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|. Executive Summary

The Oakland Unified School District has completed a successful fifth year
implementation of Urban Dreams - afive-year Technology Innovation Challenge Grant
awarded by the United States Department of Education. Urban Dreams (UD) targeted
secondary students, teachers, and families with a variety of activities designed to increase
technology integration into socia studies (SS) and language arts (LA) classes, improve
student achievement, and increase technology access in the City of Oakland.

The projects primary activities included:

1. Ongoing professional development - The project staff devel oped and
implemented a comprehensive staff development program that provided
instructional and curriculum resources for teachers. This included aninitia
two-week Summer Institute, a followup one-week Expository Writing
Workshop, and specialized workshops;

2. Classroombased technical assistance - The project staff provided on-going
technical support to teachers including in-classroom coaching, modeling,
demonstrations, and instructional assistance;

3. Curriculum and other instructional materials - The project staff trained staff
on the use of severa curriculum resources including source materials and
databases,

4. Technology accessin the classroom — UD staff placed five computers and
related technol ogies/software in the classroom of every Urban Dreams trained
teacher. The district and project staff provided ongoing technical assistance.
The district staff worked to ensure high-speed Internet access in each
classroom; and,

5. Technology access in the homes of students - The project staff, in conjunction
with its community partners, provided technology training and desktop
computers to homes of Oakland Unified School District students and parents.

Findings

Student Academic Achievement - Over the last three years, project staff and evaluators
collected data on the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT), California Achievement Test,
Sixth Edition (CAT/6), ard the California Standards Tests (CST) proficiencies in English
and socia studies for arandomly selected cohort of UD and non-UD students. Overall,
the results demonstrated that students who participated in UD classrooms score
significantly higher on standardized achievement tests than students who are not in Urban
Dreams classrooms, though scores for students in the 2003-22004 cohort were much
lower than the previous years. Furthermore, students who were in more classes with
teachers associated with the UD program performed significantly better on standardized
achievement tests than students with fewer UD teachers. In April of 2003, a full report



from the first year student survey was presented at the American Educational Research
Association's (AERA) Annual Meeting in Chicago.

Student Technology Proficiency - For the third consecutive year, the project undertook an
extensive evaluation of the impact of the project on student technology proficiency. To
accomplish this, the evaluators developed and administered aninstrument to measure
student technology proficiency based on the National Educational Technology Standards
for Students (NETS-S) published by the International Society for Technology in
Education. The instrument was given to randomly selected cohorts of Urban Dreams
students and nonUrban Dreams students. Overall results from the three year study
demonstrated that UD students scored higher on technology skills compared to non-UD
students, though the difference was negligible this last year (2003-2004) when controlling
for background factors.

Professional Development — UD teachers have consistently demonstrated increasingly
higher levels of technology proficiency and technology integration into their classrooms.
The project undertook an extensive evaluation of California Technology Assistance
Project (CTAP?) teacher survey results during the last two years. Results from the |ast
two years demonstrated statistically significant (p<.05) higher levels of technology
proficiency and instructiona use than non-UD teachers (for al teachers) in all categories
including: @) general computer knowledge and skills; b) word processing; c) presentation
software; d) Internet; €) e-mail; f) publishing; g) databases; h) spreadsheets; and i)
instructional software.

Community Involvement and Technology Access — For the fourth consecutive year, the
UD project in conjunction with it community partners provided basic technology
workshops for parents receiving computers. Nearly 400 parents attended the workshops
and received computers during the last academic year. The post workshop assessments
indicate that on average over 82% of the participants gave the workshops the highest
rating possible in terms of content and delivery. Similarly, for the fourth consecutive
year, arepresentative cross-section of adult participants in the Urban Dreams Take-
Home Computer program were interviewed by project evaluators. The results of the
telephone interviews revealed that adults in the families that received the computers
believed the Take-Home Computer program was worthwhile and most were actively
using their refurbished computers for avariety of activities. Interviewees, as a group,
reported higher levels of computer usage for academic purposes and stated they believed
the availability of home computers enhanced their students academic performance.
Recipients also received the option of low-cost Internet service and earning hardware
upgrades by volunteering for work at OTX-West, the distributor of the computers.

The attached full report provides a detailed description of the project’s progress toward
meeting the stated goals and objectives. Also included in the report, are challenges (past
and present), as well as recommendations and exemplars to further aid project staff with
programmatic decision- making. More extensive progress evaluation reports and
accompanying documents are attached.
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|. Introduction

The Oakland Unified School District’s Technology Innovation Challenge Grant (TICG),
Urban Dreams, has completed its fifth and fina year of implementation. Urban Dreams
targets the academic and career needs of urban secondary students in Oakland’s
ethnically and linguistically diverse community while concurrently building the district’s
capacity to sustain project outcomes through a more skilled, technologically proficient
teaching force and an engaged parent-community partnership.

Integral to successful reform efforts, Urban Dreams provided:
1. pedagogica and learning approaches to teaching and learning;

2. anongoing professional development program with recognized historians and
literary scholars as instructors and peer support models (i.e., professional dialogue
circles and peer coaching) for more reflective practice and implementation of new
skills and information; and

3. technology resources to support educators, parents and community members as
active participants in the instruction of public school students.

Urban Dreams was designed to support the work of socia studies and English teachers,
grades 9-12, by providing access to professional development opportunities and
appropriate technology tools. The professional development program focused on the
teaching and learning of human and civil rights with a goal of developing students who
are engaged and capable readers and writers. Technology tools were provided each
Urban Dreams' teacher including computers, printers, video systems, software, and high
speed Internet access.

Major Project Goals

Driving Urban Dreams' implementation and evaluation efforts were the following four
major goals that coincide with the Government Performance Results Act (GPRA)
indicators and project objectives:

Goal 1. Student Achievement

Curriculum embedded technologies native and transparent to teaching styles and content
delivery will result in significant gains in language arts and socia studies achievement
for Oakland Unified School District high school students.



GPRA Indicator 3.3 -- Classroom impact: The percentage of projects that demonstrate
positive impacts on curriculum and student achievement will increase.

GPRA Indicator 3.1 -- Classroom use: Students will increasingly use educational
technology for learning in core academic subjects.

Objective 1.1 Language Arts and Social Sudies: By June of 2002, Oakland high school
graduates who have participated in the technology integration program for three years
will demonstrate statistically significant (p<.05) pre and posttest gains in district, state
and national performance standards in social studies and language arts as prescribed by
NESIC and the California Frameworks Committees, and/or as measured in district and
state assessments, including but not limited to the state-prescribed standardized
assessment (California Achievement Test 6 and formerly the Stanford Achievement Test
9).

Objective 1.2 Technology Systems: By June 2002, Oakland high school graduates who
have participated in the technology innovation program for three years will demonstrate
literacy and proficiency in the use of technological systems, operations, communications,
research resources, problem solving and decision making tools as measured by pre- and
post- program Likert-style questionnaires, projects produced, and a limited number of
interviews and demonstrations.

Goal 2: Professional Development

Curriculum is infused with innovative teaching practices that develop historical thinking
skills, expository writing skills, project based learning techniques, and technology skills
in the context of content.

GPRA Indicator 2.1 -- Staff training and support: Increasing percentages of teachers will
indicate that they feel very well prepared to integrate educational technology into
classroom instruction.

GPRA Indicator 2.3 -- Professiona development models: An increasing percentage of
TICG projects will develop models of professional development that result in improved
instructional practice.

Objective 2.1 Curriculum Development: By June 2001 and annually thereafter, Oakland
teachers who have participated in the technology integration professional development
program for at least two years will produce interdisciplinary, multicultural curricula
reflecting the themes of human and civil rights.

Objective 2.2 Saff Development 11: By June 2002, 100% of socia studies, language arts
teachers and other staff members, as appropriate, working in project high schools will
have completed year | staff education activities delineated in the technology integration
professional development program.



Objective 2.3 Saff Development |: By June 2001 and annually thereafter, each cohort of
Oakland teachers who have participated in the technology integration professiona
development program for at least two years will demonstrate augmented content
knowledge in the disciplines of social sciences and literature, technology uses in the
classroom, and constructivist pedagogy as assessed through pre-, post- and ongoing
professional development surveys, and through participant-developed curriculum units,
thematic lessons and demonstration lessons.

Goal 3: Parent and Community I nvolvement

Home-school connections will be strengthened through the use of technology, as parents
are empowered to become leaders within their community and are provided the
educational and technology support skills necessary to help their children succeed in
school.

Objective 3 .1 Parent Involvement: By June 2001, 75% of program participants parents
and/or guardians will participate in at least one parent activity appropriate to their
parenting situation.

Objective 3.2 Community Engagement: By June 2002, members from collaborating
institutes for higher education (IHEs) and identified community partners in business
and/or socia service agencies will participate in at least one school-community activity
appropriate to improvement of instructional service delivery to students.

Goal 4: Technology Access
Classroom access to hardware, software and other technology tools to support district,
state and national standards will increase.

GPRA Indicator 1.1 -- Computer access in high-poverty schools. The student-to-
computer ratio in high-poverty schools will be comparable to that in other schools.

Objective 4.1 Equal Accessto Technological Instructional Tools: By June 2004, every
high school student in Oakland Unified School District will have consistent access to
computer technology as instructional and learning tools in their socia studies and
language arts classes and classrooms.

1. Evaluation M ethods

L ocal Evaluation Activities

The evaluation of the Urban Dreams project was a cooperative undertaking by district
personnel, partner agencies, and an external evaluation group. Together, staff members
from these organizations were involved in evaluation activities including the
development of local evaluation plans and the project’s discrepancy evaluation model.

The Oakland Unified School District contracted with the Center for Evaluation and
Research LLC (C.E.R.) from the outset of the project to facilitate the evaluation of the
Urban Dreams project. C.E.R. coordinated local evaluation efforts to furnish process and
summative information to the project staff with the goal of validating successful practices

3



and providing for informed decision-making. Three C.E.R. evaluators worked on the
project along with afour person support staff. The three evaluators are Matthew Russell
Ed.D, Carla Piper Ed.D, and Rachelle Hackett Ph.D.

Local Evaluation Plan

The local evaluation plan (attached) consisted of an outline of general evaluation
activities that are to be accomplished each year. The plan served as a general guide that
directed evaluation efforts. The following is an overview of the major evaluation
activities for each component area:

1.

2.

Student Academic Achievement and Technology Proficiency: Student
achievement was the ultimate goal of Urban Dreams. The evaluation was
involved in tracking and analyzing students participating in Urban Dreams
classrooms at al the participating high schools. Evaluation activities included: a)
development of representative samples of Urban Dream students and non
participating students using random selection techniques, b) collection of
standardized test and state standards information, and ¢) comparison analysis of
project students with nonproject students.

A major outcome of the project was student technology proficiency. Student
technology proficiency was supported by the dissemination of technology in
classrooms and in homes. Evaluation activities related to student technology
proficiency included: @) development, dissemination, and collection of the
Student Technology Proficiency Inventory (STPI) to a representative sample of
students in Urban Dreams’ classrooms and nortproject students, b) comparison
analysis of technology proficiency between groups, and c) development and
submission of a proposal outlining the survey results.

Staff Development: Urban Dreamsiis providing ongoing professional
development for over 120 teachers in the areas of technology, language arts and
history. Evaluation activities included: a) surveys and interviews with teachers,
b) creation of alesson plan rubric that guided the lesson plan development by
project teachers; ¢) analysis of curricula and instructional materials developed by
the participating teachers, and €) analysis of project sponsored workshops.

Community Involvement and Technology Access. The project provided
technology directly to classrooms and homes. Evaluation activities included: @)
structured interviews with project staff and collaborating partners providing these
services, b) analysis of community-based technology trainings, and c) follow-up
telephone interviews with families who have received refurbished computers.

Logic Mode
The project evaluation team devel oped the following logic model that provides a graphic

representation between program activities and proposed outcomes:



Figure 1. Urban Dreams' evaluation logic model
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Discrepancy Evaluation Model

Evaluators and project staff developed a discrepancy evaluation model (DEM) that outlined in
detail each of the evaluation activities. The DEM includes program narratives, component maps
and input, process, and output (1PO) statements for each program component on two increasingly
detailed levels. The plan is currently available on the evaluation website that is maintained by
C.E.R. (http://californiaschools.net/ud/). The plan was periodically updated to reflect not only
original resources, goals (outputs) and processes, but to reflect discrepancies in intended outputs
(which can be positive or negative in relationship to the original intents). The DEM serves as an
ongoing narrative of the project’s activities related to its original goals and objectives, aswell as
aroadmap that evaluators use to amalyze the status of the process and summative evaluations.

Selected | nstruments: Appropriateness, Reliability and Validity

The project evaluation utilized a variety of instruments to gather information on program
processes and impacts. Data collection methods included surveys, workshop evaluation forms,
telephone gquestionnaires, observation protocols, one-to-one interviews and focus groups.
Evaluators, project staff and teachers collected the data.

During this past two years, Urban Dreams teachers were asked to complete two online surveys
through the California Technology Assistance Project (CTAP2). CTAPZ uses the Technology
Use Survey and the Technology Proficiency self-assessment tools. The evaluators made direct
contact with teachers from &l three cohorts and provided stipends to enhance participation. The
goal of this data collection effort was to determine how teachers were integrating their new
resources within their instructional programs. The CTAP2 website can be accessed at
http://ctap2w7.iassessment.org/.

Other measures that were used in the evaluation of professional development are:
1. video case studies of how teachers integrated technology into their content areas;
2. teacher and parent participation records and workshop evaluation forms; and

3. observations, interviews and focus groups with project staff, teachers, parents and
collaborating agency personnel.

Another major focus of the evaluation has been the collection and analysis of student data. Each
year, the evaluators worked with district’ s technical staff to obtain access to district demographic
and test data. The district grants office provide substantial assistance to the evaluatorsin
providing student achievement data. The two principal student data elements collected this final
year were:

1. Cdifornia Achievement Test (CAT/6), (California’ s mandatory state standardized testing
systemfor reading, language arts and mathematics that assesses student knowledge of
multiple objectives and subskills) and the STAR proficiency levels. Activities included
sampling of project and norproject students and subsequent between group comparison
using appropriate statistical analysis; and



2. development, administration and analysis of the Student Technology Proficiency
Inventory.

Community involvement and technology access were measured through a combination of
gualitative and quantitative methods including: a) telephone survey of parents having received a
computer through the projects Take-Home Computer program; b) analysis of community
technology trainings; and c) one-to-one interviews with administrators of collaborating agencies.
The project evaluators also undertook the analysis of a school site survey that was administered
in accordance with state guidelines to determine the use of technology in the target schools.

No Child Left Behind Statute

The evaluation took seriously the changes in the federal legislation particularly in regards to the
utilization of more rigorous “scientifically based research” methods. In response to this the
project adopted a quasi-experimental approach to analyze student academic and technology
proficiency. This approach met the definition of scientifically based research, as defined in Title
IX of the reauthorized Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Specifically, the evaluation
met al of the following six criteria:

1. Employs systematic, empirical methods that draw on observation and experiment;

2. Involvesrigorous data analyses that are adequate to test the stated; questions and provide
ajustification for the general conclusions drawn;

Relies on measurements that are reliable and valid;
Utilizes a quasi-experimental design with appropriate controls;

Activities are sufficiently detailed to be replicated; ard

o v M~ w

Findings from the 2001-2002 Student Technology Survey were presented at the
American Education Research Association (AERA) annual conference.

Evaluation Reporting

The project stakeholders met regularly with evaluators to plan and discuss evaluation findings.
The evauators also maintained a comprehensive web presence with monthly updates at
http://nsl.californiaschool s.net/%7Eud/. The web site includes all of the process reports,
summative report narratives, evaluation plans and the new video case studies.



1. Results

Program Context

The Urban Dreams project, in collaboration with a consortium of community and university
partners, sought to improve high school students' academic achievement in social studies and
language arts through the system wide implementation of a standards-based and technology-
embedded reform program that engaged students, teachers, parents, and other community
members. Building upon research in best practices for teaching and learning as well as for
community engagement, Urban Dreams relied heavily upon: @) an ongoing five year professional
development program with recognized historians and literary scholars as instructors, and peer
support models (i.e., professional dialogue circles and peer coaching) to support reflective
practice among teachers; b) parent and community education; and c) the installation of
technology tools and infrastructure.

Six ethnically diverse, urban high schools and three alternative high schools (total 11,000
students) were the target of the Urban Dreams project. Within each of these schools, English and
socia studies teachers were afforded the opportunity to participate in staff development activities
—atotal of 164 have participated through June of 2003. Ninety-six teachers formally joined
Cohorts 1 and 2 and received classroom equipment. Table 1 provides an overview of the
participating high schools as well as the number of target teachers per site in each year of the
project.

Table 1. Participating schools and number of target teachers

2000 —2001 | 2001-2002 | 2002-2003 2003-2004
School Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 3 [Cohorts4 & 5| Totals
Castlemont 2 8 5 7 22
Dewey 1 4 0 0 5
Far West 1 1 0 0 2
Fremont 11 6 2 8 27
Golden Gate 0 0 0 5 5
ISP 1 0 0 0 1
Life Academy 0 0 5 2 7
MetWest 0 0 0 2 2
McClymonds 5 3 2 2 12
Oakland High 11 4 4 3 22
Oakland Tech. 5 7 9 4 25
Skyline 9 14 1 5 29
Social Justice 0 0 0 1 1
Street Academy 2 1 0 1 4
Totds 48 48 28 40 164




Status of Program Components
The following narrative addresses the project’s progress in meeting each of its four program
components during the fourth year of implementation.

