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CHAPTER 1

Overview

Educational Technology Trends, part of the State of the K-12 Market Report 2016* 
series, is Market Data Retrieval (MDR)’s seventh annual review of the technology market. 
Developed by MDR’s EdNET Insight team, it provides an overview of the K-12 educational 
technology landscape, and examines districts’ technology priorities and the current 
implementation status for both hardware and enterprise-level software. The report also 
includes analyses and commentary about important trends and developments that 
influence the educational technology market.

Much of the data presented throughout this report is drawn from district-level research. 
As the title of this series implies, the State of the K-12 Market Report 2016 looks at 
what is happening in schools today and details districts’ plans for the near-term-future. 
This data-based view can be especially useful for anyone seeking solid, market-based 
information about K-12 education. 

The technology market is changing faster than ever, which creates significant challenges 
for schools. Unlike businesses and even families, where outdated platforms and devices 
can be written off or discarded, schools need to ensure equitable access for all students 
and provide infrastructure robust enough to stand up to the demands of all users. And 
they need to do this with relatively limited financial resources. Further, schools need to 
maintain the interest and support of both educators and parents for the rapid changes 
taking place. For educators, every change requires some adjustments in the way devices 
are deployed, classrooms are managed, and instruction is personalized. Technology writ 
large can help manage all these adjustments, but at the level of the individual teacher, 
students, and classroom, there is no one-size-fits-all solution.

There is no question that schools’ technology infrastructure has benefitted over the 
past several years from efforts to ensure the presence of enough devices and access 
to sufficient bandwidth to support the online administration of the Common Core 
assessments, supplemented by relatively widespread adoption of programs that allow 
students to bring and use their own technology devices in classrooms. While membership 
in the Common Core assessment consortia is dwindling, states and districts continue 
to plan for the online administration of many of the assessments they use. Providing 
adequate access to devices and maintaining a robust technology infrastructure will 
continue to be important.

Implementation of new instructional models—flipped classrooms, competency-based 
models, project-based learning—is still relatively limited and may be slow in coming, 
perhaps because they require shifts in teachers’ roles and how the school program is 
structured. Nevertheless, educators are committed to meeting students where they are; 

*The first report in the State of the K-12 Market Report 2016 series, Classroom Trends: Teachers as Buyers of Instructional 
Materials and Users of Technology, was published in fall 2016. Additional topics that will be addressed in this series 
throughout the 2016-2017 school year are on curriculum trends (similar to prior MDR reports on educational materials) and 
a school trends report based on principals’ perspectives.



2
Educational Technology Trends
Copyright 2016 Market Data Retrieval

capitalizing on their strengths and interests; supporting student collaboration, problem-
solving, and innovation; and helping students achieve mastery of the knowledge and skills 
they will need to be successful adults. While technology—the latest computing device, 
the most up-to-date app or collaboration tool—is not a goal in and of itself, access to the 
appropriate supporting technologies when and as needed is central to today’s classroom 
and an important element in student success.

This report relies on a range of both quantitative and qualitative research to provide 
a balanced and informed picture of the K-12 market. In addition to primary research 
based on surveys of technology decision makers at the district level, EdNET Insight 
analysts conducted in-depth research using a number of secondary resources, including 
government and foundation studies and education market reports. Additional 
information is drawn from MDR’s National K-12 Education Market Database that includes 
detailed information about nearly 115,000 schools and more than 13,000 school districts. 
Supplementing the numerous figures incorporated throughout the body of the report are 
extensive appendices with additional relevant data.

Educational Technologies builds on the State of the K-12 Market 2015 report, with school 
data, policy directions, market trends, and education industry information updated to 
reflect the current situation. Where appropriate, the current report references research 
findings from prior reports and points out trends and discontinuities. This report’s solid 
intelligence about districts’ current spending outlook and their technology priorities 
should help publishers and suppliers as they make tactical and strategic decisions in this 
marketplace. As a benchmark study of the marketplace, this report provides valuable 
points of reference for understanding an organization’s performance vis-à-vis competitors 
and overall industry trends. 

Methodology
National Survey of Decision Makers
 
An important feature of EdNET Insight’s market intelligence and this report is the use 
of survey data collected from district-level supervisors and directors of technology. The 
survey of technology directors was administered online and by phone in April through 
June 2016, resulting in 259 completed surveys. A complete copy of the survey instrument 
is provided in the Appendix. 

The 17-question technology survey asked questions about the budget outlook for next 
year, as well as questions about technology initiatives and priorities; the availability of 
various technologies for instructional use; instructional technology purchasing plans; 
implementation of one-to-one computing by grade level; implementation and providers 
of enterprise management systems; access to mobile computing devices; implementation 
and providers of interactive whiteboards; plans for online administration of assessments 
in core subjects; rostering options; familiarity with industry privacy and interoperability 
initiatives; technology directors’ role in selecting and purchasing digital instructional, 
assessment, and professional development resources; value of various information 
sources; and recommendations to vendors about supporting full implementation of 
technology purchases.
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The Sample Universe
 
American families have a wide range of choices—public school systems, private or 
denominational schools, public or independent charters—from which to select the type 
of school their children attend. The K-12 universe can be defined as encompassing all 
114,623 schools operating across the nation or as some more limited subset. Given that 
more than eight of every ten schools are public (76% are traditional public schools; 6% are 
public charter schools), from the outset MDR has focused its State of the Market research 
on the public school universe. (See A45 in the Appendix.) 

District size is determined by enrollment. Large districts enroll 10,000 or more students. 
There is great variability in the large district segment, which ranges from districts serving 
just 10,000 students through the largest of American districts that serve hundreds of 
thousands of students. Medium-size districts enroll 2,500 to 9,999 students, and small 
districts enroll fewer than 2,500 students.

Each district size category can be viewed in two ways as can be seen in Figure 1. Each 
category can be viewed as a percentage of all U.S. school districts (13,316). Each category 
can also be viewed as a percentage of the total U.S. student population (48,704,821) 
served. Thus, large districts, which account for only 7% of all U.S. public school districts, 
enroll 55% of all American public school students.   

Small districts account for 71% of the nation’s school districts, medium-size districts 
account for 22%, and large districts account for only 7%. A very different picture emerges, 
however, when districts are classified by the overall percentage of U.S. students they 
serve: 16% of all public school students are enrolled in small districts, 29% in medium-size 
districts, and 55% in large districts.* 

Figure 1: Percentage of Districts and Distribution of Student Enrollments  
by District Size 

Note: See Table A1 in Appendix for related data table.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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* Here and elsewhere throughout this report, percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding. In most cases, related 
data tables provide more precise percentages, with at least one decimal place.
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Since 2012, the survey sample has been limited to districts with enrollments of at least 
1,000 students. Many of the very small districts have only one or a very small number of 
schools—often one elementary/middle school and one high school. When districts with 
fewer than 1,000 students are removed, the sample universe includes 7,191 districts that 
enroll 46,125,227 students. 

Table 1: Number of Districts and Student Enrollments:  Districts with 
Enrollments of at Least 1,000

District Size by Enrollment Number of 
Districts Col. % Enrollments Col. %

Small 1,000-2,499  3,302 45.9  5,282,538 11.5

Medium 2,500-9,999  2,976 41.4  13,972,724 30.3

Large 10,000+  913 12.7  26,869,965 58.3

Total  7,191 100.0  46,125,227 100.0

MDR’s National K-12 Education Market Database © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.  

Overall, the technology directors who participated in the surveys come from districts that 
closely match the universe from which they were selected—districts with enrollments of at 
least 1,000 students. The districts represented in the survey sample also generally reflect the 
universe of all school districts in the United States along several dimensions. 

Large districts are slightly overrepresented in the sample of technology directors in terms 
of both student enrollment distribution and overall number of districts. Large districts in the 
technology survey enroll 60% of all students enrolled in technology sample districts, compared 
with 55% of all students enrolled in large districts in the overall U.S. district universe. 

Figure 2: Student Enrollment Distribution in the U.S. and in Survey Districts  
by District Size 

Note: See Table A2 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Similarly, while large districts make up 7% of all U.S. districts, they account for 13% of 
districts with more than 1,000 students and for 16% of districts in the technology survey. 

Figure 3: Percentage of Districts in the U.S. and in Survey by District Size
     

Note: See Table A2 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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From a geographical perspective, the survey sample parallels the overall distribution 
of student enrollment by region, with the South enrolling the highest proportion of 
students (39% in all U.S. districts, 40% in districts with more than 1,000 students, and 43% 
in the technology survey). Districts in the South and West, both regions with a significant 
number of large school districts, are overrepresented in the technology sample.

Figure 4: Student Enrollment Distribution in the U.S. and in Survey Districts  
by Region

Note: See Table A3 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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In terms of number of districts by region, districts in the West are slightly overrepresented 
in the technology survey sample compared with all U.S. districts, while districts in the 
Midwest are somewhat underrepresented.

Figure 5: Percentage of Districts in the U.S. and in Survey by Region

Note: See Table A3 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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When examined by metropolitan status, the survey sample generally matches the overall 
U.S. district universe as well as that of districts with 1,000 or more students.

Figure 6: Student Enrollment Distribution in the U.S. and Survey Districts  
by Metropolitan Status

Note: See Table A4 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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In terms of percentage of districts by metropolitan status, the technology director sample 
mirrors that of all districts with more than 1,000 students. Urban and suburban districts 
are overrepresented in the technology survey sample, compared with all U.S. districts 
and rural districts are underrepresented. Note that removing districts with enrollments 
of fewer than 1,000 students from the total universe of U.S. districts results in a dramatic 
reduction in the percentage of rural districts. While rural districts account for nearly half of 
all U.S. public school districts, they make up only 24% of districts with enrollments of 1,000 
or more students. 

Figure 7: Percentage of Districts in the U.S. and in Survey  
by Metropolitan Status

Note: See Table A4 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Education and Industry Data
 
Most of the descriptive data about K-12 public schools cited in this report comes from 
MDR’s national database, which includes information about all education institutions (both 
public and private K-12, higher education, and early childhood institutions) in the United 
States. MDR communicates with these institutions throughout the year to confirm and 
update important data elements in its files, including building information and in-depth 
demographics. Some districts and schools provide institutional and contact information 
over the phone and through direct mail and online surveys, while others refer MDR to their 
websites for current information. MDR also receives and incorporates into its database 
contact and email information released to the public by state departments of education. 
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In addition to data compiled directly, MDR expands on records with institution-level data 
available through the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education 
Statistics (NCES), state information sources, and compiled consumer files. Data overlays 
from a variety of external sources provide additional information, such as free and 
reduced-price lunch program enrollment, household income, presence of children, and 
census poverty data. Also available are results from direct-to-educator surveys on topics 
such as technology and library resources. 

Industry data included in this report comes from a variety of sources, including 
conversations with industry executives and publicly available reports containing 
information on market size and other key indicators about various market segments. 
Where appropriate, references indicating the source of information are provided, 
although it should be noted that general comments about the industry are often based 
on the background knowledge of the report’s authors and others with substantial 
experience with the education industry.
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CHAPTER 2

The K-12 Education  
Technology Landscape

While K-12 education is legally and by long-standing tradition a state function, there is 
no question that education is central to the country’s cultural and economic well-being. 
While school policy is specified by state statutes and is implemented by state agencies, 
school boards, and local school districts, the national discussion shapes the way people 
think about American education and exerts significant influence on how school districts 
interpret the state policies and directives that govern them. To provide context, this 
chapter presents a brief overview of some of the issues and initiatives being broadly 
discussed at the national level. 

National Education Technology Plan
 
The 2016 National Education Technology Plan (NETP), 
Future Ready Learning: Reimagining the Role of 
Technology in Education, is the flagship educational 
technology policy document for the United States. The 
2016 NETP offers a vision of how technology can transform 
formal and informal learning, detailing the critical elements 
such as qualified teachers and staff, high-quality curriculum 
and resources, strong leadership, robust infrastructure, 
and aligned assessments. The principles and examples 
provided in the plan align to the Activities to Support the 
Effective Use of Technology (Title IV A) of the newly enacted Every Student Succeeds Act. 

The plan argues that when carefully designed and thoughtfully applied, technology can 
accelerate, amplify, and expand the impact of effective teaching practices. For that to 
happen, educators need to have the necessary knowledge and skills that will enable 
them to take full advantage of technology-rich learning environments. And they need the 
support of leaders who have a clear vision for how technology can transform teaching and 
learning and a plan for translating that vision into action. Technology-enabled learning, 
teaching, and assessment also require a robust infrastructure, including high-speed 
connectivity and devices that are available to teachers and students when they need them. 
A comprehensive learning infrastructure also includes digital learning content and other 
resources as well as professional development for educators and education leaders.1 

The NETP was developed in collaboration with a group of leading educators, technology 
innovators, and researchers who reviewed drafts, provided feedback, and identified 
exemplary programs. A series of outreach events were held with innovators, developers, 
investors, and higher education leaders, as well as virtual events with classroom teachers, 
librarians, district administrators, researchers, and experts in the areas of assessment, 
teacher preparation, informal learning, and adult education. 

“The National Education 
Technology Plan provides a vision 
of transformational learning 
experiences powered by technology 
that can shrink long-standing equity 
and accessibility gaps.”

