-service events.” 

Table 17: Professional development activities and participants in all Program Areas

	Data Type
	Activities by Level
	Participants by Level

	Level designation
	1
	2
	3
	TOTAL
	1
	2
	3
	TOTAL

	Totals for Program Areas
	569
	192
	1,510
	2,271
	10,253
	3,282
	22,489
	36,024

	Percent
	25%
	8%
	66%
	100%
	28%
	9%
	62%
	100%

	Figure 27: Percentage of professional development participants by level
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In terms of 2006-07 professional development activities, CTAP provided a total of 36,024 person-service events. Assuming no participants are duplicated, this represents 11.2% of the total number of teachers and administrators in the state. As illustrated in Figure 27 on the right, Level 3 activities showed the greatest participation (63%), followed by Level 1 (28%) and Level 2 (9%). 

Self-Assessment of CTAP Staff Activity Time

	Table 18: Time engagement of CTAP staff

	CTAP Staff Activity
	Avg. %

time engaged

	Consultation to clients
	26%

	Professional Development
	33%

	RGC Meetings & preparation
	3%

	CDE – required meetings
	5%

	CTAP staff & management meetings
	12%

	RLA – required activities
	6%

	Other major activities
	14%


ESS determined the level of staff time engaged in conducting consultations versus other activities. A sample of 65 CTAP staff in 9 regions completed a self-assessment survey whereby they were to reflect on their work in the 2006-07 school year and then estimate the distribution of their time engaged in the activities listed. As the data in Table 18 on the right show, most staff time was allocated to professional development (33%) and consultation (26%).

Participation in CTAP Activities by Position

	Table 19: Number and percentage of participants by position

	Position
Levels 1-3
Number
Percent
Classroom Teacher
14,132
49%
Other
7,636
27%
Site Administrator
2,784
10%
District Administrator
1,573
5%
IT Staff
1,127
4%
COE Staff
987
3%
Library Media Specialist
390
1%
Tech Coordinator
156
1%
County CTAP Rep
17
<1%
Total
28,802
100%




Of the participants who indicated their position, 49% were teachers; the next largest group was Other at 27%, then Site Administrator at 10%, followed by District Administrator at 5%, IT Staff at 4%, COE Staff at 3%, and Library Media Specialist, Tech Coordinator, and County CTAP Representative at 1% or less. 

Summary of Leveraged Resources

Table 20 shows the percent of CTAP regions in collaboration with other agencies in 10 of the 11 regions. As the data show, most collaboration related to school districts, county offices, SETS, other CTAP Regions, and EETT projects. 

Table 20: Extent of collaboration with other education agencies/programs

	Agency
	Percent
	Agency
	Percent

	AB 430
	100%
	K-12 Ed Tech Voucher
	90%

	BTSA
	100%
	RSDSS
	90%

	CLRN
	100%
	Tech Support 
	90%

	E-Rate
	100%
	TechSETS
	90%

	County Office
	90%
	TICAL
	90%

	District Tech Planning
	90%
	Another CTAP Region
	80%

	Districts
	90%
	Foundation 
	80%

	EdTechProfile
	90%
	Grant 
	70%

	EETT Competitive Grants
	90%
	Other
	50%

	EETT Formula Grants
	90%
	AVID
	30%

	K-12 High Speed Network
	90%
	
	


 Statewide Awareness and Use of CTAP Services

In order to obtain information regarding schools not aware of, or not using CTAP/SETS services and resources, ESS identified the California School Technology Survey (CSTS) as a data source that could provide data related to awareness and/or use of CTAP and SETS from almost all (99.9%) districts and schools in the state. This survey provides statewide data on technology access and use; therefore, adding items related to the use of CTAP and SETS could provide the additional data needs for CTAP and SETS. ESS worked with CTAP and SETS staff to develop new CSTS items under the new Professional Development section that document use and need for services or resources provided by CTAP and SETS for all districts and schools that complete the CSTS. 

Awareness and Use of CTAP and SETS
Five questions were asked to determine the level of awareness and use of CTAP and SETS. For CTAP and each of the four SETS projects, the district and school level person responsible for completing the survey was asked to rate each resource according to the following scale: 

1 = Not aware of the resource
2 = Aware but do not use the resource
3 = At least one staff member uses the services
4 = The service is used consistently by several school staff members
District Level Awareness and use of Statewide Results: The results for the 1,030 districts statewide that completed the CSTS District Survey, are displayed in Figure 28 below:
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Figure 28 shows that 95% of the 1,030 districts are aware of CTAP with services used by one or several district staff in 82% of the districts. Only 5% indicated they were not aware, and 13% indicated awareness but not using CTAP services. SETS projects range in reported awareness and use from 80% (CLRN and EdTechProfile) to 61% (TechSETS) with “not aware” ranging from 20% for CLRN and EdTechProfile to 39% for TICAL. 

District Level Awareness and Use of CTAP by Region: To assist with regional planning, ESS disaggregated the statewide reported district-level awareness and use data by region. Figure 29 on the following page shows the district level of awareness and/or use of CTAP for technology information and support for the state and each of the eleven CTAP regions. 
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An additional question was asked on the district survey to determine the need by districts for additional information about CTAP and SETS. The data indicate that 20% of the districts desire more information about CTAP and from 31% to 44% of the districts desire more information about SETS. 

School Level Results

The results for the 9,249 schools statewide that completed the CSTS are displayed in Figure 30 below. The chart shows the distribution of responses for each of the four rating categories for CTAP and the four SETS projects.
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The data show that 82% of the schools are aware of CTAP, with services used by 47% of the schools responding to the survey. Of the SETS projects, the highest level of awareness is for EdTechProfile, with reported use of 40%. Respondents reported a 59% level of awareness for CLRN, with reported use of 30%. Respondents reported a 41% level of awareness for TICAL, with reported use of 16%. Finally, respondents reported a 38% level of awareness for TechSETS, with reported use of 13%.

School Level Awareness and Use of CTAP by Region: To assist with regional planning, ESS disaggregated the statewide reported school level awareness and use data by region. Figure 31 below illustrates the regional distribution of responses for each of the four rating categories: not aware, aware but don’t use, at least one staff person uses, or consistent use by several staff members of CTAP/SETS services.
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District versus School level data 

Figure 32 on the following page shows the average district versus average school levels of awareness and/or use of CTAP and SETS. The scale for the figure ranges from 0.00 to 3.00 as follows:

0.00 = Not aware of the resource

1.00 = Aware of, but do not use the resource

2.00 = At least one staff member uses the services

3.00 = The service is consistently used by several staff members

The data clearly show that district staff completing the survey reported a significantly greater levels of awareness and/or use of CTAP and SETS resources than did school staff.
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Summary of Statewide Awareness and Use of CTAP Services
The California School Technology Survey (CSTS) documented a high level of awareness and/or use of CTAP services statewide at the district level and significantly lower levels of awareness and/or use of CTAP service at the school level. The same trend exists for SETS but with somewhat lower levels of awareness and/or use reported. It might be assumed that district level staff members are the primary contact and users of CTAP and SETS resources. At the school level, a moderate to high need for services by schools in all four SETS program was shown. 

In contrast to district data, school level data show that a significant number of schools are not aware and/or are aware of CTAP and SETS, but do not use these resources. At the school level, staff may actually be using the services but not be aware of the source or origin of the resources. District and county office of education staff disseminate CTAP/SETS services and information resources with districts but may not clearly communicate to school level staff the origin of the resources.

It is recommended that the schools indicating “not aware” or “aware but not using the services” be informed about CTAP and SETS. Also, county offices of education and districts should help schools be more aware of the source of information and services when CTAP or SETS are involved. The results of this data can be used by CTAP statewide to plan and implement strategies to increase awareness as well as use of these state-funded services.

Region-specific CTAP Resources and Services

All eleven CTAP regions provide extensive training and support in the four program areas, 1) how to integrate technology into instruction, 2) planning for hardware and infrastructure, 3) management use of technology, and 4) how apply for and leverage resources through coordination with other programs. While each region implements a plan offering services defined under the four CTAP Program Areas, they also develop and offer services and resources unique to the region and which evolved out of region-specific needs and talents. Most of these resources and services are currently being shared and either adopted or adapted by other regions on an as need basis. The following briefly spotlights and summarizes a few of these services and resources.
CTAP Region 1 is based at the Mendocino County Office of Education and encompasses districts in Del Norte, Humboldt, Mendocino, Lake, and Sonoma Counties. 

CTAP Region 1 collaborates with RSDSS, Sonoma County Office of Education and CTAP 4 to offer professional development and support related to using technology as a tool to improve school management, which includes pupil record-keeping and tracking related to pupil instruction and data-driven decision-making. Districts have access to data institutes, the Framework for Intervention resources and free data crunching tools to address student academic performance. Under the guidance of RSDSS, CTAP 1 has regionalized its efforts by adopting a “train the trainer” model.

CTAP Region 2 is based at the Shasta County Office of Education and serves Shasta, Siskiyou, Modoc, Trinity, Lassen, Tehama, Plumas, Glenn and Butte counties.

The annual Summer Teaching and Leadership Collaborative is a two-day event showcasing exemplary classroom teachers, curriculum and instructional strategies. All teacher-presenters introduce dynamic uses of instructional technologies while providing direct access to the equipment and software. The hands-on, daylong workshops provide skills, strategies and resources for classroom use. 

CTAP 2 also offers 25 online courses plus a suite of collaboration and curriculum development tools. CTAP Online reflects a growing library of online professional development resources for educators. Courses include personal proficiency with technology, and advanced courses address designing standards-based lessons and classroom assessments, technology integration in the curriculum, information literacy, and more.

CTAP Region 3 is based at the Sacramento County Office of Education, and serves ten counties from Sacramento to Sierra and from Colusa to Alpine.

Curriculum Companion is a product of the Technology and Learning Resources Department at the Sacramento County Office of Education. It is a face-to-face professional development program with an extensive library of resources to help teachers integrate technology with the state-adopted curriculum materials in English Language Arts.

Another unique service of offered by CTAP Region 3 is the EdTech Buying & Licensing Consortium, which provides group discounts on electronic learning resources and technology application tools. More than 222 schools throughout Region 3 participate in the CTAP3 EdTech Buying & Licensing Consortium and use the valuable resources at CTAP3 OnePlace, a portal that includes numerous tutorials and technology resources. 

CTAP Region 4 is based at the Alameda County Office of Education and serves seven Bay Area counties from San Mateo in the south to Napa County in the north.

CTAP 4 takes the lead in providing and sharing the Technology Funding Alert! with the other eleven CTAP Regions. This collection of current technology funding opportunities for K-12 schools and districts offers web-links to a variety of local, state and federal funding sources. Region 4 also offers a quarterly print newsletter that contains general information on educational technology and county specific news, as well as a technical support column titled “Dear Dr. Tech.” CTAP 4 staff also provides grant writing assistance to its districts.

Workshops for school site administrators are offered by CTAP 4 to help school leaders learn how to use the Just For The Kids (JFTK-CA) and other web sites as a tool for Data-Driven Decision-Making (DDDM). These workshops are designed to help principals build a "data culture" in their schools. Participants explore the website features, engage in data dialogs with colleagues and develop strategies to implement successful data dialogs with their staff on site.

CTAP Region 5 is based at the Santa Clara County Office of Education and serves five counties from Santa Clara County to Monterey.

A unique CTAP Region 5 service is its Leadership Program offering opportunities for building effective instructional professional development programs in school districts which include:

· Customized trainings and coaching with a focus on student achievement, CA Standards and state-adopted materials 

· An Action plan based on district goals for instruction and professional development using technology 

· Face-to Face and web-based trainings with access to a library of electronic tools, resources and model lessons 

· Leadership skills for district leaders based on proven research-based models and strategies 

· Ongoing coaching and support of district leaders in the delivery of a successful professional development program

Region 5 also offers its Data Academy, which is an opportunity for either a school site or district team to attend a 1 to 3 day, hands-on training to increase their understanding and utilization of school data. This includes building local assessments specific to Language Arts & Math, understanding how to build/accomplish the elements of a Single Site Plan, and how to write a digital Single Plan using School Plan software in the completion of a Single Plan for Student Achievement and the SARC Report. 

CTAP Region 6 is based in Stanislaus and is a cooperative effort of Amador, Calaveras, San Joaquin, Stanislaus and Tuolumne Counties.

The CTAP 6 Technology Enhanced Curriculum Project (TEC), helps classroom teachers integrate technology in the classroom. Teachers in the TEC project work in teams to develop a multimedia video project that addresses California State Content Standards. One example of a multimedia workshop is the CTAP 6 iPod in the Classroom, which teaches educators how to infuse classrooms with multimedia from the iPod. Participants learn how to create student recordings, display PowerPoint presentations, and share podcasts and video clips. Topics covered during this class include: 

· Transferring text, audio, and video to an iPod 

· Exploring podcasts and video podcasts 

· Presenting PowerPoint presentations, videos, and photos from an iPod 

CTAP 6, in collaboration with Modesto City Schools, Stockton Unified School District, Ceres Unified School District and CUE, conducts an annual Educational Technology Conference (ETC). The ETC! Conference presents a variety of professional development on applications, hardware, and technology integration sessions for administrators, teachers, IT, and support staff. Teachers, administrators, and others involved in education technology present all sessions, which include: 
· Integrating Free Online Interactive Content in the K12 Classroom 

· Interactive Technology for ELL 

· Classroom Web Sites for Beginners 

· Telling Stories with Photo Story 

· Podcasting in the Curriculum: A Beginner’s Magical Tour 

· Teaching with Moodle 

· Blogs and Wikis...Writing Across the Curriculum 

· Internet Safety - Keeping Your Students Safe on the World Wide Web 

CTAP Region 7 is based at the Fresno County Office of Education and provides services to assist Fresno, Kings, Madera, Mariposa, Merced and Tulare Counties in their efforts to provide quality instructional technology resources and programs to their districts and schools.

CTAP Region 7 helps educators develop customized technology professional development for any school site and/or district in the region. Parties interested in this service complete a brief request form found on the CTAP 7 website 

Each county in the CTAP 7 Region contracts to provide support assistance services and activities for county offices, school districts, and schools in the region. County Leads work closely with the CTAP Regional staff, and their own county staffs, to collaborate and implement the goals, objectives, and activities of the 2005-2008 Regional Project Plan. County Leads also provide project leadership in working directly with their schools and districts.  
CTAP Region 8 is based at the Kern County Office of Education and provides coordination and services to Kern, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties.

Among its many services, CTAP 8 has partnered with Atomic Learning and made available over 30,000 short, easy-to-view-and-understand online professional development tutorials addressing more than 100 software applications used every day in California schools. Online courses include all Microsoft Office products, Adobe's CS series (including Acrobat, Photoshop, GoLive, Illustrator, and InDesign), Macromedia's Dreamweaver and many of Apple's applications. 

Additionally, the CTAP 8 representative in Santa Barbara County has developed a tool for data teams that allows teachers to extract comparable data from common classroom assessments using Microsoft Excel. The data can then be translated into instructional lessons and units, thereby linking instruction to student assessments.
CTAP Region 9, based at the San Diego County Office of Education, provides assistance in integrating technology into teaching and learning for all 1,369 schools and 88 districts in Imperial, Orange and San Diego Counties.
Virtual Training CTAP: Region 9 offers online computer training as a supplement to other training programs. This resource provides anytime/anywhere access to hundreds of hours of instruction in some of the most popular software programs on the market today, from basic computing to advanced graphic design. Access is available 24/7.

Professional Development Resources Online Mathematics  PD-ROM is online professional development created for mathematics teachers to improve academic achievement in mathematics as evidenced by improved test scores. Professional development through PD-ROM provides collaborative online learning environments, led by supportive and skilled facilitators, geared toward California content standards. The instruction and teaching methods of PD-ROM target frequently missed CAHSEE questions and are designed to support student achievement and success in mathematics.

CTAP 9 developed their Techlink promising practices newsletter, which is available for download. Promising Practices includes community highlights, program spotlights, and the Digital Aliens comic. The centerfold displays the schedule of summer classes and summer institutes at the Orange County Department of Education.

The IVIE (Innovative Video in Education) Awards, created by CTAP staff, just completed its sixth year of providing comprehensive professional development on the academic application of media technologies in an authentic learning environment. Teachers and students learn together, using media technology as the medium, to motivate and encourage creative learning in key curricular areas. Technology use is aligned with content standards, research on learning styles, application and transfer of learning, Bloom's Taxonomy, and project-based learning. The project culminates with an annual K-12 student and teacher Film Festival celebrating over 280 entries each year, and an Awards Ceremony modeled after the Academy Awards, held in the Speckles Theater in downtown San Diego. Student and teacher products are aligned with California Content Standards, and are shared with the education community at: http://www.ivieawards.org.
CTAP Region 10 is based at the Inyo County Office of Education and provides technology assistance to Mono, Inyo, San Bernardino, and Riverside Counties.

CTAP 10, in collaboration with the College of Education at California State University, San Bernardino, conducts an Emerging Trends Conference held at CSU San Bernardino. The conference presents experienced, accomplished educators addressing topics such as: 

· • Leadership 

· • Enhancing Core Curriculum

· • Cutting Edge Classroom

· • Communication Tools

In collaboration with the Riverside County Office of Education, CTAP 10 developed online resources in support of adopted curriculum and AB 466 trainings. Resources include online support for teachers, students, and parents in addition to supplemental curriculum Internet websites. The support website offers links to several adopted publishers as well as supportive content for teachers, staff, and parents. Training is designed to orient teachers toward the online resources that support their adopted curriculum, consistent with AB 466 training.
Region 10 also provides workshops in DataTrek©, a system that allows site administrators to collect classroom-level data for use in developing and showing evidence for the effectiveness of instructional practices. DataTrek utilizes handheld computers to collect observation data and customized software to process data quickly and efficiently. The system may be customized for any school or district, and is scalable to work well either in large or small schools. It is easy to learn and places minimal demands on administrative and IT staff.

CTAP Region 11 is based at the Los Angeles County Office of Education and serves all school districts in Los Angeles County.

Technology Leadership Collaborative: This CTAP 11 sponsored program focuses on the needs of either site or district technology coordinators. This training is designed to provide leadership development in the use of educational technology to improve student learning at either the site or the district level. General curriculum development and strategies utilizing educational technology to improve instruction, are highlighted, and attendees of the collaborative are administrative staff identified as technology leaders. The collaborative is a commitment of nine days of face-to-face training, five of which are completed at Thacher School in Ojai as a residential retreat program. An additional 15 hours of collaborative online follow-up are required.

Handheld Integration for Instruction (HiFi) for Administrators: Participants are provided a high quality learning experience using handhelds specially designed to meet the needs of educators. A variety of printed and web materials are provided to participants, which can be retained for reference. Administrators focus on educational handheld applications specifically designed for their use, including student information tools, classroom observation, databases and home-school communication tools. Participants are given an overview of data-driven decision-making illustrating how handhelds can be used for support.

Overall Analysis of Findings 

Progress Towards Meeting 2006-07 Objectives

	Figure 33: CTAP Overall Benchmark Progress for 2006-07
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After reviewing all available evidence from the variety of data sources, it is evident that CTAP regions met or exceeded the 2006-07 planned objectives. As shown in Figure 33 on the right, a total of 85% of the CTAP benchmarks were met (47%) or exceeded (38%) as of June 2007 in terms of numbers of activities initiated and numbers of persons participating in CTAP events. With few exceptions, most of the objectives were three-year objectives and will be continued for 2007-08.

Table 21 below shows the breakdown of the extent of completion of CTAP benchmarks on region-by-region basis for all Program Areas. The data show a total of 130 (85%) of the 152 planned CTAP benchmarks were either met or exceeded with 18 (12%) in progress and four (3%) not started as of June 30, 2007.

Table 21: CTAP Benchmark Progress across all four Program Areas in 2006-07

	Region
	Total # of Benchmarks
	Not Started
	In Progress
	Met
	Met & Exceeded*

	
	
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%

	1
	12
	0
	0%
	3
	25%
	9
	75%
	0
	0%

	2
	15
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	15
	100%
	0
	0%

	3
	13
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	13
	100%
	10
	77%

	4
	12
	0
	0%
	1
	8%
	11
	92%
	4
	36%

	5
	14
	0
	0%
	4
	29%
	10
	71%
	2
	20%

	6
	10
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	10
	100%
	9
	90%

	7
	12
	3
	25%
	0
	0%
	9
	75%
	4
	44%

	8
	21
	0
	0%
	4
	19%
	17
	81%
	6
	29%

	9
	5
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	5
	100%
	3
	60%

	10
	16
	1
	6%
	4
	25%
	11
	69%
	7
	65%

	11
	22
	0
	0%
	2
	9%
	20
	91%
	13
	65%

	Statewide
	152
	4
	3%
	18
	12%
	130
	85%
	58
	38%

	*The number and percent of benchmarks met that were exceeded.


Ongoing Participant Reactions to CTAP Events

The Online Activity Assessment survey system documented the extent to which participants anticipated they could apply their knowledge/skills. Figure 34 on the following page illustrates the finding from 5,402 participants who completed the Online Activities Assessment by the end of the 2006-07 school year. The data show that across all four Program Areas and three professional development levels, over 65% state that they definitely plan to use the information or skills acquired from the activity and/or are prepared to assist others in using the resource or implementing the strategy. 
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These findings suggest that most persons who used CTAP services anticipated that they would change instructional practice as a result of their participation in CTAP-sponsored activities. In other words they would actually apply the knowledge acquired.

Self-Reported Impact of CTAP Services
Findings across all Program Areas

Impact was assessed by asking participants in CTAP events to recall and rate their level of knowledge prior to CTAP participation, and then rate their current level of knowledge. The results provided a self-reported assessment of CTAP impact on participants. Approximately 3,028 educators who used CTAP services completed a survey in May 2007 to determine their self-reported change in readiness and/or level of use of the knowledge acquired from their participation in CTAP-sponsored events during the 2006-07 school year. The results of this survey were discussed in the previous section for each of the four CTAP Program Areas. Figure 35 on the following page illustrates the findings based on the survey across all four Program Areas. The aggregated data show that overall program-wide gains were greatest for Program Areas 1 and 2 (gain=0.9). However, significant increases in knowledge in all four Program Areas were reported. 
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It can be concluded from the sample of survey respondents that participants in CTAP professional development activities generally increased their use of information and skills related to the following four Program Areas:
· Program Area 1: Selecting, accessing, and using technology to expand student learning opportunities, skills and knowledge.

· Program Area 2: Planning, implementing and using hardware and using available network infrastructures for instructional purposes.

· Program Area 3: Selecting and using technology-based applications to access, manage, and analyze student assessment and related information.

· Program Area 4: Identifying and applying for state, federal and/or private funding related to the application of technology to access and/or utilize technology in education.
Impact findings disaggregated by key variables

In addition to charting and analyzing the overall End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment results from the five region sample, the data was disaggregated according to the following three variables based on three of the questions asked of each survey respondent as follows:

· Length of time using services: Indicate when you began using CTAP services July 2006, October 2006, or January 2007?

· Follow-up Assistance: Did you participate in a CTAP-sponsored professional development activity that lasted more than one day and included direct follow-up assistance and/or mentoring?

· Activity Frequency: How many times did you participate in a CTAP activity in 2006-07? 

Disaggregating the data by subgroup strongly suggests that these three variables are important factors that influence the impact of CTAP-sponsored services on those who use the services. The following figures illustrate the differences in gains computed from weighted averages of the pre- and post- averages on survey items that represented each of the four CTAP Program Areas for the representative sample of users.

a. Length of Time Using Services

	Figure 36 shows the average self-ratings disaggregated by whether or not the respondent was a short-term or long-term user of CTAP services. Long-term clients started using CTAP services in June 2006, and short-term clients did not start using CTAP services until after January 2007. Gains were the same for both groups. However, the long-term clients started at a higher level which may be attributed, in part, to experience with CTAP in prior years.
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b. Follow-up Assistance Participation

	Figure 37 shows the average self-ratings based on whether or not the survey respondent participated in a CTAP professional development activity that lasted more than one day and included follow-up assistance and/or mentoring. The data clearly show that those who participated in activities including follow-up assistance reported an increase in their readiness and use of knowledge and/or skills resulting from CTAP services to a greater extent (0.8) than those whose participation was limited to short-term participation without follow-up (0.5).
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c. Activity Frequency 

	Figure 38 shows the average self-ratings disaggregated by whether the respondent was a frequent or infrequent user of CTAP services, based on how many times they participated in CTAP activities during the year. The data show that the greater the frequency of use of CTAP services, the greater the self-reported increase in readiness and use of information and skills acquired as a result of use of these services. 
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C. Use of the CTAP Websites

Each of the eleven CTAP regions provide a website that describes a wide variety of information to include: workshop schedules, grant information and deadlines, specific local and statewide conferences, funding updates, articles and studies, CTAP evaluator reports, links to CDE resources to other CTAP regions, and links and information about the four SETS projects. The CTAP user survey asked respondents to rate the use and value of the CTAP website and then to offer comments about strengths and suggestions for improvement.

For 2006-07, ESS added questions related to the use and value of the eleven CTAP websites. Fifty-seven percent of survey respondents indicated that they used their regions’ website. Of those, 31% rated the website as having a high value, 55% medium value, 10% low value, and 5% no value. After reviewing individual websites, it became clear that some regions needed to improve such things as: providing more up-to-date information, easier navigation, information on how to use the site, providing sample technology-based lessons, and more information on workshop schedules and other events. In general, the open-ended comments regarding the websites were positive and many respondents felt that no changes were needed. Each regional report provides more detailed information on specific CTAP websites.

Comments by CTAP Users

As part of the CTAP User Survey, respondents were asked to provide open-ended comments about CTAP services. The open-ended responses from CTAP clients were generally very positive. The professional development was generally reported to meet needs of participants. The technical assistance for tech planning and EETT grant development was viewed as exceptionally helpful. The following are a representative sample of responses:
· Our instructors were knowledgeable, welcoming and treated us as peers/learners. The classes were fast paced and very appropriate. Although they addressed multiple grade levels, the help and instruction we received were excellent and usable to all involved. I especially like the fact that we are building relationships with local, county tech people.

· Collaboration, useful and practical strategies for note taking. Inspiration as an educational tool finally made sense, and I would enjoy using it. Filamentality and safe searches as well as the Lexile analyzer were extremely useful and gave me more insight into the texts we use in class.

· CTAP worked closely with us to complete our Tech Plan. CTAP assistance was instrumental in the process and extremely helpful.

· I found the Intel Thinking Tools workshop to be very informative. It helped me think about my use of technology in the classroom and how I can share that with others. I greatly appreciated the time incorporated into the training to build a lesson.

· CTAP 6 provides teachers and school administrators information that is relevant to their current needs as they relate to the use of technology in education.

· Provides extensive support for local technology planning needed for schools to qualify for E-Rate, EETT Competitive and Formula grants, and other emerging initiatives such as the K-12 Education Technology Voucher Program.

· The annual ETC provides a regional technology conference for teachers and administrators who, for the most part, are unable to travel to statewide conferences such as CUE.

· CTAP held an EETT grant seminar that really laid out what the applicants needed to do to complete the proposal. 

· CTAP has always been more than helpful in listening to what we need and delivering excellent presentations. I have never been disappointed by any CTAP sponsored event that I have ever attended.

· CTAP continues to be our best source for staff development and technology resources.

· CTAP provides experienced certificated staff with extensive teaching background in providing direct training and follow-up support to districts/schools in region.

· All regional participants are kept up-to-date on changing initiatives and the availability of resources.

· CTAP liaisons representing the Statewide Education Technology Services (SETS) are viewed as effective for helping educators gain understanding of the resources offered by these projects.

· Online databases have helped make student’s research time and skills more efficient. This has helped research to be more directed without wasting instructional time.

· I rely on CTAP to provide information regarding: state funding; state resources; reporting requirements, including status of completion of state surveys, Technology Grant deadlines, and funding opportunities, including the requirements that must be met to be eligible for funds. 

· CTAP has been invaluable in assisting us with the writing of successful grant applications. 

· CTAP has assisted us with the implementation of grants by offering excellent services from Coaching Academies, staff development, implementation strategies - including, monitoring progress - and program evaluations. 

· CTAP assists us with meeting state requirements for the development of our Technology Plans. 

· I rely on CTAP to be a voice to support our school technology initiatives at the state level. 

· CTAP staff are reliable, helpful, knowledgeable, and proactive. They are my primary 'go-to' service for support. They provide true 'quality service'. CTAP has been a key player in our ability to successfully implement instructional technology initiatives in our schools!

· CTAP has really helped us plan and implement an EETT grant for the middle schools in our district. 

· The instruction provided in using different software applications in lessons has been superior….it is hands-on and immediately applicable in the classroom. Instruction helped develop technological abilities for participants with a variety of skill levels.

· Direct support from CTAP staff, including offering of professional development courses and academies, assistance and participation in our district professional development events, and assistance in writing and implementing our EETT grants. 

· CTAP has an effective communication structure that benefits all our schools and technology-related programs

· The CTAP workshops, equipment, and training that I have received over the years have really helped me become a better more rounded instructor. Using technology to help my students discover and process the subject matter has been very useful. Using graphing calculators, specific web sites, projected images and film from the web has been invaluable.

· CTAP staff members are extremely helpful and cooperative. CTAP training is top-notch. CTAP resources for teachers and administrators are very useful, and we appreciate the fact that those resources are constantly being improved based on our input. 

· CTAP has an effective communication structure that benefits all our schools and technology-related programs.
Overall 2006-07 Needs Suggested by Evaluation Findings

To determine the need for continued CTAP services, two data sources were analyzed; the needs indicated by current uses of CTAP services as part of the CTAP User Survey and the level of need identified by schools on the CSTS.

Needs identified by users of CTAP services
The ESS End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment asked participants to indicate their desire for additional CTAP activities addressing each of the four summary statements, one for each of the four program areas. This data contributes to the CTAP needs assessment for 2006-07. Figure 39 below shows the percentage of respondents indicating a desire for additional CTAP activities related to Program Area for the eleven CTAP regions for 2006-07 (green) compared to the 2005-06 sample of 5 regions (yellow). 
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In general, the longitudinal analysis shows that needs in all areas decreased slightly over the past year, which could be a result of increased knowledge gained from using CTAP services. However, each year new demands for assistance come with new technologies, new demands for technology users , and new teachers who were not prior CTAP users are added to the population surveyed for needs. This may explain why the need for assistance might not show a significant decline from year to year. The finding “being informed about new and emerging technology” implies a consistent need, as several new technologies relevant to educators emerge each year. Examples include: podcasting, Internet II, video-conferencing, video-streaming courses, and electronic learning assessment applications. 

