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I.
Introduction to the Supporting Statement 

The Policy and Program Studies Service (PPSS), Office of the Deputy Secretary, U.S. Department of Education (ED), requests clearance for the design of the National Educational Technology Trends Study (NETTS).  NETTS is being conducted under the authority of Title II Part D and Title IX Part F of the No Child Left Behind Education Act (P.L. 107-110).  The study will examine and describe the implementation of the Enhancing Education Through Technology (EETT) program (Title II, Part D, of NCLB).  Clearance is requested for the design, sampling strategy, and data collection activities to be undertaken by the NETTS.  These collections will gather information from individual state, districts, and school personnel on the implementation and management of the EETT program (herein may be referred to as “the program”). Data will be collected from 4,766 respondents
 over the four years of the study and used for program evaluation, planning, and improvement. In addition, this study will contribute to the congressionally mandated National Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Educational Technology Interventions (EETI), and will inform the next reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

This document supports the information provided in Form OMB-83-I. The first section introduces the EETT program to be evaluated and the study design. The Supporting Statement that follows provides justification for the study and a description of statistical and other methods undertaken to complete evaluation activities.

A. Overview of EETT 
The purpose of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 is to ensure that all children have a “fair, equal, and significant opportunity” to obtain a high-quality education and reach proficiency on challenging state academic achievement standards and assessments. The use of technology in education may play an important, and even essential, role in accelerating the achievement of these goals, by, for example, providing teachers with effective instructional tools, providing quick-turnaround data regarding student progress (and special needs), expanding access to learning resources, increasing student engagement, and helping teachers individualize and personalize student instruction.
   
The EETT program provides significant direct federal support for the use of technology to support the academic achievement of students—either directly through the use of technology in the classroom or through investments in educational technology infrastructure that enable other NCLB-mandated reforms. The program seeks to assist every student in becoming technologically literate by the end of eighth grade, and also supports the effective integration of technology resources and systems with teacher training and professional development to establish research-based instructional models. The program directs funds through states primarily to districts designated as “high need,” or those serving high concentrations of low-income students.
 

As the program is implemented, specific EETT funding priorities are determined by the educational needs and priorities of states and districts within a broad range of allowable activities. States may reserve up to 5 percent of their EETT funds for state-level activities, which can include a wide array of support activities to districts and schools, including providing technical assistance, resources, tools, and information. States must distribute one half of the remaining funds by formula to districts, based on each district’s share of funds under Part A of Title I, and the other half to districts on a competitive basis. Competitive awards give preference to high-need districts (i.e., high-poverty districts that either serve at least one low-performing school or have a substantial need for technology, as defined by the state). States may further circumscribe the use of EETT program funds at the local level in either or both of the formula and competitive funding mechanisms based on their individual educational technology plans. 

B. Overview of NETTS Evaluation Questions and Study Design

The U.S. Department of Education (ED) has contracted with the Center for Technology in Learning of SRI International to conduct a four-year evaluation of the EETT program. The study will use both quantitative and qualitative methods involving surveys and case studies. These two methods address the issues from different perspectives, bringing different sets of data to bear on the study’s evaluation questions. Bringing the two types of data together in a comprehensive effort to address the study’s evaluation questions will provide more insightful and useful answers than either method on its own.

B.1 Evaluation Questions

Guided by the requirements of the authorizing legislation
, the U.S. Department of Education goals and objectives for educational technology, and the Government Performance and Results Act (GRPA) indicators for the EETT program, four main evaluation questions were formulated for this study. These evaluation questions guide the overall study design and implementation, and are constructed to provide a systematic and complete description of how the EETT program is implemented in states, subgrantee districts, and schools. The major topics addressed within each evaluation question are outlined below. 

Evaluation Question 1:  How do states differ in their uses of EETT funds?
This evaluation question focuses on the strategic, state-level decision-making processes for allocating funds and targeting specific types of educational technology initiatives in both the competitive and formula grant programs. Answers to this question will help determine the context in which each state’s educational technology initiatives are implemented, the structures of the subgrant application and award processes in each state, and how states administer the EETT program. The evaluation will utilize both the qualitative and quantitative data to answer the following subset of evaluation questions:

a) How well are state goals for the EETT program aligned with overall state goals for education, such as those for school improvement, accountability, and access?

b) What are the amounts and ranges of competitive and formula grants awarded in each state?

c) How do states prioritize EETT funding for distribution and use, including program type, content area, and/or grade level(s)?

d) How are states using their 5 percent allocation for administration?

e) How is state administration of the EETT program related to other state NCLB-related activities?

f) How is state administration of the EETT program related to other statewide information technology investments?
g) What is the relationship of the state administration portion of the EETT program to each state’s EETT plan (or educational technology plan)?
Evaluation Question 2: What types of entities are applying for and receiving EETT funds (a) under the Competitive program and (b) under the Formula grant program and why?

This evaluation question focuses on identifying the specific entities that receive EETT funds through the competitive and formula grant programs and describing how funds are distributed across these entities. This question will allow for a closer examination of the possibility that funding is distributed in ways likely to reduce inequality based on several dimensions of state-defined need (economic, academic, and educational technology). Quantitative data will be analyzed to answer the following subset of evaluation questions:

a) What proportion of EETT competitive funds go to high-need districts, where ‘high-need’ is based on state program definitions used to determine EETT funding eligibility?  

b) What proportion of EETT competitive funds go to districts by state, poverty, urban location, size, and state indicators of technology and academic need?

c) How do total EETT funds per student vary with district poverty, size, and urban location?

d) Are state allocations of competitive funds consistent with state and national targeting policies?

e) Why do some districts not apply for a) Formula funds and/or b) Competitive funds?

Evaluation Question 3: How are subgrantees using EETT funds?

This evaluation question focuses on identifying and describing the various ways in which EETT recipients report using their EETT funds. Based on the reported uses by districts, this question will allow for comparisons with national and state goals and thus produce an estimate of the alignment of district use with the broader program goals. Qualitative and quantitative data will be analyzed to answer the following subset of evaluation questions:

a) In what ways do EETT districts use their EETT funds?

b) What non-EETT funded educational technology activities are supported in EETT districts?

c) How do levels of use of EETT funds and educational technology, as reported by EETT districts, vary with district characteristics including grant type (competitive or not), poverty, size, and urban location?

d) Are EETT district uses of EETT funds consistent with state policies for the EETT program?

Evaluation Question 4: Are district uses of EETT funds supporting program goals?

This evaluation question focuses on connecting reported uses of EETT funds to actual technology integration activities and describing whether those activities support program goals for curriculum integration and increase of access and use in high-poverty districts and schools. This question uniquely focuses on activities, not solely on reported use of funds.
   This evaluation question will also provide data needed to help fulfill the requirements of the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA).  Qualitative and quantitative data will be analyzed to answer the following subset of evaluation questions:

a) In what ways and to what extent is the EETT program supporting initiatives designed to help close the gap between high- and low-poverty schools in students’ and teachers’ access to and use of technology?

b) In what ways and to what extent is the EETT program supporting initiatives designed to help teachers, principals, and school administrators in effective integration of technology into curricula and instruction?

c) In what ways and to what extent is the EETT program supporting professional development in the use of educational technology that influences classroom practice as reported by teachers? 

d) How are State Education Agencies, Local Education Agencies and schools monitoring the adequacy and effectiveness of the training? 

e) What percentage of teachers in high-poverty districts report that they are integrating technology into the core subject areas?  (This subquestion relates to GPRA indicator 8.1.1).
f) What are districts and teachers doing nationally to integrate technology into the classroom?  

g) Are teachers in EETT districts participating in initiatives that are consistent with their district and state goals for the program?

h) What percentage of teachers in high-poverty districts report being prepared to integrate technology into the core subject areas?  (This subquestion relates to GPRA indicator 8.3.1.)

B.2 Study Design 

At the core of NETTS are two complementary data collections. One proposed data collection is a set of surveys that will reach states, districts, and teachers.
  The other proposed data collection is a nested case study evaluation through which data will be collected from a subset of states, districts, and schools. 

Exhibit 1 shows how the two types of data collection relate to the structure of the EETT program. In particular, it shows how program dollars move over time from the federal government, through states, districts, schools, and teachers with the ultimate goal of improving student achievement. This exhibit further links EETT program operation and data collections to the evaluation questions for NETTS, identified in B.1 above.  As shown, the evaluation questions address each step in the program operation and data collection. The discussion that follows provides a more detailed description of how the data collections will be integrated and applied to answer each evaluation question.

B.2.1 Relationship of Data Collections to Evaluation Questions 

Exhibit 2 shows how the data collections, by level and by type, answer the evaluation questions. A further description of how the data collections will be integrated and applied to answer each evaluation question is also provided below. Please see the crosswalk in Appendix A for a more detailed description of how specific data items answer the evaluations questions. 
The primary data sources used to answer Evaluation Question 1 include extant documents such as state technology plans, state educational technology web sites, and secondary datasets; select data from the State Educational Technology Directors’ Association (SETDA) 2003 survey; a survey of state educational technology coordinators; and qualitative case studies. 

Exhibit 1: NETTS Study Design
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Exhibit 2: Relationship of NETTS Data Sources to Evaluation Questions

	
	State Data
	District Data
	School/Teacher Data

	Evaluation Question
	Profiles/

Surveys
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	Case

Studies
	Case
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	Teacher
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	1. How do states differ in their plans and strategies for using EETT funds?
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	2. What types of entities are applying for and receiving EETT funds (a) under the Competitive Program and (b) under the Formula grant program and why?
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	

	3. How do subgrantees use EETT funds?
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	

	4. Are subgrantee uses of EETT funds supporting program goals?
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X


The primary data sources used to answer Evaluation Question 2 are state administrative data, the state surveys, and qualitative case studies. Administrative data on EETT subgrantees will be obtained through a review of publicly available data and analyzed to develop a description of how funds are distributed across districts. In addition, relationships between state programmatic/policy decisions and the pattern of funds distributions will be examined, including an assessment of equity with respect to both district poverty indices and previous technology capacity.

