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A few years back, SHEEO began the process of gathering some basic data on the SAHE grant program. The expectation from this data gathering was twofold:
· to gather state-level data that could someday be shared amongst ourselves through a secure (password-protected) SHEEO website, and might help Collaborative members to work with each other on issues shared with other states; and 

· to aggregate data to a national level to share with the Department of Education for accountability purposes for the SAHE grant program under NCLB Title II, Part A, Subsection 3. 

The first iteration of the data survey was sent out in fall 2004, and requested data for fiscal years 2002-2003 and 2003-2004. SHEEO will be sending out a similar survey later this year gathering the same information for fiscal years 2004-2005 and 2005-2006. This data is quite basic, and can be categorized as follows: 
· Applications and Awards
· Funds Disbursement
· Grant Outcomes (constituencies served)
· Contact Hours
 

During our conversations last August at the SHEEO Collaborative meeting, and earlier this year in April at the Department of Education's Title II meeting, many of you suggested that we should try to move past the "bean-counting" aspect of the data currently requested in the survey to a more meaningful, substantive survey. The data from this new survey could:
· better help the Collaborative collectively make the case to the Department of Education for continuation of the SAHE Title II grant program, and 

· help Collaborative members find other states with similar program targets, facilitating state-to-state collaborations and sharing lessons learned.
Below, you will find a list of the current data survey items as well as a set of potential new data survey questions. Please read through this document and consider:
· What types of data that would be most helpful to you in your grant administration duties? 

· Is this information captured in the current questions and categories? 

· Are we missing pieces of information in the current data survey categories? 

· Are the new categories appropriate?  

· What would be good, additional questions to ask ourselves that would help us get a better sense of the “story” of the SAHE programs, but could also be answered in a reasonable manner by most collaborative members?I would especially appreciate ideas for good questions to go in Part VI: Qualitative Effects of Funded Programs.
Current Data Survey Elements:

Part I: Applications and Awards

1. Number of applications received
2. Number of grants awarded
3. Number of projects funded
3a.  For what core academic areas (please list)
4. Number of unfunded applications (regardless of quality of application)
5. Number of unfunded applications that met standards
Part II: Funds Disbursement

6. Total dollar amount requested for all applications combined
7. Total dollar amount of grants awarded
8. Total dollar amount of funds leveraged (e.g. Foundations, LEAs, other federal funds)

Part III: Grant Outcomes
9. Number of K-12 school districts served
10. Number of high-need K-12 school districts served
10a.  What definition are you using for high-need
11. Number of schools served by school level

11a.  Elementary

11b.  Middle school

11c.  High School
12. Number of pre-service teachers served
13. Number of paraprofessionals served
14. Number of K-12 teachers served by school level
14a.  Elementary 

14b.  Middle school

14c.  High School
15. Number of administrators served (e.g. principals) by school level
15a.  Elementary 

15b.  Middle school

15c.  High School
16. Number of K-12 students impacted (e.g., for a teacher, the number of students in his or her class; for an administrator, the number of students in his or her school)
17. Number of higher education faculty working with a grant funded program or project
18. Number of pre-service teachers impacted (e.g., the number of pre-service teachers that the higher education faculty has in his or her classes)

Part IV: Contact Hours

19. Average contact hours per participant
20. Time period over which contact hours took place
Proposed New Data Survey Elements:

Part V: Types of Awards/Partnerships Funded

21. Types of Activities Funded
21a.  Please describe, in 100 words or less, the main focus of your state’s RFP. 
21b.  What is your state trying to achieve through the use of its SAHE funds? (e.g., helping teachers become highly qualified in mathematics; professional development in core content area; etc.)

22. Number of funded partnerships by partnership type

21a.  Single higher education institution + single high-need LEA

21b.  Single higher education institution + multiple LEAs (high-need or otherwise)
21c.  Multiple higher education institutions + single high-need LEA

21d.  Multiple higher education institutions + multiple LEAs (high-need or otherwise)
23. Number of funded partnerships that include

22a.  Higher Education Institutions

22a.1.  Community College (2-year Institution)

22a.2.  Undergraduate (4-year Institution)

22a.3.  Research Institution

22b.  High-need LEAs

22b.1.  Elementary

22b.2.  Middle School

22b.3.  High School

22c.  Non-high-need LEAs

22c.1.  Elementary

22c.2.  Middle School

22c.3.  High School

24. Exemplary partnership(s) for this funding year [for each, list partners, project goal, and exemplary achievement(s)]

23a.  Exemplary Partnership #1

23b.  Exemplary Partnership #2
23c.  Exemplary Partnership #3
Part VI: Qualitative/Quantitative Effects of Funded Programs
25. Demonstrated increase in Highly Qualified Teachers (HQT’s)

25a.  Increase in total numbers of HQT’s in state

25b.  Increase in percentage of HQT’s among all state teachers

25c.  Number of teachers moved from non-HQT to HQT status, in what content areas

26. Demonstrated increase in overall knowledge/skills of participant K-12 educators
26a.  Number and types of courses taken

26b.  Number and types of certificates earned
26c.  New material developed for classroom use
27. Demonstrated increase in overall knowledge/skills of participant Higher Education faculty 
27a.  Number and types of courses developed
27b.  Number of continuing education credits earned
27c.  Description of teaching awards received
28. Demonstrated increase in knowledge/skills of participant students, especially in high-need districts 
28a.  Increase in standardized test scores, such as SAT/ACT
28b.  Improvement in classroom grades
28c.  Description of independent projects completed
