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Education TURNKEY Systems, Inc. 
 
256 North Washington Street 
Falls Church, Virginia 22046-4549 
(703) 536-2310 
Fax (703) 536-3225 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 

DATE: September 23, 2015 

TO:  TechMIS Subscribers 

FROM: Charles Blaschke and Dr. Suzanne Thouvenelle  

SUBJ: Education Next and PDK/Gallup Survey Results; USED to Evaluate Software; 

College/Career-Readiness State Waiver Renewals; State Adoptions of New 

Science Standards 

 

 

On September 1
st
, we sent a Special Funding Alert on E-Rate “refunds” identifying selected 

districts, which have received “refunds” of at least $50,000, which can be used to purchase non-

E-Rate eligible products and services, such as instructional software and professional 

development.  Some of these districts’ refunds (before 2013-14) were a likely result of appeals, 

which were found to be meritorious, while in other cases many districts purchased eligible E-

Rate products in their more recent applications with the intent of receiving refunds for the 

discount amount (e.g., 70%) in order to purchase other products and services to complement the 

E-Rate eligible products and services.  TechMIS subscribers are encouraged to approach existing 

clients in identified districts who can inquire of the district E-Rate office whether such funds are 

available to purchase the TechMIS clients’ products and/or services. 

 

The two Special Reports address relevant findings from the Education Next survey followed by 

the release of the Phi Delta Kappan (PDK)/Gallup annual survey.  Even though the survey 

methodologies and questions differed, both are likely to be cited during the ESEA joint 

Conference Committee deliberations and subsequent negotiations with the White House.  GOP 

leadership is most likely to cite findings from the Education Next survey, while Congressional 

democrats and the White House are likely to refer to the PDK/Gallup findings to support their 

positions.  Given the differences between the two surveys, however, certain similar general 

findings are important: 

 Public support for the Federal government to cover more than its 10% of the costs of 

education while allowing the states to have a greater say in deciding how such money 

should be spent, including identifying low-performing schools and how to fix them. 

 Parents are more interested in sending their children to schools which “engage” their 

students rather than schools that have the highest standardized test scores. 
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 Public support for many of the education reforms over the last five years (e.g., teacher 

merit pay tied to student performance, general vouchers, and federally-supported 

“interventions”) has generally declined. 

 Public support for alternatives to national standardized tests appears to be growing, as 

does public support for allowing parents to “opt out” of state Common Core assessments. 

 

Several implications, among others, for many TechMIS subscribers suggest: 

 The demand for technology-based products and services, which can facilitate greater 

student “engagement,” should increase among those districts/schools which are 

responsive to increased parent pressures.  

 As we recommended three years ago, emphasize inclusion of embedded mastery or 

competency items within the firm’s curriculum, which can be used for ongoing formative 

assessments to placate parents supporting opt-outs on Common Core state assessments. 

 

As this TechMIS issue is being finalized, the prospects of a government shutdown due to an FY 

2016 budget stalemate is a distinct possibility.  With the exception of districts receiving Impact 

Aid or DHHS Head Start funding, most all other USED K-12 ESEA funding will continue to 

flow because these programs are “forward funded”; however, because 90 percent of USED 

employees will likely be furloughed during a shutdown, USED operations will be significantly 

slowed down, including funds allocation of grants after October 1.  If such a shutdown occurs, a 

Special Funding Alert will be provided in early October. 

 

Even though Federal USED and Congressional developments were limited during the August 

recess, several did occur which are included in a number of Washington Updates of interest to 

many TechMIS subscribers: 

 

 Page  1 
USED Plans to Design/Develop a Prototype for Conducting Rapid Cycle Evaluations of 

Education Software Applications Which Are Purchased With ESEA Funds and then 

Provide School Districts and Others the Tools to Help Them Make Evidence-Based 

Decisions 

 

 Page  2 
USED Continues Approving State Waiver Renewals   

 

 Page  3 
The Obama/Duncan Position on ESEA Reauthorization and Why It Can Be Important  

 

 Page  4 
ESEA Reauthorization Updates  
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 Page  5 
The 2015 ACT “Condition of College and Career Readiness” Reports that This Year’s 

High School Graduates’ Scores Have Not Improved, Even Though the College and 

Career Readiness Movement Supported by Numerous Administration Activities is Well 

Underway 

 

 Page  6 
State Accountability Sanctions Are on Hold This Year in 25 States (Including District of 

Columbia) During the Common Core State Testing Transition 

 

 Page  7 
Adoption of Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS) Continues in States, Now at 15, 

and in Districts in Non-Adopting Other States 

 

 Page  9 
A number of miscellaneous items are also addressed including: 

a) USED has announced that any state can offer the so-called “one-percent” 

alternative assessment for severely, cognitively impaired special education 

students. 

b) USED continues providing “new flexibilities” in state waiver renewals for its 

teacher evaluation requirements by allowing more than a dozen states until 2016-

17 to fully implement the requirement. 

c) The Council of the Great City Schools (CGCS) Urban Educator (September-

October issue) highlights a number of member districts’ new/expanded 

technology initiatives this school year, which could be of interest to TechMIS 

subscribers who attend their October 7-11 CGCS Annual Fall Conference. 

 

Charles will be attending EdNET on October 4-5 and is available to meet with any TechMIS 

clients.  Call him to set up a time (703-362-4689). 
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Special Report:  
New Education Next Survey Findings Could Influence the 

House/Senate ESEA Reauthorization Committee  
Debate and Resulting Bill 

 

A Technology Monitoring and Information Service (TechMIS)  

Special Report  

 

Prepared by: 

Education TURNKEY Systems, Inc. 

256 North Washington Street 

Falls Church, Virginia 22046-4549 

(703) 536-2310 / (703) 536-3225 FAX 

 

September 23, 2015 

 

  

The ninth annual “Education Next” survey of a national representative sample of 4,000 plus 

respondents, including oversamples of certain groups (e.g., blacks, Hispanics) in order to 

examine issues “that have never before been examined in a nationally representative survey,” 

and how these results could influence the upcoming Conference negotiations on a new ESEA 

Reauthorization bill.  Some of the mixed survey findings will likely be cited by both political 

supporters and adversaries on specific issues, and the impact on several resulting provisions in a 

new law could have major implications for many TechMIS subscribers. 

 

While two-thirds of the public and parents support required annual testing and teachers are 

evenly split on this issue, about 60 percent of the public, parents, and teachers oppose the “opt-

out” movement.  While both the House and Senate bills would continue annual testing at a 

general level, the Senate bill does not require states to offer the opt-out position that would allow 

parents to decide whether their students should take the annual state math and reading standards-

aligned tests. 