The primary data sources used to answer Evaluation Question 3 are the nationally representative district surveys and qualitative case studies. The proposed surveys of districts will include a representative sample of districts receiving EETT funds, and will thereby provide a description of how subgrantees use state-distributed funds, including an investigation of the relationships among state implementation strategies, contextual variables (e.g. poverty, size, urban status), and uses of EETT funds. More in-depth case studies of a smaller sample of districts will enhance this description by providing greater detail on key aspects of the program, such as the nature of professional development offered by districts to teachers.
The primary data sources used to answer Evaluation Question 4 are the nationally representative district surveys, teacher surveys, and qualitative case studies. Both quantitative and qualitative school-level data will be collected, which will describe the activities in support of full access (the extent to which teachers and students have physical access to and the time and training needed to use technology) and curriculum integration. Surveys will be the primary data source for addressing the “in what ways” components of Evaluation Question 4. Case study data will identify instances where specific resources and activities funded through EETT are promoting technology access and integration in case study districts and schools. 

The primary focus of the district surveys will be to cover all districts receiving EETT funds. In addition, however, we will sample non-EETT districts and non-districts that receive EETT funds in order to better answer our evaluation questions. Non-EETT districts will be included to help answer the evaluation questions relating to the national measures of technology integration in the classroom and to help fulfill the reporting requirements of GPRA. Non-district entities that receive EETT funds will be included so that we can provide a more complete picture of where EETT funding goes. The inclusion of such non-district entities will help us to more completely answer the evaluation questions on how program recipients use their EETT funds, the extent to which recipients participate in educational technology activities not supported by the program, and the alignment of their program-funded activities with state goals and policy. 

B.3 Instruments to be Reviewed

Five instruments are being submitted for review at this time: the state-, district-, and teacher-level surveys and the district-, and school-level interview protocols. Each instrument addresses the evaluation questions described above and has been designed to minimize respondent burden, avoid duplication, and focus on items most useful in satisfying the purpose of this study. The instruments can be found in Appendix B (state survey), Appendix C (district survey), Appendix D (teacher survey), Appendix E (district-level interview protocol), and Appendix F (school-level interview protocol).

The instruments are described in more detail in the remainder of this section. 

State Survey

The state survey is a systematic continuation and expansion of the initial profiles compiled using basic information from extant sources concerning state policies, practices, and distribution of EETT funds. The survey is limited to a small number of essential data elements to minimize burden and to permit rapid reporting. For FY 2002, the profile templates were completed using extant sources, such as state technology plans, web sites, and other state documents. For FY 2003, FY 2004, and FY 2007, which will be operationalized as school years beginning Fall 2003, 2004, and 2007 respectively, a web-based state survey will be administered, asking state personnel to provide information on the state educational technology context, EETT competition, and program administration.
National District Survey on Uses of EETT 

To collect information on key EETT program implementation and contextual factors, a nationally representative district survey will be administered in 2005 and 2007 to collect data on school years beginning in Fall 2003 and 2005, respectively. This national survey data will depict the program’s progress nationwide and will focus on the extent to which the program is supporting 1) initiatives designed to help close the gap in technology access and 2) technology integration into curricula and instruction. The survey instrument and procedures were developed in part using data from the state profiles. Data gathering during the exploratory case studies conducted during summer 2004 will be used to refine survey instruments, if necessary. 

Teacher Survey

The teacher survey is designed to provide a rich characterization of professional development from the teachers’ perspective and to help connect EETT district spending with technology use in the classroom. The survey will address the following issues related to professional development in technology integration: a) factors that influence teachers’ participation; b) levels of participation by teachers; c) types of professional development provided to teachers by their schools or districts (including mode, technology and academic content, grade-level targeting); d) effectiveness of the professional development activities as perceived by teachers; e) teacher-perceived outcomes of teacher participation; and 6) teachers’ unmet needs.  The teacher surveys will be administered in 2005 and 2007 to collect data on the school years beginning in Fall 2004 and 2006, respectively.

Subgrantee and School Case Studies

Interviews will be conducted with lead district and partner staff, such as the technology director and the individuals charged with responsibility for technology-related budgets, staff development, and evaluation. This data collection will employ semi-structured interviews, which provide for open, two-way conversation and communications in response to the protocol questions. The advantage of a semi-structured vs. a structured interview is that both the interviewer and the person being interviewed have the flexibility to probe for details or discuss issues. In contrast, the interviewer for a structured interview poses questions from the protocol, which are answered without elaboration or further probing. The protocols being used for NETTS have been developed to obtain descriptions of EETT-supported activities and to document the activities of schools and additional informants that are most involved in EETT-supported activities. 

Within schools, interviews will be conducted with the principal, the technology coordinator (if present), and up to four teachers nominated by the principal as most involved in technology-related activities. In cases where EETT funds have been targeted at supporting the integration of technology with curriculum, classroom observations will be incorporated into the site visits. The case studies will provide us with independent assessment of teacher practice in the classroom including review of lesson plans and other documents, as well as providing us with the opportunity to probe for more in-depth descriptions of the types of educational technology supports being offered in the respective schools and districts. We will also learn how the teacher has or has not utilized those services. In addition, we will document the use of information provided through various support services and the professional development activities attended by the respondent teachers. 

II. Supporting Statement

A. Justification

A.1 Circumstances Requiring the Collection of Data

The National Educational Technology Trends Study (NETTS) is the only systematic study of the use and performance of EETT program funds in states, districts, and schools. Authority for NETTS can be found in Title II Part D and Title IX Part F of the No Child Left Behind Education Act (P.L. 107-110). The latter legislation allows for a reservation of funds on an annual basis of “not more than 0.5 percent of the amount appropriated to carry out each categorical program to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the program or project…” The Office of Educational Technology in the Office of the Secretary and the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education designated a portion of these set-aside evaluation funds for the design and implementation of NETTS. 

NETTS will also be used to help ED fulfill the requirements of the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) across a number of program years. This act requires that ED report on a set of performance indicators for each of the programs they fund. As there presently is no comprehensive evaluation of the EETT program, data on program outcomes as required by GPRA do not exist. These needs will be fulfilled by NETTS.

Finally, the NETTS data collection will be coordinated with the four-year, congressionally-mandated Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Educational Technology Interventions (EETI), which is a study being conducted through ED’s Institute for Education Sciences.  EETI uses a random assignment design to test the impact of particular types of instructional software products.  The NETTS data collection will provide national estimates of how often those products are used by teachers. 

A.2 Purposes and Uses of the Data

The primary purpose for this data collection is program evaluation. NETTS is designed to describe the implementation of the EETT program over time, with a particular emphasis on understanding how and to what extent the program helps further the goals of the NCLB legislation. NETTS will examine the implementation of EETT with special attention to the four program foci: (a) targeting, (b) curriculum integration, (c) access, and (d) professional development. A detailed description of the evaluation questions is provided above in section I.B.1. 

Another purpose of this data collection is to facilitate program management. The study will help collect data on the GPRA indicators, as detailed in ED’s 2004 strategic plan.  Specifically, the study will collect data on objective 8.1 (curriculum integration) and 8.3 (professional development) in the Department of Education’s 2004 Strategic Plan. Data on objective 8.2, related to the equitable access to technology will be reported by another existing data collection.   

Evaluation of EETT will also yield a better understanding of how the program is being implemented over time, its performance, and the extent of its alignment with the goals of the NCLB legislation. Moreover, findings from the evaluation of the EETT program will help ED make program and policy decisions related to the improved use and integration of educational technology. 

Findings, including those based on the GPRA indicators, will be used by Congress to inform future legislation related to educational technology and to refine the EETT program. State and local policy-makers and educators will use results from this study for their own program and policy planning. Finally, researchers and evaluators will also use the information from this study to inform, refine, and develop research plans in this area, for example for the Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Educational Technology Interventions (EETI) discussed in A.1. 

A.3 Use of Information Technology to Reduce Burden

The contractor will use a variety of advanced information technologies to maximize the efficiency and completeness of the information gathered for this evaluation and to minimize the burden the evaluation places on respondents at the state, district, and school levels.

In compliance with OMB directives under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, electronic versions of the state, district, and teacher surveys will be made available to respondents. Those being surveyed will be sent a package in the mail that includes a hard copy of the survey, as well as instructions as to how they can access and respond to a web-based survey on the Internet. All survey respondents will have the option to respond by regular mail or electronically on the Internet. The major advantages of dual response methods are to increase convenience for respondents, to reduce the overall time burden associated with completing the surveys, to avoid time-consuming and frustrating scheduling, and to provide higher levels of standardization in the collected data. 

Electronic data collection systems will be used to permit respondents to easily navigate through the survey and researchers to effortlessly compile accurate data. Through a number of technical features, this web-based data collection is designed to reduce burden on several accounts. Respondents will be able to complete a survey intermittently, i.e. they can begin to complete the survey, log out if necessary, and log back in at a later time and the application will be able to start the respondent wherever he or she left off. Mechanisms will be built in to limit data entry errors by respondents, thus increasing the accuracy of data.

A.4 Efforts to Avoid Duplication

Given the special burden educators and administrators face due to the considerable interest in their activities and operations, an exhaustive effort to avoid the collection of data already available has been made.  An extensive review of numerous national-scale studies related to educational technology has identified areas of possible duplication.  As a result of this review, items found to be available from secondary data sources have been deliberately omitted from these collections.  Unfortunately, the evaluators were not able to make use of all existing data due to significant differences in data quality, timing, and sample representativeness.  In these cases, data items similar to those in the secondary source are used to help ensure the pre-tested quality of the questions used and to allow for comparability of the results.  Below is a discussion of the primary data sources reviewed for areas of duplication and the rationale for their integration into each level of this study’s data collection.  

At the state level, extant data from the State Educational Technology Directors Association’s (SETDA) 2003 survey supplied information on the EETT program and related educational technology activities for FY 2002. Those data were used to populate portions of the state profiles developed in early 2004. The SETDA survey included many other questions on educational technology that we were not able to use for the NETTS surveys for a number of reasons. First, they were not designed with an evaluation of the EETT program in mind. Thus, they will not be aligned with our district and teacher surveys. Second, some of the data collected are not in a usable form.
 Finally, as it is critical to demonstrate impartiality in all Department of Education evaluations, and we have implemented a structure for NETTS that meets the Office of Management and Budget’s requirements for independence in evaluations used to assess federal program performance as defined in the OMB PART Guidance for the FY2006 Budget.   

