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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: July 14, 2015 

TO:  TechMIS Subscribers 

FROM: Suzanne Thouvenelle and Charles Blaschke 

SUBJ: ISTE Highlights; New Head Start Opportunities; SIG Interventions for New 

Funding; Real OER Costs; Social and Emotional Skills Demand; Big State Big 

Funding Increases 

 

 

The ESEA Senate reauthorization debate is underway with amendments on the floor still to come 

and the important committee or conference report several weeks away.  These will be covered in 

detail next month or when they become available.  In the meantime, this TechMIS report 

includes two Special Reports.  One summarizes the June ISTE Conference in Philadelphia, 

which had almost 20,000 attendees and several hundred exhibitors; major “takeaways” for 

TechMIS clients based on interviews, observations, and several report findings include:  

 

 Educators feel the number one challenge confronting continued expansion of one-to-one 

computing is the quality of professional development provided by firms, including who 

provides it, whether it’s onsite vs. virtual, and the performance levels specified in 

contracts. 

 Expansion of Bring Your Own Devices (BYOD), which creates a number of challenges 

ranging from privacy to those created by state laws. 

 30-40 “new start” firms exhibited practical and creative applications.  

 More “foreign” companies were exhibiting trying to break into the U.S. education 

market. 

 Sales of more traditional education technology/supplemental publishers have increased 

moderately during the last quarter over the same quarter last year. 

 Exhibitors were generally pleased with the quantity and quality of decision makers and 

influencers among attendees. 

 

The second Special Report summarizes the first set of new Head Start regulations since 2007. If 

accepted, these would almost double the number of classrooms and instructional 

materials/curriculum purchases necessary to support the increase of “dosage.” Several measures 
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to improve the quality of instruction and professional development are among other changes, 

which would have positive implications for some TechMIS clients.  To fully implement the new 

regulations, additional Federal Head Start funding would be required which Congress has 

provided to some degree over the last several years. 

 

As of this TechMIS edition the House ESEA reauthorization bill has been passed without any 

major changes from our coverage in the February TechMIS report.  On the Senate side, voucher 

and portability amendments have been defeated thus far; and other major accountability 

amendments strongly supported by civil rights groups, and some Title I and ESEA formula 

changes are still being debated.  President Obama has already agreed to veto the House bill, but 

not the Senate bill as it stands today.  After a conference negotiated bill between the House and 

Senate is passed and the accompanying conference report becomes available, the 

Administration’s veto position will become more predictable.   

 

This TechMIS issue also includes a number of Washington Updates of interest: 

 

 Page  1 
School Improvement Grants “State-Determined” Models Have Been Approved for Five 

States by USED; Adoption of Other “New Models” Has Been Limited and Selection 

Process Has Been Extended Through September 30
th

 Due to USED Late Funding of the 

FY 2014 Allocations to States  

 

 Page  3 
House and Senate Appropriators Would Cut FY 2016 Education Department Funding by 

$2.8 and $1.7 Billion Respectively; the President Has Promised to Veto Such Funding 

Levels, Which Are Below the “Great Depression” (2007-08) Levels and Reflects the 

Projected 2016 “Sequester Caps,” Which He Wants Removed  

 

 Page  4 
USED Officials Tout the Investing in Innovation (i

3
) Flagship Program a Success in 

Finding Out What Did and Did Not Work as the Future of i
3
 Receiving Continued 

Funding is Uncertain; Some Feel This Will Impact the Evidence-Based Movement  

 

 Page  6 
New Interactive Map Could Help TechMIS Clients Target Early Education Products, 

Identify Partners for New Approaches, and Establish Collaborations with Innovators  

 

 Page  6 
New Survey Finds Both Teachers and Administrators Feel Social and Emotional 

Learning Skills Are Critical to Overall School Improvement, But the Demand for More 

Quality Improvement is Higher Among Teachers, Where a Pent-Up Demand Exists 
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 Page  7 
A number of miscellaneous items are also addressed including: 

a) More states are considering/creating “special districts” to turn around failing 

schools patterned after the existing special districts in Louisiana, Tennessee, and 

Michigan. 

b) In a rather surprising development, ACT announced that its 1983 Compass 

program version 5.0 will be discontinued.   

c) A new ECS Education Trends report finds 33 states include civics education in 

state assessments, which vary significantly among states.   

d) According to Politico’s Morning Education blog, a survey by the CCSSO earlier 

this year found 39 states have initiatives underway to reduce unnecessary testing 

in a variety of ways, ranging from creating a task force to state reviews of existing 

tests.   

e) Recently (April 28, 2015), New America Foundation hosted an event which 

explored the “costs” of “free” OER.   

f) California and Texas will receive large state funding increases.   

 

 

If anyone has questions, please call Charles Blaschke directly (703-362-4689), or Suzanne 

Thouvenelle (703-283-4657) regarding Head Start proposed rules.  Whenever legislative action 

in the Senate is complete, and conference agreements and the conference report are available, we 

will address them in our next TechMIS report in August. 
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Special Report:  
ISTE Conference Highlights of Interest to Most TechMIS Subscribers 

 

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 

 

July 14, 2015 

 

 

During the June ISTE conference, a number of trends, developments, and “happenings” of 

interest to most TechMIS subscribers were observed in the exhibit area, discussed with important 

influencers, and/or gathered during sessions and sidebar discussions.  These are highlighted 

below. 

 

A couple of sessions were sponsored/moderated by SIIA Education Technology Industry 

Network/ETIN and COSN in which educators’ perceptions or other useful data, were shared with 

education technology company representatives either directly or through surveys conducted by 

SIIA primarily.  During the annual COSN/SIIA Feedback session, ten educators, including a 

superintendent, district and state technology coordinators, directors, etc., shared their experience 

in beginning or actually implementing major one-to-one initiatives, identifying the major 

challenges generally and those, which arose in working with technology vendors.   