 

While Secretary Duncan opposes both bills on the accountability front (e.g., he would still 

require the 5% lowest-performing schools be identified and receive interventions), the report 

found “only 18 percent of the public says that the Federal government should play the largest 

role in identifying failing schools and 20 percent says it should do so when it comes to fixing 

them.”  Fifty percent feel the state should decide whether a school is failing and how to fix 

failing schools.  Because of the civil rights nature of the issue, the survey found among African-

American and Hispanic respondents results were about the same.  As the report notes, findings 

favored the Senate bill and states, “If it could come down to a Presidential veto defending that 

action [Secretary Duncan’s position] to the public on these grounds would be an uphill battle.” 

 

Public support for “Common Core State Standards” has slipped from 65 percent in 2013 to 49 
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percent, but as the report notes when respondents were not told the standards would be used to 

hold public schools accountable for their performance, general support fell to 39 percent. 

Teacher support also declined from 76 percent in 2013 to 40 percent in 2015; but as the report 

notes again, whenever the accountability question is not asked, teacher support increases slightly 

to 44 percent.  The report states that public responses related to Common Core could be 

misleading, as almost 60 percent admit they do not know whether Common Core is being used in 

their district; and in states adopting Common Core, the percentage is only slightly more than 40 

percent.  Twenty-five percent of respondents in non-Common Core states believe their districts 

are using the Common Core standards.  And, about a third of the public who know standards are 

being used in their districts, but half of these feel Common Core standards are having a negative 

effect.  About three-quarters of teachers who know Common Core standards are being followed 

in their district have reported negative effects.   

 

As the report concludes, “In other words, teachers and parents who say their district is 

implementing the standards are the ones most likely to offer a critical assessment of their impact.  

That finding should be of concern to all of those hoping to see Common Core succeed.”   

 

The survey also asked a number of questions about parent/school choice reforms, some of which 

are addressed in the House bill and will likely be a hot issue during Conference Committee 

deliberations (i.e., portability).  Support for the following choice-related reforms have generally 

declined as noted below: 

 charter schools support among the public has declined from 54 to 51 percent  over the last 

year; 

 tax credit scholarships for low-income children has fallen from 60 percent to 55 percent 

over the same period; and 

 vouchers for low-income students support has declined from 41 percent in 2013 to 34 

percent this year, and public support for universal vouchers has declined from 50 to 46 

percent over the last year. 

The report notes that these declines, in some cases, are not statistically significant and 

comparisons are not exact. 

 

In several areas, the survey results strongly indicated that the general public has serious 

misperceptions which are not based on facts, and when presented with the facts these 

respondents change their answers to certain questions.  One such area is perceptions on school 

expenditures.  For example, respondents estimated that per-pupil expenditures in their districts 

averaged about $6,300 when the national average (NCES in 2012) was $12,400.  When half of 

the respondents were then told of their district’s per-pupil expenditures level, 42 percent felt 

district spending should be increased; of the other half that were not informed, 60 percent felt 

their districts should increase education spending.  Those respondents who underestimated 

expenditures by more than $5,000 felt increases should be only about 20 percent not 60 percent.  

This finding could provide “budget-cutting” advocates support for provisions requiring districts 

to provide the public more accurate information on per-pupil and other education expenditures, 

which could increase public pressures to reduce district spending.  Findings could be cited by 
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conservatives in the Conference Committee; especially those that support removal of the 

Maintenance of Effort (MOE) provision in Title I as being proposed in the House bill because 

MOE creates a disincentive to reduce costs (see last TechMIS Washington Update).  Firms 

selling products to school districts who “say they don’t have any money” should be aware of the 

sensitivity of citing actual district per-pupil expenditures when talking with influential 

conservative community groups, and/or local government officials. 

 

The survey found that the public has a major misunderstanding of the Federal role in providing 

education funding.  While the actual Federal percent of total K-12 funding is about ten percent, 

the public’s general perception is that Federal funding is about 32 percent of all education 

funding.  The actual 45 percent provided by state and local government on the average, 

respectively, is underestimated (i.e., 36 percent state, 32 percent local).  When asked how much 

funding should come from the three sources, half of the respondents said 37 percent should come 

from the Federal government, 35 percent from the state, and 28 from the local taxes.  It appears 

the survey does not ask the question on the “desired level” of Federal funding, prefaced by 

stating the fact that the current percentage is about ten percent on the average.  Nor did the 

survey report responses from subgroups of respondents, such as minority subgroups to which 

most Federal funding is designed to be targeted. 

 

Several questions were related to the public’s perception and desires on teacher salaries; 63% of 

respondents favor increased pay for teachers, but when informed of current teacher salaries, only 

45% support such increases.  As the report notes, “Support drops even further when the public is 

reminded that an increase would be funded by tax dollars.”  One of the school reforms addressed 

in the survey was “merit pay for teachers.”  The survey found that over the last year, public 

support for merit pay has declined from 57 percent to 51 percent.  In 2013, public support for 

merit pay was 49 percent. 

 

The survey also asked respondents about their feelings on a new Federal policy that threatened 

legal action if school disciplinary policies had a “disparate impact” on students of a particular 

race.  The question as to whether a disproportionate number or percentage of minority students 

are being placed in disciplinary actions; another similar question is whether blacks are being 

misplaced in special education (e.g., over representation of blacks in special education) as 

addressed in our last TechMIS report.  Respondents were asked what their perception was of 

Federally-mandated “no disparate impact” or district-determined policies to ensure “no disparate 

impact” regarding expulsions or suspensions.  The survey found that 51 percent of the public 

opposes such Federal policy, while only 20 percent supports policies; almost 60 percent of 

teachers oppose both Federal and state policies.  Without question, during the Conference 

Committee debates, provisions related to increased funding and support for mental health, 

behavioral interventions, “schools to facility pipelines” and other related matters will be 

addressed.  The survey also asked whether minority respondents wanted more or less emphasis 

on the policy, with 41% African Americans and 31% of Hispanics favoring the Federal policy.   

 

The public respondents felt more emphasis (compared to teachers and parents) should be placed 

on reading, math, bullying prevention, global warming, character education, and science.  
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Teachers more than the other two respondent types felt greater emphasis should be placed upon 

arts, history, creativity, and global warming.  Parents felt greater emphasis should be placed upon 

character education, creativity, and bully prevention.  Overall, all three respondent types feel that 

character development and creativity deserve more emphasis; however, the report notes that on 

“all of these matters opinion differences among the groups are marginal.”  Even so, some of the 

findings seem to corroborate the differences between the two political parties.  For example, both 

Republicans and Democratic respondents agreed on the current level of emphasis global 

warming is being provided by schools; however, Democratic responses felt the topic should be 

given significantly more emphasis while the Republicans would give significantly less emphasis 

on the subject area.   