At the district level, a number of descriptive variables, such as enrollment by grade-level and poverty at the district level, will be drawn from the National Center for Education Statistics’ (NCES) Common Core of Data.
 The use of these extant data sources will reduce the number of district survey items by at least 14. 

Also, the district survey will include two items and the teacher survey one item on professional development from the NCES School and Staffing Surveys (SASS); however, NETTS will not be able to rely on the SASS databases for these items. As the most recent SASS data (from a 2003-2004 administration) will not be released until 2006, those data will not be available in time for analysis in the NETTS project. In addition, SASS covers a different sample of districts and teachers than will be used in NETTS. Therefore, data in the SASS survey cannot be used to calculate nationally representative correlations with data from NETTS.
  Due to these timing considerations and a difference in respondents, three questions similar in nature will be asked of district and teacher respondents by both SASS and NETTS.

The SASS survey will cover a much larger number of districts.  Therefore, in order to ensure that the burden is spread fairly, we plan to explicitly exclude small districts that were covered in the SASS survey from our district survey. Since those districts were chosen randomly and there are a very large number of small districts, this will not bias our resulting sample frame.
There is also another ongoing national study related to education technology—the Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Education Technology Interventions (EETI)—being conducted by the U.S. Department of Education.   This study will cover a large number of teachers in a very small number of districts (probably less than 40) that are willing to participate in the proposed random assignment evaluation.  Given the small sample size, the evaluators expect little overlap between NETTS and EETI and few issues related to increased burden.   More importantly, the EETI data cannot be used for NETTS as they will not provide nationally representative data and will not address the breadth of evaluation questions covered by this implementation study.   

With regard to the case studies, a number of extant data sources have been identified that will be accessed and reviewed prior to the site visits.  These sources include long-term state and district education strategy documents, state and district educational technology plans, state and local demographic and economic data, state competitive grant (federal) applications, state formula and competitive grant (EETT) RFPs, district and school profiles, and other relevant information. We believe that an understanding of the context in which EETT implementation occurs will provide us with greater ability to analyze our data and develop cross-site comparisons.  Reviewing the documentation beforehand will provide background information, identify topics to be clarified with respondents, and make the best use of time available for interviewing while reducing respondent burden.

After systematically working to avoid duplication and accounting for the timing, scope, and depth of other data sources, we anticipate the items remaining in this study’s survey and site visit data collections will be unique. The information to be collected here is not, therefore, available elsewhere making the proposed collections one of a kind and essential for proper program management and evaluation of the EETT program. 

A.5 Small Entities

No information is to be collected from small businesses, but small districts could potentially be included in the survey and case study samples. However, the district survey respondent sample will be drawn with probabilities proportional to EETT funds. We expect this to result in sampling less than 100 very small districts (those with less than 1,000 students enrolled).  For the case studies, the evaluators will be visiting up to three districts per state, and they will work with appropriate state personnel to avoid selecting over-burdened small districts.  Also, to reduce burden from duplication as discussed above in A.4, smaller districts covered in the Schools and Staffing Survey will be excluded from NETTS.
A.6 Consequences of Not Collecting the Information

Failure to collect this information will prevent Congress and the Executive Branch from access to findings that will inform expenditures in support of educational technology of approximately $700 million annually.  ED will also not be able to meet its GPRA accountability requirements or assess the degree to which the program is meeting its goals over time, which will impede ongoing program management and improvement. Finally, the contractor will be collecting information that has not been systematically acquired and analyzed by other data collection efforts for the purpose of informing federal technology policy and practice.  In particular, this study seeks to inform national policymaking by soliciting information in a coordinated fashion from all levels of the educational system; state, district, and school.

In addition to meeting accountability and program management requirements, this information is needed to fill a hole in current data collection efforts on technology funding, integration, and professional development at the state-, district- and school-levels.  The nested sampling frame in NETTS and the coordination of survey instruments at multiple levels of the system will yield information that is not available from any other source.    More precisely, we will be able to answer questions about the alignment between activities taking place at all three levels.

A number of other studies ask important questions about education technology and some even cover the EETT program.  However, they are not sufficient, either individually or when combined, to answer the evaluation questions posed by NETTS.  SETDA and Education Week’s Survey of State Departments of Education ask questions about the EETT program, but do not follow the program funds down to the district and classroom levels.  The NCES Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, the National Assessment of Educational Progress, and the Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study collect some information on educational technology but target limited grade levels and/or subjects. The Study of Education Resources and Federal Funding and Quality Education Data’s National Technology Assessment also look at educational technology funding, but do not specifically address EETT program funding or explore other areas of interest such technology use, integration, and professional development. Finally, the Integrated Studies of Educational technology and the NCES Fast Response Survey System: Survey on Professional Development and Training in U.S. Public Schools: 1999-2000, though relevant, are dated. Given the inadequate current corpus of data, it becomes essential for this information to be gathered through NETTS. 

A.7 Special Circumstances Justifying Inconsistencies with Guidelines in 5 CFR 1320.6

None. This study will be conducted in a manner entirely consistent with the Guidelines in Title 5, Section 1320.6 in the Code of the Federal Register. There are no specific circumstances that might require deviation from these guidelines. 

A.8 Consultation Outside the Agency

The NETTS evaluation design was developed in consultation with ED staff from the Office of Educational Technology in the Office of the Secretary, the Policy and Program Studies Service in the Office of the Deputy Secretary, the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, and the Budget Service Office in the Office of the Under Secretary. In addition, a technical panel of experts has reviewed the study design and statistical method plans and is meeting annually to provide guidance and feedback on the progress of the evaluation. 

Members of the NETTS Technical Working Group

	Member
	Affiliation
	Areas of Expertise

	Tim Best
	Ohio Board of Regents
	State-level technology strategy and policy; educational technology professional development

	Geneva Haertel
	SRI International
	Education technology, Student learning, Assessment, and Evaluation

	Ken Koedinger
	Human Computer Interaction Institute at Carnegie Mellon University
	Technology-enhanced learning solutions

	Alan Lesgold
	School of Education at University of Pittsburgh
	Educational Technology, Testing and Assessment. Cognitive Science and Artificial Intelligence. 

	Jayne Moore
	Maryland State Department of Education
	State-level instructional technology initiatives; Technology in curriculum, practice, and professional development.

	Fritz Scheuren
	National Opinion Research Council
	Survey research methods, statistics.

	Linda Tsantis
	Johns Hopkins University
	Technology for Educators, Early childhood / special education, Online Communications.

	Brenda Williams
	West Virginia Department of Education
	State-level instructional technology initiatives

	Mike Russell
	Center for the Study of Testing, Evaluation, and Education Policy, Boston College
	School-level research on the use, support, and effect of instructional technology


Michael Puma (Chesapeake Research Associates) and Rob Santos (Nustats) have also provided expertise in the design of the study and instrumentation.  Pretesting of state officials, district administrators, principals, and teachers in May 2004 also yielded a large number of respondent comments on all of the survey and case study instrumentation. Comments from this pretesting have been used to revise the instrumentation and are discussed in more detail in Section II.B.4. 

A notice to the public soliciting comments on this information collection was published in the Federal Register in June 2004.  ED responded to all public comments received from this notice.  Four specific comments were received from the Education Information Advisory Committee (EIAC) of the Council of Chief State School Officers.  The EIAC comments were largely focused on clarifying terminology used in the directions for specific survey items as well as some terminology in the items themselves.  Survey items noted in the EIAC comments were changed to reflect the wording as suggested or to provide definitions in their directions for specific terms and phrases.  In addition, suggestions for clarification required moving one survey item to a different section of the survey thereby eliminating the need for an additional question related to major teaching assignment while clarifying the phrase "main teaching assignment" for the respondent. The State Educational Technology Directors' Association (SETDA) provided comments and asked questions regarding the study design, the survey instruments, and the interview protocols.  SETDA's comments and questions were addressed individually in a written response.  Where appropriate, survey items were changed.  Some of SETDA's concerns were centered on the redundancy between the NETTS survey and one conducted previously by SETDA.  We responded with an explanation that addressed several areas related to this concern.  First, we cited the need to demonstrate impartiality and to follow the requirements for an independent evaluation as described in the 2006 PART guidance document.  Second, we discussed the nested nature of our teacher sampling (teachers working in schools in districts to be surveyed) which prevented us from using survey data from other studies as the intent of NETTS is to relate specific classroom practices and professional development experiences to district EETT initiatives.  Third, we have aligned questions on all three of our surveys, which requires specific wording; when possible we have used questions from past studies for comparison purposes.  This alignment prevented us from using the majority of the SETDA data. As with EIAC, SETDA provided several comments related to clarifying terminology and improving response categories.  These comments were all incorporated into the NETTS instruments.  
A.9 Payment or Gifts to Respondents 

Studies have shown that when used appropriately, incentives are a cost-effective means of significantly increasing response rates (e.g., Dillman, 1978).  As Groves, Cialdini, and Couper (1992) note, people feel obligated to reward positive behavior (such as being provided with an incentive) with positive behavior in return—in the current context, such positive return behavior would be defined as a completed survey.  Surveys that use incentives can actually be less expensive that those that do not.  Respondent incentives can substantially increase cooperation rates and may make the survey less expensive if they result in less need for callbacks or lower missing-data rates.

All potential respondents chosen for the district surveys will receive compensation of $40. Potential respondents chosen for the teacher surveys will receive $25. All payments will be sent by mail with the initial survey materials. These cash payments are intended to offset any time costs associated with completing the survey instrument; they will be accompanied by an explanation that they can be used as respondents sees fit, either to compensate themselves for the time associated with completing the survey, if they do so on their own time, or to compensate their school or school district, if they fill out the survey during regular work hours. All compensation costs have been included in the costs to the federal government.  No compensation will be provided to state administrators who complete surveys or to any case study participants. 
By pre-paying the compensation, the evaluators hope to reduce the likelihood of biased responses, should some respondents believe that their compensation depended on the information they provide. 

Past research into this area additionally supports the use of prepaid compensation to increase response rates. The findings of James and Bolstein (1990) find increased response rates as a result of compensation. Both James and Bolstein (1990) and Hager et al. (2003) find that prepaid compensation has much stronger positive effects on participation than promised compensation.

Moreover, use of prepaid compensation does not appear to lead to deterioration in response quality. Singer and her colleagues (2000) find they do not lead to increased item nonresponse, and in some cases decrease item nonresponse. They also find that prepaid compensation does not result in biased respondent recruitment and can, in fact, compensate for underrepresented groups. 