Component 1a: Student Academic Achievement
The evaluation questions addressed are:

1. Do students (in the “experimental group”) who were enrolled in at least one course taught
by ateacher who participated in the Urban Dreams program, on average, perform better
on the CAT/6 subtests (reading and language arts) and CST subtests (English language
arts and history) than students who were not taught by such teachers (the “ comparison”

group)?
2. What isthe correlation between program participation and standardized test scores?

3. Do students who perform better on the CAT/6 and CST subtests also self-report higher
levels of technology proficiency?

4. |sthere astatistically significant difference between the experimental and comparison
groups standardized test performance after controlling for background factors that might
be associated with test performance (i.e., factors that are not themselves attributable to
program impact)?

The ultimate goa of Urban Dreams was improved student achievement. The project components
were designed to contribute to academic gains. The project objectives called for measurable
student achievement in core academic areas by the end of the 2001-2002 academic year which
the project continued during the fourth year.

The project evaluators and staff instituted a rigorous “ quasi-experimental” design this year to
better understand the impact of the project on students within Urban Dreams’ classrooms related
specifically to academic achievement and technology proficiency. To accomplish this, the
evaluators devel oped representative samples of Urban Dreams and non-Urban Dreams students.
For the purpose of this experimental study, being treated was operationally defined as having
taken one or more classes during the past three school years (2000-2001, 2001-2002, and 2002-
2003) or the last school year (2003-2004) from at least one teacher who was associated with the
UD program.

For each school site, alist of the language arts and social studies teachers was devel oped.
Stratified sampling resulted in the random selection of six teachers (one from each site — 24
teachers total) for each of the following four groups. alanguage arts teacher involved in the
Urban Dreams program, a social studies teacher involved in the Urban Dreams program, a
language arts teacher who was not involved in Urban Dreams, and a socia studies teacher who
was not involved in Urban Dreams. Standardized test scores and the Student Technology
Proficiency Inventory were collected and analyzed.



The results of the first two years' analysis supported the project’s claims. Analysis demonstrated
asignificantly higher level of academic achievement and technology proficiency for UD students
when compared to non-UD students.

2003-2004 Academic Year

During the 2003-2004 academic year, atotal of 1250 high school students responded to the
Student Technology Proficiency Inventory and provided enough information so that their group
membership (experimental vs. comparison) could be identified. There was a somewhat larger
percentage of females than that of the males (54% vs. 46%). The grade level distribution was
16% freshmen, 23% sophomores, 30% juniors, and 32% seniors, based on those cases who
provided thisinformation. The ethnic distribution was 35% African American, 25% Asian, 3%
Caucasian, 23% Hispanic, and 14% identifying themselves as Native American, Pacific Islander
or “other.” Eighty-five percent reported having a computer in their homes; 47% reported having
taken atechnology class at their school. Over 95% indicated they planned to attend college.

Twelve hundred and fifty (N=1250) of the students completed a question on the Student
Technology Proficiency Inventory that allowed classification into the “experimental” vs.
“comparison” group. For the purpose of this experimental study, being “treated” was
operationally defined as having taken one or more classes during any of the prior three years or
the current school year (2000-2004) from at least one teacher who was associated with the UD
program  The comparison group consisted of the 114 (9%) of the respondents who were students
at the same sites but who did not have a UD program teacher within the last three years.

Evaluation Questions

Evaluation Question One. To address evaluation question one, a series of independent samples
t-tests were performed using the normal curve equivalent (NCE) scores of each of the two
CAT/6 subtests and the scaled scores of the two CST subtests. For all four analyses, group
membership (experimental versus comparison) served as the independent variable. In addition,
crosstabulations of CST proficiency levels by group were analyzed with chi square tests of
association and Mann-Whitney U tests were ran since the data are assumed to be on an ordinal
scale of measurement.

Evaluation Question Two. To address evaluation gquestion two, point biseria correlations were
calculated between group membership (experimental versus comparison) and NCE scores on the
CAT/6 subtests, as well as scaled scores on the CST subtests. The rank-biserial correlation
coefficient needed for correlating an ordinal and dichotomous variable was approximated by
calculating Spearman correlations between group membership and the level indicators for each
of the CST tedts.

Evaluation Question Three. To address evaluation question three, Pearson correlations were
calculated between the total score on the STPI (technology proficiency skills self-reported by the
students, where scores can range from 23-92) and NCE scores on the CAT/6 reading, language
arts, and social studies subtests. The biserial correlation coefficient needed for correlating an
interval and ordinal variable was approximated by cal culating Spearman correl ations between
level of technology proficiency and the level indicators for each of the CST tests (English
language arts and history).
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Evaluation Question Four. To address evaluation question four, hierarchical regression anaysis
was employed where blocks of variables are entered successively and those in prior blocks are
controlled when examining the effects of variables entering in later blocks (see Table 2). The
dependent variables were the NCE and scaled scores of the CAT/6 and CST subtests.
(Technically it would be inappropriate to model proficiency level data with multiple linear
regression given such scores are assumed to reflect ordinal, not interval, scaling.) In one
analysis, an indicator variable (whose name is “group” on the data file) was used to separate
treatment from comparison cases in the 3rd block. In areated, but separate, analysis, the
number of UD teachers the student had served as a rough indication of the “dosage of treatment”
received.

Table2. Variable blocks used in hierarchical regression analysis of program impact.

Block 1 (Demographic):
Mae (1=Yes, 0=No)
Grade Levd (9, 10, 11, 12)
Ethnicity (indicators for 4 groups)

Block 2 (Academic Achievement/Aspirations):
Self- Reported Grades
Having Plans to Attend College (1=Yes, 0=No)

Block 3 (Program Treatment):
Treatment Group (1= Teacher Participated in Program, O= No Teachers Participated in
Program)

-or- Treatment “Exposure” (approximated by the number of UD teachers the student hed

during the prior three years, 0-12 possible, but maximum was found to be 10)

Results

Evaluation Question One. For each of the four standardized test scores analyzed, studentsin the
experimental group, on average, performed higher than those in the comparison group (see Table
3 below). It should be kept in mind, however, that these statistically significant differences may,
in part, be explained by initial group differences in background factors having little, if anything,
to do with the UD program itself. Thus, greater attention should be paid to the results of
evaluation question #4.

It should be noted that for approximately 55% of the students who were classifiable as belonging
to the experimental or comparison group, no CST History test score datawas available. Also, no
CAT/6 nor CST English language arts scores were available for about 38% of the students. Thus
the samples sizes used in the analyses ranged from a low of 558 to a high of 771. (The degrees
of freedom indicated in each statistical summary reflect a statistical adjustment that is made
when the homogeneity of variance assumption was not met.)

Table3. Standardized CAT/6 achievement test score performance by group (experimental vs. comparison).
2004 1Sin table

Mean Program
Difference| Participation | N Mean Std.
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Between Indicator Deviation
Groups
CAT/6 Reading NCE 598 |Experimental | 673 39.99 22.77
Comparison 92 34.01 17.21
CAT/6 Language NCE 741 [Experimenta | 673 40.65 21.82
Comparison 92 33.23 17.88
ELA Scaled Score 7.37 |[Experimental | 676 | 301.09 54.12
Comparison 95 293.72 40.28
History Scaled Score 38.92 |[Experimental | 549 | 297.81 50.68
Comparison 9 258.89 18.46

Note. There are too few comparison cases to interpret the results pertaining to the history scaled
SCOres.

CAT/6 Reading Scores. The mean difference of 5.98 NCE score points on the CAT/6 Reading
scale, unadjusted for background factors that may differ between the groups, was statistically
significant, t(138.703)= 2.996, p=.003. A 95% confidence interval for the difference between
the two population means suggests that the experimental group’s population mean lies between
0.77 to 11.20 NCE score points higher than that of the comparison group.

CAT/6 Language Scores. The mean difference of 7.41 NCE score points on the CAT/6
Language scale, unadjusted for background factors that may differ between the groups, was
statistically significant, t(131.061)= 3.626, p< .001. A 95% confidence interval for the
difference between the two population means suggests that the experimental group’s population
mean lies between 2.07 to 12.76 NCE score points higher than that of the comparison group.

CST English Language Arts Scaled Scores. The mean difference of 7.37 score points on the
CST English Language Arts scale, unadjusted for background factors that may differ between the
groups, was not statistically significant, t(146.435)= 1.594, p=.113.

CST History Scaled Scores. The mean difference of 38.92 score points on the CST History
scale, unadjusted for background factors that may differ between the groups, was statistically
significant, t(10.096)= 5.967, p<.001. A 95% confidence interval for the difference between the
two population means suggests that the experimental group’s population mean lies between
18.29t0 59.55 score points higher than that of the comparison group. However, these results
should used with great caution since there were just nine comparison cases available for the
anaysis.

Analyses of ordinal data reflecting proficiency levels on the CST tests is presented next.

CST English Language Arts Proficiency Level. Asevident in Table 4, the mean rank for the
proficiency level of studentsin the experimental group on the CST English Language Arts test
(N= 676, Mean Rank= 390.44) exceeds that of the comparison group (N= 95, Mean Rank=
354.39). The median English Language Arts proficiency level for the comparison group is 2
(below basic) and for the experimental group it isalso 2 (below basic). The Mann-Whitrey U
test statistic (U= 29107.5, Z= -1.527) was not significant (p=.127). Still, it must be recognized
that the results may reflect other initial group differences that the lack of random assignment to
treatment (i.e., quasi-experimentation) may introduce.
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Table4. Proficiency Level on CST English Language Arts Test by Group M ember ship.

Level on CST English Language Arts Test
Total
Group Far Below | Basic |Proficient| Advance
Membership Below | Basic
Comparison  |Count 28 28 30 9 0 95
Expected 25.9 25.3 27.2 12.1 4.6 95.0
Count
%% within 29.5% | 295% | 31.6% | 9.5% 0% 100.0%
group
Std. Residual 4 5 5 -.9 -2.1
Experimental  |Count 182 177 191 89 37 676
Expected 184.1 | 179.7 | 193.8 85.9 324 676.0
Count
%% within 26.9% | 26.2% | 28.3% | 13.2% | 55% | 100.0%
group
Std. Residual -2 -2 -2 3 .8
Tota |Count 210 205 221 98 37 771
Expected 210.0 | 205.0 | 2210 98.0 37.0 771.0
Count
%% within 271.2% | 26.6% | 28.7% | 12.7% | 4.8% | 100.0%
group

CST History Proficiency Level. Asevident in Table 5, the mean rank for the proficiency level of
students in the experimental group on the CST History test (N= 549, Mean Rank= 281.69)
exceeds that of the comparison group (N= 9, Mean Rank= 146.17). The median History
proficiency level for the comparison group is 1 (far below basic) and for the experimental group
is2 (below basic). The Mann-Whitney U test statistic (U= 1270.5, Z= -2.597) was significant
(p=.009). The pattern of standardized residuals reveal that there is a much larger proportion of
students in the comparison group who are far below basic proficiency (level=1) than expected.
Because the levels assigned are suppose to be tailored for each grade level, it is unclear that this
merely reflects the selection threat introduced from having alarger proportion of freshmen in the
comparison group as compared with the experimental group. Still, it must be recognized that the
results may reflect other initial group differences that the lack of random assignment to treatment
(i.e., quas-experimentation) may introduce.

Table5. Proficiency Level on CST History Test by Group Member ship.

Level on CST History Test
Total
Group Far Below | Basic |Proficient/Advanced
Membership Below | Basic
Comparison  |Count 6 3 0 0 0 9
Expected 2.9 2.5 2.3 9 4 9.0
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Court
%% within 66.7% | 33.3% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
group
Std. Residual 18 3 -15 -1.0 -6

Experimental  (Count 174 151 142 57 25 549
Expected 177.1 151.5 139.7 56.1 24.6 549.0
Count
%% within 31.7% | 275% | 25.9% | 10.4% | 4.6% 100.0%
group
Std. Residual -2 .0 2 A A

Total  [Count 180 154 142 57 25 558

Expected 180.0 154.0 142.0 57.0 25.0 558.0
Count
%% within 32.3% | 27.6% | 254% | 10.2% | 4.5% | 100.0%
group

Note. There aretoo few comparison cases to interpret the results pertaining to the history scores and levelS.

Evaluation Question Two. Once squared, the correlations between group membership and
standardized test performance help in understanding how much the variation in the latter can be
predicted on the basis of program participation. Because the experimental and comparison
groups were coded 1 and O, respectively, the positive correlations shown in Table 6 indicate that
the experimental group tends to outperform the comparison group (as noted above). Although 4
of the 6 statistical inference tests for one sample correlation coefficients are significant (p < .05),
the correlations involving NCE and scaled scores (SS) range between .046 and .112 which
suggests the relationships were quite modest. By squaring the correlation coefficients we
concluded that 0.8%, 1.3%, 0.2%, and 0.9% of the variation in CAT/6 reading, language, CST
English Language Arts, and CST History scores, respectively, can be predicted on the basis of
group membership. The correlations involving the CST proficiency levels (PL) were of similar
magnitude.

Table6. Point biserial and rank-biserial correlations between program participation (experimental=1,
comparison=0) and performance on CAT/6 and CST standardized achievement tests.

Size of Percentage of
Standardized Test and Scale Available | Correlation Variance

Sample Predicted
CAT/6 Reading NCE 765 .088 0.8
CAT/6 Language NCE 765 112 1.3
CST English Language Arts SS 771 .046 0.2
CST History SS 558 .097 0.9
CST Eng Language Arts PL 771 .055 0.3
CST History PL 558 110 1.2

Note 1. NCE= normal curve equivalent scores; SS= scaled scores; PL= proficiency levels.
Note 2. There aretoo few comparison cases to interpret the results pertaining to the history scores and levels.

Evaluation Question Three. The correlations between students' self- reported level of technology
proficiency and standardized test performance suggested that those with more technological
proficiency tend to perform better on the standardized test scales being used in this investigation
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(see Table 7). Although all statistical inference tests for one sample correlation coefficients are
significant (p < .05), the correlations involving NCE and scaled scores (SS) range between .22
and .256 which suggests the relatiorships are small. By squaring the correlation coefficients we
can conclude that 5.8%, 6.4%, 4.8%, and 6.1% of the variation in CAT/6 reading, language, CST
English Language Arts, and CST History scores, respectively, can be predicted on the basis of
students' self-reported levels of technology proficiency. The correlations involving CST
proficiency levels were of similar magnitude.

Table7. Pearson and biserial correlations between students' self-reported levels of technology proficiency
and performance on CAT/6 and CST standar dized achievement tests.

Size of Percentage of
Standardized Test and Scale Available | Correlation Variance

Sample Predicted
CAT/6 Reading NCE 685 241 5.8
CAT/6 Language NCE 685 253 6.4
CST Eng Lang. Arts SS 692 220 4.8
CST History SS 510 247 6.1
CST Eng Lang Arts PL 692 225 51
CST History PL 510 256 6.6

Note. There aretoo few comparison casesto interpret the results pertaining to the history scores and levels.

Evaluation Question Four. In general, after controlling for demographic and academic
achievement/ aspiration variables, students in the treatment group (i.e., whose teachers
participated in UD) did not perform significantly better on standardized achievement tests
than the students in the comparison group (see Table 5a). However, when the number of UD
teachers the student had (rather than simply whether or not the student had had a UD teacher)
was used, then, even after controlling for demographic and academic achievement/ aspiration
variables, a positive impact can be noted.

The regression results for the model outlined above with program treatment dichotomously
indicated are shown in Table 5a below. The “R” column shows the multiple regression
correlation coefficient at the last step when the group menbership variable is entered. The “R
sguare change” shows the additional proportion of the variation in the test scores (NCE for
CAT/6 and Scaled Scores for CST tests) that can be predicted on the basis of group membership
after all the control variables have already entered. The “b” column represents the
unstandardized regression coefficients. They indicate how much higher, on average, scores on
the test will be for those in the experimental group above (i.e., because the signs are al positive)
those in the comparison groups. The “t” value for testing the statistical significance of adding
the group membership variable to the model is given along with its associated probability
(labeled “Sig t = Sig Change”). In the last column, the partial correlatiors indicate the
correlation between group membership and the test scores after controlling for the variables that
have already entered the regression model.

When a second set of hierarchical regressions was ran using “dosage of treatment” (as
approximated by the number of UD teachers the student has had) in the final block, rather than
the dichotomous group membership indicator, the results become statistically significant. Also,
the change in the proportion of variance (for the test score being predicted) accounted for by
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knowing how many UD teachers classes the student has been in is nevertheless quite modest,
and ranges between 0.4% to 1.4% (see Table 9 following page). Thus, the “dosage of treatment”
variable appears to be a more sensitive measure of program impact than does simply knowing
whether or not the student has had any UD teacher at all.

Table8. Hierarchical regression results at final block where group member ship enters as a predictor.

