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EXECUTIVEBUMMARY

The Title 1D grant program Enfnianciy Educati on Thr ougprovileec hnol og
financial assistance toigher poverty school districteat havehe greatest rel for technology

supportor have been identified as being in need of improvement. In 200%rherican

Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRpgrpvidedan additiona$650 million inTitle 11-D

funding toschools With theARRA Ed Techfunds gate educational agencikad the

opportunity toimplement 21st century classroomgheir schools with the goals of enhancing

instruction, facilitating teaching and learning, and improving student achievement. Through both
EETT regular and ARRA grarfunds, the New Hampshire Department of Education (NHDOE)

funded three technologpcused projects beginning in Fall 2009the Tech Leader Cohort

(TLC) Program; 2) Classroom TeutiogyMini-Grants and 3) ARRA 21 Century Classrooms.

Tech Leader Coho(TLC) Program

UsingregularEETT funds, NHDOE provided funding to four lead districts in the state to offer
high-quality professional developmetat school administrators and teachers. A tot&l4of

school teams, consisting of two teacher leaders andupporting principal per scho@axplorel
resources and approaches for creating 21st century learning envirotimaécdsnbinel face to
face learning with online learngn Each of the four districtordinate and hostd TLC
activitiesto ensure a common experience for participants.

Classroom TeatologyMini-Grants

The NHDOE also used EETfEgulargrantfundst o f und A e x e mBbldistrictg pr oj ec
that used technology tore content areasd could easily be shared and replidatEach grant

recipient received $10,000, with at le$2t500beingused for professional development

ARRA 21 Century Classrooms
ARRA Ed Techgrant funds were given to 19 districts across the state to purchase and implement
new technologies to crea2f' century K12 classrooms.

Federal guidelines for tHEETT grantprogram require that districts have a means of evalyati
the extent to which gratctivities are effective in (1) integrating technology into curricula and
instruction; (2) increasg the ability of teachers to teach; and (3) enabling studentsab me
challenging state standards. To this end, the NHO#ked with a consortium of district
grantees teelet Hezel Associates, LLC toonduct a statewide evaluation ofithEtle I1-D

grant program. The evaluation intends to provide a stateswigdenonperspective on how grant
recipients are using technology to implemerit @&ntury Classrooms and how these
environments are affecting teacher instruction and student learning.

HezelAssoci atesd6 statewide evaluati ograntof New Han
program is founded on a mixedethods approach to answer its research questions. Hezel

Associates developed its own instrumentation for the evaluation and also used extant

instrumentation that was previously developedBiIDOE. Instruments used for the evaluation

generagd both qualitative and quantitative datéjch allowedfor greater depth and breadth

analysis

Hezel Associates, LLC v
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In this interim report, thevaluatiorwill focus onthe program effectiveness, transparency,
accountability, and equitof Title 1I-D grantprogram activities ahe 19 districts receiving

ARRA Ed Techfunding. Five research questions were developed by Hezel Associates to further
refine the focus of the evaltion. These five research questions are presented below with a
summary of the main findings.

1. How well are school staff members turning classrooms into techrodbgigarning
environments, fully equipped with hardware, software, and rich digitaluregs for learning?
There are a variety of technical provisions, solutions and infrastructure capabilities across
ARRA-participating districts and schools. This has implications for varying degrees of
challenges and barriers for technology use througtheuife of the grant, in addition to offering
a variety of potential solutions for incorporating the resources.

Notable differences in technology usage are emerging between the teachers with access to the
grant resources and those in the control grdagparticular, frequency of use across a variety of
technologies and pedagogical applications are on the rise for treatment teachers while levels of
usage remain lower and unchanging among the control group. Technological abilities among
treatment partipants also appear to be improving while those among control group teachers

remain as they had at the beginning of the year. These reported pedagogical developments may
be a result of educatorsd increasedichstated i denc
at a relatively high levddut nevertheless grew even further during the first year of the grant.

A stronger, more entrenched technology culture among all levels of stakefhiolders
administrators, teachers and studérappears to be taking lalbin ARRA schools, despite the
widely noted barriers and areas for improvement. Nearly all educators believe that instructional
technology improves learning and report that using technology increases their instructional
effectiveness The percentage ¢éachers whatronglyagreed with these statements increased
notably over the year. Administrative support appears to be substantial and collegial support is
reportedly on the rise. More educators have prompted their students to use technology during
thar downtime, contributing to a classroom culture in which technology is more securely
embedded intboth formal and informékcets of instructional practices.

2. To what degree are these settings encouraging mediating outcomes for students including
interactive learning, highetevel thinking skills, and student engagement?

Educators reported that students appear increasingly engaged in the technoluayeand
exhibitedincreasd motivation and capacity to stay-dask. These increases were noted among
several survey variables that compared the period prior to implementation to six months after the
grantés | aunch. T largestiean thehchanggeobsenby teadersirthe a b |y
control group.

Students are increasingly using technology to support dynamic learning activities, though there is
still room for growth. Educators reported prominent increases in using technology to address all
areas of st uldaenmg anddhighervielthmlang skillsv dowever, these most

notable increases of technology use were often in less complex areas of student learning/thinking
(i.e., practicing skills and reviewingvhile more intricate thinking applications saw less

substantial increases. This suggests fimdhergrowth is possible in higheasrder learning
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applications if teachers can become more comfortable with the technology and more confident in
using the resources in complex ways.

While students in ARRA/TItlél-D schools exhibited strong competency in ICT literacies, there
is still ample room for growth in these areas. Across the six ICT competency requirements,
between 82 and 890 percent of 8 grade students met the requirements at the end of the 2009
10academic year. Howevaitical thinking, problem solving & decision makiagd
communication & collaboratiomwere among the competencies met by the smallest proportion of
8" graders This suggests that therepirticular room for growth in these higr-order thinking,
innovative applications of technology.

There continue to be multiple potential barriers to achieving student outcomes that are

commonly reported across the participating sites, including equipment delaysf lack

infrastructure, few ITstaff, and issues with providing proper professional development for

teachers. Researchers will continue to assess continued challenges and strategies for overcoming
these barriers as schools and educators continue with grant implementation.

3. To whatdegree does the provision of technotogistranslate into real opportunities for
students to collaborate and connect with new content?

The percentage of educators who report using technology to facilitate student collaboration is on
the rise but prelinmary student outconsataindicate that furtheprogress can be made
Educators reported an increase in technology use among all types of student groups
(independent, small groups, partner, and whole clasgh indicaesthatthe grant resources are
positively impactingstudents both independently and in groupievertheless, the average
number of & grade students in 2069 who met the ICT competency requirement by the end of
the year was lowest for ttemmunication and ¢l@boration portion, indicating room for

potential growth as teachers gain more confidence in using technology with students in
collaborative settings.

Students are likely to be exposed to the proper outlets to meaningfully connect with new content
usingtechnology as a result of the grant implementatibime percentage of students fulfilling

theICT competency requiremerfisr technology operations and conceptalresearch &

information fluencyksearch toolsverethe highest among the criteria. Thekéls may be

potential gateways to connecting with new content via technology as the grant period progresses.
Further, several related, purposeful learning activities facilitated by educators (e.g., researching,
constructing new knowledge) were incregdaddressed with technology, providing potential
outlets for students to connect with new subject matter.

4. How are new technologies and resources serving students of various groups, including those
with the highest need?

Educatos reporteda dispropotionate distribution of and access to the grant resources by school
needstatus As of Spring 2010, more than one in four educators from SINI (school in need of
improvement) buildings had either not yet begun to implement the technology with students or
not received sufficient resources to begin; in comparison, alSiNihteachers had received at

least some of their technology and had begun implementing resources with students. Further,
70.0 percent of nofSINI teachers had received all of their ARRAIIII-D grantfunded

Hezel Associates, LLC Vi



State-wide Evaluation of the New Hampshire ESEA Title II, Part D Grant Program

technology, compared to onBf.9percent of SINI teachers (486 of SINI had not received any
resources to date, compared t0%0 of schools not in need).

Despite being less likely to have received all of their gegupropriated resources and to have

used them with their students, SI NIl's have bee
personalize learning activities and meet student needs usirgitiods. At the beginning of the

school year, fewer than half of SINI educators felt they were able to use digital tools to

personalize learning activities and meet individual student needs, compared-tputimtees of

non-SINI teachers. By the sprinthie gap between SINI and n&iNI teachers had disappeared,

as roughly80 percent of both groups reported being able to use the appropriate tools to facilitate
individualized learning.

5. How are grantees doing in terms of training teachers not only how to use technology but also
how to translate their new skills into practice in their teaching?

As of March 2010, most sites had either conducted training or had training planned for the
coming months and throughout grant implementation. Further, participation in professional
learning communities is on the rise. Both teachers and administrators generally believe that
more professional development and time to learn, practice, and integraitiechnology will
further facilitate meaningful implementation.

Over 80 percent of teachers indicated that most of the relevant professional development or
training topics are a priority for them. However, topics teachers ratethasmiost highly
generally involve direct implementation and effective use of the new technology while more
novelty or longterm integration needs were rated lower.

More educators participate in district-site professional development than other forms of

training orprofessional developmentAs externallyprovided professional development or
training is often cost prohibitive and -may in
site professional development appears to benefit the largest number of teachstrediMators

indicated that their school provides them with time during regular school hours for professional
development but they believe more time is needed to learn, practice, and integrate new

equipment, as handsm practice in particular appears ® missing from these opportunities.

Variations among sites in receiving, inventorying, and installing technology affect timing of
professional development. Some teachers who had not yet received new equipment were
unaware of when they would be receiviiedevant trainings. Among those who had not yet
received equipment but did recepmfessional developmerteachers expressed concern over
potentially forgetting what they had learned before putting those skills to use.

Based on main findings stemmgifrom the research questions, we offer the following
preliminary recommendations:

Recommendation 1:Continue to reach out to schools with limited technology support staff.

Recommendation2: Encourage more discussions among educators about thetbenefi
allowing students to access the school network from home.

Hezel Associates, LLC Vii
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Recommendation3: Encourage educators to continue to provide students with new
opportunities to interact with the technology and to use the resources to connect to new content
and collabora with one another.

Recommendationd4: Provide additional assistance to schools in need of improvement for
obtaining their full allocation of resources and identifying strategies for putting the resources to
use.

Recommendation5: Continue to provide teachers with highality, relevant, focused
professional development opportunities.

Recommendation6: To the extent possible, offer opportunities for staff members to participate
in district onsite professional dedopment or training during regular school hours.

Hezel Associates, LLC Viii
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|. INTRODUCTION

The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 amtnsolidated the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund
(TLCF) Program ath the Technology Innovative Challenge Grant Program into a single state
formula grant program (ESEA Title II, Part D, Subpart The Title I[FD grant program
fiEnhanciy Educati on Thr ou gprovifleefioamcralcassistgnge, taohigfeE E T T )
povery school districts that havbe greatest need for technology suppoftave been identified
as being in need of improvemenih 2009, he American Reinvestment and Recovery Act
(ARRA) providedan additiona$650 million inTitle II-D funding toschools With theARRA

Ed Techfunds state educational agencikadthe opportunity toamplement 21st century
classroomsn their schools with the gaabf enhancing instruction, facilitating teaching and
learning, and improving student achievement.

Through bth EETT regular and ARRAgrant funds, thilew Hampshire Department of

Education NHDOE) fundedthree technologyocused projects beginning in Fall 2009the
TechLeaderCohort (TLC)Program; 2) Classroom TewblogyMini-Grants and 3) ARRA 2t
Century Classrooms. Due to the differing objectives, timelines, and data collection requirements
for each of these grant programs, they are described separately in this report.

Tech Leader Cohort (TLC) Program

Using regular EETT fundshe NHDOE provided funding to four lead districts in the state to
offer high-quality professional developmetat school administrators and teachefstotal of 54
school teams, consisting o teacher leaders and one supporting principal per sobxqabred
resaurces and approaches for creating 21st century learning envirortimeiatsmbinel face to
face learning with online learrgn Each of the four districeoordinate and hostd TLC
activitiesto ensure a common experience for participants.

ClassroomTecmologyMini-Grants

The NHDOEalso usedegularEETTgrantmoniest o f und 0 e x eim@bldistrictg pr oj e «
that used technology itore content areasd could easily be shared and replicatétach grant

recipient received $10,000, with at le$2t500beingusedfor professional development

Specific project and participation requirements were outlined bMH2OE (see section Ill.A2

of this repor}.

ARRA 21stCentury Classrooms

ARRA Ed Techgrant fundsveregivento 19 districts acroghe statdo purchase and implement
new technologies to create2tentury K12 classrooms. The implementation varied by site and
individual project descriptions are describedéaction I11.A3.

Federal guidelines for tHEETT grantprogram require @t districts have a means of evalogti
the extent to which gratctivities are effective in (1) integrating technology into curricula and

1 http://www.nheon.org/oet/nclb/20a80/TitlelID-Round8RFP200910.htm#_Toc240762266
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instruction; (2) increasing the ability of teachers to teach; and (3) enabling studené&t to me
challenging state ahdards.To this end, the NHDOE worked with a consortium of district
grantees to select Hezel Associates, LLCdnduct a statewide evaluation ofithEtle II-D
grant program.

The evaluation intends to provide a statewddenmonperspective on hogrant recipients are
using technology to implement 2ICentury Classroomand how these environments are
affecting teacher instruction and student learniBgen though the grants provided extensive
latitude to the recipients in how to develop theirgpamns, all of the grants share theesegoals
listed above.Therefore the evaluation approach employed by Hezel Associates is a statewide
evaluation of all funded activities using@mmon set of outcome measures.

Data are not available for the TLC a@thssroom TeamlogyMini-Grantsto provide an interim
evaluation but will be in place for the Final Evaluation Rep®d.this endthedata analysis in
thisinterim evaluation report focusesly on the evaluation activities and outconm@sthe

ARRA 21st Century Classroomgrant. However, pogrammatic activities for all three programs
will be reviewed in thisreportandare reported iisection Ill.A.

In this interim reportthe evaluationfocuseson the program effectivenessansparency,
accountability, and equitof Title 1I-D grantprogram activities ahe 19 districts receiving
ARRA Ed Techfunding In doing sothere arg¢hree main objectives

Objective 1. Assess the degree to which districts receiving Title Ed Tech funding are
integrating technology into curricula and instruction as a result of project implementation.

Objective 2. Assess the degree to which districts receiving Title BEd Tech funding have
increased the abilities of teachers to teach asutrof project implementation.

Objective 3. Assess the degree to which districts receiving Title BEd Tech funding are
enabling students to meet challenging state academic standards as a result of project
implementation.

In addition to the threelgectives listed above, five research questions were developed by Hezel
Associates to further refine the focus of the evaluation and to help assess whether the evaluation
objectives have been met. These five research questions are at the crux ofatibavalu
instrumentation, analysis, and reportfogthese grant prograngsee sction 1V.B for more
information).

Hezel Associatei s t he sol e exter nal (NHN)stdtewiddevatuatibonor Ne w
of thesegrant prograra This report was prepardyy Hezel Associatesn coordination with

Nashua School District artde NHDOE. The NHDOE, with input from Nashuayas

responsible for thanitial completion ofsection lland ction 111.B, and Hezel Associates was

responsible fotheinitial completion ofall othersections.

The evaluation timetables for tA&RRA 21st Century Classroonasid TLC Program/Classroom
TecmologyMini-Grantsare providéd in Tables1 and2, respectively The statewide evaluation

Hezel Associates, LLC 10
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began in March 2018nd will conclude in June 2@1 The total allocation for the evaluation is
$257,721. As of Novemberl, 2010 the amount expended w&$06,223

Table 1. ARRA 21st Century Classrooms Timetable

[ 0 —
o [} [} o
L <

5]
p=

School Year School Year
20092010 20162011

Evaluation Contract Signed

Spring 2010 Instrument Development

Spring 2010 Instrument Implementatiol

Spring 2010 Data Analysis & &
Reporting

USDOE Reporting for School Yea2Q0Q

Fall 2010 Instrument Development

Fall 2010 Instrument Implementation

Fall 2010 Data Analysis & 8itel
Reporting

Spring 2011 Instrument Implementatiof

Spring 2011 Data Analysis & St
Reporting

USDOE Reporting for School Yeammq

Table 2. TLC Program/Classroom Technology Mini-Grants Timetable

TLC/MinGrants S g 8
w =

S
<

School Year School Year
20092010 20162011

Evaluation Contract Signed

Fall 2010 Instrument Development (in
retrospective piest and pogtst)

Fall 2010 Instrument Implementation

USDOE Reporting for School Yea?.QD]l{

The structure of this report follows the guidelines provided by the U.S. Department of Education
(ED). The nexsection gection Il) describes the funds allocated for the Ed Tech grant program
and provides context for the evaluatid®ection Il details the activities being evaluated at the
school and district level. The scope, objectives, research questiomsetnutis fortie

evaluation are described iaction IV, followedby the evaluation findings irestion V. Section

VI concludes the report with recommendations and lessons learned.
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Il. STATEED TECHPROGRAMCONTEXT

A. SUMMARY: STATE ED TECH ALLOCATIONS AND AWARDS

1. Total amount of FY 2009 funding for the State
FY 2009 ARRA Allocatio FY 2009 Regular Allocatic  Total FY 2009 Allocation

$3,209,375.0 $1,305,843.0 $4,515,218.0

2. The number, percent and amounts of FY 2009 grants awarded competitively
and by formula based on the FY 2009 appropriation (the combined total of ARRA
and regular funds).

