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For the Florida School Technology And Readiness (STaR) Chart, I had Melissa Dyson, a Language Arts teacher at Chamberlain MS/HS do the evaluation.  Here are our results:
	Technology Administration and Support

	Criteria
	Melissa
	Mark

	Technology Planning
	Advanced
	Advanced

	Technical Support
	Advanced
	Advanced

	Instructional Technology Support
	Advanced
	Entry

	School Budget
	Advanced
	Advanced

	Funding
	Not answered “no clue”
	Advanced



	Technology Capacity

	Criteria
	Melissa
	Mark

	Student Computer Access
	Target
	Target

	Teacher Computer Access
	Target
	Target

	Internet Access
	Advanced
	Target

	Video Capacity
	Target
	Advanced

	LAN/WAN
	Target
	Advanced

	Curriculum-based Tools
	Advanced
	Advanced



	Educator Competency and Professional Development

	Criteria
	Melissa
	Mark

	Educator Use of Technology
	Advanced
	Advanced

	School Administrators
	Advanced
	Advanced

	Professional Development Budget
	Advanced
	Intermediate

	Models of Professional Development
	Intermediate
	Intermediate

	Content of Professional Development
	Advanced
	Advanced



	Learners and Learning/Accountability

	Criteria
	Melissa
	Mark

	Student Use of Technology
	Intermediate
	Advanced

	21st Century Classroom
	Intermediate
	Intermediate

	Secondary Technology Courses
	Advanced
	Advanced

	Community Outreach
	Advanced
	Intermediate

	Student Technology Standards
	Advanced
	Advanced

	Teacher Technology Standards
	??? Not answered
	Intermediate ?



Any slight difference (1 criteria) are noted in yellow.  Any great difference (greater than 1) are noted in red.
Out of the 22 different criteria used to evaluate the school, Melissa and I only disagreed on 7 of them.  Six of seven were only one criteria ranking off.  There was only one area in which Melissa and I differed significantly, and that was in “Instructional Technology Support”.  She gave it a much higher score than I did.  We do not have a technology integration specialist in our school district.  I am under the assumption that she is considering our technology director as the integration specialist.  But he does not do that.  Technology integration is usually led by a staff member, who has been asked to do so by the Principal, or it is done by a specialist who is hired by the school districts to do training.
The ratings did not discuss much discussion between Melissa and I.  She did mention that she didn’t know how to answer a few of them, and left them blank.  I told her I would rather have that than a incorrect guess.
I do feel that many of the higher technology goals are feasible, but they are difficult.  The main reason they are going to be difficult to achieve is the budget cuts that most schools have had to absorb (not only in South Dakota).  All of the higher goals are going to take time, money, staff, and equipment to achieve.  You cannot reach them without the proper funding/resources.  However, if somehow schools were given a “blank check” to help them reach these technological goals, yes I do think schools could get there.
For the SCPS Teacher Technology Rubric, I had Tim Baustian, MS Social Studies Teacher fill out the rubric.  Tim answered the rubric honestly, but he gave me just a general score for each of the categories, rather than break them down, within the categories.  I was going to have him re-address the scoring, but he was not in school the last few days, so I had to go with what I had.  So I tried to “average” my scores within each of the categories, so I could make a comparison with Tim’s general scores.
Our scores are listed below:
	Category
	Tim’s Score
	Mark’s Score

	Technology Operations and Concepts
	Stage 3:  Advanced
	3.7  - Closer to Target than Advanced

	Planning and Designing Learning Environments and Experiences
	Stage 3:  Advanced
	2.67 Closer to Advanced than Developing

	Technology, Learning, and the Curriculum
	Stage 3:  Advanced
	2.4 Closer to Developing than Advanced

	Assessment and Evaluation
	Stage 2-3:  Developing/Advanced
	2.2 Closer to Developing than Advanced

	Productivity and Professional Practice
	Stage 2 Developing
	3.4 Closer to Advanced than Target

	Social, Ethical, and Human Issues
	Stage 2-3:  Developing/Advanced
	2.67 Closer to Advanced than Developing



There was only one area, in which there was a significant difference between Tim’s and my ratings, this was for Productivity and Professional Practice.  Most of the others seemed to be pretty close.  I would think the difference in ratings here are simply due to experience and training.  Tim is a 3rd year teacher and I am a 16 year teacher who is in the last semester of Graduate School for Educational Technology.  It only makes sense that we would have different ratings in this area.
Tim and I were unable to discuss the ratings at all.  I had planned to do so, but as I mentioned above, he did not come to school after completing it.  In fact, he had left it in my mailbox.
I am of the opinion that many of the higher technology goals are very difficult to reach, in this rubric.  Particularly in a Middle School class setting, you will have a tough time being able to have “student led” projects, when many students are just learning how to use a computer.  There are certainly some goals that can be reached more easily than others.  