Sgt
Scale R R b t = Partial
Square Sg Corr
Change Change
CAT/6 Reading 464 .001 2.379 | 0.921 357 .035
CAT/6 Language 494 .003 4217 | 1.720 .086 .066
CST English Language Arts .509 .000 -1.449 | -0.245 .807 -.009
CST History 499 .002 19.111 | 1.236 217 .056

R= multiple correlation coefficient

R Square Change= the change in R squared once the group membership variable is added

b= unstandardized regression coefficient for group membership variable in fina model

t=t test statistic value for determining if the regression coefficient differs from zero

Note. There are too few comparison cases to interpret the results pertaining to the history scaled
SCOores.

Table9. Hierarchical regression results at final block where “ dosage of treatment” (i.e., number of UD
teachers) entersasa predictor.

Sgt
Scale R R b t = Partial
Square Sg Corr
Change Change
CAT/6 Reading 467 .004 927 | 1.953 .051 075
CAT/6 Language 496 .006 1.011 | 2.241 025 .085
CST English Language Arts 514 .005 2.245 | 2.085 .037 .079
CST History 510 014 3526 | 2.995 .003 134

R= multiple correlation coefficient

R Square Change= the change in R sguared once the dosage of treatment is added

b= unstandardized regression coefficient for dosage of treatment variable in final model

t=t test statistic value for determining if the regression coefficient differs from zero

Note. There are too few comparison cases to interpret the results pertaining to the history scaled
SCOores.

CAT/6 Reading NCE Scores. The mean difference of 2.4 NCE score points on the CAT/6
Reading scale, as reflected in the unstandardized regression coefficient, b, is not statistically
significant and suggests that CAT/6 Reading NCE scores, on average, do not vary between the
experimental and comparison groups even after adjusting for background factors. I1n comparing
the mean difference (5.98) for these scores found in addressing evaluation question 1 to the
difference (2.4) found in this more conservative analysis of program impact whereby potential
pre-existing group differences thought to impact test performance have been controlled, we find
that the impact is no longer evident. Similarly, one can compare the point biseria correlation
reported in Table 3 (.088) to the partia correlation (.035) in Table 5a and conclude that the
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introduction of the control variables used in the hierarchical regression analysis did alter the
results. The unstandardized coefficient, b, reported in Table 5b suggests that CAT/6 reading
NCE scores are less than one NCE point higher, on average, for each additional class the student
takes with a teacher associated with the Urban Dreams program.

CAT/6 Language NCE Scores. The mean difference of 4.2 NCE score points on the CAT/6
Language scale, as reflected in the unstandardized regression coefficient, b, is not statistically
significant and suggests that CAT/6 Language NCE scores, on average, do not vary between the
experimental and comparison groups even after adjusting for background factors. In comparing
the mean difference (7.41) for these scores found in addressing evaluation question 1 to the
difference (4.2) found in this more conservative analysis of program impact whereby potential
pre-existing group differences thought to impact either technology proficiency or test
performance have been controlled, we find that the impact is no longer evident. Similarly, one
can compare the point biserial correlation reported in Table 3 (.112) to the partial correlation
(.066) in Table 5a and again conclude that the introduction of the control variables used in the
hierarchical regression analysis did ater the results. The unstandardized coefficient, b, reported
in Table 5b suggests that CAT/6 language NCE scores are about one NCE point higher, on
average, for each additiona class the student takes with a teacher associated withthe Urban
Dreams program.

CST English Language Arts Scaled Scores. The mean difference of -1.449 scaled score points
on the CST English Language Arts test, as reflected in the unstandardized regression coefficient,
b, is not statistically significant and suggests that CST English Language Arts scores, on average,
do not vary between the experimental and comparison groups even after adjusting for
background factors. In comparing the mean difference (+7.37) for these scores found in
addressing evaluation question 1 to the difference

(-1.449) found in this more conservative analysis of program impact whereby potentia pre-
existing group differences thought to impact either technology proficiency or test performance
have been controlled, we find that the impact is still not evident. The zero-order point biserial
correlation reported in Table 3 (.046) is not that different from the partia correlation (-.009) in
Table 5a which suggests that the introduction of the control variables used in the hierarchical
regression analysis did not dramatically ater the results. The unstandardized coefficient, b,
reported in Table 5b suggests that the CST English language arts scaled scores are 2.245 scaled
score points higher, on average, for each additional class the student takes with a teacher
associated with the Urban Dreams program.

CST History Scaled Scores. Note. There are too few comparison cases to interpret the results
pertaining to the history scaled scores and draw appropriate conclusions. Therefore, no further
commentary is provided.

Summary of Major Results
1. For each of the four standardized test scores analyzed, students in the experimental
group, on average, performed higher than those in the comparison group. The CAT/6
Reading and Language test results were statistically significant. But the CST English
language test results were not. Furthermore, there were too few cases in the comparison
group for whom history test scores were available (n=9). Thus, it is inappropriate to
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draw conclusions from the analyses involving the CST history scores and proficiency
levels. Ninety five percent confidence intervals for the difference between the two
population means suggest the amount that the experimental group’s population mean lies
above that of the comparison group is between

0.77 to 11.2 NCE score points on the CAT/6 Reading test;
2.07 to 12.76 NCE score points on the CAT/6 Language test;

The median English Language Arts proficiency level for both the experimenta
and the comparison group is 2 (below basic).

The median History proficiency level for the comparison group is 1 (far below
basic) and lower than that of the experimental group that is 2 (below basic). It
should be noted, however, that the proportion of the comparison group that is
freshmen exceeds that of the experimenta group. Also, as noted above, these
results should not be used given that so few comparison cases were included in
the analysis.

. The correlations between group membership and standardized test performance range
between .046 and .112. Thus, the percentages of the variance in CAT/6 reading, CAT/6
language, CST English Language Arts, and CST History scores that can be predicted on
the basis of group membership (knowing whether a student is in the experimenta vs.
comparison group) are at most 1.3%.

. The Pearson correlations between students’ self-reported level of technology proficiency
and standardized test performance range between .220 and .256 which suggests that those
with more technological proficiency, to some extent, terd to perform better on the five
standardized test scales being used in this investigation. 5.8%, 6.4%, 4.8%, and 6.1% of
the variation in CAT/6 reading, CAT/6 language, CST English Language Arts, and CST
History scores, respectively, can be predicted on the basis of students’ self-reported
levels of technology proficiency. These associations, however, should not be interpreted
as reflecting a causal linkage, as a third variable (e.g., achievement motivation) may be
linking technology proficiency level with achievement test scores.

. Students in the treatment group (i.e., whose teachers participated in UD) did not perform
significantly better on standardized achievement tests (CAT/6 Reading, CAT/6
Language, CST English Language Arts, and CST History) than the studentsin the
comparison group after controlling for demographic, and academic achievement/
aspiration background variables.

. Students who were in more classes with teachers associated with the UD program did
perform significantly better on standardized achievement tests than students with fewer
UD teachers after controlling for demographic, and academic achievement/ aspiration
background variables. The unstandardized regression coefficients suggest that, for each
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additional class taken with ateacher associated with the UD program, students scores
will be higher an average of:

0.927 NCE points on the CAT/6 Reading test;

1.011 NCE points on the CAT/6 Language NCE test;

2.245 scaled score points on the CST English Language Arts test; and,
3.526 scaled score points on the CST History test.

However, there are too few cases in the comparison group to use the results based on the
CST Hidtory test.

Overall these results suggest that the extent to which the UD Program positively impacted
student achievement in reading and English language arts was, at best, modest. Too few cases
were available from the comparison group to draw a conclusion regarding the impact on
achievement in the subject area of history.

Component 1b: Student Technology Proficiency
The evaluation questions addressed under Component 1b are:

1. Do students (in the “experimenta group”) who were enrolled in at least one course taught
by a teacher who participated in the Urban Dreams program, on average, report a higher
level of technology proficiency than students who were not taught by such teachers (the
“comparison” group)?

2. Arethere systematic background differences between the experimental and comparison
groups that might influence the attainment of technology proficiency (i.e., those that are
not attributed to program impact such as gender or class level)?

3. Isthereastatistically significant difference between the experimental and comparison
groups average level of reported technology proficiency after controlling for background
factors that might influence the attainment of technology proficiency (i.e., those that are
not attributed to program impact)?

Evaluation Questions

Evaluation Question One. To address evaluation question one, an independent samples t-test
was performed using the total score that results from summing responses to the 23 technology
proficiency items (where response options are scored 1 through 4 resulting in scores potentially
ranging from 23 to 92) as the dependent variable and group membership (experimenta versus
comparison) as the independent variable. Thistotal scoreisreferred to as “level of technology
proficiency” and resides under the variable name “sumskill” on the data file.

Evaluation Question Two. To address evaluation question two, differences between the
experimental and comparison groups in terms of gender, ethnicity, having plans to attend

19



college, having a home computer, having taken a technology class, and English language
proficiency classifications were investigated with chi square tests of independence (also known
as tests of association and tests of homogeneity). The proportion of experimental group students
who belong to each category (e.g., male versus female) is compared to the proportion of
comparison group students who do. Also, in addressing evaluation question two, differences
between the experimental and comparison groups in terms of grade level, student-reported
typical course grades, perceived importance of computer skills, and school absences were
investigated with independent samples t-tests. The purpose of this evaluation question was to
gauge whether the experimental and comparison groups varied in systematic ways that might
threaten the internal validity of the study.

Evaluation Question Three. To address evaluation gquestion three, hierarchical regression
analysis was employed where blocks of variables were entered successively and those in prior
blocks are controlled when examining the effects of variables entering in later blocks (see Table
10). The dependent variable was level of technology proficiency (“sumskill”). In one analysis,
an indicator variable (whose nameis “group” on the data file) was used to separate treatment
from comparison cases in the 4" block. In arelated, but separate analysis, the number of UD
teachers the student had served was a rough indication of the “dosage of treatment” received.

Table10. Variableblocksused in hierarchical regression analysis of program impact.
Block 1 (Demographic):
Mae (1=Yes, 0=No)
Grade Leve (9, 10, 11, 12)
Ethnicity (indicators for 4 groups)
Block 2 (Academic Achievement/Aspirations):
Sdlf- Reported Grades
Having Plans to Attend College (1=Yes, 0=No)
Block 3 (Computer-specific):
Having Home Computer (1=Y es, 0=No)
Took Technology Class (1=Yes, 0=No)
Perceived Importance of Computer Skills (1-4)
Block 4 (Program Treatment):
Experimental Group (1= Teacher Participated in Program, O= No Teachers Participated
in Program)
_or_
“Dosage of Treatment” (based on the number of UD teachers student had)

Results

Evaluation Question One. The average level of technology proficiency that studentsin the
experimental group indicated they had was 64.80 (SD=15.09) whereas the average for the
comparison group was 63.92 (SD= 16.19). The mean differerce of .88, unadjusted for
background factors that may differ between the groups, was not statistically significant, t(927)=
0.646, p=.519. It should be kept in mind that the lack of statistical evidence for a difference
between the groups could, in part, reflect initial group differences in background factors that may
mask UD program effects. Thus, greater attention should be paid to the results of evaluation
guestion three, where an attempt is made to control for selection threats, should they exist.
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Evaluation Question Two. There was insufficient evidence to suggest that the experimental and
comparison groups differ with respect to (self-reported) grades, perceived importance of
computer skills, school absences, gender, ethnicity, having a home computer, having taken a
technology class, college plans, or English language proficiency level. However, the comparison
group was comprised of students in lower grade levels of high school, on average, than the
experimental group, t(257.001)= 7.48, p< .001. The percentages of freshmen, sophomores,
juniors and seniors in the comparison group are 70%, 7%, 19%, and 4% vs. 37%, 20%, 28%, and
14% for the experimental group, respectively. Thisis to be expected since the opportunity to be
in a least one classroom of ateacher associated with the UD program increases for those who
have taken more classes and as more teachers join the UD program over time. (In gauging
program effects, an effort is made to control for group differences by employing hierarchical
regression.)

Evaluation Question Three. When the group indicator is used (rather than that of “dosage”),
there is insufficient evidence to suggest that the average level of technology proficiency of
students in the treatment group (i.e., whose teachers participated in UD) differs from that of the
comparison group after controlling for demographic, academic achievement/ aspiration, and
computer-specific background variables. The results of the hierarchical regression are
summarized in Table 11 below where, in the last row, we note that the program impact failed to
account for even one tenth of one percent.

Table11. Hierarchical regression resultsfor level of technology proficiency by “group.”
Change Statistics

Predictor Variable Sets R RSquare FChange dfl df2 Sig F
Change Change

Block 1: Demographics 203 041 6.105 6 849 .000

Block 2: Academic .328 .066 31530 2 847 .000

Achievement/ Aspirations
Block 3: Computer-Specific 563 .209 858906 3 844 .000
Block 4: Treated (vs. Not .563 .000 0.261 1 843 .610
Treated)

Table 12 (next page) shows the summary from the hierarchical regression when the “dosage’
(i.e., number of UD teachers the student had) is used to gauge program effects. Though
statistically significant, the change in the proportion of variance for the outcome (self-reported
proficiency level) was less than 1%. Thus, although some might claim the result to be
statistically significant (using apha=.05), the impact is of margina practical significance, at best.
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Table12. Hierarchical regression resultsfor level of technology proficiency by “dosage.”
Change Statistics

Predictor Variable Sets R RSquare FChange dfl df2 Sig. F
Change Change

Block 1: Demographics 203 .041 6.105 6 849 .000

Block 2: Academic .328 .066 31530 2 847 .000

Achievement/ Aspirations
Block 3: Computer- Specific 563 209 85806 3 844 .000
Block 4: Number of UD 567 .005 5.825 1 843 .016
Teachers

It should be recognized that both estimates of program impact are conservative in that we control
for computer-specific variables that the Urban Dreams program could, in fact, have impacted
(e.g., the acquisition of a home computer, the decision to take a computer class, beliefsin the
importance of having computer skills). In addition, the validity of self-reported knowledge and
skills must aways be questioned unless the intent is to get at respondents’ perceptions of their
abilities which is not the case here.

Summary of Major Results *

The average level of technology proficiency that students in the experimental group indicated
they had (M=67.07, SD=14.68) exceeded that reported by the comparison group (M= 59.27,
SD= 14.87) to a statistically significant extent, t(1113)= 4.902, p< .0001.

1. Thetwo groups were found to differ to a statistically significant degree in regards to
seven background factors (grade level, self-reported grades earned, ethnicity, language
proficiency, whether they had computers in their homes, whether they had taken a
technology class at school, and whether they planned to attend college). They were not
found to differ with respect to gender, school absences, nor their beliefs regarding how
important having computer skills would be in their futures. (Please note that grade level
differences are to be expected since the opportunity to be in at |east one classroom of a
teacher associated with the UD program increases for those who have taken more classes
and as more teachers join the UD program over time.)

2. There was insufficient evidence to suggest that the average level of technology
proficiency of students in the treatment group (i.e., whose teachers participated in UD)
differs from that of the comparison group after controlling for demographic, academic
achievement/ aspiration, and computer-specific background variables. This was true
even when the number of UD teachers the student had replaced the simple indicator of
whether or not she had had a UD teacher in the final block of the regression analysis.
The treatment indicator was not able to explain even one percent of the variation in level
of technology proficiency reported by students [R squared change=.001, p=.366]. Thus,
after controlling for selection differences, the treatment does not appear to favorably
impact students' technology skills beyond what may be devel oped without having had a
teacher associated with the UD project.

! statistical significance is based on two-tailed tests using al pha= .05.
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3. Although the average response to the statement, “My teachers encourage the use of the
computer for school assignments,” was higher for the experimental group [M=3.00, SD=
.92] than the comparison group [M=2.93, SD=.98], it was not to a statistically significant
extent. After controlling for initial group differences on background factors, the
comparison group was found to more strongly endorse the statement, but the percent of
variance explained by the group indicator was less than one percent. In fact, no
statistically significant difference was noted when the number of UD teachers the student
had was used in the analysis. For the item which states, “1 have cooperated with a group
of students to create a class project using computer technology,” the unadjusted mean of
the experimental group [M=2.68, SD= 1.09] exceeded that of the comparison group
[M=2.31, SD= 1.07]. However, after controlling for initial group differences, no group
difference was found. Similarly, the number of UD teachers the student had did not
significantly predict responses to this item, after initial differences were controlled.
Therefore, teachers associated versus not associated with the UD project do not appear to
have noticeable classroom practice differences regarding expectations and/or provisions
for the use of technology in student work, as measured by items 25 and 26 on the survey.

Component 2: Professional Development

Overview of the Professional Development Component

Urban Dream’s principal goal was to promote student achievement through ongoing professional
development. Substantial progress has been made in meeting the professional development
objectives in accordance with the original proposal. The three goals of the program’'s
professional development are:

1. curriculum development with emphasis on technology integration
2. content knowledge enhancement
3. pedagogy with emphasis on integration of content, literacy and technology

Each year, approximately 50 secondary socia science and English teachers participated in the
Summer Institute for ten days. The participating teachers were drawn from members of the
fourth cohort of teachers as well as from members of earlier cohorts who were unable to attend
the previous Summer Institutes. During this time teachers are presented with a focus on content,
pedagogy and technology integration. During the summer of 2003, teachers interacted with
nationally recognized human and civil rights experts such as Dr. Clay Carson, Director of the
Martin Luther King, Jr. Papers Project at Stanford University, Ruthanne Lum McCunn, author of
“Thousand Pieces of Gold,” and Dr. Norman Naimark, Stanford Professor and author of “Fires
of Hatred.” The Summer Institute also provided time for preparing for the school year. Thetime
was used to collaborate, plan and learn in an authentic context that allowed for individual
differences.