Number| Percent Range of Award
Amounts (Lowest Average (Medan
Type of Award Awards | Awards Highest) Award Amount

Competitive:
Tech Leader Cohort Progfag) 4 13%| $79,828.22$240,000.0 $125,000.0
Competitive
Classroom Technology Mini Grants P 35 8% $8,080.25%$9,500.0( $9,500.0(
Competitive
ARRA Bt Century Classrooms 23 79%)| $29,310.006270,000.0 $134,000.0

B. COMPETITIVE GRANT PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The New Hampshirg1® Century Classrooms program, funded by federal ESEA Tifle Has

an overall goal of providing grants to school districts and/or consortia of school districts to
transform the learning environment through thessaritial, innovative integration of educational
technology and information literacy into their practices, in order to advance student learning.

New Hampshireds ¢ omp edducational@nprnovernegtrg@albyaprovidoa s
teachers and leadewith online and onsite professional development powered by technology,
teams of teachers with project based learning-gmants to infuse digital learning resources into
their classrooms, and grants to higher poverty school districts to create drgitalgarning
environments.

With these grants, teachers are assisted in the design and delitesiyraflogy integrated with
curriculum and instruction, while their school administrators are supported in acquiring the
competencies of a 2Ltentury leadr.

W i

The emphasis on developing a comprehensive evaluation process and set of instruments for data

collection will result in a greater ability at the local and state levels to identify those
characteristics of teaching and learning which contributeaoher effectieness and student
achievement.The provision of resources to create digitally rich classrooms is intended to drive
further innovations in the learning process.
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[1l. THEACTIVITY

A. FEATURES

Through both EETT grant fuls andARRA Ed Techfunds, the NHDOBEwvas able to fund three
technologyfocused projectst) TLC Program; 2) Classroom Tewblogy Mini-Grants and 3)
ARRA 21stCentury Classrooms. A description of each grant program is below, along with
example project summaries for the TLC &ldssroom TealologyMini-Grants, and full
project descriptions for all districts implementing ARRA/TitleDlIgrants.

1. Tech Leader Cohort (TLC) Program?

The NHDOEprovided funding todur lead districts in the state to offer highality professional
development to scha administrators and teachers. The goal of the TLC Progranfiisto p p o r t
a statewide cadre of skilled, informed teacher leaders and principals who are empowered to
support their colleagues in creating truly 21st century learning emvieon t Through the TLC

grant program, &h of the four districtezasto coordinatespecificactivities targeted towards

providing professional developmen total of 54 schoos statewide, consisting ofwo teacher

leaders and one supporting principal per school, explored resources and approaches for creating
21st century learning environments which combined face tddaceing with online learning

(see Appendi for a listing of participating districtsna schools). Districts were encouraged to
participate in the following programs:

e Project New Media LiteraciesNew MediaLiteraciesexplores how we might best equip
young people with the social skills and cultural competencies required to become full
participants in an emergent media landscape and raise public understanding about what it
means to be literate in a globally interconnected, multicultural world.

¢ Intel Thinking With Technology Cours€é his course provides from 24 to 40 hours
(depending omumber of modules chosen) of professional development to teachers to learn
strategies for addressing and assessing thinking skills, using technology to support deeper
understanding of core content.

¢ Intel Teach Leadership ForunThe Intel Teach Leadershiprum provides a-fiour face
to-face professional development session focusing on the importance of leadership in
promoting, supporting, and modeling the use of technology in instruction.

e Online Professional Education Network New Hamps@BEN NH 1 This elearning
program provides online courses for professional development geared to school or district
needs Courses include several content areas and instructional topics.

Each lead district used grant funds to provide participantsalglrvatiorsubscriptions,
handheld devices, stipends, and funds towards registration &C@adtury Learner Conference,
Christa McAuliffe Conference, OPEN NH courses, &ndal Education Support Center
Network (LESCN) sessions.

2 Description of the TLC program comes frahe NHDOE RFP (http://www.nheon.org/oet/nclb/)
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Funds were awarded to a lead dest(with a corresponding professional development center)

and distributed to consortium schools that had individualized, though broad, needs for the funds.
What follows is a brief description ofneach |
example of one participating school ds individ

Exeter School District

The Seacoast Professional Development Center pibpiddéessional development that focdse

on incorporating technology.€. interactive whiteboards, handheld dma, and gortfolios)

into the classroom. In addition, the Centerincrdasse hool s6 capacities for
opportunities in the area of emergent technologies. While each consortium member reported
individual goals, most project goals focused ontimge21st century classrooms through the

integration of technology.

Barrington School District participadin the TLC project through Exeter School District

Barri ngt on 6wast@imgrovesstugent tparran and teacher effectiveness by

integrating technology into classroomsdacurricula. The district aimed increase their

capacity to develop student portfolios, curriculum maps, and performance pathways by

participating in professional development. The TLC Programswggorh e di st ri ct 6s v
technology integration in all classrooms, and prodieletended training for the Technology

Mentor Program, which aiedto increase professional development for staff at each grade level.

Keene School District
The SouthWest Ceer providel individualized technologyelated professional development to
each participating school, which will align w

Kearsarge School District particigatin the TLC project through Keene School Didtric
Kear sar ge 0 s gvast lensdresthat all sta#f aregprosided with professional
development that will enable the effective and efficient integration of technology into the
classroom. Members of the Leadership Team redéraeing througtthe TLC grant, which
will be disseminated to others in the district. The gvead builton prior training sessions
offered, such as Smart Board and Google docs.

Merrimack Valley School District

The Capital Area Center for Educational Support (CACESgdio provide teachers and
administrators with the skills needed to create a dig@l culture in their school. Project
participantsveretrained on new technologies that can be used to improve student achievement,
and modeddway s t o b u onplex psoblambsa@ving skils indoth a physical and

virtual environment. Needs expressed by consortia teachers that CAC&Baaddress

included: increased abilities for teachers to integrate technologies into the classroom, open
discussions of regutiians to protect schools and students, and pedagogical skills that facilitate
studentsod6 higher order thinking skills in the
addition to the aforementioned professional development, CACES enabteaghkes to

develop a new unit of study that integrates technology in instruction, and at least onewweacher
to participate in the New Media Literacies Early Adopters monthly webinar.
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Pembroke Academparticipatedn the TLC project through Merrimack. Peroke ainedto
increase teachersd understanding of al/l 2.0 t
classroom. In addition, Pembrokepedto gain a better understanding of media literacy as it

applies to students and their future.

Milan School District

North County Education Services (NCES) adto engage project participants in developing
lesson plans that utilize technology to engage students in higher order thilvkamdgdition to
supporting the four TLC program activities mentioned abewvg, Project New Media
Literacieg, NCES will provide an optional session theiPod Touch.

Lisbon Regional School particigatin the TLC projectth ough Mi | an. toLi sbonods
have all teachers in the school designing lessons that wéiiheoloy. Examples of
technologiesised includd laptops, video conferencing programs, and interactive whiteboards.

2. Classroom Technology Mini-Grants

TheNHDOE provided fundingo 3 districts stateideto creatdi e x e mp | ary pr oj ect s
would use tehnology in core content areas and could easily be shared and ref{sested
Appendix5 for a listing of participating districts and school3he core content areas include:

The Arts,English Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, Social Studies, andftt W
Languagesand all projects must also address ICT literacy skilsojects were to be carried out

by teams of 24 educators from each school, and use project/prebksad learning with a
constructivist approach. Specific project expectationgeaqairements were outlined iye

NHDOE and included the production of a thre@nute video, lesson plan, assessment rubric,

and other related documentation to indicate how the project was carried out, attendance at after
school minigrant meetings, andfaal presentation of the project at the annual Mémant
Celebration.Four examples of classroom temblogymini-grants that were implemented in
20092010 are presented below.

Amherst Middle School

Amherst ainedto use technology to improve student literacy by helping students make
connections with humanitarian issues through the research of organizations that are making a
difference in the world. Goals of the project inclddg) train staff and students dmowto select
organizationghat demonstrate a great impact on pedplérain saff and students on how to
maximize the use of the new technology; and 3) tréaff &nd studentsn video and

multimedia. Theproject involvel over 220 seventh grade studeartsl 15 full time staffand
indirectlyimpacs 1,000 students every four years, as the Mac Compwikise used by

A

seventhgrade studenta f t er t he projectds completion.

Impacts on student litera@remeasured througRew England Common Assessmentdtemm
(NECAP) andNorthwest Evaluation AssociatioN(WEA) assessmentsvith a target goal for the
200910academic year being that 70 percenstoflents in each grade will meet or exceed

% From: http://www.nheon.org/oet/nclb/20a9/TitlelID-Round8RFP200910.htm# Toc240762266
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individual growth targets in reading comprehengmsimeasured ihe NWEA testinyby June
2010. In addition,Amherst will uselite Angel course management systensurvey both
students and staff participating in the grEnimeasure its success

Chester Academy

Chester Academy aiedto use digital tools to increastudent engagement by engaging students
to ultimately increase their achievemenidore specifically, second graders adapiVebkinz
animalsto compare animal habitatsing avirtual environment Students ugkinteractive
whiteboards, computers, docum&ameras, digital cameras, digital voice recorders, and the
Internet to research how animals survivéhiair individualhabitats. Chester expectedgject
activitiesto foster cognitiveand problem solving skills through the integration of social egjdi
language arts, math, science, and technetetated content.

Chester outlined numerous student goals for this project which inclifistudentdentification
of animals, their needs, and their halsif&) theidentification of ©ntinentsand the animals that
live there; 3)participaton in group deision making and collaboration; Hafe use the Internet
5) integration oimathconcepts inte@veryday life 6) practice readig at independent fluency
levels; 7)publication ofan Animal Suwvival Guide (paper and digital); and 8) creation of an
artifactfora st u d e n tdigital pgotfelio. sliroaddition, teachersould learn: 1)how to
effectively use the interactive whiteboard in the classroom to enhance lessons and improve
studentachevement; 2about video production to enhance lessons, improve student
achievement, and pvide alternative assessments; antd@y to create digital bookbat can be
used tasshowcase studemiork.

The grant focusdon Grade 2 science and social studiesricula and includéa variety of
technologies, includingiVebkinz.comjnteractivewhiteboards, computers, document camera,
digital cameras, digital voice recorders, #idspiration The grant directly impacteatiree
teacherspneparaeducator, and 3tudents. The grant indirectly impadtwo grade 2 teachers,
oneparaeducator, and 32 students.

Litchfield School District

Litchfield School District replicad a projectthataimedto improve student reading
comprehension and critical analysis throtigs use ofechnologyandsocial networking

Litchfield usead a 1:1 environment with netbooks am8lync to support projedbased learning

and teacheraeretrained on the administratcof the uSync website, the use of netbooks in the
classroom, and the integration of technology into lesson plEmsprojectdirectly impacted
over75 students and three teacheBsudents indirectly involved in the projé@dopportunities

to use thenetbooks during study halls.

In addition, student learninggereshared using the uSync website and published to YouTube

and community boards. One anticipated outcome for this projactilcrease n st udent s 6
motivation to produce quality work, doe their work being published and viewable wenldle.
Improvementsis t udent sé r eadi n gill bevmeasurad thipyghthten d s peaki
examination of test scores on tiECAP, NWEA, and &holastic Aptitude Test (SAT)

assessments
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Rollinsford School District

Rollinsfordd s p airepte grdvide students with technology tools that are age appropriate,
accessible, and pertinent to their literacy developnwétit,the ultimate goal ohcreased
studentfluency and comprehensioif.echnology tools thavereused includd FLIP video

cameras and Mp3 players. Theésehnologydeviceswereused to upload and review oral

reading, which incorporates the three dimensions of fluency (accuracy, speed, and expression),
and will be saved tadT portfoliosto measure progress. Teachers recBprefessional

development on the various technologies being used, as well as training on Web 2.0 tools for
sharing student work and progress. The project directly irm@&8tstudents and nine

educators

Studentinpact aremeasured through Literacy Profilata,standardized test scoresd fluency
data. International Society for Technology in Educat{d®TE) National Education Technology
Standards for Teache®ETS T) standards will be used tos&ss teacher proficiency.

3. ARRA 21st Century Classrooms

TheNHDOE provided fundingo 19 districts across the state to purchase and implement new
technologies to create 21st centunlK classroomsProject descriptions for all districts
receivingARRA EdTechgrant funds can be found below.is important to note that all 19
districts receiving ARRA Ed Tech grant funds were required to complete evaluation
instruments/surveys created by Hezel Associates and extant instruments created by NHDOE.
These insuments include: th&valkthrough Observation Tool, Educator Survey, Student
Survey,NH School Technology and Readines$4B) Chart, NH District Technology Survey,
andNH School Technology Survey®istricts that createtheir ownlocal, sitespecific

instruments are noted below.

Alton School District

Al t on Sc h opooject évalumikethe iefie¢tsdostechnology on writing, mathematics, and
science in the middlschoolgradelevels. The project lo@at the effects of technology on two
1:1technologyclassrooms, in comparison to classrooms with fewer or no technology. In
addition, those classrooms implementing atéchnologyenvironment have access to student
netbooks and thin clients, and data colleetexhnalyzedo measure theffediveness othese
differing technologies. Outcomasemeasured using ag and postestin science and
mathematicsspecifically, eacher assessments and the NVéEéres for these subject areas
Writing skills are evaluatedising theNECAP assessmentand objectivity will be ensured by
using a stategenerated rubric for grading, and the usaroéxternalscoring team

In addition to using the evaluation instruments noted ab¥lt@; is evaluating its success
through the use dbcal, sitespecificinstruments (writing and technology surveys for teachers
and students)Alton begarprojectimplementation in April 2010

Bartlett School District

Bartlett School Di st r i c thé way {eaclels ee@ahdstodbntse ct i ves
learnthroughtechnology. Themainresearclguestionthey aim to answer i$iwill 1:1 NEO2

word processors changethewwag acher s t eac h Baanrdt psehao dosdnsttos | ear
create a 1:1 computing environment using NEO2 word processors in tharagfrades 1 and 2
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looping classroomavhere teachers will instruct the same group of students for twa years

Bar t leeohdarfgesalisgto combine technology wiob-embedded professional

development, transformintgeschoolintoanie duc at i dmep d utt allr eo fo Techr
be used or purchased include: interactive whiteboards, teacher laptops, projectors, student

response systems, document cameras, Flip cameras, NEO2 word processors, and printers.

Bart | et fodussompfouospeeifec skl areas: Improving Writing, Scientific Inquiry and

Critical Thinking Skills, Science Skills for Information, Communication and Media Literacy and
Information and Communication Technologies (ICT).

Bartlett began its implementation in January 2010

Chester School District

Chester School Di str i ct ORirstpgseMiyselrspire Futire tsgu n d e d
and is aschootwide initiative focusing orreading and language art§hrough the use of

interactive whiteboards, personal response systems, document cameras, laptops, and other digital
tools Chestemnticipaesthese tools wilenhance teaching and learniagd increase student
involvement and performancén this technologyrich environnent, the needs of varying styles

of learners will be met, includingisual, auditory, and kinesthetic learneiidie ntegraton of

technology with readingndlanguage arts providéearners with 21st century classrooms.

In addition to using the evadtion instruments noted abo@hestels evaluatingts success
through the use afs own local, sitespecific instruments (teacher rubrics and impromptu
surveys). Chester began its implementation in February. 2010

Claremont and Unity School Districts

Claremont andUnity School Districsdproject focuses on enhancing math instruction in
elementary and middle school grade levels to improve learning for students of all abilities.
ATool s o,bthelineevention moglel being implemeniategrate 21st century
technology intdheexisting curriculum to deliver differentiated math instructiorstudents

The technology purchased includederactive white boardstudent response systems
netbooksflash drives, digital cameras, video cameras, magaps,andgradelevel specific
educational software. Proféssal developmens provided to demonstrate how the technology
can be used to enhance math instruction. Desired outcomes of the project include increased
student test scores, increased studed teacher engagement, and increased access to
technology in the classroom.

In addition to using the evaluation instruments noted alf@aeemont andJnity is evaluating
their success througtne use ofheirown local, sitespecific instrumenginstrument measure

t eacher s & anprior&mbwhedge) skills, arad atbtudabduttechnology access and
its use in classrooms Claremont andUnity begartheirimplementation in January 2010.