Needs identified by all schools based on CSTS results
Four Professional Development questions asked the CSTS school survey respondents to indicate their level of need for assistance in each of the four program areas of CTAP service. Respondents indicated: none, moderate, or high need for each of the following types of service that describe the four CTAP Program Areas:

Program Area 1: Select, access and use technology to expand student learning opportunities, skills, and knowledge.

Program Area 2: Plan, implement, and use hardware to make use of the Internet for instructional purposes.

Program Area 3: Use technology-based applications to access and analyze student assessment to guide instructional plans and decisions.

Program Area 4: Identify and apply for state, federal, and/or private funding related to the access and/or use of technology.

The results for the 9,249 schools that completed the CSTS are displayed in Figure 40 on the following page as a distribution of the percentage of school respondents that selected each rating category for each Program Area. 
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The data show that for all four CTAP Program Areas there is a moderate to high need for assistance in all areas assessed, with slight variations between areas. Selecting and using technology to expand learning (Program Area 1) was the most desired area for assistance, followed by using technology to help in the use of student data to manage instruction (Program Area 3), planning for technology use (Program Area 2), and identifying and applying for state, federal, and/or private funding for technology (Program Area 4). It should be noted that 40% of respondents indicated a high need for assistance in identifying and applying for funding.
Conclusion

CTAP provides professional development and consultation to educators, school and districts. Data collected and analyzed for this evaluation provides evidence of the level of use, value and self-reported impact of those services. While the extent of change in students is beyond the scope of this evaluation, there is evidence from other data sources, including the EETT competitive grant evaluations, that CTAP professional development results in instructional change that in turn positively impacts student learning.

1. Educators who use CTAP services report that the services enable them to apply knowledge/skills acquired in both teaching practice and in school administration.

2. The four CTAP Program Areas of emphasis generally match CTAP-user needs but should be adjusted to new state and local demands such as using technology to support data-driven decision-making.

3. CTAP has directly increased administrator’s use of technology for school management as a result of providing professional development under AB 430.

4. CTAP training on conducting classroom and student observations using hand-held technologies has resulted in data collection and analysis at the school and classroom level to inform changes in instructional practice.

5. CTAP regions are reporting collaboration with other education programs but all regions suggest a need to increase this effort.

6. The new emphasis on data to document use of impact of CTAP services is enabling CTAP staff to use data to inform program improvements that better target the needs of clients. 

7. The CTAP funding has leveraged additional Federal and State funding through partnerships, planning, and grant development from the state to the school levels.

8. Based on the analysis of all evaluation reports and surveys it is concluded that CTAP provides a highly valued service necessary for educators to effectively use technology to support both school administration and classroom instruction.

9. Many districts and especially schools are not aware of or are aware but don’t use CTAP services, which implies a need to create a statewide CTAP awareness effort.
10. While the existing services are generally effective, there is room for improvement as outlined in the recommendations of this report.





2005-06 Statewide Recommendations and related actions taken 

The recommendations are based on an analysis of results of the eleven CTAP evaluation reports, surveys conducted by ESS, as well as other sources as discussed in this report. Each recommendation is followed by the action taken as of December 2006. The external evaluations, both at regional and state levels, will document the extent to which these actions were implemented.


Recommendations that apply to CTAP/SETS for 2005-06 and action taken in 2006-07
These recommendations are based on data collected from evaluation reports, ESS surveys, and the consensus of the evaluators.

1. Assess and clearly define the function of the CTAP/SETS Liaison staff role to assist educators in each region to understand how to utilize SETS resources and services. 

Action taken: In December 2006, a meeting was conducted to re-orient all CTAP/SETS Liaisons and to more clearly define expectations related to regional facilitation in the use of SETS by CTAP Liaisons.

2. Explore and identify strategies for increasing coordination and collaboration of CTAP and SETS with other educational initiatives including, Program Improvement, Regional System of District and School Support (RSDSS) Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment (BTSA), Administrator Training, Special Education, After School Partnerships, and Assessment and Accountability Branch of the CDE. 

Action taken: CTAP and SETS Directors are working with the CDE to update the matrix that relates CTAP and SETS services to each of the other statewide instructional programs.
3. Update the CTAP and SETS Evaluation Focus Frameworks to ensure the indicators are relevant and based on current educational needs and priorities. 

Action taken: The Focus Framework update process is underway.
4. Increase awareness of and participation in CTAP and SETS-sponsored professional development, consultation support, and information resources to support teaching and learning, by teachers and administrators not presently involved with technology. 

Action taken: The California School Technology Survey (CSTS) has been revised to identify schools that need the type of services offered by CTAP and SETS and the extent to which these services have been used. This will provide a list of schools that indicate a need for these services to be targeted by CTAP and SETS as future users of their services.
5. Establish consensus on an operational definition of schools that are “technologically underserved” and explore strategies to meet the technology-related needs of these schools. 

Action taken: ESS has developed a formula to operationally define “technologically underserved” which was reviewed by CTAP and SETS Directors and is used in this report showing a region-by-region breakdown of the percentage of schools meeting the criteria. The data used for this was derived from selected CSTS items.
6. Explore ways that CTAP and SETS can assist educators to identify technology-based applications that can be enhanced by the K-12 High Speed Network (K12 K12HSN). 

Action taken: CLRN is developing criteria for determining which ELRs and WILs can be enhanced with broadband or the K12HSN. The criteria will be posted in the CLRN website and accessed and used by CTAP as needed to help inform educators about these applications.

7. Consider revising the California School Technology Survey (CSTS) to serve as a statewide measure of the access, use and value to educators, of CTAP and SETS, and to determine possible need to adjust priorities for services to be offered by these programs. 

Action taken: This revision has been completed. ESS staff prepared items that would identify the need for, awareness of, and use of CTAP and SETS resources and these new items appeared as the “Staff Development” section of the revised CSTS administered in the Spring of 2007.


Recommendations specific to CTAP: 

Following is a brief summary of the highlights the recommendations for the eleven CTAP regions derived from the individual reports and a survey conducted by ESS. 

Actions taken: Each CTAP region has increased and/or modified services to address these recommendations according to the local needs and region-specific evaluation report recommendations.
1. Increase awareness by teachers and administrators of current and emerging uses of technology to support teaching and learning and how it can be accessed and used effectively to meet current and emerging educational needs and priorities. 

2. Expand efforts to help educators integrate technology into the curriculum content areas, emphasizing demonstration and use of technology in specific instructional units and lessons.

3. Expand opportunities for teachers to participate in long-term, in-depth, professional development with follow-up assistance.

4. Increase awareness by teachers and administrators of access and use of current and emerging hardware and network resources.

5. Provide additional information and professional development in the use of technology to support instructional and school management. 

6. Increase access to information and professional development which supports instructional planning using technology to access, manage, and analyze student data in order to use student assessment data to inform instructional decisions.

7. Provide additional information and assistance to educators on the availability and procurement of funding and other strategies for obtaining educational technology resources.

8. Review strategies for accessing and using video conferencing and online professional development, to make CTAP resources more accessible to educators in rural districts/schools.
Implications and Recommendations for the CDE and Legislature: 

The evaluation data and reports showed that the services and information resources provided by CTAP and SETS were highly valued by persons who used the services. The statewide evaluation also showed that there is a need to expand these services to reach additional educators and to increase the level of service to those already using CTAP and SETS. With current levels of funding for CTAP and SETS, it is possible to improve services as suggested in the recommendations. However, to expand and make these services available to additional educators, it would be necessary for the Legislature to authorize additional funding for CTAP and SETS. 

11. Provide the California Legislature and State Board of Education with an annual report of the changing educational technology needs in California schools, the extent to which current state funded support is meeting these needs, and recommendations about actions that could be taken to better meet current and emerging needs. 

Action taken: A brief summary of the 2005-06 report was disseminated to the California Legislature and State Board of Education in Spring 2007 and in 2008 the summary of the 2006-07 evaluation will be submitted to the Legislature and State Board of Education. Data from the revised CSTS was added to the annual evaluations of CTAP and SETS.

12. Given the documented increases in educators’ need for, and value of, CTAP and SETS services, and given that funding for these programs has remained flat for the past five years, additional legislatively authorized funding should be considered. 

Action taken: This report, the individual CTAP and SETS evaluations and other reports from CDE have documented the need for increased for support for both the statewide management and the local implementation of CTAP and SETS.
XIV. 2006-07 Statewide Recommendations


A. Statewide Recommendations for future CDE work in Education Technology
1. Develop a statewide educational technology platform that is clearly integrated with the education priorities established by the State Superintendent of Public Instruction, State Board of Education, the Secretary of Education, the Governor and the Legislature.

2. Initiate discussion to develop a California Technology Integration Matrix (CTIM) that defines research-based applications of technology to support each of the California Curriculum Content Standards.

3. Following the development of the CTIM, revise the ED TECH PROFILE to align the technology assessment profiles for teachers and students to the CTIM.

4. Refine specific branding policies for state funded educational technology programs to include logos and statements identifying funding sources to be incorporated in all printed and electronic information resources.

5. Provide the California Legislature with a periodic report of the changing educational technology needs in California schools, the extent to which current state funded support is meeting these needs, and recommendations about actions that could be taken to better meet these needs. 

6. Establish with CTAP and SETS an educational technology statewide policy planning committee to coordinate with other known education planning groups, alliances, organizations and educational technology stakeholders to develop new visions, plans, and related legislation.
7. Continue to plan and implement a user-friendly statewide educational technology portal in concert with the K-12 High Speed Network.

B. Recommendations specific to CTAP and SETS (dependent on future funding and in concert with review by the CTAP/SETS Coordinating Council):
1. Institute a CTAP and SETS educator awareness strategy to inform schools and districts indicating on the CSTS that they are not aware or aware of and not using CTAP and/or SETS resources.

2. Increase the level of effort by CTAP/SETS Liaison staff in assisting educators in each region to make use of SETS resources.

3. Continue to identify and implement strategies for increasing coordination and collaboration of CTAP and SETS with other state and federally funded educational initiatives.

4. Continue to update the CTAP and SETS Evaluation Focus Frameworks and related surveys to ensure the indicators are relevant and based on current educational needs and priorities.

5. Increase awareness of, and participation by, teachers and administrators not presently involved with technology, in using CTAP and SETS sponsored professional development, consultation support, and information resources.

6. Continue to explore ways that CTAP and SETS can assist educators to identify technology-based applications that can be enhanced by the K-12 High Speed Network (K12HSN).

7. Continue to use the California School Technology Survey (CSTS) to serve as a statewide measure of the access, use and value to educators, of CTAP, SETS, and establish strategies for increasing the validity of the data collected.

8. Consider establishing a strategy and process for assessing school/district capacity to plan and use technology for both administrative and instructional applications.

9. Establish a process for facilitating and enabling CTAP Regions to share and adapt effective professional development and administrative practices.


C. Recommendations specific to CTAP: 

1. Expand the data collection system to document professional development and assistance provided by county and district level persons conducting CTAP sponsored professional development in all cases where CTAP- sponsored training-of-trainers is used.

2. The following recommendations are based on the statewide results of the CTAP User Survey completed by over 2500 persons using CTAP services during 2006-07. The two highest identified needs (percentage noted in parentheses) for each program area are listed below. Continue to provide professional development and assistance addressing all of the CTAP Focus Framework topics with special emphasis on enabling educators to:

a. Be informed about new and emerging technologies (72%)
b. Integrate technology into curriculum and instruction (70%)
c. Be informed about new hardware and network infrastructures (70%)
d. Use technology to support school/instructional management (58%)
e. Use assessment data to inform instructional practice (59%)
f. Use technology to manage and analyze student information (57%)
g. Learn about and apply for educational technology grants (67%)
h. Use technology to support other educational programs (62%)

3. Continue to expand opportunities for teachers to participate in long-term, in-depth, professional development with follow-up assistance.

4. Expand the use of technology such as video conferencing and online professional development, to make CTAP resources more accessible to educators including those residing in rural districts/schools.

Appendix

State Framework Correlation 

CTAP Evaluation Focus Framework: A ‘framework’ to guide the evaluation of CTAP services was established and is based on the CTAP RFA guidelines and the Statewide CTAP Client Reaction survey developed by ESS for the 11 CTAP Regions with prior input from the CTAP Directors. The Framework is organized according to the four CTAP Program Areas. Using the original CTAP state survey as a guide, each subtopic was framed in terms of a measurable evaluation question then modified at the meeting to ensure consistency with the activities and benchmarks previously approved for the 11 CTAP plans. Answers to the evaluation questions may be collected in a variety of ways ranging from a statewide survey to sample clients in each region to specific regional and local evaluation strategies. Following are the four CTAP focus areas and the related questions to be addressed in the evaluation.

	Program Area 1. Professional development supporting technology in curriculum and instruction


	CTAP

Objective(s)*

	As a result of using CTAP services, to what extent are educators able to . . .
	

	g. Select electronic learning resources aligned to CA Content Standards 
	

	h. Integrate electronic learning resources into adopted curriculum & instruction
	

	i. Acquire specific technology-proficiency
	

	j. Develop instructional strategies (units or lessons) that integrate technology
	

	k. Coach and mentor colleagues on technology integration as a professional development strategy
	

	l. Access and utilize CLRN to identify and select electronic learning resources aligned to CA Content Standards
	

	As a result of using CTAP services, to what extent are schools/districts able to . . .
	

	g. Demonstrate increased capacity to deliver professional development in activities a – f in Program Area 1.
	

	h. Access and utilize CTAP-leveraged professional development resources (i.e. SETS, EETT, AB 75, Intel, CUE)
	

	i. Integrate technology into Program Improvement and technologically under served schools.
	


	Program Area 2. Professional development supporting hardware and network implementation


	

	As a result of using CTAP services, to what extent are educators able to . . .
	

	h. Develop a district technology plan 
	

	i. Access and use the (broadband) high-speed network
	

	j. Be informed about new and emerging technologies
	

	k. Plan, implement, and sustain hardware and network infrastructure
	

	l. Utilize TechSETS to assist in infrastructure design, implementation, and sustainability
	

	As a result of using CTAP services, to what extent are schools/districts able to . . .
	

	m. Access and implement available network and hardware resources for district-wide use
	

	n. Demonstrate increased capacity to provide support as described in activities a – e in Program Area 2.
	


	Program Area 3. Professional development supporting technology to manage student information


	

	
	

	As a result of using CTAP services, to what extent are educators able to . . .
	

	f. Select technology applications to manage and analyze student information 
	

	g. Use technology to access student information and assessment data
	

	h. Use student assessment data to inform instructional strategies
	

	i. Use CTAP2 to assist staff determine professional development needs
	

	j. Utilize TICAL as an information resource for administrative technology applications 
	

	 As a result of using CTAP services, to what extent are schools/districts able to . . .
	

	f. Demonstrate capacity to implement activities a – e under Program Area 3 at the district level
	

	g. Build the capacity of district schools to implement activities a -e in Program Area 3
	


	Program Area 4. Funding and coordination with other federal, state, and local programs.
	

	As a result of using CTAP services, to what extent are educators able to . . .
	

	f. Plan and prepare EETT competitive technology grants
	

	g. Apply for E-Rate discounts or California Teleconnect funding (CTF)
	

	h. Learn about, and apply for new state, federal, and other educational technology grants.
	

	i. Use electronic learning resources to support other educational programs (i.e. Program Improvement, Sp. Ed.)
	

	j. Use the Statewide Education Technology Services: CLRN, TICAL, and/or TechSETS
	

	 As a result of using CTAP services, to what extent are schools/districts able to . . .
	

	f. Demonstrate capacity to implement activities a – e in Program Area 4 at district level
	

	g. Build the capacity of district schools to implement activities a – e in Program Area 4
	

	Other Program areas and services that do not relate in any way to 
Program Areas 1 – 4 above.
	

	As a result of using CTAP services, to what extent are educators able to . . .
	

	
	

	
	


 * Objectives taken directly from the current CTAP approved plan and numbered according to the Program Areas and Objectives with 1.1 as Program Area 1 and objective #1 etc….

** Data sources to be selected and entered from the list on the following as well as described in the CTAP plans.

Online CTAP Professional Development Activities Database





End-of-Year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment – May 2006

Educational Support Systems (ESS), external evaluator for the statewide CTAP, thanks you in advance for completing this survey. Responses are confidential and your honesty is appreciated.

A. DEMOGRAPHICS

1. Please identify the county in which you work. Select from the drop-down menu (required): 
2. Please select, from the drop-down menu, the position that most closely describes your current position (required): 

3. Are you a designated CTAP County Representative? ___ Yes ___ No

4. When did you begin using CTAP services during 2006/07?
July - Sept. 2006 ___, 


Oct. - Dec. 2006 ___, 


After Jan. 2007 ___

5. Did you participate in a CTAP-sponsored professional development activity that lasted more than one day and included direct follow-up (coaching/mentoring)? Yes___ No___

6. Approximately how many times have you participated in a CTAP activity in 2006/07?


___ 1 ___ 2 ___ 3 ___ 4 ___ 5+

B. IMPACT OF CTAP RESOURCES ON INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICE 

This section of the survey is intended for you to report any change in your information and skills resulting from your participation in CTAP-sponsored activities, as well as your interest in additional services. Read the following statements carefully and indicate the level of your knowledge/skill before receiving CTAP professional development (Pre-CTAP), and again after receiving CTAP professional development (Post-CTAP). After answering the Pre-Post CTAP items answer the question “Would you like CTAP to provide additional assistance on this topic?” 

Check the number of the descriptor below that applies to each survey item in both the Pre-CTAP and Post-CTAP rows. 

NA
 CTAP assistance was not received/applicable for me in terms of this survey item. 

1. I do not have enough knowledge related to this item to use it. 

2. I am prepared to apply the knowledge/skill and planning to do so.

3. I am beginning to apply the knowledge/skills in my position.

4. I consistently apply the knowledge/skills in my position.

5. I consistently apply the knowledge/skills in my position and am able to assist colleagues to do the same.
	1. Instructional integration of technology knowledge and/or skills
	
	Pre-CTAP
	Post-CTAP
	 More

CTAP

Help

	
	NA
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	a. Accessing and utilizing CLRN to identify electronic learning resources 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b. Selecting electronic learning resources aligned to CA Content Standards 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	c. Integrating electronic learning resources into adopted curriculum 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	d. Applying specific technology-use skills (i.e. Word, Excel, PowerPoint, etc.)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	e. Developing instructional strategies (units or lessons) that integrate technology
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	f. Being informed about new and emerging technologies for teaching and learning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	g. Selecting, accessing, and using technology to expand student learning opportunities, skills and knowledge.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	2. Hardware and network Implementation
	
	Pre-CTAP
	Post-CTAP
	 More

CTAP

Help

	
	NA
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	a. Planning for & utilizing technology for instruction or school/classroom management
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b. Developing a school or district technology plan 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	c. Accessing and using the K-12 high-speed network
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	d. Being informed about new and emerging technologies
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	e. Planning, implementing, and maintaining hardware or network infrastructure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	f. Utilizing TechSETS to assist in infrastructure design, implementation, and maintenance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	g. Planning, implementing and using hardware and making use of available network infrastructures for instructional purposes.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Using technology to manage student information
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a. Using technology to manage student information for planning instruction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b. Selecting technology applications to manage and analyze student information 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	c. Using technology to access student information and assessment data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	d. Using student assessment data to inform instructional strategies
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	e. Using EdTechProfile (formerly CTAP2) to determine professional development needs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	f. Using TICAL as an information resource for administrative uses of technology
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	g. Selecting and using technology-based applications to access, manage and analyze student assessment and related information.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Funding and coordination
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a. Finding and utilizing other resources to support technology access and use
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b. Planning and preparing EETT competitive and/or formula technology grants
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	c. Applying for E-Rate discounts and/or California Teleconnect funding (CTF)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	d. Learning about, & applying for state, federal, &other educational technology grants.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	e. Using electronic learning resources to support other educational programs (i.e. Program Improvement, Special. Education.)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	f. Identifying and applying for state, federal and/or private funding related to the application of technology to access and/or utilize technology in education.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	g. Learning about and applying for the Educational Technology K-12 Voucher program.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


C. OTHER CTAP AREAS FOR FUTURE ASSISTANCE 

1. Have you viewed your region’s CTAP website? ___ Yes ___ No

a. If yes, please rate its value to you:


__ No value __ Low value __ Medium value __ High value

b. How could the website be improved?

2. List specific CTAP strengths and/or areas in which you benefited most from CTAP:

3. Suggest specific ways CTAP services might better meet your needs:

4. Would you recommend CTAP professional development activities to a colleague?


___ Yes ___ No ___ Not enough information

4. Are you willing to be contacted for a follow-u interview regarding CTAP?


___ Yes ___ No


Please provide the following contact information:


First Name ____________ Last Name _____________ Email Address ____________________

Thank you for your time in completing this survey. 

CTAP Professional Development Activities Database
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RGC Summative Reaction Survey
The intent of this survey is to assess the CTAP RGC involvement in planning, implementing, and representing local needs within the CTAP region. Results will be used to improve the representation and involvement of RGC members. All information is confidential and will only be presented in aggregated format.

* Designates required response

* 1. 
In which county do you work?

* 2. 
How many RGC meetings have you attended during the 2006-07 school year?

RGC Involvement:

Areas and/or topics for possible RGC involvement are stated in the California Department of Education RFP that guided the approved CTAP plans. Please rate the extent to which the RGC was involved for each topic listed.

Rating Criteria:

1 = Topic not addressed in any meeting I attended

2 = Topic addressed, but little or no opportunity for RGC input

3 = Topic occasionally addressed, some opportunity for RGC input

4 = Topic extensively addressed and the RGC provided sufficient

	* 3. RGC involvement in planning, oversight of operations and program delivery, approval, and implementation of the region's plan, including services provided by funded LEAs to ensure:
	1
	2
	3
	4

	a. Equity of access to services by all schools, districts, and county offices of education, including those that are rural and technologically underserved.
	
	
	
	

	b. Equity of access to services by Program Improvement, II/USP, HP, and State Monitored districts and schools.
	
	
	
	

	c. Effective communication between the RGC and staff who attend the Director's and Program Management Committee meetings
	
	
	
	

	d. Appropriate program modifications based on input from the external evaluator regarding implementation progress, impact, and recommended improvements.
	
	
	
	

	e. Effective collaboration with the SETS projects.
	
	
	
	

	f. Coordinating CTAP and linking CTAP services/resources with other regional service providers.

g. Monitoring program expenditures, including expenditures by funded LEAs at least quarterly.
	
	
	
	

	h. Updating local needs assessment at least annually.
	
	
	
	


* 4. What were the strengths of the 2006-07 RGC meetings?

5. Please provide specific suggestions for improving future RGC meetings.

Contact Information

Educational Support Systems will include some follow-up contacts as part of their external evaluation regarding RGC operations. Please provide your name, email address and phone number to facilitate that process.

6. Name:
7. Email address:
8. Contact phone number:

CTAP Staff Interview Questions

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 (2006-07)

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 coordination 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?

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?

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?

How is the effectiveness of regional activities documented? 

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

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

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 2006-07?

b. What were the major factors which impeded implementation and use of services in your region for 2006-07? 

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?

2006-07 CTAP Staff Activity Survey

Part of the CTAP annual evaluation for the California Department of Education requires an estimate of the percentage of time each CTAP staff member is engaged in CTAP related activities. This information and other information collected for the end-of-year evaluation is used to help inform future resource determinations to support CTAP. Please use your best judgment in completing these items and submit your responses no later than June 30, 2007.

1. CTAP Region: __ 1 __ 2 __ 3 __ 4 __ 5 __ 6 __ 7 __ 8 __ 9 __ 10 __ 11

2. Name: ____________________
3. CTAP related job title: __________________________

4. What percent of your position is funded by CTAP?


__ 25% __ 50% __ 75% __ 100% __ Other


Other (please specify) __________________

5. Indicate the percentage of time allocated to CTAP work regardless of funding source:

__ 0% __ 10% __ 20% __ 30% __ 40% __ 50% __ 60% __ 70% __ 80% __ 90% __ 100%

Instructions for items 6 - 12: Reflecting on your activities from July 2006 through June 2007, please estimate the percentage of time you spent on each CTAP related activity as stated in the following question.

Please make certain the total does not exceed 100%.

6. Consultation to clients: Consultation may include: answering questions, providing assistance by phone, email or teleconference related to: grant preparation, technology planning, technical information, evaluation assistance, workshop follow-up, etc.

__ 0% __ 10% __ 20% __ 30% __ 40% __ 50% __ 60% __ 70% __ 80% __ 90% __ 100%
7. Professional Development: Conducting CTAP professional development at any level.

__ 0% __ 10% __ 20% __ 30% __ 40% __ 50% __ 60% __ 70% __ 80% __ 90% __ 100%

8. RGC Meetings & preparation: Planning and conducting RGC and regional management meetings.

__ 0% __ 10% __ 20% __ 30% __ 40% __ 50% __ 60% __ 70% __ 80% __ 90% __ 100%

9. CDE - required meetings: Participating in meetings required of CTP Directors and staff

__ 0% __ 10% __ 20% __ 30% __ 40% __ 50% __ 60% __ 70% __ 80% __ 90% __ 100%

10. CTAP staff and management meetings: Meetings for internal planning by regional staff and leadership/management teams.

__ 0% __ 10% __ 20% __ 30% __ 40% __ 50% __ 60% __ 70% __ 80% __ 90% __ 100%

11. RLA required activities: Participating in meetings and other activities required of LEA staff

__ 0% __ 10% __ 20% __ 30% __ 40% __ 50% __ 60% __ 70% __ 80% __ 90% __ 100%

12. Other major activities: Involvement in other activities consuming significant CTAP staff time.

__ 0% __ 10% __ 20% __ 30% __ 40% __ 50% __ 60% __ 70% __ 80% __ 90% __ 100%

13. Comments (optional):

CTAP and SETS Website Links

Region 1:

· Web Site – http://www.ctap1.org
Region 2:

· Web Site – http://www.ctap2.org
Region 3:

· Web Site – http://www.ctap3.org
Region 4:

· Web Site – http://www.ctap4.org
Region 5:

· Web Site – http://www.ctap5.org
Region 6:

· Web Site – http://ctap6.k12.ca.us
Region 7:

· Web Site – http://www.ctap7.org
Region 8:

· Web Site – http://www.ctap8.org
Region 9:

· Web Site – http://www.ctap9.org
Region 10:

· Web Site – http://www.ctap10.org
Region 11:

· Web Site – http://ctap.lacoe.edu
TICAL:

· Web Site – http://www.portical.org
TechSETS:

· Web Site – http://www.techsets.org
EdTechProfile:

· Web Site – http://www.edtechprofile.org
CLRN:

· Web Site – http://www.clrn.org
Statewide Educational Technology Services (SETS): Evaluation Summary

This document briefly summarizes the 2006-07 evaluation of the four Statewide Educational Technology Services (SETS) projects as required by SB 1254, the statute authorizing these projects.  The complete statewide report, as well as project-specific evaluation reports, is available from the California Department of Education.

SETS Services Provided: The legislative intent of the four SETS projects is to provide resources and support, most cost-effectively delivered on a statewide basis, to educators throughout California. The four SETS projects are: 1) California Learning Resource Network (CLRN)–an online resource to locate electronic and Internet-based learning resources aligned with State Content Standards, and technology applications supporting data-driven decision making, 2) Technical Support for Education Technology in Schools (TechSETS)–an online resource providing training, support and information to school technology staff, 3) The Technology Information Center for Administrative Leadership (TICAL) –an information and staff development resource to support school administrators use of technology in support of school management and data-driven decision making, and 4) EdTechProfile (ETP) to provide access to online technology proficiency assessments as well as related reports of educator and student proficiency assessment data. 

Services delivered:  All four SETS projects met or exceeded most (68%) of their planned objectives related to the above-mentioned services. Evaluation showed that the projects each provided access to information accessible to all educators with Internet access. While the content of services addressed topics identified in statute, users of SETS suggested a need to address new topics reflecting current education priorities and needs. SETS information dissemination included, conference presentations and exhibits, information delivered by workshops and consultations by California Technology Assistance Project (CTAP) regional support staff, region-specific institutes, and direct consultation. 

Use and Impact of Services: CTAP staff use SETS as a source of information and resources to incorporate into regional professional development on the use of technology in education. A representative sample of 3,028 users of CTAP services completed a pre- post-survey documenting an increase in readiness and use of SETS by 90% of the respondents. Educators who use SETS services indicate they provide information that is common to most schools to inform planning and implementing technology to support teaching and school administration. During 2007-08, follow-up with SETS users will determine to the extent to which change in instructional practice that resulted from the use of information and resources made available by SETS.

Recommendations: The major recommendations included: 1) increase awareness and use of SETS, 2) update SETS to ensure relevance to current education priorities and needs, 3) coordinate the use of SETS with other state, regional, and district programs, 4) expand documentation of the use and value of SETS resources at the school level, 5) increase the use of CTAP and other relevant agencies and associations to disseminate information and training on the use of SETS, and 6) continue to implement actions to address project-specific recommendations included in the 2005-06 as well as the recommendations included in the 2006-07 evaluation reports. Based on the high value reported for the services provided by SETS and the increasing importance of technology in the 21st century, it is recommended that SETS be continued as needed.
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Executive Summary

This report provides an overall evaluation of the four California Statewide Education Technology Services (SETS) projects from July 1, 2006 to June 30, 2007. The four SETS projects provide information and support, most cost-effectively delivered on a statewide basis, to educators throughout California. The four SETS programs are: 

1) California Learning Resource Network (CLRN) - an information source on electronic learning assessment resources (ELAR), electronic learning resources (ELR), and web information links (WIL) which are aligned to the California Content Standards. 

2) Technical Support for Education Technology in Schools (TechSETS) - a statewide information resource for obtaining technical support. 

3) The Technology Information Center for Administrative Leadership (TICAL) - an information and staff development resource enabling school administrators in the use of technology to support school management and data-driven decision making. 

4) EdTechProfile (ETP) – a SETS project added in 2005 to continue to provide access to the online technology proficiency assessment as well as related reports of teacher and student proficiency assessment data. 