Joseph South, Director, Office of 
Educational Technology 
http://tech.ed.gov/netp/
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A central element of the NETP’s development process involved gathering and reviewing 
possible examples to illustrate the innovative use of technology across the five areas of 
learning, teaching, leadership, assessment, and infrastructure. The live and virtual events 
hosted by the Department of Education provided the opportunity to gather examples 
of the innovative use of technology directly from educators and other experts. More 
than 235 exemplary programs and initiatives were identified during the course of the 
project. A total of 53 examples were included in the 2016 NETP to deepen readers’ 
understanding of the ways that innovative and effective technology use can enhance 
teaching and learning. As a result, the NETP is a rich resource for educators and the 
ed-tech industry. Not only does it detail a number of innovative programs, with insights 
into implementation strategies, it also provides a snapshot of what the Department 
of Education and its expert advisors see as the current state of the art for classroom 
technology use.

Technology in the New Every Student  
Succeeds Act
 
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) is the legislation that identifies 
federal priorities and, via funding streams, supports their implementation at the state 
and local level. In 2015, Congress finally managed to reauthorize this foundational 
legislation, moving schools from the era of No Child Left Behind (2001-2015) to the new 
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), which was signed into law by President Obama on 
December 11, 2015.

The Department of Education is now in the process of publishing proposed regulations 
for ESSA. Regulations guide the implementation of legislation, translating the law into 
policy. Schools will begin to operate fully under ESSA in the 2017-2018 school year.

Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants
 
While, for the most part, the various programs outlined in ESSA are familiar territory, 
the legislation includes a new program with significant implications for the technology 
market—the Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grant (SSAEG) program. 
SSAEG, established by Title IV of ESSA, provides flexible funding focused on efforts to 
promote a well-rounded education, safe and healthy students, and the effective use of 
technology. These areas of concentration reflect existing programs that were rolled up 
into the SSAEG formula grant program. States will be required to submit applications 
for these grants and to then distribute 95% of funds to local districts through another 
application process. ESSA authorizes this program at $1.6 billion.

ESSA mandates that districts spend at least 20% of their SSAEG funding for activities 
designed to provide a well-rounded educational program and 20% for programs that 
make schools safer and healthier. That leaves 60% of SSAEG allocations that could be 
spent to ensure the effective use of technology. If the Student Support and Academic 
Enrichment Grant program were to be fully funded at its $1.6 billion authorization level, 
there would be $960 million that potentially could be allocated for technology. Of course, 
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districts are free to use SSAEG funding as they see fit, so it is possible that some districts 
would spend very little for technology, directing the bulk of the unrestricted funding 
to well-rounded education or safe school efforts instead. Flexibility and local decision 
making are hallmarks of the new ESSA legislation, so it is impossible to predict how 
SSAEG grants will be spent, beyond the 20% minimums for well-rounded education and 
safe and healthy students. 

It should be noted that while ESSA does not mandate a minimum spending percentage 
for the technology priority, districts are not permitted to spend more than 15% of funds 
allocated to effective technology use for the purchase of technology infrastructure. 
Allowable SSAEG spending that is supportive of the effective use of technology is spelled 
out in some detail in ESSA. (See sidebar.) Districts will be free to innovate as long as 
they can support how the activities they are funding will improve students’ academic 
achievement and digital literacy.

Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants

Activities to Support the Effective Use of Technology
According to the Every Student Succeeds Act, districts shall use a portion 
of their Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants to improve 
the use of technology to improve the academic achievement, academic 
growth, and digital literacy of all students.

These uses may include: 

1. Providing educators, school leaders, and administrators with the 
professional learning tools, devices, content, and resources to: 

• personalize learning to improve student academic achievement;

• discover, adapt, and share relevant high-quality educational resources;

• use technology effectively in the classroom, including by administering 
computer-based assessments and blended learning strategies; and

• implement and support school- and district-wide approaches for using 
technology to inform instruction, support teacher collaboration, and 
personalize learning.

 
2. Building technological capacity and infrastructure, which may include—

• procuring content and ensuring content quality;

• purchasing devices, equipment, and software applications in order to 
address readiness shortfalls;

 
3. Developing or using effective or innovative strategies for the delivery 
of specialized or rigorous academic courses and curricula through the 
use of technology, including digital learning technologies and assistive 
technology;



12
Educational Technology Trends
Copyright 2016 Market Data Retrieval

4. Carrying out blended learning projects, which shall include—

• planning activities, which may include development of new instructional 
models (including blended learning technology software and platforms), 
the purchase of digital instructional resources, initial professional 
development activities, and one-time information technology purchases, 
except that such expenditures may not include expenditures related to 
significant construction or renovation of facilities; or

• ongoing professional development for teachers, principals, other school 
leaders, or other personnel involved in the project that is designed to 
support the implementation and academic success of the project;

 
5. Providing professional development in the use of technology (which may 
be provided through partnerships with outside organizations) to enable 
teachers and instructional leaders to increase student achievement in the 
areas of science, technology, engineering, and mathematics, including 
computer science; and

6. Providing students in rural, remote, and underserved areas with the 
resources to take advantage of high-quality digital learning experiences, 
digital resources, and access to online courses taught by effective educators.

Source: Every Student Succeeds Act 
Title IV - Part A, subpart 1, Section 4109 

https://www.congress.gov/bill/114th-congress/senate-bill/1177/text

With FY2017 (which began on October 1, 2016) looming, Congress has been working 
on the various appropriations bills that fund the operation of the federal government 
and its various grant programs. The Senate Appropriations Committee, with bipartisan 
support, passed the bill that funds the Department of Education in early June. The 
Senate bill funds the U.S. Department of Education at $67.8 billion, a $220 million 
decrease below the comparable FY2016 level. One major disappointment for many 
observers was the $300 million funding level approved for ESSA’s new Student Support 
and Academic Enrichment Grants. This is just slightly more than the existing programs 
that are encompassed in SSAEG received in FY2016 and well below the $500 million that 
President Obama requested in his FY2017 budget proposal. At $300 million, the grants to 
districts will be too small to make any meaningful differences.

In mid-July, the House Appropriations Committee passed the 2017 Labor, Health and 
Human Services (LHHS) funding bill. Funding for the Department of Education was set 
at $67 billion, down $1.3 billion from FY2016. In something of a surprise, the House 
bill appropriated $1 billion for the Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grant 
program. 

But time ran out and before adjourning for its election break at the end of September, 
Congress passed a continuing resolution. This short-term CR will keep federal agencies 
and programs funded through December 9, 2016. Under a CR spending is held level with 
the prior year’s budget, though this CR includes an across the board cut of slightly less 
than 0.5% to ensure that spending stays below the mandated budget caps.

https://www.congress.gov/bill/114th-congress/senate-bill/1177/text
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Congress returned for a lame duck session on November 14, 2016. Before the election, 
Congressional leaders seemed to want to complete the appropriations process. It’s 
not as clear that getting a FY 2017 budget in place remains a priority. There are 11 bills 
still to be passed. That’s a lot in the relatively few days Congress is scheduled to be in 
session. The House has 16 working days scheduled before the 114th Congress adjourns 
on December 16, 2016. The Senate has 20 working days scheduled over that same 
period. Another CR is a possibility, leaving any meaningful budget action for the 115th 
Congress which convenes on January 3, 2017.

Emphasis on Technology Integration
 
While the Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants program is the primary 
vehicle by which the Every Student Succeeds Act provides funding for technology, there 
are references throughout the legislation that reflect the importance of technology in 
effectively achieving various ESSA goals. ESSA explicitly allows Title II funding to be 
used for the development and implementation of high-quality professional development 
that helps teachers integrate technology into curriculum and instruction. Districts may 
also use these funds to help teachers learn to use data to improve student achievement 
and understand how to protect individual student privacy in accordance with the Family 
Educational Rights and Privacy Act, and state and local policies and laws. States are also 
allowed to use up to 3% of their Title I dollars for personalized learning strategies. 

Throughout ESSA, districts and states are reminded that technology can support the 
goals of a variety of programs. For example, ESSA’s section on Family Engagement in 
Education suggests that districts support parents in learning and using the technology 
that is applied in their children’s education. Technology-based academic assessments 
and computer adaptive are included among the types of comprehensive academic 
assessment instruments that can be developed using funding from the State Assessments 
Grants program. Districts can also use this money to improve assessment delivery 
systems, including by increasing access to technology. States are asked to integrate 
information technology into educational and related programs for the education of 
migratory children. In the section dealing with the education of special needs children, 
districts are required to provide training for teachers, principals, and other school leaders 
to ensure that technology and technology applications will be effectively used in the 
classroom to improve teaching and learning.

It is also true, as the Department of Education has pointed out over the past several years, 
that districts may use most federal grant funds to implement educational technology with 
the goal of improving educational outcomes, consistent with the individual program’s 
requirements.2 Thus a district may use Title III dollars, meant to improve instruction for 
English language learners, to acquire digital learning resources and software. Districts 
can use Title I funds to acquire devices, curriculum, and professional development to 
move to a school-wide blended learning model as part of their comprehensive school 
improvement plan.

As with SSAEG, the emphasis here is not just on providing technology but ensuring that 
educators are supported with the necessary resources—professional learning, access to 
devices and high-quality digital content, tools for collaboration and communication—to 
have an opportunity to integrate technology with high-quality instruction. 
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Evidence Required
 
The new Every Student Succeeds Act replaces NCLB’s requirements that schools select 
and implement products and interventions that have been shown to be effective through 
“scientifically-based research” with a requirement for “evidence-based” solutions. The 
words “evidence-based” appear 58 times in ESSA, governing the use of funds and 
selection of activities and interventions throughout nearly all major programs. 

There are no specific evidence-based requirements included in the technology section 
of the Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants program. However, as districts 
become more familiar with ESSA and use its evidence-based requirements for the 
selection of products and interventions related to school improvement, there is likely to 
be some spillover into the selection of technology-based products. While it is unlikely 
that the evidence-based requirement would be applied to the selection of devices and 
pure technology infrastructure, organizations offering comprehensive technology-based 
solutions should be prepared to answer questions about the extent of the evidence they 
have about product effectiveness. 

For the first time, ESSA includes a definition of “evidence-based” in the general 
provisions title of the bill. According to ESSA “…the term ‘evidence-based’, when used 
with respect to a State, local educational agency, or school activity, means an activity, 
strategy, or intervention that: 

• demonstrates a statistically significant effect on improving student outcomes or other 
relevant outcomes based on— 

(I) strong evidence from at least 1 well-designed and well-implemented experimental 
study; 

(II) moderate evidence from at least 1 well-designed and well-implemented quasi-
experimental study; or 

(III) promising evidence from at least 1 well-designed and well-implemented 
correlational study with statistical controls for selection bias; or 

• demonstrates a rationale based on high-quality research findings or positive evaluation 
that such activity, strategy, or intervention is likely to improve student outcomes or other 
relevant outcomes and includes ongoing efforts to examine the effects of such activity, 
strategy, or intervention.”3

 
The responsibility for making these determinations rests with states and districts and they 
have been granted significant flexibility. It is up to the state or district to decide whether 
evidence on a particular approach or intervention is “reasonably available.” 

Connectivity Is Key
 
American schools are working toward the goal of providing anytime, anyplace learning. 
High-speed broadband and a robust technology infrastructure are essential to that goal. 
With reliable access to high-speed networks, connected educators are using learning 
technologies to empower students to learn at their own pace and in their own way. 
Two-way video brings experts to the classroom or takes students on virtual field trips to 
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resources around the world. Simulations and immersive learning games allow students to 
dive deeply into concepts and topics of interest; online and adaptive assessments allow 
for nearly instant feedback; rigorous online courses provide instructional resources not 
readily available locally; and collaboration tools connect students to peers worldwide and 
give parents easy access to their children’s homework, grades, and teachers. 

Unfortunately, not all American schools can provide high-speed access to their students. 
EducationSuperHighway reports that 21 million students, particularly children in rural 
and low-income communities, do not have access to high-speed networks (100 Kbps/
per student) in their schools. Further, 23% of schools do not have enough bandwidth 
to meet their current needs for digital learning. While access has improved significantly 
over the past two years, bandwidth demand is growing at a rate over 50% per year. 
EducationSuperHighway estimates that 91% of school districts will need to significantly 
expand the amount of broadband they purchase, with the typical school district needing 
to triple its bandwidth in the next three years.4

There are many initiatives underway to increase access to high-speed connectivity. The 
classic program that supports school access to telecommunication services is the E-rate. 
President Obama has launched several public-private initiatives—ConnectED, aimed at 
school connectivity and ConnectHome, designed for at-home access. The FCC is in the 
process of modifying its Lifeline program to provide discounts to low-income households 
for broadband services.

ConnectED
 
In June 2013, President Obama used his bully pulpit to put connectivity and broadband 
access front and center of the American mind, opening a dialogue around ensuring that 
all American students have ready access to cutting-edge technology. The President’s 
ConnectED initiative set the goal of connecting 99% of America’s students through next-
generation broadband and high-speed wireless in their schools and libraries by 2018.

Since the official launch in early 2014, there has been more than $10 billion of total value 
committed to ConnectED. This includes Federal Communications Commission (FCC) 
funding for school and library connectivity and more than $2 billion in private-sector 
commitments. ConnectED’s private sector partners are working to distribute their device 
and digital resources commitments in the schools or providing free connectivity to 
students at home.