 

The survey data were collected in May-June 2015 by the polling firm, Knowledge Networks.  

The nationally representative stratified sample of adults included almost 700 teachers, 660 

African-Americans, and 734 Hispanics.  The margin of error for respondents given by the full 

sample is estimated to be 1.5 percentage points for questions on which opinion is evenly split.  

The authors are Michael Henderson, Public Policy Research Lab, Louisiana State University; 

Paul E. Peterson, Editor in Chief Education Next, Professor Harvard Kennedy School; and 

Associate Professor Martin West, Harvard Kennedy School.  As we have noted in previous 

TechMIS reports, Education Next reports and officials have been influential policy advisors.  

Associate Professor Martin West has been a policy advisor working for Senate HELP Committee 

Chairman Lamar Alexander over the last year.   
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Special Report:  
Selected Findings from Phi Delta Kappan/Gallup Poll,  
Which Often Differ from Education Next Poll Findings,  
Are Also Likely to be Cited or Referred to During the  

Ongoing ESEA Reauthorization Negotiations 
 

A Technology Monitoring and Information Service (TechMIS)  

Special Report  

 

Prepared by: 

Education TURNKEY Systems, Inc. 

256 North Washington Street 

Falls Church, Virginia 22046-4549 

(703) 536-2310 / (703) 536-3225 FAX 

 

September 23, 2015 

 

  

Just as some of the Education Next Findings (see related item) on key issues will be cited in 

many cases by Republican/conservatives in the ongoing reauthorization deliberations, some of 

the 49
th

 Annual Phi Delta Kappan (PDK) survey findings, which sometimes differ, will be cited 

by the opposition.  Even though the combined telephone/web-based survey methodologies were 

similar, each survey asked questions in a slightly different way on certain issues, which could 

have affected the results.  One common finding which both surveys made was respondents’ 

ignorance of the facts on a number of issues -- such as public support of Common Core 

standards.  Even with slightly different questions asked, certain findings and interpretations 

could affect ESEA reauthorization provisions, some of which are noted below. 

 

Both surveys found about half of the public were opposed to Common Core standards, although 

the questions were slightly different.  However, both surveys asked respondents in-depth 

questions about their sources of information on which they based their responses; most of the 

respondent groups were unaware of the facts and/or the sources of their information were 

inadequate or biased.  Results differed regarding standardized testing with two-thirds of parents 

on the PDK survey reporting “too much emphasis” placed on such tests in schools, while the 

Education Next survey reported that about two-thirds of the public (including parents) supported 

“required annual testing.”  About 50 percent of PDK public school parent respondents felt that 

there should be an “opt-out” provision, while about 60 percent on the Education Next survey 

supported “opt-out” provisions. 

 

The Education Next survey found a significant but slightly declining amount of support for 

choice-related school reform measures.  Charter school support declined to about 50 percent 

while the PDK survey reported about two-thirds supported charter schools or parent choice of 

schools in their community.  One very interesting PDK finding was “a strong majority (about 8 



  
TechMIS publication provided by         
Education TURNKEY Electronic Distribution 
256 North Washington Street, Falls Church, VA 22046 

703/536-2310, fax 703/536-3225, cblaschke@edturnkey.com 
Education TURNKEY Electronic Distribution©, Vol. 20, No. 9, September 23, 2015 

9 

in 10) Americans believed how engaged students are with their class work and their level of hope 

for the future are very important in measuring the effectiveness of public schools in their 

community.”  Moreover, when asked about what factors parents take into account in choosing 

schools for their kids, PDK found that the quality of teachers, the curriculum, and the 

maintenance of student discipline were the three most important factors, while student 

achievement as measured by standardized tests was one of the least important factors.   

 

In a related question, Education Next found that even though the public wanted more emphasis 

on reading and math, “parents” wanted more emphasis on creativity and character education, 

followed by science and bully prevention.  Parents’ perceived importance of increasing student 

engagement and creativity should provide leverage for proponents of the use of “new engaging” 

wifi devices and other technology in the Senate bill (e.g., the I-TECH amendment).  Supporters 

of parent/school choice are likely to support expanding the definition of “high-performing 

schools” to which students in low-performing or “failing” schools can transfer when they take 

into account the finding related to engagement, creativity, and other characteristics of the school 

curriculum versus reliance only on standardized test scores, especially during negotiations on 

“portability,” which is still in the House bill.  Products, activities, etc. contributing to 

“engagement” and “creativity” are likely to be cited as examples in the resulting bill. 

 

On another education reform matter, Education Next found support for “teacher merit pay” has 

declined from 57 to 51 percent over the last year.  In a similar question, the PDK survey found 

that 55 percent of the public opposed including student standardized test scores in teacher 

evaluations, while 43 percent favored it.  And, while two-thirds of PDK respondents found there 

is too much emphasis on standardized testing, about a third felt that examples of student work 

“would provide the most accurate picture of a public school’s student academic progress,” 

followed by “written teacher observations” (one-fourth), and scores on standardized achievement 

tests (one-sixth).  While the House bill currently would rely solely on standardized tests for the 

annual evaluations, the Senate bill also provides for some opportunities for pilot-testing other 

approaches, primarily related to competency-based assessments.   

 

Both the House and Senate bills would greatly reduce the Federal education governance role 

while delegating more responsibility to states.  Twenty-three percent of PDK respondents felt the 

Federal government should be responsible for paying for K-12 education, compared to 45 

percent and 26 percent feeling the responsibility should be state and local government 

responsibilities, respectively.  The Education Next survey reported that the public felt the Federal 

government paid for 30 percent of K-12 education (versus the 10% actually paid by the Feds) but 

then felt that 37 percent of the costs should be paid by the Federal government.  Regarding who 

should decide which textbooks and teaching methods should be used, 20 percent felt it should be 

a Federal role, while 39 percent and 37 percent said it should be a local and state role, 

respectively.  The primary responsibility for holding schools accountable for what students learn 

should be at the state level (44 percent), followed by local level (33 percent), and last, the 

Federal level (19 percent), with similar results regarding who should determine the right amount 

of testing. 
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The Education Next survey general results were that the Federal involvement in K-12 should be 

less than those PDK respondents felt.  For example, 43 percent felt that states should play the 

biggest role in setting education standards, followed by 41 percent who felt it should be a Federal 

role.  About 50 percent of respondents felt the state should play the biggest role in deciding 

whether or not a school is failing and deciding how to fix failing schools compared to the Federal 

role (i.e., about 20 percent and 30 percent, respectively).   