The second fundamental block in the staff development process continues throughout the school

year as teachers implement new and enhanced technologies, content, pedagogy to support the
core English and history curriculum. Individual coaching, on site staff development and the
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partner projects all contribute to the ongoing support for the teachers. Technology integration
classes that focused on the combination of technology skill building with an emphasis on
classroom application were also offered throughout the year.

The following figure provides an overview of the interaction among the different activities
supported by project’s professional development model:

Figure 2. Urban Dream’s professional development program model

KSummer Institute\ 4 The School ) /Summer Institute )

- Preparing for Y ear "Writing Week"
A focuson tion of new _ The
content, and enhanced ® gurglcumm ; devel opment
pedagogy and technologies, evelopment an - ad
technol ogy content, refinement. dissemination of
Timeto support the next school year. Iessonsand
collaborate, plan, core English instructional
learr and History Time to collaborate, materials
curriculum. plan, learn.

\_ - e kJVK/ D

Ongoing classroom support from staff - coaching, observation, curriculum development

Summer Institutes
The Summer Institute was designed to:

include presentations by individuals and partner projects that focused on helping teachers
and students enhance and deepen their content knowledge;

provide training in the use of the equipment teachers received for their professional use
(laptop computer) and for their classroom (five compuers, T.V./V.C.R. and printer);

include presentations from teachers that made connections between content, technology,
and instruction designed to improve students' skills in reading and writing expository
text;

provide teacher participants time to develop materials and lessons to use in their
classrooms during the 2002-2003 school year; and

provide participants, partner projects, and urban dreams staff time to develop plans for
how to best work together throughout the 2003-2004 school year.
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A magjor goal of the Summer Institute is to foster a professional learning environment
while simultaneously building a greater knowledge base of the content presented.
Summer Institute participants were also provided with a number of books related to
human and civil rights, as well as best instructional practices.

The evaluation of the project’s professional development component consisted of an analysis of
California Assistance Project/Technology Assessment Profile CTAP? teacher survey and a
locally developed “End of Project Teacher Survey.”

2003-2004 CTAP? Teacher Survey Results

To measure the impact of the professiona development component, the evaluators used the
California Assistance Project/Technology Assessment Profile (CTAP?). CTAP? isan online,
data collection and reporting tool that alows county, district, and school administrators to gather
information on their staff's technology proficiency and use of technology to support the teaching
and learning process. CTAP? contains a technology proficiency self-assessment instrument and
atechnology use survey instrument. CTAP?isfunded by the California Department of
Education.

The survey that is attached is the Technology Use Survey which compared computer usage
patterns between Urban Dreams, non Urban Dreams teachers and California State high school
Social Studies and Language Arts High School Teachers. The survey closely examines how
teachers utilize a computer for personal use, student use, and staff development needs. The
following Technology Proficiency Survey compares the level of technology proficiency between
Urban Dreams, Non-Urban Dreams, and California State teachers. The levels — introductory,
intermediate, or proficient - are based on rubrics which are in aignment with the California
Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC) technology standard for a California K-12
preliminary teaching credential.
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Category 1: General Computer Knowledge and Skills

Mean aggregate results were compared between Urban Dreams
(UD), nontUrban Dreams (nonUD), and California State high school
Social Studies and Language Arts (SS/LA) teachersin nine technology
related categories. Under the category of general computer knowledge
and skills, Urban Dreams teachers are amost equal (62.7% to 64.1%)

100
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withCalifornia State teachers and both groups surveyed significantly

my
higher than nron-Urban Dreams teachers. >
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Table13. Category 1. General Computer Knowledge and Skills

Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 1. General Computer Knowledge and Skills Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=59 N=18,883

% Yes | % No | % Yes | % No | % Yes | % No

General Knowledge of Basic Hardwar e and Softwar e Ter minology

| can identify hardware components, peripherals and their purpose. 73.9 26.1 71.2 28.8 77.8 22.2
| can identify icons, windows, and menus. 93.5 6.5 89.8 10.2 96.0 4.0
| know how to use icons, windows and menus. 91.3 8.7 89.8 10.2 94.0 6.0

| know how to use basic peripherals (i.e. CD-ROM, storage media, etc). 78.3 21.7 67.8 32.2 80.5 195
| incorporate general knowledge of basic hardware and software into
lesson design as appropriate (i.e. vocabulary, naming and saving

conventions, printing, etc). 72.8 27.2 559 44.1 73.8 26.2
Operation and Care of Hardware

| know how to start up and shut down computers and peripherals. 96.7 3.3 94.9 51 98.1 19
| know how to use a mouse. 96.7 3.3 96.6 34 98.8 1.2
| know how to insert and gject diskettes, CD-ROMS, etc. 91.3 8.7 91.5 8.5 97.2 2.8
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Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 1. General Computer Knowledge and Skills Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=59 N=18,883
% Yes | % No | % Yes | % No | % Yes | % No
| know how to use software from a disk, hard drive, or CD-ROM. 88.0 12.0 83.1 16.9 92.8 7.2
| know how to perform regular computer maintenance tasks, (i.e.
rebuilding the desktop, defragmenting the hard drive, running scan disk
operation). 52.2 47.8 441 55.9 51.7 48.3
| select and use appropriate anti-virus software. 65.2 34.8 54.2 45.8 58.8 41.2
| know how to start an application and create a document. 93.5 6.5 93.2 6.8 95.3 4.7
| know how to name, save, saves as, retrieve, and revise a document. 91.3 8.7 89.8 10.2 96.2 3.8
| know how to initiaize, format, and name diskettes. 82.6 17.4 78.0 22.0 79.1 20.9
| know how to copy documents between the computer and diskettes. 89.1 10.9 79.7 20.3 87.7 12.3
| can open and work with more than one application at atime. 80.4 19.6 54.2 45.8 85.4 14.6
| have my files and programs organized. 76.1 239 50.8 49.2 79.3 20.7
| know how to create, name/rename folders and files. 88.0 12.0 83.1 16.9 89.5 10.5
| know how to organize the desktop. 76.1 23.9 52.5 47.5 78.9 21.1
| know how to adjust memory allocation to applications, if needed. 424 57.6 28.8 71.2 339 66.1
| can access and change my control panels. 70.7 29.3 45.8 54.2 71.4 28.6
| know how to set software preferences. 55.4 44.6 28.8 71.2 53.1 46.9
| know how to install software. 76.1 239 40.7 59.3 74.5 25.5
| know how to print a document. 89.1 10.9 88.1 11.9 98.3 1.7
| can choose my printer location (select a printer). 79.3 20.7 57.6 42.4 89.1 10.9
| regularly use print preview and options. 81.5 18.5 52.5 47.5 89.6 104
| know how to share files and printers on a network. 40.2 59.8 28.8 71.2 51.1 48.9
Basic Troubleshooting
| know how to restart afrozen computer. 90.2 9.8 76.3 23.7 89.9 10.1
| can identify directly connected or networked printer problems. 44.6 55.4 33.9 66.1 49.8 50.2
| know how to solve simple printer problems with a directly connected
printer. 78.3 21.7 47.5 52.5 79.3 20.7
| know how to troubleshoot basic hardware, software, and printing
problems before accessing the appropriate level of support. 63.0 37.0 32.2 67.8 58.5 41.5
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Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 1. General Computer Knowledge and Skills Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=59 N=18,883
% Yes | % No | % Yes | % No | % Yes | % No
| know how to check cables for proper attachment to computer,
peripherals, and power outlets. 80.4 19.6 49.2 50.8 83.9 16.1
| am comfortable troubleshooting common hardware, software, printing,
and network problems before accessing the appropriate level of support. 53.3 46.7 30.5 69.5 51.1 48.9
Integration, Student L ear ning, and Classr oom M anagement
None of the statements below apply to me. 29.3 70.7 59.3 40.7 28.2 71.8
| am aware of various models for classroom management of technology
tools. 21.7 78.3 34 96.6 194 80.6
| can explain various models for classroom management of technology
tools. 4.3 95.7 51 94.9 59 9.1
| select and use effective classroom management techniques using
technology in alimited number of educational settings. 20.7 79.3 16.9 83.1 29.0 71.0
| am comfortable teaching others how to use effective classroom
management techniques using technology in various educational settings. 23.9 76.1 51 94.9 15.7 84.3
None of the statements below apply to me. 18.5 815 44.1 55.9 11.2 88.8
| am aware of appropriate applications of technology as an educational
tool. 16.3 83.7 13.6 86.4 20.5 79.5
| can cite examples of appropriate applications of technology as an
educational tool. 15.2 84.8 6.8 93.2 17.2 82.8
| select and implement appropriate technology tools to support the
teaching and learning process. 34.8 65.2 22.0 78.0 415 58.5
| participate in the selection processes for purchasing technology tools for
my site. 15.2 84.8 5.1 94.9 8.3 91.7
Mean % | 62.7% | 37.3% | 51.4% | 48.6% | 64.1% | 35.9%
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The mean averages of the Internet category indicate that
the Urban Dreams SS/LA and the California State SS/LA
teachers are at nearly equa levels (62.6% and 61.5%). The non
Urban Dreams teachers are significantly less proficient in the
Internet category.

Percent
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Category 2: Internet
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UD N=92 Non-UD N=59 California State
N=18,799
Table14. Category?2: Internet
Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 2: Internet Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=59 N=18,799
% Yes | % No | % Yes| % No | % Yes | % No
General Knowledge and Skills
| can launch an Internet browser and use the tool bar. 88.0 12.0 80.0 20.0 94.0 6.0
| can access the help feature of an Internet browser to find information on
using the browser. 75.0 25.0 52.5 47.5 86.3 13.7
| know how to access the history feature to view alist of previousy
visited web sites. 73.9 26.1 55.9 44.1 79.9 20.1
| know how to hide and display the toolbar on an Internet browser. 67.4 32.6 45.8 54.2 71.2 28.8
| know how to change the settings on an Internet browser tool bar. 58.7 41.3 35.6 64.4 56.7 43.3
| know how to refresh or reload a web page in an Internet browser. 70.7 29.3 40.7 59.3 74.5 25.5
| know how to rename and organize links in aweb browser Favorites or
Personal toolbar. 53.3 46.7 30.5 69.5 55.4 44.6
| know how to access the Internet through a modem or network
connection. 84.8 15.2 76.3 23.7 90.7 9.3
| know how to change window sizes in a browser. 79.3 20.7 49.2 50.8 83.3 16.7
| can configure preferences for an Internet browser. 50.0 50.0 32.2 67.8 49.8 50.2
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Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 2: Internet Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=59 N=18,799
% Yes | % No | % Yes | % No | % Yes | % No
| can set the home page in an Internet browser. 59.8 40.2 32.2 67.8 56.6 43.4
| know how to configure page setup in an Internet browser to print
citation resources. 39.1 60.9 28.8 71.2 38.6 61.4
| know how to use and manage multiple windows in a browser. 64.1 35.9 37.3 62.7 63.6 36.4
| know how to designate the helper applications to be used to open files
that | download from the Internet. 40.2 59.8 32.2 67.8 36.4 63.6
| know how to point and click to navigate on existing links. 84.8 15.2 79.7 20.3 92.8 7.2
| know how to save a web page as a file on my computer. 60.9 39.1 475 52.5 69.4 30.6
| know how to copy text on aweb page and paste it into a document on
my computer. 75.0 25.0 50.8 49.2 77.2 22.8
| know how to copy graphics on a web page and paste it into a document
on my computer. 71.7 28.3 45.8 54.2 68.0 32.0
| know how to download files from the Internet to my computer. 72.8 27.2 4.1 55.9 76.5 235
| know how to export my bookmarks as an html file and open them using
another computer or browser. 32.6 67.4 16.9 83.1 25.8 74.2
| know how to access bookmarks in Internet browsers. 65.2 34.8 61.0 39.0 69.4 30.6
| know how to add or delete a bookmark in an Internet browser. 59.8 40.2 37.3 62.7 65.3 34.7
| know how to organize bookmarks into sections and/or foldersin an
Internet browser. 47.8 52.2 27.1 72.9 47.2 52.8
| know how to enter a URL to access or open a specific web site. 79.3 20.7 62.7 37.3 77.0 23.0
| can explain basic Internet terminology (i.e. HTML, URL, links,
download, etc.). 69.6 304 37.3 62.7 61.5 38.5
| can explain the anatomy of a URL. 34.8 65.2 20.3 79.7 22.6 77.4
| can troubleshoot URL address errors (i.e. 404 errors) to find the web site
| am trying to access. 304 69.6 18.6 814 22.0 78.0
Communication and Collabor ation
| can explain the use of email as a means of communication with others. 91.3 8.7 78.0 22.0 95.3 4.7
| regularly use email to communicate with others. 81.5 18.5 55.9 44.1 91.6 8.4
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Category 2: Internet

Urban Dreams

California State

| regularly use email to communicate with members of a group. (i.e.
listserv or personal distribution list)

| can explain how chat, newsgroups, and threaded discussion lists are
used to communicate with members of a group.

| regularly use chat, newsgroups, and threaded discussions lists to
communicate with members of a group.

Resecarch Tools

| know how to do a basic keyword search using an Internet browser or
electronic reference source.

| can explain the differences among a search index, a search engine, and a
metasearch tool.

| know how to use Boolean logic in a search.

| know how to conduct natural language searches.

| use the Internet and other electronic reference tools as a resource for
lesson development.

| use the advanced search features of a search index, search engine,
metasearch tool, or an electronic reference resource.

| use multiple search strategies to locate and vaidate information.

Ethics and Policies

None of the statements below apply to me.

| am aware of issues involving the use of the Internet in the classroom for
instruction.

| can explain the issues involving the use of the Internet in the classroom
(i.e. AUP, copyright, student safety, classroom management, etc.).

| regularly implement procedures and classroom management techniques
addressing Internet use in the classroom for instruction.

Information Literacy

| evaluate the information | locate on the Internet for accuracy.

Teachers
N=92
% Yes | % No
63.0 37.0
44.6 55.4
315 68.5
90.2 9.8
50.0 50.0
40.2 59.8
41.3 58.7
80.4 19.6
51.1 48.9
69.6 304
8.7 91.3
29.3 70.7
27.2 72.8
315 68.5
82.6 17.4

Non Urban
Dreams Teachers
N=59
% Yes | % No
458 54.2
30.5 69.5
25.4 74.6
814 18.6
23.7 76.3
27.1 729
32.2 67.8
39.0 61.0
27.1 72.9
322 67.8
441 55.9
20.3 79.7
18.6 814
85 915
71.2 28.8