Exhibit 6: Estimated Annual Incentive Payments, by Respondent Type

	Respondent
	Number of Respondents
	Amount of Payment
	Total Payments

	District Officials
	830
	$40
	$33,200

	Teachers
	1,475
	$25
	$36,875

	
Total
	2,305
	$65
	$70,075


Note:  Over the course of this study we are conducting two surveys of 1,475 teachers each and two surveys of districts, with 830 respondents in each.  

A.10 Assurance of Confidentiality

No information will be reported or published that would identify individual respondents.  Respondents will not be referenced by either name or position title.  An explicit statement regarding confidentiality will be communicated to any and all respondents.

Specifically, cover letters to respondents will include the assurance that, “Responses to this data collection will be kept strictly confidential and will only be used for statistical purposes.  The results will never be presented in any way that would permit any response to be associated with a specific district, school, or individual.” Please see draft letters to respondents in Appendix G.  
The evaluators, SRI International, the Urban Institute and the American Institutes for Research, have extensive experience collecting information and maintaining confidentiality, security, and integrity of interview and survey data. In accordance with the evaluators’ respective institutional policies, confidentiality and data protection procedures will be in place. These are summarized below.

· Project team members will be educated about the confidentiality assurances given to respondents and to the sensitive nature of materials and data to be handled. Each person assigned to the study will be cautioned not to discuss confidential data and will be required to sign a written statement attesting to his or her understanding of the significance of this requirement. 

· The need to protect the privacy of respondents will be reemphasized during training periods for interviewers and other data collection personnel. Personnel will be cautioned not to discuss interview data with others outside the evaluation, and to restrict discussion within the project to the essential needs of the data collection activity.

· A computer-based status monitoring subsystem will be used to monitor the flow of data collection activities, from initial sample selection and instrument design through processing and coding, transmission to the data entry location, and final entry into the database.

· Names and addresses will be disassociated from the data as they are entered into the database and will be used for data collection purposes only. As information is gathered on individuals or sites, each will be assigned a unique identification number, which will be used for raw data, printout listings on which the data are displayed, and analysis files. The unique identification number also will be used for data linkage. Surveys and/or questionnaires will have only the unique identification number on them; no names or addresses or other information that could connect the survey with the individual will be used on instruments or in the public data files that are turned over to ED after each round of data collection.

· Participants will be informed of the purposes of the data collection and the uses that may be made of the data collected.

· Access to the database used for analyses will be limited to authorized project members only; no others will be given such access. Multilevel user codes will be used, and entry passwords will be changed frequently.

· All questionnaires, surveys, test data, and other documents will be stored in secure areas accessible only to authorized staff members. Computer-generated printouts containing identifiable data will be maintained under these same conditions.

· All listings, forms, interview protocols, and completed questionnaires or surveys containing identifiable data will be shredded as soon as the need for this hard copy no longer exists. As required, data tapes or disks containing sensitive data will be degaussed prior to their reuse.

· All basic computer files will be duplicated on magnetic tape or backup disks to allow for file restoration in the event of unrecoverable loss of the original data. These backup files will be stored under secure conditions in an area separate from the location of the original data.

· Reports to ED or any employee of ED will be in the form of aggregate data only. No individual or institutional identifiers will be included in these reports. Participating institutions will be acknowledged in the final report for their cooperation, but they will not be identified in the text of any report.

With regards to state-level data, it is important here to highlight the difference between the confidentiality of an individual or district and the confidentiality of a state. Every measure will be taken to ensure the confidentiality of individual and district respondents; however, it is anticipated, as the sample of states is naturally small, that a knowledgeable person may be able to deduce the identity of any state. Though not revealed by name, it is likely that a state could be identified from a discussion of its particular policies, programs, or strategies. Thus, as it would be too difficult and misleading to promise confidentiality for a state, this study does not offer the same assurance of confidentiality to a state as it does to its individual or district respondents.

A.11 Questions of a Sensitive Nature

No sensitive information will be collected in the state or district surveys. The teacher surveys collect data related to the respondents’ ethnicity, gender and age.
 This will be used to determine the representativeness of the sample, and as classifying variables for subsequent analysis of the survey data. No sensitive information will be collected during case study activities. 
Pretesting of the draft instruments with state, district, and school personnel and with the study’s Technical Working Group addressed the concern of using sensitive questions; pretesting confirmed that the information to be collected was not of a sensitive nature (other than ethnicity, gender, and age).
A.12 Estimate of Respondent Burden

This mixed-method study includes survey questionnaires and case studies with a variety of respondent types and carefully sequenced data collection schedules. Copies of all data collection instruments are provided in the appendices.

A.12.1 Number of Respondents, Frequency of Responses, and Annual Hour Burden

The estimated number of respondents for this evaluation of the EETT program is provided in Exhibits 3 and 4, by type of data collection and type of respondent (i.e., state directors of technology, district directors of technology, and classroom teachers).   The state survey will be conducted three times.  Survey respondents below the state level will be asked to provide data twice over the life of this study. The study will go for four years so the annual response hour burden is the total hour burden divided by four. 

Exhibit 3: Estimated Burden Hours for Survey Instruments

	Form Type
	Respondent
	Number of

Respondents
	Burden Hours

Per Respondent
	Number of Collections a
	Total Person

Hours
	Total Annual

Person Hours

	State Survey
	State Official
	52
	1.0
	3
	156.0
	39.0

	District Survey
	District Administrator
	830
	0.67 
	2 
	1112.2
	278.1

	Teacher Survey
	Teacher
	1,475
	0.3 
	2 
	885
	221.3


aState administrators will complete the survey in 2004, 2005, and 2007.


 District administrators and teachers will complete the surveys in 2005 and 2007.
State administrators from all 50 states, Washington, DC and Puerto Rico will be asked to respond to a survey questionnaire. The average completion time was estimated using a field test of the instrument with a sample of two state administrators and one research assistant.

It is expected that 830 district administrators will respond to a survey questionnaire. The estimated average completion time was estimated using a field test of the instrument with a sample of three district administrators.

It is expected that 1,475 teachers will respond to a survey questionnaire. The estimated average completion time was estimated using a field test of the instrument with a sample of nine teachers.

At most 18 districts and 36 schools will be selected for site visits and case study interviews. At the district site visit, interviews will be held with district officials, such as the district technology director, the individuals responsible for technology-related budgets, staff development, and evaluation if any, and the individuals responsible for providing technical assistance and professional development related to technology. At the school site visit, interviews will be held with school personnel, including the principal, the technology coordinator (if present) and up to four teachers nominated by the principal as most involved in technology-related activities. The estimated average time per interview was calculated based on the experience of using similar instruments from other evaluation projects.

Exhibit 4: Estimated Burden Hours for Site Visit Interviews

	Site
	Respondent
	Number of

Respondents

	Burden Hours

Per Respondent
	Total Person

Hours
	Total Annual

Person Hours

	District-Level Interview
	District Administrator
	18
	1.5
	27.0
	6.8

	School-Level Interview
	Principal
	36
	1.5
	54.0
	13.5

	School-Level Interview
	Teacher
	144
	1.0
	144.0
	36


A.12.2 Estimates of Annualized Cost to Respondents for their Time 

The overall annualized cost to the respondents is estimated to be $20,946. Annualized cost, which is rounded to the nearest dollar amount, is based on the 4-year time length of the evaluation; total cost was divided by four to derive annualized cost. The estimated hourly wage rates for the various respondents were based on information found in the Occupational Outlook Handbook 2000-2001, Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor.
  

Exhibit 5 provides the estimated annualized costs to respondents for the survey questionnaires and case study interviews.

Exhibit 5: Estimated Annualized Cost to Respondents

	Data

Source
	Respondent
	Hourly Salary Estimate
	Burden Hours Per Respondent
	Total Number Respondents

Across Sites 
	Total Burden Hours Across Sites and Collections
	Estimated Annual

Costs

	Survey
	State Officials
	$40.00
	1.0
	52
	156.0
	$1,560.00

	
	District Administrators
	$40.00
	0.67
	830
	1112.2
	11,122.00

	
	Teachers
	$29.06
	0.3
	1,475
	885
	6,430.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Case Study
	District Administrators
	$40.00
	1.5
	18
	27.0
	270.00

	
	Principals
	$38.40
	1.5
	36
	54.0
	518.00

	
	Teachers
	$29.06
	1.0
	144
	144.0
	1046.00

	Total Annual Cost 
	$20,946


A.13 Estimates of Annualized Respondent Capital and Maintenance Costs

There are no respondent capital and start-up costs, nor operation and maintenance costs.

A.14 Estimates of Annualized Costs to the Federal Government

The total estimated cost to the government of all data collection, analysis, and reporting activities for this study is $3,831,611.75.  The data are being collected over a four-year period; hence the annualized cost to the government is approximately $957,902.94 per year. This estimate of annualized cost to the federal government is based on the evaluation budget approved for ED Contract ED-01-CO-0133.  

Exhibit 6: Estimated Cost to the Federal Government

	Estimated Annual Cost
	Detailed Cost Breakdown

	Year 1:                 $1,023,508.59
	Labor Costs                                                                  $ 392,357.83

	
	Travel & Per Diem                                                            35,600.00

	
	Advisory Panel Travel & Honoraria                                  16,614.00

	
	Subcontracts                                                                  466,915.00

	
	Other Direct Costs                                                           17,153.43

	
	G&A, IDC, and Fees                                                        94,868.33

	Year 2:                 $1,536,958.73
	Labor Costs                                                                  $ 600,169.79

	
	Travel & Per Diem                                                            84,100.00

	
	Advisory Panel Travel & Honoraria                                  16,614.00

	
	Subcontracts                                                                  491,161.00

	
	Other Direct Costs                                                         192,777.96

	
	G&A, IDC, and Fees                                                      152,135.98

	Year 3:                   $ 959,753.48
	Labor Costs                                                                  $ 389,423.83

	
	Travel & Per Diem                                                            43,170.00

	
	Advisory Panel Travel & Honoraria                                  16,614.00

	
	Subcontracts                                                                  315,600.00

	
	Other Direct Costs                                                          110.632.90

	
	G&A, IDC, and Fees                                                        83,312.75

	Year 4:                   $ 311,390.95
	Labor Costs                                                                 $ 161,347.00

	
	Travel & Per Diem                                                             1,000.00

	
	Advisory Panel Travel & Honoraria                                 16,614.00

	
	Subcontracts                                                                   81,500.00

	
	Other Direct Costs                                                           24,218.00

	
	G&A, IDC, and Fees                                                        26,711.00

	Total:                   $3,831,611.75
	Labor Costs                                                                $1,543,298.45

	
	Travel & Per Diem                                                          163,870.00

	
	Advisory Panel Travel & Honoraria                                  66,456.00 

	
	Subcontracts                                                               1,355,176.00

	
	Other Direct Costs                                                         344,783.24

	
	G&A, IDC, and Fees                                                      358,028.06


A.15 Change in Burden

 As noted in Item 13f(1) of the OMB 83-I Form, a change of 595 annual hours is requested for this study.  As NETTS is a new collection, this change in burden results from a program change.  