 

The vast majority felt the single most critical challenge to effective implementation of 1:1 was 

having adequate high-quality professional development provided in a variety of areas, ranging 

from LMS orientation and implementation to dealing with increased BYOD classrooms.  A New 

Jersey superintendent reflected the majority views that professional development must be 

provided on a personal, on-site basis and not totally online.  Moreover, virtually all agreed that 

trainers must have had experience as a classroom teacher, principal, or other educator at the 

operational level, otherwise teachers attending training sessions will “tune out” quickly if such 

credible experience is not evident.  While most panelists agree that most firms propose to 

provide quality training, it is generally one of the lowest and last implemented priorities after 

contract award, unless quality training is included in any purchase order of materials and/or 

equipment.  The superintendent stated succinctly that he would not sign any purchase order that 

did not have professional development written in and budgeted in the proposed contract.  Only 

one of the ten panelists indicated that she would accept a separate professional development 

contract only if it is exactly clear what the district would be paying for in terms of not only time, 

but level of performance of professional development to be provided.   
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On a related matter, an SEA panelist with former experience as an LEA Technology Director, 

warned that districts need to be “careful” when using Federal funds to cover the cost of specific 

professional development related to the use of technology-based solutions as different sources, 

such as Title I and Title II, have different requirements.  Most of the panelists were unaware of 

such requirements.  After the session, I mentioned to her that the new General Provisions in the 

Senate proposal for ESEA reauthorization have many more restrictions of what specific funding 

sources can be used to provide what types of professional development, which she indicated she 

was aware of and shared our concern that this could present future problems related to 

technology-related professional development. 

 

Regarding the increased use of BYOD and one-to-one implementations, most analysts shared 

different perspectives of the specific challenges which arise, ranging from school or parent 

purchased devices with stipends, security, and other problems when devices which are taken 

home by students, among others.  In New Jersey, state laws regarding school purchased take-

home equipment “safeguards” create a variety of problems of which vendors should become 

aware.  It is interesting to note that in sidebar discussions, none of the LEA technology officials 

nor the superintendent were aware of the new OMB requirements which would no longer require 

devices costing less than $500 to have to be treated as computer equipment, and thus do not 

require tracking, insurance, and related burdensome activities; after December 2015 such devices 

will be considered regular “instructional materials.”  We raised this pending OMB/USED policy 

change at the SIIA/COSN Feedback session at last year’s ISTE conference, but it was not 

considered to be “important.” 

 

During another session, SIIA/ETIN released results from two recent surveys.  The eighth annual 

Vision K-12 Survey of more than 1,000 educators found that two critical unmet K-12 needs were 

professional development and access to adequate bandwidth.  Regarding the use of student data, 

the survey found that such data are used most often for monitoring student performance.  A 

smaller percentage of respondents reported using student data to personalize learning, inform 

school district decision making, and to support research to improve curriculum.  A high 

professional development priority was how to use student data, which has been increasing over 

the last five years.  The survey also found that online access to the use of online assessments has 

been increasing; however, another SIIA report, based on a survey of firms, found that the almost 

300 percent increase in sales of “online products” initially reported by ETIN were misleading 

because of the now all-encompassing industry definition of “online,” which now appears to 

include blended instruction, any type of digital instruction, as well as, online delivered 

instruction or assessment.  Also, “online instruction” use continues to be high in the area of 

“credit recovery”; however, that definition is also likely changing.  We suggested that the next 

survey try to differentiate between online remedial instruction, mostly for students in school, 

who fail courses, and credit recovery for individuals returning to school and college to take 

courses never taken for graduation or obtaining credentials.  The former is likely to increase 

dramatically as state CCSS test scores are being released shortly, indicating 60-80 percent of 

students failing such tests during this first year of Common Core state assessments.  Summaries 

of both reports are available at: www.siia.net/visionk20/ 

www.siia.net/visionk20/
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During a separate session, the USED Office of Education Technology encouraged school 

officials to request the free software and training from the 12 companies participating in the 

President’s ConnectED initiative.  Nine publishers have committed $250 million worth of free 

eBooks, as reported in Education Week (June 30
th

).  Also according to Education Week, USED 

is encouraging interested parties to comment on a new draft of the National Education 

Technology Plan, which was developed in 2010.  Firms interested in commenting on the 

“refreshed plan” should send an email to TECH@ed.gov with a message “I want to be an early 

reviewer of the National Ed Tech plan,” according to Education Week. 

 

While Federal policy and funding affecting the education technology movement was not a high 

priority of the ISTE conference agenda nor a major discussion topic among attendees, several 

comments from policy observers and lobbyists are worth noting.   

 

In our April TechMIS report on the Senate proposed ESEA reauthorization bill, we argued that 

the definition of the types of professional development, which could be supported by different 

Federal education program funds needed to be more flexible to take advantage of some 

technology-based offerings.  In a discussion with Mark Schneiderman, lobbyist for SIIA who is 

familiar with the problem, suggested the need for more flexibility to committee staff involved in 

drafting the bill, who indicated that such a change would be a low priority at this time among the 

key sponsors.  In a discussion with Jon Bernstein, lobbyist for ISTE who has worked with 

Senator Hatch’s office which sponsored the I-TECH technology ESEA amendment he confirmed 

that the amendment would still rely on the General Provisions definition.  It is important to note 

that 50 percent of the $200 to $300 million authorized in the I-TECH bill would have to be 

allocated to professional development.   

 

In another session, FCC Commissioner Jessica Rosenworcel, a leading and long-time technology 

advocate, felt that the next E-Rate priority should be focusing on the “homework gap.”  She 

argued that while 70 percent of teachers assign homework requiring online access, a third of 

households do not have Internet access.  In Education Week’s Digital Education blog (June 29
th

) 

she argued that the FCC “Lifeline” program which subsidizes phone services to low-income 

households should be expanded to also include Internet services.  She also called for the use of 

mobile hotspots to be installed on school buses, which would allow students, particularly in rural 

areas, opportunities for doing homework and other Internet activities while in transit to and from 

school.  In fact, a number of start-up company officials with whom we talked also suggested that 

their applications could be provided in “before and after-school” programs if such Internet access 

were available on buses, for example.  Such programs could also be funded under the 21
st
 

Century Community Learning Centers after-school programs to pay for their devices, as E-Rate 

funds could pay for the “hotspots” connectivity.  As Education Week notes, a bill to authorize 

such activities in a new grant program was introduced in the Senate last month.  

 

On the matter of ESEA reauthorization, another very influential lobbyist for the education 

technology community agreed that if the Senate bill passes and the House bill reflects more of 

the Senate bill than was originally proposed, then it is possible that action could be taken after 
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the August recess with the possibility of such compromised legislation being passed in 

November-December when it’s likely that the education budget will be in its final negotiating 

stages.  Both bills could be passed during that timeframe although it is a “long shot.” 

 

In the exhibit area, with some exceptions, there were three distinct types of “education 

technology” being displayed.  On one end were large firms which exhibited infrastructure, 

equipment, devices, and “bells and whistles,” along with, in many cases, third-party LMS 

systems.  Fewer than five were traditional, primarily education companies/publishers, with many 

of the others being largely consumer companies “breaking” into education and/or large 

manufacturer/distributors including some from China, Japan, Canada, United Kingdom, and 

Taiwan.   