 

It would appear that the general public feels that the Federal government should pay for more K-

12 education, but the responsibility for how much money and how it should be spent “to fix” 

failing schools should be a role for the state.   

 

While the findings from both surveys will be used and misused by advocates of different issues 

and policies during the continuing ESEA reauthorization deliberations, Education Week’s 

Associate Editor Sean Cavanagh, wrote in Marketplace K-12 that companies cannot “gloss” over 

the results and the implications for them; as “Public sentiment tends to press upward and force 

political action by policymakers -- who take steps at the federal, state, and local levels that have 

a direct impact on the market for standards, testing, and curriculum.”   

 

At the least, some of the above findings will add fuel to the deliberations on issues such as the 

Federal role in ensuring accountability, parent choice and related reforms, types of assessments 

and measures of quality improvement.  
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Washington Update 
Vol. 20, No. 9, September 23, 2015

USED Plans to Design/Develop a 
Prototype for Conducting Rapid 
Cycle Evaluations of Education 
Software Applications Which Are 
Purchased With ESEA Funds and 
then Provide School Districts and 
Others the Tools to Help Them Make 
Evidence-Based Decisions 
 

Following the first post of a notice on May 

28, 2015, the current RFP was posted 

August 5
th

 with responses due September 

3
rd

.  The contract will be conducted in two 

phases over 16 months by a “commercial” 

entity to design and pilot test the prototypes 

through January 2017.  Beyond 

“establishing a high standard for low-cost, 

quick-turnaround evaluation of apps…and 

field-testing rapid cycle technology 

evaluations” the notice states that, “This 

work will help develop protocol tools for 

conducting rapid cycle evaluations of apps 

that practitioners, developers, and 

researchers can use beyond the scope of this 

evaluation.”   

 

During Phase 1 the research design for 

conducting the evaluations will be 

developed with a “working group” 

consisting of, among others, private sector 

experts; pilot evaluations in three to six 

districts will then be conducted for about ten 

software applications.  According to 

Education Week’s Marketplace K-12 

(August 19
th

), in addition to a report on 

findings, USED will ask the contractor to 

develop an interactive guide and 

implementation support tool for conducting 

rapid cycle tech evaluations by districts, 

among others.  At a recent national meeting 

of ed-tech participants in Chicago, Katrina 

Stevens, Senior Advisor in USED’s Office 

of Education Technology, reportedly said 

USED hopes to move from a “kick in the 

tires” approach to piloting products to taking 

apps for a “real test-drive.”   

 

The quick turnaround RFP, which according 

to Marketplace K-12 does not estimate a 

budget for the fixed-price contract; but it 

stipulates the required capabilities which 

suggests that the number of qualified 

respondent offerers will be very limited.  For 

example, the successful offerer must have 

demonstrated expertise in a number of areas 

including:  

 “Content expertise (high-level) in 

education technology policy and 

research to identify and assess 

promising education technology 

apps, resources, and practices and to 

identify and partner with education 

products and service providers; 

 Content expertise (high-level) 

conducting rapid cycle evaluations 

that significantly inform practice and 

increase the impact of education 

technology interventions; 

 Identifying and partnering with 

promising pilot sites and education 

technology products and service 

providers to implement rigorous 

studies with minimal lead time.” 

 

As we reported in the May 27, 2015 

TechMIS issue, the Johns Hopkins 

University (JHU) College of Education has 

been providing evaluation services for 



  
TechMIS publication provided by         
Education TURNKEY Electronic Distribution 
256 North Washington Street, Falls Church, VA 22046 

703/536-2310, fax 703/536-3225, cblaschke@edturnkey.com 
Education TURNKEY Electronic Distribution©, Vol. 20, No. 9, September 23, 2015 

2 

technology firms based on an agreement 

with the Education Industry Association. 

The JHU offers five options to conduct 

quick evaluations of firms’ products ranging 

from around $5,000, which consists of an 

assessment of the products’ alignment with 

instructional designs and best practices to 

field testing products in rigorous non-

randomized experimental studies or 

conducting randomized control studies for 

$40,000 or more.  Other universities such as 

Penn State University and University of 

Virginia have created incubators or other 

entities which foster “new starts” in 

development and marketing of new 

applications which could also be possible 

offerors under this RFP. 

 

As Tony Wan, in the August 24
th

 EdSurge 

notes, several not-for-profit organizations 

have been conducting short cycle efficacy 

studies.  These possible offers include the 

iZone entity within the New York City 

Department of Education which has 

conducted the “Short-Cycle Evaluation 

Challenge,” which “brings teachers and 

developers together to pilot test ed-tech tools 

for one semester.  In California, two non-

profits -- the Silicon Valley Education 

Foundation and New School Venture Fund -

- have teamed up to run three-month 

efficacy trials involving educators and 

entrepreneurs and this summer, Chicago-

based LEAP Innovations received a $5.1 

million Gates Foundation grant for similar 

efforts.”  Wan also raises two important 

questions, “Can research keep pace with 

how business operates; aligning these 

processes will surely be a major challenge 

for this project…Equally important is 

finding the right medium to surface the 

findings so that stakeholders have better 

indicators of a tool’s effectiveness beyond 

star ratings and word-of-mouth opinions.”   

The issuance of this RFP by USED without 

doubt is recognition that the What Works 

Clearinghouse and its somewhat convoluted 

processes are inadequate and not timely; and 

indeed, if adequate tools to conduct rapid 

cycle evaluations of apps are developed, and 

are provided to districts that are willing to 

use them, the overall effort might be 

considered a success.  However, the USED 

record in creating entities such as What 

Works Clearinghouse in providing useful 

evaluative information for practitioners 

versus researchers with some exceptions has 

not been stellar; and in some cases actually 

resulted in negative impacts, intended or 

unintended.  This has been particularly true 

in the area of evaluating education 

technology-based products and services 

(e.g., the 2003 Technology Interventions 

Evaluation). 

