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	Program Goal:
	To promote the development, demonstration, and use of technology and media services to improve results for infants, toddlers, children, and youth with disabilities.


	



	Objective 1 of 3: 
	Improve the quality of Special Education Technology and Media Services projects.


	Measure 1.1 of 4: The percentage of Special Education Technology and Media Services projects judged to be of high quality.   (Desired direction: increase)   1792

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2005 
	Set a Baseline 
	Not Collected 
	Not Collected 

	2006 
	Set a Baseline 
	80 
	Target Met 

	2007 
	BL+1PP 
	85.7 
	Target Exceeded 

	2008 
	82 
	(October 2009) 
	Pending 

	2009 
	83 
	(October 2010) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	84 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), Special Education Technology and Media Services, expert panel review of products and service descriptions. 

Frequency of Data Collection. Annual 

Data Quality. Measure developed in 2006. 

Target Context. Baseline established on the basis of 2007 data. Targets should be set as follows:
2007: Set a baseline=80
2008: BL+1PP
2009: 82
2010:83
2011:84 

Explanation. A panel of 6 special education scientists review a sample of products from eleven Technology and Media projects that produce products in previous FY All products are reviewed and scored on whether the product content is evidence-based, valid, completed, and up-to-date. The quality dimensions measured are (1) Substance--Does the product/service description reflect the best of current research and theory or policy guidance, as demonstrated by a scientifically or evidence-based approach, a solid conceptual framework, appropriate citations and other evidence of conceptual soundness? (scored using a 6-point scale) and (2) Communication - Does the product/service description have clarity in its presentation, as evidenced by being free of editorial errors, appropriately formatted and well organized? (scored using a 3-point scale). The total score is the sum of the two quality dimension sub-scores (total scores ranging from 0-9). Quality is defined as Average score of 7.0 or better out of 9.

T&M Measure 2.1 = Total number of T&M project products and services reviewed by a science expert panel with average quality scores totaling 6 or higher divided by total number of products and services reviewed times 100%. 

T&M Measure 1.1 = 30 products and services with average scores totaling 6 or higher/35 = .857 x 100% = 85.7% 
	Measure 1.2 of 4: The percentage of Special Education Technology and Media Services projects judged to be of high relevance to improving outcomes of infants, toddlers, children and youth with disabilities.   (Desired direction: increase)   1790

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2005 
	Set a Baseline 
	43 
	Target Met 

	2006 
	43 
	90.9 
	Target Exceeded 

	2007 
	45 
	100 
	Target Exceeded 

	2008 
	91 
	(October 2009) 
	Pending 

	2009 
	91 
	(October 2010) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	91 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), Special Education Technology and Media Services, expert panel review. 

Frequency of Data Collection. Annual 

Data Quality. Measure was refined in 2006. 

Target Context. Baseline was set on the basis of 2007 results. If ceiling effects occur for a second year under the present measure, the operational definition of the measure will be revised in 2010. 

Explanation. A panel of 5 Technology and Media Stakeholders reviewed a sample of products from eleven Technology and Media projects that produced products in FY07. All products were reviewed and scored on whether the product content was responsive to priority issues and challenges confronting the target groups. The products were judged on three dimensions of relevance: (1) Need – Does the content of the material attempt to solve an important problem or critical issue? (2) Pertinence – Does the content of the material match the problem or issue facing the target group or groups? And (3) Reach – To what extent is the content of the material applicable to diverse populations, within the target group? Each of the three relevance dimensions was measured using a three-point scale. The total score was the sum of the three relevance dimension sub-scores (total scores ranging from 0-9).

Scoring Calculation 
T&M Measure 1.1 = Total number of T&M project products and services reviewed by a Technology and Media expert panel with average relevance scores totaling 6 or higher divided by total number of products and services reviewed times 100%. 

T&M Measure 1.1 = 11 products and services with average scores totaling 6 or higher/11 = 1.0 x 100% = 100% 
	Measure 1.3 of 4: The percentage of Special Education Technology and Media Services projects that produce findings, products, and/or services that contribute to improving results for infants, toddlers, children and youth with disabilities.   (Desired direction: increase)   00001y

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2005 
	  
	43 
	Measure not in place 

	2006 
	  
	82 
	Measure not in place 

	2007 
	Set a Baseline 
	81.8 
	Target Met 

	2008 
	84 
	(October 2009) 
	Pending 

	2009 
	85 
	(October 2010) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	56 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), Special Education Technology and Media Services, expert panel review. 

Frequency of Data Collection. Annual 

Data Quality. Measure was developed in 2006 and revised in 2007. 

Target Context. Baseline originally set on the basis of 2006 results, re-established on the basis of 2007 results when value of obtained results increased significantly. 

Targets should be as follows:
2008: Set a baseline (81.8)
2009:83
2010:85
2011:87 

Explanation. A panel of 5 Technology and Media Stakeholders reviewed 9 submitted samples of finalized technology products solicited from project directors of Technology and Media projects that produced finalized products in FY07. All products were reviewed and scored on whether the product content could be easily and quickly adopted or adapted by the target group and produce the desired result. The products were judged on three dimensions of usefulness: (1) Ease – Does the content of the product or service description address a problem or issue in an easily understood way, with directions or guidance regarding how a problem or issue can be addressed? (2) Replicability – Is it likely that the information derived from the product or service will eventually be used by the target group to achieve the benefit intended? and (3) Sustainability – Is it likely that the information derived from the product or service will eventually be used in more than one setting successfully over and over again to achieve the intended benefit. Each of the three usefulness dimensions was measured using a three-point scale. The total score was the sum of the three usefulness dimension sub-scores (total scores ranging from 0-9).