 

At the other end of the exhibit hall were smaller, primarily education companies with 

instruction/curriculum and digital products primarily in the areas of math, followed by science 

and traditional basic skills, including reading/language arts, and writing.  Most of these firms 

have been in business for three or more years, with some long-term traditional education 

companies, which have successfully transitioned to digital product areas including Voyager 

Sopris, Lexia, Waterford, KDI, Learn.com, Dreambox, Capstone, Edmentum, Renaissance 

Learning, among others.  Many of these exhibitors had “newly developed” and “aligned” 

products with CCSS standards or other aligned standards.   

 

Several of these more “traditional” education software companies had “presentation roundtables” 

in their exhibit booths where they presented evaluation results and evidence of the use of their 

product by districts and the positive impacts on student performance, which pulled large numbers 

of attendees to the schedule presentations.  Another well-attended set of exhibit booths were non-

education groups selling ISTE backpacks, t-shirts and paraphernalia. 

 

In the center of the 30 aisles of exhibitors were more than 20 “startups,” which have been in the 

education space for one to two years.  Most displayed newly-developed and/or recently rolled-

out creative single- or dual-purpose applications, most of which had a very practical bent.  For 

example, one startup had an application that an individual teacher could use to manage a class of 

BYOD students; another displayed a teacher-designed overlay over a traditional LMS system to 

simplify student data for personalizing instruction; another had an application to help teachers 

implement contingency-managed instruction where “rewards” were computer generated and 

“customized” to student choices which they could “cash in” at the “bank.”  Some of these 

startups have been involved in “incubators” at Penn State University and elsewhere.  Also 

scattered throughout the conference were other companies with various innovative products, 

ranging from those based upon brain research (Nervonix) to teacher customized student hands-on 

devices for projects-based instruction (littleBits), to skills related adaptive testing (NWEA), and 

new education games (Filament Games). 

 

A major hub of exhibitor activity was the ISTE sponsored Exhibitor Lounge where many new 

startup and otherwise limited application companies were negotiating partnership opportunities 

with larger firms with distribution networks.  Many of the meetings between a specific vendor 
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and existing clients or potential customers occurred in meeting rooms in the exhibit area (e.g., 

Microsoft had five such rooms) and/or in the conference hotels such as the Downtown Marriott 

sponsored by veteran public relations firms such as Charlene Bloom Associates and KDI, among 

others. 

 

During the conference, we had the opportunity to discuss certain issues and trends with both 

individual school district officials as well as certain firms, which are highlighted below. 

 

Our discussions with three of the five district officials responsible for developing E-Rate 

applications for districts indicated that they have paid the full non-discounted price for E-Rate 

products in hopes of getting E-Rate refunds under the new BEAR process, so that such refunds 

can be used to purchase instructional devices, professional development, and other non-eligible 

E-Rate items (see May TechMIS Special Report).  Two officials indicated that they were 

confident that the $1.6 billion increase for this current year would also be available next year to 

increase the annual cap to $3.9 billion, which would allow them to “tool up” on eligible products 

next year applying for the discounted amount, which differs from this year’s application.   

 

One veteran education marketing/sales official reaffirmed what he said during a session at the 

CIC conference that more traditional means of reaching customers such as postcards, flyers, mini 

catalogs, state Title I conferences, and new product webinars were drawing more leads/sales than 

email blasts and other new digital means because customers indicated they were “inundated with 

the latter.” 

 

Several TechMIS subscribers indicated that the latter part of May, June and most likely July will 

have been a much more active purchasing period than last year, with a flurry of RFPs submitted 

to them with quick turnaround responses, which have resulted in huge sales and not traditional 

“nickel and dime” purchases using leftover money.  We agreed that this is probably attributable 

to perceptions that formula funds will likely be increased somewhat next year (IDEA special 

education, and Title I) and that sequester caps will be removed in the FY 2016 budget; or another 

possible reason is related to increased state or local funding now being available, thus freeing up 

Federal funds for purchases, which have been used “perhaps illegally” to make up for such state 

shortfalls over the last couple of years. 

 

In conclusion, most of the exhibitors with whom we talked expressed satisfaction not only with 

the quantity of individuals trafficking in the exhibit areas, particularly on Monday and Tuesday, 

but also the quality of the school district decision makers.  

 

 

 



  
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. 7, July 14, 2015 

7 

Special Report:  
Office of Head Start Proposes New Rules Which Would Increase the 

Number of Classroom and Instructional Materials Needed Along With 
Other Changes With Implications for Some TechMIS Clients 

 

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 

 

July 14, 2015 

 

 

The June 19
th

 Federal Register published the Notice of Proposed Rule Making (NPRM) for the 

Head Start Program Performance Standards (HSPPS).  During a June 16
th

 webinar the Office of 

Head Start presented its vision for the future of Head Start — the first holistic overhaul of the 

Program Performance Standards that reflects the implementation of the Improving Head Start for 

School Readiness Act of 2007.  The broadcast archive is available on the Early Childhood 

Learning and Knowledge Center (ECLKC).  

 

The NPRM streamlines the standards and eliminates redundancy by focusing on key research-

based aspects of quality in early childhood programs.  To strengthen Education Services the 

proposed requirements reflect research and best practice by focusing on key areas of 

development, scientifically valid and content rich curricula; and useable information for teachers 

to individualize learning activities.  Requirements support better teacher quality and effective 

teaching practices by identifying core competencies for teachers and home visitors; targeting 

professional development to focus on practice that fosters improved child outcomes; integrating 

coaching strategies into professional development and ensuring effective teaching through 

professional development for supervisors that incorporates ongoing observations. 

 

Increasing the amount of time children spend in Head Start is key to improving child 

development outcomes and strengthening education services.  In efforts to provide more learning 

time the NPRM identifies new structural requirements to ensure Head Start dollars are going to 

program models that can improve early learning outcomes:  

 Preschoolers -- proposes new minimums of 6 hours per day and 180 days per year;  

 Infants and Toddlers -  codifies interpretation of “continuous” services as a minimum of 

6 hours per day and 230 days per year; 

 Eliminates  double-session as a standard program option; and 

 Eliminates home-based option as a standard program option for preschoolers. 

https://eclkc.ohs.acf.hhs.gov/hslc
https://eclkc.ohs.acf.hhs.gov/hslc
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The NPRM minimums for preschoolers are more in line with state pre-kindergarten programs 

and reflect the research on full-day instructional time that indicates dosage is central to 

improving child outcomes. 