This report documents the major implementation phases of the four SETS projects and assesses and analyzes both the extent of use and impact of each SETS project. The report includes 27 specific recommendations related to the improvement and expansion of SETS to meet a broader range of needs and to increase access to and use of SETS resources.

Each SETS project contracted for an external in-depth formative and summative evaluation providing detailed recommendations informing modifications of the services to improve their access and value to educators. This report summarizes the major findings from each of the external evaluations and provides overall findings relevant to statewide implementation of SETS. 

In general it was found that the four SETS projects, along with the regional support of the California Technology Assistance Projects (CTAP), provided the only reliable and objective CDE supported information resource to help California educators plan, use, and evaluate their technology programs to support instruction and school administration. All SETS projects rely on the Internet, with interactive websites, serving as the primary method for making information available to educators. Teachers and administrators who use SETS rate the service as highly valued as an information resource. The SETS projects are used by about 15% of the educators in the state. Most educators who learned about SETS through CTAP-provided professional development and/or consultation are either currently using or are planning to use SETS resources. 

The most valued SETS services included a means to identify electronic learning resources (ELR), that support the California Content Standards, information about using technology to support data-driven decision-making, solutions to technical problems, and an online system for collecting and managing teacher-technology proficiency data.

Purpose

This report provides an overall evaluation of the four California Statewide Education Technology Services (SETS) projects from July 1, 2006 through June 30, 2007. It includes the overall level of implementation of SETS objectives, use of SETS resources by educators, and recommendations for improving SETS. The evaluation was conducted by Educational Support Systems (ESS) to meet the evaluation requirement of SB 1254, the authorizing legislation for SETS, and was funded by a contract with the California Department of Education (CDE).

Background 

Over the past 26 years, state supported educational technology services have provided professional development, planning, and implementation assistance to help schools use technology to support teaching and learning. Currently these services include the four SETS projects and the eleven regional California Technology Assistance Projects (CTAP). 

The four SETS projects provide information and support to CTAP regions and directly to school districts. The four SETS projects are: 

1) California Learning Resource Network (CLRN) - an information source on electronic learning assessment resources (ELAR), electronic learning resources (ELR), and web information links (WIL) which are aligned to the California Content Standards. Stanislaus County Office of Education is the contractor for CLRN.

2) Technical Support for Education Technology in Schools (TechSETS) - a statewide information resource for obtaining technical support. San Diego County Office of Education is the contractor for TechSETS.

3) The Technology Information Center for Administrative Leadership (TICAL) - an information and staff development resource for school administrators in the use of technology to support school management and data-driven decision making. Santa Cruz County Office of Education is the contractor for TICAL.

4) EdTechProfile (ETP) – a SETS project added in 2005 to continue to provide access to the online technology proficiency assessment as well as related reports of teacher and student proficiency assessment data. Stanislaus County Office of Education is the contractor for ETP.

One of the primary functions of the regional CTAP projects is to provide information about the SETS resources and how they can be used by educators across the state. In addition to supporting SETS, the CTAP regional programs provide professional development and support in four program areas, including but not limited to: 1) using technology to improve teaching and learning, 2) hardware and network implementation, 3) using technology to improve school management, and 4) funding and coordination with other programs. CTAP regional services reduce local duplication of needed services and ensure equity of access to resources in rural and technologically underserved districts. The SETS projects 

provide a wide variety of information that helps to inform CTAP in the delivery of regional assistance to educators in the planning and use of technology.

SETS and CTAP, with the CDE, provide a coordinated support system designed to meet specific regional and local needs. The graphic illustrates the relationship of these services and resources.

The SETS and CTAP projects are major components of the state’s technology plan under No Child Left Behind (NCLB), and establish state eligibility for the NCLB Title II D, Enhancing Education Through Technology (EETT) funding.

In 2004, the SETS and CTAP projects were reauthorized for another four years under the provisions of SB 1254. 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 (HSN); 4) provide equal access to rural and underserved schools on issues supporting technology use; and 5) encourage schools to apply for State and Federal technology funds. 

An important addition to the responsibilities of both SETS and CTAP is that the impact of these services be objectively and externally evaluated. Evaluation instruments and a data collection system were created to address this mandate. In the past, evaluation focused on the number of activities and persons served. Little emphasis was placed on impact in terms of the level of use and value of these services. Sources for data include: SETS end-of-year surveys, self-assessments addressing change in teaching practice resulting from CTAP involvement, prior statewide reports, policy papers, SETS and CTAP user data and anecdotal reports from educators. 

Evaluation Approach, Design, and Instrumentation

Evaluation Approach and Design

The evaluation documents the major implementation phases of the four SETS projects and assesses and analyzes the impact of each SETS project and its resources. ESS and the other SETS external evaluator collect both formative and summative evaluation data to: 1) provide ongoing feedback to SETS staff regarding data to inform program changes, 2) develop the end-of-year evaluation for the CDE, and 3) provide information to help determine SETS needs for 2007-08. As delineated in Section B, multiple sources of data are collected and analyzed, and every effort was made to use existing data when available. The major source of data for this report are the four external evaluation reports already completed and on file with the CDE.

The SETS evaluation is designed and conducted to align evaluation indicators and related data-collection instruments to the CDE-approved SETS Evaluation Focus Framework questions. This Framework was developed in collaboration with SETS Directors and their External Evaluators in order to identify the basic elements or topics that define each service. Two key questions address the SETS Focus Framework (Appendix A): 1) How are the data and/or features benefiting regions, districts, schools and teachers? and 2) To what extent is the project being integrated with CTAP, the other SETS projects, other state projects such as Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment (BTSA) and Regional System of District and School Support (RSDSS), relevant federal programs, and other organizations? 

Figure 1 on the following page illustrates the overall evaluation data collection and reporting process. The evaluation information (shown in green) uses data from all of the existing external evaluations and other relevant data. It draws ongoing information from the implementation of services and then analyzes the levels of use and impact based on implementation, demographics, and support. The evaluation findings are analyzed and reported with recommendations to the SETS project staff, Advisory Committees, CDE, SBE, and the Legislature.

Figure 41: CTAP and SETS Evaluation Overview
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Evaluation Data Sources

Evaluation instruments utilized in this evaluation include findings from project-specific external evaluation reports, locally designed surveys, state surveys, staff interviews, records of accomplishments, directors’ reports and other data collection tools developed by ESS and the TechSETS evaluator for individual SETS evaluation reports. In addition, statewide data sources developed by ESS with input from the SETS Directors include the following:

13. SETS Professional Development Database: ESS, in collaboration with TICAL and with input from the SETS Directors, designed a SETS Professional Development Survey to collect data on participant feedback for each SETS-related professional development activity. This online system is completed by CTAP Liaisons and other SETS presenters at the conclusion of SETS presentations (Appendix B). The SETS Professional Development Survey asks presenters to provide information regarding: location, type, and length of the presentation. The presenters are also asked to rate the extent to which they were prepared to conduct the event, the level of interest expressed by participants, and the probability that participants will use the SETS resources presented. 

14. End-of-Year SETS User Survey: ESS, external evaluator for CLRN, ETP and TICAL, and the Imperial County Office of Education, external evaluator for TechSETS, developed end-of-year self-assessment surveys for each project, referred to as the “user survey.” Each user survey gathers project information from users relating to resources used, degree of use, frequency used, and suggestions for improvement (Appendices C-F). 

15. CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment: A third major source of data is from the ESS-developed survey of CTAP clients on a regional basis to assess the level of use and need for SETS services. This survey was administered in five of the eleven CTAP regions and provides a representative data sample of educators that can be generalized across the state (Appendix G).

16. Additional data sources: Table 1 provides a summary of all data sources used for the SETS evaluation with a brief description of the sources and the type of data obtained from each. 

Table 22: Sources of data for the SETS Statewide Evaluation

	Data Source
	Description
	Data Obtained

	5. External Evaluation Reports for each of SETS project
	Each SETS project contracts with an external evaluator to provide a formative and summative evaluation. These evaluations address the level of implementation of services as well as educator-reactions and needs for these services. Evaluations are aligned to the SETS Focus Framework to provide a common set of criteria to apply to each evaluation.
	Four SETS project evaluation reports were obtained, with results and recommendations analyzed and used in this statewide report

	6. State SETS Evaluation Focus Framework (Appendix A)
	The State SETS Framework was established to guide the evaluation of SETS services.
	The four evaluation reports summarized findings from the SETS Framework questions. 

	7. California School Technology Survey (CSTS)
	A survey administered each year by the state to all districts and schools to assess the awareness of, need for, and use of the services provided by SETS and CTAP as well as access to and use of hardware and Internet resources.
	Obtained and analyzed 9,249 school surveys and 1,030 district surveys.

	8. End-of-year, ESS-developed, CLRN User Survey (Appendix C)
	This survey measures: 1) frequency of service use, 2) value of service features, 3) benefits for educators, 4) potential CLRN services and features, and 5) suggestions for improving CLRN services.
	Survey completed by 770 educators.

	9. End-of-year ESS developed, EdTechProfile User Survey (Appendix D)
	This survey measures: 1) level of ETP proficiency, 2) value of use and applications, 3) value of system features, 4) value of support sources, 5) suggestions for new features, and 6) suggestions for improving ETP services.
	Survey completed by 1,388 educators.

	10. End-of-year TechSETS User Survey (Appendix E)
	This survey measures: 1) degree and ease of use of major services (Skills Matrix, TechPROFILES, Training Opportunities, TechQUESTIONS, MyTechDesk) and 2) suggestions for improving TechSETS services.
	Survey completed by 403 educators.

	11. End-of-year ESS-developed, TICAL User Survey (Appendix F)
	This online self-report by users of services measures: 1) frequency of service use, 2) value of website features, 3) suggested features/improvements, 4) degree of use and usefulness of topic areas, 5) overall effectiveness and 6) collaboration with other SETS projects.
	Survey completed by 529 educators.

	12. End-of-year ESS-developed Teacher User Survey
	This survey was added for 2006-07 to document the level of user value of the data collected and suggestions related to the Teacher Proficiency Assessment.
	Survey completed by 3,028 educators.

	13. SETS Professional Development Survey (Appendix B)
	An online survey and related database used to document activities and reactions by the CTAP/SETS Liaisons to SETS-related information and professional development activities they conducted.
	Data obtained from all four SETS projects completed for a sample of 229 presentations.

	14. Annual survey of Advisory Committees (Appendix H)
	An online survey was completed by CLRN, EdTechProfile and TICAL Advisory members at the end of the year. TechSETS conducted a similar survey through interviews.
	The online or interview survey was completed by Advisory Committee members in the four SETS projects.

	15. End-of-year CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment (Appendix G)
	This online survey described previously provides a self-report by users of services to measure: 1) change in instructional practice on a pre-post basis, 2) client needs for additional assistance, 3) strengths and benefits, 4) suggestions for improving CTAP services, and 5) use of SETS resources to support each of the four CTAP Program Areas.
	Survey completed by 3,028 educators in all eleven CTAP regions.

	16. Interviews of SETS Directors and key staff 
	Phone interviews conducted by external evaluators provided information that reaches beyond the survey data and corroborates survey findings.
	All four key SETS Directors and many staff were interviewed by evaluators. 

	17. Interview and survey data from CTAP evaluations
	Extensive interview and survey data was collected in the external CTAP evaluation process and SETS related data were disaggregated as part of the SETS evaluation process.
	Data from all eleven CTAP regions.

	18. SETS approved contracts and Scope of Work.
	The individual SETS project contracts and scope of work are used to verify objectives, planned assessment strategies, and other data as needed to determine completion of benchmarks.
	Contracts and Scope of Work for all four SETS projects.

	19. Prior year evaluation reports.
	CLRN, ETP, TechSETS and TICAL had external evaluation reports from 2005-06. 
	2005-06 Evaluation Reports for all four SETS projects.


17. SETS Evaluation Focus Framework: A SETS Evaluation Focus Framework was designed by SETS project evaluators in collaboration with the CDE to provide a common set of questions to be addressed by each of the four SETS evaluation reports. Following are the two Evaluation Framework Focus questions followed by more specific questions designed to address the overarching questions: 

Focus Question 1: “How are the data and/or features benefiting regions, districts, schools and teachers?” More specifically. . .
· Who is the purposeful user by position and/or level?

· What resources and/or features are being used? 

· How are the resources and/or features being used?

· What is the result of using the resource and/or feature as it relates to professional practices?

Focus Question 2: “To what extent is the project being integrated with CTAP, SETS, BTSA, RSDSS and other state projects, state and federal programs, and organizations?” More specifically. . . .

1. Were there SETS project-sponsored support activities?

2. Were there collaborated support activities? 

3. Were SETS project features modified specifically to support the integration with other projects/programs?

4. What is the outcome, or result of the use of activities and/or features?

Statewide Evaluation Report Format: The following sections of this report summarize the findings and recommendations based on the evaluation sources described in the proceeding section. Section V – VIII include 1) a summary of each of the four SETS external evaluation reports that includes: 1) a brief description of the SETS project, 2) the process for determining needs for project features, 3) specific project resources of focus, 4) related evaluation findings addressing the SETS Evaluation Focus Framework questions, 5) conclusion and recommendations for each project. 

The summaries of each of the four SETS evaluation reports is followed by an analysis of the overall findings across the projects to include:

· Completion of SETS objectives

· SETS professional development provided by CTAP

· Impact of CTAP assistance

· Leveraged resources

· Survey of findings

· Recommendations

California Learning Resource Network (CLRN) 

CLRN Background

In 1999 the CDE awarded the SETS CLRN contract to the Stanislaus County Office of Education as Local Education Agency (LEA). CLRN is currently assisted by partner county offices of education (COEs) and other agencies through subcontracts for specific services. CLRN identifies and reviews supplemental Electronic Learning Resources (ELR), Web Information Resources (WIL) and Electronic Learning Assessment Resources (ELAR) including software, video, and web-based resources. All CLRN information resources are posted on an interactive website maintained by Sacramento County Office of Education and are accessible through an online searchable database. CLRN can be accessed at www.clrn.org. 

Project Management 

In 2006-07 CLRN had contracts with the following counties to conduct electronic learning resource reviews: Glenn County Office of Education, History/ Social Science; Humboldt County Office of Education, Science; Kings County Office of Education, Mathematics; Orange County Department of Education, Visual/Performing Arts; San Diego County Superintendent of Schools, English/Language Arts. These COE sub-contractors were selected following a review of their qualifications and capabilities to deliver the review services CLRN needed. The external evaluator monitors the review process and provides feedback to determine the extent to which the sub-contractors are delivering the review services. A CLRN Advisory Committee, representing teachers, technologists, administrators, and state-level curriculum leadership meets three times annually to provide input to CLRN staff. Each month a leadership team, comprised of key CLRN staff, contracted county representatives, support consultants and the external evaluator, meet via a conference call. The leadership team shares with and updates each other regarding CLRN implementation, helps resolve implementation problems, provides input in the design of new CLRN features or services, and keeps CLRN management informed on the review process. Observations and surveys of advisors and CLRN management team members indicate that CLRN staff thoughtfully considers all advisory and management team input and incorporates that which is appropriate.

CLRN Needs Assessment
In its annual evaluation report, the external evaluator provides following year recommendations based on data collected from CLRN users, Advisory Committee meetings, monthly conference calls, surveys, observations, CLRN staff interviews, CTAP staff and changes in CDE and Curriculum Commission priorities. The annual evaluation report recommendations are critical to the project needs assessment. For example, needs documentation justified the 2006-07 focus on expansion of existing services including: implementation of a monthly newsletter, expansion of WIL reviewers through WIL training of all subject-area reviewers, redesign of ELAR website and expansion of posted resources, and creation and posting of ELR and WIL animated tutorials.

Project Service Areas and Summary of Findings

CLRN provides specific online information available to all California educators with Internet access. In 2006-07 the CLRN website provided free access to reviews and detailed descriptions of 1) ELRs, 2) WILs, and 3) ELARs. Each ELR and WIL is aligned and correlated with the California Content Standards. The individual CLRN evaluation report provides details on all services and related findings as well as recommended improvements in the service. All CLRN information resources are posted for user access on the CLRN interactive website maintained by the Sacramento COE. Monthly web-trends data is collected to monitor and analyze use of the site. The CLRN website includes visuals, search functions, a variety of new features approved by the Advisory Committee, and meets California accessibility standards.

The following is a brief description of the four CLRN project components:

Electronic Learning Resource Information (ELR) Reviews

The original intent of CLRN was to provide educators with a one-stop information resource for selecting ELRs that align to the California Content Standards and provide evidence that those ELRs are effective. CLRN staff and subcontracted COEs currently review software, Internet, and video resources in English/Language Arts, History/Social Studies, Mathematics, Science and Visual/Performing Arts to determine their alignment with the State Board-adopted Content Standards. Details on the review process and use of CLRN are found in the comprehensive CLRN end-of-year evaluation report available at www.clrn.org. 

Summary of Findings: The 2,462 ELRs aligned with state content standards are posted on the CLRN website across the five subject areas: English/Language Arts (618), History/Social Science (476), Mathematics (453), Science (890) and Visual/Performing Arts (25). These resources are grouped in five basic mediums: Video (888), Software (860) and Internet (487), combined Software/Internet (178) and Video/Internet (12). Of the total resources, 250 were reviewed and posted on the CLRN site in 2006-07. Some resources are counted multiple times if they fall into several categories. Due to limited resources in the grades 9 -12 Visual/Performing Arts area, the CDE approved expanding the Visual/Performing Arts focus to grades 4-12 in 2006-07. More than 94% of CLRN survey respondents agreed with the survey statement, “CLRN helps me identify electronic learning resources to meet my instructional needs.” More than 87% agreed with statements indicating that “CLRN saves time in finding effective resources, provides weblinks to expand free instructional resources, and helps find ELRs that align with California Content Standards”.

When asked about website features, 95% of the 197 CLRN “frequent user” survey respondents valued the search functions for locating ELRs. Of equal value (95%) was the search for California Content Standards and resources linked to those standards. Three other areas received a value ranking at or above 90%: website links related to outside resources (92%); the search-result comparison chart (91%) and the History/Social Studies and Visual/Performing Arts content areas (both 90%).

A major finding showed that, while educators value knowing what aligns with the content standards, they also want information on: 1) specific ways to integrate the posted ELRs into curriculum and instruction and 2) a user-feedback service that provides educator feedback on the CLRN-reviewed ELRs. These and other evaluation-based suggestions based are currently being considered as possible CLRN modifications for 2007-08.

Web Information Link Review Information (WIL)

The WIL component of CLRN, established in 2002-03, is based on needs expressed in CLRN user feedback. The WIL service meets the increasing educator demand for information about free primary and secondary source and reference websites. CLRN staff contracted with a library media specialist possessing extensive experience in the evaluation of web-based instructional resources evaluation. This specialist reviews web-information links to determine their alignment with the State Board-adopted Content Standards and is responsible for training other reviewers. The WIL database has been expanded each year of its existence to meet the increased demand for free web-based instructional resources.
Summary of Findings: In 2006-07, the total number of WIL resource links increased to 1,791 having added 709 new links. This increase is partially attributable to the increased number of WIL reviewers. The increased number of search and detail visits from 2005-06 evidences continued growth in use of the free WIL service. This indicated that users are going deeper into their searches for instructional websites. User feedback is positive regarding the availability of free materials for instructional use related to specific content standards. While the knowledge and use of WIL is growing, many educators remain unaware of this service.
Electronic Learning Assessment Resource (ELAR) Review Information

In September 2004 new legislation (SB 1384) authorized the expansion of CLRN to include information on technology applications that support educators in the use of student assessment data to inform planning and instructional decisions. This involved development of review criteria and a process for conducting analysis of products prior to posting the findings related to these assessment tools on the CLRN website. This addition to CLRN provides information and resources to assist educators in data driven decision-making. Learning Resources, Inc., an entity with uniquely qualified professional staff is responsible for the overall planning and implementing of the ELAR review process. The ELAR component of CLRN is a partnership between CLRN, Learning Resources, and the Sacramento COE. Sacramento COE expanded their contract to maintain and host the CLRN website to include the web development of ELAR. 
Summary of Findings: With the ELAR application design and review process in place, focus centered on expanding the number of reviewed resources and updating the website. During 2006-07, an additional 16 assessment resources were reviewed and posted on the ELAR website increasing the total to 31. The ELAR review features were updated based on feedback and experience, new reviewers were trained, operational website updates were completed and additional publishers were informed of the ELAR service. New features included: screenshots, five searchable categories, expanded searching capabilities and general price information. The website was reorganized to focus on three ELAR needs:

· The ELAR Decision – Benefits, Keys to Success, Research articles, Decision Resources

· Selecting an ELAR – Finding an ELAR, Selecting a Resource, Free Resources

· Using an ELAR – Keys to Success, Implementation Resources, Professional Development Resources

CLRN Professional Development and Assistance

In Spring 2005, CLRN developed and initiated a “CLRN Training-of-Trainers” program whereby educators throughout the state were trained to provide assistance and information to educators on how to access and utilize CLRN information resources. This was prompted by the external evaluation findings documenting a need for a systematic process for involving the CTAP staff in disseminating and enabling educators to use CLRN. In September 2005, this training model became the CTAP Liaison program, and currently is used by all four SETS projects. This met the CTAP requirement of providing SETS information resources within CTAP regions. Each CTAP region designated a staff Liaison for each SETS project to assist educators in the use of SETS resources.

Summary of Findings: The CTAP trainers indicated 123 CLRN training sessions served 9,207 participants. This sample suggests that presenters with more than adequately prepared, that trainees are moderately to highly interested and indicate a high probability of using CLRN services. The training program should be expanded to meet the need for more information relating to CLRN services throughout the state. The California School Technology Survey (CSTS) shows that while most school districts are aware of CLRN, most schools are not aware of and/or are using CLRN. (See Section F)

Summary of Findings to Address the SETS Focus Framework Questions

Focus Framework Question 1: “How are the services benefiting regions, districts, schools and teachers?”
d. Who is the purposeful user by position and/or level?

A CLRN user is defined as anyone who logs onto the CLRN site and accesses its information. In an effort to be more definitive in describing a CLRN “purposeful user”, several key data sources are used: Web Trends data, selected statistics from CDE Ed-Data, Registered User Analysis, and User Survey Profile data. This data is analyzed to profile users by job, by CTAP region, by frequency and purpose of use, as well as to identify use trends throughout the school year.

A primary tool for identifying how CLRN is used is data analysis from the CLRN Registered User database. The CLRN database showed 18,029 California registered users at the end of 2006-07. This decrease from the prior year is the result of CLRN staff removing many outdated email addresses from the database. The California registered users represent over 80% of all registered users and 1,346 of those were new in 2006-07. In addition, the website page views increased significantly during 2006-07. It should be understood, however, that anyone with Internet availability can access most CLRN features either without registering as a CLRN user or logging in. Identifying the purposeful user is an evaluation challenge since currently there is no accurate method to track exactly who uses CLRN.
CLRN has experienced an increase in both registered users and visitors to the site since it was established in 2000. Of the registered users, 63% are teachers, 13% are students (most at the university level), and 9% are administrators. Half of the 770 surveyed CLRN users indicated they used CLRN three or more times during the year. Additionally, an analysis of users by CTAP regions shows a general pattern of higher use among educators in the state’s rural areas.

e. What resources and/or features are being used? 

As of June 30, 2007, there were 2,017 ELRs, 1,791 WILs, and 31 ELARs reviewed and posted on the CLRN site. In 2006-07, 250 new resources were added to the CLRN site. Of the 2,462 video, software and Internet-based resources posted on CLRN at the end of 2006-07, 890 (36%) were related to Science, followed by English/Language Arts 618 (25%), History/Social Science 476 (19%), Mathematics 453 (18%), and 25 (1%) for Visual/Performing Arts (its first full year).

The most requested ELR content area was English/Language Arts (31%). This is a slight decrease from the previous year, but is relatively constant for the four years following a decline from 41% in 2002-03. Mathematics, the next most requested (25%), showed another slight decrease but remained relatively constant over the last four years. Science (21%) remained consistent over the last three years, and Visual/Performing Arts, (first full year) had two resources (2%) in the top 100 user hits.
Analysis of user data showed that grade-level designations for ELR-requested information continues highest in elementary grades K-5 (39%). The 2006-07 numbers are very similar to 2005-06 and both years almost reverted to the same levels as 2002-03 and 2003-04. The spike in K-5 requests in 2004-05 may be the result of research by EETT applicants.
f. How are the resources and/or features being used?

The data used to document how CLRN-resources and/or features are being used comes primarily from the CLRN User Survey. This information is supplemented and validated by user and staff interviews. 

The 197 CLRN survey respondents who used CLRN three or more times during 2006-07 rated CLRN features on a 5-point scale. Of the 14 CLRN website features, searching for Electronic Learning Resources (93%), California content standards (85%), and CLRN related website links (79%) were used most frequently. These were followed by the new website look and navigation (78%), WIL search functions (76%) and search-result comparison chart (73%). CLRN Member Directory (34%) and Calendar feature (43%) were selected least frequently. The monthly newsletter, a new CLRN service, showed use by 66% of respondents, and History/Social Studies content area use (63%) was also strong.

Five of the fourteen website feature indicators were used in the prior three CLRN User Surveys. A four-year comparison of these responses shows that “Identifying Electronic Learning Resources to meet instructional needs via the CLRN website search function” had the highest combined medium and high values over the last four years. Searching for California Content Standards followed and the Calendar feature consistently reflected the lowest value ranking.

g. What is the result of using the resource and/or feature as it relates to professional practices?

According to the user feedback survey, approximately one-fourth of registered users accessed CLRN four or more times during 2006-07. Of the three-fourths who used CLRN three times or less, 43% reported they needed CLRN only occasionally, as most did not make purchasing decisions for their district. In general, about 40% of users were “likely” to make a purchase based on their CLRN search, 51% were “unsure” and the remaining 9% “would not.” For those survey respondents who indicated they had obtained an ELR as a result of using CLRN, 98% indicated they would recommend the ELR to a colleague. More than 90% of those who used either the WIL or ELAR sections of CLRN indicated they would recommend them to colleagues.

Log-in analysis of the 18,029 registered California users showed that 54% created an account and then logged in only once. The data suggests that users either stop logging in, do not use the features that require logging in, or simply stop using CLRN. Again, it should be noted that when reviewing this data only login visits are recorded. The actual number of individuals and/or times an individual visited CLRN cannot be identified beyond those registered users who login to use CLRN.

The 197 CLRN survey respondents who used CLRN three or more times during 2006-07 rated the benefits of CLRN on a 5-point scale (0 = Not used, 1 = Disagree, 2 = Somewhat agree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree). Figure 2 on the following page shows the combined “High” and “Medium” responses of survey participants ranking the value of CLRN benefits. One hundred percent (100%) of survey respondents using CLRN service indicated that CLRN was used to “Identify electronic learning resources to meet instructional needs” and of those, 93% either agreed or strongly agreed. The next highest use was “Save time in locating needed electronic learning resource information” (89%). The resulting percentages are ranked in decreasing order with the number of responding survey participants shown in parenthesis. More than 80% of all respondents indicated either they agree or strongly agree with the top seven indicators. The two lowest indicators also ranked high at 78% and 76%, respectively.
Figure 42: CLRN User Survey: Value Ranking of Benefits
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Eight of the nine benefit indicators were used in the prior three CLRN User Surveys. A four-year comparison of these responses showed six of the nine indicators showed an increase in the combined “Medium” and “High” values in at least three of the four years. 

Focus Framework Question 2: “To what extent is the project being integrated with CTAP, SETS, BTSA, RSDSS and other state projects, state and federal programs, and organizations?” 

h. Were there SETS project-sponsored support activities?

The primary CLRN-sponsored activity focused on the CTAP Liaison training program. The number of trained CTAP staff presenting CLRN in their regions, increased and they estimated that more than 9,207 participants attended the 123+ presentations. Teachers comprised 76% of the attendees followed by school, district or county administrators (21%). Presenters estimated that attendee distribution was fairly balanced between suburban and urban districts with slightly fewer from rural districts. 

CLRN collaborates with the other SETS projects in an effort to avoid duplication while improving awareness and services. CLRN actively participated in a number of professional conferences in an effort to share their resource and those of the other SETS projects.
i. Were there collaborated support activities? 

CLRN staff and CTAP Liaisons collaborated with 53 programs/agencies including: AB 75/AB 430 (38), BTSA (17), RSDSS (3), English Language Services (2), AVID, BTTP, After School Partnerships and Migrant Education (1 each), and 12 unidentified programs. Collaboration generally focused on planning for increased integration of CLRN into these programs.
The other SETS projects also increased collaboration. All four projects co-sponsored a booth at educational technology conferences and provided information to conference attendees about SETS. Each SETS project has website links to the other SETS projects, as well as to CTAP. Each SETS projects can be accessed through links from the regional CTAP websites, and CLRN can also be accessed from the K12HSN website. 

j. Were SETS project-features modified specifically to support the project?

Several CLRN features have been or are being modified to support collaborations. The ELAR service that partners with TICAL, TechSETS, Sacramento County Office of Education, and two CDE offices (Educational Technology and Assessment) is working effectively. Each partner contributes to the project’s development.

Effective practices, a new CLRN service, is setting the groundwork for a venue where private vendors/publishers can identify and share effective uses of electronic learning and assessment resources. It is anticipated this will be accomplished through video vignettes with the support of Sacramento County Office of Education. An Advisory Committee review of a prototype created in 2006-07 indicated more development would occur in 2007-08.

k. What is the outcome or result of the use of activities and/or features?

Partnerships between CLRN and the other three SETS projects provided mutual support and collaboration in promoting all SETS projects. Increased collaboration between CTAP and CLRN increased CLRN use as evidenced by CLRN staff and CTAP Liaisons reaching more than 9,200 educators unfamiliar with CLRN. A sample survey of participants indicated almost all of the participants offered positive comments about CLRN. Presenters reported that participants offered comments to support the following:

· While some had heard or used CLRN site. Most had no knowledge and were surprised that they did not know of CLRN before.

· Participants generally were excited about the WILs database and its ease of use with students.

· Review of ELAR list allowed districts to select vendors for presentations to make a decision on what data analysis tool to purchase. 

· Reference WILS were most useful, Open Court Supplementary material is a bonus, Useful Search field for ELLs and Special Student populations.