A.16 Study Schedule with Tabulation, Statistical Analyses and Publication Plans

A.16.A Study Components and Schedule 

The major activities and data collections of NETTS are scheduled as shown in Exhibit 7 below. 

Exhibit 7: Schedule of NETTS Study Components and Key Milestones


A.16.B: Tabulation and Analysis

Quantitative and quantitative analyses will be conducted and the results synthesized. This section describes these analysis methods and how they will be used to answer the evaluation questions.
Quantitative Analyses
A number of different types of quantitative analyses will be used to answer the evaluation questions. These include general descriptive analyses, cross-tabulations, and comparisons across time.

General Descriptive Analyses. The evaluators will begin with general descriptive analyses of all variables for which survey data are collected. This preliminary activity will include looking at the means, minimums, and maximums of each continuous variable and the distributions of discrete variables. 

A primary goal of the NETTS project is to describe whether program funding is being used as intended and whether the intended types of educational technology activities are taking place in EETT districts. For example, if districts comply with program guidelines, the expectation is that 25 percent of funds will be spent on professional development to support the integration of technology into instruction. Similarly, they expect that in districts receiving substantial program funds over half of teachers in the targeted subject areas will be integrating technology into their classrooms. To test for these conditions, the evaluators will compare mean reports on these variables with pre-set expected values.
 If the results suggest that EETT funds are not being spent as expected or that less educational technology related activity is occurring than expected this will be reported as a cause for concern. Otherwise, the evaluators will report that the program appears to be performing as intended in NCLB.

The program also intends for teachers to generally be involved in activities supported by their state and district EETT programs and that district EETT programs will be used for activities supported by the state program. To test for these types of alignment across levels, data across the different levels will be merged and thus make use of the nested nature of the data collection efforts, with teachers within districts within states. Once the data have been merged, statistical comparisons with pre-set values will again be made. For example, the evaluators expect that at least 60 percent of funding at the district level will be in line with the state-level goals.

Cross Tabulations. One of the goals of the program is to reduce inequities in actual access to educational technology. In order to address equity questions, the evaluators will consider not only whether the levels of inequity are below certain pre-set levels, but also whether there is any evidence of inequity by poverty and urban/rural location. These inequity tests will differ from those described above in that they will be conducted by comparing groups using cross-tabulations. 

Cross-tabulations of various outcomes will also be run for data collected in the district and teacher surveys by general district and school characteristics including poverty, size, grant type (competitive versus formula) and urban location. In addition, we will also use cross-tabulations with the state survey to describe how state policies vary with each other.

Comparisons Across Time.  One of the valuable features of the NETTS project is the multiple rounds of data collections at the state-, district- and teacher-levels.  Having comparable data for two or more points in time will allow for a comparative analysis of the changes in the use of program funding, in the extent to which the intended types of educational technology activities are taking place in EETT districts, and in the program’s ability to reduce inequity in access to educational technology.  The data at different points in time will also help to fulfill the GPRA indicator requirements.

Qualitative Analyses 

The goal of the NETTS project is to understand not only the degree to which the program supports different types of activities, but also the ways in which these activities are supported. The qualitative case studies will be used to develop a much deeper understanding of how the program operates in a select number of locations. The qualitative analyses will be based on a set of outcome indicators that a) evaluate each site on its own terms and b) for at least some indicators, allow cross-site comparisons. In addition to information gathered through interviews and observations, site visitors will be collecting and analyzing many types of documents. All of these sources of data will inform final judgments about how the program is being implemented at carefully chosen case study sites.

Synthesizing Quantitative and Qualitative Analyses

The quantitative data (survey data sets) and qualitative data (site visit reports and open-ended survey item responses) will be combined to produce a more complete picture of how the EETT program is being implemented. These two types of analyses address issues from different vantage points, bringing different sets of data to bear on the study’s evaluation questions. Generally, data sets based on large stratified random samples (or the entire universe) provide a sound basis for addressing questions of frequency and incidence. Case study and site visit data analyses typically provide more detailed descriptions of phenomena. Bringing the two types of analyses together in a comprehensive effort to address the study’s evaluation questions can provide more insightful and useful answers than any method on its own.

The synthesis of the quantitative and qualitative data will involve a number of steps. During the summer of 2004, initial site visits will be conducted. These will be used to help inform the development of the surveys, which will be administered during the fall of 2004 and spring of 2005. Preliminary results from these surveys will, in turn, be used to help inform the site visits conducted during the summer of 2005. Thus, in the early stages of the study, the quantitative and qualitative results will each impact the data being collected for the other type of analysis.

Once all case studies have been completed, the two types of analyses will proceed along separate but parallel tracks. Preliminary quantitative results will be estimated and case study reports will be drafted. Concurrently, evaluation team members will meet frequently to review preliminary runs and share observations from the site visits. Subsequently, the evaluators will proceed through a more formal process of using the different data sets and data files iteratively to address key study purposes and evaluation questions. They will follow an analytic process that begins with quantitative data patterns, looks for explanatory patterns in qualitative data, uses that information to develop assertions or new hypotheses, and goes back to quantitative data to test the new assertions. Similar methods will be used in the later rounds of data collection.  By using data from these various sources and integrating two different forms of analyses, the evaluators will be able to address more fully the fundamental study issues. In particular, they will be able to provide both rich descriptions for a set of carefully chosen sites and national estimates of the prevalence of practices and patterns in the use of EETT funding.

The methods described above will be used to answer the main research questions as discussed below.

Synthesizing Data, Evaluation Question 1: How do States differ in their uses of EETT funds? To answer the first evaluation question, means and cross-tabulations will be calculated while qualitative methods will also be used. The evaluators will rely primarily on analyses of data from the state profiles and state surveys. The state profiles are based on a compilation of data collected from extant sources. These “profiles” provide a view of the programs in terms of its administration, structure of subgrant competitions, and structure of the formula and competitive subgrant application processes. 

This activity will be followed by the development of a typology of state implementation “strategies.” The state descriptive data will determine the final typology, though the dimensions of the program framework will be kept in mind. This typology will be used to describe how states differ in their use of EETT funds.

Synthesizing Data, Evaluation Question 2:  What types of entities are applying for and receiving EETT funds (a) under the Competitive program and (b) under the Formula grant program?  To answer the second evaluation question the evaluator will rely primarily on cross-tabulations of funding by district type. They will use state administrative data that identifies all of the EETT grantees for competitive and formula funds. 

Administrative data will be obtained through the spring 2003 review of publicly available data. Administrative data from states on all EETT subgrantees (districts) and information on indicators of need for all districts (including the non-grantees) will be obtained and used to develop a description of the degree to which funds were distributed equitably across districts. Analyses of these data will include cross-tabulations of funding by poverty, size, urban location, and state, as well as by funding type (competitive vs. formula). As the indicators of need would vary across states, the evaluators will develop measures of both the degree to which each state distributed funds equitably based on its own measures and the degree to which it distributed funds equitably based on one or more global measures of equity. For the more global measures, CCD indices of district poverty and E-Rate application data will be used to develop a national measure of technology need that could be applied to all districts that applied for E-Rate funding in recent years. 

Cross-tabulations will also be used to examine relationships between state programmatic/policy decisions and the pattern of funds distributions, with an emphasis on assessing equity with respect to both school poverty indices and previous technology capacity. 
Synthesizing Data, Evaluation Question 3: How are subgrantees using EETT funds? To answer the third evaluation question, we will calculate means and cross-tabulations, and analyze qualitative data. The evaluators will rely primarily on the district surveys and the case studies.
  

Survey data collected from a nationally representative sample of districts will provide data for describing how districts use funds received through EETT and will permit the empirical investigation of the relationships among state strategies, contextual variables, and uses of EETT funds. Quantitative analyses using the survey data will be done to analyze differences in use of funds by background factors (district poverty, size, region, etc.) as well as to look for differences between subgrantees, depending on the types of strategies employed by their respective states. 

Case study data on districts will help provide much greater depth to the picture obtained from the survey data (for example, the nature of professional development experienced by teachers or the extent to which schools are using EETT funds to support the kinds of technology applications being explored in ED’s upcoming Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Educational Technology). Case study data will also be useful to investigate potential causal links and outcomes that could not easily be measured in the survey. In addition, as some of the case studies will happen before the survey design is finalized, these case studies will be used to help inform the types of questions asked in the surveys.
Synthesizing Data, Evaluation Question 4:  Are district uses of EETT funds supporting program goals? To answer the fourth evaluation question, a mixture of methods will be used including the calculation of means, cross-tabulations, and qualitative methods. The evaluators will use data from the district and school/teacher surveys and case studies, and compare data across levels (state, district, and teacher). The analysis methods will be similar to those described for Evaluation Question 3. 

School-level quantitative (of teachers) and qualitative (all school staff) data will provide a description of activities in support of actual technology access (the extent to which teachers and students actually have time to use technology as well as physical access to it) and curriculum integration. Case study data will be analyzed to identify instances where specific resources and activities funded through EETT are supporting technology access and integration in the case study schools.

Teacher survey data analyses will be both descriptive and correlational in nature. Correlational analyses will determine if associations exist between variables investigated (e.g. types of offerings, frequency of participation, perceived effectiveness) and demographics or identified characteristics of the respective districts, schools, and teachers. 