 

Additional areas targeted for improvement in the proposed standards include: 

 Strengthening health and mental health services and parent engagement. For example, 

improvements for parent engagement services will: 

o Target intensive services where they are most needed and  

o Provide opportunities for parents to participate in evidence-based parenting 

curricula. 

 Keeping children safe  

o System of management, training, oversight and improvement to implement strong 

health and safety practices 

o Adopt the principles of FERPA  

 Supporting all Children 

o Provide strong services for kids with disabilities  

o Update practices to meet IDEA requirements and strengthen collaboration to 

better meet the needs of children with IFSPs, IEPs, and 504 plans 

o Require additional services for children with delays significant enough to interfere 

with school success but who are not IDEA eligible including homeless children  

 Improves services for dual language learners (DLLs)  

o Require program-wide intentional approach to serving DLLs 

o Improve services to DLLs by supporting bilingualism, integrating research-based 

approaches, and using appropriate assessments 

 

A number of the proposed regulations have implications for some TechMIS clients.  These 

include: 

 Expanding learning time for preschoolers, which eliminates double sessions and thereby 

increases the total number of classrooms and instructional materials needed to be 

purchased by Head Start programs.  

 Improving quality of teaching staff by codifying core competencies, and requiring 

professional development directly tied to improving practices.  

 Emphasizing coaching as an appropriate strategy for professional development. 

 Supporting additional services for children with delays, but not diagnosed with handicaps 

-- could justify RTI approaches. 

 Improving parent engagement services that require research-based curricula. 

 Publishing a new learning outcomes framework birth to 5 that specifies developmental 

progression and indicators for domain goals related to child outcomes and may offer 

opportunities for assessment and instructional materials that directly address these goals.  

 

For additional information on the NPRM: 

https://eclkc.ohs.acf.hhs.gov/hslc/standards/pi/2015/resour_pri_001_061615.html  

https://eclkc.ohs.acf.hhs.gov/hslc/standards/pi/2015/resour_pri_001_061615.html
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Once comments are considered, final regulations will be published (in 6-9 months) with any 

changes and effective dates. 
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Washington Update 
Vol. 20, No. 7, July 14, 2015

School Improvement Grants State-
Determined Models Have Been 
Approved for Five States by USED; 
the Number of States Adopting Two 
of Three (2 Early Childhood and 
Whole School Reform) Model 
Interventions Adopted by Other 
States for This Funding Round Have 
Been Limited Thus Far, With the 
Selection Process Extended in Some 
States Through September 30th; Late 
Funding of the FY 2014 Allocations to 
States Has Contributed to Much 
Confusion and Uncertainty at the 
State and District Level 
 

The state-determined SIG model 

interventions for new SIG schools in five 

states are briefly described below. 

 

Minnesota 

The Minnesota state model is designed to 

reduce the achievement gaps between 

subgroups of students, which has been the 

major priority in the state for the last decade.  

It also addresses another major concern -- 

namely, once SIG funds are exhausted, 

whether the model can be integrated and 

sustained, with effective leadership 

remaining.  Supports such as mentoring or 

coaching and professional development are 

a priority for the school principal and other 

school leaders, with a specific priority 

placed upon fidelity of implementation of 

the school’s SIG improvement work plan.  

The model calls for the use of an external 

partner with a track record of working 

effectively with low-achieving subgroups 

and increasing subgroup student 

performance, which will be built into any 

contract.  Using data to inform instruction 

will also be a priority thrust relying on 

multi-tiered systems of support for students 

in subject areas.  Such RTI approaches must 

also meet Minnesota laws and use at least 

three performance levels, providing timely 

feedback and guide professional 

development.  The model also has a strong 

parent and community engagement 

component, which will be evaluated as 

implementation occurs.   

 

New York 

New York has developed the “Innovation 

Framework” as its state-determined model 

which meets the criteria of a whole school 

reform model and is the only model 

intervention new SIG schools can select.  Its 

RFP requires districts to choose one of 

several “pathways” for the Innovation 

Framework for whole school reform 

designed to improve student academic 

achievement or attainment.  The schools 

selected for SIG funding are required to 

work with an Education Partner 

Organization (EPO) with a track record of 

success in turning around low-performing 

schools in areas of curriculum, student non-

academic supports, and family and 

community engagement.  The three 

alternative design pathways include: (1) 

college design pathway, (2) community-

oriented design pathway, and (3) career and 

technical education design pathway, which 

were selected as the only allowable 

alternatives and are based on the success of 

existing SIG schools in the state. 
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Rhode Island 

The Rhode Island Department of Education 

Empowered Leadership turnaround model 

includes all of the previous SIG required 

criteria, along with a greatly expanded 

“leadership development component” for 

school leaders.  In addition, a school can 

request flexibility to bypass some 

administrative requirements that inhibit 

innovation, which will be approved on a 

case-by-case basis.  Districts can propose 

existing turnaround models, but have to add 

a critical “school empowerment or 

autonomy” component based upon studies 

conducted by William Ouchi, which found a 

direct correlation between “how much 

control a principal has over his or her 

budget, and how much that school’s student 

performance rises.”  The district has to 

implement an instructional program that is 

“research-based, vertically-aligned from one 

grade to the next, as well as aligned with 

state academic standards; promotes a 

school’s continuing use of student data, such 

as from formative interim and summative 

assessments (to inform and differentiate 

instruction) in order to meet the educational 

and developmental needs of individual 

students.”  The SIG schools will be 

monitored and, based upon progress, will 

receive SIG funding on a quarterly basis.   

 

Colorado 

The Colorado turnaround model focuses on 

high schools and includes elements of other 

SIG models and puts a high priority on 

credit recovery strategies for students to 

meet graduation requirements and for 

students moving from the eighth to the ninth 

grade, according to a summary by Politics 

K-12 (June 2
nd

).  Other components include 

supports for dual enrollment, advanced 

placement, expanded internships, and 

opportunities for high school teacher 

collaboration. 

 

Texas 

The priority focus in the TEA RFP is high 

school reform.  According to Education 

Week, a new strategy will be to incorporate 

early college offerings into high schools.  

More than 1,500 schools have been 

identified as being eligible for the new 

applications.  The request for applications 

states that funding is intended for LEAs, 

which demonstrate the greatest need for 

funds and the strongest commitment to 

provide adequate resources that will enable 

schools to meet the criteria to exit priority 

and focus status.”  Priority will be given to 

high schools that have been rated 

“improvement required” in the 2014 and 

2015 Accountability Ratings and to those 

that select the state-designed or early 

learning model.   