 

 

USED Continues Approving State 
Waiver Renewals 
 

On August 21
st
, USED approved state 

flexibility waiver renewals for one year for 

Florida, Idaho, Ohio, and South Dakota, 

with South Dakota being put on “high-risk” 

status, as reported by Education Week’s 

Politics K-12 blog.  South Dakota’s high-

risk status was attributed to its lack of 

including student test scores in teacher and 

principal evaluations, which it must continue 

to work on and report progress to USED in 

January 2016.  Florida must continue 

working on its state law to comply with 

Federal mandates to assess ELLs for 

accountability purposes after one year in 

school.  Florida policy includes such test 

scores only after an ELL student has been in 

the Florida public schools for at least two 

years.  As the blog notes, Florida was 

commended by USED for its new website 
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that includes materials and videos on best 

practices in state standards instruction.  Both 

Ohio and Florida were commended for 

allowing middle school students to take end-

of-course assessments rather than typical 

middle school assessments.  USED pointed 

to Idaho’s effort to expand access to early 

childhood education.   

 

On September 8
th

, Pennsylvania’s waiver 

was renewed for one year by USED.  States 

which have not yet received waiver renewals 

are Colorado, Louisiana and Texas.  Two 

states have had their state flexibility waiver 

revoked -- Washington and Oklahoma.  As 

Politics K-12 notes, Texas has “thumbed its 

nose” at USED, particularly when it comes 

to meeting teacher evaluation requirements, 

which USED is allowing greater flexibility 

(see related item). 

 

  

The Obama/Duncan Position on 
ESEA Reauthorization and Why It 
Can Be Important  
 

Over the last several months, President 

Obama, and to a much greater extent his 

spokesperson Secretary Arne Duncan, have 

begun to outline their priorities for a 

bipartisan ESEA bill.  Media coverage has 

recently focused primarily upon the 

differences between the House and Senate 

versions and the major issues (e.g., 

portability, accountability, etc.) to be 

resolved among them.  Aside from veiled 

threats of a presidential veto, coverage of the 

Obama/Duncan key positions and “red 

lines” have been neglected, which can be 

expected as the Administration has been 

working “behind the scenes” with key 

committee staffers as they attempt to iron 

out differences among each other and the 

White House negotiators.  Some of the key 

positions and priorities of the 

Administration are evolving and have been 

made public at a general level.  Some of 

these are noted below. 

 

In an interview with Education Week, 

Alyson Klein (July 30
th

) asked Secretary 

Duncan how far he was willing to 

compromise on the so-called Senator 

Murphy “accountability amendment,” which 

was supported by Democrats, but was voted 

down 43 to 54 in the Senate.  Secretary 

Duncan responded that ESEA accountability 

“is really a civil rights law” and the focus 

needs to be on equity and equality of 

opportunity, “which goes beyond 

transparency and data.”  As he stated, “it’s 

actually doing something about it.  

So…when students are struggling, intervene, 

when you have the lowest performing 

schools, take action.  So it’s the action part 

here that I think that is important.”   

 

As reported in Fritzwire (August 24
th

), the 

USED position is to hold “high expectations 

for all students and requires that where 

groups of students or schools are not making 

progress, there will be an action plan for 

change; to identify schools that are 

consistently not making progress, and to 

dedicate extra resources and support, 

including the lowest-performing five percent 

of schools that are struggling year after year; 

and high schools where too many students 

are not graduating.”  The new ESEA should 

address “funding inequities for schools that 

serve high proportions of low-income 

students.”  In addition to making “real 

investments in high-poverty schools,” the 

new ESEA should “expand high-quality 

preschool.”   

 

In the interview with Klein, she asked about 

the importance of the early childhood 
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program that was authorized by the Senate 

bill, but not the House; Secretary Duncan 

said, “It’s hugely important…We absolutely 

need to keep early childhood education in 

there because learning starts at birth, not at 

age 5.”  One area in which the 

Obama/Duncan Administration has called 

on Congress to include in ESEA is to “give 

teachers and principals the resources they 

need and invest in districts and states to 

create innovative new solutions to increase 

student outcomes.”  The House bill is 

genuinely devoid of any mention of 

introducing “new innovative programs,” but 

rather cutting competitive grants and other 

programs, which offer potential for 

innovation; on the other hand, the Senate bill 

includes several amendments such as I-

TECH which has the potential for 

supporting innovative activities such as 

professional development.  However, as we 

have noted (see April 29
th

 TechMIS 

Washington Update), the Senate version has 

many roadblocks and constraints impeding 

innovative activity which could create 

unintended consequences.  A big question is 

will the Administration negotiate hard with 

Congress to send an ESEA bill to the 

President which supports innovative 

activity? 

 

If these and other evolving Obama/Duncan 

priorities are included, but not to the extent 

the Administration desires, and/or if 

“roadblocks” are removed to an acceptable 

level to the White House and the President 

signs the bill, the Administration might still 

have a chance to include their “real desires” 

in subsequent regulations prior to 

implementation before the Obama 

Administration leaves office.  This will 

occur only if the ESEA reauthorization Act 

is signed before the end of this year, with 

new regulations developed “very rapidly.”  

However, if Republicans take over the 

White House, it is very likely that the next 

Secretary will use waiver authority to 

rescind the Obama-developed regulations, 

which will postpone even longer the 

effective date of new ESEA implementation. 

 

 

ESEA Reauthorization Updates  
 

The Pioneer Press reports that 

Representative John Kline, Chairman of the 

House Education Workforce Committee, 

announced that chances are “far better than 

50/50” that Congress will pass a bipartisan 

bill this fall to reauthorize ESEA.  Senate 

Committee Chairman Senator Lamar 

Alexander has also stated that a bill will be 

hammered out by the joint Conference 

Committee this fall and sent to the White 

House.  Chairman Kline will chair the 

House-Senate Conference.  President 

Obama promised to veto the Kline House 

bill, which passed the House strictly on the 

partisan basis.  Chairman Kline stated that 

“we will be mindful of the President’s 

preferences” in coming up with a 

compromise.  In Chairman Kline’s interview 

on August 27
th

 at the Minnesota State Fair 

reported by Pioneer Press, he emphasized 

that both the House and Senate bills “don’t 

tweak No Child Left Behind, they replace 

it.”   

 

After Congress returns from the August 

recess, it must pass appropriation bills or 

face a potential government “shutdown” 

over GOP opposition to funding Planned 

Parenthood and meet other funding 

deadlines.  The Pioneer article states, “Kline 

said the education bill negotiations can 

proceed while Congress is debating those 

other measures.”   
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Shortly after his Minnesota State Fair 

interview, Chairman Kline announced he 

would not be seeking reelection in 2016, 

which was not a surprise to some observers 

as he would no longer be eligible for 

chairmanship of the Education and 

Workforce Committee.  As Politics K-12 

noted, “His forthcoming departure puts 

added pressure on lawmakers in both 

chambers to come up with an agreement on 

their respective ESEA overhauls before the 

end of this year.”  Kline, who has been 

recognized by education groups such as 

AASA and NEA as a champion for IDEA 

“full funding,” childcare development, 

education research, charter schools, and 

workforce education and training would 

suggest some of his priorities during the 

Conference Committee negotiations will be 

incorporated into an ESEA bill which the 

President will likely sign. 