In April 2015, President Obama announced new ConnectED private sector partners—
publishers and technology companies—committed to helping provide thousands of 
eBooks to youth in need and students on military bases. The effort is valued at over 
$250 million. Baker & Taylor is providing its digital content distribution and management 
technology to power the Open eBooks app and deliver the collection of titles at no 
cost. Contributing publishers include Bloomsbury, Candlewick, Cricket Media, Hachette, 
HarperCollins, Lee & Low, Macmillan, National Geographic, Penguin Random House, and 
Simon & Schuster. 
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Any adult who works in a Title I (or Title I eligible) school, or a program or library that 
serves at least 70% of children from in-need families, can sign up. Once signed up, adult 
mentors can request Open eBook access codes for as many individual children as they 
like. The student’s individual access code allows logging in on as many as six devices, so 
students can access eBooks through their school or library-loaned devices as well as their 
family’s devices. Currently the app is available on iOS and Android. A web-optimized 
version is expected before the end of 2016.5 

The E-Rate Program
 
The Schools and Libraries portion of the Universal Service Fund, commonly called 
the E-rate, was authorized as part of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. The 
Schools and Libraries Program helped ensure that schools and libraries could obtain 
telecommunications and Internet access at affordable rates. Discounts for services 
depended on the school’s poverty level and the urban/rural status of the population served 
and ranged from 20% to 90% of the costs of eligible services. The E-rate program was 
originally capped at $2.25 billion annually, funded through a Universal Service fee charged 
to companies that provide interstate and/or international telecommunications services. In 
2010, the FCC allowed the E-rate cap to be adjusted annually for inflation. From 1998 to 
2013, schools and libraries received more than $35 billion from the E-rate program. 

E-Rate Modernization
In 2014, even before President Obama challenged the Federal Communications 
Commission (FCC) to rethink its priorities for the E-rate in order to better support 
ConnectED goals, changes were already under consideration. The E-rate was widely 
seen as a highly successful program that helped schools and libraries to obtain 
affordable telecommunications services, broadband Internet access, and internal network 
connections. Despite that success, it was clear that after 18 years, the E-rate needed a 
facelift. 

By the end of 2014, the FCC had issued two modernization orders which significantly 
rebooted the E-rate. By transitioning away from legacy services—like telephony and voice 
mail—and increasing the funding cap from $2.4 billion to $3.9 billion, the FCC was able to 
maintain full support for high-speed external connections and restore funding for internal 
connections. 

E-Rate 2.0 Is Working
It appears that the various changes mandated under the E-rate modernization orders 
are working. For both the 2015 and 2016 program years, the FCC has been able to fully 
fund all applications for E-rate funding. 2015’s commitment of more than $1.6 billion for 
internal WiFi networks (category two services) marked the first time in three years that the 
E-rate program had funds available for WiFi. 

The FCC’s Wireline Competition Bureau has announced that the E-rate program funding 
cap for funding year 2016 (July 1, 2016 to June 30, 2017) is $3.939 billion. Additionally, 
$1.9 billion in unused funds is available for use in funding year 2016. According to the 
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FCC Public Notice, the estimated total demand for funding year 2016 will be $3.609 
billion, which includes $2.330 billion in estimated demand for category one services 
(telecommunications, telecommunications services, and Internet access) and demand 
of $1.279 billion for category two services (internal connections, basic maintenance of 
internal connections, and managed internal broadband services).6  

The E-rate does not fund the purchase of computing devices or content. The 
infrastructure it does fund, however, is central to maintaining a robust market for 
organizations selling digital education solutions. Schools need high-speed access to the 
Internet and high-speed internal networks to support the myriad ways that teachers and 
students use digital resources and collaboration tools to enhance learning throughout the 
school day. The E-rate helps schools build and maintain the foundational infrastructure 
needed to support 21st-century instruction, which in turn expands the market for digital 
content and services.

Home Connectivity
 
As school-based broadband access has improved, web-based resources—videos, 
simulations, collaboration tools—have become more and more central to instruction. But 
student learning does not stop with the end of the school day. Students need to be able 
to conduct research, access video and other high quality digital resources that support 
the curriculum, create products that document their mastery of content, and collaborate 
with peers around the world. In 2014, the FCC reported that seven out of ten teachers 
assigned homework that requires broadband access. But not all students have that access 
available at home. 

The Pew Research Center reports that 83% of American homes with school-age children 
have broadband access. That means that some 5 million households with school-age 
children do not have high-speed Internet service at home. Low-income households—and 
especially black and Hispanic ones—make up a disproportionate share of that 5 million. 
Roughly one-third (31%) of American households with income below $50,000 and with 
children ages 6 to 17 do not have a high-speed Internet connection at home, compared 
with 8% of households with children who earn more than $50,000.7  

Thus the homework gap. Schools have begun to step into the gap, employing a variety of 
methods to make after-school access to broadband easier. Many teachers come in early 
and schools keep their libraries open late to accommodate students. Some districts have 
equipped their school buses with wireless routers, so that students can do homework 
on the way to and from school. In some cases these same buses are then parked in 
convenient public spaces so that students can work later in the day and evening. 
Other districts have purchased mobile hot spots that students can borrow to complete 
assignments. And of course, students have long relied on the computing resources 
available at their local library or use free WiFi available at local businesses.

ConnectHome
In July 2015, President Obama announced the ConnectHome initiative. ConnectHome 
is a public-private collaboration to narrow the digital divide for families with school-age 
children who live in HUD-assisted housing.The pilot program is launching in 27 cities 
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and one tribal nation and will initially reach over 275,000 low-income households—and 
nearly 200,000 children—with the support they need to access the Internet at home. 
The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) will work with two non-
profit organizations, EveryoneOn and US Ignite, to build local partnerships and gather 
commitments that will increase access to the Internet for low-income Americans. 
Partners—local communities, Internet Service Providers, non-profits, and the private 
sector—will offer broadband access, technical training, digital literacy programs, and 
devices for residents living in public and assisted housing units. Eight nationwide Internet 
Service Providers will offer no- or low-cost home Internet service to residents. HUD is 
collaborating with non-profits and the private sector to offer new technical training and 
digital literacy programs for residents in assisted housing units.8 

The first ConnectHome families began to come online early in 2016. ConnectHome 
communities are in the process of completing the first round of broadband expansion this 
summer, with more families set to be connected throughout the year.   

FCC Expands Lifeline Program
Shortly after completing E-rate modernization, the FCC turned its attention to its Lifeline 
program. Established in 1985, Lifeline is the FCC’s program to help make communications 
services more affordable for low-income consumers to ensure that all Americans have 
the opportunities and security that phone service brings. It is part of the Universal Service 
Fund and is administered by the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC). 

Lifeline provides discounts on monthly telephone service purchased from participating 
providers in the marketplace. Over the years, the Lifeline program evolved from 
a wireline-only program, to one that supports both wireless and wireline voice 
communications. To participate in the program, subscribers must either have an income 
that is at or below 135% of the federal poverty guidelines or participate in designated 
assistance programs. Currently, the program provides a discount on monthly service of 
$9.25 per month on either a wireline or a wireless service. Lifeline disbursements stood at 
$1.5 billion in 2015.

The FCC has come to see broadband as necessary to basic 
participation in society and the economy. In June 2015, the 
FCC issued a Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for 
Lifeline reform and modernization, seeking comments on 
a plan to comprehensively restructure and modernize the 
Lifeline program and connect low-income Americans to 
broadband. On March 31, 2016, the FCC approved rules 
to modernize Lifeline so that subscribers can also purchase 
discounted broadband from participating providers. 
Discounts will apply to stand-alone broadband, bundled 
voice-broadband packages—either fixed or mobile—and 
stand-alone voice service. 

To ensure that Lifeline participants have access to services 
that enable them to access needed services, the FCC 
established minimum service standards. Fixed broadband 
service (cable modem, DSL, fiber, and fixed wireless) must 

“Broadband is necessary for even 
basic communications in the 21st 
Century, and offers improved access 
to and quality of education and health 
services, improved connectedness 
of government with society, and the 
ability to create jobs and prosperity. 
Broadband access thus is necessary 
for even basic participation in our 
society and economy: the program 
must continue to evolve to reflect 
the realities of the 21st Century 
communications marketplace.”

Second Further Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking, Order on 
Reconsideration, FCC, June 22, 2015, 
FCC 15-71

http://everyoneon.org/about/
https://www.us-ignite.org/about/staff/
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offer a speed of at least 10 Mbps download/1 Mbps upload. Mobile broadband service 
must employ 3G or 4G technology and ultimately include 2 GB of monthly data. The 
FCC will revisit these minimum service standards annually, based on an assessment of 
broadband adoption.9 

Student Data Privacy
 
In a world in which there is almost daily news about a new data breach, Americans are 
on edge and on guard about who has access to their personal data and how it is used. 
Data collected at school about students is no exception. Parents and privacy advocates 
are asking for detailed answers on what information is being gathered, who has access 
to it, how it is being used, and how it is secured. Efforts to rewrite the Family Educational 
Rights and Privacy Act or to introduce other federal student privacy legislation have been 
moving very slowly. In the absence of federal legislation, states have rushed into the 
breach. In the 2015 legislative sessions, states continued to enact legislation that seeks 
to ensure that student information, especially personally identifiable information (PII), is 
protected from unauthorized use and stored securely. However, the focus has shifted from 
questions about the student data activities of schools and districts, and state and federal 
governments to the data and privacy activities of third-party service providers.

The conversation around student data privacy will continue to evolve. Student data 
privacy is a complex issue, both technically and legally. There needs to be a balance 
between state and federal legislation and improved understanding of all aspects of data 
privacy. In the end, the schools need policies and strategies that balance the need for 
timely and accurate information that data can provide with safeguards for student privacy.

Federal Privacy Legislation

Three federal laws govern children’s privacy: the Children’s Online Privacy 
Protection Act (COPPA), the Protection of Pupil Rights Amendment (PPRA), 
and the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA). 

The Children’s Online Privacy Protection Act (COPPA)
COPPA, enacted in April 2000, applies to the online collection of personal 
information from children under 13. Operators of websites aimed at 
children must post a privacy notice that details what will be collected, how 
it will be used, the operator’s disclosure policy, and procedures for parental 
review of a child’s personal information. Further, before collecting, using, 
or disclosing personal information from a child, an operator must obtain 
verifiable parental consent from the child’s parent. In instances where an 
operator collects personal information from students for the use and benefit 
of the school, and for no other commercial purpose, schools may act as 
the parent’s agent and can consent to the collection of information on the 
parent’s behalf.
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The Protection of Pupil Rights Amendment (PPRA)
The Protection of Pupil Rights Amendment provides parents with certain 
rights with regard to some marketing activities in schools. PPRA requires 
that a school district must notify parents of students who are scheduled to 
participate in activities involving the collection, disclosure, or use of personal 
information collected for marketing purposes and to give parents the 
opportunity to opt-out of these activities.

The Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act
FERPA, enacted in November 1974, protects the privacy of student education 
records. FERPA gives parents certain rights with respect to their children’s 
education records. These rights transfer to the student when he or she 
reaches the age of 18 or attends a school beyond the high school level. 

• Parents have the right to inspect and review the student’s education 
records maintained by the school.

• Parents have the right to request that a school correct records which they 
believe to be inaccurate or misleading. 

• Generally, schools must have written permission from the parent to release 
any personally identifiable information from a student’s education record.

– However, FERPA allows schools to disclose those records, without 
consent, to parties who have a legitimate need, such as school officials, 
a school to which a student is transferring, financial aid officials or 
accrediting organizations, and to officials dealing with health or safety 
emergencies, the juvenile justice, or legal system.

• Schools may disclose, without consent, “directory” information such as 
a student’s name, address, telephone number, date and place of birth, 
honors and awards, and dates of attendance. Schools must inform parents 
about directory information and allow a reasonable amount of time for 
them to request that the school not disclose directory information about 
them.

• Schools must notify parents annually of their rights under FERPA.

Updating FERPA: Federal Legislation Stalled
 
The Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) is due for an update. Privacy 
advocates widely believe that the 40-year old legislation is simply not up to addressing 
the privacy issues of the digital age. Modernizing FERPA appeared to be a Congressional 
priority, especially in the House, but little progress has been made. The Student Privacy 
Protection Act to Amend FERPA was introduced in the House in July 2015. The bill 
never moved forward, initially because so much committee time was taken up by the 
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. The House Education 
committee was expected to focus energy on the FERPA rewrite in 2016, but finding the 
right balance between protecting student information and still allowing it to be used to 
improve education outcomes has been challenging. Further, Congress needs to consider 
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the balance between federal and state roles and laws which is always a difficult issue. It 
would appear that any rewrite of FERPA will be left to the 115th Congress that convenes 
in January 2017.

State Legislative Activity
 
There has been little slowing in the pace of state legislative activity. The non-profit Data 
Quality Campaign reports that, during the 2015 legislative session, 46 states introduced 
182 student privacy bills. Fifteen states passed 28 new student data privacy laws. That 
compares to 110 bills introduced in 36 states in 2014, with 21 states passing legislation.

Among DQC’s key findings:

• Nine laws gave districts new privacy or security responsibilities. To meet these new 
responsibilities, several laws also direct the state to provide districts support.

• Sixty-one bills explicitly addressed research activities or researcher access to 
student data. Six such bills were signed into law in five states. Some bills articulated 
governance and data request review processes; others sought to limit researchers’ 
access to data.