All CTAP regions statewide participated in an end-of-year survey drafted by ESS. One question focused on the degree of change in participant preparedness when using CLRN to identify electronic learning resources. The 1,323 respondents assessed their level of preparedness both prior to and after participating in CTAP activities. Figure 3 below shows that participants in CTAP professional development were prepared to use CLRN to identify ELR. There is a significantly high percentage of respondents who moved from “Not ready to apply” to a level where they were applying their knowledge.

Figure 43: Percentage of respondents reporting various levels of preparedness with utilizing CLRN to identify electronic learning resources

[image: image45.wmf]Percentage of respondents reporting various levels of preparedness with 

utilizing CLRN to identify electronic learning resources

21%

53%

17%

18%

27%

14%

20%

9%

15%

7%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

PA1_a_post (n=1,323)

PA1_a_pre (n=1,323)

Not ready to apply

Prepared to apply

Beginning to apply

Consistently applying 

Assisting others


California School Technology Survey (CSTS) Results Relevant to CLRN

In evaluating the CLRN project, ESS conducted a statewide educator survey in order to identify who used CLRN services, the levels of use and the impact of the service. However, this survey was limited to a sample of persons already using CLRN. The ESS survey and other existing data did not provide information relating to schools either not aware of, or not using CLRN service and resources. 

The California School Technology Survey (CSTS) is completed by all schools in the state. Since it provides statewide data on technology access and use, adding items related to use of CTAP and SETS could provide additional data. ESS worked with CTAP and SETS staff to develop items under the new Professional Development section. These are intended to document use of and need for CTAP and SETS services or resources for all schools completing the CSTS. The results can be used in planning strategies and identifying resources to increase awareness and use of CTAP and SETS by all schools in the state.

As shown in Figure 4 on the following page, district CSTS data indicate an average level of awareness and/or use of CLRN services statewide with significantly lower levels at the school level. It might be assumed that district level staff members are the primary contact and users of CLRN resources. 

Figure 44: Statewide District and School CSTS responses to CLRN
(District n = 1,030; School n = 9,249)
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In general, the findings show a moderate to high need for the CLRN service in most schools in the state. Results also show that a significant number of schools either are not aware of and/or are aware of, but do not use, CLRN. ESS recommended that the schools indicating “not aware” or “aware but not using the services” be informed about CLRN. Data results can be used in planning and implementing strategies to increase awareness and use of CLRN information resources. 

Conclusions and Recommendations Related to CLRN

Users indicated that CLRN provides the services identified in the authorizing legislation and those services are valued and used. More than 94% of CLRN survey respondents agreed with the survey statement, “CLRN helps me identify electronic learning resources to meet my instructional needs.” More than 87% agreed with statements indicating, “CLRN saves time in finding effective resources, provides weblinks to expand free instructional resources, and helps find ELR that align with CA Content Standards”. Surveyed users indicated that CLRN guided their request for, and school district purchase of, electronic learning resources. Some districts have implemented CLRN review as a condition for the purchase of electronic learning resources. The CDE required that an ELR must be CLRN reviewed and listed in the CLRN online database in order for districts to use State and NCLB-EETT funds for its purchase.

Search functions for locating resources linked to California Content Standards, links to outside resources, History/Social Studies content area, search-result ELR consumer-comparison matrix, Visual/Performing Arts content area, and WILs and were ranked important by more than 90% of CLRN survey respondents. The 2005-06 CLRN website redesign was valued by 86% of survey respondents. 

Over the last several years, users indicated a need for CLRN to expand its emphasis and include free resources and information about electronic student assessment resources. As a result, CLRN created the WIL service and the ELAR program. In the three years of WIL implementation, dramatic increase in both the number of web links and user hits has been noted. Eighty-seven percent of survey respondents valued this service and 87% requested information about resources that complement the California state adopted textbooks. The ELAR project reviewed and added sixteen resources, and ELAR has been revised to include: a broader range of resources, website revisions and new features. The website redesign focused on “The ELAR Decision” (Benefits, Keys to Success, Research articles, Decision Resources); “Selecting an ELAR” (Finding an ELAR, Selecting a Resource, Free Resources); and “Using an ELAR” (Keys to Success, Implementation Resources, Professional Development Resources). Professional development remains a focus and must be multi-dimensional to meet the needs of various job groups and provide direction on how to: utilize the ELAR website, evaluate an assessment resource using ELAR criteria, and use an assessment resource to improve instruction.

The Training-of-Trainers program became the CTAP Liaison training program and provided 123 training sessions for more than 9,200 educators. Data from CLRN training events suggest that presenters are more than adequately prepared. It also supports the finding that trainees are moderately to highly interested and indicate a high probability of using CLRN services. Considering the emphasis on more information relating to CLRN services throughout the state, expanding the training program should be a priority. CSTS shows that a significant number of schools either are “not aware of” or “aware but do not use” CLRN. ESS recommended that CLRN actively pursue informing the schools in those categories about CLRN. This data can be used in planning and implementing strategies to increase awareness and use of CLRN and its information resources.

Specific recommendations for each project service area are included in the comprehensive CLRN Evaluation Report. CLRN staff, in consultation with the evaluators and the CDE, has designed a plan for implementing the recommendations. The 30 recommendations provide a focus for CLRN in 2007-08 and the degree to which they were implemented will be evaluated and analyzed in 2008-09. Several recommendations for improving the CLRN service suggest:

· Continue to upgrade the ELR, WIL and ELAR sites to make it easier for consumers to find and understand reviewed resources.

· Establish a systematic process for obtaining feedback from educators who use resources posted on the CLRN website.

· Provide information/demonstrations on how to integrate ELR, WIL and ELAR resources into the instructional program.

· Expand the use of the CTAP/CLRN Liaisons to assist educators in accessing and using CLRN.

EdTechProfile (ETP)

ETP Background

The CDE awarded the EdTechProfile (ETP) SETS contract to Stanislaus County Office of Education. As the Local Educational Agency they contracted with TrueNorthLogic (TNL), a company based in Sandy, Utah, to implement ETP for California. In the past, TNL had contracted directly with the CDE to provide data management of the CTAP2 Teacher Technology Proficiency Assessment. Among other services, ETP provides online teacher self-assessments of their instructional technology proficiency based on the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CCTC) Standards 9 and 16, as well as surveys for principals and students. The content of the surveys, is developed and validated by educators in California who are typically staff from CTAP and other SETS projects. All surveys and other data management strategies enabled by ETP are reviewed and approved by the appropriate office(s) in the CDE. In addition to the technology proficiency surveys, ETP provides administrators with web-based reporting tools designed to help them assess their readiness to integrate technology into the curriculum and improve teacher technology adoption. All ETP resources are found on an interactive website maintained by TNL located at www.edtechprofile.org. 
Project Management

The staffing support of ETP at TNL includes a Director, a Chief Technology Officer, and various operational staff. In addition to the project staff, the Advisory Committee and Management Sub-committee assist with project governance.

The ETP Advisory Committee includes twenty-four members representing each of the eleven CTAP Regions plus each of the other three SETS projects. A brief survey in June 2006 obtained committee member feedback on the quality of meetings and recommendations for ETP improvements. The results of the 14 respondents show strongest agreement in these two areas: ETP staff value and use the input from the committee and advisory committee members are given an opportunity to make contributions. It was also noted that at the ETP meetings multiple perspectives are given and discussed. 

Besides TNL staffing and the Advisory Committee, fourteen ETP/CTAP Liaisons provide ETP regional support. These CTAP-funded staff handle help-desk calls, present workshops on the ETP use, create training materials, participate in the management sub-committee, and contribute to the evolution and successful dissemination of ETP. 
ETP Needs Assessment

The need for ETP was based on a state and a Federal mandate to document the implementation of the programs NCLB Title II, EETT grants and the AB 75 administrator- training program. ETP addresses the need for an online database to house the data collected from online surveys including the Teacher Proficiency assessment and others. 

During fall 2006, ESS conducted a survey of the fourteen ETP/CTAP Liaisons to document specific needs that should be addressed by ETP. The results of this survey suggested that more attention should to be given to updating and modifying the content of the teacher technology proficiency survey and related features. Since this survey was administered in March 2006, there has been much discussion and planning to modify and add new surveys and tools for data collection. It should be noted that ETP must rely on the CDE and its advisory committee to adjust and update the content of instruments used on the system. It is not ETP’s responsibility to create or ensure relevancy of survey instruments; rather, ETP’s responsibility is to provide a reliable system of tools to input, access, manage, present, and analyze data.

The formative component of the ESS evaluation has provided ongoing documentation of needs suggested by the ETP advisory committee as well as information derived from a system that monitors and identifies specific technical problems needing attention.

Highlights of 2006-07

In 2006-07 ETP developed and piloted the following new features and services:

DataQuest integration – ETP is now integrated with the CDE’s DataQuest data tool. This means that besides school performance data, researchers and educators can now view reports on technology as well. DataQuest technology reports, which are actually links to ETP reports, include three years of CSTS reports plus teacher technology proficiency and student technology use reports from the state through the site level. During 2006-07 ETP looked for additional ways to integrate with DataQuest in order to allow educators to more effectively interpret student data and better target professional development efforts.

User Interface (UI) improvements – During 2006-07 TNL made significant improvements to the user interface. These changes included a re-designed web site that not only helped to avoid confusion for users (especially teachers logging in to take their teacher proficiency assessment) but also resulted in more efficient use of the TNL web server. Another significant improvement was with login verification. Users are now prompted (one time only) to verify that their location and email are correct. This feature has greatly reduced the number of outdated email addresses and incorrect site or district associations.

Pre-Post Assessment Reports – Based on a recommendation in the 2005-2006 evaluation report, TNL made a serious effort to modify the teacher proficiency assessment report to enable the tracking of and analysis of pre-post assessments of only those individuals who completed both a pre-and a post- assessment in a program such as EETT-C projects. Due to the extensive development effort required to accomplish this task, it was not completed by June 2007. 

School Technology Status Report (STSR) – This report existed in 2005-06 but was restricted to use by schools that were involved in the AB75 program, which required that 80% of teachers at the school take the teacher proficiency assessment and the supplemental survey. The STSR is developed from a set of assessment tools in EdTechProfile designed to provide school personnel with information about the current status of instructional technology use at their school. STSR also includes the questionnaires for leaders, teachers and students. In this report, ETP data is presented in five sections as described below.

· Plan – addresses technology planning, policies, and expenditures, including computer inventories from the CSTS data.

· Teachers – addresses teachers' technology skills, teachers' technology use in teaching and learning, technology-related professional development, and technology-related instructional support.

· Students – addresses students' technology skills, students' frequency of technology use for learning, and students' and teachers' perspectives about how technology affects their classroom environment.

· Community – addresses technology-related community connections.

· Staff – addresses hardware, software and electronic/online resources, and technical support.

Improved student assessments and reporting capabilities – In a collaborative project with Region 11, the ETP assessment instruments have been under continuous review during 2006-07. A significant effort was made to improve the quality of the assessment questions in both the teacher and student proficiency assessments. The newly written questions were to be released for the 2007-08 school year. However, the CDE decided to expand the scope of this effort and consider revising the guidelines and criteria for updating the assessments to be assessed by ETP. In addition, ETP developed new student assessment reporting capabilities including:

· Ability to combine multiple teachers' student groups into one report

· Selecting several individual student accounts into one aggregate report

· Group(s) to group(s) comparison

· Basing student group reports on school sites or districts, as well as teachers

Customized assessments – In response to the CDE and the Advisory Committee TNL formed a sub-committee to plan for new functionality where users could construct assessment tools from an item bank of questions. With the item-bank, individual districts would have the option of using questions from the item-bank or creating their own set of questions for use on the same assessments. District-level assessments could then be designed to specifically measure variables specific local program assessment needs. 

Mentoring/Individual Learning Plans (ILP) – In collaboration with Region 10, ETP made improvements in the mentoring and ILP system. Among its uses, the mentoring and ILP system can be used to help BTSA and other initiatives aimed at supporting, developing, and retaining beginning educators. With the mentoring functionality, administrators can provide mentors for all teachers and can help teachers and their partnering mentors document the progress they are making with web-accessible progress logs. The mentoring system integrates with Individual Learning Plans (ILPs) that are currently being used extensively in CTAP Region 10 for educators to create and manage their own professional development. The system manages goal-driven plans that can specifically target individual needs with resources such as professional development courses and reference material. The mentoring system flows from teacher assessment results – when educators take online assessments the results can inform them as to specific areas where improvement is needed. These areas then become the initial focus of their ILP and subsequent mentoring. 

Project Service Areas and Summary of Findings 

ETP provides California educators with online data management tools and data resources, referred to hereafter as “services.” These services are designed to enable educators in California to manage and analyze technology proficiency data and other data relevant to the access and use of technology, to track teacher individual learning programs and mentors, and other data-related tasks.

Table 2 below provides a list of services available in 2006-07.

Table 23: EdTechProfile Services

	Service
	Description

	Technology Assessment Profile
	This assessment is based upon the CCTC Standards 9 and 16. Educators may use the results of this assessment to determine in what areas they should consider seeking additional training; administrators can also use the built-in ETP reporting tools to evaluate and plan for appropriate professional development.

	Student Survey
	The student survey system provides assessment tools to conduct formative evaluation of student technology skills and use in school. Reporting includes baseline and comparison views of gathered data. The system includes two student surveys – one for elementary students, and one for middle/high school students.

	Principal Training/AB 430 (Administrator Survey)
	This service consists of a single survey that was a requirement for Gates Foundation funding to support the AB 430 Principal Training Program. Principals who were participating in this training program were required to complete this survey. 

	Teacher Supplemental Survey (not shown)
	This service includes two surveys – one for elementary teachers, and one for middle/high school teachers. Principals who are participating in the AB 430 Principal Training Program are required to have 80% of their teachers complete this survey. 

	Administration
	This service is a collection of services that represent the core of ETP services. Within the administration tab are various program management modules or “channels” as described in the next section of this report. 

	Performance Assessment
	This service is a performance-based assessment that tests the user’s understanding of technology as it relates to planning and designing learning environments, teaching, learning, curriculum, assessment and evaluation, productivity and professional practice, social, ethical, legal, and human issues. Unlike the proficiency self-assessment that has no “right or wrong” answers, the answers on this assessment are either correct or incorrect. The system provides users with immediate feedback to their responses.

	Individual Learning Plan (ILP)
	The ILP is a service that allows users who have completed the performance-based assessment described above to develop an individual learning plan. This plan will help users focus on personal goals and resources that will help them reach proficiency in each category. Users can do one of two things: 
1) Generate a basic ILP based upon their proficiencies in each category, and 2) Create a personalized plan with their own personal goals and completion dates.

	My Tasks
	Tasks are distinct actions or activities that a program participant must complete (e.g. complete a particular assessment). All uncompleted tasks for all programs will show up in this area as a reminder that they need to be completed.

	My Messages
	Program administrators may create announcements to program participants. These messages will show up in this area.

	K-12 Voucher Reports
	An online system for tracking and reporting on the use of K-12 Voucher Procurements.

	Mentoring
	An online feature to enable teachers to be linked to others who can mentor or assist in completing or monitoring a task created in the ILP.


The ETP website user interface consists of a home page with tabs. Behind each tab is a set of “channels.” All users have the Home, My Account, My Technology Assessment Profile, and Help tabs. In addition, regional, county, district and school-level administrators have tabs titled Supplemental Survey, Student Survey and/or Administration. The interface is presented after the user has logged into the system. Prior to that, the interface consists of a welcome page that includes links to introductory and promotional materials such as “What is EdTechProfile?”, “How do I get help?”, “Create an account now”, and “Free Tech Resources (SETS).” This last link takes users to a page hosted by ETP that describes and provides links to the other three SETS projects, CLRN, TICAL, and TechSETS.

Services for administrators and teachers

School administrators and teachers utilize ETP resources and services in different ways. Administrators typically use ETP to access, manage, and analyze data ranging from teacher technology proficiency survey results to state data related to technology access and use. Teachers generally use ETP as an online survey system to document self-reported technology proficiency and student technology proficiency. Teachers may also use ETP to track individual learning programs and mentors. 

ETP Training and Assistance

For the purposes of this report, training and assistance is considered to be another service component of ETP. Training on and assistance with the use of ETP is provided by ETP in collaboration with the eleven CTAP regions. ETP-provided training and assistance on the use of the system is available from a number of sources including ETP sponsored workshops, ETP website tutorials and the ETP toll-free support line. Other sources of training are provided by others but supported with materials by ETP, including CTAP sponsored workshops, workshops offered by other organizations, and mentoring by colleagues.

One of the ETP contract deliverables is to train the designated ETP/CTAP Liaisons from each CTAP region on their roles and responsibilities in supporting the use of the system by educators in each of the eleven CTAP regions. In the Fall of 2006, ETP staff and the other three SETS project staff trained the designated SETS/CTAP Liaisons to enable them to increase and formalize regional training and assistance in the use of ETP and the other SETS Projects. The training of CTAP Liaisons will be repeated in September of 2007.

Summary of Findings to Address the SETS Focus Framework Questions

Focus Framework Question 1: “How are the data and/or services benefiting regions, districts, schools and teachers?”
l. Who is the purposeful user by position and/or level?

The term “purposeful user” refers to users who utilize the services of ETP. In the 2005-2006 report, purposeful users were considered to be only people who had administrative rights in the system (e.g. administrators at the site through the state level). In addition to administrators, teachers sometimes interact with the system in an administrative capacity; the ETP Administrator User Survey indicates that 42% of survey respondents, all of who had administrative rights in the system, reported the job position of “teacher.” 

For 2006-07, consistent with one of the 2005-06 recommendations, ESS expanded the definition of purposeful users to include teachers who use the system in a non-administrative capacity by taking the Teacher Proficiency Assessment and/or administering the Student Proficiency Assessment. A survey to address teacher use of ETP surveys and features was developed and administered to teachers in May through June 2007.

m. Analysis of ETP use

One way to analyze the usage of ETP is to analyze the login statistics of the site. To do this, ESS requested sample data from TNL for the three user types, namely people with non-administrative rights (teachers), people with administrative rights (teachers and administrators), and students. This data included date of account creation, date of last login, and number of logins since account creation. These statistics were analyzed and the results are discussed on the following page.

Account creation history

The total number of user accounts created in the 30-month date range January 1, 2005 through June 30, 2007 for the three types of users was: teacher accounts - 95,393, administrator accounts - 5,446, student accounts - 501,303.

Last login history

The last login date is simply the date that the user last logged into the system. The numbers of last logins in for the 30-month date range was: teacher – 82,676, administrator – 4,937, student – 253,507. The difference between these numbers and the numbers of accounts created in the same date range is equal to the number of users who never logged in even once after their account was created.

For teachers, the data show that the number of educators creating accounts as well as logging in increases as the school year advances, with the fewest logins at the beginning of the year and the most in the last quarter. This is probably because administrators usually request that teachers take the Teacher Proficiency Assessment by the end of the school year as it is a requirement for some programs such as the EETT Competitive Grants and for the AB 430 Administrator Training programs, which have end-of-year reporting requirements.

The data show a different pattern for administrators, namely that the account creations and logins occur more evenly throughout the school year. This indicates that administrators generally utilize the system on a more on-going basis. 

The pattern for students indicates that students take the surveys more or less at random throughout the year.

Number of logins

The number of user logins by user type during the 30-month date range for the three types of users were: 

1. Teachers; of the 95,393 teachers with accounts created in this date range, 12,698 (13%) did not log in at all after their account was created, 37,466 (39%) logged in only once, and 7,987 (8%) logged in between five and ten times. 

2. Administrators; of the 5,446 administrators with accounts created in this date range, 504 (9%) did not log in at all after their account was created, 546 (10%) logged in only once, and 1,207 (22%) logged in between five and ten times. 

3. Students; of the 501,303 students with accounts created in this date range, 247,901 (49%) did not log in even once after their account was created. Note that student accounts are created by teachers for the purpose of tracking student technology proficiency, so this high percentage represents situations where student accounts were created by the teacher, but the student never took the assessment. Thirty-three percent of students logged in only once, and only 1% logged in between five and ten times.

Difference in time between account creation and last login

The difference in time, measured in quarters, between account creation and the user’s last login is useful in determining the longevity of users in the system. In cases where the difference is small, this indicates a user who is not using the system on an on-going basis (e.g. a user who is not taking successive assessments), whereas when the time difference is large, this indicates a user who has been using the system over a longer period of time. Note that all users who created their account within the last quarter (4/31/07 – 6/30/07) will be counted in the zero-quarter numbers, however this percentage represents a fairly small part of the zero-quarter numbers.

Even when subtracting the users who created their account in the last quarter, the data show that teachers generally have a very short longevity within ETP (i.e. the vast majority do not log back in after first using the system). Further analysis using shorter time intervals shows that most of the 67% of teachers in the zero-quarter range actually used the system only once. This statistic implies that a large percentage of teachers are likely not gaining value from the system, since the value of ETP is primarily in measuring growth over time using pre/post proficiency comparisons. As shown, this same situation also holds for students. In relative terms, administrators appear to have much longer longevity in the system.

n. What resources and/or features are being used? 

For 2006-07, ESS did a longitudinal analysis comparing use ratings for 2006-07 vs. 2005-06. The analysis revealed that the use-ratings for most of the ETP services declined slightly during 2006-2007. It could be speculated that this was due to a declining need for these services.

Services are grouped into channels, so the ETP User Survey asked respondents to indicate their use of services separately for the four channels: a) System Management, b) Survey Management, c) My Programs, and d) My Reports. 

For the System and Survey Management channels, the data show that the “schools” and “user accounts” service was used the most (75% and 77% respectively), while “student survey accounts” and “create student reports” were used the least (27% and 29% respectively). 

For My Programs, the data show that the “required module and staff completion percentage,” “automated email notifications,” and “create/view Program Reports” services were used the most (47%, 44% and 43% respectively), while “custom fields,” “system links and report links,” and “task lists” were used the least (22%, 24% and 26% respectively). 

For My Reports, the data show that the “Technology Assessment Profile: Completion Status Report By Name” and “Technology Assessment Profile: Proficiency Analysis Report” services were used the most (71% and 65% respectively), while “Portal: Requested PAR (Proficiency Assessment Report) and TUR (Technology Use Report) Reports By Entity Type” was used the least (17%). 
o. How are the resources and/or features being used?

Table 3 on the following page shows percentages of educators using ETP for various reasons as reported on the ETP Administrator User Survey for 2005-06 and 2006-07. Note that many of the response items were added in 2006-07, and therefore, no data was collected for these reasons in 2005-06. Note also that because respondents were able to choose more than one reason, the total number of responses was more that the total number of respondents (the total number of respondents in this survey was 1,228). The data show that use of ETP for EETT grants has not changed but use of ETP for AB 430 and CTAP has resulted in a significant decline in terms of the percentage of persons using ETP for these programs.

Table 24: Percentages of educators using ETP by type of use

	
	2005-2006
	2006-2007

	Reason for use of ETP
	Number of Respondents
	Percentage of total
	Number of Respondents
	Percentage of total

	Managing/evaluating an EETT Competitive Grant 
	89
	21%
	262
	21%

	Managing/evaluating an EETT Formula Grant 
	82
	19%
	233
	19%

	Managing/evaluating an AB430 (AB75 in 2005-06) Principal/Administrator/Participant Training Program 
	106
	25%
	173
	14%

	Managing/evaluating a K-12 Voucher program 
	
	
	131
	11%

	Managing/evaluating a CTAP, SETS, BTSA, or RSDSS program
	186
	44%
	211
	17%

	Managing/evaluating a locally-defined professional development program
	
	
	215
	18%

	Developing/evaluating a district technology plan
	
	
	425
	35%

	Supporting teachers in their completion of the Technology Proficiency Assessment
	
	
	732
	60%

	Supporting teachers in their creation of Individual Learning Plans (ILPs)
	
	
	132
	11%

	Supporting teachers in their use of the Student Survey to assess student technology proficiencies
	
	
	224
	18%

	Managing/evaluating a student technology proficiency assessment program
	
	
	137
	11%

	Using only because it is a requirement
	
	
	375
	31%

	Other (please specify)
	38
	9%
	53
	4%

	Total Respondents
	501
	100%
	1,228
	100%


The use of ETP data was required as a data source for a number of technology programs including EETT Formula and EETT Competitive grants. In the context of the EETT Competitive grant application, the applicant districts are required to report both a baseline percentage of students and teachers at a given proficiency level, and set a target percentage for each of the two years of the grant period, both measured by the ETP student and teacher assessments, in addition to other data collection instruments. In the context of the CTAP 3-year plans, ETP data is one of several data sources used by the external evaluators in their annual evaluations of CTAP professional development. 

p. What is the result of using the resource and/or feature as it relates to professional practices?

The following question was posed on the ETP Administrator User Survey: Have you established or modified professional development and/or other programs or projects as a direct result of using ETP? Of the 1,024 survey respondents, 285 (28%) answered “yes”. 

For the 2006-07 evaluation, ESS and ETP staff determined that it was important to assess the use and value of the ETP Teacher Proficiency Assessment and the Student Proficiency Assessment. The ETP Teacher Survey was completed by 1,066 teachers, 30 classified staff, and 54 others during May and June of 2007. The responses were distributed across grade-levels ranging from 15.3% for kindergarten to 22.3% for grade 10. Highlights of the results are:

5. One-half (51.3%) of respondents learned about ETP from site administrators followed by district administrators (18.1%), CTAP (18.1%), other sources (8.3%), CDE (3.2%), and county administrators (0.9%). 

· The majority of the respondents (70.1%) completed the Teacher Proficiency Assessment once during 2006-07. Fourteen percent took the survey two times and 15.7% completed the survey three or more times. 

· The most often cited reason to take the survey was that site or district administrators requested it (82.6%). Eighteen percent took the survey because it was required for participation in professional development. Only 2% took the survey on their own initiative.
· The section of the survey most often completed was Computer Knowledge and Skills (68%), followed by CCTS Standard 9: Using Technology in the Classroom (73.1%), CCTC Standard 16: Using Technology to Support Student Learning (70.9%), Staff Development Needs (64.1%), Personal Use (63.5%), Student Use (61.2%), and Technical Support (58.3%). 

· Most respondents (69%) were not aware that it is possible to compare Technology Proficiency Assessment results or group results with that of other groups.

· Most respondents (79.7%) have not seen or reviewed reports comparing the average personal technology profile of teachers at the same school sites, district, or county to larger groups of teachers such as teachers in the district, county, or in the state.

As part of the evaluation of the eleven CTAP regions, a survey of a sample of CTAP users was conducted. This survey provided self-reported pre-post data for 1,252 respondents related to the use of ETP to determine professional development needs. These results are shown in Figure 5 on the following page. 

The results show that (38%) of the respondents to the survey were “not ready to apply” or use ETP before CTAP assistance (pre) or training and that after CTAP (post) the percentage of persons “not ready” dropped to 21%. The percentage of persons who were using ETP increased their potential to assist others in using the resource from 9% to 18%.

Figure 45: Percentage of respondents reporting various levels of preparedness to use ETP to determine professional development needs
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Focus Framework Question 2: “To what extent is the project being integrated with CTAP, SETS, BTSA, RSDSS and other state projects, state and federal programs, and organizations?” 

a. Were there SETS project-sponsored support activities?

Activities that ETP initiated with others include Mentoring/Individual Learning Plans (ILP) partnership with CTAP 10, the K-12 Ed Tech Voucher assessment and with CTAP 10, Improved student assessments and reporting capabilities partnership with CTAP 11, and partnership with CTAP 6 to create the ETP tutorials. There are also a number of collaborated activities as discussed in the next section.

b. Were there collaborated support activities?

EdTechProfile’s 2006-07 Statement of Work (SOW) includes the following items that address this framework item and a brief description of the progress made by ETP in 2006-07:
Table 25: 2006-07 SOW items and progress

	2006-07 SOW items related to integrating the project being with CTAP, SETS, BTSA, RSDSS and other state projects
	2006-07 progress on SOW item

	Add the capability in Teacher and Student Assessments to choose from a bank of questions, to give CTAP Regions the ability to use EdTechProfile as a tool for assessing data of particular interest to districts and regions.
	An ‘item-bank’ planning committee was established but this activity and is temporarily on hold while ETP is working with the evaluator and others on establishing updated technology use guidelines from which items would be based.

	Provide the option of offering Performance Based Assessments, in addition to self-assessments.
	This activity has not been implemented due to lack of performance criteria from the CDE, and is currently on hold.

	Add the ability to track analysis of pre and post assessments of individuals in a pre-selected program, such as a CTAP Institute, or an administrator training program. This is also an expansion of the features available to Evaluators.
	A feature to compute pre-post assessment data has been developed and is in the beta test stage.

	Adapt the Teacher Learning Plan and Mentoring functionality for use by CTAP Regions.
	The Teacher Learning Plan and Mentoring functionality has been developed and implemented in CTAP Region 10.

	Create a Student Tech Literacy Report that can be run at least annually that will allow CTAP Districts to provide data to the Federal Government on the status of 8th Grade Technical Literacy.
	A report on the extent of 8th grade technology literacy was completed and submitted to the CDE.

	Find ways to add BTSA data collection and reporting so that CTAP Regions can better support BTSA programs and decision-making.
	This activity is in the planning stage.

	Add new data reports and functionality to support PI and RSDSS.
	This activity is in the planning stage.


c. What is the outcome or result of the use of activities and/or features? 

Each of the eleven CTAP regions are the primary partners actively working with ETP staff to advise and disseminate information about the use of ETP. For this reason, a question was included in the CTAP User and Needs Assessment survey that addressed the level of use of ETP resulting from participation in CTAP consultation and professional development related to ETP. The survey asked respondents to indicate their level of readiness and use of ETP before and after participation in CTAP-sponsored ETP-related professional development. The CTAP survey results illustrated in Figure 5 (page 31), show a major reduction in the percentage of respondents “not ready” and a corresponding increase in the percentage of respondents rating themselves as “prepared, beginning”, and or “consistently applying” uses of ETP services. Also, an increase in the percentage of CTAP participants “assisting others” in the use of ETP was documented.

CTAP/SETS ETP Liaison staffs received ETP training in September 2007, and were required to complete an after-training survey that included open ended-responses. A sample of comments include:

6. The new features will be a great addition to the site.

· Continue with the outstanding support that your staff provides us.

· Continue with the administrator user groups...those are great opportunities for us to provide regional input. Thanks!

· Keep tutorials updated.