 

 

The 2015 ACT “Condition of College 
and Career Readiness” Reports that 
This Year’s High School Graduates’ 
Scores Have Not Improved, Even 
Though the College and Career 
Readiness Movement Supported by 
Numerous Administration Activities 
is Well Underway 
 

While 1.92 million students or 59 percent 

(up two percent from last year) of this year’s 

graduation class took the ACT, the average 

composite score remained constant at 21, 

with slight increases in reading and science, 

but slight reductions in math and certain 

English sections.  About 28 percent of 2015 

ACT exam takers met benchmarks in all 

four areas, which is a slight increase from 

last year; about 31 percent did not meet any 

benchmarks last year or this year.  The 

percentage of African-American and Latino 

students both increased one percentage point 

over last year to six percent and 15 percent, 

respectively.  As reported in Education 

Week’s new High School and Beyond blog 

(august 26
th

), Jon Erickson, ACT’s President 

of Education & Career Solutions, said, “I 

thought by now we would see a greater 

movement in the positive side.  I thought we 

would be identifying and shaping good 

practice that really makes an impact right 

now -- and it’s scattered.  We aren’t seeing 

it.”  

 

In the new report, ACT cites research 

findings that the most important predictor in 

the eighth grade of twelfth-grade GPA was 

student grades, followed by academic 

achievement and psychological and 

behavioral factors, both measured by ACT 

tests Explore and Engage.  These are more 

important than gender, race, ethnicity, parent 

education, percent poverty, and minority.  It 

concludes, “These findings underscore the 

value of using multiple measures, including 

academic achievement and behaviors, and to 

providing a more holistic approach to 

assessment that can better assist students in 

developing the knowledge and skills needed 

for success.”  According to the report, “For 

students meeting three of the four 

benchmarks, those with high ACT Engage 

college scores attained a timely 

postsecondary degree at merely twice the 

rate as those with low ACT Engage college 

scores.”   

 

ACT also reported that 86 percent of this 

year’s ACT tested graduates aspired to 

postsecondary education.  Last year, 87 

percent aspired, but only 69 percent actually 

did enroll.  ACT estimates that the 

“aspirational gap” is about 325,000 students.  

One inference is that this is a target 

population which improved instructional and 
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behavioral interventions, along with 

increased engagement, might have reduced 

this gap.  It is also interesting to note that the 

most recent Phi Delta Kappan/Gallup poll of 

parents found “a strong majority -- about 

eight in 10 of Americans -- believe how 

engaged students are with their class work 

and their level of hope for the future are 

very important in measuring the 

effectiveness of public schools in their 

community.”  (See related Special Report) 

 

Several days after the ACT results were 

released, College Board released scores 

from the most recently administered SAT 

college admission test.  The number of 

graduates taking recent SAT admission tests 

has increased slightly from 1.67 million last 

year to 1.70 million.  Results were similar in 

that the SAT downward spiral since 2005 

continued to an average score of 1490, 

which was down seven points from last year.  

According to the Washington Post 

(September 3
rd

), Cyndie Schmeiser, chief of 

assessment for the College Board, which 

owns the SAT, played down the relatively 

small declines on individual sections of the 

test and said her major concern was that 

only 42 percent of students met the 

benchmark for college- and career-readiness 

with lower percentages for Hispanic (23%) 

and African-American (16%) students.  In a 

phone interview with Education Week 

acknowledging no movement in that 

percentage over the last five years, she said, 

“We aren’t moving the needle on college 

readiness and that’s exactly why we are 

redesigning the SAT.”  The new SAT will 

be introduced in March 2016.  As the 

Education Week article notes, “To address 

concerns over unequal access to test 

preparation and to improve student 

performance, the College Board is also 

offering free online practice tests in a 

partnership with the Khan Academy.”   

 

An increasing number of states who initially 

planned to adopt the assessment’s ability to 

Federally-funded consortia PARCC and 

Smarter Balanced have decided to use ACT 

and SAT for their state assessment of 

student achievement for state accountability 

purposes. 

 

 

State Accountability Sanctions Are 
on Hold This Year in 25 States 
(Including District of Columbia) 
During the Common Core State 
Testing Transition  
 

Certain school ratings (districts/schools 

identified for improvement, etc.) and 

sanctions (e.g., SES), with some important 

exceptions, will not be affected this year. 

However, any state among those 40+ states 

having received state flexibility waiver 

renewals will have to continue to identify 

Priority schools among the five percent 

lowest-performing schools in the states, and 

Focus schools from the ten percent low-

performing schools with the widest 

achievement gaps.  These districts/schools 

will be eligible to receive School 

Improvement Grants under FY 2015 

funding.  However, because FY 2014 

funding became available much later than 

normal and test results from many of the 

new tests given this year were not available 

in May-June, states had to make decisions 

on allocating the FY 2014 SIG funds in most 

cases by June 30
th

 this year.  In many states, 

this meant that such FY 2014 funds were 

allocated to existing second- and third-year 

SIG schools rather than providing funds to 

“new eligible schools.”   

 

Several states, including California, received 
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a special waiver for the so-called 

“accountability pause” due to transitioning 

to new tests during the 2014-15 school year, 

but did not receive the state flexibility 

waiver.  The California SEA has requested a 

waiver, however, to get out from under the 

strict NCLB supplemental educational 

service (SES) requirement for schools 

“identified for improvement” to set aside up 

to 20 percent of its Title I funds (i.e., about 

$400 million) to contract with outside 

entities to provide tutoring and other SES 

services.  Their special waiver request 

would allow districts’ internal teachers to 

provide such services (see May TechMIS 

Washington Update).  Thus far, it is not 

clear whether USED will approve the 

California state request allowing districts to 

operate their own SES programs.  However, 

those California “waiver districts” (i.e., the 

seven members of the so-called CORE 

consortia) still have the flexibility under 

regulations published in September 2009 to 

use Title I funds to train teachers in both 

Title I and non-Title I schools in subject 

areas which caused the district to be 

identified.  Moreover, these districts also 

have opportunities to use instructional 

programs purchased and used in Title I 

schools to also be used in low-achieving 

non-Title I schools without violating 

supplement-not-supplant provisions.  

Whether the California SEA will use the 

2014-15 school year new statewide 

accountability test results to identify more 

schools/districts “identified for 

improvement” (which follows the logic of 

USED requiring “accountability pause” 

states to identify Priority and Focus schools) 

is unclear. 