Teachers
N=18,799
% Yes | % No
69.2 30.8
48.3 51.7
239 76.1
92.8 7.2
40.9 59.1
28.9 71.1
335 66.5
79.7 20.3
459 54.1
60.1 39.9
6.5 935
30.6 69.4
338 66.2
279 72.1
83.6 16.4
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Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 2: Internet Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=59 N=18,799
% Yes | % No | % Yes | % No | % Yes | % No
| determine if the source of the information | locate on the Internet is
credible and unbiased. 85.9 14.1 71.2 28.8 82.2 17.8
| organize the information | access to improve my ability to analyze and
interpret the results. 68.5 315 57.6 42.4 63.1 36.9
When conducting research, | analyze and interpret the information |
locate. 83.7 16.3 72.9 27.1 81.9 18.1
| filter information for relevancy to the lesson and content. 85.9 141 59.3 40.7 78.0 22.0
| incorporate information literacy strategies into lesson design. 88.0 12.0 52.5 47.5 56.9 43.1
| use awide variety of sources such as Internet, electronic reference, and
others, when conducting research. 79.3 20.7 61.0 39.0 69.0 31.0
I ntegration, Student L earning, and Classroom M anagement
| am aware of Internet resources that can be used for student learning
and/or classroom management. 88.0 12.0 67.8 32.2 89.5 10.5
| assess Internet resources to determine if they would be appropriate for
integrating into a lesson and/or for classroom management. 75.0 25.0 61.0 39.0 75.5 24.5
| select and implement Internet resources into my classroom lessons. 76.1 239 64.4 35.6 72.8 27.2
| select and use effective classroom management techniques utilizing
| nternet resources. 48.9 51.1 40.7 59.3 45.2 54.8
Mean % | 62.6% | 37.4% | 45.3% | 54.7% | 61.5% | 38.5%
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The proficiency rating for e-mail activities was higher for
Urban Dreams teachers when compared to non-Urban Dreams
teachers and California State SS/LA teachers.
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Table15. Category3: E-Mail N=18,700
Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 3: E-Mail Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=59 N=18,700
% Yes | % No | % Yes | % No | % Yes | % No
General Knowledge and Skills
| can explain the three main components of an email address. 71.7 28.3 62.7 37.3 66.3 33.7
| can explain telecommunication terms, (i.e. CC, BCC, Signature,
attachment, etc.). 57.6 42.4 42.4 57.6 51.7 48.3
| know how to create and use an address book. 80.4 19.6 69.5 30.5 774 22.6
| can recognize and use web links embedded in a message. 77.2 22.8 59.3 40.7 73.5 26.5
| know how to manage an address book (i.e. setting up mailing groups,
importing data from other applications). 59.8 40.2 49.2 50.8 56.5 43.5
| know how to locate, open, and manage attached files. 78.3 21.7 64.4 35.6 77.9 22.1
| know how to launch an email program, retrieve, read, and send email. 94.6 54 84.7 15.3 92.8 7.2
| know how to save, print, and delete email as appropriate. 94.6 54 86.4 13.6 95.7 4.3
| compose, edit, and send new email messages. 89.1 10.9 86.4 13.6 93.6 6.4
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Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 3: E-Mail Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=59 N=18,700
% Yes | % No | % Yes | % No | % Yes | % No
| regularly use CCs and BCCs email to interact with one or a group of
people. 54.3 45.7 40.7 59.3 50.6 49.4
| regularly use reply to sender, reply to all, and forwarding as appropriate. | 84.8 15.2 69.5 30.5 84.5 155
| compose email messages that compensate for the reader not seeing my
body language or hearing my voice inflections. 69.6 304 61.0 39.0 67.7 32.3
| employ email as atool to interact with and provide information to
students, parents and other community members. 66.3 33.7 45.8 54.2 63.2 36.8
Integration, Student L ear ning, and Classroom M anagement
| can explain procedures and processes for use of email in the classroom. 717 28.3 66.1 33.9 70.7 29.3
| can describe the uses of email in the classroom for connecting with
others such as: keypals, global classrooms, parallel problem-solving,
mentoring, etc. 40.2 59.8 32.2 67.8 359 64.1
| design curricular lessons that utilize email as a part of the activity. 28.3 71.7 22.0 78.0 20.3 79.7
| select and implement effective classroom management techniques using
email in alimited number of educational settings. 30.4 69.6 32.2 67.8 23.7 76.3
| select and implement appropriate email tools to effectively support the
teaching and learning process. 33.7 66.3 27.1 72.9 27.9 721
Legal and Ethical
| can explain netiquette to my classroom, co-workers, and other members
of the community. 59.8 40.2 40.7 59.3 59.6 40.4
| can explain issues surrounding student safety and security. 66.3 33.7 59.3 40.7 70.9 29.1
| practice appropriate netiquette related to email. 58.7 41.3 50.8 49.2 69.2 30.8
| implement practices related to issues of personal safety and security
with regard to email. 59.8 40.2 50.8 49.2 60.9 39.1
| regularly incorporate netiquette practices in my classroom instruction. 315 68.5 23.7 76.3 25.7 74.3
| regularly implement student email safety and security procedures in my
classroom instruction. 34.8 65.2 23.7 76.3 23.6 76.4
Mean % | 62.2% | 37.8% | 52.1% | 47.9% | 60.0% | 40.0%
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The word processing category received the highest mean
average from UD, nonUD and California State SS/L A teachers.
UD and California State teachers averaged 79.0% and 79.2%
respectively which indicates a high proficiency level of word
processing skills.
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Table16. Category4: Word Processing
Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 4: Word Processing Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=93 N=59 N=18,655
% Yes | % No | % Yes| % No | % Yes | % No

General Knowledge and Skills
| can identify word processing terms, such as font, style, tab, margin,
table, etc. 97.8 2.2 88.1 119 96.6 34
| know how to preview a document to identify layout or print problems. 88.2 11.8 86.4 13.6 91.2 8.8
| regularly use basic proofing tools (i.e. spell check, grammar check, etc.).| 92.5 7.5 83.1 16.9 92.0 8.0
| know how to find and replace text within a document. 84.9 15.1 71.2 28.8 84.9 15.1
| can open, save, print, and delete a document. 96.8 3.2 91.5 8.5 97.3 2.7
| know how to access and use the program Help function. 84.9 15.1 79.7 20.3 88.1 119
| know how to navigate in a large document. 82.8 17.2 71.2 28.8 81.9 18.1
| know how to save word processing documents in other file formats (i.e.
TXT, HTML, RTF, etc.). 75.3 24.7 64.4 35.6 64.6 35.4
| know how to retrieve documents with the Find File command. 82.8 17.2 79.7 20.3 79.9 20.1
Communication through Printed Media
| know how to type, select, correct, and delete text within a document. 914 8.6 79.7 20.3 96.6 34
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Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 4: Word Processing Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=93 N=59 N=18,655
% Yes | % No | % Yes | % No | % Yes | % No
| know how to apply and change fonts, characters, and paragraph
formatting as appropriate. 89.2 10.8 81.4 18.6 94.5 55
| know how to copy, cut, and paste text within and between documents. 89.2 10.8 71.2 28.8 88.6 11.4
| can use styles to change the appearance of paragraphs and outlines. 81.7 18.3 67.8 32.2 87.1 12.9
| know how to format text in columns with different fonts and colors. 76.3 23.7 59.3 40.7 76.9 23.1
| know how to create tables using built-in software assistance (i.e.
wizards, etc.). 72.0 28.0 52.5 47.5 62.0 38.0
| regularly use templates to create documents. 51.6 48.4 44.1 55.9 48.8 51.2
| create templates for personal and/or student use. 45.2 54.8 49.2 50.8 46.6 53.4
| regularly use word processors to create lesson plans, articles, reports,
etc. 80.6 194 66.1 33.9 83.3 16.7
| know how to adjust tabs and margins. 88.2 11.8 71.2 28.8 86.5 135
| know how to change on screen view mode and magnification. 75.3 24.7 62.7 37.3 78.6 21.4
| know how to apply borders to documents. 75.3 24.7 61.0 39.0 74.3 25.7
| know how to create numbered and bulleted lists. 83.9 16.1 71.2 28.8 83.9 16.1
| know how to add and delete page breaks, and create headers and footers.| 75.3 24.7 62.7 37.3 74.1 25.9
| enhance documents by inserting graphics. 67.7 32.3 54.2 45.8 66.7 33.3
| incorporate drawing tools as appropriate. 60.2 39.8 45.8 54.2 54.2 45.8
| know how to resize and relocate graphics within a document. 64.5 35.5 54.2 45.8 65.6 34.4
I ntegration, Student L earning, and Classroom M anagement
| transcribe handwritten documents into word-processed documents. 76.3 23.7 64.4 35.6 84.3 15.7
| can create a simple word- processed document. 88.2 11.8 76.3 23.7 95.2 4.8
| regularly create enhanced word-processed documents for classroom use,
(i.e. student worksheets, lesson handouts, etc.). 86.0 14.0 59.3 40.7 85.6 14.4
| regularly design lessons thet utilize word processing as part of the
activity. 64.5 35.5 441 55.9 65.0 35.0
Mean %| 79.0% | 21.0% | 67.1% | 32.9% | 79.2% | 20.8%
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In the publishing category, the 2004 UD teachers increased
their mean average by 2.9% from their 2003 average of 67.7%.
This year, UD teachers averaged 70.6% as compared with 67.6%
for the State and 58.8% for non-UD teachers.
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Table17. Category5: Publishing
Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 5: Publishing Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=59 N=18,596
% Yes | % No | % Yes| % No | % Yes| % No
General Knowledge and Skills
| can define publishing terms (i.e. page layout, stories, fields, etc.). 61.3 38.7 50.8 49.2 59.2 40.8
| know how to open, save, print and delete a document. 91.4 8.6 83.1 16.9 94.7 5.3
| know how to access and use program Help. 77.4 22.6 72.9 27.1 82.2 17.8
| preview documents to identify layout problems. 71.0 29.0 64.4 35.6 77.4 22.6
| regularly use basic proofing tools (i.e. spell check, grammar check, etc.).| 84.9 15.1 67.8 32.2 87.0 13.0
| know how to navigate in alarge document. 75.3 24.7 57.6 42.4 76.4 23.6
| know how to find and replace text within a document. 78.5 21.5 57.6 42.4 77.0 23.0
| know how to save text documents in other file formats (i.e. TXT,
HTML, RTF, etc.). 66.7 33.3 54.2 45.8 56.6 43.4
Communication through Printed Media
| can identify types of publishing software (i.e. word processing, page
layout, image/graphics, etc.). 75.0 25.0 63.8 36.2 71.0 29.0
| know how to create a new document. 89.1 10.9 81.0 19.0 91.9 8.1
| know how to change the document set-up. 76.1 23.9 62.1 37.9 75.3 24.7
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Urban Dreams

Non Urban

California State

Category 5: Publishing Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=59 N=18,596
% Yes | % No | % Yes| % No | % Yes| % No
| know how to create and modify headers and footers. 73.9 26.1 65.5 34.5 71.4 28.6
| know how to control page numberings. 72.8 27.2 65.5 34.5 69.9 30.1
| know how to change page tabs, margins, and indents. 73.9 26.1 65.5 34.5 74.9 25.1
| understand elements of basic design (i.e. white space, page layout, etc.) 73.9 26.1 56.9 43.1 65.3 34.7
| know how to change text alignment/justification. 76.1 23.9 70.7 29.3 76.7 23.3
| know how to copy, cut, and paste text and graphics. 85.9 141 69.0 31.0 82.8 17.2
| know how to change typefaces, font size, and other text attributes. 85.9 14.1 77.6 22.4 86.5 135
| know how to incorporate clip art. 76.1 23.9 60.3 39.7 74.2 25.8
| know how to use suitable size, style, and number of fonts. 79.3 20.7 74.1 25.9 83.2 16.8
| know how to create a ssmple shape graphic. 717 28.3 56.9 43.1 61.9 38.1
| know how to edit line and shape, style, and fill. 71.7 28.3 53.4 46.6 59.8 40.2
| know how to save publishing documents in appropriate formats (i.e.
postscript, PDF, HTML, etc.). 58.7 41.3 48.3 51.7 48.7 51.3
| know how to undo unwanted changes. 88.0 12.0 74.1 25.9 86.3 13.7
| know how to change onscreen view mode and magnification. 76.1 23.9 63.8 36.2 72.5 27.5
| know how to create numbered and bulleted lists. 81.5 18.5 65.5 34.5 80.2 19.8
| know how to create multiple text columns. 69.6 30.4 56.9 43.1 65.8 34.2
| know how to import/place and resize graphics both as objectsand as
type. 64.1 35.9 58.6 41.4 59.0 41.0
| know how to move, arrange, and layer objects. 56.5 43.5 46.6 53.4 55.5 44.5
| know how to insert digital images from external sources (i.e. cameras,
scanners, WWW, etc.). 60.9 39.1 37.9 62.1 49.0 51.0
| integrate and use various and appropriate software for publishing tasks
(i.e. word processing, page layout, image/graphics, etc.). 57.6 42.4 39.7 60.3 48.8 51.2
I ntegration, Student L ear ning, and Classroom M anagement
| can describe various types of publishing media and their possible
classroom application. 56.5 43.5 46.6 53.4 54.8 45.2
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Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 5: Publishing Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=59 N=18,596
% Yes | % No | % Yes| % No | % Yes| % No
| regularly select appropriate publishing media to support instructional
objectives. 41.3 58.7 36.2 63.8 37.1 62.9
| develop student assignments that embed elements of effective basic
design in publishing. 37.0 63.0 31.0 69.0 30.7 69.3
| regularly plan for effective classroom management of available
publishing resources. 34.8 65.2 20.7 79.3 21.9 78.1
Mean %| 70.6% | 29.4% | 58.8% | 41.2% | 67.6% | 32.4%
Category 6: Databases
100
UD teachers are slightly more proficient in the database 90
category that California State teachers (43.7% to 42.4%). Non 80
UD teachers were rated at 35%. 70 65.0 e
56.3 .

Percent

39

60

UD N=92

Yes
No

Non-UD N=58

California State
N=18,498




Table 18. Category6: Databases

Category 6: Databases

Urban Dreams

California State

General Knowledge and Skills

| can define database terms (i.e. records, fields, etc.).

| know how to create, open, and save a database.

| know how to format fields to reflect appropriate data (i.e. date, name,
currency, €tc).

| can explain differences among report, query, search, and find.

| know how to add/edit headers and footers.

| know how to select, move, copy, delete, clear and insert fields and
records.

| use print preview to identify print and layout problems.

| know how to find and replace datain records and fields.

| know how to sort, match, and go to specific records.

| know how to import/export data from a database.

Manage Records

| know how to enter text and data into appropriate fields.

| know how to use Find command to locate a specific record.

| know how to create and modify report layouts.

| know how to merge database information with word processing
documents to produce "form letters.”

Communication through Printed Media

| know how to sort data to produce reports (i.e. alphabetical listings, etc).

| know how to format text and numbers in records or layouts (i.e.
boldface, currency, time, etc).

| know how to find or define data to print only required records (i.e.
students reading at grade level, students with 3.0+ GPA, etc).

| know how to import data from other applications.

Teachers
N=92
% Yes | % No
54.3 457
54.3 457
47.8 52.2
40.2 59.8
53.3 46.7
64.1 359
66.3 33.7
457 54.3
37.0 63.0
34.8 65.2
65.2 34.8
59.8 40.2
435 56.5
337 66.3
46.7 533
457 54.3
40.2 59.8
34.8 65.2

Non Urban
Dreams Teachers
N=58
% Yes | % No
414 58.6
431 56.9
36.2 63.8
29.3 70.7
414 58.6
50.0 50.0
48.3 51.7
44.8 55.2
29.3 70.7
31.0 69.0
534 46.6
431 56.9
31.0 69.0
22.4 77.6
379 62.1
345 65.5
345 65.5
24.1 75.9

Teachers
N=18,528
% Yes | % No
51.7 48.3
55.9 441
43.6 56.4
36.6 63.4
515 485
59.9 40.1
68.0 32.0
48.7 51.3
40.7 59.3
36.3 63.7
63.6 36.4
53.3 46.7
385 61.5
28.1 719
529 471
47.3 527
43.0 57.0
34.2 65.8
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Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 6: Databases Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=58 N=18,528
% Yes | % No | % Yes | % No | % Yes | % No
| regularly create new layouts or edit existing layouts for specific
productivity or curricular goals. 25.0 75.0 25.9 74.1 21.7 78.3
I ntegration, Student L ear ning, and Classroom M anagement
| can describe the educational uses of databases. 50.0 50.0 41.4 58.6 50.7 49.3
| can identify lessons that require the manipulation of data. 39.1 60.9 34.5 65.5 41.2 58.8
| create new databases related to content area (i.e. world populations,
animal data, etc). 28.3 717 22.4 77.6 20.3 79.7
| design curricular lessons that utilize databases to enhance learning
outcomes. 16.3 83.7 20.7 79.3 14.9 85.1
| regularly develop student assignments that require management and
manipulation of a variety of data. 22.8 77.2 19.0 81.0 14.0 86.0
Mean % | 43.7% | 56.3% | 35.0% | 65.0% | 42.4% | 57.6%
Category 7: Spreadsheets
The spreadsheet category presented the least amount of 122
variation among the three groups represented. California State 80
averaged 49.2%, UD teachers 44.8%, and nonUD teachers 70
42.2%. 60 %52 578 508

50

Percent

41

40 1
30 1
20 1
10 A

44.8

UD N=92

Non-UD N=58

49.2

Yes

= No
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N=18,498



Table19. Category7: Spreadsheets

Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 7: Spreadsheets Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=58 N=18,498
% Yes | % No | % Yes| % No | % Yes | % No
General Knowledge and Skills
| can define spreadsheet terms (i.e. cells, aignment, formula, etc). 53.3 46.7 53.4 46.6 61.4 38.6
| know how to create, open, and save a spreadsheset. 59.8 40.2 534 46.6 65.4 34.6
| know how to navigate using the mouse and tabs. 65.2 34.8 48.3 51.7 71.3 28.7
| know how to undo unwanted changes. 60.9 39.1 534 46.6 68.7 31.3
| know how to move or copy sheets between spreadsheet files. 42.4 57.6 39.7 60.3 41.1 58.9
| know how to locate cells based on column/row addresses. 57.6 42.4 53.4 46.6 64.0 36.0
| know how to select, move, copy, delete, clear and insert cells. 56.5 435 51.7 48.3 64.0 36.0
| know how to change typeface, font size and other cell attributes. 53.3 46.7 48.3 51.7 62.7 37.3
| know how to sort cells. 39.1 60.9 36.2 63.8 45.7 54.3
| know how to replicate a formula or range of cells (i.e. "fill"). 33.7 66.3 36.2 63.8 38.9 61.1
| know how to align and rotate text and numbers within a cell. 33.7 66.3 39.7 60.3 35.3 64.7
| know how to create simple bar or pie charts, create a variety of charts
and label graphs appropriately. 45.7 54.3 41.4 58.6 45.4 54.6
| know how to select charts for appropriate data representation. 38.0 62.0 36.2 63.8 41.0 59.0
| know how to change size, placement, and title of charts. 41.3 58.7 34.5 65.5 39.5 60.5
| know how to import/export charts and data into other applications (i.e.
word processing, etc). 29.3 70.7 29.3 70.7 32.6 67.4
| know how to select an entire column or row. 63.0 37.0 56.9 43.1 67.0 33.0
| know how to resize cells and rows. 57.6 42.4 534 46.6 59.6 40.4
| know how to add shading and borders. 52.2 47.8 41.4 58.6 48.4 51.6
| know how to change text cell aignment and justification. 435 56.5 37.9 62.1 45.6 54.4
| know how to save in avariety of formats (i.e. Tab Delimited, CSV,
DBF, DIF, SYLK, etc). 23.9 76.1 224 77.6 22.8 77.2
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Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 7: Spreadsheets Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=58 N=18,498
% Yes | % No | % Yes | % No | % Yes | % No
Manage Records
| know how to enter text and data into specific cells. 63.0 37.0 58.6 41.4 70.3 29.7
| know how to create formula cells (i.e. sums, average, €tc). 35.9 64.1 43.1 56.9 43.9 56.1
| know how to format cells for appropriate content (i.e. text, decimal
alignment, currency, etc.). 34.8 65.2 36.2 63.8 38.9 61.1
| utilize grade book templates. 39.1 60.9 36.2 63.8 55.1 44.9
| maintain student records in a spreadsheet. 39.1 60.9 37.9 62.1 50.2 49.8
Communication through Printed Media
| know how to adjust layout and margins. 55.4 44.6 55.2 44.8 58.0 42.0
| know how to use print preview and print document with title. 65.2 34.8 56.9 43.1 71.1 28.9
| know how to set up print options for grid lines, zoom, etc. 38.0 62.0 41.4 58.6 47.2 52.8
| know how to create and edit headers, footers, and page numbers. 51.1 48.9 50.0 50.0 53.6 46.4
| know how to change page margins. 58.7 41.3 53.4 46.6 58.8 41.2
| know how to search for and replace text within a document. 46.7 53.3 46.6 53.4 50.7 49.3
| know how to print a specific range of cells, pages, and sheets. 44.6 55.4 414 58.6 47.3 52.7
| import/export charts and data into a word processing application. 304 69.6 29.3 70.7 33.7 66.3
Integration, Student L earning, and Classroom M anagement
| can describe the educational uses of spreadsheets. 55.4 44.6 46.6 53.4 59.6 40.4
| occasionally create new spreadsheets related to content area. 239 76.1 32.8 67.2 35.8 64.2
| regularly design curricular lessons requiring use of spreadshests. 9.8 90.2 121 87.9 10.8 89.2
| regularly create appropriate charts for a content lesson. 15.2 84.8 17.2 82.8 15.2 84.8
Mean %| 44.8% | 55.2% | 42.2% | 57.8% | 49.2% | 50.8%
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Category 8: Presentation Software

100

In the presentation software category, UD and 80

Cdifornia teachers were once again at nearly identical levels. 70

Non-UD teachers were significantly behind the mean averages
of the other two groups.