 

As a side note, the TEA Agency Update 

Website also announced that districts can 

now combine other Federal funds with Title 

I funds in schoolwide programs in order to 

take advantage of USED regulations 

published more than 10 years ago, allowing 

such “comingling” of such funds to serve all 

students in a schoolwide program without 

having to report how individual funding 

sources were used.  Among other things, this 

new flexibility priority should increase the 

use of RTI approaches, (Levels 1 and 2) to 

take advantage of USED regulatory changes 

three years ago, which have been covered in 

several TechMIS reports since then. 

 

The Politics K-12 (July 2
nd

) article notes that 

very few states have contacted any of the 

four whole school reform models on the 

USED approved list for inclusion in their 

SIG application, which was due on April 
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15
th

.  Discussions at ISTE with several 

firms, which are targeting the current round 

of SIG allocation of the FY 2014 budget, 

including some with whole school reform 

models, indicated that the late funding 

allocations to states have created massive 

confusion at the state and district levels.  

Some states, such as Texas and California 

received extensions beyond June 30 to allow 

newly eligible schools to apply for new 

grants.  In addition to Texas and New York, 

California is likely to call for new 

applications shortly.  Short-time fuses to 

respond to RFPs and attend bidder’s 

conferences are occurring; and some states 

are providing useful information on 

identifying eligible schools and specific 

eligible interventions which the SEA is 

likely to support, while others are not.  In 

other states, districts appear to be confused, 

and as state officials continue to change 

their minds due to different messages 

coming from USED and the lack of 

guidance in certain areas.   

 

As we previously reported (see April 

TechMIS), most of the confusion can be 

attributed to the late USED approval of state 

applications that were submitted in mid-

April, which have to be allocated through 

the grant process to new schools in June (or 

September in certain states); however, many 

states continue to allocate the new FY 2014 

SIG funds to existing second or third year 

SIG schools.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

House and Senate Appropriators 
Would Cut FY 2016 Education 
Department Funding by $2.8 and $1.7 
Billion Respectively; the President 
Has Promised to Veto Such Funding 
Levels Which Are Below the “Great 
Depression” (2007-08) Levels and 
Reflect the Projected 2016 
“Sequester Caps,” Which He Wants 
Removed 
 

The House Budget Act cuts eliminate 19 

programs, including School Improvement 

Grants ($505 million in FY 2015), Investing 

in Innovation ($120 million), Teacher 

Incentive Funds ($230 million), Math and 

Science Partnerships ($152 million), 

Striving Readers ($160 million), and 

Preschool Development Grants ($250 

million).  On the other hand, IDEA would 

receive a $500 million increase to $12 

billion and Head Start would receive an 

increase of $192 million.  Other major 

programs which would be level-funded 

would include Title I at $14.5 billion and 

Promise Neighborhoods at $57 million.  

 

Within its $1.7 billion overall reduction, the 

Senate would increase Title I by $150 

million; IDEA would increase $125 million; 

Head Start would receive a $100 million 

increase, and while the House bill would 

eliminate or zero-fund most Obama/Duncan 

flagship programs, the Senate would reduce 

School Improvement Grants by $56 million, 

with Promise Neighborhoods being cut by 

$20 million and 21
st
 Century Community 

Learning Centers cut by $117 million.  Title 

III English Language Acquisition funding 

would be reduced by $25 million. 

 

The draft committee reports also have a 

number of important language changes.  The 

House would limit 21
st
 Century Community 
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Learning Centers funding to after-school 

programs versus extended learning time, 

which is a victory for the Afterschool 

Alliance Association.  The Senate would 

prohibit USED from requiring or 

“encouraging” adoption of Common Core 

assessments or standards. 

 

The House Appropriations Committee also 

stated, “The legislation contains several 

provisions to stop the implementation of 

Obamacare -- including rescinding prior 

year mandatory funding and prohibiting the 

use of any new discretionary funding to 

implement Obamacare.”  This statement 

came out several days before the U.S. 

Supreme Court decision which would 

continues Obamacare. 

 

Unless some compromises are negotiated 

with Democrats to reinstate funding and 

break the sequester limits, another 

government threat of a shutdown is very 

likely by September 30
th

, with the threat of a 

presidential veto looming in the wings. 

 

 

USED Officials Tout the Investing in 
Innovation (i3) Flagship Program a 
Success in Finding Out What Did and 
Did Not Work as the Future of i3 
Receiving Continued Funding is 
Uncertain; Some Feel This Will 
Impact the Evidence-Based 
Movement 
 

During the recent i
3
 conference, John King, 

Senior Advisor to Secretary Duncan, said 

that the i
3
 investment (over $1 billion in 

more than 100 projects over the last five 

years) will have been worthwhile in helping 

districts, foundations, and others decide how 

to invest their funds wisely, even if the 

evaluation results of new approaches and 

practices were not positive.   

 

It appears that USED is preparing 

policymakers for some of the results to be 

published in a series of evaluation reports, 

which Education Week’s Politics K-12 blog 

(June 11
th

) noted, “We’ll find out soon, at 

least about the first cohort of 49 grantees, 

their evaluations done independently are 

beginning to surface and more are expected 

to trickle out in the coming months.”  Even 

though the Senate ESEA reauthorization bill 

and amendments call for the strengthening 

of the use of Federal funds only for 

“evidence-based” approaches, techniques, 

etc. (see April TechMIS Special Report), 

continued funding of i
3
 is by no means 

certain, as Congress has reduced funding 

from the initial $600 million to $120 million 

in the most recent FY 2015 budget.   

 

Some of the well-known approaches such as 

“Success for All” were initially funded to 

the tune of $50 million or more over several 

years under “scale up” projects.  Another 

early “scale up” project involved Teach for 

America.  The first evaluation of the i
3
 

funded grant for $50 million addressed the 

impact on student performance of the use of 

Teach for America “teachers” who had no 

formal training in education.  The 

randomized assignment experimental design 

found that at the end of the second year TFA 

core teachers “were as effective as other 

teachers in the same high-poverty schools in 

both reading and math,” according to the 

Mathematica Policy study.  It found that in 

lower elementary grades, “the TFA teachers 

had a positive statistically significant effect 

on student reading achievement of 0.12 

standard deviations or about 1.3 additional 

months of learning for the average student in 

these grades nationwide.”  Positive impacts 

for other groups of teachers at different 
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levels were not found to be statistically 

significant.  By the end of the 2012 school 

year, the number of TFA teachers had 

increased to more than 10,000 core 

members.   

 

One of the major drawbacks and criticisms 

of the i
3
 program was its prohibition of 

direct involvement of for-profit 

organizations in applying for, or being 

directly involved, in any “scale up” project 

under i
3
.  Some firms were able to include 

some of their products as components of a 

“solution” being “tested” by either a school 

district or non-profit organization, which 

received the grant.   