Conclusions and Recommendations Related to ETP

In general, ETP met most of its benchmarks as of July 2007 with several in progress and/or ongoing. ETP has improved many of the features as planned and has been responsive to feedback from the Advisory Committee and the external evaluator. ETP has continued to implement a training-of-trainer program as an expansion of the role of the existing CTAP ETP Liaisons. Some of the surveys hosted by ETP were required by the CDE for participants in the EETT program, which accounted for a significant level of use of ETP. With the AB 75 program and related requirement to use ETP for the Technology Proficiency Assessment being phased out in August 2006, ETP expanded California marketing efforts in order to maintain its level of use. 

ETP has improved many of its features and has been responsive to feedback from the Advisory Committee and the external evaluator. In terms of addressing the SETS Focus Frameworks 1 and 2, ETP continued to implement services used by administrators of educational technology programs and by teachers using ETP to access the Teacher Proficiency Assessment to self-assess their own technology proficiency as well as by students to self assess their proficiency. However, there has been a slight decline in the use of these assessments during 2006-07. The major services being used include: accessing and aggregating data according to program evaluation needs; meeting the reporting requirements of EETT Competitive grants; and to inform county, district, and school technology plans. 

A survey of ETP educators showed that ETP enabled educators to access and use technology proficiency assessment and other data as follows: 1) review proficiency status reports, 2) compare reports, 3) analyze reports, and 4) obtain group reports. This was followed by the use of ETP to obtain similar information related to the Technology Proficiency Assessments. This information was needed to prepare plans for EETT projects and to complete reports related to the AB 430 administrator training. It was also used with other programs to include CTAP professional development assessment and documenting teacher proficiency for BTSA-sponsored programs. 

In terms of training on ETP, most survey respondents rated CTAP–sponsored ETP training with the highest value (59%), followed by colleagues (55%) and workshops from other organizations (43%). However, other training sources were moderately- to highly- valued, with education conference sessions having the least value of the choices provided. A survey of CTAP users showed that educators receiving CTAP-sponsored ETP training generally moved from “not ready” or “aware of ETP” to “beginning or consistently” using ETP. Those rating themselves “not ready to apply ETP” before CTAP training was 38% but after training the percentage of “not ready to use ETP” dropped to 21%.

The ETP staff has been actively involved in obtaining input from users to inform changes in the system. The Advisory Committee members reported they were integral in informing ETP improvements and additions. Also, the CTAP ETP Liaisons were important in training and assisting local administrators in use of ETP services. According to ETP staff, funding needed to implement all contracted objectives has been adequate. It was possible to add more services because of the support and funding from the CDE, as well as in-kind assistance from CTAP regions.

Recommendations, several of which are already being implemented, are included in the ETP evaluation report. Following are four of the seven recommendations:

· Establish among educators, a clearer concept of what ETP, as a SETS Project, provides as it core function and that this goes beyond delivery of the Teacher and Student Technology Proficiency Assessment. It needs to be made clear that the Teacher Technology Proficiency Assessment, its content, value, and use are the responsibility of the CDE and that ETP is the technology-based infrastructure and project that provides access, use of, and data management related to the assessments.

· The CDE should facilitate a major updating of the Teacher Technology Proficiency Assessment content to address current and emerging needs of California policymakers and educators and ensure that new survey items address the use of technology in relation to the California Content Standards.

· The external evaluator should continue to collaborate with ETP staff to develop a process for expanding the evaluation focus on assessing the impact of using ETP data management systems and various new products developed in 2006-07 and planned for 2007-08.

· Continue to modify the online survey assessment program to enable the tracking of and analysis of pre—post assessments of only those individuals who completed the pre-and the post-assessment in a pre-selected program such as a CTAP institute, an administrator-training program, and/or the teacher and student participants in an EETT project.

Technical Support for Education Technology in Schools (TechSETS) 

TechSETS Background

TechSETS is funded by the CDE to provide technical support resources to regional, county, district and school technology support staff through web-based resources found at www.techsets.org. TechSETS is administered by the San Diego COE in close collaboration with the Imperial COE, and has just completed its eighth year of operation. 

Project Management

TechSETS is administered by the San Diego COE. The staff consists of a part-time Director, a full-time Project Specialist, and a full-time web developer. In addition to in-house staff, subcontracted technology experts support the program. The Imperial COE hosts the TechSETS website and provides technical staff to support both the TechSETS and MyTechDesk websites. Techmasters, an independent contracting firm located in San Diego, provides expertise and content development. Additional experts include two cadre members who received stipends for specifically defined TechSETS work, including writing articles for publication, developing video tutorials, analyzing California School Technology Survey (CSTS) data in relation to TechSETS membership possibilities, and developing work on the new StudentTECH website. 

The TechSETS Advisory Committee, comprised of 14 educational technologists, represent a broad spectrum of agencies, organization, and backgrounds within the California educational technology community. Its purpose is to provide input and ensure that the educational project met the needs of its clients, school and district technology support personnel. Meetings were held once each quarter throughout the year. One of the meetings was face-to-face and the other three were held via videoconference. Multipoint access was provided to members whose schedules did not permit attendance at the face-to-face meeting, either by video or telephone conference. Meetings were well attended and a high level of interest was apparent in the discussions, questions and suggestions. The evaluator was present at all Advisory Committee meetings and, on several occasions, Cadre members and CTAP Liaisons were also encouraged to attend. The last Advisory Committee meeting of the year also served as the second of the two scheduled CTAP Liaison videoconferences.
Needs Assessment

The Needs Assessment data used to develop the original 2005-08 TechSETS Work plan was drawn from the 2004-05 TechSETS evaluation activities. During the past year, data were extrapolated from the 2006-2007 annual member survey, the MyTechDesk survey, focus groups with end users, discussions with Liaisons and Cadre members, the CSTS, and case studies. Ratings for relevancy, easy of use and satisfaction on all major TechSETS resources were gathered through the annual member survey. TechSETS users and key stakeholders were given opportunities to disclose any difficulties they were having with the TechSETS web site, communicate any new ideas or additional services/resources they would like to see added to TechSETS, and share suggestions for improvements. 

The TechSETS staff spent time with the evaluator reviewing the needs revealed in the annual evaluation report. Recommendations based on needs assessment data are included in the recommendations section on page 46.

Project Service Areas and Summary of Findings

TechSETS provides support services, resources, and links to assist educational technology professionals support the technology needs of California's schools. The TechSETS annual report addresses the usage of, enhancements and upgrades to, client satisfaction with, and marketing efforts for the TechSETS project. Following is a brief description of the three TechSETS project components.

Training – TechSETS uses an approach that allows a user to consider what services need support in their school, and then identifies the various tasks and skills needed to adequately support the service. The Skills Matrix, TechMEDIA, TechPROFILES and My SkillSource are found in this area. 

The Skills Matrix and TechPROFILES are used across the state by technology department heads in their search for qualified personnel to meet their technology needs. A good example of how these resources are being used is found in the case study on the Contra Costa County Office of Education. The TechSETS annual member survey indicates Skills Matrix user satisfaction is very high; 98% of the respondents gave a rating of Satisfactory or above. The same holds true for TechPROFILES; 94% of the respondents gave a rating of Satisfactory or above. 

As in the previous year, My SkillSource and TechMEDIA have been focused for continued development. A strong marketing campaign for My SkillSource has continued. The high level of interest in My SkillSource, which began last year, has continued. Ten telephone conference introductory sessions were held throughout the year with an average of 21 in attendance. According to Enterprise Training Solutions staff, there continues to be approximately 1,200 current My SkillSource accounts within the educational community in California. The case study conducted on the use of My SkillSource within the Los Angeles COE provides an excellent example of how My SkillSource is meeting the technical training needs of educational entities. The TechSETS annual member survey indicates My SkillSource user satisfaction is very high; 96% of the respondents gave a rating of Satisfactory or above. 

TechSETS has also devoted time to investigating other possible training partners. The Career Academy and Atomic Learning online training curriculums are currently being evaluated and explored as options for offering discounted statewide pricing to users of these training subscriptions. 

New media presentations continue to be added to TechMEDIA to provide tutorials that assist users to make the most productive use of the MyTechDesk online work order system. The current library includes 10 MyTechDesk tutorials, focused on needs specifically expressed by MyTechDesk users. 

Support – TechSETS provides a variety of resources to assist in effectively planning building, maintaining and using technology systems in education. TechQUESTIONS, TechGUIDE, TechSTORIES and TechFAQs are found in this area, along with recently added resources to support the StudentTECH, K12 HSN, K12 Voucher Program, E-rate and EETT sections. 

TechQUESTIONS is monitored by TechSETS staff and is in continual use, with technologists across the state posing and answering questions. Users have posted a total of 822 articles or questions. Well over double that amount, 1995, view the questions. There are as many as 242 views (members reviewing a response) of a particular topic where users can review all the questions and responses. The TechSETS annual member survey indicates TechQUESTIONS user satisfaction is high; 95% of the respondents gave a rating of Satisfactory or above. 

TechSTORIES has new content that addresses current issues of interest to educational technologists, i.e., Security Camera Implementation. 

TechFAQs continues to be updated with new information relevant to current issues. 

Ed Tech K12 Voucher Program – Considerable effort was expended by TechSETS staff to continually update a comprehensive collection of helpful resources, including handouts, links, and PowerPoint presentations, to assist schools in planning for and implementing the program. New tools were added to assist school with necessary data collection and monitoring. TechSETS’ annual member survey indicates this resource’s user satisfaction to be 95% at a rating of Satisfactory or above. 

StudentTECH – Numerous resources are provided for schools interested in developing student tech support teams. Partnerships were cultivated with two organizations working to develop student tech support: Generation YES and MOUSE Squad of California. 

Tools - TechSETS has collected a variety of tools to assist technical support professionals in their work. The collection will continue to grow as members contribute resources, tips, and other ideas they've found useful in supporting technology. TechRESOURCES, TechTIPS, TechJOBS and MyTechDesk are found within this area. 

TechRESOURCES and TechTIPS have new content on current topics added on a regular basis. Two new TechTIPS include: The Business Case for System Virtualization, and Actual or Conceptual TCO: Either Way It Works! The tools available through TechJOBS are maintained and links provide current job information. 

MyTechDesk includes individual training, newly developed tutorials for new users, a specific helpdesk for user issues, and is presently being upgraded to add additional features. During 2006-07, there were 256 active MyTechDesk accounts, an increase over the previous year. The TechSETS annual member survey indicates MyTechDesk user satisfaction is very high; 96% of the respondents gave a rating of Satisfactory or above. 

Other new resources (within the past two years) have received continued updating and support: 

RSS Feeds – one updates users on the latest TechSETS resources and services, the other provides updates on additional technology news 

TechCALENDAR – a listing of technology professional development, conferences and TechSETS events. 

Technology Articles – Several new technology-related articles have been authored and published on the TechSETS website, under the TechSTORIES and TechTIPS sections. 

eNewsletter – A quarterly newsletter that highlights new TechSETS features and activities was sent via email to all TechSETS members who granted permission to contact. The newsletters were generally developed around a theme and provided a comprehensive review of the topic including several articles from various perspectives within the education community. 

Summary of Findings for Each Focus Framework Question

Focus Framework Question 1: “How are the data and/or services benefiting regions, districts, schools and teachers?”
q. Who is the purposeful user by position and/or level?

Purposeful users were defined as those who use resources three times or more each year. Based on that, a review revealed that available data were limited. The Webtrend data tracked only those who used the website more than one time. However, other data can provide estimates. MyTechDesk is a resource accessed from a different website and that is used daily by those districts/schools with accounts. There were 256 districts/schools with active MyTechDESK accounts during 2006-2007. Depending on the size of the district or school, there would be several people logging, tracking and accessing MyTechDesk information, thus the number of purposeful users on this resource alone could be conservatively estimated at approximately 770.

My SkillSource is also accessed from a different website. While users would not use it daily, they would use it more than three times to complete a course. The San Mateo Case Study reported that users access the related reference materials regularly. According to Enterprise Training Solution management, there are 1,200 individual accounts credited to TechSETS.

Another source of data is the TechSETS Member Survey, 2007. The survey had 403 respondents (a representative sample). A question on the survey asked respondents to indicate how often they used TechSETS resources. Forty percent (42%) of the respondents indicated they used TechSETS resources 3 times or more each year. A calculation using the three data sources divided by the number of members provides an estimate indicating approximately 33% of the TechSETS users are purposeful. 

Further analysis of the member survey data provided the job titles of purposeful users and the size of districts they are from. As can be seen below, purposeful users are found in a wide variety of positions throughout the educational community. The category with the largest number of purposeful users is Ed Tech Coordinator or Director, 21%. This is a substantial shift when compared to last year’s data. A total of 34% are in district-level positions, such as IT Managers, Network Managers or Technicians, and Hardware/Software Managers or Technicians. The positions of purposeful users differ slightly from the positions of all users. There are more district-level managers and technicians, Ed Tech Coordinators or Directors, and teachers among the identified purposeful users.

r. What resources and/or features are being used? 

There are six major TechSETS resources that are tracked closely. Among these, TechQUESTIONS and My SkillSource were ranked the highest with the newest major resource, K12 Voucher Resources, very close behind. The tracking system does not fully account for the My SkillSource training opportunities or the MyTechDesk resource because for both of these resources the user does not need to go through TechSETS to access the resource; instead, the resource is accessed directly at the resource web sites.

Other issues that make it difficult to provide accurate figures on users of the various TechSETS resources are: 1) several resources can be accessed without logging in or becoming a member of TechSETS, and 2) many new resources added to TechSETS in the past year were not tracked closely (these new resources will be tracked more closely in the coming year). 

The TechSETS Member Survey was designed for distribution to members through the TechSETS listserv. The survey was distributed to approximately 3,603 TechSETS members. The survey was sent out on May 8, 2007, with a request and incentive to complete and submit replies, via email, by June 8, 2007. A total of 402 responses were received, which is a slight decrease over the previous year. This is a response rate of over 11%, which provides sufficient member input for analysis. A variety of rating scales were used in the survey. On questions about relevancy and ease of use, percentile scales arranged in deciles were provided for respondents to choose from. For questions about user satisfaction, a range of five responses from positive to negative was offered.

Table 5 shows the results of this survey. Of the six individual resources, the highest ratings for Relevancy/Usefulness were given to TechPROFILES, 83.3%. The most significant changes in the Relevancy ratings when comparing 2006 and 2007 were with My SkillSource, which was down in 2007 by 13%. K-12 Voucher Resources scored highest in Ease of Use, 95%. The Skills Matrix received the highest ratings in Satisfaction, 98.1%.

Table 26: Satisfaction level with TechSETS Components

	
	Relevancy/Usefulness 2006-2007 
	Ease of Use 
2006-2007 
	Satisfaction 
2006-2007 

	K-12 Voucher 
	
	76.4% 
	
	95% 
	
	N/A 

	Skills Matrix 
	79% 
	72.6% 
	90.5% 
	84.3% 
	97.3% 
	98.1% 

	TechPROFILES 
	79.5% 
	83.3% 
	80.7% 
	87.2% 
	96.3% 
	94.4% 

	My SkillSource 
	90.6% 
	76.7% 
	95.2% 
	80.9% 
	100 % 
	96.7% 

	TechQUESTIONS 
	69% 
	76.1% 
	N/A 
	N/A 
	89.1% 
	94.3% 

	MyTechDesk 
	76.8% 
	81.6% 
	N/A 
	N/A 
	97.7% 
	96.1% 


s. How are the resources and/or features being used?

TechSETS resources serve many functions. Overall, the intended functions are to provide needed technical resources specifically to the educational community and to save districts, schools, technicians and teachers time and money in their efforts. Evaluation findings provide evidence that the resources are serving their intended functions. 

Four case studies conducted during 2006-07 illustrate how the major resources were being used in the field. The case studies give examples of how several of the TechSETS resources are being used in various district, school, and COE settings throughout the state. Other qualitative data was gathered during informal interviews and focus group activities conducted throughout the year. The conclusions drawn from these case studies and focus groups are: 

· Districts throughout the state are using the Skills Matrix, TechPROFILES, and the Job Description Builder to assist them in hiring appropriate technology personnel.

· Districts are using TechSETS resources and tools to prepare them to make the most efficient use of the Ed Tech K-12 Voucher program. Users are relying on TechSETS as the most current resource and most “understandable.”

· Technicians are using the TechQUESTIONS to acquire the answers to technical questions. Even those who do not submit questions are known to refer to this resource and build their knowledge by reading the questions and answers.

· All levels of educational entities, as well as CDE programs such as AB75/430, are using the My SkillSource training to provide technical skills to administrators and technology staff.

· Districts and schools are using MyTechDesk to organize their work order systems, to provide efficient and effective service to schools and classrooms. Some have become very innovative and use this feature in collaboration with student intern programs. 

t. What is the result of using the resource and/or feature as it relates to professional practices?

The focus group, case studies, Liaison interviews and member surveys confirm that TechSETS users experience cost and resource savings. The following are excerpts of responses expressing the savings provided: 

· “TechSETS demystified the Ed Tech K12 Voucher program. Understanding this program will result in money for the district” 

· “My SkillSource provides high level tech training without the cost and time of attending fact-to-face trainings.” 

· “Cost Savings and coordination of work on tasks.” 

· “If it saves time, it saves money.” 

· “Using My SkillSource training is the only way we can afford to provide the technical training our people need.”” 

· “Using the TechSETS resources has made it possible for the district to hire the appropriate person for the job”

· “TechSETS saw a need for Ed Tech K12 Voucher information and filled it – Great Job.”

· “TechSETS is providing needed resources, which saves us time.” 

· “MyTechDesk has helped technicians to plan their work time for efficiency and respond more quickly to client needs.” 

· “My SkillSource allows districts to implement or expand skills to increase their district’s capacity to respond to their clients’ needs.

Focus Framework Question 2: “To what extent is the project being integrated with CTAP, SETS, BTSA, RSDSS and other state projects, state and federal programs, and organizations?” 

u. Were there SETS project-sponsored support activities?

There were extensive TechSETS-sponsored activities that supported the integration of TechSETS with CTAP and other state projects. These include: 

· TechSETS developed and provided a comprehensive support system for the Ed-Tech K-12 Voucher Program, which was updated continuously to provide the most current information available and included tools to assist schools with tracking purchases and equipment that could be submitted for reimbursement. A number of CTAP Regions linked their home pages directly to TechSETS’ K-12 Voucher web site. 

· TechSETS facilitated the delivery of 10 introductory sessions for My SkillSource throughout the state and worked with CTAP regions that are adopting My SkillSource as their primary technical skills training tool. 

· Substantial effort has been devoted to developing a partnership with CETPA that will benefit our common audience of educational technologists. A CETPA board member participated the April 2007 TechSETS Advisory Committee meeting. TechSETS’ staff provided an article for the Spring 2007 issue of CETPA’s magazine, Databus. In June 2007, an announcement was sent to the TechSETS mailing list to promote the CETPA’s Chief Technology Officer training in July. This collaboration is expected to expand during the coming year.

· TechSETS provided CTAP Regions with quarterly articles on TechSETS for their Regional Newsletters. A CTAP Liaison’s school observation experience during a police lockdown was also captured and featured as a TechSTORY. 

· A quarterly eNewsletter was produced and emailed to the TechSETS membership, as well as being posted on the TechSETS web site. The eNewsletter provided information on current topics in educational technology, as well as events relating to other SETS projects and K12HSN. The newsletters were also promoted among CTAP constituents by the regional TechSETS Liaisons. 

· TechSETS staff co-presented 3 two-day training sessions to help BTSA Induction teachers improve their technology proficiency skills for meeting Standards 9 and 16. 

· TechSETS provided staff time and travel to assist CLRN with technical reviews of ELARs. 

· The TechSETS Director attended all joint CTAP/SETS Director meetings and TechSETS staff attended 3 out of 5 state Program Management Committee meetings to present TechSETS information. 

· TechSETS Cadre members provided assistance at conferences, provided instructor training for partners such as MOUSE Squad of CA student intern program, conducted an analysis of annual CSTS data to determine implications for potential TechSETS users, reviewed and updated the online edition of TechGUIDE, and developed instructional videos and podcasts related to MyTechDesk and the spring 2007 eNewsletter. 

· Beyond the scope of related technology projects, TechSETS staff made presentations at the CA League of Middle School Conference and the national CoSN Conference held in California for the first time. 

·  TechSETS staff made regular presentations to the AB 430 Module 3 cohorts at the San Diego County Office of Education, providing an overview of TechSETS resources and information on the K-12 Voucher Program. Three TechSETS Liaisons made similar presentations in their regions for AB 430 programs. 

v. Were there collaborated support activities?

There were several support activities, which involved substantial collaboration among all partners.

· The most significant collaborated support activity was the second annual Liaison training. The SETS Directors worked to define the qualifications for the Liaisons to their projects. All CTAP Directors were involved in choosing the appropriate Liaison to represent each of the four SETS projects. In addition, all four of the SETS projects worked together to provide a well-balanced, three-day training. Results of this training are discussed below.

· The SETS Liaison data collection has also been a collaborative effort. The evaluators from all four SETS projects worked together to refine the needed information. TICAL has hosted the data collection tool where all Liaisons enter information and all SETS evaluators have access to the information. 

· The SETS projects coordinated a common exhibit area at the 2006 NECC conference, 2006 ACSA conference, 2007 CUE conference, and 2007 CoSN conference. In addition, the four SETS projects collaborated to sponsor the statewide Student Technology Showcase.

· TechSETS worked closely with CDE to provide the latest information and updated CDE Powerpoints related to the Ed Tech K-12 Voucher program. 

· TechSETS presented K-12 Voucher resource updates to all CTAP representatives at the Program Management Committee meetings.

·  All SETS projects and CTAP regions referred their participants to the TechSETS website for information on the K-12 Voucher Program. 

· TechSETS provided materials and PowerPoint presentations for Gary Quiring to share with state BTSA and RSDSS Directors to market TechSETS through these statewide networks. 

The TechSETS Liaisons were trained and equipped with brochures and marketing materials in December of 2006 at the statewide SETS Liaison training. Several new items were added to the list of training materials as a result of the 2006 evaluation recommendations. They included a TechSETS Matrix of Who Benefits and a Liaison Check List. The Who Benefits document correlates the various resources available through TechSETS with various key educational roles to assist with determining which resources are most suited for which educators. The Liaison Check List provides a list of expectations and ideas for approaching the target audience.

They were also introduced to new materials that were released for their use in March of 2007. The Liaisons are an integral part of a master plan for a renewed dissemination of information on all of the SETS projects. It was determined that this group could provide valuable insight into project efforts in various regions across the state. 

To track the efforts of Liaisons, the SETS evaluators worked together to develop an online tool for logging activities. This tool is hosted on the TICAL web site and all Liaisons were informed of how to use it. Monthly reminders were sent to Liaisons requesting that they post their TechSETS Liaison related efforts on a regular basis. 

Liaisons received regular communication from the TechSETS office through an email update. This provided them with reminders, updates on new services, as well as information about presentations and any new materials available. A total of 59 TechSETS related presentations and conversations were logged.

The type of meeting was most often a collaboration with another professional development activity or a regular meeting with TechSETS as an agenda item. The data reveal that, of the collaborative workshops, the majority were with AB 75/AB 430. Others included RSDSS, BTSA, and English Language Services. 

According to the logged data, a total of 1258 educators, ranging from teachers to technology support staff, were in attendance at the presentations. The largest groups of educators addressed were teachers, 1151 and site level administrators, with 628 in attendance. The Liaisons report only 111 technology support staff in attendance at presentations. In the opinion of the Liaisons, interest was 50% moderate and 48% high. The majority of Liaisons predicted that 50 to 75% of their audiences would use TechSETS as a result of the presentation. 

w. Were SETS project features modified specifically to support the project?

Several activities and features have been modified during 2006-2007 to specifically support collaborative efforts. CTAP and SETS Directors have continued work together to ensure appropriate links are found on their websites for each of the other projects. The TechSETS website included a new page with specific information on the other SETS project and a link to the CDE website. Each of the SETS Directors continues as a member of the Advisory Committees of the other SETS projects to aid in a better understanding of how they can work together. SETS Directors have attended the TechSETS Advisory Committee meetings regularly. The training of Liaisons in each region was continued for the second year with modifications made by both the SETS and CTAP directors to increase the effectiveness of the program. 

TechSETS has also made program modifications in support of other projects. For example, TechSETS devoted considerable staff time to following the progress and providing continually updated information and links on the Ed Tech K-12 Voucher program. They also created a tool that districts could use to collect and track the required information for streamlining the reimbursement process. Other examples include: the continuing development of a web page to provide information and materials for implementing a student technology support program, and additional MyTechDesk tutorials, based on user requests for assistance. A “What’s New” section of the website is continually maintained to facilitate finding relevant collaborative resources. 

x. What is the outcome or result of the use of activities and/or features?

The collaboration of TechSETS with other state programs has resulted in benefits for both TechSETS and the collaborating programs. The exposure through the other projects has resulted in increased TechSETS membership and usage, and other state programs have increased the availability of TechSETS resources for their clients. Creative thinking has also been stimulated as this networking provides opportunities for TechSETS to see where support is needed. For example, TechSETS’ initiative in providing accurate and up-to-date information on the Ed Tech K-12 Voucher Program has made them a strong collaborating partner with the CDE and a leading authority on the subject. They have made numerous presentations and created easy-to-understand materials that are available on the TechSETS website. Understanding the complexities of this program will be critical in order for schools to take full advantage of this onetime funding opportunity. 

Each of the eleven CTAP regions serving as primary partners is actively working with TechSETS to disseminate information about the use of TechSETS. For this reason, a question was included in the CTAP User and Needs Assessment survey that addressed the level of use of TechSETS to assist with infrastructure resulting from participation in CTAP consultation and professional development related to TechSETS. The survey asked respondents to indicate their level of readiness and use of TechSETS before and after participation in CTAP-sponsored TechSETS-related professional development. The CTAP survey results, illustrated in Figure 6 below show a major reduction in the percentage of respondents “not ready” and a corresponding increase in the percentage of respondents rating themselves as “prepared, beginning”, and or “consistently applying” uses of TechSETS services. Also, a slight increase in the percentage of CTAP participants “assisting others” in the use of TechSETS was documented.

Figure 46: Percentage of respondents reporting various levels of preparedness on using TechSETS to assist in infrastructure design implementation and maintenance
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Conclusions and Recommendations

In conclusion, the formative and summative data gathered provides evidence of another year of successful implementation for the TechSETS project. TechSETS has provided technology resources and services to those who support the technological needs of K-12 classrooms and administration. This year’s evaluation study has provided data that continues to substantiate previous findings regarding the large variety of TechSETS resources and their use in California’s educational community. Longitudinal data now allows for comparisons with the previous four years, which show steady increases in the number of resources and their use. 

Findings in the evaluation study highlight the wide range of users. Supporting personnel from district technology managers to classroom teachers in various settings from large districts to small rural districts, presents significant challenges. The levels and types of support that will benefit these users can be substantially different. The TechSETS staff continues to be diligent in their efforts to gather information from their constituents and to respond by providing new services and refurbishing existing ones. TechSETS continues to provide a wide array of support services that are both cost-effective and unique, in that they are unavailable through any other means. 

There has been a concerted effort during 2006-2007 to continue the marketing momentum started in the previous year and to share the benefits of TechSETS with educators across the state. CTAP regions and the CTAP Liaisons continue to play a major role in this effort. The evidence clearly reinforces that the partnership and collaborative support of CTAP, as well as the other SETS projects, has assisted TechSETS to reach more of California’s educational community. In addition, new content has been added to the website. TechSETS has contributed significantly to providing schools with the information they need to understand and take advantage of the Ed Tech K-12 Voucher program. A new section was also added to the webpage to support Student Technology Teams. Media presentations have been produced, several TechSETS articles have been written and provided to clients, and a quarterly e-Newsletter was produced. All of these have contributed to a marketing campaign that extended the reach of TechSETS. 

The TechSETS staff has also shown their continued commitment to fulfill their work plan expectations and to meet the challenges of a rapidly changing technology environment by exploring new service areas and new delivery methods that will enhance services. The staff has also addressed needs and made modifications to services based on previous evaluation recommendations. 

As education continues to integrate technology into the learning environment and the need for “higher-end” technology grows, the dependence on a well-developed technology support system, which includes structures for support as well as qualified staff, becomes increasingly important. Add to this the budget constraints that plague most of California’s school districts and the needs expand dramatically. 

The following recommendations include suggestions for marketing strategies, program improvements and evaluation process improvements. They are presented here for future consideration. Additional comments, suggestions for improvement and new areas for future development directly from the various stakeholders can be found throughout the various segments of the report. 

Marketing 

· Provide Liaisons with examples to illustrate how several programs and school districts are taking full advantage of TechSETS resources. 

· As part of the site redesign, investigate possibility of having current users who have indicated they don’t want contact to reconsider for the e-Newsletter and new feature updates only. 

· Rework login to allow new users to indicate they would like new feature updates and quarterly e-Newsletter only. 

· Encourage Liaisons to establish rapport with local Information Technologists and attend local technology group meetings to promote the use of TechSETS resources. 

· Hold another face-to-face CTAP Liaison training to train new Liaisons and to further develop the knowledge and connection with continuing Liaisons. 

· Have Liaisons encourage counties and districts to add a TechSETS link to their home pages. 

· Continue conducting a minimum of two videoconference meetings with Liaisons during the coming year to foster networking and the sharing of successful models. 

· Refine Liaison qualifications and continue to work with CTAP Directors in selecting an appropriate Liaison for TechSETS with a focus on Program Area 2. Include CETPA membership in the list of desired qualifications. 

· Provide Liaisons with regional CSTS data on District TechSETS awareness and desire for more information, as a guide for future outreach. 

· Target ACSA and CASBO conferences with a focus on assisting administrators to understand how to work with their Technology Departments to make the most efficient decisions related to technology purchases and policies. 

Program 

· Develop a place on the website where members can recommend topics or issues they would like to have TechSETS address, or poll members via the e-Newsletter for suggestions. 

· Announce new features to the website through both email and the e-Newsletter – this serves both to update and remind members of the resources available. 

· Contribute to the body of knowledge building in TechQUESTIONS through active contributions from Cadre members, TechSETS staff and other consultants. 

· Update the Skills Matrix and TechPROFILE resources to make them more relevant for use by Human Resources personnel. 

· Conduct an extended-day TechSETS staff planning meeting to review constructive member suggestions and the recommendations provided in this report for possible program improvements. 

· Continue the exploration of a collaboration with CETPA to expand the technical knowledgebase available through TechSETS resources. 