Laconia School District

Laconi a Sc hpoojedtfocDsesson traformingdesisting learning environments
throughtheintegration of educational technology and curriculum to advance student leaming.
addition, theorojectprovides andsupport teachers and Principal through robust professional
development The primary configuration dechnologytoolsincludes five, 21st century
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classrooms equipped with teacher laptops, interactive whiteboards with projeetioosk carts,
digital/document/video cameras, printers anttware, whictcreats 1:1 or 2:1 use of digital
tools by students.

In addition to using the evaluation instruments noted aldla@niais evaluaing its success
through the use dheirown local, sitespecificstudent survey and staff journdlaconia began
its implementatia in March 2010

Lafayette Regional School District

Lafayette Regi onal airSscdcreatd inteEactigetclassroom&radesk6 o j e c t
throughprojectbased learning andlal student to computeatio. Lafayette purchasdaptops,

student response systems, document cameras, and a portable Maugimtothe goals of their
project Desired outcomeof the project includeimprovedstudentiteracy skills,increased

student egagementandthe promotion ohigher ordethinking skillsin math, science, reading,

and historysubject areas

Lafayette began its implementation in January 2010.

Manchester School District

Manchester School Di st r i c tintreasepstudent earningand ms t o
achievement ifanguage arts classrosmManchester intends to increase the use of technology

in the classroom by implementing computer carts in middle school classrGoade$ 68), and

by providing professional development on integrating technolody o languages arts

curriculum for teachers. A desired outcome of this project is that students will be technology
literate byeighthgrade through the use of digital portfolios.

Manchestebegan its implementation March201Q

Milton School District

The Milton School District is implementing a 1:1 netbook computer progradimteractive

white boards irselectmath classesSpecific grade levels at the elementary, middle, and high
school levels will participate, and includefifth grade chss(elementary schoplseventh and
eighth grade classémiddle schodl, andhigh schoomath classrooms. It is anticipated that the
combination of professional development in technology and leadershgafidrersand
technology hardware in the classms will improve student access to informatj@md increase
thar knowledge base and interest in math and sciefbe.echnological toolsreused to
supportmath and scienceurriculum,increasingstudentépreparedessfor the workplace or
higher edication oncethey completénigh school.

In addition to using the evaluation instruments noted abddifmn is evaluaing its success

through its own local, sitepecific instrumentsThese instruments include: measurement of
student goals, longitudinalirveys of student attendance records, survey of annual student
attitudes, student performance (i.e. electronic portfolios), case studies on involved students, and
sample studentworkMi | t onds i mp | ie Nowembea20090n began
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Nashua School District

Nashua School Distridts p r o j eambnsteaie hosthe integration ofdchnology can
result inchangsin both teaching practices and student achievenigashua utilize the revised
science curriculum model asnay to infusetechnology into alturriculum areasThrough the
use of digital tools, including netbook&no boards, student response systems, document
cameras, flip cameras, and science probes, edueaaisle to create technologich lessons
aimed to foster a student collaboratiedel, and a 21st century learning environment.

In addition to using the evaluation instruments noted alldashuas evaluatingts success
through the usés own local, sitespecific instruments (Common Formative assessments,
developed by schooldens). Nashubegan itsmplementationn April 2010.

Northumberland School District

Northumberland School District aims to answer the following quedtiom: do we transform

fifth through eighthgrade classrooms to meet the needs of the new digitakl®arhe goal of

the project is to enhance curriculum and instructimough the use of teachandstudent
integrated technologgncouraging students to be actively engasyetkvaluate their own
progress. Collaborative proje@sebang implementedandinclude the use of videotaped
activities, interactivésmart Boardessons, iRespond student interaction, and daily connections
with wikis, blogs, and pre/post assessments to promgkerorderthinking skills.

In addition to using the evaluation insments noted abovBlorthumberlands evaluatingts
successhrough the use afs own local, sitespecific instrument (teachers were surveyed to
better understand their skildl |l evel s and trai
in April 2010

Oyster River School District

Oyste Ri v er S csiproject focizesstiherexploration of the outside world with
digital tools Studentaise technology texplore the ecosystem of the Lamprey RiveNH,
including the different habitats ithe ecosystem as well as the varied flora and faQyaster
River purchased interactive whiteboards, student response systems, netbooks, document
cameras, and science prolath the grant fundsThe integration of these tools suppatl:1
student tacomputerratio, andis usedduringhandson lessongo reinforce instruction
Additionally, Oyster Rivelris providing students with technology in3al digital tool ratio
through interactive whiteboards, with the goals of helping students relate |le@arngadlife
applications, and increaset u d eompgrehd@nsion of science and math concepts.

In addition to using the evaluation instruments noted al@yster Rivelis evaluatingts

successhrough the use dheirown local, sitespecific instrumets Local, sitespecific

instruments measure motivation levels through a Teacher Engagement Survey, classroom
observations, and Student Engagement Survey.
December 2009

Pembroke Collaborative SAU 53
PembrokeCollaborative SAU 5&ims to increase student achievement in scitara8rades k
12 through thentegraton of a hanebn inquiry approach tecience and technology.echnology
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equipment purchases, professional developmerdepth curriculum alignmen#ction research,

and a commitment to higherder cognitive processes supplement the continued work of four
high-need collaborative districts as they move toward student centered learding a
implementation of technologch 21st century classroom&ods of the project include:

changes in teacher instruction (e.g., facilitation vs. traditional instruction; development of lessons
that challenge students to higher order cognitive processes; engagement with the curriculum and
with technology through inqu, and an increase in student research that is botdisetted

and based on primary research. Pembroke purdhegs®ps, mobile laptop carts, interactive

white boards, video cameras, science probes (including electronic, motion, temperature, biology,
and chemistry probes), document cameras, digital microscopes, weather stations, high speed
cameras, and software.

In addition to using the evaluation instruments noted all@eebrokas evaluatingts success
through the use dMIECAP science scoréfor student outcomes) Pembrokeds i mpl e
began in December 2009.

Pittsfield School District

Pittsfield School Districaimstoi ncr ease teachers6é6 new media | it
and Web 2.0 toolsProfessional developmeistbeng provided to teachers to help them learn

the new technology and Web 2.0 tools. Some desired outcomes of the project include: increased
teacher and student collaboration to create ingaing projectbased studies, and opportunities

for students teublish original work, collaborate with others, and participatdigital learning
communities.Pittsfield purchasd interactive whiteboards and netbooks.

Pittsf i el aidéndbeganimpDecemberr2®@09

Portsmouth SAU 52

Portsmoutts AU 526s project equips math classes wit|
enhancing the curriculum, motivating students, improving instruction, and assessing student

learning. The technology being implemented includes: interactive whitebstardsntresponse
systemsgdocument camerakCD projectors, and mobile labdt is anticipated that the

multimedia, multisensory, and mulil i mensi on all l essons wil | i mpac
studentsd6 cognitive t hi nkieohgologyKkiterhcy skills. and st ud

Portsmouthds I mplementation began in January

Profile School District

Profile School District aims to use technology to increase student engagement and student
achievement in all grade levels and subject areas bydangvindividualized access to

technology. Through the purchase of new technology, such as netbooks and accessories
(including carryon bags for netbooks, dulbhnd wireless routers and access points to ensure
connection throughout the building), Profileti@ipates that these technology tools will help

meet their goalsProfile purchased netbooks and other peripherals to fulfill their project goals

In addition, Profile purchased interactive whiteboards through other grant funds, but will be fully
deployng the whiteboards (includinfgur days otraining) through ARRA fundsTrainingis
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beingprovided to teachers on both the equipment and skills necessary for the integration of
technology into curricula.

In addition to using the evaluation instrumembdsed aboveRrofile is evaluatingts success
through the use dheir own local, sitespecific instrument, which consists of a ptraining
survey for teachersProfile began its implementation in February 2010.

Raymond School District

Raymond SchodDistrictd s p r o) emprovesati undleatniag skills and strategi@sthe

subject areas akading, writingandvocabulary developmentThrough the purchase of new

technology (e.g., @art Boards, LCD projectors, laptops ardboook$, Raymondanticipates

that these technology tools will enhance teaching and learhimgj or der t o | mpr ove
skills, Raymond wiltrain and support teachesa how toeffectively integra¢ technologyinto

their classroomdlifferentiatetheirinstruction and to engage and instruct all students.

Raymond began its implementation in January 2010.

Somersworth School District

Somersworth School DistticO s @im®tp iacceise student and teacher technology skill

levels to improve student learning. robgh the purchase d®od touches, digital projectors,

interactive whiteboardsietbooks (for students and teachers), and softvammersworths

providing1:1 mobile technology access to studer@tudent and teacher technology skill levels
aremeasurd using the ISTENational Education Technology Standard for StudE@HETS-S)

NETST. The technologygss har ed by faculty member @Ateamso &
learning outcomes. In addition to the new technologgghersrereceivingprofessional
developmenthatfocuseson technology integration ds, strategies, and resources.

In addition to using the evaluation instruments noted at®amersworths evaluatingts
success througthe use otheirown local, sitespecific instrumen(informal weekly checklist for
teachers taally thetypes and frequeniesof technology use in the classropnSomersworth
began its implementation in January 2010.

Timberlane Regional School District

TimberlaneRegionalSchool Districb s pr oj eicte aiemsntodb ogy to enhan
creativity, innovation, and academic performance in science. Through the purchase and use of
tablets, laptopgfor teacherk netbooks, iPods, projectors, student response clickers, flip video

cameras, document camerard software, Timberlang providingstudents and teachers with

the knowledge, skillsand expertiseeeded tsucceed in a 21st centurywarl8t udent s 6

scientific literacy and problem solving skills, as meadurgthe ICT Literacy Standardss well

as district standardse servin@s a student performance outcome measure.

In addition to using the evaluation instruments noted abidad)erlanes evduatingits success
throughthe use oftheMid-continent Research for Education and Leari{MgREL) Power
Walkthrough. This instrument is implementdaly administrators using@ersonal digital
assistant®PDA) to record informal observations of classroormgnberlane began its
implementation in April 2010.

Hezel Associates, LLC 22



State-wide Evaluation of the New Hampshire ESEA Title II, Part D Grant Program

White Mountain Regional School District

TheWhite Mountain School Distriéts pr oj e atcr 2iame tsoéudent sd cri

andstrengtherthefoundatiors of its schools to impleme1stCentury ClassroomsTo achieve
this goal, the distridt providingprofessional developmenh LoTi principles. The overall
goal s of LoTi i mpl ementation are to supp
test scores on the NECAP, and t o .inladditoma t
White Mountain purchased new tecthogy to support their project, includinigptops (for
teachers), Promethean Boards, student response systems, and LCD projectors.

@ O

In addition to using the evaluation instruments noted abdrte Mountainis evaluatingts
success througtine use osurveys developed by othexternalorganizations (e.g., LoTi), as well
as professional development evaluations. White Mountains began its implementation in
December 2009.

B. RESOURCES ALLOCATED

The TLC Program was funded for a total$&69,828.22represating 13 percensdf the total

Title 11-D funds for the periadServices included (a) staff at four regional professional
development centers coordinated a limited number of onsite training activities for local teacher
and administrator cohorts from arezdnsols, (b) online course facilitation over a nine month
period by a trained online facilitator, assisted by four mentors, (c) support in the form of
materials, training, and technical assistance from the Intel Teach national program, and (c)
ongoing cours development and managerial support from SEA program staff. The total of all
resources for this program is estimated at $1 millieimal figures will be available for the final
report.

Classroom Tedahology Mini-grants Program was fundatl$330,658.64epresenting 8 percent

of the total Title 1D funds for the periodServices included (a) onsite and online training

provided by staff at regional professional development centers, (b) online development of a
webspace for mipgrant teams to post andsduss their work, (c) coordination by a regional PD
center of an annual fATechnology Celebration
mini-grant team. The total of all resources for this program is estimated at $50Bi0800.

figures will beavailable for the final report.

21% Century Classrooms Initiative was fundedaj439,100.25, representing 79 perasfthe
total Title II-D funds for the peéod. This amount includes ARR#&Nds plus a portion of regular
funds. Services included an intense level of activity at the local, state, and national level to
support the creation of technology rich learning environments supported by appropriate
bandwidth, equipment infrastructure, and professional developriaettotal é all resources
for this program will be available in the final report.
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C. ScALE AND COMPLEXITY

Table 3below represents the number of sites, districts, and schools participating in the ARRIAOigjleant. Demographics of the
schools, including $wol enrollment, free/reduced lunch, and participation numbers for grade levels, classrooms, teachers, and
studentsare presented

Table 3. Scale and Complexity

Free /
School reducec Inneedof Grade Numbero Number
Site Nanie School Names enrollmef lunch3 improvemert level$ Classroom Teache
Alton School District Alton Central School Rural: Distant (42 592| 22.3% No 58 5 3 145
Josiah Bartlett Elementg
Bartlett School District School Rural: Remote (43 284| 34.5% No K-8 2 2 22
Chester School District* Chester Academy Rural: Fringe (41) 636 10.5% Yes 1, 38 9 10 211
Maple Avenue Elemente
Claremont & Unity School | School [Claremont Distri Rural: Fringe (41) 374 49.7% Yes 45 5 5 91
Districts Unity Elementa@ghool
[Unity District*] Town: Remote (33 126| 28.4% Yes 2-8 4 5 72
Laconia School District* Woodland Heights Scho| Town: Distant (32 440| 65.3% Yes 13,5 5 5 84
Lafayette Regional School
District Lafayette Regional Schg Rural: Distant (42 101| 20.9% No K-6 7 14 101
Hillside Middle School | City: Midsize (12) 939| 36.9% Yes 6-8 15 15 939
Manchester School District*_Middle School at Parksiq City: Midsize (12) 745| 49.3% Yes 6-8 11 11 745
Southside Middle Schog City: Midsize (12) 918| 45.4% Yes 6-8 15 15 918
Henry J. McLaughlin Mic
School City: Midsize (12) 783| 45.6% Yes 6-8 14 14 783
Milton School District* Milton Elementary Scho( Rural: Fringe (41) 260 35.3% Yes 5 1 1 25
Nute Junior High School Suburb: Small (23 152| 40.1% No 7-8 1 1 102
Nute High School** Suburb: Small (23 200 31.5% Yes 912 2 2 122
New Searles Elementary
Nashua School District* School City: Small (13) 438| 26.4% Yes 2,5 1 6 135
Northumberland School Dis_Groveton Elementary | Rural: Remote (43 143| 40.6% Yes 5 2 2 31
Groveton Middle School| Rural: Remote (43 101| 44.6% No 6-8 4 4 109
Oyster River School District| Mast Way Elementary
School Rural: Fringe (41) 334| 10.0% No 34 4 4 80
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Free /
School reducec Inneedof Grade Numbero Number
Site Nanie School Names Locale enrolimef lunch3 improvemerit level$ Classroom Teache
Moharimet Elementary
School Rural: Fringe (41) 372 4.5% No 34 3 3 60
Oyster River Middle Sch Suburb: Small (23 628 5.1% Yes 8 2 2 160
Qyster River High Schoq Suburb: Small (23 695 4.8% No 912 2 2 40
Allenstown Elementary
School [Allenstown
District*] Town Fringe (31) 273 37.2% Yes 1,4 2 3 67
Armand R. Dupont Schc
[Allenstown District*] Town: Fringe (31) 116| 32.8% Yes 6-8 2 2 81
Deerfield Community K 4,7
School [Deerfield Distric| Rural: Distant (42 485| 13.7% Yes 8 3 3
Epsom Central School
Pembroke Collaborative SA| [Epsom District] Rural: Distant (42 445 19.2% No 1, 58 4 4 227
Pembroke Academy
[Pembroke District] Town: Fringe (31) 952| 18.9% Yes 912 7 7 341
Pembroke Hill School
[Pembroke District] Rural: Fringe (41) 246| 24.4% No 4 1 1 19
Pembroke Village Schog
[PembrokBistrict] Town: Fringe (31) 163| 32.6% No K 1 1 18
Three Rivers School
[Pembroke District] Town: Fringe (31) 366| 27.3% Yes 5 1 1 86
Pittsfield Elementary
pittsfield School District S_cho_ol _ Rural: Dfstant (42 332| 43.5% Yes 1-4 4 4 63
Pittsfieltliddle School | Rural: Distant (42 84| 34.5% Yes 7,8 4 1 67
Pittsfield High School** | Rural: Distant (42 181 30.9% Yes 912 6 3 74
Portsmouth SAU 52* Portsmouth Middle Schq Suburb: Small (23 540| 28.2% Yes 6-8 10 11 487
Profile Junior High Scho| Rural: Fringe (41) 103| 31.1% No 7-12 26 30 289
Profile School District See See See See
Profile Senior High Schq Rural: Fringe (41) 186| 25.8% No above above| above| above
Lamprey River Element:
Raymond School District School Rural: Fringe (41) 604| 33.4% Yes 34 12 12 200
Somersworth Middle
Somersworth School Districi School Suburb: Small (23 542| 38.6% Yes 7 6 6 136
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Free /
School | reducec Inneed of Grade Number o Number
Site Nanie School Names Locale enrolimef lunch3 improvemerit level$ Classroom Teache
Timberlane Regional Schoo| Timberlane Regional
District Middle School Suburb: Large (21 1077| 35.6% Yes 6-8 3 6 400
Lancaster Elementary
School Rural: Remote (43 456| 42.8% Yes 7 1 1 18
Whitefield Elementary
School Rural: Distant (42 357| 51.0% Yes 8 1 1 14
Jefferson Elementary
White MountaRegional School Rural: Remote (43 94| 24.5% No 2-3 2 2 27
School District WhiteMountains Regione
High School Rural: Distant (42 419| 29.1% No 1011 2 1 31

linformation fraeNHDOE [htfpwww.education.nh.gov (2088hool year)]

2] ocale information fidational Center for Education StaN€ES$[http://www.nces.ed.gov (obtained 9/15/2010)]

3Free/reduced lunch percentagethiebiiDOE, and only include Grade 1 and above; this statistic is used to represent percentage of families in poverty
4Inbrmation from ARRA Project Managers

*DenoteBistrict In Need of Improvement (DINI)

**Denotes schoolsid s 7 Per s i-Ascthei netvliyn gL oSxehsotol so | ist, from: http:// www. eldpdati on. nh.
(updated 2/2010)
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V. THEEVALUATION

A. SCOPE

As mentioned in the Introductiothis report focuses on the evaluation activities and outcomes
for the ARRA 21st Century Classroomgrant only. Thedata are not yet available for the
evaluation of th&' LC and Classroom Teablogy Mini-Grantsbut they will be included in the
Final Evaluation RepartThe evaluation and reporting measuhe extent to whiclthe

activities funded by Title D haveachievedthree major priorities: 1ntegrating technology

into curricula and instructiqr?) increasing the ability of teachers to teaahd 3) eabling
students to meet challenging state academic achievement stanB@amsthese three priorities,
five main research questiom®re develope@seesection IV.B; these questions represent the
foundaton for the findings section of this report.