 

On June 5
th

, USED published applications 

for the current round of “validation” and 

“scale up” grants which must focus on 

teacher effectiveness, international 

benchmark standard comparisons, 

improving STEM education, and/or 

designing new high schools (e.g., relevant 

components as developing early warning 

systems to identify potential dropouts).  

Competitive points will be provided to 

grantees that address cost effectiveness of 

approaches during scale up, a major factor 

which for-profit companies take into 

account in the design, development, and 

pricing of commercially available products 

sold to the education market.  Once again, 

for-profit organizations are not allowed to 

participate directly in any of the grants. 

 

Regarding the impact of the House 

Appropriations Committee proposed cut of 

$2.8 billion in education funding (see related 

item), Dr. Robert Slavin in his Huff Post 

Education blog (June 30
th

) felt that the 

elimination of the i
3
 program “would 

devastate the movement toward evidence as 

the basis for practice in education.”  He 

argued that if funded at the current $120 

million level, i
3
 costs about 50 cents per 

taxpayer and “what we get is evidence on 

the effectiveness of these programs which 

tell us which are ready for broader use in our 

schools.  The evidence from i
3
 informs the 

whole $630 billion public education 

enterprise, especially the $15 billion Title I 

program.”  He also argued that among the 

discretionary programs which are being cut 

is the School Improvement Grant program, 

which among other discretionary programs, 

are most likely to use new evidence-based 

innovations for the SIG program.  He noted 

that the regulations “recently added a 

category of approved expenditures 

consisting of whole school reform programs 

which at least moderate evidence of 

effectiveness which includes having been 

tested against a control group in at least one 

rigorous experiment…yet if the House bill 

were to become law, there would be very 

few discretionary programs left.”   

 

The blog does not mention that during the 

first two i
3
 funding rounds, the Success for 

All program received well over $50 million 

in two scale-up grants and that Success for 

All was one of the first four whole school 

reform programs selected by USED to be 

eligible as a new intervention under the SIG 

program in response to Congressional 

amendments which required USED to 

expand the initial four prescribed 

intervention models to seven.  Dr. Slavin, an 

outspoken yet deserving advocate, of 

evidence-based approaches heads the 

Success for All Foundation at Johns 

Hopkins University. 
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New Interactive Map Could Help 
TechMIS Clients Target Early 
Education Products, Identify Partners 
for New Approaches, and Establish 
Collaborations With Innovators 
 

New America Foundation (NAF) and the 

Joan Ganz Cooney Center launched an 

interactive map of programs around the 

country that are working to determine how 

to harness the emerging technologies “to 

engage with parents, improve home-to-

school connections, and help young children 

develop early language and literacy skills” 

according to a June 16
th

 announcement. 

With today’s proliferation of more 

technology and more access across almost 

all socio-economic backgrounds, the field of 

early education is beginning to seriously 

consider how best to promote positive 

learning outcomes for young children, and 

to better support parent and family 

engagement. 

 

 According to the June 16
th

 NAF article, 

“We have named this mapping project 

InTEL: Integrating Technology in Early 

Literacy, and are already hearing positive 

feedback from state and program leaders 

who have been testing new approaches and 

need to be able to see the landscape and find 

examples with a solid research base.”  The 

interactive map identifies technology-

focused early literacy and language 

development projects by location and 

provides profiles of each that include: the 

program type and description, evidence of 

impact, primary technology used, program 

languages, ages served, and number of 

children served.  Additional information will 

be added on a rolling basis through the end 

of September. 

 

This information holds potential for 

TechMIS clients looking to collaborate to 

develop innovative approaches, expand 

reach of marketing efforts, and enhance 

understanding of future areas to expand 

technology product penetration, and 

perhaps, add to the database with programs 

highlighting TechMIS clients’ products.  

 

 

New Survey Finds Both Teachers and 
Administrators Feel Social and 
Emotional Learning Skills Are Critical 
to Overall School Improvement, But 
the Demand for More Quality 
Improvement is Higher Among 
Teachers, Where a Pent-Up Demand 
Exists 
 

A recent Education Week Research Center 

poll finds that three-quarters of teachers and 

administrators agree that teaching social and 

emotional learning skills (SEL) to students 

is an effective way to improve school 

climate, reduce discipline problems, and 

improve achievement; however, teachers are 

more likely to feel schools should do a better 

job and they put a higher priority on 

teaching emotional and social skills than do 

administrators.  For example, 60 percent of 

administrators feel their school climate is 

conducive to teaching and learning, 

compared to 37 percent of teachers and 33 

percent of administrators (versus 14 percent 

of teachers) feel students are engaged and 

motivated.  One implication is that the 

demand for social and emotional learning 

skills, development programs, materials, and 

professional development are much more 

likely to be higher among teachers than 

administrators.  Similar results were found 

in a survey conducted three years ago by the 

Collaborative for Academic, Social, and 

Emotional Learning.  That survey also found 

http://atlas.newamerica.org/tech-early-literacy
http://atlas.newamerica.org/tech-early-literacy
http://atlas.newamerica.org/tech-early-literacy
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that teachers in high-poverty urban schools 

are much more likely to perceive a greater 

need for SEL skill development among their 

respective students.   

 

In a Education Week (June 9
th

) article 

entitled “Urban Districts Embrace Social 

Emotional Learning” highlights progress 

being made in Cleveland, which is one of 

the eight urban districts participating in a 

multi-year initiative which develops and 

evaluates evidence-based classroom 

curriculum designed to improve school 

climate; and it integrates social and 

emotional concepts into existing subjects 

like history.  Also participating in the 

CASEL initiative are Anchorage, Austin, 

Chicago, Nashville, Oakland, Sacramento, 

and Washoe County, Nevada, along with 

AIR, which assisted five years ago districts 

in developing a “needs assessment survey.”  

As the Education Week article notes, 

“USED will soon release a free survey that 

districts can use to measure factors like 

student safety, support, and comfort at 

school which has been developed and 

refined under the CASEL initiative.” 

 

The survey conducted by the Education 

Week Research Center involved slightly 

over 700 survey respondents and was 

conducted in April to a sample of classroom 

teachers, instructional specialists, or school-

based administrators (see www.edweek.org 

June 10
th

). 

 

 

Miscellaneous (a) 
 

More states are considering/creating “special 

districts” to turn around failing schools 

patterned after the existing special districts 

in Louisiana, Tennessee, and Michigan.  The 

recent Fordham Institute brief entitled 

“Turnaround Trends: More States Consider 

Creating Their Own School Districts” 

addresses the progress of Louisiana’s 

Recovery School District, Tennessee’s 

Achievement School district, and 

Michigan’s Education Achievement 

Authority; it also highlights other states’ 

efforts, noting similarities and differences.  