Percent
al
o
1

62.2

50.07 50.0

49.4—/50.6

Yes
No

) UD N=92 Non-UD N=58 California State N=18,435

Table 20. Category8: Presentation Software
Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 8: Presentation Software Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=58 N=18,435
% Yes | % No | % Yes | % No | % Yes | % No

General Knowledge and Skills
| can define presentation and multimedia terms (i.e. slides/cards,
dlideshow, hype-navigation, etc). 59.8 40.2 43.1 56.9 62.2 37.8
| know how to create, open, modify, and save presentations. 58.7 41.3 44.8 55.2 62.9 37.1
| can define available tools (i.e. drawing, text, etc). 51.1 48.9 39.7 60.3 56.3 43.7
| know how to use templates or wizards to create new presentations. 51.1 48.9 37.9 62.1 53.6 46.4
| regularly use available tools (i.e. drawing, text, etc.). 39.1 60.9 39.7 60.3 41.7 58.3
| know how to connect, configure, and troubleshoot peripheral devices for
presentation. 35.9 64.1 25.9 74.1 339 66.1
| know how to create a presentation to automatically play using timed
settings. 41.3 58.7 32.8 67.2 38.3 61.7
| know how to insert text, format text, or add text boxes to a presentation. 63.0 37.0 43.1 56.9 60.6 39.4
| know how to add new dides or cards. 57.6 42.4 44.8 55.2 58.7 41.3
| know how to insert or change dide or card design. 50.0 50.0 39.7 60.3 54.3 45.7
| know to how re-arrange the order of the slides or cardsin the
presentation. 51.1 48.9 345 65.5 51.7 48.3
| know how to organize presentation resources in afolder on the desktop
or server. 44.6 55.4 31.0 69.0 44.8 55.2




Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 8: Presentation Software Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=58 N=18,435
% Yes | % No | % Yes | % No | % Yes | % No
| know how to apply trangitions and effects, if appropriate, to slides or
cards. 47.8 52.2 32.8 67.2 46.0 54.0
| know how to navigate using scrollbar, dide sorter, menu, key
commands, etc. 64.1 35.9 50.0 50.0 59.0 41.0
| know how to switch between different page views. 53.3 46.7 36.2 63.8 55.2 44.8
| know how to create and edit navigational buttons to help users move
through a presentation. 43.5 56.5 36.2 63.8 41.8 58.2
| know how to create presentations that are clear and easy to understand. 50.0 50.0 39.7 60.3 50.9 49.1
| know how to apply backgrounds and objects appropriately. 58.7 41.3 43.1 56.9 55.1 44.9
| know how to incorporate sound. 45.7 54.3 32.8 67.2 46.9 53.1
| can define different image types (i.e. TIFF, GIF, PCX, etc). 32.6 67.4 25.9 74.1 28.0 72.0
| know how to incorporate hypertext links, animations from library,
movies from library, and clip art from other sources. 45.7 54.3 29.3 70.7 36.3 63.7
| know how to record and insert sound into presentation. 38.0 62.0 25.9 74.1 36.5 63.5
| know how to edit clip art (if appropriate). 48.9 51.1 39.7 60.3 47.6 52.4
Communication through Printed Media
| know how to print presentation dlides. 58.7 41.3 50.0 50.0 58.4 41.6
My documents demonstrate an understanding of basic design elements
(i.e. color, design, space, and composition, efc.). 48.9 51.1 43.1 56.9 51.3 48.7
| know how to print using advanced printing options. 37.0 63.0 379 62.1 41.2 58.8
| print handouts that enhance the instructional objectives (i.e. outlines,
notes, eic.). 48.9 51.1 414 58.6 51.0 49.0
I ntegration, Student L ear ning, and Classroom M anagement
| can describe the educational uses of presentation software. 66.3 33.7 48.3 51.7 65.0 35.0
| know how to create cards or slides using effective design to enhance
communication. 48.9 51.1 414 58.6 52.7 47.3
| use appropriate background and text colors to ensure clarity and
readability. 56.5 435 39.7 60.3 52.7 47.3
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Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 8: Presentation Software Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=58 N=18,435
% Yes | % No | % Yes | % No | % Yes | % No
| organize information in a clear, consistent way for the viewer. 58.7 41.3 41.4 58.6 55.0 45.0
| regularly design curricular lessons that utilize multimedia to enhance
learning outcomes. 38.0 62.0 20.7 79.3 30.8 69.2
| follow fair use and copyright law for text, graphics, and sound. 55.4 44.6 345 65.5 49.0 51.0
Mean %| 50.0% | 50.0% | 37.8% | 62.2% | 49.4% | 50.6%
Category 9: Instructional Technology
The mean averages of all three groups showed the least 1%
amount of proficiency in the instructional technology category. 80
The State had the highest rating at 31.3%, while the nonUD _
teachers had the lowest rating at 22.9%. s 0 Yes
Overall, the results of the technology proficiency survey § 458 | No
indicate that the Urban Dreams and the California State SS/LA 30
teachers are at nearly equal levelsin every category. The non 20 1
Urban Dreams teachers are significantly less proficient in aimost all 101
categories. 0- L
UD N=92 Non-UD N=58 California State
Table 21. Category 9: Instructional Technology N=18,371
Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 9: Instructional Technology Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=58 N=18,371
% Yes | % No | % Yes | % No | % Yes | % No
Analyzes Best Practices
None of the statements below apply to me. 16.3 83.7 24.1 75.9 19.9 80.1
| occasionally locate computer-based technology learning, teaching, and
communication resources related to implementation in the classroom. 35.9 64.1 32.8 67.2 34.3 65.7
| am able to locate and adapt computer-based technology lessons based
upon best practices and research findings. 21.7 78.3 19.0 81.0 21.8 78.2
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Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 9: Instructional Technology Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=58 N=18,371
% Yes | % No | % Yes | % No | % Yes | % No
| know how to analyze best practices and research findings on the use of
computer-based technology and design lessons accordingly. 22.8 77.2 13.8 86.2 16.9 83.1
Selection of Appropriate Technology Resour ces
None of the statements below apply to me. 44.6 55.4 55.2 44.8 48.0 52.0
| can describe or list some of the established criteria used to evaluate
digital media. 33.7 66.3 155 84.5 27.0 73.0
| often practice evaluating educational digital media using established
criteria 3.3 96.7 8.6 914 94 90.6
| regularly evaluate educational digital media using established criteria. 15.2 84.8 10.3 89.7 6.5 93.5
None of the statements below apply to me. 26.1 73.9 36.2 63.8 32.2 67.8
| know how to identify processes used to match computer-based
technology with content. 19.6 80.4 22.4 77.6 13.2 86.8
| occasionally include appropriate computer-based technol ogy resources
in classroom lesson plans. 29.3 70.7 20.7 79.3 313 68.7
| regularly include appropriate computer-based technology resourcesin
classroom lesson plans. 20.7 79.3 6.9 93.1 15.9 84.1
Matching Student Learning Stylesto Appropriate Resour ces
None of the statements below apply to me. 174 82.6 26.3 73.7 18.0 82.0
| am aware of learning style inventories for students. 23.9 76.1 28.1 71.9 25.0 75.0
| know how to examine a variety of computer-based technology resources
for their applicability to learning styles. 4.3 95.7 8.8 91.2 6.3 93.7
| know how to select and use activities to identify student learning styles. 16.3 83.7 14.0 86.0 15.8 84.2
| occasionally use a variety of computer-based technology resourcesin
lesson plans to meet student learning styles. 185 81.5 8.8 91.2 20.5 79.5
| regularly integrate appropriate computer-based technology resources
and adapt |essons and classroom practice according to learning style
inventory results. 141 85.9 53 94.7 10.1 89.9
Effective L ear ning Environments Using Computer-Based Technology
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Urban Dreams Non Urban California State
Category 9: Instructional Technology Teachers Dreams Teachers Teachers
N=92 N=58 N=18,371
% Yes | % No | % Yes | % No | % Yes | % No
| can describe various models of computer-based technology use that
enhance learning and increase efficiency and productivity. 51.1 48.9 26.3 73.7 46.5 53.5
| know how to use teacher productivity tools for classroom management
(e.g. home-school communication, student records and grades, etc). 53.3 46.7 33.3 66.7 60.2 39.8
My lesson plans reflect a management system for computer-based
activities. 315 68.5 22.8 77.2 28.1 71.9
| effectively use computer-based technology in a variety of instructional
settings (i.e. whole class, small groups, and individual instruction). 34.8 65.2 8.8 91.2 34.9 65.1
My classroom activities allow all students to build upon their technology
skills and increase learning. 435 56.5 29.8 70.2 429 57.1
| regularly implement management procedures that support assessment of
student involvement and achievement related to computer-based
technology assignments. 21.7 78.3 12.3 87.7 17.9 82.1
Privacy, Security, and Safety | ssues
| can explain the need for and use of copyright policy, protectionof
student privacy, security and safety. 71.7 28.3 50.9 49.1 78.7 21.3
| regularly implement established policies for safe, private and secure
practices in persona work. 46.7 53.3 33.3 66.7 57.3 42.7
| personally implement established policies surrounding copyright and
plagiarism. 554 44.6 38.6 61.4 62.2 37.8
| regularly implement established policies for safe, private, and secure
practices in the classroom. 43.5 56.5 24.6 75.4 50.0 50.0
| regularly implement policies surrounding copyright and plagiarismin
the classroom. 55.4 44.6 28.1 71.9 56.1 43.9
Mean %| 30.8% | 69.2% | 22.9% | 77.1% | 31.3% | 68.7%
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2003-2004 Teacher Survey Results

A genera survey of Urban Dreams teachers was conducted during the 2003-2004 school year to
help measure the impact of the project during the past five years. A total of 55 teachers
representing all five cohorts participated in the survey. The survey asked 21 closed-ended and
14 open-ended questions. The evaluators provided a stipend to the 55 teachers who participated.
The following report represents the entire analysis from the closed-ended questions and a
sampling of teacher comments to the operntended questions (all the responses to the open-ended
guestions can be found in the attachments):

Table22. Q1. The School You Teach At:

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Vdid Castlemont High School 9 16.4 164 164
Fremont Federation High 4 73 73 236
School
McClymonds High School 3 55 55 29.1
Oakland High School 6 10.9 10.9 40.0
Oakland Technical High 10 18.2 18.2 582
School
Skyline High School 13 23.6 23.6 81.8
Dewey High School 2 3.6 3.6 85.5
Street Academy 2 3.6 3.6 89.1
Life Academy 2 3.6 3.6 92.7
Independent Study 4 73 73 100.0
Program
Total 55 100.0 100.0

Table23. Q2. Subject Areas You Teach:

vaid | Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Percent Percent
vaid English 24 43.6 43.6 43.6
Social
Studies/History 14 255 255 69.1
Both 16 29.1 29.1 98.2
Other 1 18 18 100.0
Total 55 100.0 100.0
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Q2. Subjects Taught N=55

SocStudies/History

25.5%

Table24.. Q3. Cohort You Belong To:

Other

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
valid 1999-2000
Cohort 1 11 20.0 20.8 20.8
2000-2001
Cohort 2 11 20.0 20.8 415
2001-2002
Cohort 3 13 23.6 245 66.0
2002-2003
Cohort 4 11 20.0 20.8 86.8
2003-2004
Cohort 5 7 12.7 13.2 100.0
Total 53 96.4 100.0
Missing  System 2 3.6
Total 55 100.0
Table 25. Q4. Grade Levels You Teach:
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Ninth 9 16.4 16.4 16.4
Tenth 6 10.9 10.9 27.3
Eleventh 4 7.3 7.3 345
Twelfth 2 3.6 3.6 38.2
More than one grade 34 61.8 61.8 100.0
Total 55 100.0 100.0
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Table 26. Q5. Your Gender:

vadid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Percent Percent
vaid Mde 20 36.4 36.4 36.4
Femae 35 63.6 63.6 100.0
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Q5. Your gender:  N=55
Table 27.. Number of UD Events Attended
30r | N=s5

Q6. While participating in Urban Dreams how many more Total
times did you attend or participate in the following... 1 2 times

Count Count Count Count
Summer Institute? 19 9 5 33
Research Week? 9 3 1 13
Summer Curriculum Write- up Week? 10 6 3 19
Technology Workshops/Classes? 7 11 24 42
Supplemental Video Grant Program? 9 2 2 13
MLK Papers Series? 10 4 4 18
Core Literature Study Group? 9 4 10 23
Center for Latin America Studies Group? 7 1 4 12
History and Literature of Mexico Series and Latinos
in the 40s and 50s Series - Alex Saragoza (2002- 5 0 6 11
2004)?
Chester Himes Mystery Writing Contest (2002- 5 3 5 10
2004)?
Weblogging (2003-2004)? 2 1 3 6
Local Context (2001-2002)? 1 0 0 1
World (1999-2000)? 3 2 1 6
Cdlifornia Heritage Project? 6 0 1 7
receiving direct classroom support? 3 6 21 30
having my work published on aweb page? 5 2 5 12
World Affairs Council (Dinner Lecture 3 0 6 14
Series/Asilomar/World History)?
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Table 28. Prior and Current L evels of Adoption

Std.
N | Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Deviation
Q8a. Please read the description of each of the
Six stages related to adoption of technology.
Mark the stage that best describes your level at 55 3.20 142
the time you began the project prior to Urban
Dreams
Q8b. Please read the description of each of the
Six stages related to adoption of technology.
Mark the stage that best describes your level 55 511 1.30
currently?
Valid N (listwise) 55
Q8. Prior and Current Levels of Adoption N=55
6.0
5.0
5§ 40s
a
o
©
< 304
o
Q
()]
©
n 20
1.0«
0.0
Mean Prior to UD Mean Current Level
Table 28. Q9. Have You Benefited From Participating In Urban Dreams?
Vvaid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Percent Percent
valid Yes 52 94.5 96.3 96.3
No 2 3.6 37 100.0
Total 54 98.2 100.0
Missing System 1 18
Total 55 100.0
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Q9. Have you benefited from participating in Urban Dreams?

N=54

No
3.6%
Missing

1.8%

Yes

94.5%

Table 29. Q10. Did You Or Your Students Have Access In The Classroom To A Computer Prior To The
Urban Dreams Program?

Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid Yes 26 47.3 50.0 50.0
No 26 47.3 50.0 100.0
Totd 52 94.5 100.0
Missing  System 3 55
Total 55 100.0

Q10 Did you or your students have access in the classroormr

to a computer? N=52

Missing

5.5%
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Table 30. Q11a. Did You Have Access To Any Computer Prior To The Urban Dreams Proj ect?

vadid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
vadid Yes 42 76.4 79.2 79.2
No 11 20.0 20.8 100.0
Total 53 96.4 100.0
Missing  System 2 3.6
Total 55 100.0

Q11a. Did you have access to any computer prior to the

UD project? N=53

Missing

3.6%

Yes

76.4%

Table 31. Prior and Current Computer Usage Compared

Q11 Compare prior and current computer usage for the following activities.