· Provide Advisory Committee members with meeting reminders and a copy of the agenda a minimum of two weeks in advance. 

· Set-up a “First Time” user’s page with tutorials. 

· Create quick videos for specific audiences, i.e. What TechSETS has for Teachers, Useful TechSETS tools for Administrators. 

· Recruit additional Cadre members through Ed-JOIN and CETPA. 

· Continue to support legislative efforts to establish a statewide “Help Desk” administered by TechSETS. 

· Combine several resources (TechQUESTIONS, TechTIPS, TechSTORIES, TechFAQs, and TechRESOURCES) into a searchable database to provide members with researched, authoritative expert advice on issues facing CA technologists. 

Evaluation 

· Work with training providers to collect more accurate data on number of users and to develop a method of collecting satisfaction data. 

· Work with the other SETS evaluators to simplify the process for logging SETS activities. Consider a quarterly report that allows Liaisons to pull the information from their CTAP activity logs and transfer to the SETS data collection system as a composite four times per year. 

· Prepare for a migration to a new web tracking system in July 2008. Continue the pilot of Google Analytics as a viable replacement for the outdated WebTrends system.

Technology Information Center for Administrative Leadership (TICAL)

The 2006-07 TICAL External Evaluation Report is a comprehensive analysis of TICAL implementation, utilization, and impact on educators. This Summary provides background on TICAL and a summary of findings and recommendations for the three TICAL components. The TICAL website is available at www.portical.org. 

TICAL Background

TICAL provides a “one-stop” website (portal) where school administrators can access information and resources supporting the use of technology in teaching, learning, and school management. In conjunction with the portal, the TICAL Cadre shares information and implements technology-based strategies acquired from their TICAL experience in their districts. TICAL is one of four Statewide Education Technology Services (SETS) programs funded by the California Department of Education (CDE). The Santa Cruz County Office of Education (SCCOE) is the managing and fiscal agent for this project through a CDE contract.

Project Management

TICAL staff consists of a full-time Director and quarter-time administrator on loan from a local school district. They administer the TICAL program, provide leadership, create content and plan and present Cadre retreats. The Director and administrator are supported by an administrative assistant and a web support person responsible for development, maintenance and operation of the website. Early in the 2005-06 school year, the TICAL Director was named Assistant Superintendent of Instruction and the Creative Director became the TICAL Director. The Creative Director position remained vacant until June 2007, when TICAL hired a full-time support staff person who began on July 1, 2007.

The TICAL Advisory Committee met the required three times during the year. The first meeting was a joint Advisory Committee/Cadre meeting which allowed the two groups direct interaction and collaboration. The meeting stimulated several new ideas and a renewed focus with ACSA as a TICAL partner. In 2006-07, the advisors helped the TICAL Director review the TICAL website and recommend changes. They offered input on information resources to expand the TICAL site, and provided suggestions relating to the planning of TICAL-related events such as the joint conference with TICAL, ACSA, and CUE planned for 2008. Additionally, some of the advisors have helped market and promote TICAL. 

Needs Assessment

In its annual 2005-06 evaluation report, ESS provided recommendations for 2006-07, based on data collected from TICAL users, Advisory Committee meetings, surveys, observations, TICAL staff and Cadre interviews, website usage data and the CTAP survey. Recommendation areas to be addressed in 2006-07 included: more accurately identifying the TICAL user, increasing the number of resources in the Fiscal Planning and Operation and Maintenance categories, analyzing and recommending improvement to the TICAL website, emphasizing Cadre member focus on specific projects, and continuing to expand collaboration between SETS, CTAP and other organizations.

Project Service Areas and Summary of Findings

TICAL can be described in terms of three components: 1) Portical, the TICAL website “designed by California administrators for California administrators”, 2) the TICAL Cadre of 25 administrators actively involved in ongoing TICAL development, and 3) TICAL Training and Assistance on how to access and use TICAL resources. TICAL provides specific online information services through its website available to all California administrators with Internet access. 
1. PORTICAL – The TICAL Website

The TICAL portal (Portical) provides information resources for school administrators in six major categories: data-driven decision-making, technology planning, technology integration into curriculum, professional development opportunities, operation and maintenance and financial planning. In addition, it provides technology-related legislative and funding updates, and access to the ELAR information resources. Portical.org was developed by administrators for administrators to assist them in locating resources to meet their day-to-day information needs. TICAL staff and Cadre members maintain the features of Portical to ensure that its content and resources address changing needs. Anyone with internet access can browse the TICAL site without registering or becoming a TICAL member. However, logging into the system as a TICAL user is required in order to: receive TICAL updates on resources added to the portal, join colleagues in the TICAL Forum, use the Ask-a-Question feature, or search the Quick Fact or Quotation databases. The following describes the four main website menu items (in addition to the “Members” tab):

· “Forum” – once logged in, users can join any user discussion or participate in the Ask-a-Question. This feature is designed to assist members find answers by asking a TICAL cadre member.

· “Resource Database” – this section directs the user to the three methods for searching the database and explains each: 1] Simple Search; 2] Advanced Search; or 3] Matrix Search. No log-in is required.

· “Tools & Templates” – TICAL is a portal with most of its resources residing elsewhere on the web. TICAL has created original content filed under four categories in this section: 1] Multimedia; 2] Tools & Templates; 3] Expert Opinions; and 4] Stories. No log-in is required.

· “Surveys” – access to current TICAL-related surveys.

In 2006-07 two key changes were made to the TICAL home page in response to evaluation recommendations and user feedback. In place of the Leaders in Action photos, users can access Simple Search immediately from the home page. A “Hot Topics” feature was also added on the home page with pre-formulated searches that pull up TICAL’s best resources on each topic. In addition, two new areas were created: the TICAL Radio and Blog. Based on extensive review by the TICAL Cadre and Advisors during 2006-07, it is anticipated that additional website improvement will occur.
Summary of Findings: The TICAL website, www.portical.org, was organized by administrators for administrators through the TICAL Cadre. The 728 resources posted on the TICAL website are cross-referenced through six administrative categories: curriculum integration (361), data-driven decision-making (163), financial planning (82), operations and maintenance (91), professional development (255) and technology planning (220). Some resources are counted more than once if they fall into multiple categories. More than 98% of TICAL frequent user survey respondents stated they can locate what they need on the TICAL website, and 97% indicated they would recommend TICAL to a colleague. The ability to identify registered users by county/CTAP region has improved, but greater accuracy remains a goal. More than 15% of the TICAL registered user email addresses are invalid, so the registered user database needs to be made current.

The use of “New at TICAL”, a regular email update, increased contact with the registered users. However, users reported the website was difficult to navigate and this was supported by a Cadre member, “I have received comments about the main page contents being static.”
2. TICAL Cadre

The 25 TICAL Cadre members are practicing administrators selected from each ACSA region in California through a competitive statewide application process. Cadre members are selected for their understanding of and experience with technology's role in education, and for their interest in assisting and informing other administrators regarding technology use.

The original Cadre members were the design team for the TICAL portal and contributed the first resources and features. Currently, Cadre members: contribute content to the portal, guide its development, provide face-to-face orientation sessions, serve as mentors to colleagues, and model good technology leadership. They are informal consultants who recommend new resources for inclusion in the resource database, contribute articles and other content, conduct on site regional orientations, and promote the TICAL portal throughout their districts and regions. Administrators in the 11 CTAP regions access TICAL for professional development and for information related to applying technology in their districts and regions.

Summary of Findings: The Cadre membership was intended to represent each California ACSA region, however job attrition created representation inequities. In 2006-07, the TICAL Director addressed this issue and recruited six new Cadre members to rebalance the Cadre. The Cadre held its three scheduled retreats, and accomplished most of their work. They recommended 109 new resources for the resource database, contributed articles and other content, and reviewed database resources for currency. In addition, they conducted onsite regional orientations to promote the TICAL portal, reaching more than 1,800 administrators.

Participation in, and focus on, TICAL-oriented projects varied considerably with each Cadre member. Some Cadre members felt meetings needed greater focus on expanding TICAL’s mission with individual or group products resulting from Cadre collaboration while others reported the need for more partnering to support administrators statewide.

3. TICAL Professional Development and Assistance 

TICAL staff and Cadre members trained in Portical content provide professional development for educational administrators focused on TICAL’s six identified areas of technology use in education. In September 2005, and again in December 2006, the four SETS projects conducted a training-of-trainers program with every CTAP region naming a liaison to each SETS project. These liaisons provided training in their region in their particular SETS project.
Summary of Findings: Training was provided by TICAL staff and Cadre members in TICAL’s six categories. In addition, the CTAP Liaisons trained individuals their region regarding awareness level information and/or how to access and utilize TICAL web-based information resources. TICAL records show that Cadre members provided TICAL-related information and training for 1,633 individuals. An additional 1,887 individuals were trained by the CTAP liaisons across the 11 CTAP regions. As a result of the two types of training, 3,510 individuals received TICAL training in 2006-07. Assuming all participants were administrators, this represents 14% of the total state administrative population. 

Summary of Findings for Each Focus Framework Question

Focus Framework Question 1: “How are the data and/or services benefiting regions, districts, schools and teachers?”
y. Who is the purposeful user by position and/or level?

TICAL has increased its number of registered users and website visitors since it was established in 2002. Of the nearly 3,900 registered TICAL users, 80% are from California, and almost two-thirds of those are administrators. Principals and other site administrators comprise 42% of the California registered user pool. Additionally, the majority of frequent users represent districts housing more than 20,000 students. California registered users increased by 765 in 2006-07.

The end-of-year TICAL User Survey conducted by ESS showed that 75% of the 488 participants either were administrators or aspiring administrators and comprised a majority of the service participants. The survey was divided into two sections: Part A for those who indicated they used TICAL either less than three times per year or no longer use it, and Part B for those who used TICAL three or more times per year. Of the 488 TICAL User Survey participants, 313 (64%) indicated they no longer use TICAL or use TICAL less than three times per year, while 175 (36%) indicated they used TICAL three or more times per year. For this report the latter group is known as “frequent users”. Approximately one-fourth of the frequent users use TICAL 6 – 12, or more, times per year. One-third of survey respondents have used TICAL for more than two years, while approximately 70% have used it six months to two years. It is interesting to note that those who have used TICAL longer tend to be more frequent users.

One 2005-06 recommendation suggested that TICAL staff identify methods to determine more definitively who uses the TICAL website. From March 23 through May 3 a “pop-up” attached to the TICAL website was the first screen viewed by visitors. After visitors completed information from drop down menus re: 1) Current position, 2) State and 3) County, if California, they were allowed access to the TICAL site. 

If security settings on an individual’s computer allowed, a cookie was installed which permitted the individual to access the TICAL site from that computer without having to respond to the questions again. Data received from the 779 respondents indicate that 73% were administrators or aspiring administrators and 80% were from California. A further look at the California data showed that 51 of the 58 counties (88%) had at least one respondent.

z. What resources and/or features are being used? 

Of those responding to the ESS survey, almost half use TICAL more than three times per year and, for the purpose of this evaluation, were considered frequent users and participated in the in-depth survey. For this group, the “somewhat/very useful” rankings for all website topics fell at 80% or higher, and technology planning was ranked at 100%. 

Figure 7 below shows the usefulness level many of the 175 frequent user survey respondents applied to the six TICAL major components and “Using other Statewide Education Technology Services”.

Figure 47: TICAL User Survey: Website Topics and Their Usefulness 
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Technology planning showed 100% of respondents indicating the topic was “somewhat/very useful” in locating TICAL resources. Four topics ranked above 30% as “very useful”: technology planning (42%), professional development (35%), data-driven decision-making (34%), and integrating technology in the curriculum (33%). Operations and maintenance had the smallest number of respondents, indicating that it was the least useful. Cadre members ranked five of the six major categories at 80% or higher for the combined moderate/major value. One hundred percent of responding Cadre members ranked professional development, curriculum integration and data-driven decision-making either with moderate or major value. As such, these categories were useful in increasing their personal capacity as an administrator.

Of the 16 TICAL website features, Simple search (95%), Quick Facts (93%), Resource Database (88%), Tools & Templates (86%), Events listing (84%) and Advanced search (82%) were used most frequently. Advanced search and Resource Database, showed a use increase of more than 15% from 2005-06.
aa. How are the resources and/or features being used?

More than three quarters of the frequent user survey respondents indicated they used TICAL to increase their knowledge of using technology in their work. TICAL users also stated they used TICAL to improve: how technology is used to support learning, staff professional development, technology use to support data-driven decision-making and to help with their district’s technology plan. The Cadre felt their personal experiences were broadened through: TICAL providing technology leadership, collaboration, learning from/with others and expanded opportunities.

ab. What is the result of using the resource and/or feature as it relates to professional practices?

More than 90% of the frequent user survey respondents indicated TICAL website information was accurate and enabled them to find what they needed quickly. More than 95% of survey participants indicated they would recommend TICAL to a colleague. Participants expressed the need for more professional development in using TICAL to support administrative work. Additionally, they felt the need to partner with other professional organizations, especially ACSA. Respondents expressed support for the Leadership 3.0 Conference currently being considered to promote TICAL and support administrators. Cadre members ranked personal professional growth in the high category.

Focus Framework Question 2: “To what extent is the project being integrated with CTAP, SETS, BTSA, RSDSS and other state projects, state and federal programs, and organizations?” 

ac. Were there SETS project-sponsored support activities?

TICAL collaborates with the other SETS projects to avoid duplication and to improve awareness and services. TICAL and the other SETS projects participated in several professional conferences in order to share their resource.

TICAL survey respondents were asked to indicate how TICAL interrelates with using other Statewide Education Technology Services. There were two areas in which this was addressed: 1) through TICAL website effectiveness; and 2) through need for additional professional development relating to statewide technology services.

The survey responses showed that 23% of the 116 respondents indicated the TICAL website was “very useful” in providing awareness of statewide technology services. Another 66% stated it was “somewhat useful”. Thirty-three percent of the 159 respondents indicated that more professional development in the use of statewide technology services was needed with 53% of those indicating it would be “somewhat useful”. 

ad. Were there collaborated support activities?

In addition to the increased communication between the SETS projects and CTAP regions, two elements emphasize the collaboration. The first relates to conferences when a common booth for all SETS projects or CTAP/SETS is arranged. The second is the SETS project training of regional CTAP Liaisons in conducting presentations on all four SETS projects. The SETS Training-of-Trainers program was initiated in September 2005 with a follow-up in December 2006. It was designed to increase awareness and use of SETS resources with the help of CTAP staff. A total of 3,510 individuals participated in TICAL awareness trainings throughout the state.

Data collected from the trainings indicate that TICAL staff and CTAP Liaisons collaborated with 55 programs/agencies including: AB 75/AB 430 (38), BTSA (2), RSDSS (3), English Language Services, AVID, BTTP, After School Partnerships and Migrant Education (1 each), and 7 unidentified programs. Collaboration generally focused on planning for increasing TICAL integration into these programs.
The four SETS projects co-sponsored a booth at educational technology conferences to provide information about their respective project. Additionally, each SETS project has website links to the other SETS projects and/or the regional CTAP websites.
ae. Were SETS project features modified specifically to support the project?

In an interview with the TICAL Director three areas that illustrate TICAL modifications supporting the project were identified:

1. Simple search was placed on the home page for immediate access.

2. A “Hot Topics” feature was added on the home page with pre-formulated searches that pull up TICAL’s best resources on each topic. Some of those include:

· 21st Century Skills
· CA Education Technology K-12

· Voucher Program

· Cyber Safety

· Data-Driven Decision-Making

3. TICAL Radio and a Blog were added.

af. What is the outcome or result of the use of activities and/or features?

The TICAL Director indicated there is currently a much higher level of knowledge and sharing of information among and between CTAP and SETS than previously. This is most prevalent in the SETS projects and, while most CTAP directors are positive, some resentment regarding SETS funding and its impact on CTAP remains. Reciprocal awareness between SETS and other state projects also has increased.

CTAP regions statewide participated in an end-of-year survey drafted by ESS. One question focused on the change in participant preparedness when using TICAL to identify technology support resources. The 1,323 participants who responded to this question assessed their level of preparedness both prior to and after participating in CTAP activities. Figure 8 below shows that 76% participants in CTAP professional development were prepared to use TICAL. Additionally, 10% of respondents moved from “Not ready to apply” to a level where they were applying their knowledge.

Figure 48: CTAP Participant Survey Response – Preparedness in utilizing TICAL 
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2007 CSTS Results Relevant to TICAL

ESS conducted a statewide educator survey to identify who used TICAL services, the levels of use and the impact of the service. Since, this survey was limited to a sample of persons already using TICAL, the survey and other existing data did not provide information relating to schools either not aware of, or not using resources. 

The CSTS is completed by all schools in the state. Since it provides statewide data on technology access and use, adding items related to CTAP and SETS use could provide additional data. ESS worked with CTAP and SETS staff to develop items under the new Professional Development section. These are intended to document use of and need for CTAP and SETS services or resources for all schools completing the CSTS. The results can be used in planning strategies and identifying resources to increase awareness and use of CTAP and SETS by all schools in the state.

CSTS data indicated approximately 60% of district level respondents statewide either were aware of and/or used TICAL services; significantly lower levels were indicated at the school level (Figure 9). The data clearly show that district staff completing the survey reported significantly higher levels of awareness and/or use of TICAL than did school staff.

Figure 49: Statewide District and School CSTS responses to TICAL
(District n = 1,030; School n = 9,249)

[image: image51.wmf]59%

39%

24%

26%

15%

30%

1%

5%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Schools

Districts

Not aware of the resource

Aware of but do not use the resource

At least one staff member uses the services

The service is consistently used by several staff members


In general, the findings showed a moderate to high need for the TICAL service in most schools in the state. Results also showed that a significant number of schools either are not aware of and/or are aware of, but do not use, TICAL. ESS recommended that the schools indicating “not aware” or “aware but not using the services” be informed about TICAL. Data can be used in planning and implementing strategies to increase awareness and use of TICAL information resources. 

Conclusions and Recommendations:

Results of the survey of TICAL users strongly indicated that TICAL provides the services as identified in the authorizing legislation, and 97% of frequent users indicated they would recommend TICAL to a colleague. Frequent users indicated they generally found what they were looking for on the website; however, infrequent users had difficulty navigating the site. 

In 2006-07, 109 new resources were added to the site. Two of the six major TICAL categories, Fiscal Management and Operations and Maintenance, have fewer resources and are used less than others, however, an additional 30 resources were added in the Operations and Maintenance section. Nine new resources were added to the Fiscal Planning section and current resources were reviewed for relevancy. A new presentation, Financial Planning 101, was added to that section. 

The original Cadre was the design team for the TICAL portal and contributed its first resources and features. Each year the Cadre reviews and updates the website’s content for relevance. Additionally, Cadre members complete a project relating to their position which supports the TICAL mission. Regional TICAL orientations and training were generally conducted by CTAP/SETS Liaisons, TICAL Cadre members, and TICAL staff. The data indicated TICAL professional development activities were attended by more than 3,510 educators. 

Surveys and input from TICAL advisors and cadre members combined with TICAL and CTAP user surveys suggested a need for TICAL to focus more on immediate information needs of practicing administrators, to offer additional and more in-depth professional development, and to improve the navigation ease of TICAL’s website.

Specific recommendations for each project service area can be found in the comprehensive TICAL Evaluation Report. The recommendations guide changes in the TICAL Plan for 2007-08. The degree to which the recommendations are implemented will be analyzed in the 2008-09 evaluation. The following are examples of the 24 recommendations included in the TICAL Evaluation Report:

· Review Portical revision recommendations developed and submitted by the TICAL Cadre and Advisory Committee; change as appropriate; and report changes back to the Cadre and advisors.

· Establish a quick reference guide of commonly asked site administrator questions linking TICAL resources as answers and update as new topics emerge. 

· Increase the emphasis on having TICAL Cadre members develop specific products and/or services that will help other administrators use technology 

· Collaborate with ACSA and Computer Using Educators (CUE), to develop and implement plans for the April Leadership 3.0 symposium.

· Provide information regarding TICAL services to all schools that indicated “Aware of TICAL, but not using the service” or “Not aware of TICAL” on the California School Technology Survey (CSTS).

· Continue to focus resources on the most critical areas and seek implementation suggestions at TICAL Cadre and Advisory Committee meetings.

· Continue to update and clearly define specific expectations of the TICAL Advisory Committee members to ensure that their advice clearly supports TICAL goals.

Overall Results 

Completion of 2006-07 SETS Objectives/Benchmarks

	Figure 50: Overall completion of SETS Benchmarks
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Each SETS project developed a 2006-07 plan with specific objectives, benchmarks, and deliverables for the goals defined in their 2005-08 plans. Since each SETS project focuses on specific areas of educational technology, the number of objectives and annual benchmarks vary from project to project. Figure 10 on the right shows the extent of benchmark completion across all four of the SETS projects. An analysis for each annual benchmark for each SETS project is provided in each of the individual SETS evaluation reports. Of the 59 SETS benchmarks established for 2006-07, 15% were exceeded, 53% were completed, 29% were still in progress, and 3% were not started. In most cases the evaluation suggested modifications of some of the benchmarks to adapt to changes in statewide and local priorities and needs. For example, it was suggested that TICAL increase its focus on professional development related to ELARs, ETP expand to provide a data collection function related to the pilot testing of the ILP and pre-post assessment reporting features, and CLRN expand to offer online video demonstrations and screenshots. The evaluators and the CDE staff are assisting the SETS Project staff in making these adjustments. The 2007-08 evaluation plans have been modified to address these changes.

SETS Professional Development by CTAP Liaisons

In September 2005 and again in December 2006, workshops were held to train designated regional CTAP staff to conduct presentations on each of the four SETS projects. This training-of-trainer program increased awareness and use of SETS resources with support from CTAP staff. An online survey, developed by TICAL staff in collaboration with the SETS external evaluators and the CDE, systematically collected the reactions of the regional trainers to SETS regional presentations. Instructions for completing the survey are as follows: “Completing this survey will enable the SETS projects to improve their services and to provide necessary data for the statewide evaluation of CTAP and the SETS projects. The CTAP liaison or designee should complete this survey just once for each meeting, workshop, or other professional development event that involves one or more of the SETS projects or their resources.” 

As of June 30, 2007, 229 SETS 2006-07 project presentations had been documented by completed surveys entered into the database by presenters. One hundred twenty-three completed surveys (54%) were specifically related to CLRN presentations, 97 (42%) related to TechSETS presentations, 80 (35%) related to EdTechProfile presentations and 58 (25%) related to TICAL presentations. Many presentations included more than one SETS project, therefore the total percent is greater than 100%. This analysis is based on completed surveys for all 229 presentations. Regional distribution of the 229 presentations is shown in Figure 11 below.

Figure 51: Number of presentations in each CTAP Region
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In 18 cases, multiple regions were addressed in one presentation thus expanding the presentation count of 229 to 280. The SETS Professional Development Input Form asks each presenter to provide information relating to presentation length, context and types of collaboration involved. Most of the 229 presentations described multiple SETS projects. 

	Figure 52: Presentation length by SETS Project
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Length of presentations: Figure 12 on the right shows the length of presentations by individual SETS project. A total of 192 (54%) presentations on a specific SETS program lasted 10-29 minutes (majority: CLRN at 68), 120 (34%) were for the duration of 30-59 minutes (majority: EdTechProfile at 37) and 46 (13%) lasted an hour or more (majority: CLRN at 24).

Presentation Context: Sixteen (7%) presentations were incorporated into a group meeting where SETS information was presented as an agenda item; 26 (11%) presentations occurred in a workshop dedicated to one or more SETS projects; and 144 (63%) workshops integrated SETS into another professional development program. Another 43 (19%) presentations fell into the “other” category (24 conferences, 9 Educational Technology K-12 Voucher information meetings and 6 consultations).

Collaboration involved 16 different programs/agencies including: AB 75/430 (65), BTSA (17), RSDSS (7), English Language (2), AVID, BTTP, After School Partnerships Migrant Education and Special Education (1 each), and 22 unidentified programs.

	Figure 53: Type of Presentation
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Type of Presentation: Figure 13 breaks down the type of presentations between a conversation and a formal presentation regarding the SETS project. There were 254 (73%) formal presentations (class, workshop or seminar) across all SETS projects while there were 92 (27%) in which the presenters identified the meeting as a conversation or demonstration about the project.

	Figure 54: Workshop attendance by position
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Role of participants: A total of 12,927 participants attended the 229 training sessions and the breakdown by group is shown in Figure 14. Seventy-one percent of the attendees were teachers with the next largest group being school, district or county administrators (25%). Presenters estimated that attendee distribution was balanced between suburban, urban and rural districts. It should be noted that reported attendance at three of the sessions conducted by CLRN staff was unusually large (6,450) and accounted for 70% of the teacher count and 50% of the total participant count.

Preparation of CTAP Liaisons: As part of the feedback process, each presenter assessed their personal preparation level for the workshops, perception of the interest level of participants, and prediction of the percentage of participants who would use the project as a result of the presentation/training. Table 6 below provides the number of responses for each category:

Table 27: Preparedness level of CTAP liaisons
	Trainers reported Preparation level 
	# of Trainers
	Trainers reported Interest Level of participants
	# of Trainers
	Trainers Prediction of % of participants who will use SETS project
	# of Trainers

	Low
	4
	Low
	3
	0% - 24%
	6

	Adequate
	18
	Medium
	78
	25% - 49%
	27

	More than adequate
	206
	High
	146
	50% - 74%
	86

	
	
	
	
	75% - 100%
	103


Narrative Information: The SETS Professional Development Input Form asks each presenter to respond to three narrative statements:

1. Feedback: Summarize any feedback received from the participants.
2. Suggestions: If you have suggestions for improving training resources, please indicate.

3. Comments: Other comments you would like to add.

Responses in these three categories follow for each of the SETS projects and are unedited statements from the presenters:

Participant Feedback: 35% (81) of the presenters summarized participant feedback: 

CLRN Feedback Sampling: Most summarized participant feedback regarding CLRN as positive with the others commenting on the training structure.

· Some had heard of or used CLRN site. Most had no knowledge and were surprised that they did not know of CLRN before.

· Participants were excited about the WILs database and its ease of use with students.

· Review of ELAR list allowed districts to select vendors for presentations to make a decision on what data analysis tool to purchase. 

· Reference WILS were most useful, Open Court Supplementary material is a bonus, Useful Search field for ELLs and Special Student populations,

EdTechProfile Feedback Sampling: Most presenters making comments summarized participant feedback regarding ETP as being positive.
· Positive response to tools shared.

· Valuable information

· Will use this information.

· EdTechProfile would be of use for planning technology professional development, and for Single School plan.

· Participants expressed interest, as well as surprise that many knew nothing about the SETS projects and many CTAP services.

TechSETS Feedback Sampling: Most presenters making comments summarized participant feedback regarding TechSETS as being positive.
· Many of our participants do not know the difference between a SETS project and any other website on the web. Bottom line is that if the site has useful content, then they will use it. We integrate the most useful aspects of each SETS website into our workshops, so that it is relevant for the audience we are training.

· Topic: TechSETS -Your Key to Free and Low Cost Tech Support Resources; Participants seemed very interested in TechSETS' free resources.

· Very positive feedback, especially for presenter’s hands-on session on using MyTechDesk.

· TechSETS would be valuable for their tech support personnel.

· Attendees had been previously unaware of TechSETS services and resources.

TICAL Feedback Sampling: Comments regarding TICAL were positive and are summarized as follows:

· School administrators thought TICAL would be a useful tool for themselves.

· Will use this information.

· Very useful tools for technology integration.

· People were amazed that the sites existed and expressed a desire to utilize them on a regular basis. They thanked me for showing them the sites.

· Very positive. Liked the use of TICAL to demonstrate data-driven decision-making tools and resources as they relate to implementing an ELAR. ELAR site visitation was useful in knowing where to find assessment resources.

Suggestions: Presenters also provided suggestions received from workshop attendees. 

CLRN Suggestions:

· Use the word LINKS instead of WIL. Common web language seems to be more appropriate. If possible, create a comments option so that people can post their experiences with using certain resources.

· I liked the actual "how-to" slides but for my purposes hid other slides and finally just went over the site on my own having them explore the areas. I am particularly pleased with the addition of all of the free online websites tied to the standards.

EdTechProfile Suggestions:

· Prof Development using technology - Monitoring projects

TechSETS Suggestions:

· Prof Development using technology 

TICAL Suggestions:

· Provide CTAP with list of services that the TICAL cadre members can provide to regions.

Additional Comments: The following additional comments are indicative of general comments made by the CTAP Liaison/presenter:

· Expecting CTAP funded staff to serve as liaisons to each SETS project can be a challenge in some regions as there is much to be trained and re-trained on from year to year. While each SETS project cannot train all of CA there is the possibility of creating a SETS project Professional development schedule using a webinar solution.

· This type of training would have been even more powerful in a lab with hands-on use. As most were familiar with the ELR, portion of CLRN, the WIL database was new to them.

· This was a Breeze workshop. Although the information presented was intended as a brief overview of each site, I would suggest that only two SETS sites be covered at a session so as to allow for sufficient time for participants to explore the site. 

· This was a collaborative presentation I gave with a mathematics teacher at my school, focusing on the statistics websites that are in the CLRN WILs. We demonstrated and modeled how librarians could work with teachers using the CLRN WILs. the audience seemed very interested and asked a lot of positive questions about the WILS and lesson activities.

Conclusion: Through interviews and discussions with both SETS and CTAP representatives, it is clear that this data is a sampling only. Many more presentations were made than logged. In general, this sample of SETS training events suggests that presenters are more than adequately prepared, that participants are moderately to highly interested, and indicates a moderate-high probability of participants using SETS services as a result of the presentation/training. 

Impact of CTAP Assistance on the Use of SETS Resources

The eleven CTAP regions participated in an end-of-year survey designed by ESS as part of their annual CTAP evaluation. A total of 4,226 participants in CTAP-sponsored activities responded to the survey items related to SETS. They were asked to report their level of awareness, potential to use, and actual use of the four SETS projects both prior to and after participating in CTAP activities. As Figure 15 below shows, there was a self-reported increase in the self-ratings on the readiness to use and use of SETS by the 4,226 respondents to the CTAP survey.