In addition, thisreport provides an aggregate analysis of the data collected during th2@0D9
school year for all ARRA Zit Century Classrooms grants, with the primary focus being on those
classrooms receing and implementing the new technology received frongthat (he

treatment group)The findings for each data source are presented by research question and when
applicable, comparisorsse madeo classroomshat didnot receie the new technologythe

control group). nhdividual districtlevel dataarealsoreviewed for each grant recipient in an

effort to identify innovative projecthatpositivdy impact teacher instruction and student

learning,as well asthose projects that could easily teplicated by others.

B. OBJECTIVES AND QUESTIONS

Hezel Associ at es 0 NHKOtsa tTeDygrahdeerogehmn adtivitiestilizedan o f
multi-tier approach to identify the main research questions that are the crux of this report and all
subsequenteporting tothe NHDOE and ED.Following fromthethree major priorities

identified bythe NHDOE, Hezel Associates developed thegaluationobjectivesfor assessing

the effectiveness, transparency, accountability, and equity of Fillgtant activites These
objectives are:

Objective 1. Assess the degree to which districts receiving Title BEd Tech funding are
integrating technology into curricula and instruction as a result of project implementation.

Objective 2. Assess the degree to whidistricts receiving Title HD Ed Tech funding have
increased the abilities of teachers to teach as a result of project implementation.

Objective 3. Assess the degree to which districts receiving Tit[®2 BEd Tech funding are
enabling students to mediallenging state academic standards as a result of project
implementation.

Five research questions were developed by Hezel Associates to further refine the focus of the
evaluation and taneetthe three main evaluation objectives. These research queat®the

main focus of the findings section of theport Eee section V.Aand arealignedto the

evaluation objectives.

Hezel Associates, LLC 27



State-wide Evaluation of the New Hampshire ESEA Title II, Part D Grant Program

1. How well are school staff members turning classroomstétionologyrich learning
environmentsfully equipped witthardware, software, and rich digital resources for
learning?Objective 1)

2. To what degree are these settings encouraging mediating outcomes for students including
interactive learning, highdevel thinking skills, and student engagemg@Bjective 3)

3. Towhat degree does the provision of technoltapjstranslate into real opportunities for
students to collaborate and connect with new can{@bjective 3)

4. How are new technologies and resources serving students of various groups, including those
with thehighest needfObjective 3)

5. How are grantees doing in terms of training teachers not only how to use technology but also
how to translate their new skills into practice in their teach{@iffective 2)

In order to measure the degree to which the thredifebel project prioritiesvere meby the
grantactivities both extant data collection instruments developethbyNHDOE and new
instrumentatiorare being usedAs the evaluation instrumentdigcussed fuher in ®ction

IV.C) are aligned with the reaech questions and designed to measure chdrggegre to post
projectimplementationthe evaluation teawill use descriptive and inferential statistics to
assess project impact and succd3salitative data collected during these same time pewdds
be used to provide additional context for key findings, as well as provide additional topics for
further inquiry.

Most of the data that will be analyzed in the evaluation are quantitathesefore, the atistical
significanceof differences betwen pre and pos{project scores and between treatment and

control groupsill be usedasthe coreevaluation criten. Statistical tests of significance
provideestimates of the likelihood that observed differences betpaenof scores (either pre

/pod- or treatment/control) are due to chance. This in turn allows for estimations of the
confidence level one can have that the program activities have had an effect on the outcomes of
interest In additionthe use of common metrics across the prograitisalso allowfor basic
comparison$o be madecross the three Ed Tech granbgrams

C. EVALUATION METHODS

Hezel Associ at es 0 NHOtsa tEeSWE Ad €T i eyrdragrograht js fatndedat f D
on a mixedmethods approach to answer its researchtigumss Hezel Associates developed both

its own unique instrumentation for the evaluation and also used extant instrumentation that was
previously developed bhe NHDOE. Instruments used for the evaluation captured both

gualitative and quantitative dat|lowing for greater depth and breadth for interpreting key

findings. Prior to the analysis of data, all questions appearing on the evaluation instruments were
aligned with the five primary research questions, resulting in a matrix that outlined ezaiciies
guestion and the corresponding data sources that would be used to answer it.

Presented below isdescriptionof each instrument that wamplemented during the 2009
school year, the first year of project implementation for the ARRA/THI2 girant recipients.
Additional instruments will be implementedring the 201611 school yeafthe second and
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final year of project implementation for the ARRA/TitleDI grantrecipient3 whichwill be
describedelowand analyzeth the Final Evaluation Report.

Evaluation Sample

The sample for tis evaluation includes all teachers and students from the 19 districts that
received ARRA/Title HD grant funding, as well as ttad districts that received TLC grants, and
the 35 districts that received Classroom TaologyMini-Grants. Within the ARRA/Title 1D

grant, classrooms receiving the technology (treatment classrooms) were invited to participate in
the evaluation as welkaclassrooms that were not receiving new technology (control

classroomps In some districtsgontrolclassroomsvere specified by the grant recipients in their
local evaluation planin districts wherano controlclassroomsvereidentified, it wasequested

that the evaluation instrumertisdistributedto all classrooms schoalide, with those

classrooms not reteng the technology servinas the control group.

Due to the earlier start date in program implementation (September 2009) for thygarit€and
Classroom TedalologyMini-Grants in comparison to the ARRA/TitleM grants(January
2010) it was decided that the evaluation instruments would not be distributed to TLC ard Mini
Grant participats during the 2009L0 school year. The ratidleabehind this decisiowas that
the TLC and MiniGrant participants were halfway through their project implementaidhe
time the instruments werelly developed whereas the ARRA/TitleDl grant participants were
in the beginning stages of implemation. To rectify this timeline difference and ensure data
collection requirementwill be met, it was decided that the TLC and MBrant participants
would receive modified versions of the evaluation instrundmtkich will include a
retrospective préposttesd at the conclusion of their implementatidra(l 201Q. Asthe
modified instruments will be distributed during the 2a10school year, findings for these two
groups will be reported in the Final Evaluation Repoiy.

Instruments Implemented During the 2009-2010 School Year

NH STaR Chart

The NH School Technology and Readiness (STaR) Chart is an extant instrument developed by
theNHDOE to measure district technology proficiency in categories corresponding to four areas:
teaching and learningrofessional developmerdadministration and suppo#nd infrastructure

for technology (see Append®. A listing of all main categories and their stdtegories can be

found in Tabled. The instrumentvas derived from the Massachusetts and Texasscélaaring

the same name. Using a provided rubric, the ARRA/Ti[@ Rroject Manager rated the district

in each of the subategoriesusingagoi nt scal e, with 1 represent.
representing AAdvanced Tech. o

Hezel Associates, LLC 29



State-wide Evaluation of the New Hampshire ESEA Title II, Part D Grant Program

Table 4. NH STaR Chart Categories

Main Category SubCategories
Teaching and Learning Impact of Technology on Teacher Role

Patterns of Teacher Use

Design of Instructional Setting

Curriculum Areas

Patterns of Student Use

Professional Development Content dfraining

Capabilities of Educators

Leadership and Capabilities of Building Principals and District Adm

Models of Professional Development

Levels of Understanding

Universal Access: Integration of Universal Design andekssislivgy

Administration and Support Vision and Planning

Technical Support (hardware, operating system, network)

Technology Integration Specialist

Budget Levels

Budget Allocated for Technology (Total Cost of Ownership)

Infrastructure fbechnology Universal Design and Accessible Technology Considerations

Students Per Instructional Computer

Internet Access Connectivity/Speed

E-Learning Environments

LAN/WAN

Other Technologies

Security

For ARRA grant recipients, this rubrigscored at two pointsSubmission ofttis chart was
requiredwith the submission of aARRA/Title 11-D proposalwhich occurred in Winter 2009

10)and it will be administered again at the end of the grant pérkiddings from the NH STaR

chart will bereported in the Final Evaluation Report and changes across the two data points will

be discussed in detail.

Educator Survey

The Educator Survefgee Appendixd) is a webbased survey that will be implemented three

times Spring 2010, FalP010, and Spring 2011.While thequestions on the Educator Survey

will remain the same for each round of data collecttomeasurehanges in participant

responses over timéhe Spring 2010 Educator Survagkedndividualsto respond in reference

to boththe beginning of school year and end of school.yBacausehe evaluation start date
occurred after districts received their grant funds and began planning and implementing project
activities this retrospective priest allowed for the collectioof baseline dataSubsequent

Educator Surveys will ask for respondents to reftet¢lyo n

t he

ficurrent o

poi nt

ARRA/Title II-D Project Managers were informed about the Educator Survey and its role in the
evaluation by email and they werepessible for distributing the information to teachers.
Follow-up emailswvere senby Hezel Associates artde NHDOE as needed. In toté293

“ Districts that applied only for MirGrants or TLC grants were not required to submit this chisinttheir

applications.

®TLC and Minigrant participants did not complete the Educator Survey in Spring 2010.
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teachers fronl5 ARRA/Title II-D districtscompletedhe Educator Survey in Spring 2010. Of
those293teachers85were in the treatment group aB@8were in the control group.

The Educator Survey contaii6 questions anid estimated to take approximately 15 minutes to

complete Survey questions as&achers tandicatethe type(s) of technology purchased with the

grant fundsits type and frequency afse by teachers and students; perceived impact technology

has on student motivation/engagement hool and di strict support f
instructional technologyand professional development and support received.

As mentioned above, the Spring 2010 Educator Swapiurel baseline data and data

corresponding to the conclusiontbe first five months of project implementation (January

June 2010).The dataare a principal component in answering the key research questions. Data
wereanalyzed to seehether (andhow) eacher s6 use of technology i
changddi n the early stages of project i mgsl ementat
impacedtechnologyuse as well as differences in use or attitude between control and treatment
groups In addition, grantees recet/their districtspecific raw data (with respondent

identifying information removed) and a corresponding analysis Tilee districtspecific data

file included & aggregate analysis of all survey questions presented in tabular and graphic form,

to be used for formative evaluation purposes.

NH District and School Technology Surveys

TheNH District and School Technolodgyurveysconsist of three separate wieased surveys
and are extant instruments developedi®NHDOE. The surveysvere administered iSpring
2010 andwill be administered again Bpring 2011 All surveyquestions willlemain
unchanged for each round of data collectmmeasurehanges in survey responses over time.

TheNH District Technology Survey was completegleach district receiving ARRA/Title D
grants funds and twidH School Technology SurveyICT Literacy and Professional
Development, and Technology Acces®re completethy each school implementing an
ARRA/Title II-D grant project. ARRA/Title 1I-D Project Managers were informed about the
district and school technology surveys in an email facilitietheNHDOE. Additional follow

up communications were sent by Hezel Associates andHIEOE as needed. As these surveys
asked for specific technical information, such as the technology building infrastructure, the
Project Manager often forwarded the\ays to a districor school staff member that was most
able to answer the survey questions. This person was often a technology director/coordinator or
a school administrator. In tot@3 ARRA/Title-1ID districts representing 19 individual or
consortium grantscompleted thé&lH District Technology Surveyl0 schools completed tHéH
School ICT literacy andProfessional BvelopmenSurvey and40 schools completed tHéH
School Technology Accesaurvey

TheNH District andSchool TechnologySurveys ainto capture data on the technology
infrastructure in schools and districts. The de¢aeanalyzed using descriptive statistics to
summarizeéheamountand types of technology present in districts and sclaithe beginning

® TLC and MiniGrant participating districts/schools will complete these surveys for the first time 20E4l
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stages of project implemenitatt. The Spring 2011 surveys wiitovide identical measuresd
comparisos acrosghe two data points wifprovidean understanding of how the ARRA/Title- 1l
D grant program has impacted technology infrastructure.

NH District Technology Survey

TheNH District Technology Survey (see Appendixcontains36é questions. No time estimates
were given for the survey. The instrument was available in Micr@g&) Word format to ease
data collection and the datemethenenterednto a webbased form.Survey questions asked
about districtlevel Internet filtering, Internet connectivity (e.5P provider, bandwidth, age
and speed of connections), email solutions, IT staff members, technology maintenance and
support, technology budgets, and plannedreldyy upgrades.

NH School Technology AccesSurvey

TheNH School Technology AccesSurvey(see Appendix) contairs 38 questions As with the

NH District Technology 8rvey, no time estimates wemeade for completioand it was

anticipated that data bection would occur using the MS Word version of the fowhich was
thenenterednto the webbased form. Survey questions asked about the quantities and types of
computers and other technologasilablein the school, software used, teacher and sttide
access to online resources (gpgesence of teacher and student accounts on the district/school
network), and technical support available.

NH School ICT Literacy and Professional DevelopmenSurvey

In addition to theNH SchoolTechnology AccesSurvey, all schools receiving ARRA grants
were asked to completeeSchoolNH ICT Literacy and Professional Developmé&trvey(see
Appendix4). The 21 question surveasksabout schoelevel processes to address and assess
ICT Literacy standards, Interngafety, student use of digital files and portfolios, and staff
professional development needs and participation.

Focus Group Protocols

Focus group visits to districts receiving ARRA/TitleDIgrant fundsare scheduled take place
twice during the ewluation period. The first visit to grantee sites occubetsdveerMarch 22
andApril 2, 2010and the second visits are planned for March Z0Hezel Associates
scheduled the focus group visits by contactingotiogectmanager from each site and requesting
date preferences for the visit. A staff member from the Hezel Associates evaluation team
conducted two focus groups at each site:witle administrators (including technology directors,
integrators, and coordinato@)d onewith teachers. Thiarrangement was intendéamlimit

group size angromote fulldisclosure by eliminating possible hierarchical tensions. In total, 36
focus groups were conducted withotal of77 administrators and 145 teacheiot all teabers
were grant recipienias somesite Project Managers invited ngnantee teachers to participate in
the discussion as control groomgembers

The focus groupgienerallylastedbetweend5to 90 minutes and were facilitated by a Hezel
Associates staff member using a-preipted protocol (see Appendix. The discussiawere

" One sitewas not visited in March 2010, aséceivedgrant funding after the focus groups had been conducted.
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recorded (with partici pantadsnotetakingp Mheguedtignsdno e nh
the administrator and teacher prot@were nearly identicaand focused on schooldistrict

culture, technology use prior to the ARRA/TitleDIgrant, factors impacting implementation,
professional development, dissemination, and impacts on student achievement.

The March 2010 focus groups aimed to capture basglmeé a pr i or t o di stri ct
ARRA/Title II-D grant funds and the anticipated outcomes associated with project

implementation. Tésequalitative data, along with other data captured from additional

evaluation instrumentsvill help answer the earch questions. In addition, distsgtecific

summary reports of the March 2010 focus groups were provided to all grantees for formative
evaluation purposes.