• Thirty-one states introduced legislation with requirements for service providers. Of the 
182 bills introduced in 2015, 44 were modeled after California’s 2014 Student Online 
Personal Information Protection Act.10

 
While more legislation was introduced by more states in 2015 legislative sessions, only 15 
states passed student data privacy bills. States may be getting more deliberative, crafting 
more cogent and focused legislation. State legislatures are beginning to understand just 
how complex student data privacy is. In 2015, nearly half of state legislatures considered 
bills that were based, at least in part, on the California Student Online Personal 
Information Protection Act (SOPIPA) which has become a model for student data privacy 
legislation.

SOPIPA was passed in August 2014 and went into effect in January 2016. Unlike FERPA, 
which governs school actions, SOPIPA applies to operators of websites, online services, 
or online and mobile applications designed and marketed for K-12 purposes. Operators 
are prohibited from using, sharing, disclosing, or compiling covered information about 
a student for any purpose other than the K-12 school purpose and for maintaining, 
developing, and improving the effectiveness of the site, service, or application. Operators 
are prohibited from selling covered information, using it for targeted advertising, 
or amassing profiles about students except in furtherance of K-12 school purposes. 
Operators are required to use reasonable security procedures and practices appropriate 
to the nature of the covered information and to delete a student’s information if the 
school or district requests deletion. Operators are permitted under SOPIPA to use de-
identified data within their services to improve educational products or to demonstrate 
the effectiveness of their service. They are also permitted to share de-identified and 
aggregated student information for the development and improvement of educational 
sites, services, or applications.

Under SOPIPA, “covered Information” includes personally identifiable information or 
material, in any media or format, that is created or provided by a student or parent in the 

http://www.kdfc.com/pages/15744854.php
http://www.kdfc.com/pages/15744854.php
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course of using a covered product or service, is provided by the school or a school’s agent 
to the operator, or is gathered by an operator through the operation of a covered service.

There is no sign that the pace of legislation at the state level will slow, though fewer bills 
passed in 2015. There is little disagreement over legislation that prohibits the commercial 
use of students’ private data. It is much harder to clearly define what kind of personal 
information can be gathered, by whom, and for what purposes. There is no question that 
increasing attention is being focused on the ways in which third-party providers gather 
and use student data. The most aggressive privacy advocates would severely limit both 
the collection and use of PII, no matter the intent. Industry groups might argue for laxer 
regulation, in part because of the burden imposed by rules that impose strict disclosure, 
rights to access and correction, and other data management requirements. Even with 
well-crafted legislation, interpretations vary and, until further definition is worked out and 
precedents are established, gray areas will remain. Diverse groups are working together 
to dispel myths about how data is collected and used and to educate the public around 
data privacy and security. Getting the right balance between protecting student privacy 
and realizing the power of data to help educators make decisions that will support 
leaning for all students is both challenging and essential. 

Other Privacy Initiatives
 
There are many stakeholders involved in the debate over student data privacy, 
representing a spectrum of views. With the focus shifted to state legislation, no new 
federal or industry initiatives have been introduced during the past year.  

On the school side, the Consortium for School Networking (CoSN), in partnership with 
the School Superintendents Association, the Association of School Business Officials 
International, and ASCD launched the Trusted Learning Environment (TLE) Seal. To 
earn the TLE Seal, a school or district needs to provide evidence in its application that 
it has implemented student data privacy protections that meet the program’s high 
standards around the core practice areas of leadership, business, classroom, professional 
development, and data security. The TLE Seal allows school systems to communicate the 
steps they have taken to ensure data privacy to parents and the wider community.

The Student Privacy Pledge was introduced by the Software & Information Industry 
Association (SIIA) and the Future of Privacy Forum (FPF) in 2014 to safeguard student 
privacy regarding the collection, maintenance, and use of student personal information. 
The Pledge remains the central effort on the part of the education technology industry to 
proactively demonstrate its support of student privacy.  

The Pledge is intended to make clear that school service providers take student data 
privacy seriously and are voluntarily adhering to best practices that meet and go beyond 
the demands of existing federal legislation. It applies to all student personal information 
whether or not it is part of an “educational record” as defined by federal law, and whether 
collected and controlled by the school but warehoused offsite by a service provider 
or collected directly through student use of a mobile app or website assigned by their 
teacher. It applies to school service providers whether or not there is a formal contract 
with the school. 

http://trustedlearning.org/
http://www.kdfc.com/pages/15744854.php
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The Student Privacy Pledge holds school service providers accountable to:

• Not sell student information

• Not behaviorally target advertising

• Use data for authorized education purposes only

• Not change privacy policies without notice and choice

• Enforce strict limits on data retention

• Support parental access to, and correction of errors in, their children’s information

• Provide comprehensive security standards

• Be transparent about collection and use of data.
 
An initial leadership group of 14 major school service providers joined SIIA and FPF to 
introduce and sign the Pledge. Today there are more than 300 signatories. 

Key Takeaways: Technology Market Landscape

2016 Election Changes the Landscape
Having just laid out some of the major legislation and policy initiatives at the national level, 
it is necessary to note that there is little certainty how those policies and initiatives will be 
reshaped once the Trump administration takes office. Certainly technology advances will not 
be rolled back or ESSA repealed. But regulations can be rewritten and priorities reordered. 
There was scant attention paid to education during the presidential campaign, so there are 
few clues that point to what to expect from the new administration. 

While Secretary Clinton had a long political resume, president-elect Trump is largely an 
unknown. He has promised to “get rid of” the Common Core and drastically downsize or 
eliminate the U.S. Department of Education. This is not the first time that eliminating the 
U.S. DOE has been part of an election campaign. It seems unlikely that the Department of 
Education will be abolished. It’s much more likely that it will be significantly downsized and 
that many of its new appointees and hires will be new to federal government and drawn 
from outside the ranks of traditional education practitioners.

As for getting rid of the Common Core, that will not be in the new president’s power. The 
individual states adopted the Common Core and only the states can decide to abandon 
the Core for some other set of standards. Of course the federal government could offer 
incentives to move states toward giving up the Common Core. Many would argue that is 
just what the Obama administration did to propel the Core’s rapid adoption back in 2010. 
In the end, it does not matter all that much. Few states are using the Common Core State 
Standards as written and publishers have adapted, meaning that market fragmentation is 
once again part of the K-12 landscape. Publishers began adapting to this reality more than a 
year ago.
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President Trump is also a big proponent of local control, so ESSA may be to his liking with 
its emphasis on giving states and districts more flexibility and control. Congress and the 
Department of Education have been wrangling over the regulations that the Department 
is developing to guide how certain provisions of ESSA will be carried out. The Republican 
leaders of the education committees in both the House (Representative John Kline) and 
Senate (Senator Lamar Alexander) saw the Department’s regulations as too prescriptive, too 
costly to implement, and contrary to Congressional intent. Whether or not the Department 
publishes its final regulations before the end of 2016, all regulatory bets are off. In the Trump 
administration, decisions about policy and implementation will be firmly in the hands of the 
states and federal oversight will be light. 

Any further details are still sketchy. The Trump presidential transition web site is short on 
details. About education, the site states that, “…the Trump Administration will advance 
policies to support learning-and-earning opportunities at the state and local levels—where 
the heart and soul of American education takes place. We will accomplish this goal through 
high-quality early childhood, magnet, STEAM or theme-based programs; expansion of 
choice through charters, vouchers, and teacher-driven learning models; and relief from 
U.S. Department of Education regulations that inhibit innovation. A Trump Administration 
also will make post-secondary options more affordable and accessible through technology 
enriched delivery models.”

This statement makes it clear that choice will be a central theme of the Trump Department 
of Education, though there is still no indication of who will lead that department. In 
September, candidate Trump proposed a $20 billion block grant that would expand 
school choice for low-income students. Existing federal education funds would be 
redirected to pay for the block grant, with control left to the states to decide whether 
the dollars would follow children to public, private, charter, or magnet schools. At the 
time, Trump did not specify which federal funds would be redirected, but given the 
magnitude of the program and its emphasis on making choice widely available to low-
income students, it seems likely that Title I dollars would make up a substantial part of the  
funding base. Congress likes choice and it has flirted with making Title I funds portable 
before, but even in a Republican controlled Congress a $20 billion program coupled with 
a significant shift in traditional Title I focus and funding could be a hard sell. 

It’s also probable that the Trump administration will be friendlier to the for-profit education 
industry, particularly in the higher education sector. Expect a pull back on the gainful 
employment and borrower defense to repayment rules, for example. It will be interesting 
to see when the Trump administration comes down on open education resources and the 
Obama administration’s distaste for educational publishers. 

States Poised to Take Center Stage
It seems likely that at least for the next several years, the action and the spotlight will shift 
to the states. ESSA cedes a significant degree of decision making about implementation 
strategies to the states and districts, with the Department of Education playing a smaller 
role. The states are in the process of developing accountability plans which establish their 
long-term and interim goals for student achievement measures—including assessment 
proficiency, English language proficiency, and graduation rates. ESSA requires that the 
state education agencies engage in “timely and meaningful consultation” with the 
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governor, members of the state legislature and state board of education, elected 
officials, local education agencies, educators, parents, students as well as member of 
the larger school community including community-based organizations, businesses 
and employers, institution of higher education and the general public.

While state plans must be submitted to the Department of Education for review 
and approval, ESSA greatly reduces the latitude the Department has in this regard. 
A plan can only be rejected if it fails to meet the statutory requirements. The 
Secretary of Education is enjoined from rejecting a plan for a number of specific 
reasons, including rejection based on the academic standards the state is using. 
The Secretary will establish a peer review process and create peer review teams to 
provide states with feedback on their plans. 

The states have the lead here; what they do with it remains to be seen. They 
have been writing state plans for a long time. If they use the new flexibility they 
have to develop a more comprehensive and coordinated approach to improving 
student achievement and engage a wide range of stakeholders in the discussion, 
good things could happen. Some states will make real progress and embrace the 
opportunity to think outside the box. Others will play it safe and largely continue 
to color inside the lines. There are a number of state superintendents eager to take 
on the challenge. A few governors may also emerge who take education on as 
one of their main priorities. The challenge will be reaching a consensus about the 
overarching goals at a time when the nation faces deep political and social divides. 
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CHAPTER 3

Technology Funding and  
Purchasing

This chapter opens with a brief overview of the various sources of funding that districts 
are able to draw on to support their technology efforts. It then presents survey findings 
related to district budgets, technology directors’ roles in selecting and purchasing digital 
tools and resources, information sources they value in helping them learn about new 
products and services, and recommendations to vendors to help districts implement 
purchased technology.

Funding for Technology
Federal Funding
 
There has been no dedicated support for technology in the federal budget since 2011, 
when the Enhancing Education through Technology (EETT) program was defunded. At 
one time, EETT provided significant funding, as much as $700 million in 2002 through 
2004; by the time the program ended, its budget had been slashed to $100 million.

A new funding mechanism for technology was included when Congress reauthorized 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act late in 2015 with the Student Support and 
Academic Enrichment Grant (SSAEG) program. As noted in Chapter 2, SSAEG provides 
flexible funding focused on efforts to promote a well-rounded education, create safe and 
healthy learning environments for students, and support the effective use of technology. 
Congress initially authorized SSAEG at $1.6 billion. Given budget constraints, it seems 
unlikely that SSAEG will be funded at that level for fiscal year 2017. And whatever the 
funding level, at a minimum states are required to spend at least 20% of their SSAEG 
grants for activities designed to provide a well-rounded educational program and 20% 
for programs that make schools safer and healthier. While no windfall, it is a positive 
development to see technology once again included in the federal education budget.

With Congress committed to abiding by the Budget Control Act, FY2017 education 
funding will for the most part be flat, with a small gain in one program, offset by a loss 
in another. Thus, while schools may use funds from their other federal grants to support 
technology, there is not likely to be any significant growth in the number of dollars 
available to be spent in this way. New SSAEG dollars will likely begin to expand the 
market somewhat in the 2017-2018 school year.  

Following significant changes to the E-rate program in 2014, the Federal Trade 
Commission has been able to fully fund all applications for the most recent two years. 
Program year 2015 funding reached $3.9 billion, and estimated total demand for funding 
year 2016 is $3.609 billion. See Chapter 2 for a more detailed description of the E-rate 



State of the K-12 Market Reports 2016
Copyright 2016 Market Data Retrieval

27

program which helps schools and libraries with affordable access for telecommunications 
and Internet access. While the E-rate is not part of the federal budget, it is a significant 
source of funding that schools use to build out their infrastructure.

The Obama Administration has championed multiple STEM initiatives, has strongly 
advocated that technology be integrated across educational activities, and has vigorously 
supported high-speed connectivity for schools. For the most part, the President has 
relied on a public-private partnership model which leverages existing federal investments 
and programs while gathering cash and in-kind commitments from the private sector 
to provide services and support for the schools. This is a strategy the administration 
employed when it was unable to get approval from Congress for new programs or to 
ramp up investments significantly in existing programs. What a new administration will do 
if it is faced with a similar problem remains to be seen.