Figure 15 shows the percentage of CTAP survey respondents reporting four levels of preparedness or use of SETS prior to using CTAP services (pre) and following the use of or participation in CTAP services (post). This data shows the following: 1) a significant reduction in the percentage of persons “not ready to apply” and only “prepared to apply” and 2) an increase in percentage in persons reporting “beginning to apply” and “consistently applying and “assisting others to apply” the use of SETS resources. 

Figure 55: Self-reported pre-post levels of application of SETS resources before and after participation in CTAP-sponsored professional development (n=4,226)
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This data suggests that CTAP participants are increasing their use of SETS resources as a result of participating in CTAP professional development activities. This suggests that CTAP is an important source of information about how to access and use SETS resources. However, it should be noted that on a region-by-region basis the use of SETS by CTAP users varied according to the level of emphasis placed by CTAP staff on SETS as a resource.

Leveraged Resources

Each CTAP region supported all four SETS projects through the designation of a Liaison from their regional staff to represent and provide training on SETS projects within each region. CTAP regions also covered the cost of sending their representatives to the September 2006 Liaison training for three days. Leveraging of CTAP staff time and activities included sharing the costs of exhibit booths at multiple conferences, and in some cases providing representation at conferences. 

All four projects were key in the AB 430 principal training program. They provided project information enabling trainers to explain the value and use of the SETS projects. TICAL was primary in facilitating all CTAP regions in developing of a new Module 3 component.

Statewide Awareness and Use of SETS

In order to obtain information regarding school awareness and use of SETS/CTAP services and resources, ESS identified the California School Technology Survey (CSTS) as a data source that could provide data related to awareness and/or use of SETS and CTAP from almost all (99.9%) districts and schools in the state. This survey provides statewide data on technology access and use; therefore, adding items related to the use of SETS and CTAP could provide the additional data needs for SETS and CTAP. ESS worked with SETS and CTAP staff to develop new CSTS items under the new Professional Development section that document use and need for services or resources provided by SETS and CTAP for all districts and schools that complete the CSTS. 

Awareness and Use of CTAP and SETS
Five questions were asked to determine the level of awareness and use of SETS and CTAP. For each of the four SETS projects and CTAP, the district and school-level person responsible for completing the survey was asked to rate each resource according to the following scale: 

1 = Not aware of the resource
2 = Aware but do not use the resource
3 = At least one staff member uses the services
4 = The service is used consistently by several school staff members
District Level Awareness and use of Statewide Results: The results for the 1,030 districts statewide that completed the CSTS District Survey, are displayed in Figure 16 on the following page:

Figure 56: Statewide CSTS responses to level of awareness and/or use of 
SETS/CTAP projects for technology information reported by 1,030 districts
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Figure 16 shows that SETS projects range in reported awareness and use from 80% (CLRN and EdTechProfile) to 61% (TechSETS) with “not aware” ranging from 20% for CLRN and EdTechProfile to 39% for TICAL. For CTAP, 95% of the 1,030 districts are aware of CTAP with services used by one or several district staff in 82% of the districts. Only 4% indicated they were not aware, and 13% indicated awareness but not using CTAP services.

District Level Awareness and Use of SETS by CTAP Region: To assist with regional planning, ESS disaggregated the statewide reported district-level awareness and use data by region. Figure 17 on the following page shows the district level of awareness and/or use of SETS for technology information and support for the state and each of the eleven CTAP regions. 

Figure 57: Statewide level of awareness and/or use of SETS for technology
 information and support reported by 1,030 districts
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An additional question was asked on the district survey to determine the need by districts for additional information about SETS and CTAP. The data indicate that from 31% to 44% of the districts desire more information about SETS and 20% of the districts desire more information about CTAP. 

School Level Results

The results for the 9,249 schools statewide that completed the CSTS are displayed in the chart on the following page. Figure 18 on the following page shows the distribution of responses for each of the four rating categories for the four SETS projects and CTAP.

Figure 58: Statewide level of awareness and/or use of SETS/CTAP for technology information and support reported by 9,249 schools

[image: image60.wmf]Level of awareness and/or use of CTAP/SETS projects for technology 

information and support reported by 9,249 schools

59%

62%

33%

41%

18%

24%

25%

28%

30%

36%

15%

12%

24%

27%

37%

1%

1%

16%

3%

10%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

TICAL

TechSETS

EdTechProfile

CLRN

CTAP

Not aware of the resource

Aware of but do not use the resource

At least one staff member uses the services

The service is consistently used by several staff members


The data show that of the SETS projects, the highest level of awareness is for EdTechProfile, with reported use of 40%. Respondents reported a 59% level of awareness for CLRN, with reported use of 30%. Respondents reported a 41% level of awareness for TICAL, with reported use of 16%. Respondents reported a 38% level of awareness for TechSETS, with reported use of 13%. Finally, 82% of the schools are aware of CTAP, with services used by 47% of the schools responding to the survey.

School Level Awareness and Use of SETS by CTAP Region: To assist with regional planning, ESS disaggregated the statewide reported school level awareness and use data by region. Figure 19 on the following page illustrates the regional distribution of responses for each of the four rating categories: not aware, aware but don’t use, at least one staff person uses, or consistent use by several staff members of SETS/CTAP services.

Figure 59: Statewide level of awareness and/or use of SETS for technology information and support reported by 9,249 schools
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District versus School level data 

Figure 20 on the following page shows the average district versus average school levels of awareness and/or use of SETS and CTAP. The scale for the figure ranges from 0.00 to 3.00 as follows:

0.00 = Not aware of the resource

1.00 = Aware of, but do not use the resource

2.00 = At least one staff member uses the services

3.00 = The service is consistently used by several staff members

The data clearly show that district staff completing the survey reported significantly greater levels of awareness and/or use of SETS and CTAP resources than did school staff.

Figure 60: Statewide district and school CSTS responses to level of awareness and/or use of SETS/CTAP projects for technology information and support (district n=1,030; school n=9,249)
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Summary of Statewide Awareness and Use of CTAP Services
The California School Technology Survey (CSTS) documented a high level of awareness and/or use of CTAP services statewide at the district level and significantly lower levels of awareness and/or use of CTAP service at the school level. The same trend exists for SETS but with somewhat lower levels of awareness and/or use reported. It might be assumed that district level staff members are the primary contact and users of SETS and CTAP resources. At the school level, a moderate to high need for services by schools in all four SETS program was shown. 

In contrast to district data, school-level data show that a significant number of schools are not aware of SETS and CTAP, or are aware of but do not use these resources. At the school level, staff may actually be using the services but not be aware of the source or origin of the resources. District and county office of education staff disseminate SETS/CTAP services and information resources with districts but may not clearly communicate to school level staff the origin of the resources.

It is recommended that the schools indicating “not aware” or “aware but not using the services” be informed about SETS and CTAP. Also, county offices of education and districts should help schools be more aware of the source of information and services when SETS and CTAP are involved. The results of this data can be used by CTAP statewide to plan and implement strategies to increase awareness as well as use of these state-funded services.

Summary of findings
The summaries in Table 7 below highlight both the common and project-specific evaluation findings based on each of the SETS 2006-07 Evaluation Reports, organized according to the SETS Evaluation Focus Framework questions described earlier in this document. In general, the evaluation shows that SETS information and support have indirectly enabled administrators to use data to inform instructional planning, and helped teachers to identify and use effective and engaging technology applications that support the California Content Standards. The case studies and EETT grants have documented that the use of these resources has indirectly increased student learning opportunities, motivation, and achievement.

Table 28: SETS Overview of major findings

	1. Who is the primary user of the SETS service?

	Common Findings
	The primary users of SETS are practicing teachers and school administrators at the county, district, and schools levels and currently used by at least 15% of the total educators in the state.

	CLRN
	Two-thirds of the identified CLRN users are teachers and one-fifth are administrators. Most indicate they are long-term users, occasionally accessing CLRN when they need to find resource information. 

	ETP
	Anyone with administrative rights in the ETP system is a primary user for analyzing data. Teachers use the ETP technology proficiency assessment to self-assess and review progress in attaining technology proficiency.

	TechSETS
	District level technology coordinators and technical staff are the primary users of TechSETS.

	TICAL
	Two-thirds of registered TICAL-users are school administrators with the majority employed by districts with over 10,000 students.

	2. What are the primary purposes of each project?

	Common Findings
	All SETS projects help educators from the County Office of Education to the classroom level identify specific instructional and administrative uses of technology based on various levels of review and validation ranging from formal review of resources based on state approved criteria to review by advisors and input from field testing. 

	CLRN
	An on-demand, web-accessible searchable information resource to enable informed selection of electronic learning and assessment resources that align to state approved standards and guidelines

	ETP
	Provides, online data management tools and resources to assess proficiency and readiness of educators to use technology

	TechSETS
	Provides school district technology coordinators with information and answers to questions related to hardware and infrastructure planning and implementation.

	TICAL
	One stop website for school administrators to access information and resources about using technology to support instruction and management.

	3. How is the SETS resource used?

	Common Findings
	Educators, especially at the district and county levels, generally use SETS to find resources that will directly and indirectly assist others in planning and use of technology to support classroom instruction and school administration.

	CLRN
	CLRN is used to identify ELRs and WILs to address specific instructional needs which are aligned with California standards and to identify ELARs that specifically address data-management applications that meet unique district needs.

	ETP
	ETP is used by educators for tracking and managing data to support implementation and assessment of the AB 75 principal training program, EETT formula and competitive grants, and a variety of emerging data management needs and this resource has potential for expand use with other education programs.

	TechSETS
	TechSETS evaluation shows this resource is used by educators to assist in hiring technology personnel, answer technical questions, access online training, and identify local technical assistance resources.

	TICAL
	Surveys typically showed that respondents use TICAL to find information to help school administrators to use technology to support instructional planning and professional growth.

	4. What impacts have been noted as a result of the project?

	Common Findings
	The majority of users of each SETS service report that they value the information resources provided to 1) support technology planning, 2) integrate of technology into instruction, 3) find out where to get technical assistance and professional development, 4) information needed for district and county staff to use as the basis for assisting teachers and school administrators to have teachers that support the California Content Standards, and 5) preparing places and applications needed for school districts to qualify for federal grants.

	CLRN
	Extensive surveys of CLRN users shows that this resources saves time in identifying and procuring electronic learning resources that align to California Content Standards and meet requirements for a variety of state and Federal funding sources.

	ETP
	Educators using ETP report that it helps provide data to inform teacher professional development plans and to document change in proficiency and that it saves time in preparing reports for various state programs

	TechSETS
	TechSETS users report that this resource saves time in finding resources needed to address technical questions.

	TICAL
	Administrators who use TICAL report that the website (Portical) links them to planning resources relevant to technology use and more recently to resources related to data-driven decision making.


Need for SETS resources

The CTAP User Survey asked users of CTAP services to indicate whether or not they needed additional assistance on topics related to the areas of emphasis of each of the four SETS projects. As illustrated in Figure 21 below, about half (44-49%) of the persons who consistently use CTAP services indicated a need for assistance in the use of SETS projects. A slightly higher need was indicated for technology integration (CLRN) and determining teacher proficiency needs (ETP). Also, the need for these services was slightly less for 2006-07 than for 2006-05. However, the sample size for the survey was much less for 2005-06, which implies that population sample differences could have accounted for the difference in need.

Figure 61: Percent of respondents indicating a need for more assistance in each of the four SETS projects in 2006-07 and 2005-06
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Figure 22 on the following page illustrates the need for assistance in topics specifically relevant to each of the SETS project based on the California School Technology Survey (CSTS). The CSTS is a survey of all schools in California completed by one person representing each school, as opposed to persons using CTAP services as was the case with the data illustrated by Figure 21 (above). The CSTS school-level data showed a very high feed for assistance in the types of services and information provided by the four SETS projects. Eighty to 90% of the schools indicated a moderate to high need for assistance in how to integrate technology into curriculum, to plan and implement technology, to use technology to support data management and use, and how to coordinate and fund technology in schools. 

Figure 62: Levels of assistance needed in SETS reported by 9,249 schools
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As was indicated earlier in this report, many schools are not aware of SETS but may still be benefiting by receiving information resources provided by SETS via CTAP and/or county and district technology staff. Also, the person completing the survey on behalf of the school may not be aware of SETS even though the services may be used by some school staff members.

Statewide Recommendations and actions taken for 2005-06

The following recommendations are based on an analysis of results of the four SETS evaluation reports from 2005-06. Each recommendation is followed by the action taken as of December 2006. 

Overall recommendations that applied to SETS and CTAP 2005-06

These recommendations are based on data collected from evaluation reports, ESS surveys, and the consensus of the evaluators.

18. Assess and clearly define the function of the CTAP/SETS Liaison staff in assisting educators in each region understand how to utilize SETS resources and services. 

Action taken: In December 2006, a meeting was conducted to re-orient all CTAP/SETS Liaisons and to more clearly define expectations related to regional facilitation in the use of SETS by CTAP Liaisons.

19. Explore and identify strategies for increasing coordination of and collaboration between CTAP, SETS and other educational initiatives including: Program Improvement, Regional System of District and School Support (RSDSS), Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment (BTSA), Administrator Training, Special Education, After School Partnerships, and Assessment. 

Action taken: CTAP and SETS Directors are working with the CDE to develop a matrix that relates CTAP and SETS services to each of the other statewide instructional programs.

20. Update the CTAP and SETS Evaluation Focus Frameworks to ensure the indicators are relevant and based on current educational needs and priorities. 

Action taken: The Focus Framework update process is underway.

21. Increase awareness and participation of teachers and administrators not presently involved with technology, to use CTAP and SETS sponsored professional development, consultation support, and information resources to support teaching and learning. 

Action taken: The California School Technology Survey (CSTS) has been revised to identify schools that need the type of services offered by CTAP and SETS and the extent to which these services have been used. This will provide a list of schools that indicate a need for these services to be targeted by CTAP and SETS as future users of their services.


22. Establish consensus on an operational definition of schools that are “technologically underserved” and explore strategies to meet the technology-related needs of these schools. 

Action taken: ESS has developed a formula to operationally define “technologically underserved” which was reviewed by CTAP and SETS Directors and is used in this report showing a region-by-region breakdown of the percentage of schools meeting the criteria. The data used for this was derived from selected CSTS items.

23. Explore ways CTAP and SETS can assist educators identify technology-based applications that can be enhanced by the K-12 High Speed Network (K12HSN). 

Action taken: CLRN is developing criteria for determining which electronic learning resources (ELRs) and web information links (WILs) can be enhanced with broadband or the K12 HSN. The criteria will be posted in the CLRN website and accessed and used by CTAP as needed to help inform educators about these applications.

24. Consider revising the California School Technology Survey (CSTS) to serve as a statewide measure of CTAP and SETS access, use and value to educators. Determine possible need to adjust priorities for services offered by these programs. 

Action taken: This revision has been completed. ESS staff prepared items that would identify the need for, awareness of, and use of CTAP and SETS resources and these new items will appeared as the “Staff Development” section of the revised CSTS administered in the Spring of 2007.

Recommendations relevant for all four SETS Projects 2005-06

The following recommendations apply across all four of the SETS projects and were based on data from both SETS evaluations and surveys of educators who consistently used services.

25. Annually review and update the contracted scope-of-work for all SETS projects to ensure alignment with current statewide and regional education needs and priorities within the range of intended focus areas. 
Action taken: The CDE and each SETS evaluator met with each SETS Director and staff and have implemented changes as suggested in the SETS project specific evaluation recommendations and the 2006-07 evaluation plans have been revised to document implementation and impact of these changes.


26. Explore ways to extend and coordinate individual and collaborative marketing of the SETS projects to expand awareness and use of these resources. Action taken: 

Action taken: Each SETS project has identified additional agencies and/or programs that could integrate the use of SETS resources and several have initiated new collaborations.
27. Explore and implement strategies to improve documentation of level-of-use of SETS by educators on a CTAP Regional basis. 

Action taken: The SETS external evaluators are revising evaluation instruments to more directly target educators and document changes in teaching and administrative practice enabled by use of SETS resources. 

28. Explore and implement more active partnerships with associations and organizations. Examples include: CLRN and the state subject-matter associations; TICAL and ACSA; TechSETS, and ETP, Association of California School Administrators (ACSA), and California Educational Data Processing Association (CEDPA). 
Action taken: Each SETS project has suggested increased collaboration with the appropriate associations and organizations and the evaluation will document the extent and value of these planned partnerships.

SETS Program-Specific Recommendations 2005-06

Following is a brief summary of the highlights the recommendations for the four SETS projects derived from the individual reports and surveys conducted by ESS. 

Actions taken: Each SETS project has increased and/or modified services and features to address these recommendations according to the project-specific evaluation report recommendations.
1. CLRN: Review and identify strategies for expanding CLRN to include information on how to: 1) integrate content-aligned Electronic Learning Resources (ELRs) into curriculum, 2) provide user feedback on the most appropriate uses of Electronic Learning and Assessment Resources (ELARs) and Web Information Links (WILs), posted on CLRN, and 3) provide online opportunities for CLRN users to dialogue and share information on CLRN identified resources.

2. TechSETS: Review and identify strategies TechSETS can implement to: 1) increase using CTAP Liaisons to promote awareness and use of TechSETS, 2) promote increased use of the TechQuestions component of TechSETS, and 3) increase the capacity of others to use TechSETS. 

3. ETP: Review, identify and implement existing and new applications of EdTechProfile to: 1) obtain online feedback from teachers as well as administrators on use of ETP, 2) meet the data collection needs of educators and those responsible for evaluating and monitoring programs, and 3) collaborate with the technical and the content-focused educators and advisors in the modifying existing and developing new services. 

4. TICAL: Review and identify strategies TICAL can implement to: 1) provide and sponsor administrator professional development addressing current priorities, such as using technology to support data-driven decision-making, 2) ensure the TICAL website (portical.org) consistently features current and relevant topics for administrators, and 3) more accurately monitor and analyze the use and value of TICAL services.
2006-07 Statewide Recommendations

The following recommendations address how SETS and CTAP could, potentially, better serve the needs of California educators in 2007-08. These recommendations are based on multiple sources of data ranging from the external evaluations of SETS and CTAP resources to results of statewide surveys such as the CSTS. It should be noted that the individual reports provide specific recommendations that pertain to each SETS project or CTAP. 

For each recommendation, actions are either in the process of being planned, or will be planned or have been implemented. All new recommendations and amendments to the 2005-06 recommendations to be considered for 2007-08 are shown in italics.

A.  Statewide recommendations for future CDE work in Education Technology
8. Develop a statewide educational technology platform that is clearly integrated with the education priorities established by the State Superintendent of Public Instruction, State Board of Education, the Secretary of Education, the Governor and the Legislature.
9. Initiate discussion to develop a California Technology Integration Matrix (CTIM) that defines research-based applications of technology to support each of the California Curriculum Content Standards.
10. Following the development of the CTIM, revise the ED TECH PROFILE to align the technology assessment profiles for teachers and students to the CTIM.
11. Establish or adapt as necessary, policies and guidelines for the development and cost-recovery sale, or licensing, of state funded products and services.

12. Refine specific branding policies for state funded educational technology programs to include logos and statements identifying funding sources to be incorporated in all printed and electronic information resources.

13. Provide the California Legislature with a periodic report of the changing educational technology needs in California schools, the extent to which current state funded support is meeting these needs, and recommendations about actions that could be taken to better meet these needs. 

14. Because of consistently documented increases in educators’ need for services provided by CTAP and SETS, additional legislatively authorized funding to target meeting these needs should be proposed to the State Board of Education and the Legislature by the CDE.
15. Establish with CTAP and SETS an educational technology statewide policy planning committee to coordinate with other known education planning groups, alliances, organizations and educational technology stakeholders in the development new visions, plans, and related legislation.
16. Continue to plan and implement a user-friendly statewide educational technology portal that provides access to and information about all state and Federal supported resources. 

B. Recommendations specific to SETS and CTAP (dependent on future funding and in concert with review by the CTAP/SETS Coordinating Council): 

8. Institute a CTAP and SETS educator awareness strategy to inform schools and districts indicating on the CSTS that they are not aware or aware of and not using CTAP and/or SETS resources.

9. Increase the level of effort by CTAP/SETS Liaison staff in assisting educators in each region to make use of SETS resources.

10. Continue to identify and implement strategies for increasing coordination and collaboration of CTAP and SETS with other state and federally funded educational initiatives.

11. Continue to update the CTAP and SETS Evaluation Focus Frameworks and related surveys to ensure the indicators are relevant and based on current educational needs and priorities.

12. Increase awareness of, and participation by, teachers and administrators not presently involved with technology, in using CTAP and SETS sponsored professional development, consultation support, and information resources.

13. Continue to explore ways that CTAP and SETS can assist educators to identify technology-based applications that can be enhanced by the K-12 High Speed Network (K12HSN).

14. Continue to use the California School Technology Survey (CSTS) to serve as a statewide measure of the access, use and value to educators, of CTAP, SETS, and establish strategies for increasing the validity of the data collected.
15. Consider adding items to the CSTS to assess school/district capacity to plan and use technology for both administrative and instructional applications.
16. Establish a process for facilitating and enabling CTAP Regions to share and adapt effective professional development and administrative practices.

C. Recommendations specific to SETS: 
Recommendations relevant for all SETS

1. Continue to review and update as necessary, the content focus for all SETS projects to ensure alignment with current statewide and regional education needs and priorities within the range of intended focus areas for these projects. 

2. Continue to explore ways to expand and coordinate individual and collaborative marketing of the SETS in order to expand the awareness and use of SETS resources.

3. Continue to implement strategies to improve documentation of SETS use by educators in each CTAP Region and determine on a regional basis, reasons for the various levels of use from non- to high-use of SETS.

4. Continue to implement as appropriate, more active partnerships with associations and organizations and especially other divisions in the CDE.
5. Continue to provide additional professional development to assist users in understanding SETS, how to most effectively access SETS resources, and examples of how the resources are used by teachers and administrators.

D. SETS Program-specific recommendations
1. CLRN: Explore strategies for expanding CLRN to include information on: 1) how to integrate content-aligned electronic learning resources into curriculum, 2) provide user feedback on the most appropriate uses of Electronic Learning and Assessment Resources and Web Information Links, posted on CLRN, embedding ‘screen shots’ within narrative information on posted resources, and 3) online opportunities for CLRN users to dialogue and share information on resources identified through CLRN.

2. TechSETS: Explore strategies that TechSETS can consider to: 1) increase the use of CTAP Liaisons to enable increase awareness and use of TechSETS, 2) develop a “First Time” user’s page on the website with tutorials, and 3) create quick videos to assist specific audiences to understand how TechSETS can be used, i.e. What TechSETS has for Teachers, Useful TechSETS tools for Administrators.
3. EdTechProfile: Continue to identify and implement, and validate, as needed, existing and new applications of EdTechProfile to: 1) more closely address the data collection needs of educators and persons responsible for evaluating and monitoring education programs, 2) continue to obtain online feedback from educators on use of ETP at the end-user level, and 3) increase collaboration between the CDE, the technical and the content focused educators and advisors in the modification of existing and development of new services.

4. TICAL: Expand implementation of the 2005-06 recommendation which was to 1) provide and/or sponsor professional development for school administrators on topics related to the most current priorities such as using technology to support data-driven decision-making, 2) ensure that the TICAL website (portical.org) consistently features compelling topics, prioritized by interest and use, for administrators based on input from the TICAL Advisors and Cadre members, and 3) more accurately monitor and analyze the use and value of TICAL services. 
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SETS Evaluation Focus Framework

	Focus 1: How are the data and/or features benefiting regions, districts, schools and teachers?
	Objectives and Deliverables Alignment

	TICAL
	

	· Who is the purposeful user? Position and/or level?

	

	· What resources and/or features of TICAL are used?
	

	· How are the resources and/or features being used?
	

	· What is the outcome or result of using the resources and/or features as it relates to professional practices?
	

	TechSETS
	

	· Who is the purposeful user? Position and/or level?

	

	· What resources and/or features of TechSETS are used?
	

	· How are the resources and/or features being used?
	

	· What is the outcome or result of using the resources and/or features as it relates to professional practices?
	

	CLRN
	

	· Who is the purposeful user? Position and/or level?
	

	· What resources and/or features are being used? ELR, WIL, ELAR
	

	· How are the resources and/or features being used?
	

	· What is the outcome or result of using the resources and/or features as it relates to professional practices?
	

	CTAP2
	

	· Who is the purposeful user? Position and/or level?
	

	· What reports and/or features are being used?
	

	· How are the reports and/or features being used?
	

	· What is the outcome or result of using the resources and/or features as it relates to professional practices?
	

	Focus 2: To what extent is the project being integrated with CTAP, SETS, BTSA, RSDSS, other state projects, state and federal programs, and organizations?
	Objectives and Deliverables Alignment

	TICAL
	

	· Were there TICAL sponsored support activities?
	

	· Were there collaborated support activities?
	

	· Were TICAL features modified to specifically support the project/program?
	

	· What is the outcome or result of their use of the activities and/or features?
	

	TechSETS
	

	· Were there TechSETS sponsored support activities?
	

	· Were there collaborated support activities?
	

	· Were TechSETS features modified to specifically support the project/program?
	

	· What is the outcome or result of their use of the activities and/or features?
	

	CLRN
	

	· Were there CLRN sponsored support activities?
	

	· Were there collaborated support activities?
	

	· Were CLRN features modified to specifically support the project/program?
	

	· What is the outcome or result of their use of the activities and/or features?
	

	CTAP2
	

	· Were there CTAP2 sponsored support activities?
	

	· Were there collaborated support activities?
	

	· Were CTAP2 features modified to specifically support the project/program?
	

	· What is the outcome or result of their use of the activities and/or features?
	


Common Areas:

· Focus will be on frequent, purposeful (self directed) users of the services.

· Focus will be on impact by type of user: teachers, administrators, technicians, and clerical/professional staff.

SETS Professional Development Survey

Completing this survey will enable the SETS projects to improve their services and to provide necessary data for the statewide evaluation of CTAP and the SETS projects. The CTAP Liaison or designee should complete this survey just once for each meeting, workshop, or other professional development event that involves one or more of the SETS projects or their resources.

Liaison. Enter your: 

First name
Last name
Email 

Region. Check CTAP region(s) involved: 

( 1 ( 2 ( 3 ( 4 ( 5 ( 6 ( 7 ( 8 ( 9 ( 10 ( 11 ( Statewide


Indicate date of session (if multi-day, use the date of Day 1). Month Day Year


Context. Indicate the setting or context of this activity. 
( 
Regular meeting of some group; information about SETS was presented as one of several agenda items.
( 
Workshop dedicated to one or more SETS projects.

( 
Workshop that integrates SETS into another professional development program (e.g. Principals Training Program).
( 
Other (please describe) 

Collaboration. Did this session involve collaboration with another project (i.e. collaboratively planned and/or presented)? If yes, please check other projects involved: 
( Principal Training Program (AB 75; AB 430)

( Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment (BTSA)

( Bilingual Teacher Training Program (BTTP)

( Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID)

( Regional System of District and School Support (RSDSS)

( Special Education

( After School Partnerships

( Migrant Education

( English Language Services

( Other (specify)

District. Participants work in the following type(s) of districts: 
( Urban ( Suburban ( Rural
Attendance. Please indicate number of attendees by type (if uncertain, please provide your best estimate).

Teachers 

District level administrators 

School level administrators 

County or Regional administrators 

Technical support staff 

All others 

Scope. Select the appropriate item(s) for each SETS project. 

	
	Time devoted to the project or its resources (drop down menu)

· Not Applicable

· 10 to 29 minutes

· 30 to 59 minutes

· 1 hour or more
	Type (drop down menu)

· Not Applicable
· A presentation, class, workshop, seminar, or equivalent activity

· A conversation, demonstration, or equivalent sharing of information

	CLRN
	
	

	EdTechProfile
	
	

	TechSETS
	
	

	TICAL
	
	



Preparation. To what extent did you feel prepared to conduct this event/workshop? 
( Low ( Adequate ( More than adequate

Reflections. As a presenter, what was your perception of the interest level of the participants? 

( Low ( Medium ( High

Prediction. As a presenter, what percentage of the participants do you predict will use the project as a result of the presentation/training? 

( 0% - 24% ( 25% - 49% ( 50% - 74% ( 75% - 100%

Form. Did participants complete an event/workshop evaluation? 

( Yes ( No
Feedback. Summarize any feedback received from the participants. 


Suggestions. If you have suggestions for improving training resources, please indicate below. 


( CLRN

( EdTechProfile


( TechSETS


( TICAL

Comments. Other comments you would like to add? 


CLRN User Survey

Since its inception, the California Learning Resource Network (CLRN) has undergone a series of improvements and modifications resulting from user input. In order to continue improving CLRN’s effort to provide relevant and valued information, the external evaluators are asking you, as a registered CLRN user, to respond to the following questions. We thank you in advance for your time.

How often do you use CLRN? 
__ No longer use it Dan, change “user” to “use”


__ Less than 3 times per year


__ 3 – 5 time per year


__More than 5 time per year

 (Survey continues for those who checked No longer use it or less than 3 time per year) 

Since you indicated you either don’t use CLRN or use it infrequently, please respond to these follow-up questions.

County: (dropdown) 
Position: (dropdown)

I registered as a CLRN user to . . . (check all that apply)

___
find technology applications relevant to instruction

___
establish an account as part of a course or workshop assignment

___
receive email notifications when new resources are posted on the website

___
create a list of visited Resource Reminders

___
be reminded of a calendar event

___
be listed in the Member Directory

___
Other ________________________________________________________________

Why do you no longer use CLRN or use it on a limited basis?

___
I am not in a position to make purchases

___
I only need to use CLRN services occasionally

___
I could not find the resources to meet my needs

___
It was too complex to use

___
The information on CLRN is not applicable to my position

___
Other ______________________________________________________________

CLRN would be valuable to me if ______________________________________________

Are you willing to be contacted for a follow-up interview regarding CLRN? Yes___ No ___

a. If “yes”, please provide the following contact information:

b. Name ______________________________ Email Address: ______________________________

c. Daytime phone (___)______________Evening phone (___)______________

d. Preferred time of contact: 9 a.m. –12 noon ___ 12-1 p.m. ___ 1p.m.-4 p.m. ___ evening ___

Thank you for completing this survey.

CLRN User Survey – 3 or more times per year
CLRN periodically surveys its registered website users to obtain reactions to and suggestions needed to inform possible improvements. Please complete this survey regarding your CLRN use. 