Rating Scale: 1) Never 2) Monthly 3) Weekly 4) Daily Statistics

N Mean
Q11b. Prior for word processing programs? 47 3.09
Q11c. Current for word processing programs? 52 3.62
Q11b. Prior for e-mail? 48 2.96
Q1ic. Current for e-mail? 52 3.60
Q11b. Prior for accessing the Internet? 47 2.83
Q11c. Current for accessing the I nternet? 53 3.64
Q11b. Prior for preparing information/tests? 48 2.54
Q11c. Current for preparing information/tests? 51 3.22
Q11b. Prior for keeping/preparing grades? 45 1.73
Q11c. Current for keeping/preparing grades? 52 250
Q11b. Prior for doing research for school ? 48 221
Q11c. Current for doing research for school? 51 3.04
Q11b. Prior for lessons, units, or projects? 48 2.33
Q11c. Current for lessons, units, or projects? 53 3.00
Valid N (listwise) 43




Table 32. Prior and Current Computer Usage Compared (Minutes Per Week)

Rating Scale: 1) 0 2) 15 or less 3) 15-45 4) 60-90 5) 90+ N Mean
Q12a. Prior to Urban Dreams | did the following: Students worked with
: 55 2.16
computers for curricular purposes (but not Internet)
Q12b. Currently, I do the following: Studentswork with computersfor
) 54 3.22
curricular purposes (but not Internet)
Q12a. Prior to Urban Dreams | did the following: Students engaged in Internet
activities > | 19
Q12b. Currently, | do thefollowing: Students engagein Internet activities| 54 3.15
Q12a. Prior to Urban Dreams | did the following: | used computers for 55 3.09
planning purposes (but not Internet) '
Q12b. Currently, | do the following: | use computersfor planning
54 3.93
purposes (but not Internet)
Q12a. Prior to Urban Dreams | did the following: | used technol ogy-based 50 196
resources with my in-class instruction (but not Internet) ’
Q12b. Currertly, | dothefollowing: | use technology-based resour ces 55 3.09
with my in-classinstruction (but not Internet) '
Q12a. Prior to Urban Dreams | did the following: | used the Internet for 53 266
planning purposes ’
Q12b. Currently, | do thefollowing: | usethe Internet for planning 55 355
pur poses '
Q12a. Prior to Urban Dreams | did the following: | used the Internet with my 53 162
in-class instruction '
Q12b. Currently, | do the following: | use the Internet with my in-class
) : 55 2.62
Instruction
Valid N (listwise) 48

Table 33. Q13. Isthe Computer Hardware You Have Been Given By Urban Dreams Appropriate To Your

Needs?
Vvalid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Percent Percent
Valid Yes 47 85.5 95.9 95.9
No 2 3.6 41 100.0
Total 49 89.1 100.0
Missing System 6 10.9
Total 55 100.0
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Q13. Hardware given by UD appropriate for needs?

No
3.6%
Missing

10.9%

Yes

85.5%

N=49

Table 34. Q14. Is the Software Provided By Urban Dreams Appropriate To Your Needs?

valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Vvalid Yes 48 87.3 92.3 92.3
No 4 7.3 7.7 100.0
Total 52 94.5 100.0
Missing  System 3 55
Total 55 100.0

Q14. Is the software appropriate to your needs? N=52

No
73%
Missing

i 55%

Yes

87.3%
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Table 35. Q15. Has Support From Project Staff Been Sufficient To Meet Your Needs?

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Yes 47 85.5 92.2 92.2
No 4 7.3 7.8 100.0
Total 51 92.7 100.0
Missing System 4 7.3
Total 55 100.0

Q15. Has support from project staff been sufficient to meet

your needs N=51

Yes

85.5%

Table 36. Q16. Isthe Technical Support Provided By Urban Dreams Sufficient?

Missing
7.3%

valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Percent Percent
vadid Yes 40 72.7 80.0 80.0
No 10 18.2 20.0 100.0
Total 50 90.9 100.0
Missing  System 5 9.1
Total 55 100.0

57




Q16. Is the technical support sufficient? N=50

Missing

—
9.1%

Table 37. Q19. Have You Had the Opportunity To Collaborate With Other Urban Dreams Teachersand
Staff to Develop Curriculum Materialsor Strategies?

Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Percent Percent

Vaid Yes 32 58.2 615 615
No 20 364 | 385 100.0
Total 52 945 | 100.0

Missing  System 3 55

Total 55 100.0

Q19. Have you had the opportunity to collaborate with

other UD teachers? N=52

Missing

—
5.5%
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One of the open-ended questions asked UD teachers: “Do you have any additional comments
about the Urban Dreams Project? (Please include ideas, questions, and other comments that were
not addressed in this survey.)” The following represents a sampling of the responses to that
guestion (all the openended questions and comments can be found in the attachments to this

report).

UD has been wonderful. All people involved were helpful, positive, stimulating and
generous. If you teach in a sometimes dysfunctional environment, it is wonderful to have
the oasis of UD.

Please let it last at |east another ten years.

| think the UD project has been tremendously successful and would hope that in one form
or another—the program could continue-if even on a support/advisory level. Perhaps
teachers who have participated in UD could get together and discuss/present successful
projects of their own that they have devel oped over the year.

| believe the Urban Dreams project should continue. Just knowing there are resource
people and support staff available, helps me look for advancement ideas in technology. |
also look forward to seeing what new training classes | can participate in. The project
staff is professional and is always willing to assist in any way possible.

I’m sorry to see this project end. 1 think it should be a permanently funded entity within
the school district. 1t'sthe“ professional” in professional development and frankly one
of the few activities/elements of my job that makes me feel like a professional.

| would like to continue learning and being connected with other teachersin the Urban
Dreams program. | pray that the funding does not dry up because Urban Dreams has
been the most beneficial professional development programthat | have been involved in,
in 12 yearswith this district.

The journey has been fruitful. Little by little, | have learned how to incorporate
technology in my own life and in the classroom. The results are encouraging. Reluctant
students are more willing to explore new ideas; students who have learned are willing to
sharetheir knowledge; the classroom atmosphere is more positive. Investing my timein
Urban Dreams training has been productive.

Please continue the funding so that teachers can try to keep up (technically) with
students. Provide more training sessions at school sites. Two school staff could be
combined. Being able to borrow equipment has been invaluable to me and my classes.
Again, excellent staff and professional development opportunities. Excellent video
program—did a great project with a group of my students — very empowering. More
help in our classrooms—ex: Computer maintenance, technological setup!

The Urban Dreams project has had a huge impact on my teaching practices. Both my
instruction and its content have markedly improved using technology. While | would like
to learn more about video training, it allowed me to take the lessons beyond the
classroom. Hence, one student is now receiving ongoing training at KDOL. Many of my
students prepared portfolios using computer equipment during class, and computers
received through the give-away program, which resulted in employment through the
Mayor’s Summer Job Fair. The Urban Dreams Project is an invaluable (extremely
valuable) program

Best staff devel opment support and resources for teachersin my 17 years of teaching.
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Component 3: Parent and Community | nvolvement

A magjor component of the Urban Dreams project was parent and community involvement. The
parent and community involvement component consisted of parent technology trainings at each
of the local high schools and middle schools, the Take-Home Computer program and linkages to
community partners.

Parent Technology Trainings

Urban Dreams provided basic computer training for parents during the 2003-2004 school year
(Objective 3.1). The Marcus Foster Institute provided the trainings through a subcontract with
the school district. The technology trainings were mandatory for parents prior to their
participation in the Take-Home Computer program. Almost 400 parents participated in the
trainings during the 2003-2004 academic year. The trainings were designed to provide parents
with basic computer concepts and skills through hands-on use of computers.

To review in the effectiveness of the workshops, trainers developed and administered a
summative evaluation form that elicited participant feedback on the trainings themselves. The
evaluations were collected at the end of each workshop. The parents were asked to rate four
statements about the workshops from agree, kind of agree, kind of disagree, and disagree. Also
included was an open-ended question that asked: “Do you have any other comments or ideas on
how to improve the workshop?” The assessment was made available in Spanish.

An analysis of individual respondents revealed that of 378 parents were administered the
assessments and responded to all four statements. The results from statement one, “I learned a
lot from this workshop,” indicate that 76.4% agree and 18.9% kind of agree. Only 4.7% of the
parents kind of disagree or disagree that they learned alot from the workshop. While a great
majority learned a lot from the workshop, some parents commented that the workshop was a
review because they were already familiar with basic computer skills.

Statement two articulated, “ The workshop activities were valuable.” Almost 83% (82.3) agreed
and 15.6% kind of agreed that the workshop activities were valuable. Only 2.1% of 385
respondents kind of disagreed or disagreed. Results from statement three indicate that 98.7%
agree or kind of agree that “the instructor did a good job of presenting the information.” Again,
only 2.3% of the parents either kind of disagreed or disagreed that the instructor did a good job at
the workshops. The last statement, “as a result of attending the workshop | feel that | can operate
and maintain a computer”, shows that 97.6 either agreed or kind of agreed. Only 2.4% kind of
disagreed or disagreed with the statement.

The median response was “agree’ indicating that the vast mgjority of participants thought that
the trainings were of the highest quality. On average over 82% of the participants gave each
quality indicator the highest rating. The following tables give a detailed account of each of the
four statements sub-divided by the date of training, training site, and workshop instructor. A
sampling of parent comments to the operntended question follows the tables (see attachments for
entire report).
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Statement 1: | learned alot from thisworkshop  N=381

Date of
Training
9-3-03
9-9-03
9-10-03
9-11-03
9-17-03
9-23-03

9-24-03

10-1-03
10-2-03
10-8-03
10-9-03
10-15-03
10-18-03
11-6-03
12-3-03
12-03-03
12-4-03
12-10-03
12-17-03

Training Site
Oakland Tech
Fremont
Oakland HS
McClymonds
Fremont
Oakland HS

McClymonds
HS

Skyline HS
Oakland Tech
Castlemont
Fremont

Oakland Tech

Workshop
I nstructor

Shiple
Nieto
Shiple
Phyllis
Shiple
Phyllis

Phyllis

Shiple
Domingo
Domingo
Domingo

Phyllis

Roosevelt MS ' Shiple/De latorre

Fremont
Skyline
Oakland Tech
Oakland High
Fremont

Fremont

Domingo
Phyllis
Jose
Domingo
Jose
Phyllis
Totals

Per cent

Agree
21
12
16

6
12
6

11

20
20
17
20
10
26
14
14
21
5
17
23
291
76.4
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Agree Disagree Disagree Total

Kind of = Kind of
4 2
2 0
7 0
0 0
3 0
3 0
2 0

11 0
5 1
1 0
4 1
5 2
4 0
4 0
7 2
2 0
1 0
4 0
3 0

72 8

18.9 21

2

R O +» O O

N

o O OoOo/r O O 0O O +r O |lPFr Bk

=
o

2.6

29
14
23
7
15
10

15

32
27
18
26
17
30
18
23
24
6
21
26
381
100.0



Statement 2: The workshop activities were valuable

Date of
training

9-3-03
9-9-03
9-10-03
9-11-03
9-17-03
9-23-03

9-24-03

10-1-03
10-2-03
10-8-03
10-9-03
10-15-03
10-18-03
11-6-03
12-3-03
12-03-03
12-4-03
12-10-03
12-17-03

Training Site
Oakland Tech
Fremont
Oakland HS
McClymonds
Fremont
Oakland HS

McClymonds
HS

Skyline HS
Oakland Tech
Castlemont
Fremont
Oakland Tech
Roosevelt MS
Fremont
Skyline
Oakland Tech
Oakland High
Fremont

Fremont

Workshop
I nstructor

Shiple
Nieto

Shiple
Phyllis
Shiple
Phyllis

Phyllis

Shiple
Domingo
Domingo
Domingo

Phyllis

Shiple/De latorre

Domingo
Phyllis
Jose
Domingo
Jose
Phyllis
Totals

Per cent

Agree
25

12
20
6
13
8

11

24
23
17
22
14
25
14
18
17
6
17
25
317
82.3

62

N=385

Agree Disagree Disagree Total

Kind of = Kind of
4 0
2 0
3 0
0 1
2 0
2 1
4 0
8 0
3 1
1 0
3 1
3 0
6 0
4 0
2 3
7 0
0 0
5 0
1 0

60 7
15.6 18

0

0
0
0
0
0

o

R O O O O O O O o o o o rk

0.3

29
14
23
7
15
11

15

33
27
18
26
17
31
18
23
24
6
22
26
385
100.0



Statement 3: Theinstructor did a good job of presenting the information

Date of Workshop
training Training Site Instructor
9-3-03  Oskland Tech Shiple
9-9-03 Fremont Nieto
9-10-03 Oakland HS Shiple
9-11-03 McClymonds Phyllis
9-17-03 Fremont Shiple
9-23-03 Oakland HS Phyllis

9-24-03 McClymonds HS Phyllis

10-1-03
10-2-03
10-8-03
10-9-03
10-15-03
10-18-03
11-6-03
12-3-03
12-03-03
12-4-03
12-10-03
12-17-03

Skyline HS Shiple
Oakland Tech Domingo

Castlemont Domingo
Fremont Domingo
Oakland Tech Phyllis

Roosevelt MS  Shiple/De latorre

Fremont Domingo
Skyline Phyllis
Oakland Tech Jose

Oakland High Domingo

Fremont Jose
Fremont Phyllis
Totals
Per cent

Agree
26
13
22

7
15
11
14
27
25
17
20
17
30
17
19
22

5
18

25

350
911

63

N=384

Agree Disagree Disagree Total

Kind of = Kind of
2 1
1 0
1 1
0 0
0 0
0 0
1 0
4 1
2 0
1 0
4 1
0 0
2 0
1 0
3 1
2 0
1 0
3 0
1 0

29 5
7.6 13

0

O O O O O O O O O 0O O o 0o o o o o o o

0.0

29
14

24
7
15
11
15
32
27
18
25
17
32
18
23
24
6
21

26

384
100.0



Statement 4: Asaresult of attending the workshop, | feel that | can operate and maintain a computer N=378

Date of Workshop Kind of = Kind of
training Training Site Instructor Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Totals
9-3-03 Oakland Tech Shiple 23 6 0 0 29
9-9-03 Fremont Nieto 13 0 0 0 13
9-10-03  Oakland HS Shiple 17 5 0 0 22
9-11-03 McClymonds Phyllis 6 1 0 0 7
9-17-03 Fremont Shiple 5 1 0 15
9-23-03  Oakland HS Phyllis 2 0 0 11
9-24-03 McClymonds HS Phyllis 14 1 0 0 15
10-1-03  SkylineHS Shiple 24 5 0 1 30
10-2-03 Oakland Tech Domingo 20 7 0 0 27
10-8-03  Castlemont Domingo 14 4 0 0 18
10-9-03 Fremont Domingo 22 2 1 0 25
10-15-03 Oakland Tech Phyllis 12 5 0 0 17
10-18-03 Roosevelt MS  Shiple/De latorre 23 8 0 0 31
11-6-03 Fremont Domingo 12 6 0 0 18
12-3-03 Skyline Phyllis 18 3 2 0 23
12-03-03 Oakland Tech Jose 21 2 1 0 24
12-4-03 Oakland High Domingo 6 0 0 0 6
12-10-03 Fremont Jose 18 3 0 0 21
12-17-03 Fremont Phyllis 24 2 0 0 26
Totals 305 67 5 1 378
Per cent 80.7 17.7 14 0.2 100.0
Parent Training Survey Summary
Statement One 291 72 8 10 381
Statement Two 317 60 7 1 385
Statement Three 350 29 5 0 384
Statement Four 305 67 5 1 378
Cumulative 563 228 25 12 1528
Totals
Percent  82.7 14.9 1.7 0.7 100.0



Parents were asked: “Do you have any other comments or ideas on how to improve the
workshop?” Most of the comments were positive and praised the workshops and the program.

Did an excellent job. Even though | have computer skills, | still learned some things
Already computer literate. However, the training is helpful for people who are not.

It's good to have a program for our children our future to receive a free computer.
Heisvery good at what he does. He has been very helpful. | knew a few things but he
made it much clearer.

It's good to have a program for our children our future to receive a free computer.
Thisisa great workshop and | know my son will learn a lot on the computer thank you so
much.

No everything was good and gave me knowledge about computers. He was very helpful,
and | could understand him very good. Good Job!!

The instructor was very patient with the students and parents, which is greatly
appreciated. | amsuremy soniswell informed and will be able to operate the equipment
provided. Also, thisiswonderful program and greatly needed. | wish it was offered
sooner than high school. Children are being introduced to computers a lot sooner and
parents could use this program.

Some parents offered constructive comments to enhance future workshops:

Perhaps more volunteers so those that need help can have a personal assistant.

Do not talk as much. People get tired if the information is not interesting.

Maybe could go over how to set up the computer at home. The wires, connections.

The instructions were good. However, it would help if the instructions were given at a
slower pace for the ones who have absolutely no experience with computers.

Take-Home Computer Program

The Urban Dreams Project, in collaboration with the Marcus A. Foster Education Institute
(MAFEI) and OTX-West, distributed refurbished computers through the Take-Home Computer
Program (THCP) during the 2003-2004 school year. The THCP provided over 1,650 computers
to the families of students attending a secondary school in the OUSD during the last four years of
the project. Before receiving a computer, a parent or legal guardian of the student had to first
attend a computer training session. The training session provided basic instructions of computer
usage along with an overview of the software that is included. In addition, all computer
recipients have the option of acquiring low-cost Internet service through California.com.