As noted earlier, nested surveys of teachers in schools within surveyed districts will be conducted as well as case study site visits and interviews with building administrators, technology coordinators, and teachers. Comparisons across the different levels of survey data will provide opportunities for exploring relationships between a state and district emphases on specific uses of the funds, and the reported activities that are consistent with these emphases within the district or state. 

Because the teacher surveys and case studies will be nested within districts and states from which the evaluator will have gathered extensive information, it should be known which of the technology activities that school staff describe are in fact supported by EETT funds. School staff will be probed for names, dates, and other “footprints” of professional development activities, materials, and other resources that are known (from district interviews) to have been supported through EETT. This will enable a “backward mapping” from the technology integration and use activities described and observed at the school level to the district and state activities supported with EETT dollars. 

One goal of the NETTS project related to Evaluation Question 4, which focuses on specific district uses of EETT funds to support program goals, is to create data to be used for two of the GPRA indicators for the EETT program (8.1.1 on curriculum integration and 8.3.1 on professional development). The development of the GPRA indicators will differ from the other analyses in two important respects. First, the GPRA indicators will be based on all high-poverty districts, not just those receiving program funds. Second, the GPRA indicators will be used to track program performance over time. Follow-up teacher surveys will compare results with the measures developed in this study’s first round of teacher surveys.  These indicators will also be backed up with additional survey data and by results from our qualitative case studies.

One other goal of the NETTS project will be to provide a national picture of educational technology use. This can be done at a fairly low-cost as it only requires adding in a very small number of districts to the sampling frame. It should be noted, however, that the current sampling plan is designed to optimize estimates for questions regarding how EETT funding is spent. Consequently, very few small, low-poverty districts will be included in our sample. For this reason, questions about the conditions of the average district may be estimated somewhat less precisely. However, questions regarding the district characteristics for students on average should be estimable with more reasonable precision, as large districts will be well represented. Indeed, only about 1 percent of students attend districts that are not eligible for EETT formula funding and some of these districts may receive competitive funds.  Again, national estimates and trends will be explored quantitatively and trends found there will be further analyzed and supported using data from our case studies when possible.

A.16.C  Plans for Publication

A series of four reports will be prepared over the course of the four-year study. This series of reports is intended to release information as soon as possible, given the data collection and analysis schedule. The reporting schedule is shown below in Exhibit 8.

Exhibit 8: Schedule for NETTS Reports

	Report
	Timeframe

	State EETT Strategies & Practices Report
	December 2004

	EETT State and Subgrantee Strategies & Practices Report
	March 2006

	EETT Classroom Strategies & Practices Report
	August 2006

	Final Report 
	December 2007


All approved, final reports will be made available online in a portable document format (PDF). The evaluator finds that making documents available in this way is the preferred strategy for most consumers in the research, evaluation, and policy worlds. The materials are thus available "24-7” at the consumer’s convenience and for no cost. On-line versions of the reports will be made available as links from other appropriate web sites (e.g., ED’s main site, the regional laboratories, the R-TECs, and so on). 

In addition to the Web dissemination, the evaluator will publicize the ongoing results of this evaluation through conference presentations, editorials, and articles in professional journals. Obvious venues for presentations include the American Educational Research Association (AERA) and the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD). Given the high profile for any information about integration of technology and technology-related professional development, placement of articles about results of the evaluation is likely in outlets like Education Week and Phi Delta Kappan. 

A.17  Approval to Not Display Expiration Date

This is not requested as part of this submission. 

A.18  Exceptions to Item 19 of OMB Form 83-I

No exceptions are requested as part of this submission. 

B. Collection of Information Employing Statistical Methods

B.1 Respondent Universe

Data collection for the three survey instruments will involve three populations: state officials, district officials, and teachers.

1. State officials, consisting of administrators from all 50 states, Washington, DC and Puerto Rico will be included in the state surveys. Hence, the potential respondent universe is 52 and statistical sampling will not be used, as all entities will be surveyed.

2. District officials, consisting of administrators from regular public districts in all 50 states, Washington, DC, and Puerto Rico. Districts composed exclusively of special education schools and vocational/career and technical schools will be excluded from the sampling frame, along with their constituent schools. Charter schools will be excluded from the sampling frame and districts composed of such schools will also be excluded. The vast majority of EETT grants go to districts. In addition, however, a small subset goes to non-district entities (other local education agencies and education service units). In order to be able to better describe funding we will supplement our district survey with a sample of these non-district EETT grant recipients. The potential respondent universe is 15,884. Based on currently available data, it is estimated that a sample of 830 completed surveys is sufficient to represent this universe with an appropriate degree of confidence. 

3. Teachers, consisting of those serving in a randomly chosen subset of regular public schools in the sampled districts. Teachers will be limited to those teaching math, English, history, and science in middle, junior high, and senior high schools and those elementary school teachers within self-contained classrooms. The potential respondent universe is 1,770,129. It is estimated that a sample of 1,475 completed surveys is sufficient to represent this universe with an appropriate degree of confidence.

Data collection for the case studies will involve the following two populations: district officials and school personnel. 

1. District officials, consisting of the district technology director, the individuals responsible for technology-related budgets, staff development, and evaluation if any, and the individuals responsible for providing technical assistance and professional development related to technology. In cases where technical assistance providers are not local, outside providers (e.g. state-based providers, reform model support staff, and university staff) will also be included. Assuming three individuals per district could be contacted, the potential respondent universe is 47,652, or the potential respondent universe of districts (15,884) times 3.

2. School personnel, consisting of the principal, the technology coordinator (if present) and up to four teachers nominated by the principal as most involved in technology-related activities.
  The potential respondent universe for both principals and technology coordinators is 84,919. The potential respondent universe of teachers is 1,770,129.

In cases where EETT funds have been targeted at supporting the integration of technology with curriculum, the contractor will also incorporate classroom observations into the site visits. The classroom observations will inform the understanding of how the efforts discussed in the school-level interviews relate to technology integration at the classroom level.
B.2 Procedures for the Collection of Information

B.2.1 Surveys:  Statistical Methodology for Stratification and Sample Selection

The survey sample design employs a series of interlocked or integrated multi-stage stratified probability sample designs. The multi-stage probability sampling will ensure national representation of all districts and also non-district entities receiving EETT funding and will make use of the multi-level, nested structure of the resulting survey data (allowing both level-specific analysis and cross-level analyses). The three stage sampling approach used in the district and teacher samples is conducted as follows: 

· Stage 1. Selection of districts and non-district entities receiving funding for the “district” surveys,

· Stage 2. Selection of schools from the Stage 1 sample of districts for use in the teacher surveys, and 

· Stage 3. Selection of teachers from the Stage 2 sample of schools. 

To summarize, the overall samples, after attrition, will be approximately 830 districts, 492 schools and 1,475 teachers. 

District Selection
Districts will be stratified and sampled by EETTC program status (whether or not the district received a competitive grant in 2003), poverty, size, and urban location. The sample will include all 60 of the largest urban districts in a certainty stratum. Apart from the 60 largest urban districts included in a certainty stratum, the districts receiving EETT funding (competitive or formula) will be randomly chosen with probability proportional to EETT funding. Non-EETT districts will be sampled in proportion to their size.  Districts will similarly, but independently, be sampled using 2006 data for the second round of district and teacher surveys in 2007.

Exhibit 9 shows an illustrative total sample size (after adjustments for non-response), and possible marginal distributions, along with estimated total numbers of students and districts in the population for each strata for the districts in our sample. These numbers are very preliminary as good data on which districts and non-district entities receive EETT funding are not currently available. 

Exhibit 9: District Sampling Plan for NETTS

(Students/Districts/Illustrative district Sample Size)

	 
	 
	 
	Urban
	Suburban
	Rural
	All

	EETTC
	Pov
	Size
	St
	Dis
	n
	St
	Dis
	n
	St
	Dis
	n
	St
	Dis
	n

	No
	Low
	Small
	1,017
	399
	13
	4,836
	1,429
	67
	7,179
	5,461
	81
	13,032
	7,289
	161

	 
	 
	Large
	1,811
	74
	16
	3,208
	189
	34
	846
	49
	7
	5,865
	312
	58

	 
	High
	Small
	192
	37
	13
	260
	71
	18
	1,124
	944
	77
	1,575
	1,053
	109

	 
	 
	Large
	778
	36
	28
	153
	9
	7
	102
	8
	6
	1,033
	54
	41

	Yes
	Low
	Small
	522
	152
	9
	1,794
	443
	31
	4,034
	1,961
	70
	6,350
	2,555
	109

	 
	 
	Large
	3,509
	109
	46
	3,856
	122
	47
	935
	59
	15
	8,301
	290
	108

	 
	High
	Small
	202
	40
	15
	234
	58
	17
	1,467
	664
	107
	1,903
	762
	139

	 
	 
	Large
	1,112
	41
	32
	462
	22
	17
	159
	11
	9
	1,733
	74
	58

	Largest 60 Urban
	5,978
	60
	47
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5,978
	60
	47

	
	
	Totals
	15,121
	948
	219
	14,804
	2,344
	239
	15,846
	9,157
	372
	45,771
	12,449
	830


Note: Preliminary: Data are preliminary and will be updated when the evaluators obtain more complete lists of entities receiving EETT funds. “St” is student population in thousands, “Dis” is district population, and “n” is the district sample size.
School Selection

A sample of schools will be drawn in order to collect teacher rosters for the teacher survey. The school sample will be drawn from the district sample as a probability sample of 492 schools stratified by school type. All schools will be pooled and then schools will be randomly sampled with probability proportional to student enrollment and inversely proportional to their constituent district’s student enrollment. This will produce a sample of schools whose selection probabilities are roughly independent of the size of their district’s enrollment. Schools will similarly, but independently, be sampled using 2006 data for the second round of teacher surveys in 2007.  Sample sizes are illustrated in Exhibits 10 and 11.  

Teacher Selection

The teacher survey will employ a stratified two-stage probability sample design. The sample of teachers will originate from the sample of 492 schools described above, which in turn will originate from the sample of 830 districts. As a consequence, the teacher survey draws on and benefits from stratification at both the district and school levels of the overall design. Teachers will be randomly selected from rosters that are requested from schools; rosters will be sent to SRI for processing and sub-selection of individual teachers. An average of three teachers will be selected from each school in proportion to the size of the school, for a total sample size of 1,475 teachers. Districts will similarly, but independently, be sampled using 2006 data for the second round of teacher surveys in 2007.  Exhibits 10 and 11 present possible sample sizes of schools and teachers first by school size and then by school type (elementary vs. secondary).  