1. CLRN User Profile: 
County: (dropdown) 
Position: (dropdown) 
Grade Level(s) of interest: (dropdown)

How did you learn about CLRN?: 

· At a conference: CTAP Regional;___ CUE___ ACSA___ Other___________________________ 

· At a training by: CTAP ___; CLRN ___; TICAL __; TechSETS __; EdTechProfile ___; Other: ____________

· Link from another website: CA Dept. of Ed.___ CTAP___, District/school ___, Other:___________________ 

· From a publication: CTAP Newsletter ___ CUE Newsletter,___ CDE Publication___, Other _______________

· Other source(s): Colleague:___; College class or institute: _____ Enhancing Education Through Technology (EETT) grant application___, other(s)_______________________

I prefer to find electronic learning resources (ELR) or web information links (WIL) through: CLRN __; web search engine (i.e. Google)__; a colleague __; conference __; publication/catalog __; other (identify) _______________ __

2. Professional Development: Rate the value of the event or resource from which you learned how to use CLRN.

	Professional Development
	Not

Used
	No

value
	Low

value
	Med.

value
	High

value

	a. Conference session 
	
	
	
	
	

	b. CLRN sponsored workshop
	
	
	
	
	

	c. CLRN website by exploring on my own
	
	
	
	
	

	d. CLRN website posted training materials
	
	
	
	
	

	e. CTAP sponsored workshop
	
	
	
	
	

	f. Workshop from other organization (where?) __________________________ 
	
	
	
	
	

	g. Colleague
	
	
	
	
	

	h. Other (specify) ________________________________
	
	
	
	
	


3. CLRN Web-site features: Rate the value of the CLRN web-site features with which you are familiar. If you are not familiar with the feature, check the “not used” column.

	CLRN Web-site features
	Not

Used
	No

value
	Low

value
	Med.

value
	High

value

	i. Search functions for locating electronic learning resources 
	
	
	
	
	

	j. The search-result comparison chart
	
	
	
	
	

	k. The calendar feature
	
	
	
	
	

	l. Search functions for locating Web Information Links (WIL)
	
	
	
	
	

	m. The CLRN Training Materials
	
	
	
	
	

	n. Search for California Content Standards 
	
	
	
	
	

	o. Website links related to outside CLRN resources
	
	
	
	
	

	p. New website look and navigation
	
	
	
	
	

	q. CLRN Member Directory 
	
	
	
	
	

	r. Research on the effectiveness of ELR in improving teaching & learning
	
	
	
	
	

	s. Find information about Electronic Learning Assessment Resources (ELAR)
	
	
	
	
	

	t. History/Social Studies content area
	
	
	
	
	

	u. Visual/Performing Arts content area
	
	
	
	
	


Please add additional features you find useful:

4. CLRN benefits for educators: Indicate your agreement with the following statements about CLRN. If you are not familiar with the feature, check the “not used” column.

	CLRN has helped me. . .
	Not 

Used
	Disagree
	Somewhat

agree
	Agree
	Strongly

agree

	a. Identify electronic learning resources to meet instructional needs 
	
	
	
	
	

	b. Save time in locating needed electronic learning resource information
	
	
	
	
	

	c. Integrate technology into curriculum
	
	
	
	
	

	d. Find ELR that align with CA Content Standards
	
	
	
	
	

	e. Understand and teach to the CA Content Standards
	
	
	
	
	

	f. Make decisions about obtaining or purchasing ELR
	
	
	
	
	

	g. Use weblinks to expand free instructional resources to use with students 
	
	
	
	
	

	h. Find ELR/WIL resources to incorporate into EETT Grant Proposals 
	
	
	
	
	

	i. Find ELR/WIL resources with a higher probability of improving learning
	
	
	
	
	


Please provide any comments and/or list any other benefits to you of the CLRN information resource.

5. Potential New CLRN Services and/or Features: Indicate your anticipated value of these potential new services for CLRN. 

	Potential new services or features
	No

opinion
	No

value
	Low

value
	Med.

value
	High

value

	a. A CTAP and/or county staff person available for support/training in integrating CLRN resources into my instructional program
	
	
	
	
	

	b. Information about ELR/WIL resources that complement the CA state adopted textbooks
	
	
	
	
	

	c. Direct access to information about resources already owned and available in my school district/COE
	
	
	
	
	

	d. Information about online courses for students
	
	
	
	
	

	e. A DVD/CD to demonstrate and train users & launch the CLRN website
	
	
	
	
	

	f. A “how to” guide for effective technology integration into instruction
	
	
	
	
	

	g. Brief online video demonstrations on classroom use of electronic learning/assessment resources
	
	
	
	
	

	h. User reactions about the instructional value of electronic learning/assessment resources (user feedback)
	
	
	
	
	

	i. Reviews of online courses (courses delivered to students over the Internet)
	
	
	
	
	

	j. English Language Development resources
	
	
	
	
	

	k. Health and Physical Education resources
	
	
	
	
	

	l. A section describing effective/model programs using electronic learning/assessment resources
	
	
	
	
	


Please suggest any other services or web-features you would like CLRN to offer:

6. Have you obtained any ELRs as a direct result of using CLRN? Yes ___ No ____ 

a. If Yes, would you recommend this ELR to a colleague? Yes ___ No ____ 

b. If Yes, briefly summarize the following:


ELR Strengths:


ELR Weaknesses:

7. Are you likely to purchase, and/or recommend that the school district purchase, an ELR as a result of information obtained from CLRN? Dan, make certain the responses are on a separate line

Yes __ NO __ Not sure

8. Other suggestions related to improving CLRN:

9. Are you willing to be contacted for a follow-up interview regarding CLRN? 

Yes___ No ___

a. If “yes”, please provide the following contact information:

b. Name ______________________________ Email Address: ______________________________

c. Daytime phone (___)______________Evening phone (___)______________

d. Preferred time of contact: 9 a.m. –12 noon ___ 12-1 p.m. ___ 1p.m.-4 p.m. ___ evening ___

Thank you for completing this survey.
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TechSETS User Survey 

	 TechSETS Member Survey - May 2005 
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	Dear TechSETS Member: During the last year, the TechSETS Project has provided the following tools and resources for school technologists to effectively support technology in educational settings: 

The Skills Matrix - A matrix of technology skills and competencies needed by school technologists to effectively support technology in educational settings 
TechPROFILES -Occupational analyses to determine required tasks, characteristics, and skill levels associated with common school technology positions 
Training Opportunities - Appropriate professional development needed to support the skills and competencies found in the matrix 
TechQUESTIONS - An online forum/helpdesk service 
MyTechDesk - A web-based task management system 
If you have used any of these tools and resources please take a moment to answer the following questions. If you answer "no" to using a specific tool or resource the survey will automatically skip sub-parts and take you to the next inquiry. At the end of the survey you will have an opportunity to rate TechSETS' overall services and provide written input and suggestions.
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	SKILLS MATRIX


	
	The Skills Matrix A matrix of technology skills and competencies needed by school technologists to effectively support technology in educational settings


	
	1. Did you utilize the Skills Matrix in the course of your job?
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Yes (If yes, click Next to answer questions #2 to #4)
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No (If "no" click Next to proceed to question #5)


	
	2. Relevancy: In your opinion, how relevant were the skills listed in the Matrix to the corresponding job positions?
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100 - 90%
89 - 80%
79 - 70%
69 - 60%
59 - 50%
49 - 40%
39 - 30%
29 - 20%
19 - 10
9 - 0%
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	3. Ease of Use: How easy was the Skills Matrix to use?
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100 - 90%
89 - 80%
79 - 70%
69 - 60%
59 - 50%
49 - 40%
39 - 30%
29 - 20%
19 – 10%
9 - 0%
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	4. Overall, what is your level of satisfaction with the Skills Matrix?
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Very Good
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Good
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Satisfactory
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Fair
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Poor


	TechPROFILES
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	The TechPROFILES - Occupational analyses to determine required tasks, characteristics, and skill levels associated with common school technology positions
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	5. Did you utilize the TechPROFILES in the course of your job?
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Yes (If yes, click Next to answer questions #6 to #8)
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No (If "no" click Next to proceed to question #9)
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	6. Relevancy: In your opinion, how relevant were the skills listed in TechPROFILES to the corresponding job positions?
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100 - 90%
89 - 80%
79 - 70%
69 - 60%
59 - 50%
49 - 40%
39 - 30%
29 - 20%
19 - 10
9 - 0%
[image: image121.png]



[image: image122.png]



[image: image123.png]



[image: image124.png]



[image: image125.png]



[image: image126.png]



[image: image127.png]



[image: image128.png]



[image: image129.png]



[image: image130.png]





	[image: image131.png]



	7. Ease of Use: How easy was TechPROFILES to use?
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100 - 90%
89 - 80%
79 - 70%
69 - 60%
59 - 50%
49 - 40%
39 - 30%
29 - 20%
19 - 10
9 - 0%
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	8. Overall, what is your level of satisfaction with TechPROFILES?
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Very Good
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Good
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Satisfactory
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Fair
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Poor



	Training Opportunities
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	Training Opportunities - Appropriate professional development needed to support the skills and competencies found in the Matrix
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	9. Did you utilize the training opportunities offered by TechSETS?
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Yes (If yes, click Next to answer questions #10 to #13)
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No (If "no" click Next to proceed to question #14)
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	10. Was the location of the training:
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Online
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In a classroom setting
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	11. Relevancy: In your opinion, how relevant were the training opportunities to your staff development needs?
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100 - 90%
89 - 80%
79 - 70%
69 - 60%
59 - 50%
49 - 40%
39 - 30%
29 - 20%
19 - 10
9 - 0%
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	12. Ease of Use: How easy were the training opportunities to use?
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100 - 90%
89 - 80%
79 - 70%
69 - 60%
59 - 50%
49 - 40%
39 - 30%
29 - 20%
19 - 10
9 - 0%
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	13. Overall, what is your level of satisfaction with the Training Opportunities?
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Very Good
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Good
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Satisfactory
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Fair
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Poor



	TechQUESTIONS
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	TechQUESTIONS - An online forum/helpdesk service
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	14. Did you utilize the online forum/helpdesk services offered by TechSETS?
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Yes (If yes, click Next to answer questions #15 to #16)
[image: image215.png]



[image: image216.png]



[image: image217.png]



No (If "no" click Next to proceed to question #17)
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	15. Usefulness: In your opinion, how useful was the answers provided by TechQUESTIONS in solving your issues?
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100 - 90%
89 - 80%
79 - 70%
69 - 60%
59 - 50%
49 - 40%
39 - 30%
29 - 20%
19 - 10
9 - 0%
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	16. Overall, what is your level of satisfaction with TechQUESTIONS?
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Very Good
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Good
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Satisfactory
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Fair
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	10. MyTechDesk



	
	MyTechDesk- A web-based task management system
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	17. Did you utilize the web-based task management system offered by TechSETS?
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Yes (If yes, click Next to answer the remaining questions in the survey)
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No (If "no" click Next to proceed to question #20)


	[image: image248.png]



	18. Usefulness: In your opinion, how useful was the system in managing your operation?
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100 - 90%
89 - 80%
79 - 70%
69 - 60%
59 - 50%
49 - 40%
39 - 30%
29 - 20%
19 - 10
9 - 0%
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	19. Overall, what is your level of satisfaction with MyTechDesk?
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Very Good
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Satisfactory
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Poor


	
	Overall Satisfaction
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	20. Overall, how would you rate TechSETS as a service to support school technology professionals?
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Very Good
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Good
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Satisfactory
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Poor
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	21. What size is your school district's student population? 
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0-2,500
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2,501-12,000
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12,001-25,000
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25,001-50,000
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50,001 or above
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	22. What is your role in your LEA (ie. school, district, etc.). Choose the title which most closely matches your role. 
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IT Manager
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Network Manager or Technician
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Hardware/Software Manager or Technician
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Ed Technology Coordinator/Director
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Site Administrator
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Site Tech Coordinator (Full time/Part-time or stipend)
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Tech Classroom or Lab Aide
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Teacher
[image: image332.png]






	[image: image333.png]



	23. Do you have any suggestions for improving the services TechSETS provides?
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	24. What, if anything, do you find difficult to use on the TechSETS web site?
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	25. Are there any additional services or resources you would like to see added to TechSETS?
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TICAL User Survey 

TICAL periodically surveys its registered website users to solicit reactions to and suggestions about its website. Please complete this survey regarding your TICAL use. Your suggestions will help improve the TICAL service. 

1. TICAL User Profile: 

State_ ___ If CA, County____ Position ____ Grade Level(s) of interest____

What is your district’s enrollment? ___

How did you first find out about TICAL?: 

· At a conference: CTAP Regional;___ CUE___ ACSA___ Other___________________________ 

· At a training by: CTAP ___; CLRN ___; TICAL __; TechSETS __; EdTechProfile ___; AB 75___ Other: ____

· Link from another website: CA Dept. of Ed.___ CTAP___, District/school ___, Other:___________________ 

· From a publication: CTAP Newsletter ___ CUE Newsletter,___ CDE Publication___, Other _______________

· Other source(s): TICAL Cadre Member: ___; Colleague:___; College class or institute: _____ Other(s)_______________________

I prefer to find web-based resources for school administrators through: TICAL __; web search engine (i.e. Google) ___; a colleague __; conference __; publication/catalog __; other (identify) _______________ __

How frequently do you use TICAL
How long have you been using TICAL?

· 1 – 3 times per year
o
less than 6 months

· 3 - 5 times per year
o
6 months to 2 years

· 6 - 12 times per year
o
more than 2 years

· more than 12 times per year

TICAL’s goal is to save you time locating pertinent technology-related information. Approximately how many minutes per month do you estimate TICAL saves you compared to using a general Internet search engine?

__ 0 – 15; __ 16 – 30; __ 31 – 45; __ 46 – 60; __ more than 60

Have you received any orientation or training in how to use TICAL?

Yes 
No

2. TICAL Web-site features: Rate the frequency with which you use the various TICAL features. 

	
	Frequently
	Occasionally
	Seldom
	Never

	a. 
Simple search
	
	
	
	

	b. 
Matrix search
	
	
	
	

	c. 
Advanced search
	
	
	
	

	d. 
Ask-a-Question 
	
	
	
	

	e. 
Events listing
	
	
	
	

	f. 
Forum 
	
	
	
	

	g. 
Profiles
	
	
	
	

	h. 
Quick Facts
	
	
	
	

	i. 
Quotations 
	
	
	
	

	j. 
Resource Database
	
	
	
	

	k. 
Stories
	
	
	
	

	l. 
Surveys
	
	
	
	

	m.
Tools & Templates
	
	
	
	

	n.
Webmail
	
	
	
	


3. What features would you like to see added or how might TICAL improve current features?

4. TICAL Topic Areas

For each topic area, please indicate whether or not you have used TICAL to find resources on that topic and, if yes, how useful were the results. 

Used TICAL?

	
	Yes
	No

	1. Technology planning
	
	

	2. Integrating technology in the curriculum
	
	

	3. Professional development
	
	

	4. Research/best practices
	
	

	5. Data-driven decision-making
	
	

	6. Financial planning/funding
	
	

	7. Operations and maintenance
	
	


How useful was what you found?

	
	Very useful
	Somewhat useful
	Not useful

	1. Technology planning
	
	
	

	2. Integrating technology in the curriculum
	
	
	

	3. Professional development
	
	
	

	4. Research/best practices
	
	
	

	5. Data-driven decision-making
	
	
	

	6. Financial planning/funding
	
	
	

	7. Operations and maintenance
	
	
	


5. Please list any topic(s) for which you wish TICAL would add resources. 


______________________________________________________________

6. Using TICAL

How have you used TICAL or its resources? Check all that apply.



For my own informal learning.



For a class or workshop I took.



For the professional development of my staff.



To improve how we use technology to support learing.



To inform our technology plan.



For parent education.



To help the school board understand technology's role in education.



To communicate with educators outside my immediate vicinity.



To get an answer to a pressing question.



To create or complete a survey.



To research an educational technology product or service.



Other ___________________________________

7. 
Please describe a specific example of how you have used TICAL resources in your work or to benefit your school or district.


______________________________________________________________

8. TICAL's Effectiveness:

Indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the effectiveness
of TICAL. 

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	No opinion

	a.
I generally find what I am looking for on the TICAL site.
	
	
	
	

	b.
I am able to find what I want quickly.
	
	
	
	

	c.
The information I have found is accurate.
	
	
	
	

	d.
I seldom or never encounter broken links.
	
	
	
	

	e.
TICAL has generally helped me in my work.
	
	
	
	

	f.
I would recommend TICAL to a colleague.
	
	
	
	


9. Other suggestions for improving TICAL:


______________________________________________________________

10. Collaboration with Other California SETS Projects 

Non-California educators, please skip this item by clicking the “NEXT” button.
California's Educational Technology Services strive to collaborate with one another to avoid duplication of efforts and to improve our services. Please indicate your response for each of the services listed. (Check all that apply.)

	
	TICAL has...

	
	Made me more aware of the service
	Linked me to the service
	Motivated me to use the service
	Helped me know how to use the service

	California Learning Resource Network (CLRN)
	
	
	
	

	CLRN's Electronic Learning Assessment Resource feature (ELAR)
	
	
	
	

	EdTechProfile
	
	
	
	

	TechSETS
	
	
	
	

	California Technology Assistance Project (CTAP)
	
	
	
	


11. Follow-up contact

To complement the information gained from this survey, we plan to do brief telephone interviews with a sampling of administrators who have used our site. If you are willing to be interviewed, or if you would like us to contact you for some other reason, please complete the information below. Note: contact information is required if you wish to be entered in the prize drawing. 

Please check all that apply:



Yes, I'd do a brief telephone interview.



I'd like a TICAL staff member to contact me.



Please enter me in the prize drawing.


First Name __________________________________


Last Name __________________________________


Daytime Phone (xxx-xxx-xxxx) __________________________________


Evening Phone (xxx-xxx-xxxx) ___________________________________


E-mail __________________________________


Summer or other E-mail ___________________________________

When may we contact you? Check all that apply.



9-12



12-1



1-4



Evening

Thank you for completing this survey.

CTAP User Survey and Needs Assessment

Educational Support Systems (ESS), external evaluator for the statewide CTAP, thanks you in advance for completing this survey. Responses are confidential and your honesty is appreciated.

A. DEMOGRAPHICS

1. Please identify the county in which you work. Select from the drop-down menu (required): 
2. Please select, from the drop-down menu, the position that most closely describes your current position (required): 

3. Are you a designated CTAP County Representative? ___ Yes ___ No

4. When did you begin using CTAP services during 2005/06?
July - Sept. 2005 ___, 


Oct. - Dec. 2005 ___, 


After Jan. 2006 ___

5. Did you participate in a CTAP-sponsored professional development activity that lasted more than one day and included direct follow-up (coaching/mentoring)? Yes___ No___

6. Approximately how many times have you participated in a CTAP activity in 2005/06?


___ 1 ___ 2 ___ 3 ___ 4 ___ 5+

B. IMPACT OF CTAP RESOURCES ON INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICE 

This section of the survey is intended for you to report any change in your information and skills resulting from your participation in CTAP-sponsored activities, as well as your interest in additional services. Read the following statements carefully and indicate the level of your knowledge/skill before receiving CTAP professional development (Pre-CTAP), and again after receiving CTAP professional development (Post-CTAP). After answering the Pre-Post CTAP items answer the question “Would you like CTAP to provide additional assistance on this topic?” 

Check the number of the descriptor below that applies to each survey item in both the Pre-CTAP and Post-CTAP rows. 

NA
 CTAP assistance was not received/applicable for me in terms of this survey item. 

6. I do not have enough knowledge related to this item to use it. 

7. I am prepared to apply the knowledge/skill and planning to do so.

8. I am beginning to apply the knowledge/skills in my position.

9. I consistently apply the knowledge/skills in my position.

10. I consistently apply the knowledge/skills in my position and am able to assist colleagues to do the same.
	1. Instructional integration of technology knowledge and/or skills
	
	Pre-CTAP
	Post-CTAP
	 More

CTAP

Help

	
	NA
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	h. Accessing and utilizing CLRN to identify electronic learning resources 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	i. Selecting electronic learning resources aligned to CA Content Standards 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	j. Integrating electronic learning resources into adopted curriculum 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	k. Applying specific technology-use skills (i.e. Word, Excel, PowerPoint, etc.)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	l. Developing instructional strategies (units or lessons) that integrate technology
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	m. Being informed about new and emerging technologies for teaching and learning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	n. Selecting, accessing, and using technology to expand student learning opportunities, skills and knowledge.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	2. Hardware and network Implementation
	
	Pre-CTAP
	Post-CTAP
	 More

CTAP

Help

	
	NA
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	h. Planning for & utilizing technology for instruction or school/classroom management
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	i. Developing a school or district technology plan 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	j. Accessing and using the K-12 high-speed network
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	k. Being informed about new and emerging technologies
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	l. Planning, implementing, and maintaining hardware or network infrastructure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	m. Utilizing TechSETS to assist in infrastructure design, implementation, and maintenance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	n. Planning, implementing and using hardware and making use of available network infrastructures for instructional purposes.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Using technology to manage student information
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	h. Using technology to manage student information for planning instruction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	i. Selecting technology applications to manage and analyze student information 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	j. Using technology to access student information and assessment data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	k. Using student assessment data to inform instructional strategies
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	l. Using EdTechProfile (formerly CTAP2) to determine professional development needs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	m. Using TICAL as an information resource for administrative uses of technology
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	n. Selecting and using technology-based applications to access, manage and analyze student assessment and related information.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Funding and coordination
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	h. Finding and utilizing other resources to support technology access and use
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	i. Planning and preparing EETT competitive and/or formula technology grants
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	j. Applying for E-Rate discounts and/or California Teleconnect funding (CTF)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	k. Learning about, & applying for state, federal, &other educational technology grants.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	l. Using electronic learning resources to support other educational programs (i.e. Program Improvement, Special. Education.)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	m. Identifying and applying for state, federal and/or private funding related to the application of technology to access and/or utilize technology in education.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


C. OTHER CTAP AREAS FOR FUTURE ASSISTANCE 

1. List specific CTAP strengths and/or areas in which you benefited most from CTAP:

2. Suggest specific ways CTAP services might better meet your needs:

3. Would you recommend CTAP professional development activities to a colleague?


___ Yes ___ No ___ Not enough information

4. Are you willing to be contacted for a follow-u interview regarding CTAP?


___ Yes ___ No


Please provide the following contact information:


First Name ____________ Last Name _____________ Email Address ____________________

Thank you for your time in completing this survey. 

Advisory Committee Survey

Your reaction to the Advisory Committee meetings is important and will be used to guide improvements of future meetings. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each statement relevant to the meeting(s) you attended. 

1. How many Advisory Committee Meetings have you attended during the 2005/06 school year? ___ 0 ___ 1 ___ 2 ___ 3

Rating Categories: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = moderately agree, 5 = strongly agree

	2. Meeting features:
	ag. Rating

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	i. My responsibility as an Advisory Committee member is clear to me.
	
	
	
	
	

	j. Agenda items were relevant to the project and the Advisory Committee.
	
	
	
	
	

	k. I understood the purpose of each meeting before I attended.
	
	
	
	
	

	l. Sufficient item information was provided for Committee action. 
	
	
	
	
	

	m. Each member has opportunity to provide input on planning.
	
	
	
	
	

	n. The members were given an opportunity to submit agenda items.
	
	
	
	
	

	o. The members were given an opportunity to make contributions during the meeting. 
	
	
	
	
	

	p. The Committee was informed about current project accomplishments and progress. 
	
	
	
	
	

	q. The Committee was informed about important problems or issues:
	
	
	
	
	

	r. There is evidence that project staff used information/advice of the Committee.
	
	
	
	
	

	s. The chairperson allowed multiple perspectives to be heard.
	
	
	
	
	


3. Briefly describe the relevant and useful information you acquired from Advisory Committee meetings:

4. From your perspective, what kinds of things are accomplished at the meeting?

5. Please provide one or more examples of how the Advisory Committee contributed to the project:

6. Please provide suggestions for improving future Advisory Committee meetings:

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.
CTAP and SETS Individual Evaluation Report Links

Region 1:

· Web Site – http://www.catp1.org
· Evaluation Report – http://www.ctap1.org/files/R1_end_of_yr_06_rpt.pdf
Region 2:

· Web Site – http://www.ctap2.org
· Evaluation Report – http://www.ctap2.org/CTAP_2_EOY0506.pdf
Region 3:

· Web Site – http://www.ctap3.org
· Evaluation Report – http://www.ctap3.org/rgc/CTAP3_2005-06_final_report_Binder.pdf
Region 4:

· Web Site – http://www.ctap4.org
· Evaluation Report – http://www.ctap4.org/index_files/CTAPIVReport_2006.pdf
Region 5:

· Web Site – http://www.ctap5.org
· Evaluation Report – http://www.ctap5.org/Documents/R5_EndofYr_2005-06_wFormR.pdf
Region 6:

· Web Site – http://ctap6.k12.ca.us
· Evaluation Report – http://ctap6.k12.ca.us/downloads/EvalReport2006.pdf
Region 7:

· Web Site – http://www.ctap7.org
· Evaluation Report – http://www.ctap7.org/docs/CTAP7_2005-06_EOY_Final%20(2).pdf
Region 8:

· Web Site – http://www.ctap8.org
· Evaluation Report – http://www.ctap8.org/docs/0506EOYReport.doc
Region 9:

· Web Site – http://www.ctap9.org
· Evaluation Report – http://www.ctap9.org/NR/rdonlyres/F76D752F-AE9D-4CB1-84CD-3BF179CCF43E/6194/CTAP9AnnualEvalReportrvd.pdf
Region 10:

· Web Site – http://www.ctap10.org
· Evaluation Report – http://ctap10.org/downloads/R10_End-0f-Year_Final_Report_2005-06.pdf
Region 11:

· Web Site – http://ctap.lacoe.edu
· Evaluation Report – http://ctap.lacoe.edu/content/Ctap_Evaluation_Report_2005-2006
TICAL:

· Web Site – http://www.portical.org
· Evaluation Report – http://www.portical.org/evaluation_2005-2006.pdf
TechSETS:

· Web Site – http://www.techsets.org
· Evaluation Report – http://www.techsets.org/files/about/Report05-06Final.pdf?PHPSESSID=ffec056b3a161f4e5c31cfa63eeef57b
EdTechProfile:

· Web Site – http://www.edtechprofile.org
· Evaluation Report – http://www5.edtechprofile.org/docs/ETP_Evaluation_Report_2005-2006.doc
CLRN:

· Web Site – http://www.clrn.org
· Evaluation Report – http://www.clrn.org/advisory/2006/CLRN_05-06_Report.pdf
California Technology Assistance Project Regional Lead Agencies
	Region
	Applicant
	Recommendation

	1
	Mendocino County Office of Education
	Approval

	2
	Butte County Office of Education
	Approval

	3
	Sacramento County Office of Education
	Approval

	4
	Alameda County Office of Education
	Approval

	5
	Santa Clara County Office of Education
	Approval

	6
	Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Approval

	7
	Fresno County Office of Education
	Approval

	8
	Kern County Superintendent of Schools
	Approval

	9
	San Diego County Superintendent of Schools
	Approval

	10
	San Bernardino County Superintendent of Schools
	Approval

	11
	Los Angeles County Office of Education
	Approval
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Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �1�: Self-reported readiness and potential to use knowledge acquired from CTAP professional development 





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �2�: Self-reported application of knowledge before (pre) and after (post) participation in CTAP professional development





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �4�: Level of awareness and/or use of CTAP for technology information and support reported by 1,030 districts disaggregated by the 11 CTAP regions





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �5�: Percent of persons indicating a need for additional assistance for all program areas in 2006-07





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �8�: Program Area 1: Self-reported readiness and potential to use knowledge acquired from CTAP professional development





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �9�: Program Area 1 self-reported application of knowledge before (pre) and after (post) participation in CTAP professional development





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �10�: Self-reported levels of change in use of knowledge gained across all Program Area 1 topics by survey rating category





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �11�: Percent of persons indicating a need for additional assistance for each Program Area 1 topic in 2006-07





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �13�: Program Area 2 Self-reported readiness and potential to use knowledge acquired from CTAP professional development





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �14�: Program Area 2 self-reported application of knowledge before (pre) and after (post) participation in CTAP professional development





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �15�: Self-reported levels of change in use of knowledge gained across all Program Area 2 topics by survey rating category





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �16�: Percent of respondents indicating a need for additional assistance for each Program Area 2 topic in 2006-07





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �18�: Program Area 3 self-reported readiness and potential to use knowledge acquired from CTAP professional development





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �19�: Program Area 3 self-reported application of knowledge before (pre) and after (post) participation in CTAP professional development





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �20�: Self-reported levels of change in use of knowledge gained across all Program Area 3 topics by survey rating category





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �21�: Percent of survey respondents indicating a need for additional assistance for each Program Area 3 topic in 2006-07





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �23�: Program Area 4 self-reported readiness and potential to use knowledge acquired from CTAP professional development





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �24�: Program Area 4 self-reported application of knowledge before (pre) and after (post) participation in CTAP professional development





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �25�: Self-reported levels of change in use of knowledge gained across all Program Area 4 topics by survey rating category





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �26�: Percent of survey respondents indicating a need for additional assistance for each Program Area 4 topic in 2006-07





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �28�: Statewide CSTS responses to level of awareness and/or use of CTAP/SETS projects for technology information reported by 1,030 districts





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �29�: Statewide level of awareness and/or use of CTAP for technology information and support reported by 1,030 districts





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �30�: Statewide level of awareness and/or use of CTAP/SETS for technology information and support reported by 9,249 schools





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �31�: Statewide level of awareness and/or use of CTAP for technology information and support reported by 9,249 schools





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �32�: Statewide district and school CSTS responses to level of awareness and/or use of CTAP/SETS projects for technology information and support (district n=1,030; school n=9,249)





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �34�: All program areas self-reported readiness and potential to use knowledge acquired from CTAP professional development





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �35�: Self-reported application of knowledge before (pre) and after (post) participation in CTAP professional development





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �36�: Self-rating of application of knowledge acquired by length of time using CTAP services





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �37�: Self-rating of application of knowledge acquired through CTAP with and without coaching





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �38�:Self-rating of application of knowledge acquired by frequency of use of CTAP service





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �39�: Percent of persons indicating a need for assistance for each program area in 2005-06 and 2006-07





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �40�: Statewide levels of assistance needed by Program Area
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If these are selected, participant is taken to full survey – page 2.
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