The protocols that will be developed for the March 2011 focus groups will contain similar
gusstions as the March 2010 protocol to allow for comparisons to be lbefdeerthe two. In
addition, questions about project sustainability and best practicdsevatided to the latter
interview protocal

Instruments to be implemented in the 2010-11 School Year

Three @aluation instruments will be implemented for the first time in Fall 20Aile these
instruments will be described more fully in the Final Evaluation Report, brief suesas
providedbelow. These instrumendsethe Case Study R®rt, the Classroom Walkthrough
Tool, andthe Student Survey for Gradesl2.

NH Case Study Report

TheNH Case Study Report is an instrument developed bNHROE to gather data from grant
recipients on the impact their ARRA/Title project is having on the school, teachers, and
students. The instrument collects descriptive information from participating schools and
provides grant recipients an opportunityitell the storyd The form contains 31 questions and
includes topics such @eneral project informatigmplanning and implementation challenges
role of evaluation and known/anticipated outconaesas for project improvemertnd
dissemination of projecdutcomes.

The Case Study Report is completed by the ARRA/TitB grant Project Manager in
consultation with other project participants and will be implemeint&all 2010 and Spring
2011% Districts receiving onlWini-Grants or TLC grants will beequired to submit the form
only inFall 2010as that time period aligns with project completion.

Classroom Walkthrough Tool

The Classroom Walkthrough Tool was developed by Hezel Associates to document technology
integration in classrooms. Informationrecorded on the 28em instrument pertaining to

teaching style and strategies, technology use, technology integration, and student engagement
(see Appendixd). Each observation takes approximately five minutes.

8 Some question items from the Fall 2010 Case Study Form were included in their interim report to provide
additional project context (e.g. project/activity descriptions).
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The Walkthrough Tool will be implementelliring the 201€L1 school year, with treatmeand
controlteachersn schools receivindRRA/Title 11-D grantfinding being observed ame aweek

over the course of the school year. The walkthrough observations occur either announced or
unannouncedTo ensure that teaching and learnagnot disrupted, there are no interactions
between the observer and teacher or the observer and students. The individuals conducting the
observations vary by schoahe schools wiltake a peer approach and util@aches, team
teachers, and principals to i nopeateedlsi®OEDBsi r sc
recommendation As the Classroom Walkthrough Tool may contain terms that are new and/or
unfamiliar to the observer, a technical document wadentida support the tool and to give

guidance on all terms appearing in the walkthrough instrument. Districts receiving onrly mini
grants or TLC grants are not required to implement the Classroom Walkthrougtili€dothe

projects being completed by Fab1Q

Student Survey for Grades 4-12

The Student Survey for Gradedl2 was developed by Hezel Associates willdbe distributed

to schooldn Fall 2010 and Spring 2011The questions appearing on the Student Survey will
remain the same fdoothrounds of data collectiorio allow for the assessmeawitchanges in

student responses over time. The survey is available in bothasell and hard copy formats

and exists in two versionsne for students in the experimental/treatment group (classrooms
receivirg the new technology) and another version for students in the control/comparison group
(classrooms not receiving the technology).

The Student Survey contains a total of 19 questionssaestimated to take approximatelytd5
20 minutes to complete (ségpendix4). Students iGrades 712 are asked to complete all
survey questionsStudents inGrades 46 are given only asubset of survey questions (questions
1-14). Becauseeasearch suggestat surveying children in graddsree and belowften leads

to questionable resultd was decided thadtudents irgrades three and below would not be
surveyed

The Student Survey c o0n teahnotogy usesidesandusidesof about s
school, the types of technologigeyuse, loationsof their use, frequencies of use, and the

amount of assistance needed. In addition, attitudinal questions measuring the impact of

technology on areas such as student engagement and motivation were included. Districts

receiving only mirigrants ofTLC grants are not required to implement the Student Survey.

The evaluation matrix is presented below (see Table 5).

°Borgers, N., de Leeuw,.E& Hox, J. (2000, April). Children as respondents in survey research: Cognitive
development and Response quaBulletin de Methodologie Sociologiques, 60-75.
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Table 5. Evaluation Matrix

Methods for Data

Key Data Sources Data Collection I\/’Icethod: Performance Indicators/Success Standards
Questions Instruments
RQ1 Educator Survey Surveyed partiating ARR| Increase in tech. availability;
educators Increased % of teachers using tech. with students;
(S10, Fa, s11 Increase in tiygpesof tech. being used;
Improved comfort levelteith.;
Improved perceived value of classroom tech.
NHDistrict Tedologysurvey| Surveyed participating Al Increased quantity, range and quality of tech. provisions i
technologyirector/ budgetary and support measures
coordinator
(S10, sm
NHSchool TedologyAccess| Surveyed participating A
Survey technologgirector/
coordinator
(S10, sm
NH School ICT Literacy an| Surveyed participating Al Increases in staff dedicated to ICT initiatives; Increased c
Professional Development|technologgirector/ incorporate ICT instruction across grades;
Survey coordinator Increased breadth of internet safety instruction across gra
(S10, sm
Teacher Focus Groups Surveyed partiatijng ARR| Increased reports of successful tech. implementation, sol
educators challenges, detailed tech. and collaboration plans, and im
(S10, sm comfort with tech.
Administrator Focus Group Surveyed partiating ARR| Increased reports of successful tech. implementation, sol
administrators challenges, detailed tech. and collaboration plans, and im
(S10, s11 comfort with tech.
NHCase Study Report Surveyed participating Al Increased teachievolvement; reported solutions to plannin
Project Manager implementation challenges; increased breadth of project
(F10, s
RQ2 Educator Survey Surveyed partiating ARR| Increase in frequency and complexity of student leareicig.
educators
(S10, Fa, s1)
NH School ICT Literacy an| Surveyed patrticipating A| Increase in numberto§éaders that meet the ICT competen
Professional Development | technologgirector/ requirements; other noted improvements in assEssiitlg |

A WSS

Descriptive
statistics/
Frequencies
Operended
coding
Crosstabulationg
on demographic
key variables
Measurement of|
outcomes across
data points;
Inferential statist
to find statistical
significant chges
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Key

Questions

Data Sources

Survey

Data Collection Method:

Instruments*

coordinator
(S10, S1n

Performance Indicators/Success Standards

Teacher Focus Groups

Surveyed partiatijng ARR
educators
(S10, S11

Increased reports of perceived and observed student imp
improved commitment to student achievement via tech. u

Administrator Focus Group

Surveyed partiatijng ARR
administrators
(S10, sm

Increased reports of perceived and observed student imp
improved commitment to student achievement via tech. u

NHCase Study Report

Surveyed participating A
Project Manager
(F10, sm

Reports afmproved student impact and gains in achieveme

educators
(S10, Fa, S1)

RQ3 Educator Survey Surveyed partiating ARR| Increased opportunities for collaboration and kinetic learn
educators tech.
(810, Fa, s1)
NH School ICT Literacy an| Surveyed participating Al Increase in numbertofi@aders that meet toenmunication &
Profession8levelopment |technologgirector/ collaboratiamomponent of ICT literacy standards
Survey coordinator
(S10, s1m
Teacher Focus Groups Surveyed partiating ARR| Increased reports of using tech. to provide opportunities fi
educators collaboration and kinetic learning
(S10, s,
Administrator Focus Group Surveyed partiaiing ARR| Increased reports of using tech. to mopadtunities for
administrators collaboration and kinetic learning
(S10, s,
NHCase Study Report Surveyed patrticipating Al Increased emphasis on/observations of community and ¢
Project Manager among student tech. use
(F10, sm
RQ4 Educator Survey Surveyegarticipting ARR| Increased capacity to personalize learning activities

Teacher Focus Groups

Surveyed partiati;ng ARR
educators

Increased reports of using tech. to differentiate learning
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Key

Questions

Data Sources

Data Collection Method:

Instruments*
(S10, sm

Performance Indicators/Success Standards

Administrator Fogaoups

Surveyed partiaiing ARR
administrators
(810, sin

Increased reports of using tech. to differentiate learning

NHCase Study Report

Surveyed participating A
Project Manager
(F10, sm

Increased reports of emphasizing tech. litedéstydents;
reports of improved approaches for differentiation

RQ5

Educator Survey

Surveyed partiaimg ARR
educators
(s10, Fa, S1)

Improvements in perceived efficayfedsional development
Increased frequencproffessional developnaetivies

NH School ICT Literacy an
Professional Development
Survey

Surveyed participating A
technologgirector/
coordinator

(S10, s,

Increased % of staff participatmgfessional development
activities; improved availability for/acpesfessional
development

Teacher Focus Groups

Surveyed partiaimg ARR
educators
(S10, sm

Improved frequency of/satisfaction with training

Administrator Focus Group

Surveyed partiaiing ARR
administrators
(S10, s

Improved frequemdisatisfaction with training

NHCase Study Report

Surveyed participating A
Project Manager
(F10, sm

Increased priority and breaghttofefssional development

*S=Spring; F=Fall
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Limitations

There are threknown limitations that impaetidata collection andnalysis. The first limitation

is that while the Educator Survey contained two variables for teachers to identify theraselves
1) a participant in the ARRA/TitledD grant, and 2) a treatment or cantieacher within the
ARRA/Title II-D grant, the datcom the Spring 2018urveyclearly showed that teachers were
frequently unsure of how to answer these two questifsghese questions are critical for the
evaluation teano identify participating €achers (and the basis for the analysis), the resulting
Educator Survey sample was much smaller than it could have Bésn.missingresponsesr
individuals who selected | dondét knowo waagwizeddidentitebdowdd t o
not be traced to participating schools because anonymity was guaranteed to respofiaents.
minimize this issuén future survey, Hezel Associates artde NHDOEcommunicated to

Project Managers the importanaieprovidingteachersvith the necessary details about grant
and theiroles

Second, data from one school were not included in the Educator Survey analysis due to the
evaluation team being notified of their participation in the ARRA/TIiHB frant too late for

their Educator Survey data to be includedhis report. However, this school is represented in
all other schoolevel analyses that appear within théport as the evaluation team was able to
incorporate the information within the reporting timeframe. All data corresponding to this
school for te 201011 school year will be included in the Final Evaluation Report, submitted at
the conclusion of the grant period.

Third, overall participation in the evaluation data collection instrumtemtthe 200910 school
yearwas low primarily because ingtments were finalized and distributed close to the end of
the school yearTo minimize this issue the future the instruments will be distributed in early
Spring 201 Xor the second round of data collection
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A. FINDINGS BY RESEARCH QUESTION

This sectiorprovides an aggregate analysis of tagadcollected during the 20A9 school year

for all ARRA 21st Century Classrooms grants, with the primary focus being on those classrooms
receiving and implementing the new techgyloeceived from thgrant (the treatment group).

The findingsfor each data source are pmatsel by research question and comparissasnade

to classroomshat didnot receie thenew technologythe control group) when applicable.

Individual districtlevel dataarealsoreviewed for each grant recipientsactionV.B in an effort

to identify innovative projectthat havepositivdy impacedteachermstruction and student
learningas well aghose projects that could easily be replicated by others.

Rates of Return

In total, 19 sites itNH received ARRA/Title HD funding. These sites span 23 districts and
consist of 40 individual schoolsSeveninstruments were used to gather evaluation dataglur
the 200910 school year.

Fourinstruments had 100percent rates of returrAn administrator from each of thg®
individual schools participatg in the ARRA/Title #D grantcompleted thé&N\H SchoollCT
Literacy and Professional Developmé&nirvey, and th&lH School Technology AccesSurvey
One administrator from each of the 23 districts completed the redViitdlistrict Technology
Survey TheNH STaR Chart wasomgeted by site administrators (h€).

In spring 2010, Hezel evaluators conducted administeatdreducataiocus goups at 18 out of
the 19 siteparticipating in the ARRA/Title HD grant No focus groups were conducted at
Northumberland School District, as their participatiothe ARRA/Title 1D grantbeganafter
thefocus groups had been conductédverall, @lucator focus group sizes ranged from four to
16, with an average of eight participants per groigministrator focus group sizes ranged from
one to nine, with an average of four participants per group.

The Educator Survey was distributed to 22&chers across the forty schoolie response rate
was ¥.8percent. The 85 respondents came from 24 of the 40 schools and 14 of the 19 sites in
the program.

Data Analysis

The quantitative data from the surveys were analyzed using descriptivecstatisiuding
frequencies and crosstabulations, fon@re indepth understanding ohplementatiorfrom the
perspectivef educators and administratorBhe focus groups were transcrib@ah-verbatim
though key quotes from individuals were manually rded. Qualitative analys of operended
survey questions and focus group summaries and quotes were perforooelinigyand grouping
responsginto commonly occurring themeg&valuators relied on multiple data checks

% Northumberland district administrators and educators will participate in the Sprind@sigroups.
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throughout the analysis and reportpr@cess to ensure data accuracgluding followup
communicationsvith projectparticipants regarding all uncledata

Baseline findings below are cultivated from Spring 2010 data collection efforts and are
organized by research question. Unlessretise indicated, findings represent feedback from
ARRA/Title II-D grant recipients and educators in tfteatmengroup.

1. RQ1: How well are school staff members turning classrooms into technology-
rich learning environments, fully equipped with hardware, software, and rich
digital resources for learning?

At this early stage in project implementatieeéchnologyintegration is growing among ARRA
participating districts and schools, despite the variety of technical provisions, solutions and
capabilitiesamongthesites While these variations have implications didfifering degrees of
challengesaind successdklroughout the life of the project, participants appear universally
dedicated to cultivating sustainableultureof meaningful technology use in thechools.

There argorominentdifferences in technology usage emerging between the teachers with access
to the grant resources@those in the control group, with treatment teachers demonstrating
increased frequencied use aross a variety of technologigscreased confidence in their
technological abilities, andicreased use @edagogical applicationshese reported
pedagogical developments may be aingesult of e
technology in the @lssroonwhich has grown substantially more than the confidendbef

control group.

Lastly, early technological provisions and infrastructure were examined across schools and

di stricts. Gauging a school 6s edtoplpcometv system
technology can have the intended impact, particularly at a more widesaneanigschool)

level. While these provisions are currently varied, evaluators will be tracking the technology in

place throughout the life of the grant to assednly their impact on classroom

implementation, but also the potential impact on sciade infrastructure and practices.

District-Level Support and Infrastructure

Technical Access at the District Level
There appears to be a variety of technical iows, solutions and infrastructure capabilities
across ARRAdistricts, as indicated by respondents toNikeDistrict Technology survey

Respondents reported using a variety of Internet service providersewa@reported using
more than one in thedistrict Comcas{(38.1%) andMetrocast(28.6%) werdhe most popular
providers Bandwidth committed to districtgas roughly evenlgplit betweerntegrated
Services Digital NetworkISDN) Digital Subscriber Line (DSLhroadband/cabl orfractional
T1 (43.5%) anddll T1 ATM or greater (56.5%); no one reporiesingdial-up orhavingno
connection.

There is no single predominant Internet filte
evenly distributed acrosdonic Wall(26.1%),iPrism (St. Bernard)21.7%)andWebSense
(21.7%). The greatest proportiohdistricts (39.1%pnly retain theiffiltering log files for a
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maximum ofseven daysvhile 26.1percentkeep the logs for up to 90 days. Respondents
generallyindicated (78.2%)spending eight hoursr lesseach month on filter maintenance and
block/unblock requests. Outleird of districts rely orSonic Wallfor their firewall solution while
a handful usduniper/Netscreenr Cisco ASA For their library automation sgsns, districts
prominentlyuse Sagebrush Spectru@@innebago)31.8%) orFollett (27.3%). While more than
half of the district§52.2%)have no curriculum mapping softwatkeremainder primarily uses
TechPathg21.7%) orCurriculumMappern(13.0%).

The majorityof districts (73.9%) reportetthat theyexpect teachers to use their school or district
email addresses as a primary school comaation tool; however, the same percentdganot

have a policy requiring this. Districtsse a variety of email solutiongith the mosicommon

beingMS OutlookandNovell Groupwise Nearly half oftherespondents (47.8%) repedthat

fewer than five hours are spent each month on email maintewdiieeanother 28 percent
spendbetween fiveandeight hours.In the case ofamlit er net out age at one
schools, informatiorwill usually be disseminated Isghool staff/users (68.4%), thougbme

districts will notify its staff througtan electronic notification system (36.8%).

Regarding service and support, distrieesresplit between having one pdine or fulktime IT
staff & the district level (39.1%) dwo full-time staff (34.86); 21.7 percent have five or more
full-time IT staff members. Technical support services plediby the districte.g., hardware,
applications, curriculum integratioaje typically less differentiated among IT staff members in
districts with fewer IT staff in comparison to districts with larger IT staff. istridtsthat have
only one or two ITstaff members, the majority of thes@pport services are provided bydbe
sameindividuals(77.8%). For support ihardware maintenancapplications softwargnd21st
century learning powered with technologyer half of districts use thalistricttech
coordinator/staf{56.5%69.6%) or a full-time districtlevel technology staffinemberto serve
multiple buildings(56.5%65.2%). The remainder of districts (30.4%.8%) payan external
provider (an IT company, individual, or local education support center) on either a full year or
per diem basis to provide this support.