The report addresses some of the major 

governance issues related to “state 

takeover,” “delegation of authority,” and 

political barriers.  However, regarding direct 

implications for firms which see such 

“takeover districts” as opportunities for their 

“solutions” contributing to increased student 

achievement, the one major issue not fully 

addressed in the report is the amount of state 

and even Federal funding that is taken away 

from the “failing” public school districts and 

“given” to the newly-created “turnaround 

districts.”   

 

Four years ago, during the SIIA forum after 

the Michigan experiment had five or six 

years under its belt, the person in charge of 

the Achievement Authority’s instructional 

programs and technology initiatives 

highlighted all of the problems created by 

the lack of funding, especially $20 to $25 

million of Federal Title I funds, which the 

state continued to allocate to Detroit Public 

Schools, which in turn was supposed to 

“reallocate” such funds new to the District 

Authority but did not.  The SEA mandated 

such funds be allocated directly to the 

Achievement District only a year later.  

Similar problems have been created for state 

charter schools in some states such as South 

Carolina, where more than 50 small 

categorical state funding “streams” were 

allocated to the public school districts and 

were in many cases not reallocated to the 

newly-created, minority-serving charter 

schools, even though the charter schools 

www.edweek.org%20
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were eligible to receive them.   

 

Some of the efforts in ongoing states’ forays 

into turnaround districts are described in the 

report.  In May, Nevada General Assembly 

passed a bill creating the Achievement 

School District; 27 Priority schools in the 

lower five percent had been identified as 

eligible from ten counties, with the 

remainder 50 identified as Focus schools; 20 

were from Clark County, which has 

operated its own “school improvement 

program.”  The Fordham study reports the 

Clark County Superintendent argued that, 

“We are already instituting successful 

interventions in many of our schools…and 

will work with the Governor to update the 

list with more current data so we can 

continue our efforts to address our most 

challenged schools.”  It is not clear what 

funding source, at what level will be used to 

implement the new district and what will be 

the “governance relationship” between Clark 

County and the district.   

 

The Georgia legislature approved a bill 

recently that creates a framework for the 

“Opportune” School District with a new 

Commission designated to make detailed 

recommendations by August 1
st
 on a range 

of issues including school funding.  

According to Education Week, “To make a 

state fund turnaround district a reality, 

Georgia voters will have to approve an 

amendment to the state constitution.”   

 

In mid-June, the Pennsylvania legislature 

passed a plan to overhaul low-performing 

schools, including charter schools which 

would be subject to closure if they are in the 

bottom five percent of the state’s districts.  

More than 100 schools would be eligible to 

be served under the proposed achievement 

school district type program, including a 

large majority coming from Philadelphia.   

 

Similar proposals were considered but failed 

to pass in Arkansas and Texas, while 

Mississippi has created a task force to assess 

the need and opportunities for the school 

achievement district.  Under Republican 

Governor McDonnell, Virginia created the 

Opportunity Education Institute (OEI) which 

was challenged by Norfolk and three other 

districts, which had several eligible low-

achieving schools which were supposed to 

have been taken over by the OEI; the law 

was challenged in the state court system and 

found to be unconstitutional. 

 

Currently, the types of districts that would 

be served under the proposed state 

achievement school district-type models 

would include virtually all of the Priority 

schools currently eligible to receive School 

Improvement Grants.  It is not clear how 

Federal School Improvement Grant funding, 

if such funding co ntinues next year under 

current waivers or under a reauthorized 

ESEA, would dovetail in terms of funding 

allowances.  Under a reauthorized ESEA 

Title I if “portability provisions” are passed, 

the question is how such Title I funding 

could be allocated to newly-created or 

existing school achievement district-types.   

 

 

Miscellaneous (b) 
 

In a rather surprising development, ACT 

announced that its 1983 Compass program 

version 5.0 will be discontinued.  The ACT 

press release stated, “A thorough analysis of 

customer feedback, empirical evidence, and 

post-secondary trends led us to conclude that 

ACT Compass is not contributing as 

effectively to student placement and success 

as it had in the past.  Based upon this 
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analysis, as part of ACT’s commitment to 

continuous improvement, we have made the 

difficult decision to phase out all ACT 

Compass products...by December 31, 2016.” 

According to Education Week’s College 

Bound blog (June 18
th

), 1.7 million students 

took the test in 2014, down from 2.2 million 

in 2012.  In its place, ACT officials said it 

will allocate “our resources for new and 

more advanced solutions that better serve 

our mission and our customers.”   

 

As we have reported over the last few years, 

the use of placement test results from ACT 

and ACCUPLACER from College Board, 

has resulted in more than 50 percent of 

entering college students and (according to 

the Community College Research Center in 

Columbia University), nearly 70 percent of 

students entering community colleges 

having to take remedial coursework, with 

less than a quarter completing community 

college in two years or transferring to 

another institution.  The Columbia 

University Center is conducting studies to 

determine whether alternatives such as high 

school grade point averages (GPAs) are 

better predictors of community college 

success for entering freshmen.  According to 

Education Week, Judith Scott-Clayton, 

Columbia’s primary researcher in this area, 

called ACT’s decision “brave,” as so many 

students are still taking the ACT placement 

tests.  The results of the Research Center’s 

studies on the use of high school GPAs as an 

alternative placement instrument could have 

a major impact on the growing college prep 

and remediation niche market, with direct 

implications for TechMIS subscribers which 

target this area; and it could also have 

implications for state policies regarding the 

use of placement tests (see April TechMIS 

Washington Update on Education 

Commission of the States recent surveys).  

Miscellaneous (c) 
 

A new ECS Education Trends report finds 

33 states include civics education in state 

assessments, which vary significantly 

among states.   On the other hand, the Civics 

Education Initiative, promoted by the Joe 

Foss Institute, supports the U.S. Citizenship 

test which is the same test immigrants must 

pass in order to become U.S. citizens.  It is 

designed to not only teach basic civics to 

students, but also to be ready for active 

engaged citizenship.  The two goals, argues 

ECS, are supported by both sides of the 

political aisle; however, the means to that 

goal are highly debated. 

 

On the 2014 NAEP Civics Performance test, 

only 23 percent of students performed at or 

above the proficient level.  As a result, as of 

June 1, 2015, ECS reports that five states 

legislatures have passed the Civics 

Education Initiative (Arizona, Idaho, North 

Dakota, Tennessee, and Utah), and five 

states have defeated the Initiative (Arkansas, 

Iowa, Indiana, South Dakota, and 

Wyoming).  Nine states have bills that are 

under consideration by the legislature with 

bills referred to education and other 

committees. 