State Funding
 
Despite the attention paid to the federal education budget, school funding continues to 
come primarily from state and local sources. For the 2014-2015 school year, state funding 
provided nearly half (46%) of total funding for K-12 schools, with local funding providing 
44% of K-12 funding. The federal contribution was an average of 10%. Overall funding for 
all public and private K-12 education in the United States is currently about $665 billion.11  

The Fiscal Survey of States, Spring 2016 confirms that state budgets continue to show 
moderate growth and stability. FY2016 (July 1, 2015 to June 30, 2016) marked the first 
time that aggregate spending levels surpassed the pre-recession peak level of FY2008, 
adjusted for inflation. For the most part, states have been able to close budget gaps and 
minimize mid-year budget cuts. Unemployment rates are going down, rainy day funds are 
growing, and states are focused on resolving issues around unfunded pension programs, 
ongoing health care and education costs, and pent-up infrastructure demand. Enacted 
2016 budgets showed state revenues reaching $798 billion, an increase of 4%, compared 
with the 3% gain in fiscal 2015, when revenues stood at $748 billion. Revenue growth was 
widespread: 43 states enacted spending increases in FY2106, compared with 2015 levels. 
A small number of states face revenue shortfalls brought on by the decline in oil and 
natural gas prices.12    

States spend a significant amount of their overall budgets to support education. 
According to the National Association of State Budget Officers, states devote 20% 
of their overall spending to K-12 education. In FY2016, 41 states enacted spending 
increases for K-12 education resulting in a net increase of $14.7 billion, up from an $11.1 
billion increase in FY2015. Thirty-five states also enacted spending increases for higher 
education. Only four states—Alaska, Hawaii, West Virginia, and Wisconsin—cut K-12 
spending in FY2016.13   

Revenue growth is projected to slow somewhat in FY2017, causing governors to 
recommend modest budget increases for FY2017. Governors in 43 states called for 
higher spending in their FY2017 budget recommendations. As has been true for several 
years, governors’ proposed budgets direct most additional dollars to K-12 funding and 
Medicaid, the two largest areas of state general fund expenditures. Most governors also 
recommended increased funding for higher education. 

http://www.nea.org/assets/docs/2016_NEA_Rankings_And_Estimates.pdf
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In total, governors recommended FY2017 increases of $8.9 billion for K-12 education and 
$1.1 billion for higher education. Overall, the states’ FY2017 budget outlook is stable, with 
governors and legislatures making provision for moderate growth. That should bode well 
for vendors of computing devices and digital tools. 

Technology Budget Outlook
 
The outlook for district technology budgets in the 2016-2017 school year continues the 
improvement seen last year, confirming schools’ emergence from the long shadow of the 
recession. Tech directors generally have quite positive expectations about their 2016-2017 
budget, compared with the prior year. 

The four major components of the overall technology budget show considerable 
variation. The most common answer across all categories is that the budget for 2016-
2017 will “stay the same,” with 35% to 65% of respondents selecting this answer. Many 
more respondents expect their 2016-2017 budgets to increase than decrease. Forty-four 
percent of technology directors expect some level of budget increase for hardware, 
followed closely by 42% who expect an increase for teacher training. Despite the robust 
expectations for hardware budgets, more technology directors expect hardware budgets 
to decrease— either a little (12%) or a lot (5%)—than expect decreases for teacher training 
or tech support. Fewer technology directors expect budget increases for software (32%) 
or tech support (25%) than the other two technology budget categories. 

Figure 8: Technology Budget Outlook: All Districts
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Perspective is important. Compared only to last year, the results are mixed: more districts 
expect to increase budgets for software and teacher training, while the number of 
districts increasing budgets for hardware and tech support declines somewhat. However, 
compared with the prior two years, the 2016-2017 outlook is generally strong. Clearly 
technology directors are making some trade-offs from year to year, increasing spending in 
one category and balancing that increase by holding steady or slightly decreasing other 
categories. Tech support is the only consistently depressed category, with expectations 
for increases having declined steadily over the three-year period. 

Figure 9: Technology Budget Outlook (Districts Citing an Increase): All Districts 
2016, 2015, and 2014

Note: See Table A6 for related data table. Responses 4 and 5 are defined as budget increases.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Over the years that MDR has been conducting this research, certain trends are clear. 
Hardware and teacher training fare best. Even in the schools’ worst recession years 
of 2010-2011 through 2012-2013, these categories were most likely to see the largest 
percentage of districts planning to increase spending. The implementation of Common 
Core assessments likely drove some of this investment in hardware and teacher training 
in the past. But it would seem that the desire to increase overall student access to 
technology also plays a role. Districts may not be saying that one-to-one is their goal, but 
they continue to move in that direction. Their budget plans also reflect a clear awareness 
that teacher training is an essential element of any expansion of technology use.

Budget expectations for software and tech support have varied over the years. It is true, 
however, that tech support budgets are least likely to see large increases. Tech support 
budgets are typically expected to remain the same from year to year. Tech directors may 
not be seeing dramatic cuts in this budget area, but neither are they seeing significant 
increases. This could be problematic given the significant increase in hardware spending.  

Districts characteristics (size, metropolitan status, and region) are sometimes associated 
with differences in plans for technology spending. While no significant differences are 
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seen by metropolitan status or region, looking at projected increases by district size 
reveals a difference in budget plans for hardware purchases. Medium-size districts are 
significantly more likely than their small counterparts to be planning increases in hardware 
budgets. 

Figure 10: Districts Planning to Increase Spending in Selected Technology 
Areas by District Size
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Decision Making and Information  
Resources
Roles of Technology Directors in District Purchasing 
 
Districts use multiple types of technology devices and digital resources in their classrooms 
as well as in the management of the overall enterprise. Exactly what roles do technology 
directors play in selecting and purchasing digital tools and resources intended for 
classroom or enterprise use?

Overall, more than a quarter (28%) of district technology directors are the final decision 
makers regarding management software (e.g., ERP, SIS, LMS, data analytics), the digital 
resources for which tech directors most often have a final decision-making role. The next 
resource for which they are the final decision makers is technology-related professional 
development (23%), followed by apps for the classroom (18%), digital/online curriculum or 
content (14%), and digital/online assessments (13%).

More than a third of all tech directors are members of district purchasing committees 
that consider the purchase of management software (37%) and technology-related 
professional development (34%). Slightly fewer participate on committees that deal with 
purchasing apps for the classroom (31%), digital curriculum or content (29%), and online 
assessments (25%). 
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Between a third to nearly half of all tech directors have a role as an influencer who reviews 
technical requirements (except for management software, where 25% have this role). 
Some district tech directors are not involved at all in these decisions, with the percentage 
varying from technology-related professional development, where 9% of tech directors 
are not involved, to digital/online assessments, with 16% of tech directors absent from the 
decision-making process. The role that technology directors play is related to their own 
skill set and that of their peers on the curriculum and instruction side of the district, the 
amount of time they have available, and the way the district is organized. 

Figure 11: Technology Directors’ Role in Selecting and Purchasing Digital 
Resources: All Districts

Note: See Table A10 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Some differences are found relative to these overall findings for districts in different 
demographic categories. District size and metro status exert more influence than does 
region.

Tech directors from suburban and urban districts are more likely to say that they have the 
role of final decision maker for management software than are those from town districts. 
It may be that these districts, with larger budgets and a larger pool of applicants to draw 
from, are better able to hire people with the necessary skills to make these decisions. 
Technology directors in small districts are more likely to take the role of influencer.

For decisions about technology-related professional development, the tech director role 
as the final decision maker varies both by region and by district size. One third of tech 
directors in the Northeast are final decision makers, compared with 18% in the South. In 
medium-size districts, 29% of tech directors are final decision makers, compared with 12% 
in large districts.
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Looking at apps for the classroom, small districts are more likely to report no involvement 
at all for their tech directors in the decision-making process than are their peers in 
medium-size districts. Small district tech directors have a lot to do and appear to be 
willing to cede involvement with app purchases. Town districts are more likely to report 
tech directors taking the role of influencer than are suburban or urban districts.

Tech directors in rural and suburban districts are more likely to be final decision makers 
for digital/online assessments than those in town districts. Tech directors in the Northeast 
and Midwest are more likely than tech directors in the South to be involved in selecting 
and purchasing online assessments.

Finally, tech directors in rural and suburban districts are more likely to be final decision 
makers for digital/online curriculum and content than those in town districts. Tech 
directors in town districts are more likely to be influencers than their peers in urban 
districts. Tech directors in small districts are more likely than their peers in medium-size 
districts to have no involvement with selecting and purchasing digital curriculum and 
content. 

While relatively small percentages of technology directors are the final decision maker 
for the more instructionally-related digital tools and resources, they are seldom totally 
excluded from taking some role in the selection and purchasing process. There is a 
significant degree of collaboration between district-level technology directors and their 
counterparts with responsibility for curriculum and instruction. Vendors and publishers 
of digital tools and resources should be sure that they are reaching out to technology 
directors and providing information about their products and services.

Information Resources
 
How do technology directors learn about new products and services? Tech directors 
were presented with a list of possible information sources and asked to rate them with 
respect to their value in helping to learn about new products and services. More than 
half of technology directors rate peer recommendations (70%) and conference/trade 
shows (56%) highly. More than half rate social media (55%), e-mail promotions (56%), and 
catalogs and direct mail promotions (70%) as having a low value as information sources. 
Roughly half of technology directors assign a medium value to Internet search engines 
(48%), professional publications (48%), websites that recommend and/or rate education 
products (49%), webinars (55%), company websites (54%), and visits or phone calls from 
sales reps (52%).  
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Figure 12: Value of Resources Used for Learning About New Products and 
Services: All Districts

Note: See Table A11 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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There are very few significant differences relative to these overall findings for districts in 
different demographic categories. Small and/or rural districts are more likely to assign 
a low rating to activities like webinars and e-mail promotions and even professional 
publications. It is possible that these information resources are not differentiated enough, 
so that small or rural districts using them are not finding enough information that is 
relevant to their situations.

Word-of-mouth has always been very important in the school market. Educators value and 
respect the opinions and recommendations of their peers, people who share their values 
and experiences. It is important to remember that educators almost always look to other 
educators working in schools and districts with similar demographics as a reality check on 
what they hear during marketing presentations or sales calls. 

Conferences and trade shows give educators the opportunity to hear expert presenters, 
share ideas and strategies with other educators, and gather information from vendors 
about products and services of interest. They are an important opportunity for vendors to 
connect directly with educators and get their story told. 

Interactions with sales reps are seen as moderately valuable. Companies need to consider 
how to make those interactions more valuable. Sales reps need to sell less and listen 
more. They need to learn about the specific objectives the school or district has and the 
challenge that it faces. They need to know enough about the basic demographics of the 
district to ask intelligent questions. Districts are looking for partners who will work with 
them to achieve their goals; sales reps need to be able to position their company as such 
a partner.
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Nearly 90% of tech directors assign either a high or medium rating to Internet search 
engines as an information resource that helps them learn about new products and 
services. The trick for vendors is ensuring that their products are easily discoverable. That 
means paying careful attention to tagging resources at a fairly granular level and staying 
abreast of emerging initiatives that seek to aggregate resources to make it easier for 
educators to find what they need. The same applies to websites that recommend and/
or rate educational products. Vendors need to stay aware of these sites so that they can 
correct any misinformation published and respond, as needed, to a less than positive 
review.  

Several information resources are directly under the control of vendors and publishers. 
Organizations might consider ways to make their webinars, company websites, email, 
catalogs, and direct mail promotions more valuable. Rather than reaching out to as wide 
an audience as possible, it might be better to target promotions carefully, delivering 
specific, differentiated, and actionable information. Vendors who can get all these 
elements working together will stand a much greater chance of becoming a trusted 
information resource.  

Implementation Support
 
Districts and schools may have carefully selected what they have determined to be 
the best product for their needs and still be disappointed with the results. Faithful 
implementation is key to success. There are numerous barriers and challenges to 
successful implementation: not enough devices, lack of teacher training, time constraints, 
a mismatch between the product’s approach and the school’s prevailing instructional 
methodology. 

MDR asked technology directors about what they would recommend that vendors do 
to help them fully implement the technology that has been purchased from them. There 
is little differentiation among the recommendation they make. Three-out-of-four (78%) 
tech directors recommend that vendors provide product training materials (e.g., user 
guides, videos), followed closely by 75% who recommend that vendors provide an on-site 
consultant to provide guidance on implementation. 

Nearly as many tech directors (71%) recommend that vendors provide instructional 
guidance materials (i.e., how to work with students), share examples of successful 
implementations (70%), and proactively communicate with product users to identify 
roadblocks to usage (67%). 

Interestingly, the recommendation that receives the lowest level of endorsement (51%) 
is that vendors help with classroom set up (i.e., import student rosters). It is widely 
acknowledged that these practical tasks (rostering, single sign-on) are major pain points, 
but it may be that technology directors believe the emerging solutions—such as Clever, 
the new OneRoster standard, and other work arounds they are using—are sufficient. 
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Figure 13: Methods Recommended for Technology Implementation: All Districts

Note: See Table A12 for related data table. 
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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There is only one significant difference relative to these overall findings for districts in 
different demographic categories. Large districts are more likely than medium-size districts 
to recommend that vendors share examples of successful implementations. Urban districts, 
many of which are large, are more likely to recommend that vendors share examples of 
successful implementations than are town or suburban districts.

Figure 14: Methods Recommended for Technology Implementation by District Size

Note: See Table A13 for related data table. 
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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CHAPTER 4

Hardware

Overview
 
EdNET Insight’s summary of hardware trends often has a clear headline. Two years ago, for 
example, tablets were all the rage; based on their reported growth, they seemed to be on 
their way toward becoming most school districts’ preferred device. Last year the headline 
might have been that Chromebooks had leaped ahead of tablets. It was too early to tell 
whether Google’s Chromebook technology would win out over Apple’s tablet platform in 
the long run, but it certainly appeared that districts were in the process of moving away 
from desktop and laptop computers toward lighter devices like Chromebooks and iPads.