Budgets allocated to district technology spending (hardware, software, connectivity, and support)
appeato berather stable over time, thoughhools with initially low budgets ($50K or less) are
planning to increase their expenditures. Further, actual amounts are increasing slightly over
time, as mean expenditurieave been rising since the 2608 schoolyear (see Tabl6).

Table 6. Locally budgeted amounts for district technology

School year N (districts) Min VEN Mean
200809 23 $5,000 $1,364,43 $274,444
200910 23 $6,000 $1,467,04 $291,564
201611 21 $30,000 $1,687,374 $315,43

Perceptions of Grant Provisions at the District Level

Prior to the ARRA/Title HD grant, sites had varying levels of technology access for teachers
which, in turn, impacted their level of use. Information obtained through focus groups indicated
that ®me teachers had modegabd large amounts of equipment in their own classroamie

others described the need to borrow shared equipment or did without those resources altogether.
Prior to grant implementation, some teachers had only used basic or outdated technologies (e.g.,
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computers, overhead projectors and televisions), while others had used more advanced tools
(e.g., interactive white boards, digital projectors, document readers, and digital cameras).
Frequency of use had also varied before the grant award, as dichtéet@eas for which
technology was usedthough several resources cited by participants revolved around math,
science and language arts.

Educators responding to the Educator Survey in Spring gédérallyreportecthat they had
receivedthetechnologyfunded by the ARRA/Title HD granti 44.7 percent had attained of it
andanother 43.5 percent had received at least some of the appropriated technology. Of those
educators who threceivedresources, almost g91.0%)had begun using therwith ther

students. Information obtained during tbeds groupsonducted at the ARRA/Title-ID sites
verified this information, and alsevealed that variation existed regardihg turraround time

to receiveARRA Ed Techgrant fundsthus impacting the reig# of the purchased technolagy

In several cases, teachers were presently using the technology in their classrooms, asiindicated
the survey responses abovewever, some groups considered September 2010 a more
reasonable start dafier project implenentation A number of siteplanned to use the summer

to install, configure, and testin new hardware and software.

The types of technology purchased with grant fundseet project neegeedominantly include
interactive white boards, followed by digii data/LCD projectors and student response systems
(see Figurd).

Hezel Associates, LLC 42



State-wide Evaluation of the New Hampshire ESEA Title II, Part D Grant Program

Figure 1. Technology hardware purchased with ARRA funds for classroom use as
reported by educators (treatment; n=80)

Interactive White Boards 80%
Digital Data / LCD projectors

Student response systems

Digital video recorders

Mobile computers (laptops, netbooks, tablets)
Digital cameras

Document cameras

Mobile multi-purpose tools

Data collection tools

Digital microscopes

Data collection interfaces/loggers

Image scanners

Portable keyboards

Portable digital audio players

Desktop computers

Video conferencing units

Global Positioning System

PDA Handhelds

Large monitors (i.e., 32" or larger)

Other tools 5%

No technology received 5%

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

Note: the graph above represents the percentage of educators who reported that their school/district
purchased the technology hardware listed for use in their classroom. For example, 80 percent of
educators reported that their district/school purchased interactive whiteboards with ARRA grant funds for
use in their classroom.

School-Level Support and Infrastructure

TheNH School echnologyAccessSurveywas completed at0 schoolstypically by tech
directors/coordinators and other specialistg occasionallyy principalsor other schoolevel
officials. As at the district level, school technology provisions are considerably v&ubadols
typically had more PCs than Mac equipment. Half the responding school representatives
reported no Mac computers, while the remaining institutindigated rangeom one to 200
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Macs(M=36.3). Meanwhile, almost all schools have R64 morehan half (%.6%)reported
PC computer counis the hundreds. Several schools have conditteraumbers of thin client
and retbook computersmore than half of theespondentsaportel having 50 or more of these
computers Only five schoolsreported not havinthis type of equipment.

All schools have fewethan10 mobile computer labswvith an average of 3.2 mobile computer
labs per school (15.0% of schools have no dedicatdilencomputer labs)On average, there
are 32.3 instructicad rooms per school buildingrhesemobile computelabs are typically
shared among severdassroomgM=20.9) and nearly half (4724) the schools share these labs
among 20 or morelassooms. Most schools provide at least some of theachers with
computers, thougtesktopsare more commonly distributed for professional use (M=22.5
teachers per schobhve a desktop compu}é¢han laptops or netbooks=15.4). Several kinds
of digital presentation tools are also available in scheoth,classrooms wired farable
television(M=26.8 classrooms per schqal0.3% of instructional classrooms have acgess
digital/LCD projectordM=14.0;50.4% of classrooms ha@aecesy and interactive whiteboards
(M=9.4; 37.1% of classrooms have acgdssing most commonWidely available digital
handheld tools includgraphing calculators (M=17.8 per scho@merage school student
enrollment is 430.)) digital cameras/camcoeds(M=15.1 per schod|, andportable keyboards
(M=11.8per schod|, and are likely rotated among classrooms forliysedividual students or
pairs of studentsMost reporting school@1.8%)have also adopted Google Docs for staff, use
but fewerthan h# (45.5%) have adopted Google SketchUp.

In examining connectivity, school representatives overwhelmingly regibvat all teachers have
accounts set up on the netwd@82.5%),email accountsreprovided to them (97.5%), and
teachers can access thaocounts outside of the school network (97.5%). However, teachers
from only 400 percentof the schools are permitted to accélssir schoofiles outside of school.
Further, only 3% percentof schools have a policy or expectation for teachers to enaiatclass
website for communicains with parents and students.

Over half of sirveyed teachers reportdthtcomputer labs were generally available when
needed for their studentst both the beginnin@9.8%)and the eng60.0%) of the school year.
Teachersalso widelybelievedthatt h e i r s ¢ h oydunctidred praperlis andnbre fglt
that this was the case at the end of the year than they did at the be{ifnd8¢g vs. 68.7%see
Figure2); by comparison, just over half of control teachers2%a) reporteal thattheir
technologyfunctionedproperlyatt he year 6s end.
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Figure 2. The technology at my school is functioning properly (treatment)

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

0%

63%
59%

24%

10%
— -

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

B Beginning of the school year (n=83) O End of the school year (n=75)

Further, educators increasingly found they receive sufficient support for successfully using

technology withtheir students. At the beginning of the 2a@®school year, just over half
(59.1%) of grant teacherslfthis supportvasadequate.This rate increaset 72.7 percent near

the end of the yeanf(idonly 58.6% of control group teacheveresatisfied wih this supporat
the same time Likewise, ARRA teachers predominantly cited substantigiculumsupport
for integrating technology with their students (77.4% agreed/strongly agreed) by the end of the

school year, compared with 58.3 percent of edusadt the start of the year (and compared with

just half of control group educators throughout the year).

As reported by 31 school technology specialists and administrators N tBehool
Tecmology AccessSurvey, hardware maintenande provided predominantly by paid full time

(48.4%)or part time staff (41.9%) dedicated to this service; this is also the casaftivare
support(out of 33 respondents: 42.9% full time; 37.1% part time), though neadihodeof

respondents indicatlis support is also provided by school staff who are reimbursed with
stipends for their services (31.4%gupport forcurriculum integrations also provided bub a
lesser extent (as reported by only 26 schools) by full time dedicated staff (42a824inp staff
(42.3%), and reimbursed school staff (42.3%). Few schebi®n staff or students for these
supports withouoffering compensation.

In focus groups at implementation sites, teachers and administrators mentioned several barriers or
difficulties that could potentially impact technology usageluding:
equipment functionality (not having troubleshooting knowledge or sufficient access to

a technology support p=on);
Internet connectivity, speed and infrastruet(e.g., network, server
monitoring of students for etask and appropriate use;

e variances in studentso6é ability to el
(e.g., lack of internet access, no printer ink, product control issares);
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e Dbuilding infrastructure limitatins, particularly in older schools (e.g., number of
outlets, paver limits, classroom size

However participant also identified a numbertwglpfulfactors impacting implementatiosiich
as
e timebeing providedor learning, practicing, planning, sharing witlhet teachers,
and implementing
e training that noetto6osnloy bcuotv earlss ot hper ofivhi odwe s
curriculum integration;
e patience by teachers, students, and administraods;
e recogniton d first-year starup dynamicssuch as the presence of a learning curve
and potenally low implementation levels

Teacher Practice
Nearly half of all educators surveyetb(3») indicated theylan to devote more than half their
class time to studh technology use.

Examining frequency of use on a mgmnular level, there was a sténtial reported increase

among educators who ustthnology with students ondaily basis, from 17.9 percent before
ARRA/Title II-D projectimplementation to 53.2epr cent at t he yearés end
control teachers by the same poirffurthermore80.5 percent of teachers used the resources in

their instruction at least two times each waekhe end of the yedénp from 41.7% initially).

While approxmately halfof theeducators are implementingoaeto-oneintervention with
regular individual student access to the technoltigy/pther half of the teachease either not
incorporating the resourcesthis way (4.7%) or are unsure how implementatioil
ultimately look 6.5%).

While desktop computers remained a popular instructional tool specifically for teacher use
throughout the year, several other technology resources saw sharp increases in reported
instructional use by teachers. By the enthefyear, use of laptops, interactive whiteboards and
digital presentation tools surpassed that of the desktop, followed closely by digital media tools
(see Figurs).

Hezel Associates, LLC 46



State-wide Evaluation of the New Hampshire ESEA Title II, Part D Grant Program

Figure 3. I design instruction that requires the use of these technologies by the
teacher (treatment).*

Digital presentation tools (e.g., — 44%
projector, document camera) | 86%

[ 399
Laptop computers 3% | 81%

Interactive whiteboard [P _20%

| 77%

0,
Desktop computers —701/304

Digital media tools (e.g., _L‘
cameras, recorders) 70%

Digital handheld tools % 38%

Netbooks -—9-%—| 36%

Assistive technology Ef’ 25%

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

B Beginning of school year B End of school year

*The number of respondents ranged from 64 to 81 due to missing data.

At the beginning of the year, teachers in both the control group and the treatment group had used
these various technologies in their instruction in approximatelyatime slumberésee Figurel).
However,as seen in the above figure, usage among treatment teachers increased notably
throughout thdatter part of the schogearwhen the technology was being implemented
contrastcontrol teachersaw only very minomcreases ifncorporatinghese toolgwith the

exception of netbook usage, jumpiingm 7.3%o0f control teachers t82.6% later in the yegr
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Figure 4. | design instruction that requires the use of these technologies by the
teacher (control).*
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*The number of respondents ranged from 164 to 195 due to missing data.

Administrative applications, productivity software, seansfires and web browsers renain

popular computer applications among ARRA teachgpscally beingadministered in student
instruction bygreater than thregquarters of educators. However, other applications saw climbs

in usage throughout the school yéararticularly hardwarembedded resources (e.g.,

interactive whiteboard, GPS/GIS), which were used by 71.4 percent of educaters post
implementation (up from 15.9% earlier in the year). Thinking tools (e.g., simulation, visual
organizer) and asynchronous communication resources (e.g., blogs, discussion boards) also saw
an increase in usage to greater than 60 percent of educators by tierengear, while use of
collaboration tools (e.g., Google Apps) and subgpecific software increased to approximately

half of participants. In general, use among numerous relevant computer applications climbed as
grant implementation progressed. Guarisongo the controlgroup underscore the effect of the
grant program as theaseline usage of the above applicatiopsontrol group teachevgas
comparable to that of grant teachersdidtnot notably increase throughout the yésseFigure

5 and6).

Hezel Associates, LLC 48



State-wide Evaluation of the New Hampshire ESEA Title II, Part D Grant Program

Figure 5. What computer applications did/do you use in your instruction with

students? (treatment).*
Web Browser ——M‘ 89%
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*The number of respondents ranged from 33 to 83 due to missing data.
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Figure 6. What computer applications did/do you use in your instruction with
students? (control).*
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*The number of respondents ranged from 102 to 199 due to missing data.
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More educatoreeported that they wemble to design lessons using digital tools that meet
instructional objectives after implementation @8) thanat the start of the ye#66.3%) By
comparison59.3percentof control teacherseported being able to do sothé start of the year,
and this percentage did not c¢ harrwteernpmetheset | y by
was a 23.6 percent increase among ARRA teachersinroglyagreed with thistatement

Likewise, a greater proportion of educators purposefully adapted lessons to include digital tools
postimplementation (86.5%) than prior to the grant (59.0@iant participants whetrongly

agreed this was the case increased substantially by 31.5 percent. Further, while just over half
(51.2%) of educators used digital tools to personalize learning activities for individual student
needs prior to implementat, those who were able to do so by the end of the year increased to
82.5 percent (compared to 54.3% of control group teachers).

These reported pedagogi cal devel opments may b
using technologin the classsom Over85 percent othe teacheragreed or strongly agreed

with the statement théttey felt comfortable witlusing instructional technologfter

implementation (up from 71.4%re-grantandcompared t@2.5% of the control group)

Likewise, 67.1percentof educators felt proficient at using technology in their instruction by the

year 6s end compar e &) ptiorto hecejvinggthe resoureefeachessiwho ( 56 . 6
participated in the focus groups indicated that their comfort level with testhgology was
oftendependent upon past experience with hardware and sofavate¢hat for some, comfort

level would decrease when introduced to newer equipmextechnologyrelated malfunction

occurred

In addition to observing an increase inteachs 6 comf ort | evel i n using
classroom, educators also atequitouslymodeling safe and ethical tawlogy use for their

students. The percentage of educators agreed or strongly agreéal this statemergrew from

an initial 85.7 pearent to a nearly unanimous 97.3 percent followAiRRRA/Title 11-D project
implementation.

Student Practice

Similar to technology use by teacheas;onsistent percentadeB(7%59.0%) of students used
desktop computers throughout the year. Howesareral other technologies were increasingly
present in lessons and available for student use as the year pragBssedy e a théuse ok n d ,
interactive whiteboard and digital presentations teatpassed that of desktop computers in
classrooms thaeceived grant suppofsee Figure). This trend is to be expected due to the

high numbers of interactive whiteboards and digital data/LCD projectors purchased with ARRA
Ed Tech funds (see Figuteabove). While proportions of student use were similathat

beginning of the year for both treatment and control group teaftrarost technologiesisage
within the control group was generally unchangde students of treatment teachers saw
increasedor all technologiegseeFigure8). There were slighincreasesver the school year in
theuse of interactive whiteboards (from.1% to 25.96) and digital media tools (fron03®% to
41.8%) in control classrooms but these increases were smaller than the corresponding changes in
treatment classrooms
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Figure 7. I design instruction that requires the use of these technologies by the
student (treatment)

Interactive whiteboard _ 22%

Digital presentation tools (e.g., (I 26%
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*The number of respondents ranged from 68 to 80 due to missing data.
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Figure 8. I design instruction that requires the use of these technologies by the

student (control)
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*The number of respondents ranged from 164 to 194 due to missing data.

In addition,focus group participantgportedthas t udent s 6

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

0 End of school year

access to and

equipment prior to the ARRA/TitledD grant varied In many buildings, there are one tuf
computers for student use in each classroom; mobile computer carts, the computer lab, and
library resources supplement student access to comp@&eh®ol technology specialists and
administrators generally report on the school tech access surv&raldats k8 have student
accounts, though few can access these accounts at home or are permitted to regularly send and
receive emails. However, most schools (62.5%) redongt their students are alled

unlimited storage space on their servers.

Seveny onepercentof teachersn ARRA classroomseported in the Educator survey that

students us¢he abovdechnologies specifically for learning at least two times a vaedhke end
of the year, which isip substantially from 24 @ercentof grant teachergrior to the award The
end of year figure is also nearly double the percentagendfol classroomg36.7%) doing so in

the spring.

As reported by school technology and administrative staff oNkh&chool ecmology Access
Survey, schools providedwgients with a myriad of online content/provisions:

¢ Internetbased distance learning content as a supplement to classroom learning:
predominantlyNettrekken42.9%),Enchanted Learnin@25.7%) andsrolier Online

(25.7%)
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o Course management system for stusléntaccess work online: predominariigodle
(40.5%) andsakai(21.6%)

¢ Digital portfolio solutions: predominantigakai OSK21.1%),Mahara(15.8%),Adobe
Acrobat Pro(15.8%), and general file storaff9.4%).