In March of 2004, the Center for Evaluation and Research, LLC (CER) conducted a phone
survey of the fourth cohort of families who received computers. The survey consisted of a series
of questions that were developed by project evaluators, Urban Dreams staff, and a representative
of MAFEI. CER staff members randomly attempted to contact 336 of the 454 families who were
identified by project staff as having received a computer during the last three months of 2003.
Graph 1 provides the results from contacting all 336 families:
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Graph 1 Results from Initial Contact N=336
100%

80% ® People Who Took
Survey
609 = Number Disconnected
%0
No Answer
40% Answering Machine
24% 29%
21% H Busy Signal

20% 12% B 11%
3% Other
0% i I

There were 336 people caled during a 3-day period from March 9 through March 11, 2004.
Results showed that 80 parents or guardians took the survey, while 169 either did not answer or
the phone was picked up by an answering machine. Thirty- nine generated a recording that said
the number was disconnected and 38 others could not be contacted for additional reasons (i.e.,

busy signal, not at home).

Results:
Quantitative results of the survey in addition to the comments made by the 80 respondents are
included in the following report:

Graph 2  Question 1. Who is using the computer in your family” N=80

O Entire Family
Grandchildren
O Son

Daughter

@ All Children

O No One

The respondent’ s children or grandchildren were the exclusive users of 75% of the computers
that were distributed. One or more parents or guardians used the machines with the entire family
in 17% of the households. In 10% of the homes, all the children of the family shared the
computer for various activities. Eight percent of the computers are not being utilized by anyone
in the family, and increase of 5% over last year.
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Graph 3 Question 2: What is the computer used for? N=80

3%

4%

O Homework Only

Homework and
Other Uses

O Games Only

Do Not Know

Do Not Use

A full 85% percent of the computers were being used by at least one family member for
homework. Other uses for the computer included the Internet, e-mail, and entertainment
purposes that included downloading music and using the word processor for composing |letters
and resumes. Only 3% of the computers were utilized exclusively for games. Six recipients (8%)
said that their computers were not being used because it does not work or it was never hooked
up.
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Question 3: Which program(s) do you use on your computer?

Graph 4 N=80
100%
o 80% B Word or Works
§ 63% m Typing Tutorial
‘B 60% 7 Games
% Excel.
T 40% A B E-mail
8 Explorer
o 24%
& o 20% _ 21% . . 19% Other
4% 10% 0 None
6% 8%
= Don't Know

0% -

Sixty-three percent of the respondents stated that they used either Word or Works when utilizing
aword processing program. Twenty-four percent used Explorer for the Internet, 21% used the
games, and 20% used the typing program.

(*Many respondents indicated they used more than one program.)

Graph 5 Question 4: Did the training that you and your family N=80
receive help you use the computer?

O Yes
3% No

OHad Prior Knowledge
4%

Don't Know

10% Didn't Attend

3%

Eighty-one percent of the computer recipients stated that the trainings helped them use their
computer. Some of the parents or guardians never used a computer before and were thankful for
the formal training. Others viewed the training as an opportunity to refresh their computer skills.

Comments:
The trainings were very helpful for me (Mother). My daughter knew a lot already.
Not really. We already knew how to use a computer.
My grandson went, but he already knew how to do a lot with the computer.
We both went [father and son]. The training hel ped.
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Graph 6  Question 5: Have you purchased another computer? N=80

O No

10%

N\

1%

Yes
O Already Own One

Don't Know

Seventy-four percent of the computer recipients have either not bought, or did not plan on
buying, another personal computer (PC). Respondents indicated that a financial reason was the
main factor in their decision. Ten percent had recently purchased a new PC while 15% revealed
they already had one or more additional computers in their home.

N=80
Graph 7  Question 6: Has there been a change in your child's

achievement or participation at school as a result of
using the computer?

OYes
No
O The Same

Don't Know

Not Using

Compared to last year, 11% more parents or guardians believed there was a positive change in
their child’s school performance (61% to 50%) as a result of using the computer.

Comments:
- Yes, my son is more enthusiastic and his typing has improved.

Her work is much neater.
Not really, my daughter is already a good student.
They [ son and daughter] are more interested and their participation has increased.
Yes, there has been a dlight improvement. She gets her homework done and takes it to
school on a floppy disk.
She is more confident in what she does on the computer.
Her GPA came up alot this quarter.
Shewill do more than is required which makes doing the work from home easier.
Dramatically, her report card reflected the change.
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Graph 8 Question 7a: Is your computer connected to the N=80
Internet?

ONo

OYes

Don't Know

Last year’s survey indicated that 48% of the computers were connected to the Internet.
Similarly, of the 80 parents or guardians contacted this year, 46% confirmed a connection to
the Internet. Most respondents stated that their Internet connection was made with a dial- up
Internet Service Provider (see Graph 9), although two respondents indicated they were
connected to DSL (Digital Service Line).

Graph 9 Question 7b: If yes, did you purchase the N=37
Internet through the program (OTX-West and
California.com)?

ONo

OYes

EDon't Know

Of the 37 survey takers that are connected to the Internet, 62% obtained that connection through
the discounted rates of OTX-West and California.com ($42 charge for six months of dial-up
service). Overall, most respondents were satisfied with the services provided by California.com;
however, those customers who experienced problems with the Internet were the most outspoken
with their comments:

| paid $42 to connect for the Internet and it doesn’t work—and | can’t get it to work.
Sometimes | have trouble connecting (to California.com), but most of the time it works fine.
| tried to connect to the Internet but I’ ve had nothing but trouble. I’ ve called the company

(California.com) and they don’t call back.
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Graph 10 Question 7c: Does anyone in your family use the Internet  N=*37
for:

100%

80% A m Research for Homework

and/or Class Projects

60% A B College Research

43%

0/ -
40% Job Research

Percentage of Users

20% 1 .
8% Entertainment

0% -

Of the 37 respondents whose computerswere connected to the Internet, 94% use it for
researching class projects and/or homework, 19 % research colleges, 8% research the job market,
and 43% stated that they use the Internet for entertainment purposes.

(* Some respondents indicated they used the Internet for more than one activity.)

Graph 11  Question 8: Have you or anyone in your family had any N=*37
additional contact with the school through use of the
Internet such as:

100%

80% B E-Mails With Your
Child's Teacher

m School Web Pages

60%

Administration Web
40% 38% Pages
30%

Not Sure

Percentage of Users

)
20% 19%

13%
5%
0% -

Of the 37 respondents whose computers were connected to the Internet, 19% used it to e- mail
thelir teacher, 13% visited their school’ s website, 5% contacted an OUSD administrator, and 30%
were not sure if their computer was utilized for any of those activities. Thirty-eight percent
stated they knew of no additional contact with the school using their computer.

(* Some respondents indicated they used the Internet for more than one activity.)

H No Contact
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Graph 12 Question 9: What problems have you faced with your N=80
computer?

O None

@ Various Problems
O Not Working at All
Had Problems - Got

them Fixed
Don't Know

6% I

3%

More than half (56%) of the respondents experienced no problems with their computer system.
However, 41% identified some type of hardware, virus, or software problem with their computer.
Various problems were cited and included the modem, monitor, printer, mouse, and the lack of a
CD-ROM drive. Three respondents believed their computer had a virus and wanted help with its
removal. All respondents with computer problems received the phone number of OTX-West
from the survey administrators.

Comments:
My mouse isn’t moving. | think it [the computer] hasa virus.
When | click on Page Setup it doesn’t work. Other than that, it works fine.
The on/off button didn’t work so we took it to the place that gives them out and exchanged
it. We've had no trouble since then.
Took one back last week and exchanged it because it was freezing; so far so good.
It's essential that the computers have a bigger hard drive for the newer programs.
The computer is only good for games. The printer does not work.
It was working when we got it but now it's not. A family relative is a computer technician
and will try to fix it.
We had problems at first but were able to get them resolved.
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Graph 13  Question 10a: Did you go to OTX-West for weekly N=80
technical support?

OYes

O No

Don't Know

This year, 18% of the computer recipients had gone to OTX-West for technical support. This
figure doubled the amount when compared to last year (18% to 9%). Also, many of the
recipients received the phone number and/or new address of OTX-West with the intention of
going there at alater date.

Graph 14 Question 10b: Did the recipient of the computer N=80
volunteer at OTX-West?

OYes

ONo

Don't Know

During the 2003-2004 school year, OTX-West offered the students the opportunity to earn
community service credit towards graduation or additional computer equipment (i.e., Speakers,
monitors, CD-ROMSs) by volunteering on Wednesdays from 2:30 p.m. until 4:30 p.m. Eighteen
percent of the parents or guardians stated that either they or the students have volunteered at
OTX-West. Students performed most of the volunteer duties at OTX-West; however, one
mother stated, “My kids are busy with sports after school. | do the volunteer work in our
family.” Thus far, she has earned a printer and speakers for her efforts.
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Question 11: Arethere any other comments you would like to make about
the Take-Home Computer Program?

Good second computer. 1'm pleased with the typing programto help learn the skill.

| [Grandmother] didn’t know what a computer was used for, but my grandson knows how
to do everything.

| think it’s an excellent program.

Like my computer. I'll like it better once | connect to the Internet.

It'sagreat program. They gave me a good computer; it'sjust a little slow.

Yes, very beneficial. My son has been teaching his younger siblings how to use the
computer.

o far, the program has been great.

The computer | got has only been good for games—the printer does not work.

Excellent program.

The programis very essential for my kids. The computer needs a bigger hard drive for
today’ s larger programs.

| like the program. It has helped me to learn computers.

Great program. Keep it going.

| loveit...it'sa good thing!

It'sa good program. The program should be in the middle schools. Computers are going
to be used all thetime in the future. They should even have it in the elementary schools. |
have a 5-year old grandson who is trying to learn how to use a computer.

| think it's a great program.

| think it’s great to give kids a chance to own a computer of their own and be able to useit.
No comment. The only thing | was wondering about was the mouse and the virus.

Love the program. | have more time to volunteer than my son. | thinkit's a great
opportunity to earn more equipment for my family.

The program gives more opportunities for students when you get a free computer.

Yes, | think everybody in the school district should have a computer.

| think it is a great, very worthwhile program. Hope and pray that they will be able to keep
the program going. It’sjust great!

Very good program...very worthwhile.

Yes...sure...very beneficial program.

It's a good program for people that can’t afford a computer.

It's an excellent program that helps the student in Oakland.

Helpful program for the kids!

It really helps...it'sareally good program.

| went to the class, went to the interview, and took home the computer. | tried to connect to
the Internet and it never worked. | think thereisa piece missing. | called and left
messages and never got a call back. Now it’sjust sitting in a box.

| think it’s a good program.

| think it's a good program and | hope more people get involved in it.

Kids are way ahead of their parents with computers. Parents need to learn computers and
learn technology. Good way to get started.

74



Community Partnerships

A strength of the project was the quality and quantity of linkages the staff developed with
educational partnersin the community. These partners provided in-kind resources and their
efforts lead to the long-term sustainability of the project’s efforts. These partners provided
valuable assistance related to professional development, technology and curriculum support.
The following are brief descriptions of some of the larger partnerships who participated in the
monthly workshops during the five years of the project:

The Martin Luther King Jr. Papers Project (MLK Project), Sanford University: TheKing
Papers Project is a major research effort to assemble and disseminate historical information
concerning Martin Luther King, Jr. and the social movements in which he participated. Urban
Dream teachers collaborated with the King Papers Project to develop curriculum for secondary
teachers.

The curriculum “There Was a Certain Type of Fire That No Water Could Put Out” was created
and refined through these efforts. Collaborations between OUSD teachers and Stanford students
resulted in units developed in web page format. Examples are the “Music of the Civil Rights
Movement” and Urban Economics.” Students at Stanford got real time exposure to urban
classrooms and teachers got rich resource sets to use with their students.

The Center for Latin American Studies (CLAS): California Heritage and the Center for Latin
American Studies assisted individual teachers with the development of curriculum related to
Latin America. Cal Heritage staff visited classrooms to display their resources that are available
to teachers and students. Both Cal Heritage and CLAS, in collaboration with project and district
staff, developed web-based curriculum resources.

California Heritage, (Cal Heritage): The California Heritage Collection is an online archive of
over 28,000 digital images and manuscripts documenting Californias history and culture. This
project is a collaborative effort between the Berkeley Library, University of California, Berkeley
and the San Francisco and Oakland Unified School Districts. The goals of the California
Heritage Collection are to: a) promote the integration of the Internet and primary sources into K-
12 curriculum; and b) create web-based lesson plans. The web-based lesson plans that resulted
from the individual school projects included units on farm workers and the United Farm Workers
movement. Teachers worked with librarians to learn to use the restricted collections and correct
procedures surrounding copyright issues.

U.C. Berkeley “ Connecting Students to the World” (CSTW): Connecting Students to the World
is an educationa program developed and produced by the Institute of International Studies at the
University of California, Berkeley. The program uses the Internet and the World Wide Web to
further collaboration between the university and K-12 educators. At the heart of the program is
“Conversations with History”, which features interviews with distinguished men and women
from all over the world who talk about their lives and their work. This project has an updated
website and has added new interviews, model lessons, and planning guides for both teachers and
students.
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The Core Literature Sudy Group (Core Lit): The Core Literature Study Group is an
organization of teachers that meet to develop curriculum and materias for the teaching of a
specific title from the core literature list. The goal of the meetings is to publish curriculum
projects on the Urban Dreams web site. Two Fremont High School teachers, Emily Filloy and
Deborah Juarez, coordinated the group. Emily Filloy later worked on a full-time basis for Urban
Dreams.

Bay Area Writing Project (BAWP): The Bay Area Writing Project is a collaborative program of
the University of California at Berkeley and Bay Area schools, dedicated to improving writing
and the teaching of writing at al grade levels and in al disciplines. The project includes an
expanding network of exemplary classroom teachers, kindergarten through university, who,
throughout the summer and school year, conducted professional development programs for
teachers and administrators.

World Affairs Council (WAC) Human Rights Series: The World Affairs Council Education
Program provides teachers with international studies resources and information. Innovative
methods for implementing related classroom curriculum are discussed at the workshops and
programs which include seminar series, school district projects, scholarships for both teachers
and students, institutes, a Resource Center, and the Colloguy newsletter. Work with this project
began during the 2000 Summer Institute and continued throughout the duration

“ Negotiating Unresolved World History Problems’ - A joint project of The Contemporary
World History Project & The World Affairs Council. The Contemporary World History Project
(CWHP) operates at two levels —a multiyear knowledge and skill development program for
participating teachers plus a computer assisted, intergenerational negotiation simulation for
students. The project’s overall purpose is the development of high school teachers knowledge
and instructional skills relating to world history. Participating teachers were supported with
curriculum resource materials, an e-mail communication network, and regular coaching in the
application of the project content and instructional practice in their own classrooms.

The Oakland Technology Exchange (OTX): The Oakland Technology Exchange (OTX) recycles
computer technology for the Oakland Public Schools. Even more importantly, it provides high
school students with incentives to stay in school and learn skills necessary to succeed in the 21st
century. OTX recycles computers for use by Tech students at home and on their way to college.
Students and staff learned about and recycled computers that were 'obsolete’ by current business
standards and earred credits (“ Tech Bucks’) that were redeemable for take-home computers.
Computers that were recycled in the program were used in school labs and classrooms.

Marcus A. Foster Educational Institute (MAFEI): 1n 1973 Oakland Schools Superintendent
Marcus Foster founded an organization to raise discretionary funds to nurture creative initiatives
in the public schools. The Marcus A. Foster Educational Institute is uniting educators, parents,
business and civic leaders in the effort to reform public education. The Institute is working for
and with a multicultural community to address the broad range of educational needs through
various programs and supporting endeavors.
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Component 4: Accessto Technology

Placement of Technology into Classrooms

A major reason for the development of the Urban Dreams project was the lack of technology
access by students within the classroom. The vast mgjority of students in the target secondary
schools attended classrooms that did not have computer technology or access to the Internet.
Similarly, the teachers in those classrooms rarely used computer technology for instructional
purposes.

Urban Dreams made a significant impact on the access to technology by both students and
parents during the five years of the project. Many students and their parents accessed technology
on aregular basis as a direct result of this project. The project accomplished thisby: a) the
placement of technology into secondary social studies and English classrooms; and b) the
placement of refurbished computers into the homes of students who attended those same
classrooms.

A major activity of the Urban Dreams project has been the building of infrastructure including
wiring classrooms for the Internet, purchase of computers and software and the placement of the
technology within each of the more than 150 classrooms used by Urban Dreams teachers. This
undertaking was accomplished through ajoint effort between district, school site, and project
staff. The district made extensive use of state and local funds to support this effort.

Asaresult of this undertaking, al of the classrooms of participating teachers currently have high
speed Internet access, a laptop computer, 5 desktop computers, software, aVCR and alarge
presentation monitor. Inaddition, Urban Dreams provided each school site with two class sets of
"Alpha Smarts" keyboards and two projectors for classroom presentations. Urban Dreams and
district staff continue to provide ongoing technical assistance.
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