This year, the story is less about clear technology winners, and more about subtler changes 
in usage patterns. Chromebook penetration continues to grow, widening Chromebooks’ 
lead over tablets, but tablet penetration is also still on the rise. Laptops, which appeared 
to be on the decline, saw an increase in penetration this year, reaching a level only slightly 
below where they were two years ago. And interactive whiteboards (IWBs), which saw a 
slight penetration decline in 2015 after growing for several years, fell off again this year.

At a macro level, the picture is not all that different from a year ago: standard projectors 
and IWBs remain the two most substantially implemented hardware technologies in 
U.S. school districts. (Substantial implementation, in this context, means that survey 
respondents answered with a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale when asked which technologies 
have been implemented in their districts.) Laptops and Chromebooks are still the two most 
substantially implemented student devices. And document cameras continue to be the 
third most substantially implemented front-of-the-room technology.

Standard projectors were included in the survey for the first time last year and made their 
debut at the top of the list, with 69% substantial implementation. They remain number one 
this year, substantially implemented in 73% of districts. IWBs, which a year ago were neck-
and-neck with standard projectors (behind by a statistically insignificant single point) are still 
number two. The gap between them is larger, however, as IWBs’ substantial penetration 
has declined to 64% from 68%. Laptops’ substantial penetration has bounced back to 62%, 
a full ten percentage points above last year and only two points lower than the substantial 
penetration laptops achieved two years ago, 

Chromebooks have also seen a healthy increase, from 37% substantial penetration in 
2015 to 43% this year, opening up a gap between them and tablets, whose substantial 
penetration grew only two percentage points, to 37%. Rounding out the picture are 
interactive projectors, interactive flat panel displays, and 3D printers (included in the survey 
for the first time this year), at 30%, 15%, and 10% substantial penetration, respectively.
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Figure 15: Implementation of Instructional Technologies: All Districts

Note: See Table A14 for related data table. Responses of 1 are defined as Not at All, 2 and 3 as Partially, 
4 and 5 as Substantially.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Figure 16: Substantial Implementation of Instructional Technologies:  
2016 and 2015

Note: See Table A14 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Looking at technology directors’ priorities for the next three years, several items 
included in the survey for the first time this year appeared near the top of the list. The 
number one priority, as it has been for several years running, is wireless networks—the 
critical infrastructure required to provide connectivity to students and teachers. Some 
71% of technology directors rate wireless networks a high priority, and another 19% a 
medium priority. The next three highest priorities—student data security/privacy, online 
assessment readiness, and data-driven decision making—are first-time entrants in the 
survey.  

Nearly two-thirds (65%) of respondents rate student data security/privacy a high priority—
no surprise at a time when data breaches at large corporations, and even the Democratic 
National Committee—make the news with great frequency. Concerns over student data 
privacy even made their way into the Republican Party platform this year, which called 
the “vast” collection of information about students without parental consent “wholly 
incompatible with the American Experiment and our inalienable rights.”  “Anything 
that’s considered personal identification information is something we need to make sure 
is secure,” said Ralph Valenzisi, chief of technology, innovation, and partnerships for 
Norwalk Public Schools in Connecticut, which passed a law in June 2016 setting minimum 
privacy standards for student data in that state.15   

After student data security/privacy, the next highest priority is readiness for online 
assessments at 63%, followed by data-driven decision making at 58%. Chromebooks and 
one-to-one computing come next, with 55% and 53% of respondents, respectively, rating 
them a high priority. Single sign-on capability, another new entrant in the survey, comes 
next, with 36% of respondents rating it a high priority, followed by laptops, at 33%.

Figure 17: Technology Initiative Priorities (Over the Next Three Years):  
All Districts

Note: See Table A15 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Because so many of the priority items appeared on the survey for the first time this year, 
there are fewer year-to-year comparisons. Wireless networks, number one on the list as it 
was a year ago, fell off only slightly from last year’s 74% high-priority rating. Chromebooks’ 
increase from 49% to 55% high priority is yet another confirmation of the staying power of 
these devices. The slight slippage of one-to-one computing, from 58% high priority last 
year to 53% this year, indicates that many districts are still pursuing one-to-one, but their 
commitment to it is not universal.

The shift in priority between laptops and tablets is particularly noteworthy. A year ago, 
31% of technology directors rated tablets a high priority, while 27% gave high priority to 
laptops. This year, those numbers have flipped, with 33% rating laptops a high priority 
versus 23% considering tablets a high priority.

The priority of IWBs, on the other hand, has remained steady, with 23% of technology 
directors rating them a high priority, the same percentage as a year ago.

Figure 18: High Priority Technology Initiatives (Over the Next Three Years): 
2016 and 2015

Note: See Table A15 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Technology directors’ purchase plans for 2016-2017 shed light on usage patterns by grade 
level; respondents clearly regard tablets as more appropriate for lower grades. Some 
54% of technology directors plan to buy tablets for their K-2 students, and 37% for their 
students in Grades 3-5. The number drops to 29% for middle school students and 23% for 
high school students. Conversely, the percentage of technology directors who plan to buy 
laptops, Chromebooks, and desktop computers generally rises with grade level. (There 
is one small exception: 56% of technology directors plan to buy Chromebooks for their 
middle school students, compared with 50% for their high school students.)

Plans to buy IWBs, on the other hand, vary very little by grade level. Slightly more than a 
third of technology directors—between 34% and 36%—plan to buy IWBs for students in 
all grade ranges between kindergarten and high school.

Figure 19: Purchase Plans for Personal Technology Instructional Devices  
by Grade Span: All Districts

Note: See Table A16 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Developments Affecting the  
Hardware Market
District Implementations of One-to-One Computing
 
While school districts began buying computers for student use late in the last century, 
the first high-profile one-to-one computing initiative got started in 2002, when the state 
of Maine bought laptops for all of its seventh- and eighth-graders. Now, almost 15 years 
later, a body of literature has developed about the impact of one-to-one computing on 
student performance.

Earlier this year, what may be the first comprehensive overview of how one-to-one 
computing has affected student outcomes appeared in the academic journal Review 
of Educational Research. Entitled “Learning in One-to-One Laptop Environments: A 
Meta-Analysis and Research Synthesis,” the study concluded that giving every student 
a computer of his or her own did provide tangible benefits—but only in one-to-one 
programs that were well designed and implemented thoughtfully. “It’s not like just 
providing a laptop to every student will automatically increase student achievement, but 
we find that it’s the first step,” said Binbin Zheng, an assistant professor of counseling, 
educational psychology, and special education at Michigan State University, who co-
authored the study.16   

Zheng’s report used statistical techniques to analyze other researchers’ studies and 
reviewed 86 additional research papers on the subject. She and her research team 
concluded from their analysis of the studies that one-to-one laptop programs had 
a statistically significant impact on test scores in English/language arts, writing, 
mathematics, and science. In addition, their review of research papers found modest 
evidence that providing laptops to students increases their level of technology use and 
participation in project-based instruction, enhances engagement, and improves student-
teacher relationships.

The research focused only on one-to-one laptop programs and may not generalize to 
other devices such as tablets and desktop computers. Nonetheless, commented Elliott 
Soloway, a computer science professor at the University of Michigan and longtime 
observer of classroom technology trends, “This is one of those definitive studies that 
comes along every 20 years. Schools are going to use [the findings] to justify the move to 
one-to-one.”17 

The real benefits of one-to-one, he added, come when schools move to what he called 
“constructive” learning from “instructive” learning—from “teaching kids to remember 
something to teaching them how to figure something out.”

However they justify it, a slight majority of districts (53%) consider one-to-one a high 
priority, with larger districts leading the way. Some 64% of large districts are making one-
to-one a higher priority, according to this year’s survey, compared with 58% of medium-
size districts and 45% of small districts. In contrast, one-to-one is a low priority in 28% of 
small districts versus 17% of medium-size districts and 14% of large districts.
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Figure 20: District Priorities on One-to-One Computing by District Size

Note: See Table A17 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Interestingly, districts have implemented one-to-one more fully in middle schools (by a 
small amount) than they have in high schools. Asked “to what extent has your district 
implemented a one-to-one computing model?,” 36% of respondents answered with a 4 
or 5 on a 5-point scale for their middle schools, compared with 32% for their high schools. 
Only 18% responded with a 4 or 5 with regard to their elementary schools.

Figure 21: Implementation of One-To-One Computing Model: All Districts
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Enthusiasm for one-to-one computing varies a great deal by region, as evidenced by 
the percentage of technology directors who responded with a 5 to the same question. 
It seems to be highest in the Midwest, where 29% of technology directors say they have 
fully implemented one-to-one in their high schools, 34% in their middle schools, and 13% 
in their elementary schools. The Northeast is the one-to-one laggard, with only 13% full 
implementation in its high schools, 11% in its middle schools, and 2% in its elementary 
schools. The West has the same 13% full implementation in both its high schools and 
elementary schools, but it is a good bit higher at 30% in its middle schools. In the South, 
22% of technology directors report full implementation of one-to-one in their high 
schools, versus 18% in middle schools and 5% in elementary schools.  

Figure 22: Full Implementation of One-to-One Computing Model  
by Grade Level and Region

Note: See Table A19 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Mobility
 
While the commitment to one-to-one is less than universal, districts are providing 
students with access to mobile computing in large numbers, as will be discussed in 
greater detail in the section below on Personal Computing Devices. Beyond supplying 
the devices themselves, the other way districts can increase students’ access to mobile 
computing is to let them bring their own devices to school.

The days when schools categorically demanded that their students turn off their phones 
and other devices the minute they entered the school building are largely behind 
us. Nonetheless, experts remain divided on whether bring-your-own-device (BYOD) 
programs are the right path toward putting a device in every student’s hand. The 
advantages are obvious: districts that rely on BYOD get parents to pay the hardware bill 
directly (instead of indirectly through taxes). And, as hardware products obsolesce—which 
they tend to do very quickly—schools will avoid being stuck with inventory of obsolete 
machines.
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But BYOD causes headaches as well. For one thing, IT directors inevitably confront 
compatibility problems when dealing with a wide variety of devices of different sizes, 
supplied by different manufacturers and built on different software platforms. For another, 
not all students can afford the same kind of hardware—or, in some cases, any hardware 
at all—leaving districts with BYOD programs to figure out how to avoid perpetuating 
the “digital divide” among their own student populations. In addition, BYOD presents 
challenges to teachers, since software and websites display differently on different 
devices, making it hard for teachers to give consistent directions to all students or glance 
at their screens and figure out quickly what each student is doing.

More important, perhaps, is the question of how the devices are used for instructional 
purposes. “All districts have BYOD in place as students are already bringing their devices 
to school,” said Christopher Harris, a panelist on THE Journal’s “What’s Hot, What’s Not in 
2016” roundtable discussion. “It’s whether or not school leaders embrace the device as a 
learning tool that’s the true discussion… 

“Although an increasing number of schools are allowing and even promoting student 
devices,” he said, “changing the instructional pedagogy is ultimately the challenge and 
what takes the most time to transform.” 

Whether students use their own devices or ones that are supplied by their district, 
the devices have little educational utility unless the school has a network with enough 
bandwidth to connect them with their teachers’ devices, those of other students, and to 
the Internet. Technology directors understand this, of course; as already noted, wireless 
networks remain their highest priority over the next three years, with 71% rating this a 
high priority.  

Large districts are leading the way, with 81% considering wireless networks a high priority 
versus 75% in medium-size districts and 64% in small districts. Conversely, only 5% of large 
districts consider wireless networks to be a low priority, versus 8% of medium-size districts 
and 14% of small districts. Consistent with this pattern, 84% of urban districts (which tend 
to be large) rate wireless networks a high priority, versus 77% of town districts, 65% of rural 
districts, and 64% of suburban districts. Rural (22%) and suburban (24%) districts are more 
likely than their urban counterparts to rate wireless networks as a medium priority.
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Figure 23: District Priorities on Wireless Networks by District Size

Note: See Table A17 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Figure 24: District Priorities on Wireless Networks by Metropolitan Status

Note: See Table A20 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Making use of the networks already in place, districts are giving an impressive number of 
students full-time access to mobile computing, especially at the middle and high school 
levels. Some 45% of districts say they provide full-time access to mobile computing to 
more than three-quarters of their high school students, and 42% report that more than 
three-quarters of their middle school students have full-time access to mobile computing. 
Even at the elementary school level, 24% of districts report that more than three-quarters 
of their students have full-time access to mobile computing.

In fact, more districts say they provide full-time access to a majority of their middle school 
students than their high school students, suggesting, perhaps, that middle schools 
may be the best places to conduct pilots or launch new digital initiatives. Some 61% of 
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districts report that more than half of their middle school students have full-time access, 
compared with 57% that report that a majority of their high school students have full-time 
access. Even at the elementary school level, 45% of districts say that more than half of 
their students have full-time access to mobile computing devices.

Figure 25: Students with Full-Time Access to Mobile Computing by Grade Level: 
All Districts
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did not always go without a hitch, however; disruptions and technical difficulties were 
reported in several states, including Florida, Wisconsin, Minnesota, and Nevada. In 
Tennessee, online testing was halted altogether at one point early in 2016 because of 
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server issues. And in Indiana, legislators voted last spring to end the state’s ISTEP testing 
program as of 2017, in response to concerns raised after 2016 testing was plagued with 
technical glitches that called into question the validity of the test scores.