While teachers repatithat students inigilly used technologgnost ofterto facilitate
writing/creating, listening activitiesind presentations, students not only used tech resources for
these activities to a much greater extent following grant implementati@isogfrew to use
technology suliantially for several other learning activitieSheseincluded answering

guestions, copleting handsn activitiesassessments, and participating in discussions (see
Figure9). More educators also prompted their students to use technology durirdptlietrme,
contributing to a classroom culture in which technology is more securely embedded into all
facetsi formal and informal of instructional practices. Student use of technology during these
learning activities did not increase in the sanag ¥or control group classrooms (segurel0);
however, more than half of the control grdepchers consistently incorporated technology for
writing/creating, presenting, and answering questions throughout the year.

Figure 9. For what activities did/do your students use technology? (treatment)

Witing/Creating S 1
Presentations — g 1 77%
Answering questions — 4Q% | 74%
Listening —_52%_‘ _—

Completing hands-on activities 5% ] 72%

Downtime — 4% —
0,
Assessment —m_‘ 68%

. . 0,
Discussions 59%

Completing worksheets _ 23% ] 52%
Notetaking __u%_‘ 44%

. 0,
Imaging 36%

)
Other 14%

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

B Beginning of school year 0 End of school year

*The number of respondents ranged from 26 to 83 due to missing data.
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Figure 10. For what activities did/do your students use technology? (control)

Writing/ Creating —_(‘34%/%%

Presentations 0/%4%
Answering questions 0061%
Completing hands-on activity —Jﬁ\%w%
Listening o0
Assessment . 48%
Downtime 0/315%
Completing worksheet 0/%,7%
Notetaking K%
Discussions 0/304%
Imaging °/§2%
Other 802/02%

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

B Beginning of schoolyear B End of school year

*The number of respondents ranged from 92 to 199 due to missing data.

Figurel2 shows that @ucatos reportedhat theirstudens usediechnology for avide variety of

instructional purposes, suchrasearching, reviewing, and practicing skil@f the potential

purposes for using technology listed in the survey, bet®8&and B.0 percent of teachers

reported their students using technology for most opthiposes the start of the yedrgtone

exception was researching at.8%). By the end of the year, the range was fron064.84.8

percent for all items, withtheoneextepon of fisol vi ng Qpetcénent i c pr
Another way of looking at the data in Figurkis that students use of technology for every

purpose on the list increased betweert 2hd 39.5ercentage pointdn comparison, there was

little notable growth in student use angoontrol group classroonfsee Figure?2).
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Figure 11. For what purposes did/do your students use technology? (treatment)

. 0,
Researching —_ﬁ_&m—‘ 85%
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Organizing information — 50% ! 709
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. . 0,
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Solving authentic problems > 51%
Other .

20%
T
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B Beginning of schoolyear B End of school year

*The number of respondents ranged from 25 to 82 due to missing data.
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Figure 12. For what purposes did/do your students use technology? (control)

Researching —_61%3 750
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Other 04_)74%
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*The number of respondents ranged from 78 to 197 due to missing data.

These student practices are corroborated by focus gesufis as participants citestudents
using technology foindependent practice, readingtdrnd research, writing reports, taking
notes, completing projects or assignments, and taking tests. A fewlsddsscribed such
advanced practices as making videos, creating podcasts, and blogging.

School Culture & Attitudes

Despite the increases in lewlogy use reported above, nearlyp&icentof surveyed educators
consistently found planning lessons that use technology more time consuming than planning
lessons without those tools. Howewers important to note thahe majority 74.4% pre
implementation82.1% post) did not generally believe at any point that classroom management
is more difficult when technology is involved. Ultimately, nearly all educators believe
instructional technology improves learning throughout the yemithose whastronglyagree

with thisclaimincreased from 38 percent of teachers t& 3 percent posimplementation.
Likewise, participants overwhelmingfgundusing technology increases their instructional
effectiveness&nd the percentage eflucéors who strongly agreed with this climbed fr@8
percent of participants to 4Bpercentover the course of the year
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Theadminis@t i onds r ol e ioutwas peeeivedeposiiively by sugveyed ARRA
educators, asiorethan 90percentbelieve that both school and district administrators are
interested in the degree to which they use technology effectively with students (compared to
approximately 80% of control group teachers). While sctead districtlevel support was
prevalently ded among focus group participants, reactions were slightly more mixed,
informants abne site explained that, due to the configuration of multiple districts and schools
participating, there is a lot of variation in support structures among the autondistoigss with
their ownschoolboards and integration plans. Another site, howaeentedthatschootlevel

and districtwide workshop days and meetings alemteachers to regularly share their
technologyconcerns, expectations, and goals

Adminigrators showed ample enthusiasm in their suggestions for effective integration and
willingness to share ideas within the school community and beyond. Administrators provided a
wealth of insightful recommendations in their focus groups, most of whichsaedré¢he

importance of providing teachers with a variety of worthwhile professional development

opportunities One administratortated @A Teacher s need to know t hat
e n v i r oinhatahey uaderstand each person is at differentraggobints with technology

use and mistakes during the early stages of i
repeatedly expressed the importance of teacher motivation and staff, lougpddition to the

benefits of collaboration among the teachbesyween schools and within the communifyn
administratoexplainecthe benefitsofic ol | abor ati ng with other schc
and varied professional devel op Admpmistratoraini t i es
plan todisseminate project impact information within the school district, with parents and

throughout the local communityseveral citel using technology such as classroom blogs,

websites, and NING to share information while some mentioned more traditionadsietho
dissemination including newspapers, meetings, newsletters and presentations.

Collegial support among teachers appears to be increasingly embedded in school tech culture;
postimplementation, 8D percentof educators repatiassisting one another developing their
technology skills (up from 76% earlier in the year and greater thha65.9%o0f control group
teachers who dido). In addition, thefrequency of sharing ideas for using technology to enhance
learning among colleagues climbed ndyathose who purposefully share their ideas at least
twice a week increased from 14p2rcentof educators at the beginning of the year to 43.6
percentipod-implementation and nearly 72 percefieducators now do so at least once a week
(compared to fewethan half previously).

According to focus group participants, current mechanisms in place for teachers to share ideas
about technology are typically-[merson meetings, workshops or conferences, email, and
informal exchanges. Sonsées noted havingdditional vehicles for teacher communications,

such as an online exchange (e.g., discussion bddoiglle wikis, shared folders on the server

and a technology committee. While these interaction mechanisms are in place at several
institutions, a few ses reported no or minimal opportunities to specifically discuss technology
supported activitieand experiences. However, some sites described enhancements for teacher

' NING is a free online servide create, customize, and share a social network.
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sharing modalities for the 204Kl school year, such as an increased focus on tegynoto
additional meetings.

2. RQ2: To what degree are these technology-rich settings encouraging
mediating outcomes for students, including interactive learning, higher-level
thinking skills, and student engagement?

Overall, d@titudesof administrators and teachers regardingaiéty of instructional technology
to improve student achievement are generally positiaeighteacherg¢end to bemore

optimistic thanadministrators. Both administrators and teachers cited numerous démefit
using technlogy for instructional purposédssuch as increased student engagement and
motivation, and improved student and teacher access to educational infoiimetmseveral are
seeing these positive outcomes as a result of school participatt ARRA/Title IFD grant.
While there is still room for growth, students are increasingly using the grant resources to
support dynamic learning applications and activities. However, there continue to be multiple
potential barriers to achieving stud@utcomes that are commonly reported across the
participating sites The barriers includequipment delays (in receiving or installinigick of
infrastructurejnsufficientIT staff, andissues withproviding properprofessional development
for teachers The evaluation teawill continue totrackthesechallenges anctecommend
strategies for overcoming timas schools and educators continue whgngrant implementation.

Impact of Technology on Student Engagement

In Spring 2010 focus groupthe majoity of interviewed administratorfelt it was stilltoo early

to measure student outcons#sce districts and schools were in the beginning phases of their
project implementatianHowever,anecdotal data suggests that the new instructional technology
will have a positive impact on student engagement.

Oneadministratoistated during the focus groups tfitere has been a significant level of

teache and student excitement abduand engagement withthe increased access to the

technology tools inthe | a s s rApothen adiministratareported A We have seen st
engagement increase from 80 percent to 99 pefasmheasuredyy [the] walkthrough

observation tools. We have also seen student and teacher technology use increasddstsed on
provided bylwal kt hr ough observations. 0

In order to @in abetterunderstanding ahe impact the ARRA/Title D grant program is

having onstudent engagement, educators working directly with stuekares surveyed on their
perceptions of the impact of technology on student engagement and other mediating outcomes.
Educators were asked to reflect on two time periods: prior to project implementation (beginning

of the 200910 school year) and after sixomths of project implementation (end of the 2Q@°

school year). Comparing the start of the year to the end of the year, educators reported observing
anincrease instudefts mot i vat i on theextenttomwpidh stidents ira able

stayont ask, and st udent teahnology Eiguesldthreaughdbahpwethee nt i n
for each statement about student engagement, the percentage of educators strongly agreeing
increased by 20 percentage points or more between the start of the year emdl dif the year.

Hezel Associates, LLC 59



State-wide Evaluation of the New Hampshire ESEA Title Il, Part D Grant Program

Figure 13. Students are motivated to complete tasks when using technology
(treatment)
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Figure 14. Students are on-task when using technology (treatment)
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Figure 15. Students are engaged when using technology (treatment)
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Furthermore, both the control and treatment groups responded similarly to these questions at the
beginning of the school year, indicating that the groups were relatively equal prior to

implementation (see Figurés through B). However, the treatment grp showed substantial

positive increaseat the end of the school year, while no notable change was evident in the

control group. This suggests, assuming all other factors are equal, that the implementation of
technology in classroom settings and teaghers nt egr ati on of technol ogy
having a positive impact on teacherso6 percept

Because data regarding the situation prior to implementation were colletttespectivelyit is
possible thateachers receiving the grant resources may have a greater predisposition to note
positive change over time than their colleagues in the control group. Therefore, caution should
be taken in reviewing these trends but they are nevertheless promising.
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Figure 16. Students are motivated to complete tasks when using technology
(control)

100%
90% T
80% -
70% - 66%
60% -
50% -
40% A
30% - 26%
20% -
10% -

0% -

61%

29%

9% 9%

_

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree/Strongly Disagree

B Beginning of school year (n=200) O End of school year (n=173)

Figure 17. Students are on-task when using technology (control)
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Figure 18. Students are engaged when using technology (control)
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Impact of Technology on Interactive Learning and Higher-Level Thinking Skills

A second set of survey questions asked teachers to evaluate the impact of technology on
interactive learning and highével thinking skills. As was the case with the engagement
guestions, most teachers agreed with the setesrand the major differences between the pre
implementation and posmnplementation ratings were in the percentage strongly agrteeing

Figurel19 shows that 16 percent more teachers felt that they strongly agreed with the statement
that technology improwgelearning at the end of the year than they felt they did at the beginning

of the year. Bth control and treatment groups responded similarly digganing of the year

(see Figure0); however after implementation, the treatment group shosdustantl positive
increases (toward strongly agreeing), while no substantial change was evident in the control
group, suggesting that the implementation of technology and integration into classrooms is
positively impacting t e adogyrmrirnstéuctipnampoept i on of
learning. Treatment teachers are also beginning to report anecdotal improvements in student
academic achievement as a result of using the resources (though this has not been verified in any
student outcomes), while educatonsoth administrators and teachéraere generally

interested in viewing assessment outcomes throughout grant participation. Teachers at one site,
however, were wary of placing considerable emphasis on the impacts of technology when
examining student assament scoreparticularly because of fluctuations in studentoliment
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Figure 19. | believe using technology in instruction improves learning (treatment)
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Figure 20. | believe using technology in instruction improves learning (control)
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As previously reported und&®Q 1, educators indicated more frequent student use of technology
for completing a number of interactive classroom activities as a result of their ARRA/Mtle I
project implementationThe most notable increases in activities that incorporate technology
included: completing hands on activities (37.4% increase), answering qué3tid¥s

increasg completing worksheet28.4% increase) and presenti28.3% increaggsee Figure

10; section V.A.L Similarly, educators reported increases in student tdogy usefor several
learning purposes from the beginning to the end of the school ilearever, these most notable
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increases of tectologyuse were often in less complex areas of student learning/thi(ekipg
practicing skills and reviewingvhile more intricate thinking applications (e.g.,
comparing/contrasting, explaining ideas, reflecting, solving authentic problems) saw less
substantial increases. Tlagggests that therensore room for growth in highesrder learning
applications as teachdsecome more comfortable with the technology and more confident in
using the resources in more complex ways.

While the above outcomes are based on teacher perception through observation, administrators at
ARRA schools were also asked to identify how tisemool assesses ICT literacy skills,
standardsidopted from ISTE NEB to ensurghatstudents learn 21st century skill®verall,

students are assessed most often in Gradeal in Grade 8While administratorseporeda

vari ety of means f or as sighthgradergare predondirantly soé6 | CT
evaluatedntheir digital portfolio work(see Figurel).

Figure2l. Ways ARRA schools are assessing students
grade level (treatment)
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B Grades K-2 O Grades 3-5 B Grades 6-7 B Grade 8 B Grades 9-12

In the 20®-10 school year, administrators from ARRA/TitleDlischools reported that most
students met the six ICT competency requirements at the eighttigrade, with the smallest
percentage of students meeting the requiremermimmunication &
collaborationcommunication tool§82.1%) and the highest percentage of students meeting the
requirement foresearch & information fluencsgsearch tool$89.0% Table7). However, as
these data refer to all students enrolled in ARRA schools and not just thosdsspaitgcipating

in grantsupported classroomsaution should be taken @&ssociatinghese results with grant
activities. Nevertheless, it is anticipated tthetARRA/Title 11-D program's impact will be
disseminated schoalide as teacheitlsecome traiedandin turn train their colleagues, and

future analyses will be conducted to see if the percentages of students meeting these competency
requirements change over the duration of the grant period.
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Table 7. 2009-2010 eighth grade ICT competency requirements (treatment)

8h Grade 1 LIRS % of 8h Graders Meeting

Meeting
Enrollments competenc Competency
20092010 Re u‘i’remenﬁs Requiremers
(Mean) - (Mean)

(Mean)

ICT competency requirement

Research & information fluency/rese

tools 23 125.7 112.9 89.0%
Technology operations and conceptg 23 125.7 1135 87.7%
Creativity & innovation/productivity t( 22 125.7 106.6 86.5%
Digital citizenship/social, ethical, hun

issues 23 125.7 111.3 85.4%
Critical thinking, problem solving, &

decision making 22 125.7 105.3 85.0%
Communication &

collaboration/communication tools 22 125.7 104.5 82.1%

Note: Percentages represent averages derived from calculations at the individual school level and would
not, therefore, align exactly with percentages derived from the mean numbers of 8" graders provided in
the table.

Potential barriers to achieving mediating student outcomes

Many administrators admit they underestimated the length of time it would take to get
technology up and running. Four out ofde studwadministratorgeported that thequipment
took a long time to arrivand there were often delaiysinstallation. As mentioned RQ 1,
multiple districts experienced problems with technology integration due tot@cdwonology
infrastructure antlvo administrators indicated adk of IT Department staff. As a result of
these delays in implementation, effects on student outcomes may also be delayed. These
technology problems, as noted by some participants, may lead to student frustration with the
technology, potentially damperg the impact of the implementation.

Other administrators indicated trouble scheduling professional development for seatbene
administrator wroteii The bi ggest chall enge was providing
professional developmentan di stri ct with seveMany ot her i ni
administrators felt teachers werettomfortable with technologyflt was difficult to bring

teachers to a baseline skill level in the use of the technologydoaks administrator noted.

Isstes with professional development could lead to a variety of barriers in achieving student
outcomes down the road. Teachers with lower baseline skill level and those overwhelmed by or
uncomfortable with the new technology may not integrate it into th&tiuiction as readily as

other teachers, leaving some students with less exposure to the technology.

3. RQ3: To what degree does the provision of technology tools translate into real
opportunities for students to collaborate and connect with new content?

While preliminary student outcomes show room for growth in communication and collaboration,
educators who report using technology to facilitate student collaboration are on the rise.
Opportunities for collaboration among students are likely to increasedentgtubecome exposed

to, and have the opportunity to connect to, new content made available through the technology
purchased with ARRA Ed Tech funding. In addition, there is the potential for growth in the ICT
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literacy standards which demonstrated thedsiproportion oéighthgrade students meeting
competency requirements for tbemmunication and collaboratiariterion (82.1%).

Technology use among student groupings

Educators were asked to indicate the student gngspresent when using technoyog

throughout the year. Technology was used more frequently at the end of the year than the
beginning of the year with all types of groups, with the percentage increases rangiig.Boon
29.6percent (Figur@2). While the increase in independent work may be an indicator of less
collaboration, it is important to recognize that the other three types of work (whole class, small
group, and partners) increased, as well. In addition, both the control and tregrimugst
responded similarly at the beginning of the school year, indicating that the types of groups
formed during technology use were relatively equal prior to project implementation (see Figure
23). At the end of the school year, the treatment group stieunbstantial positive increases

while no substantial change was evident in the control group. This suggests that the
implementation of technology in classroom settings is positively impacting the ways teachers are
engaging students in their classroomdyoth collaborativendindependent work.