 

It has become very evident that USED’s 

accountability positions are “on the wane no 

matter what happens with NCLB 

reauthorization this fall,” as Education 

Week’s Politics K-12 blog (August 28
th

) 

notes.  However, USED continues to press 

states through whatever means to continue 

allocating more Title I, School Improvement 

Grant, and other funds to districts which 

have lowest-performing schools, and then to 

reallocate Title I and other funds to such 

Priority and Focus schools “most in need.”  

These particular schools should represent 

Priority 1 targets for most TechMIS clients. 

 

 

Adoption of Next Generation Science 
Standards (NGSS) Continues in 
States, Now at 15, and in Districts in 
Non-Adopting Other States 
 

The latest update of Education Week’s map 

of states which have adopted the Next 

Generation Science Standards (NGSS) now 

stands at 15, up from eight in January.  

Twenty-six states initially collaborated in 

finalizing the NGSS in 2013.  Education 

Week’s Curriculum Matters blog (August 

28
th

) noted that Achieve, which led the 

NGSS development, does not provide an 

update on its website, nor is an official 

updated list available on the official effect 

“Next Generation Science Standards” site, 

partially because “some states have been 

quiet about their adoption decisions, likely 

to avoid drumming up the kind of 

controversy that characterized the Common 

Core state standards.”   Moving East to 

West, the adoption states are New 

Hampshire, Rhode Island, New Jersey, 

Maryland, District of Columbia, West 

Virginia, Kentucky, Kansas, Illinois, Iowa, 

Arkansas, Oklahoma, Oregon, Washington, 

Nevada and California; South Dakota has 

not officially adopted NGSS, but has 

adopted standards which are “substantially 

similar” in organization, wording, and 
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content with the exception of some changes 

related to climate change, according to the 

blog.  An earlier Education Week article 

(January 28
th

) mentioned some of the 

reasons why some states, which were part of 

the original 26 that developed the NGSS 

standards have not formally adopted the 

NGSS thus far, and include:  

 Minnesota, because of a state law 

prohibiting any adoption of state 

standards before 2018-19 school 

year. 

 Florida, due to a higher priority 

being placed upon implementing 

standards for English/language arts 

and mathematics, and an effort to 

strengthen existing science standards 

before replacing them with NGSS. 

 Arizona, which is placing a higher 

priority on implementing college- 

and career-readiness standards and is 

currently modifying NGSS structure, 

not necessarily the content of the 

standards for subsequent possible 

adoption. 

 Tennessee, which has current science 

standards not up for revision for 

another year; and 

 North Carolina, which began 

implementing its new State Science 

Standards this year. 

 

Over the last six months to a year, several 

news media articles have reported a number 

of moderate to large districts in non-

adoption states have already adopted 

NGSS’s, or are planning to do so in the very 

near future, with or without formal state 

adoption.  According to Education Week 

(May 5
th

), during the National Science 

Teachers Association National Conference 

in Chicago in March, more than 100 teams 

of district staff attended sessions focusing on 

new science standards representing 34 

states, of which 25 states had not yet 

adopted the New Generation Science 

Standards.  Districts from non-adopting 

states as of May include the following:  

 Hillsborough County, Florida, which 

has been adopting some of the 

standards for nearly two years.  

 Pulaski, Wisconsin, which adopted 

the standards, anticipating state 

adoption, which however did not 

occur.  “We all know sometimes 

textbook companies slap a sticker 

that says they’re ready or aligned to 

NGSS, but they didn’t make a lot of 

changes,” according to district 

officials in Pulaski, Wisconsin.   

 Lincoln, Nebraska, which will begin 

pilot-testing the standards in one 

middle school this year, while the 

state remains one of the four non-

adopting Common Core Standards 

states. 

 Neshaminy, Pennsylvania, where 

officials are having trouble finding 

aligned materials. Officials in 

Pennsylvania districts expressed 

sentiments similar to those in 

Pulaski, Wisconsin. 

 

During a discussion with David Evans, 

Executive Director of the National Science 

Teachers Association, during the AAP 

Content in Context Conference in June, he 

confirmed the planning and implementation 

activities in a number of large districts and 

was optimistic about expanded state 

adoption over the next several years.  

Michael Petrilli, Executive Vice President of 

Fordham Institute, which according to 

Education Week (January 28
th

) concluded 

that standards in 12 states and the District of 

Columbia are “clearly superior” to the 
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NGSS.  Compared to the implementation of 

Common Core standard’s state controversies 

and opposition, Petrilli is quoted, “It is 

surprising how little noise there has been.”  

However, the article concludes, “Even Mr. 

Petrilli anticipates the adoption numbers will 

rise substantially,” especially “If 

conservatives don’t get organized, I think 

we’re going to see these standards in half the 

states including in states that would have 

been better off sticking with their 

standards.” 

 

 

Miscellaneous (a) 
 

USED has announced that any state can 

offer the so-called “one-percent” alternative 

assessment for severely, cognitively 

impaired special education students.  Several 

years ago, the policy was to allow states to 

use alternative tests for cognitively impaired 

students for about two percent of special 

education students with cognitive 

disabilities.  Because the NCLB flexibility 

waiver states (42 states and District of 

Columbia) were allowed to provide 

alternative tests for one percent of the 

students with severe cognitive disabilities, 

this new ruling affects primarily those non-

waiver states which continue to allow 

districts to provide an alternative test for two 

percent of cognitively impaired special 

education students.  As the On Special 

Education blog (August 25
th

) notes, groups 

such as the National Association of State 

Directors of Special Education and the 

National Center for Learning Disabilities 

(NCLD) have advocated such a change 

because “the two percent rule has become 

divisive and had very devastating 

consequences for some kids, who were 

given alternative tests,” according to 

Lindsay Jones, Director Public Policy 

NCLD. 

 

While the state assessments developed and 

now being implemented by the Smarter 

Balanced and PARCC test consortia have 

captured the state testing news media, 

USED also funded four different groups to 

develop special assessments -- two for 

cognitively impaired students with 

disabilities and the other two developing 

alternative assessments for English language 

learners, which have been field-tested and 

are supposed to be available for use in the 

near future.  The estimated number of 

students with severe disabilities who could 

be taking the one percent alternative 

assessments is between 600,000 and 

800,000.  The assessments developed by the 

two “regular” state assessment consortia 

(PARCC and Smarter Balanced) are 

supposed to incorporate “universal design 

principles” into their respective regular state 

assessments instruments, which should 

reduce the number of special 

accommodations that have to be made for 

students with certain disabilities.  As the 

Education Week article notes, “The move 

may be at least partially a signal that the 

Department really wants Congress to stick to 

the one percent rule in rewriting the NCLB 

law [which is now “in conference” 

deliberations].  The one percent rule would 

be in place under the Senate bill, but the 

House bill gives states a lot more flexibility 

when it comes to using alternative 

assessments -- there’s no clear cap in place, 

advocates say.” 