Exhibit 10: Teacher Sampling Plan for NETTS

(Teacher Population (in thousands)/Illustrative School and 

Teacher Sample Sizes by School Size) 

	 
	 
	 
	Urban
	Suburban
	Rural
	All

	EETTC
	Pov
	Size
	Pop
	Sch
	n
	Pop
	Sch
	n
	Pop
	Sch
	n
	Pop
	Sch
	n

	No
	Low
	Small
	119
	17
	52
	392
	35
	105
	406
	37
	111
	918
	90
	269

	 
	 
	Large
	135
	23
	70
	376
	44
	133
	39
	6
	17
	550
	73
	220

	 
	High
	Small
	73
	16
	48
	36
	8
	25
	80
	21
	64
	190
	46
	137

	 
	 
	Large
	61
	15
	46
	15
	9
	28
	4
	3
	9
	79
	28
	83

	Yes
	Low
	Small
	149
	18
	53
	170
	23
	68
	216
	33
	98
	535
	73
	220

	 
	 
	Large
	139
	22
	67
	215
	30
	90
	113
	17
	51
	468
	70
	209

	 
	High
	Small
	118
	21
	64
	48
	12
	35
	56
	14
	42
	222
	47
	140

	 
	 
	Large
	224
	44
	133
	53
	14
	43
	25
	7
	21
	302
	66
	197

	
	
	Totals
	1,018
	178
	533
	1,305
	176
	528
	940
	138
	414
	3,263
	492
	1,475


Note. Data are preliminary and will be updated when the evaluators obtain lists of entities receiving EETT funds. “Pop” is population of teachers while “Sch” and “n” are the school and teacher samples.

Other Sampling Considerations to Note

The sample sizes presented in Exhibits 9-11 represent counts of expected respondents; the actual sample sizes drawn from the frame will be inflated by a factor of 1/0.80 = 1.25, for the districts, to account for an expected 80 percent response rate. Schools will be surveyed independently of their districts, so a similar response rate is expected and, therefore, a similar inflation factor will be used to inflate the school samples. For teachers, however, teacher rosters will need to be collected from schools. Only those schools that provide teacher rosters can be included in the teacher sample. Therefore, the final response rate will be a combination of the “roster response” rates of the schools (i.e., the percentage that provide teacher rosters) and the response rates of the teachers within those schools. Thus, for teachers, response rates are estimated closer to 68 percent (85 percent for the rosters and 80 percent for the teachers within those rosters). This implies an inflation factor of 1/0.68 = 1.47. 

Exhibit 11: School Type (Elementary vs. Secondary)

	 
	 
	 
	Urban
	Suburban
	Rural
	All

	EETTC
	Pov
	Type
	Pop
	Sch
	n
	Pop
	Sch
	n
	Pop
	Sch
	n
	Pop
	Sch
	n

	No
	Low
	Elem
	112
	20
	60
	445
	41
	123
	190
	21
	64
	747
	82
	247

	 
	 
	Sec
	142
	20
	61
	323
	39
	116
	255
	22
	65
	720
	81
	242

	 
	High
	Elem
	84
	20
	59
	43
	12
	37
	54
	15
	46
	181
	48
	143

	 
	 
	Sec
	50
	12
	35
	8
	5
	16
	31
	9
	27
	88
	26
	78

	Yes
	Low
	Elem
	168
	20
	61
	183
	22
	65
	174
	23
	70
	526
	65
	196

	 
	 
	Sec
	120
	20
	59
	201
	31
	94
	155
	27
	80
	477
	78
	233

	 
	High
	Elem
	193
	34
	103
	82
	18
	54
	63
	15
	44
	337
	67
	202

	 
	 
	Sec
	149
	31
	94
	19
	8
	23
	18
	6
	19
	186
	45
	136

	
	
	Totals
	1,018
	178
	533
	1,305
	176
	528
	940
	138
	414
	3,263
	492
	1,475


Note: Data are preliminary and will be updated when the evaluators obtain lists of entities receiving EETT funds.
  “Pop” is population of teachers while “Sch” and “n” are the school and teacher samples.

The standard errors and weights will be adjusted to account for non-response. In addition, the Common Core of Data will be used to test to see whether the survey respondents differ from the non-respondents even after weighting for non-response. To test for differences, the evaluator will look at the proportion of poor students in the district (based on census data), the proportion of the students in the district who are African-American (based on student enrollment), whether the district received TLCF funding in the past, and previous E-Rate allocations. If evidence of significant differences in these variables is found, the weights will be adjusted accordingly. More precisely, the weights will be adjusted so that the resulting estimates reflect the economic, racial, TLCF, and E-Rate distribution in the population. If, for example, the non-respondents are disproportionately from districts with high proportions of low-income students, then more weight will be given to the low-income districts. 

B.2.2 Surveys:  Estimation Procedure

The state profile and state survey data will be analyzed as population data. As such, no measures of statistical precision will be used, though care will be taken to clarify the numbers of states employing different strategies.

The evaluators expect to obtain administrative data on districts that receive EETT funding for almost all grantees. As such, they plan to analyze these data as population data, though they will also use standard methods to estimate the likely values of missing data. For example, if they are only able to obtain names of grantees but not funding amounts in a given state and given year they will use data from other years (or other states if necessary) to estimate the likely awards given to the grantees with missing information, based on the observed characteristics of the grantee (poverty, size, and urban location) and total funding available for the state in that year. 

The national subgrantee district surveys will be given to a sample of subgrantees and districts. As such, confidence intervals around estimated means will be provided. When doing cross-tabulations, the standard errors and statistical significance levels of the differences between the groups being compared will be presented. All standard errors will be calculated in Wesvar taking into account clustering and the complex nature of the sample design. 

B.2.3 Surveys:  Degree of Precision

With regard to the district surveys, sample sizes are sufficient to achieve sampling errors on binary outcome variables of 2.3 percentage points or less at the national level and 5.4 percentage points or less for the smallest of the subgroups identified below (n=150). Results will be more precise for larger subgroups and for outcomes with means that differ from 50 percent. Similarly, when looking at the overall national estimates and taking into account design effects of 1.33, this permits the detection of differences as small as 4.6 percentage points between the national numbers and pre-set values when conducting a one-sided test of differences using a power of 80 percent and a significance level of 5 percent.
  It is estimated that this range of precision is sufficient to meet the needs of the study purpose.

In addition, if the NETTS district data was compared to a later wave of data and used to provide information to support the GPRA performance indicators for the EETT program (which will be based on teacher data), changes as small as 8.1 percentage points at the national level would be detected, assuming that the later study was conducted using sample sizes similar to this study. Expected district sample sizes and corresponding sampling errors for various subgroups are shown in Exhibit 12.

With regard to the teacher surveys, the sample sizes are sufficient to achieve 6.8 percentage point sampling errors or less for proportions with a mean of 50 percent for the smallest of the subgroups identified below. More precise estimates for larger subgroups will be obtained. Similarly, these sample sizes should be sufficient to detect differences as small as 5.1 percentage points between national estimates and pre-set values taking into account design effects of 2.00 when conducting a one-sided test of differences between two subgroups (of 220 each) using a power of 80 percent and a significance level of 5 percent. Even based on the sample size of the smallest subgroup (n=220) and, this permits the detection of 22.8 percentage point differences. Again, more precise estimates are likely for larger subgroups. For example, if one half of our sample of 1,475 teachers was compared to the other half, impacts as small as 13 percentage points could be detected. Differences on this order of magnitude are expected for several outcomes and this range of precision is estimated to be sufficient to meet the needs of the study purpose.  

Exhibit 12: Expected Precision For Analytic Subgroups In District Survey


Note:  Data are preliminary and will be updated when the evaluators obtain lists of entities receiving EETT funds.

* Sample sizes are provisional, pending access to the universe frame.

** Maximum sampling errors of estimated proportions occur when p=0.5; conservatively, a design effect of 1.33 to reflect losses from differential weighting (via disproportionate sampling) was used.

District EETTC status is approximated by TLCF status in this table.

In addition, when follow-up teacher surveys are conducted in future years to monitor progress of the EETT program on outcomes such as the GPRA indicators, even more precise comparisons will be possible. Differences between a baseline and follow-up survey as small as 9.2 percentage points could be detected for the teacher survey. Given the large size of the EETT program, many outcomes are expected to change over time by this order of magnitude or more.

Expected sample sizes and corresponding sampling errors for various subgroups are shown in Exhibit 13.

Exhibit 13: Expected Precision For Analytic Subgroups in Teacher Survey


Note: Data are preliminary and will be updated when the evaluators obtain lists of entities receiving EETT funds.

* Sample sizes are provisional, pending access to the universe frame (currently under construction).

**Expected sampling errors of estimated proportions occur when p=0.5; conservatively, a design effect of 2.0 was used to reflect losses due to differential weighting (via disproportionate sampling across super-strata) and clustering of teachers and grade cohorts within schools. EETTC approximated by TLCF numbers in this table.

B.2.4 Case Study:  Statistical Methodology for Stratification and Sample Selection 

The case study component of NETTS calls for a multi-case approach consisting of a series of nested district- and school-level cases. The exact number of district and school cases cannot be given at this time, as this number is expected to vary by state due to local considerations and constraints. However, a range of 12 to 18 districts and 12 to 36 schools is expected. As discussed in Yin (1998), the purpose of using multiple cases is twofold: (a) to provide opportunities for literal replication, in which evidence from one case corroborates evidence from another case; and (b) to provide opportunities for theoretical replication, in which a finding is replicated under different conditions to show that a conclusion is more broadly applicable. The numbers of districts and schools were chosen to create some flexibility to pursue a reasonable number of such replications, within overall budget constraints.