These hiccups notwithstanding, the move toward online testing is probably here to stay, 
as evidenced by the priority technology directors are giving it and the number of districts 
already administering assessment online. Just under two-thirds of districts (63%) consider 
online assessment readiness a high priority. Large districts are leading the way; 79% of 
them rate online assessment readiness a high priority, versus 59% of medium-size districts 
and 62% of small districts.

Figure 26: District Priorities on Online Assessment Readiness by District Size

Note: See Table A17 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Perhaps because they need the data as quickly as possible to shape and inform 
instruction, districts are moving somewhat more aggressively toward administering their 
formative and interim/benchmark assessments online than their summative assessments. 
Some 67% of districts report that they are already administering their interim/benchmark 
assessments in core subjects online, with another 12% planning to do so within a year. 
Slightly fewer—63%—are already administering their formative assessments in core 
subjects online, with another 11% planning to do so within a year. When it comes to 
final/summative assessments in core subjects, which need to be administered with high 
security and in tight timeframes, 55% are already administering them online, and 14% are 
planning to do so within a year.
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Figure 27: Administration of Assessments Online (in Core Subjects):  
All Districts
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Again, large districts are leading the way in administering final/summative assessments 
online, while other districts have focused more on online administration of formative 
assessments. Some 64% of large districts are already administering their final/summative 
assessments online, compared with 53% of medium-size districts and 52% of small 
districts. Conversely, 65% of medium-size districts and 63% of small districts are 
administering their formative assessments online, compared with 57% of large districts. 
(The percentage of districts administering interim/benchmark assessments online differs 
little by district size.)

Figure 28: Administration of Assessments Online—Doing It Now by District Size

Note: See Table A23 for related data table. 
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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There are some fairly sizable regional differences in how all types of assessments are 
being administered. The trailblazers are districts in the West, where 66% are administering 
their summative tests online, 79% their interim/benchmark tests, and 76% their formative 
assessments. This is in stark contrast with the Northeast, where the numbers are 36% for 
summative tests, 58% for interim/benchmark tests, and 53% for formative assessments. 
The Midwest and South fall in between the other two regions across all three assessment 
types.

Figure 29: Administration of Assessments Online—Doing It Now by Region

Note: See Table A24 for related data table. 
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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New concerns about online testing were raised in the summer of 2016 when an analysis 
commissioned by PARCC (Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and 
Careers), one of the two national consortia that developed assessments aligned to the 
Common Core State Standards, found evidence of “device effects” on test scores—i.e., 
differences in results in some grades and subjects based on what kind of devices students 
were using and what types of assessment items were employed. In Ohio, for example, 
the analysis found that students who took the PARCC exams on tablets did significantly 
worse than other students did. Commented one expert, Marianne Perie, the director of 
the Center for Educational Testing and Evaluation at the University of Kansas: “Absolutely, 
this preliminary evidence [of the presence of device effects] leads to questions. We’re so 
new into this, and we need so much more research.”20

Personal Computing Devices
 
While there were already signs a year ago that districts’ love affair with iPads was coming 
to an end, 2015-2016 was the year when K-12 educators seemed to have made a startling 
discovery: keyboards are very useful. Even Apple’s CEO, Tim Cook, tacitly admitted 
that the trends were going against his company’s flagship product when, in response to 
reports that Chromebooks were overtaking iPads in the school market, he said he was not 
interested in making “test machines.”  
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“We are interested in helping students learn and teachers teach, but tests, no,” Cook 
said in an interview with BuzzFeed reporter Molly Hensley-Clancy in late 2015. “We create 
products that are whole solutions for people—that allow kids to learn how to create and 
engage on a different level.”21

Whether it is because Chrome-based devices are better for online testing, are less 
expensive than iPads, or for other reasons, Chrome is the new K-12 technology darling. 
According to Futuresource Consulting, which last spring released its analysis of 2015 
hardware shipments, devices with Chrome operating systems accounted for one-half of 
shipments to U.S. schools—a 31% increase over the prior year—while Apple’s share fell 
from 26% to 19%. Windows, according to Futuresource, was down three points, to 22% of 
shipments.

Another troublesome sign for Apple came in the form of the results of a survey of 
students and teachers from Grades 7-12 conducted in Auburn, Maine, the state where 
large-scale one-to-one computing began. Some 89% of teachers and 74% of students 
surveyed by the district’s technology director identified laptops as their preferred device 
for schoolwork and classroom instruction. Responses included one teacher who referred 
to iPads as “largely gaming devices” and another who said, “Students use them as toys. 
Word processing is near to impossible.”

Not to overstate the case; Auburn is just one district. Looking across the country, almost 
four-fifths of school districts own tablets that run Apple’s iOS operating system (to be 
discussed in more detail below). Nonetheless, based on this year’s survey data, the 
pendulum is clearly swinging away from tablets toward Chrome-based devices and, yes, 
even laptops, which at one point appeared to be on a path toward obsolescence.

Laptops
 
Perhaps because they have been around longer than smaller computing devices, laptops 
are found in almost every school district in the country. Only 4% of districts report no 
implementation of laptops at all; the percentage of large districts reporting no laptop 
implementations is zero. Some 62% of districts say they have substantially implemented 
laptops, and the pattern is fairly consistent by district size—62% in large districts, 65% in 
medium-size districts, and 59% in small districts.
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Figure 30: Implementation of Laptops by District Size

Note: See Table A25 for related data table and an explanation of implementation categories.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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While only one-third of districts rate laptop computers as a high technology priority for 
the next three years, laptops are still generally in their plans, as evidenced by the fact that 
about another third (35%) rate them as a medium priority, with the remaining third (32%) 
considering them a low priority. Laptops figure in the plans of large districts in particular, 
where only 19% consider laptops a low priority, 43% a medium priority, and 38% a high 
priority.

Figure 31: District Priorities on Laptops (non-Chromebooks) by District Size

Note: See Table A17 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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A look at districts’ purchase plans by grade span makes it clear that technology directors 
want laptops more for older students than for younger ones. Some 50% of districts plan to 
buy laptops for their high school students in 2016-2017, versus 38% for middle schoolers, 
31% for Grades 3-5, and 22% for K-2 students. Large districts in particular are planning 
laptop purchases, with 69% saying they will buy them for their high school students, 57% 
for middle schoolers, 52% for Grades 3-5, and 43% for K-2 students.

Figure 32: Purchase Plans for Laptops (non-Chromebooks) by Grade Span and 
District Size: All Districts

Note: See Table A26 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Chromebooks
 
Chromebooks have not yet penetrated school districts at the same levels as laptops, but 
they clearly are on the rise. “It’s a tidal wave: Chrome is the clear U.S. market leader now,” 
says Futuresouce’s Mike Fisher, noting that districts are fond of Chromebooks’ web-based 
operating system, their user-friendliness, their $200- $300 price and the ease with which 
district IT departments can manage their deployment.22

The ease of deployment stems from the fact that with Chromebooks there are no apps 
to install; instead, they are optimized for web access. And Google, which has stayed out 
of the hardware business but makes the Chrome operating system available to hardware 
manufacturers such as Samsung, Lenovo, HP, and Dell (among others), benefits by getting 
students in the habit of using Google products at a young age.

Part of what makes use of this ecosystem so attractive is its price. Like most things Google 
it is free—despite the fact the company cannot monetize its Google for Education 
traffic through advertising. In fact, not everyone is convinced that Google has erected 
a solid wall between its money-making business and student data. In late 2015, the 
Electronic Frontier Foundation, a San Francisco-based digital rights and privacy advocacy 
organization that focuses on digital privacy issues, filed a complaint with the FTC alleging 
that Google collects non-educational data from students who log in and uses it “for its 
own benefit, unrelated to authorized educational or school purposes.” The company 
denied the allegations.23
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What drives Google for Education’s popularity is its free suite of productivity tools, at 
the heart of which sits Google Classroom, which the company describes as “mission 
control, designed with teachers and students to connect the class, track their progress 
and achieve more together.”24 Google Classroom enables teachers to create class rosters, 
distribute assignments, and track how much progress students are making in completing 
the assignments. Students benefit by being able to ask their teachers questions and/or 
direct comments to other students in their class. They can access their accounts across 
multiple devices and can use Google Classroom to hand in their assignments, which can 
include links and/or attachments.

One sign that Google’s goal is to get students in the habit of using its ecosystem is that 
the company, at its Google Search for Education page, provides teachers with a series of 
lesson plans designed to instruct students on how to use web search to find appropriate 
high-quality sources of content. Google’s message to teachers is: “We’ve created a series 
of lessons to help you guide your students to use search meaningfully in their schoolwork 
and beyond.”25

While Google for Education is available across all platforms, Chromebooks’ numbers 
provide support to the idea that districts like what Google is selling (well, actually, giving 
away). More than two-thirds of districts (70%) have implemented Chromebooks at some 
level, with 43% reporting substantial implementation. Large districts lag in substantial 
implementation of Chromebooks, at 31% (versus 46% for both medium-size and small 
districts), perhaps because with more IT resources at their disposal, they benefit less 
from the administrative ease of deploying Chromebooks. When it comes to metropolitan 
status, for reasons we cannot explain, town districts are furthest along in Chromebook 
deployment, with 52% reporting substantial implementation. At the other end of the 
spectrum, rural districts are least likely to have deployed Chromebooks, with 35% 
reporting no implementation at all.

Figure 33: Implementation of Chromebooks by District Size

Note: See Table A25 for related data table and an explanation of implementation categories.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Figure 34: Implementation of Chromebooks by Metropolitan Status

Note: See Table A27 for related data table and an explanation of implementation categories.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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More than half of districts (55%) consider Chromebook implementation a high technology 
priority. Interestingly, large districts, which lag slightly in Chromebook implementation 
to date, do not appear to be overly determined to catch up. While close to half of them 
(48%) rate Chromebooks a high priority, this is still less than the 59% of medium-size 
districts and 55% of small districts that consider Chromebooks a high priority. Large 
districts are significantly more likely to rate Chromebook implementation as a low priority.

Figure 35: District Priorities on Chromebooks by District Size

Note: See Table A17 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

High

Medium

Low

All DistrictsLargeMediumSmall

13

29
23

12
15

55 55

18

48

59

41

29



State of the K-12 Market Reports 2016
Copyright 2016 Market Data Retrieval

55

Tablets
 
When Apple—by far the leading tablet supplier—first started selling tablets to schools, it 
looked like iPads were going to take the market by storm. The most visible commitment 
to tablets came from the Los Angeles Unified School District, which three years ago 
started implementing a plan to supply iPads to all of the more than 600,000 students in 
the district. The deployment did not go well, however, and Superintendent John Deasy 
ended up losing his job in October 2014 after being widely criticized over the deal he had 
made with Apple and the hardware and software glitches that plagued the roll-out of the 
devices to students.  
 
L.A. Unified pulled back on its commitment to iPads, ultimately bringing in a variety 
of devices and falling well short of a one-to-one implementation—and the district’s 
experience became a cautionary tale for other districts planning one-to-one iPad 
initiatives.  

Auburn, Maine, on the other hand, is a different kind of cautionary tale. Auburn had few 
hiccups during its initial deployment of iPads, but users became dissatisfied with their 
capabilities after they got used to working with them.  

Auburn School Department Technology Director Peter Robinson said that when he saw 
how students in younger grades were using iPads three years ago, he thought they were 
“absolutely the right choice” but became concerned about iPads’ shortcomings for older 
students. As the survey he fielded indicates, his teachers agreed. One said that iPads 
“are largely students’ gaming devices” while another called them “a disaster.” Still a third 
wrote “WE NEED LAPTOPS!!!” three times.26 

iPads still have champions elsewhere in Maine. Shawn Carlson, Assistant Superintendent 
for Technology, Curriculum and Instruction in Boothbay, considers his district’s 
implementation to have been a success, identifying five features that made him an iPad 
fan: mobility, accessibility, the iPad’s recording capabilities, its screen-sharing feature, and 
Airdrop (the ability for users to share files or quickly move them to other devices where 
students can edit them collaboratively).27 Nor is Apple walking away from Maine without a 
fight. In an effort to hold onto its customers there, Apple has offered districts throughout 
the state the opportunity to swap out their iPads for MacBook Air laptops—which in many 
cases are now cheaper than iPads were when the districts first bought them. If they take 
advantage of the offer in 2016-2017, Apple will replace the iPads with MacBook Airs free 
of charge.

There is a certain irony to the fact that the iPad seems to be losing its luster based on 
concerns that it is not a serious computing device. As Apple’s sales to consumers have 
begun to slow, the company is actually making strong gains in the corporate market, 
where customers are attracted to its intuitive user interface, strong security features, 
and tight integration of hardware and software. Nearly half of iPads are now bought 
by corporations and governments, according to the research firm Forrester. “Apple is 
stronger in the enterprise market with its devices than it is with consumers,” says Forrester 
analyst Frank Gillett.28 
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Still, Auburn Technology Director Robinson’s belief that iPads are appropriate for younger 
students but less so for older students is a widely held point of view in K-12 circles, one 
that is reflected in districts’ future purchase plans for tablets. Some 54% of districts say 
they plan to buy tablets for their K-2 students, a figure that declines to 37% for Grades 
3-5, 29% for middle school (Grades 6-8), and 23% for high school students. The pattern is 
similar for districts of all sizes, though more large districts are planning tablet purchases 
than small or medium-size districts at every grade range.