 

As ECS report notes, while 33 states require 

some civics testing in social studies or civics 

education, the Civics Education Initiative is 

different as it has consequences for 

promotion and high school graduation.  

However, states which have passed 

legislation use different approaches.  For 

example, Florida requires middle school 

students to take a course in civics and pass 

the state test to be promoted to high school, 

with scores on the test counting as 30 

percent of the students’ total grade in a 

course.  In order to be promoted to high 
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school, the Tennessee civics test is project-

based, requiring students to develop 

portfolios on hands-on projects.   

 

The brief is available at www.ecs.org. 

 

 

Miscellaneous (d) 
 

According to Politico’s Morning Education 

blog, a survey by the CCSSO earlier this 

year found 39 states have initiatives 

underway to reduce unnecessary testing in a 

variety of ways, ranging from creating a task 

force to state reviews of existing tests.   

States which are not among the 39, 

according to the July 2
nd

 blog, include: 

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, 

Maine, Montana, Nevada, New York, North 

Dakota, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, and 

Texas.  CCSSO noted that some states took 

action prior to the survey.   

 

Also, Fritzwire July 2
nd

 reports that in 2011, 

PARCC membership included 25 states; 

with a recent drop of PARCC tests in Ohio, 

11 states remain using PARCC totally or at 

least in part.  These include: Arkansas, 

Colorado, Illinois, Louisiana, Maryland, 

Massachusetts, Mississippi, New Jersey, 

New Mexico, Rhode Island, and the District 

of Columbia; and Arkansas is in the middle 

of a battle between the governor, legislature, 

and state board, according to Fritzwire.   

 

In other test-related state news, Minnesota 

legislature has cut the state’s testing budget 

in half, and New Jersey legislators have 

passed a bill banning standardized testing 

for students in grades K-2. 

 

 

 

 

Miscellaneous (e) 
 

Recently (April 28, 2015), New America 

Foundation hosted an event which explored 

the “costs” of “free” OER.   As the 

presentations unfolded, the notion that OER 

are available at little or no cost became 

central.  As one unpacks the concept of 

acquiring resources at little or no cost, it is 

clear, as Russ Little, Student Success Plan 

Project Director, observed that these 

resources are really, “free like a puppy.  So 

you don’t have to actually purchase the 

puppy with money, but there is a “lifetime” 

(the life of the puppy or yours) of costs -- for 

a puppy its annual veterinary exams and 

immunizations, daily meals, walks, etc. 

These costs really expand the actual impact 

of accepting ownership of something 

(animate or inanimate) that is advertised as 

‘free.’”  

 

To explain the metaphor of “free like a 

puppy” and how it might apply to the 

concept of OER or Open Source Software 

we offer the list of possible costs that may 

be embedded in accepting “free” software 

applications.  Initially these concepts may 

not be obvious; however, in analyzing the 

nature of the acceptance by an institution or 

school of the OER, they are important to 

consider.  TechMIS subscribers may share 

these implications of OER with their clients, 

who are considering adopting “free” OER 

software solutions.  

 

Below are potential cost elements of the 

“free” solutions which are important for 

TechMIS subscribers to be aware of and to 

discuss within the context of selling service 

contracts and/or ancillary materials that 

could be offered to customers: 

 

www.ecs.org
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Adoption of the OER or open source 

software application may require several or 

all of the following-- 

 upgrades to the institution’s 

computer systems or network; 

 administrative network costs related 

to managing log-in and tracking of 

student products and progress; 

 storage costs of saving and retrieving 

student records may accrue in the 

“cloud” or server farms -- these costs 

enable the student and the institution 

to retrieve progress data and 

maintain longitudinal tracking of 

aggregated student data;  

 purchase of ancillary materials for 

students or faculty in order to 

effectively use the software; 

 costs of software modifications to 

meet accessibility issues related to 

equal access for students with 

disabilities; 

 training for network administrators, 

faculty, and teachers who may use 

the open source applications—poor 

software design may increase the 

costs for training and support; 

 the open source solution may be 

developed for a specific operating 

system and not be forward or 

backward compatible, so depending 

upon the institution’s costs could be 

incurred to retro-fit the “free” 

software; and  

 there may be software customizing 

costs to meet the existing 

requirements of the school’s 

computer environment.  

 

A recent report in Education Week reviewed 

the experiences of two districts which have 

in-depth experience in implementing open 

education resources which also identify 

additional unanticipated consequences 

cautioning other districts in implementing 

OER without careful planning.  The two 

Washington State districts -- Bethel and 

Grandview -- according to Education Week, 

began using OER because they were not 

satisfied with commercial curriculum 

because it was not closely aligned with 

Common Core.  As Education Week sums 

up their experience, “Leaders of both 

districts predict their efforts will save money 

over time, though they acknowledge the 

initial change has required them to devote 

more money -- and much more time -- to 

teacher training and other planning than if 

they had not made the shift.”  On the other 

hand, districts currently using digital content 

are likely to save the most because they can 

use OER materials without incurring the 

start-up costs (see also TechMIS Special 

Report on ISTE highlights). 

 

 

Miscellaneous (f) 
 

California and Texas will receive large state 

funding increases.  The Texas legislature 

appropriated slightly over $1 billion for 

“Instructional Materials” over the next two 

years, which according to AAP, is “the 

largest amount of funding for instructional 

materials ever secured for school districts.”  

Moreover, all of the funds are being 

allocated the first year to the district.  Texas 

has also increased rather dramatically its 

pre-K early childhood program with 

additional funding.  California also 

increased education formula funding by $7.5 

billion to $68.4 in 2015-16.  About $6 

billion will go to K-12 to implement 

continuing the expanded implementation of 

the Local Control Funding formula which is 

supposed to increase funding for at-risk low-

income students and English language 
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learners, along with increased parental 

involvement in deciding how such funding 

should be allocated at the district level (see 

June TechMIS Washington Update).  In 

addition, funds will also be used to expand 

childcare and early education, with total K-

12 funding increasing by about $3,000 per 

student since 2011.  In a separate matter, the 

joint legislative budget conference 

committee has agreed to add $25 million to 

the state’s After-School Education and 

Safety program, which is the first increase in 

almost a decade.  The program serves 

slightly more than 400,000 students in over 

4,000 programs, with more than $550 

million of annual state funding.  The 

legislative intent is to support after-school 

programs rather than extended learning 

during the day.   

 

 