District Selection

Two to three districts will be chosen from each of six states. Using a typology developed to categorize subgrantee implementation strategies (e.g., online teacher professional development, intensive curriculum integration efforts, etc.) and several additional dimensions of variation, the final selection of districts will require consideration of the value of literal replications compared with the value of theoretical replications. Theoretical replication could be achieved by selecting pairs of subgrantees matched in terms of implementation strategy (if the state can provide this information) but differing along other important dimensions, such as poverty level, economic stress, or existing technology capacity. To the extent practicable, it will be preferable to defer such selection decisions until consultations with state administrators and other relevant state personnel have been conducted.
School Selection

One to two schools will be chosen from each of the selected districts. School site visits are critical because it is at school sites where one expects to see key program outcomes, such as student achievement and technology integration, as well as the proximate causes of those outcomes. The selection of schools will be based on how the district uses the EETT funds. For example, if a selected district focuses funds on something done in a particular school, that school will be selected. When district funds are used in a more diffuse manner, district administrators will be consulted to determine the best selection strategy, given the priorities of the NETTS study.

B.2.5 Case Study:  Estimation Procedure

Not applicable. Statistical estimation procedures are not applicable in the analysis of qualitative data. Qualitative data analysis will be supported through appropriate software (such as ATLAS or Nu*dist) to enforce standardization across analysts and provide a searchable record of the corpus of data supporting analysts’ inferences. 

B.2.6 Case Study:  Degree of Precision

Not applicable. The analysis of the case study data will not involve precision measures, as such statistical measures are not applicable in the analysis of qualitative data. 

B.3 Methods to Maximize Response Rates and Deal with Issues of Non-response

To increase the overall response rate for the state, district, and teacher survey data collections, the survey packages will contain a personalized letter of introduction and letter of endorsement from ED explaining the importance of the study and encouraging participation (please see Appendix G for drafts of these letters). Survey respondents will also be given the option of responding by mail or Internet. A business reply envelope will be provided for those who wish to respond by mail.

To reduce non-participation, two weeks after the initial mailing of the survey package, a postcard will be sent to all non-respondents requesting them to complete and return the survey. If no response is received after four weeks after the initial mailing of the survey package, a replacement package will be sent. Six weeks after the initial mailing of the package, telephone calls will be placed to all non-respondents reminding them to complete and return the survey and offering the opportunity to respond to the survey through that telephone call. 

In addition, all sample members to the district and teacher survey will receive payment at the time of the information collection. This payment comes as compensation in recognition of the time and effort used to complete the evaluation materials and should help to offset any costs associated with participation. By reducing the cost of participation to respondents, these payments should help increase response rates. Section A.9 provides further details on the evidence supporting the use compensation and, more specifically, pre-paid compensation to reduce potential bias and increase response rates.

B.4 Test of Procedures or Methods

To the extent possible, the survey items have been drawn from existing instruments, such as annual state technology surveys. By using items from existing instruments, the evaluator has taken advantage of pre-tested items. In addition, to verify the utility of the survey instruments and to decrease burden on respondents, all survey instruments and interview protocols were pretested in May 2004. 

The state survey was pretested with two state administrators. Based on the pretesting results, several minor changes have been incorporated into the instrument. Several questions have been modified to improve their clarity; wording was adjusted to more accurately reflect state procedures and context; and additional options were added to two multiple-choice questions for completeness. Since the revisions involved only minor changes, no second round of pretesting is planned.

The district survey was pretested with three district administrators. Comments were received on item clarity/language and minor discrepancies between survey items and district procedures and context; these comments were all used to revise the instrument. The teacher survey was also pretested with nine teachers and was very well received. The few comments received on instructions, item clarity, skip pattern instructions, and the need for an additional option to one multiple-choice question were used to revise the instrument. Again, as the revisions for the district and teacher surveys were minor, no second round of pretesting is planned.

The district, principal, and teacher case study instruments were also pretested by two individuals each: one educational researcher and one state board official for the district-level protocol, one principal and one university faculty member for the principal-level protocol, and two former teachers for the teacher-level protocol. The process and protocols for these case studies were all well received; there have been no suggestions for change as a result of this pretesting. 

B.5 Names and Telephone Numbers of Individuals Consulted

SRI International, under the direction of Dr. Carol Conroy, Senior Researcher, developed the study design, work plan, teacher instrumentation, and district- and school level protocols. She is directing the overall study and the work of SRI staff and is directly supervised by Dr. Barbara Means, a well-known expert in the area of Education Technology.  Dr. Conroy can be reached by telephone at 703-247-8622. 

The Urban Institute, under the direction of Dr. Duncan Chaplin, Senior Research Methodologist, developed the overall sampling plans, analysis plans, and district surveys. Dr. Chaplin will direct the district data collections and analyses and the analyses of teacher and administrative grantee data. He can be reached by telephone at 202-261-5771. The Urban Institute also has contracted the expertise of two additional senior researchers:  Dr. Michael Puma, Chesapeake Research Associates, and Dr. Robert Santos, Executive Vice-President of NuStats, both of whom assisted with the development of the overall study design, sampling plans, and district instrumentation. Dr. Puma can be reached by telephone at 410-897-4968. Dr. Santos can be reached by telephone at 512-306-9065 ext. 2235. 

The American Institutes for Research, under the direction of Mr. Douglas Levin, Senior Research Analyst, developed the state instrumentation and gathered exploratory information from States to help shape and guide the overall study. Mr. Levin will direct the development and administration of the state survey including data collection and analysis. He has also provided assistance with the development of the overall study design. He can be reached by telephone at 202-342-5000.

An expert Technical Working Group was also consulted for this study. Please see Section A.8 for names and contact information for all members.

References

Dillman, D. A. (1978). Mail and telephone surveys: The total design method. New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons.

Groves, R.M., Cialdini, R.B. and Couper, M.P. (1992). "Understanding the Decision to Participate in a Survey." Public Opinion Quarterly, 56: 475-495.

Hager, M.A., S. Wilson, T.H. Pollak, and P.M. Rooney. (2003). "Response Rates for Mail Surveys of Nonprofit Organizations: A Review and Empirical Test." Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 32(2), 252-267.

James, J.M. and R. Bolstein. (1990). "The Effects of Monetary Incentives and Follow-Up Mailings on the Response Rate and Response Quality of Mail Surveys." The Public Opinion Quarterly, 54(3), 346-361.

Singer, E., J. Van Hoewyk, and M.P. Maher. (1998). "Does Payment of Incentives Create Expectation Effects?" The Public Opinion Quarterly, 62(2), 152-164.

Singer, E., J. Van Hoewyk, and M.P. Maher. (2000). "Experiments with Incentives in Telephone Surveys." The Public Opinion Quarterly, 64(2), 171-188." 

Yin, R.K. (1998) "The Abridged Version of Case Study Research : Design and Method" in Bickman L., & Rog, D. J. (editors) Handbook of Allied Social Research Methods. London: Sage Publication, Inc., 229-259.
1. How do States differ in uses of EETT funds?











2. What types of entities receive


EETT funds?





Fed


Govt





State


Govts





School Districts





Schools





Classrooms





Students





Info About





Respondent

















?











Teacher Survey











Case Studies





District Survey





State Survey





4. Are district uses of EETT funds supporting 


program goals?





3. How are subgranteees 


using EETT funds?








� The number of unique respondents will be less than 4,766.  This is because we expect some of the same individuals to participate in more than one round of data collection at the state-level, and some overlap for the district, school, and teacher respondents. 


� For example, see McMillan Culp, K., Honey, M., and Mandinach, E. (2003). A retrospective on twenty years of educational technology policy. New York: Education Development Center/Center for Children and Technology. Available online at: http://www.nationaledtechplan.org/docs_and_pdf/20yearsdocrevised.pdf; Ringstaff, C., and Kelley, L. (2002). The learning return on our educational technology investment: A review of findings from research. San Francisco, CA: WestEd RTEC. Available at: http://www.WestEd.org/online_pubs/learning_return.pdf; Web-based Education Commission. (2000). The power of the Internet for learning: Moving from promise to practice. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office. Available online at http://www.ed.gov/offices/AC/WBEC/FinalReport/WBECReport.pdf.


� U.S. Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education. (2002, September). No Child Left Behind: A desktop reference. Washington, DC: Author. Some funds are also channeled through non-district Local Education Agencies or Education Service Units. Our district survey includes a supplemental sample to incorporate these entities.


� See Supporting Statement, A.1 for statutory authorization.


� This distinction is important as teacher-reported activities can differ from district-reported use of funds. This can be seen in a case where a district might report spending a large fraction of its EETT funding on professional development even though few teachers report engaging in such activities.


� The surveys of states will be administered in 2004, 2005, and 2007.  The surveys of districts and teachers will only be administered in 2005 and 2007.


� For example, in a number of cases we cannot distinguish between a “no” response to a yes/no question and missing data.


� The evaluators will use the most recent data publicly available.


� There will be some overlap in the samples for particularly large districts.


� Please see Appendices for copies of all instruments and protocols.


� The number of respondents given here is an upper-bound estimate. The exact number cannot be determined as the number of respondents contacted is expected to vary by site.


� The hourly salaries provided here were derived from annual salaries and adjusted for inflation.


� Tests of statistical significance will use 5 percent significance levels and two-tailed tests. See Section B.2.2 for more details.


�   A small fraction of subgrantees are districts, as identified by the CCD, but do not have enrolled students. These grantees will also be included in our survey.


� A 90 percent response rate is expected for the state survey. This estimate is based on previous state surveys of a similar nature.


� In cases where EETT funds have been targeted at supporting the integration of technology with curriculum, classroom observations will be incorporated into the site visits. The classroom observations will inform the understanding of how the efforts discussed in the school-level interviews relate to technology integration at the classroom level.


� Non-district entities can apply for EETT funding in consortia with districts. Thus, in order to get a complete picture of how funds are spent, non-district entities must also be surveyed.


� Numbers may not total exactly because of rounding. EETTC fraction approximated by 1997-1998 TLCF numbers in this table. The overall desired sample size of 830 districts with 27 strata implies an average sample size of about 31 districts per strata. However, some cells are much smaller than others, but represent large numbers of students. All districts in such cells will be sampled as districts will be sampled based on their student population, as discussed below. These cells are indicated in bold in this exhibit and turn out to be the large high-poverty districts. The estimated survey samples shown in those cells are lower than the population numbers because of non-response.


� Numbers may not total exactly because of rounding. District EETTC status is approximated by TLCF status in this table. 


� Numbers may not total exactly because of rounding. District EETTC status is approximated by TLCF status in this table. 





� See Cohen, J., Statistical Power Analyses for the Behavioral Sciences, Lawrence Earlbaum Associates, Inc., Hillsdale, NJ, 1988.
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