Scoring Calculation 
T&M Measure 3.1 = Total number of T&M project products and services reviewed by a Technology and Media expert panel with average usefulness scores totaling 6 or higher divided by total number of products and services reviewed times 100%. 

T&M Measure 3.1 = 9 products and services with average scores totaling 6 or higher/11 = .818 x 100% = 81.8% 
	Measure 1.4 of 4: The federal cost per unit of technology and media services for the Special Education Technology and Media Services program, by category, weighted by an expert panel quality rating.   (Desired direction: decrease)   00000000000000n

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2007 
	Set a Baseline 
	29,111 
	Target Met 

	2008 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2009) 
	Pending 

	2009 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2010) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. 
For Non-media Technology Programs:  Dollars per developed technology product. Note: not shown is efficiency information For Media Captioning and Description Programs: Dollars per hour of captioning and description. 
Frequency of Data Collection. Annual 

Data Quality. Note: not shown above is efficiency information For Media Captioning and Description Programs: Dollars per hour of captioning and description. There should be a new efficiency measure developed for the Media Captioning and Description Programs beginning with 2008 data entry. 


2007 values: Note: a figure of $470.59 per hour of captioning and description was obtained  for Media projects only. For non-Media products the efficiency method was not developed in 2007. 

2008 Note: For Media projects, results in 2008 were $106.83 per hour of captioning and description. For non-Media technology product development, results are $29,111.00 per developed product, as shown above.  
Target Context. Baseline originally set on the basis of 2006 results, re-established on the basis of 2007 results 

Explanation. 

2008 Method: The methodology for obtaining cost per unit (CPU) of output measures is generally total cost divided by total units of output times a weight for the quality of the output. The measure starts with cost which was defined as the overall expenditures for the sample of projects that submit products for review in a given year. Output reflects the "production" of units. 

Two efficiency measures are calculated for Technology and Media: 

(1) Media--An estimate of the number of hours of captioning and description (Media) was multiplied by the average quality, usefulness, and relevance (QRU) quotient (average QRU rating divided by maximum QRU=9; for Media only) and divided by the total program cost. 

Calculation= $12,076,602/135,065.5 hours x (7.53÷9) = $106.83/hour captioning and description 


2008 Score: $106.83 
2007 Score: $470.59 per hour of captioning and description 
2006 Score: Not reported 

(2) Non-Media Technology Products— The number of products developed by a sample of non-Media Technology and Media projects weighted to the total number of non-Media Technology and Media projects. That number was then multiplied by the average quality, usefulness, and relevance (QRU) quotient (average QRU divided by maximum QRU=9) for non-Media projects. Finally, the number of weighted products was divided into the total program costs. 

Step 1--Extrapolate the number of products for ALL non-Media programs. 
Sample of non-Media projects evaluated (n=8) yielded 22 products 
Extrapolation to 40 non-Media programs yields 110 products 

Step 2--Derive the number of weighted non-Media products. 
Sample of non-Media projects evaluated yielded a QRU score of 7.45 
Number of weighted products for ALL non-Media projects = 110 (products) x 7.45 (QRU) = 820 

Step 3--Calculate Efficiency measure for ALL non-Media projects 
Total funding for ALL FY2007 non-Media projects = $23,856,602 

23,856,602 ÷ (110 x 7.45) = $29,111/product 
	



	Objective 2 of 3: 
	Investments in the Technology and Media Services program will develop and validate current and emerging technologies that incorporate scientifically- or evidence-based materials and services. (Long-term objective. Focus areas: assessment; literacy; behavior; instructional strategies; early intervention, and inclusive practices)


	Measure 2.1 of 1: The percentage of Special Education Technology and Media Services projects that develop and validate technologies that incorporate evidence-based materials and services.   (Desired direction: increase)   00001z

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2007 
	Set a Baseline 
	Not Collected 
	Not Collected 

	2008 
	BL+2PP 
	(October 2010) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2012) 
	Pending 

	2012 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2014) 
	Pending 

	2014 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	Undefined 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), Special Education Technology and Media Services, expert panel review. 

Frequency of Data Collection. Biennial 

Target Context. Baseline will be established in 2009. Data is collected every two years. 

Explanation. A sample of technology projects that develop and validate technology products are surveyed to determine if those technology products incorporate evidence-based research and practices. A sample of technology project directors are surveyed on their incorporation of evidenced-based practices defined in OSEP evidence-based practices protocols. 2008 Note: Method developed, data collection will occur in 2009. 

	



	Objective 3 of 3: 
	Investments in the Special Education Technology and Media Services program will make validated, evidence-based technologies to improve results for infants, toddlers, children and youth with disabilities available for widespread use. (Long-term objective.)


	Measure 3.1 of 1: The percentage of Special Education Technology and Media Services projects that make technologies that incorporate evidence-based practices available for widespread use.   (Desired direction: increase)   1952

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2006 
	Set a Baseline 
	(October 2008) 
	Pending 

	2008 
	BL+2PP 
	(October 2010) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2012) 
	Pending 

	2012 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2014) 
	Pending 

	2014 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	Undefined 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), Special Education Technology and Media Services, expert panel review. 

Frequency of Data Collection. Biennial 

Data Quality. Measure first developed in 2008. 

Target Context. Targets will be established on the basis of data collected in 2010. 

Explanation. A survey of five (5) technology project directors who have developed and validate evidence-based technology products will be conducted to determine the extent to which these technology products have been made available for widespread use (e.g. nationwide, statewide, or region-wide), results evaluated by an expert panel. Data collection will begin in 2009. 
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