Figure 22. Student groupings present when using technology (treatment)*

69%
Whole class ——‘ o

47%

Small groups | 779

Part 46%
artners 68%

| 56

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

Independent | 80%

B Beginning of schoolyear B End of school year

*The number of respondents ranged from 79 to 81 due to missing data.
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Figure 23. Student groupings present when using technology (control)*

75%
Whole class — .

52%
Small groups

Part 50%
artners 53%

67%
independent — o

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

|

59%

B Beginning of schoolyear B EnNd of school year

*The number of respondents ranged from 181 to 195 due to missing data.

Tech applications promoting collaboration and connections to new content

Educators reported their students using technology for a variety of purposes in their classrooms,
all of which increased from before project implementation to six months after receiving the
resources. Of particular interest is the fact that the propaistudents using technology for
collaborationincreased by 32 percentage points. In addition to the increased use of technology
for collaboration, the use of technology for other purposes that provide students with ways to
connect to new content (e.gesearching, solving authentic problewrusd explainingdeas) have

also increase(bee Figure &). As students begin to interact with technology in more complex
ways, they may also increase their ability to connect with new content. Student daid beat
reported in the Final Evaluation Report will allow us to further explore these connections.
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Figure 24. Changeint e ac h e r sed use efggeclrnology purposes by students

(from beginning of school year to end of

Applying concepts
Practicing skills
Reviewing

school year; treatment)*

40%
39%
35%

33%
32%

Constructing knowledge
Collaborating

Reflecting

Explaining ideas
Comparing and contrasting
Organizing information
Defining concepts
Exploring real-world issues
Solving authentic problems
Researching

Other

12%

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

*The number of respondents ranged from 25 ( i Ot h er & toc82 duetg missiyng data.

Focus group participants were asked to discuss how they envision the technology will impact
students and some discussed opportunities for collaboration and curricular cosrtectiogh

the interactive resourceéccording to teacherat one schoglusing a computer instead of

pencil and paper will help students write and revise their wbhey alsaanticipate that the

s t u driting wild deepenastechnology enables theto access additional resources

Interactive learning was discussed by a teacher at another school who indicated that the students

Afwer e gl SmartdBodrgandtofitc@urse, everyone wanted to come up and do it. It sunk in
better for them and theywer mor e exci t ed. O Teachers el sewhe
technology will assist students6 connection t

as science and math, by using interactive games and videos rather than simply lis&ning to
lecture.

Educators also anticipate the technology will provide access to information in ways that will

allow them to better reach different types of learners. Both teachers and administrators indicated
the technology will show connections betweensiiasm lessons and the real world to students

and administrators expect to see an increase
to information.

Progress toward collaboration and connections to new content

As reported in RQ2, the propmm of eighthgrade students who met the ICT competency
requirement by the end efghthgrade was lowest for the communication and collaboration
criterion (82.1%). Other requirements that are tangentially related to collaboration and content,
such agesearch & information fluencyésearch toolandtechnology operations and concepts

were met by slightly more students. There is room for growth in these ICT literacy rates and the
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ARRA grant provides opportunities for collaboration and connectionswocontent to be
developed.

In the meantime, all ARRA grantees are focusing on creatisgc2htury classrooms, which,

according to The Partnershipfor2Cent ury Skill s, focuses on the
(critical thinking and problem solving, conumication,collaboration and creativity and

i nno v d%Whitercdllabaration and connection to new content will be more fully assessed at

the conclusion of the ARRA grant, educators report increased use of technology to promote

student collaborationuggesting that the implementation of technology in classrooms is leading

to increased collaborative activities and potentially increased connection to new content and

other dynamic learning opportunities for students.

4. RQ4: How are new technologies and resources serving students of various
groups, including those with the highest need?

To examine the impact the new technologies and resources derived from the ARRALitle Il
grant are having on student groups, schools participating in the grardepaged into two
groups: school® need of improvement (SINI) and schontst inneed of improvemerit Of
the40 schools involved ithe ARRA/Title 1D grant,26 are SINI(see Tablé). The Educator
Survey was completed by @slucators from SINI and 20 educators from schootsn need of
improvement.While the65 SINIeducators who completed the survey were fairly evenly
distributed amond6 shools, 14 of the 28urvey responsdsom notin need schools were from
a single shool We therefore caution against close reading of theSibh data.

2 From The Partnership for 2Century Skills website: http://www.p21.org/ (italics not in original).

13School in Need of Improvemend this is the terniNo Child Left Behindises to refer to schools receiving Title

| funds that have not met state reading and math goals (AYP) for at least two years. Schools labeled "school in need
of improvement" receive extra assistance to improve and students have the@ptansfer to another public

school, including a public charter school.
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Table 8. ARRA School Classification (treatment)
SINI Schoolg=26 NonSINI Schoolé=14

Allenstown Elementary School Alton Central School

Armand R. DuPont School* Epsom Central School

Chester Academy* Groveton Middle/High School
Deerfield Community School* Jefferson Elementary School
Groveton Elementary Josiah Bartlett Elementary School’
Henry J. McLaughlin Middle Schoq Lafayette Regional School

Hillside Middle School Mast Waklementary School*
Lamprey River Elementary* Moharimet Elementary School
Lancaster Elementary School Nute Junior High School

Maple Avenue Elementary* Oyster River High School*

Middle School at Parkside* Pembroke Hill School *

Milton Element&ghool Pembroke Village School*

New Searles Elementary School | Profile Junior/Senior High School*
Nute High School* White Mountains Regional High Sq¢

Qyster River Middle School
Pembroke Academy
Pittsfield Elementary School*
Pittsfieldliddle/High School*
Portsmouth Middle School
Somersworth Middle School*
Southside Middle School*
Three Rivers School*
Timberlane Regional Middle*
Unity Elementary School*
Whitefield Elementary School
Woodland Heights School*
*School participated in the Educator Survey

Overall, more SINI are involved in the ARRA Ed tech grant than schools not in need of
improvementhowever, this is not unexpectes ARRA funds were intended to be distributed to
districts in need. By the drof the school yeafewereducators from SINI received all of their
grantfunded technologyandalso reported fewer instances of havimgplemented technology in
the classroom in comparison to schaw$in need of improvementln addition, at the

begnning of the school year, data indicated a gap between SINI educatarere&tNI
educatorsegarding ability to personalize learning and meet individual student needs using
technology, as SINI educators appeared to be less comfortable using digitébtdbese ends.
However, the gap between these two groups disappeared by the end of the school year, with the
majority of educators from both groups agreeing they are able to use digital tools to meet
individual student needs and personalize learnfgnore detailed discussion can be found
below.

Technology availability and classroom implementation

The graphs belowhow that70.0 percent ohon-SINI teachers received all of their ARRA/Title
II-D grantfunded technologhy Spring 2010 In contrastonly 36.9percent ofSINI teachers
received all of their grarfunded resourcest the same point in timand15.4 percent had not
received anyechnology at al{see Figureb).
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Figure 25. Have you received the technology that the ARRA/Title II-D grant
funded? (treatment)

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

0%

B Educators at non-SINI schools (n=20)

70%

37%

Yes, all of it

48%

30%

15%

Yes, some of it

No

O Educators at SINI schools (n=65)

Among those who have received the grant techno®g@percent ofSINI educatordegan to

implement it with studentandall (100.0%)non-SINI teacherdegan to use the grasftinded

resources

In total, whileall non-SINI teachers received at least some of their technology ard beg
implementing it with students, more than anearter (26.1%) o8INI educators have either not
yet begun to implement the technology with students or have not received sufficientesgou
beginproject implementationThese findingsuggesslightly disproportionate distribution and
access to the grant resourcedhmy classification oéchool need.

Utilizing digital tools to meet individual student needs

Seventy percent of neBINI educatorseported thathey were able to use digital tools to

personalize learning activities and meet individual student regetie start of the school ye'dr.

In contrast, less thamalf of SINI educators (45.5%) were aliteuse digital tools to that effect.
However,SINI teachers reported becoming much more able to do so over the course of the

school year andhe gap between SINI and n&iNI teachers lessenedthe end of the school
year. Overeighty percent of both gups(80.7% SINI; 88.2% no#SINI) reported thatheyare

able to use the appropriat@ital tools to address individualized learniagthe school year end
(see Figurs26 and Z). No differences were observed betwé@atment teachers and control

group teachers in regards to their ability to use digital tools to personalize learning activities at

t he

Treatment teachefsom SINI schools were able tose digital tools to personalize learning

beginning of

the school

year

but

di

ffere

activities and meet individual student needa greater capacity than control teachers (80.7% vs.
50.0%). In contrast, treatment teachers from-8t¥il schools reported similar capacitiesuse

Ul ndicated fAagreed

or

Astrongly

agreeo
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digital tools for this purpose as control teachers (88.3% vs. 85.7%), however, the percentage of
treatment teachestrongly agreeindo this statement was much greater for treatment teachers
than control teachers (47.1% vs. 9.5%). These findingsdssuggest that SINI schools may
demonstrate larger gains in areas related to technology integration as there may be a lack of
resources (or the presence of contributing factors tied to SINI classification) in these schools
prior to grant involvement, whidbecome lessoned over time with ARRA/TitleDlproject
implementationgee Figur&6 through Figure?9).

Figure 26. | am able to use digital tools to personalize learning activities to meet
individual student needs (non-SINI schools; treatment)

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

0%

60%

47%

41%

30%

10% 12%

.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree/Strongly Disagree

T 1

B Beginning of school year (n=20) OEnd of school year (n=17)
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Figure 27. | am able to use digital tools to personalize learning activities to meet
individual student needs (SINI schools; treatment)
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58%

50%
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20%
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0%
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Figure 28. | am able to use digital tools to personalize learning activities to meet
individual student needs (non-SINI schools; end of year responses comparing
treatment and control)
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Figure 29. | am able to use digital tools to personalize learning activities to meet
individual student needs (SINI schools; end of year responses comparing
treatment and control)
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Of the 18ARRA/Title 11-D sites thaparticipated in focus grogpfive are districts imeedof
improvement Both inneed and not ineed sites reported similar implementation successes and
challenges.Both groupsalsocited numerous advantages of using the grant resources to
differentiak instruction, including increased eadeaising technology for differentiatiobetter

access to information, and more opportunities to cater to various learning Sgikes.
administratorechoed the universal enthusiasm regartinge t ec hn oytohgly 6 s cap
students who fAihave not been reached with tr

5. RQ5: How are grantees doing in terms of training teachers not only how to use
technology but also how to translate their new skills into practice in their
teaching?

Professionatlevelopment plays a criticallmin the ARRA/Title ItD grant and all districts
receivingARRA Ed Techfunds must set aside 2fercent of their total grant funds for
professional developmenfs of March 2010, most sites had either conducted traomitgd
training planned for the coming months and throughout grant implement&tibministrators

and teachergenerally believe that more professional development and time to learn, practice
and integrate the new technology will further facilitate megfuinmplementation.Most
administratorsndicated that their school provisieeachersvith time during regular school hours
for professional development, thoutgachergenerallybelieve more time is needed to learn,
practice and integratbe new equipnent According to the teachersahdson practice is
particularis lacking Further, ariations among sitas pre-existing skills/provisions anih
receiving, inventorying, and installing technolaagye affecting théiming and content of
professionatievelopment.

Hezel Associates, LLC 75

a
a

c
d



State-wide Evaluation of the New Hampshire ESEA Title II, Part D Grant Program

Participation in Training Activities

In order to gain a better understanding of the impact the ARRA/Tibegilant program is

having onteacher training, educators and administrgpoosided survey feedback on the

training they have padipated in to date, as well as what they perceived to be additional
professional development need®y Spring 201Q most sites had either conducted training or

had training planned for the near future and throughout the life of the project. However, teachers
at some sites still did not know what equipment they would receive and had not heard of any
relevant trainingsessions.

Most sites indicated their training would use a combination of external trainers-hodse

staff, according to teacher and administrator focus groups. Seventy percent of administrators
from ARRA/Title 1I-D participating schools reportedatimost or all staffn their school
participated in district oite professional development. Many administrators also reported that
a small portion of their staff (<30%) in their school participated in college/university graduate
courses (84.6%) anddfChrista McAuliffe Tech Conference (82.5%), an annual meeting readily
attended by ARRA/Title D grant recipients. It is important to note that the activities listed in
Figure31represent schoalide participation in professional development, and ustt fhose
professional developmeattivities specific to ARRA patrticipation. As professional
development or training outside of the district is often cost prohibitive and may include time
out side of t eac h e-sitsgrofeasmmaindavgionentowiil eoditinde éoenefio n
the largest number of teachers (see FigOje
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Figure 30. Staff participation in professional development or training (treatment)

District on-site PD (n=40) b 1 70%
(1]

Other face-to-face PD (n=39)

PD activities at Local PD Center (n=39) 1 74%

PD activities at SERESC (n=40)

] 85%

Collegel/university graduate courses (n=39)

1 83%

Christa McAuliffe Tech Conference (n=40)

Online courses from other providers (n=40)

NHSTE workshops or summer inst. (n=39)

Online courses from OPEN NH (n=40)

Intel workshops (n=39)

NHEMA/ NHSLMA Conference (n=40)
NHPTV Knowledge Network workshops (n=39) 28%

Thinkfinity/MarcoPolo workshops (n=39) 13%

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

B No staff participation (0%)

O Participation by a few (less than 30%)

B participation by several staff (between 30-70%)
O Most or all staff participated (>70%)

Teachers were asked in the Educator Survey to reflect on their participation in online learning
communities for professional development, both prior to and six months after implementation.
Frequency of participation increased in general between the two points in time, as the percentage
of teachers who reported never engaging in online learning comnsuatteeased frodh8.8

percent td4.6percentseeFigure 3 for details.
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Figure 31. Frequency of teacher participation in online learning communities for
professional development (treatment)

100% A
90%
80%
70% A
60% 1
49%
50% 1
40% A 35%
30% 1 24% — 21%
20% 0% s 8% 129
10% 1 4% 4% 1%
0% - - - - -
Daily 2-4 times per Once per 1-2 times per 3-5 times per Never
week week month year
B Beginning of the school year (n=84) 0 End of school year (n=78)
Whil e the treatment group saw dpatmgiretkepe mov e me n
communities, the control group saw only a very small decrease in those who never participate
(3. 3%) . I n general, the control groupds freqg

the end of the school year, Whihe treatmergroup saw a greatehange (see Figu?).

Figure 32. Frequency of teacher participation in online learning communities for

professional development (control)
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60% 1 5% 550
50%
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13%
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Daily 2-4 times per Once per 1-2times per 3-5 times per Never
week week month year

B Beginning of the school year (n=201) B End of school year (n=183)
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Professional DevelopmentCont ent and Traieirrgdlheds s 0

Some sites indicated their trainimgs relevant to the new technologshile other sites

indicated their training was not specific to the technology being purchased with ARRA funds.
This variation may be attributed to sites receiving their funding and the corresponding
technology at diffeent times. Another factor that appears to have influenced the type of
professional development offered is that some sites that were already being familiar with the
technology instead focused thpiofessional developmenh curricular integration.

Whenasked to rate the importance of various technology professional development topics for
their school , t h esingdag bnalgsis to mfari elabsrdorm iestnucivo@ s i

whi ch was rated nOperapit ef the admimistraioesponderitsThe wecohd

highest rated topic wastegrating interactive whiteboards whi ch r ecei ved a #fhi
rating from 57.9ercentof respondents. Most of the other items on the list (see Fsgure

received middle range ratings of importanThe only items that received a majorityimat of

~

Anot a pr i wereusingwikisgs@malteZzntive to textbooks

Most of the topics administrators rated highly on thearigblved direct implementation and

effective use of theechnology (e.g., using data analysis to inform classroom instruction,
integrating interactive whiteboards, basic technology skills for teacherspntrast, most topics

that received miglange or low overall priority ratings involved longerm integation or

novelty applications (e.g., using wikis, creating and maintaining websites and blogs, using online
course management systems).
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Figure33. Teachersé6 need for professional devel opm
(treatment)

In consideringprofessional developmetdpics outside of technologpearly threequarters of

admi ni st r at o instructionh Basetl Bn)NH Math Statdaiisa s hi ghest pri o
which wasfollowed in the ratinggy improving reading and literacy skills amdproving

writing, which wereboth rated highest priority 9.0 percent of the respondentso items

were rated as finot a pr i onddrstayding dPgsigrhadithe j or i t vy
most respondents give it the lowest rating (38.0%).

Figure34 shows that most of theps that administrators ratedtaghest priorityinclude
contentbased training (e.g., improving reading and literacy, improving writing, improving
instruction in core content areas). Curricullonassessmeittased training items (e.g.,
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