 

It is important to also note that both bills 

place a heavy emphasis on provisions 

relating to interventions and professional 

development provisions by adding the 

phrase “especially for students with 

disabilities and English language learners.”  
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And the same holds true in House and 

Senate-proposed appropriation bills for 

funding (especially reflecting the positions 

of House Committee Chairman John Kline 

(D-MN) and HELP Committee Chairman 

Lamar Alexander), which suggests that 

increased funding will likely be available for 

new types of interventions, and perhaps 

accommodations, for students taking the one 

percent alternative assessments when states 

begin using them. 

 

 

Miscellaneous (b) 
 

USED continues providing “new 

flexibilities” in state waiver renewals for its 

teacher evaluation requirements by allowing 

more than a dozen states until 2016-17 to 

fully implement the requirement.  The 

earlier requirement placed upon the majority 

of the states required that teacher evaluation 

systems, which incorporated student test 

scores, had to be fully in place in 2014-15 

school year State waiver renewal letters 

were sent this summer, according to 

Education Week’s Politics K-12 blog, to 

Alabama, Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware, 

Idaho, Kansas, New Hampshire, Ohio, 

Rhode Island, South Carolina, South 

Dakota, Wisconsin, Arizona, and Missouri.  

More recent waivers for Arkansas and 

Massachusetts give these states until the 

2017-18 school year to implement their 

teacher evaluation systems. 

 

Perhaps the biggest roadblock in many states 

seeking waiver renewals has been the 

teacher evaluation requirement that 

incorporates student test scores.  

Undoubtedly, many if not all of the states 

requesting extensions agreed with the 

Politics K-12 blog’s assumption: “If the 

NCLB law is revamped this fall as education 

leaders in Congress hope, none of this will 

matter anymore.”  However, this depends 

upon the effective date of implementation of 

the new law which could take more than two 

years, depending upon when congressionally 

acceptable regulations are published; and/or 

what types of related provisions are 

incorporated into the final bill, which will 

have to be negotiated with the White House 

before the President signs off.  And, in some 

states, where state legislatures passed laws 

to conform with the initial Federal waiver, 

Race to the Top, or other initial USED 

requirements, rescinding or modifying those 

laws may also lengthen the process.  This 

could affect the availability of Federal funds 

to assist in the transition from waivers to 

requirements in a new ESEA (see related 

Washington Update). 

 

 

Miscellaneous (c) 
 

The Council of the Great City Schools 

(CGCS) Urban Educator (September-

October issue) highlights a number of 

member districts’ new/expanded technology 

initiatives this school year, which could be 

of interest to TechMIS subscribers who 

attend their October 7-11 CGCS Annual Fall 

Conference.  These are highlighted below: 

 Atlanta Public Schools: Districtwide 

Social and Emotional Learning 

(SEL) initiative to integrate SEL into 

core curriculum in collaboration with 

the Collaborative for Academic, 

Social and Emotional Learning 

(CASEL). 

 Birmingham City Schools: In 

partnership with Microsoft a new 

City Next Digital Alliance initiative 

focusing on student coding skills 

development and computer training 

for teachers. 
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 Broward County Public Schools: 

Partnering with Code.org to offer 

computer science courses for all 

district high schools.  

 Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools: 

Expanding “techbooks” in grades 3-5 

for science and middle school 

“techbooks” for math. 

 Clark County School District (Las 

Vegas, Nevada): Expanding year-

round schools to 22, and professional 

development and “wraparound” 

services in 22 lowest-performing 

schools. 

 Detroit Public Schools: New network 

structure to support schools, 

providing more coordinated 

coaching for school leaders and 

teachers. 

 Duval County Public Schools 

(Jacksonville, Florida): New Non-

Violence Project, a five-year, $15 

million effort to implement 

mentoring and group counseling at 

24 middle schools. 

 El Paso Independent School District: 

Distributing laptops to all high 

school students for use in English, 

social studies, science, and math 

with digital Flexbooks created by 

teachers. 

 Guilford County (Greensboro, North 

Carolina): Offering free student on-

demand online live tutoring and 

homework help from expert tutors. 

 Hawaii State Department of 

Education: Expanding 1:1 digital 

learning device and teacher 

professional development for more 

than three dozen schools. 

 Jackson Public Schools 

(Mississippi): Expanded 

opportunities for tenth-grade 

students to participate in the Career 

Exploration Fair, focusing on 200 

careers. 

 Los Angeles School District 

(California): Implementing 

instructional plans in six newly-

reorganized/created smaller districts 

in which 70,000 iPads, laptops and 

Chromebooks will be provided to 

students in more than 100 schools. 

 Miami-Dade County Public Schools 

(Florida): New counseling and social 

services initiative for suspended 

students in Student Success Centers, 

and more than 30,000 tablets for 

middle school U.S. History 

classrooms and tenth-grade students 

enrolled in ESL programs. 

 Nashville Metropolitan Public 

Schools (Tennessee): Expanding 20 

online courses for fifth and sixth-

grade student offerings in its “Virtual 

School.” 

 Richmond Public Schools (Virginia): 

Implementing new online 

communication system for students, 

parents, and others to communicate 

with central office with three-day 

responses. 

 Santa Ana Unified School District 

(California): Implementing “Read 

Santa Ana Read” online tutoring for 

250 first-graders, and creating a new 

STEM-focused school for 

elementary and intermediate 

students. 

 

The CGCS 59
th 

Annual Fall Conference in 

Long Beach, California beginning on 

October 7
th

 will undoubtedly address the 

Council’s “pragmatic approach to any ESEA 

reauthorization, as the House-Senate 

Conference Committee will be meeting 
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shortly to resolve any differences between 

the House and Senate versions.”  As the 

legislative column in the Urban Educator 

(September-October issue) reported, one can 

expect the very influential Council 

legislative staff will not only continue 

opposing major changes in the Title I 

formula and “portability” provisions, but 

also discuss the significant implications of 

seemingly minor changes proposed in 

“maintenance of effort” and “supplement-

not-supplant” requirements.  The latter not 

only could have implications for district 

members, but also major implications for 

many TechMIS subscribers. 

 

 

 

 

 