Figure 36: Purchase Plans for Tablets by Grade Span and District Size:  
All Districts

Note: See Table A26 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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The evidence that districts’ enthusiasm for tablets is waning lies not just in the technology 
priority data discussed at the end of this section, but also in the implementation pattern 
to date. Note that 57% of districts have partially implemented tablets, versus 37% that 
have substantially implemented them; this mix stands in contrast to the 27% of districts 
that have partially implemented Chromebooks versus 43% that have substantially 
implemented them. While 29% of districts have not implemented Chromebooks at 
all, versus only 7% that have not implemented tablets, those that have implemented 
Chromebooks are deploying them more aggressively, so that substantial implementation 
of Chromebooks now exceeds that of tablets.

Small districts are the least likely to have implemented tablets, with 31% reporting 
substantial implementation, versus 40% of medium-size districts and 41% of large districts. 
Some 11% of small districts say they have not implemented tablets at all, compared with 
3% of medium-size districts and 5% of large districts. By metropolitan status, the highest 
incidence of tablet implementation is in urban districts (53%) and towns (42%), compared 
with 33% substantial implementation in suburban and rural districts.
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Figure 37: Implementation of Tablets by District Size

Note: See Table A25 for related data table and an explanation of implementation categories.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Figure 38: Implementation of Tablets by Metropolitan Status

Note: See Table A27 for related data table and an explanation of implementation categories.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Devices using the iOS operating system continue to have the highest district penetration, 
indicating that Apple is still by far the K-12 market leader within the tablet segment. 
The penetration numbers have shifted little since last year. About four-fifths of districts 
(79%) own tablets that run iOS, almost identical to last year’s 81%. This compares to 44% 
of districts with tablets that run Windows—again, almost identical to the year-earlier 
number—and 29% with Android tablets (including Kindle Fire tablets, which use an 
Android operating system).
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Figure 39: Tablet Operating Systems: 2016 and 2015

Note: See Table A28 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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There are some significant differences by metropolitan status, not in the ownership of 
iOS-based tablets but in the other platforms. About two-thirds (65%) of urban districts 
own tablets that run Windows, while only 33% of suburban and 39% of rural districts do. 
Urban districts are also slightly more likely to have Android-based tablets; 36% own them, 
versus 22% of suburban, 29% of town, and 30% of rural districts.

Figure 40: Penetration Rates of Tablet Operating Systems by  
Metropolitan Status

Note: See Table A28 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Note: See Table A17 for related data table.
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Figure 42: District Priorities on Tablets by Metropolitan Status

Note: See Table A20 for related data table.
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Some 23% of districts consider tablets a high priority for the future, less than half of the 
55% who rate Chromebooks a high priority. Large districts are more likely to stay on the 
tablet bandwagon; 38% of them rate tablet implementations a high priority, versus 23% of 
medium-size districts and 16% of small districts. Similarly, urban districts are more positive 
toward tablets than other district types; 38% of urban districts rate them as a high priority 
versus 23% of suburban districts and 20% of both rural and town districts.

Figure 41: District Priorities on Tablets by District Size
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Productivity Tools
 
Each of the major platform providers offers a set of software tools designed to foster 
collaboration among multiple users. As discussed above, Google’s Apps for Education, 
which include Google Docs and student Gmail accounts among other productivity tools, 
are a key part of its K-12 offering. Microsoft, which in the consumer market has been 
transitioning its business from one-time sales of shrink-wrapped software to cloud-based 
annual subscriptions, offers a version of Microsoft Office that is customized for K-12 
customers. Apple offers iWork for iCloud, an online collaboration tool that (based on our 
research) appears not to have a version customized for K-12 users.

This year’s survey asked technology directors for the first time which tools they have 
implemented in their districts. Their responses reinforce the picture painted above in 
which Google is making great strides, Microsoft is still a player, and Apple is facing 
challenges. Almost half (47%) of the districts surveyed have fully implemented Google 
Apps for Education, meaning they responded with a 5 on a 5-point scale, and another 
18% responded with a 4. This compares to 18% that responded with a 5 for Microsoft 
Office 365 Education, and only 5% for Apple iWork. Some 70% say they are not using 
Apple iWork at all, compared with 51% for Microsoft Office and 12% for Google Apps for 
Education. 

Figure 43: Implementation of Education Tools: All Districts

Note: See Table A29 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Key Takeaways: Personal Computing Devices
 
In the consumer world, the big four technology giants—Amazon, Apple, Facebook, and 
Google—are waging an intense battle for market leadership. In K-12, Facebook is more 
likely to be thought of as an app that students need to stay away from during school 
hours, and Amazon is an also-ran (more on that later). This leaves Apple and Google as 
the major players, with Microsoft a few steps behind them.

The momentum that Google has been building at Apple’s expense is not just a sign that 
customers prefer one kind of device over another. It can also be viewed as a statement 
about customers’ apparent preference for an open ecosystem over a closed one, and for 
cloud computing over native applications.

Apple has always offered end-to-end solutions, providing both the hardware and 
software, with the latter available only through Apple’s retail environment. This set-up 
gives Apple control over all elements of its business, but it also forces customers and 
suppliers to play by Apple’s rules.

Google, on the other hand, is not in the hardware business; it allows a variety of hardware 
suppliers to build their products around its software platform. As a result, products that 
use the Chrome operating system come in many shapes and sizes.

Chromebooks are designed to do one thing well: access the Internet. iPads also enable 
Internet access through the Safari browser, but if one were looking for a device mainly 
for the purpose of getting to the web, buying an iPad would be an odd choice. iPads are 
designed to run native applications, distribution of which Apple controls through its App 
Store.

If the penetration of Chromebooks continues to outpace tablets, and districts keep using 
laptops in large numbers as well, they will buy fewer apps from Apple and more often will 
source content directly from the Internet. While Google has created a retail environment 
for educators (one in which much of what is available is free), no one is forced to go there. 
Chromebook and laptop customers are free to source content wherever they can find it.

This development—the shift away from apps that run locally on users’ devices toward 
content and software available in the cloud—has real implications for education 
publishers, many of which are positive.

Developing iPad apps has always been a challenge for education publishers, for a variety 
of reasons. First, there is the problem of Apple’s control of its retail environment, with the 
accompanying concern that the apps will get lost among the roughly two million products 
available in the App Store. Related to this is how education products are merchandised 
within the App Store. Apple claims to sell 170,000 education apps, but there is no 
taxonomy within the education category in the App Store (or, if there is, this writer was 
not able to find it), and the only search parameter within the education category is age 
range (5 and under, 6-8, and 9-11). In addition, many of the apps in the App Store are sold 
at very low prices, providing stiff competition to education publishers who need to price 
their products higher in order to make money.
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Publishers operating in a world of Chromebooks and laptops face a different situation. 
They can try to get distribution through Google for Education, but more importantly, they 
can go around Google’s distribution system if they choose. If a product works on the web, 
it has at least some chance of being successful. This does not make marketing digital 
products for K-12 use easy, but not having to worry about the gatekeepers at Apple does 
remove at least one obstacle to success.  

Instead, with Chromebooks on the rise and laptops holding their own, education 
publishers can focus on the issues that drive the success of any K-12 product: the quality 
of the content, its visual appeal, its alignment with curriculum, and the helpfulness 
of its teacher support. They can also build in assessments as appropriate, with the 
possibility of capturing student performance data and reporting it back to teachers and/
or administrators. And if they want to offer software as well as content, that software can 
live in the cloud, which avoids the issues involved in installing it locally on students’ and 
teachers’ devices.

Doing all those things right is no small task, but at least the World Wide Web is a level 
playing field.

Apple will continue to be a strong player in K-12—perhaps focusing its efforts on 
the elementary school market, where the functionality of its hardware may be more 
appropriate—and will no doubt remain in Google’s and Microsoft’s competitive sights for 
some time to come. In addition, Facebook has made a few moves into the K-12 space. In 
August, Facebook announced that more than 100 schools affiliated with Summit Public 
Schools, a Silicon Valley-based charter school network, will begin using a free “student-
directed learning system” jointly developed by Facebook and Summit. The system puts 
students in control of selecting their assignments and setting the pace of their learning—
the idea being to encourage them to develop the kind of resourcefulness and time 
management skills that will help them succeed in college.29

In Silicon Valley parlance, the folks at Facebook are out to “disrupt” education, and it is 
clear that we will be hearing more from them.

And what about Amazon? Years ago, the EdNET Insight survey tracked the penetration 
of eReaders, a device category in which Amazon, with its Kindle, is even more dominant 
than Apple is in tablets, The numbers remained small, however—a sign that eBooks were 
not the preferred format for K-12 digital content—and eReaders were eventually dropped 
from the survey. Amazon demonstrated little interested in K-12 for awhile (though it did 
make one acquisition in the category in 2013, when it acquired the start-up TenMarks, 
which had developed a math curriculum product).

Amazon took a step back onto the K-12 stage in June 2016, when it announced its own 
potentially disruptive move—the formation of an online marketplace for open educational 
resources (OER) offering tens of thousands of free worksheets, lesson plans, and other 
instructional materials that it said it would launch in late summer. Called Amazon Inspire, 
the website is likely to use the same kind of merchandising approach—with user ratings, 
product reviews, powerful search capability, and the like—that has made Amazon into the 
world’s largest online retailer. It is hard to know what Amazon’s long-term strategic goals 
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are in the K-12 market, beyond the obvious idea that Amazon Inspire eventually might add 
products that educators will have to pay for alongside the OER materials, and Amazon will 
try to become the dominant instructional resource retailer in K-12.30

Whatever its goal, it is clear that Amazon’s objective is not just to drive Kindle sales, leaving 
Apple and, to a lesser degree, Microsoft as the only major players who are in the game to 
sell hardware, 

From a publisher’s perspective, the landscape is changing from one in which the biggest 
worry might have been what to do about Apple’s stranglehold on content distribution 
within its ecosystem to how to confront the threat from OER and other free resources. 
Working in an Apple-dominated world was hard enough; competing with free products 
is harder still. However that battle turns out, the hardware environment that product 
developers publish into promises to be a diverse one—and one in which most of the 
devices are likely to have keyboards.

Classroom Technologies
 
While student devices seem to be where the action is in the K-12 technology environment, 
hardware designed to be used at the front of the room, when the teacher presumably is 
addressing everyone in the class at the same time, is still an important part of any district’s 
technology infrastructure. In this category, the shifts are not as dramatic as the ones 
examined above—but there are some changes worth highlighting.

As noted early in this chapter, substantial penetration of standard projectors has increased 
from 69% to 73%, while substantial penetration of IWBs has fallen slightly, from 68% to 64%. 
Document cameras have also gained, from 55% to 60%, while substantial penetration of 
interactive projectors has fallen slightly from 32% to 30%.
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Figure 44: Substantial Implementation of Instructional Technologies:  
2016 and 2015

Note: See Table A14 for related data table.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Interactive Whiteboards
 
Of all of the shifts noted above, the change in penetration of IWBs—the first interactive 
front-of-the-room technology to achieve widespread usage—is perhaps the most 
interesting. IWB penetration flattened out a year ago, when substantial penetration was 
68% (down ever-so slightly from 69% the prior year), after having grown for several years 
running. This year, substantial penetration of IWBs has slipped by four percentage points 
to 64%. The signs that IWBs have hit the ceiling are strong.

IWBs are still a widely used technology. In response to the simple yes-no question, “Does 
your district use Interactive Whiteboards,” 88% of survey respondents said yes, with 
usage varying a fair amount by region. Some 30% of technology directors in the West say 
their districts never use them, versus 12% in the Midwest and 4% in both the South and 
Northeast. On the other hand, IWB penetration patterns differ only slightly by district size. 
Substantial penetration of IWBs is a little lower in small districts, at 61%, compared with 
66% in medium-size and 67% in large districts.
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Figure 45: Use of Interactive Whiteboards by Region

Note: See Table A30 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Figure 46:  Implementation of Interactive Whiteboards by District Size

Note: See Table A25 for related data table and an explanation of implementation categories.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Large districts are more committed to IWBs going forward, with 36% rating them a high 
technology priority for the next three years versus 22% of medium-size districts and 18% 
of small districts. Similarly, 39% of small districts and 44% of medium-size districts rate 
IWBs as a low priority, compared with 36% of large districts.
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Figure 47: District Priorities on Interactive Whiteboards by District Size

Note: See Table A17 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Penetration Rates: Providers of Interactive Whiteboards
The relative rankings of IWB providers have not changed at all in the last year. SMART 
Technologies is still the leader, in use by 74% of districts, compared with 77% a year ago. 
Promethean remains in the number two position, used by 36% of districts, down one point 
from a year earlier. Mimio is still number three, but has seen the largest drop, from 21% 
to 15%. The most significant shift, which might be a source of worry to IWB providers and 
provides support to the idea that IWBs have hit a ceiling, is the increase in percentage of 
districts that are using interactive projectors in place of IWBs. This group increased from 
11% to 21% of survey respondents.

Figure 48: Penetration Rates of Interactive Whiteboard Providers: 2016 and 2015

Note: See Table A31 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Districts’ preferences for IWB providers vary by district size. While SMART is the leader 
in all categories, it is somewhat stronger in small districts, of which 76% are users. This 
compares to 73% of medium-size and 69% of large districts. The most striking variation 
is usage of Promethean IWBs; 54% of large districts use them versus 38% of medium-size 
and 27% of small districts. Mimio, on the other hand, is more popular in small districts, 
used in 20% of them versus 13% of medium-size and 10% of large districts.

Figure 49: Penetration Rates of Interactive Whiteboard Providers  
by District Size

Note: See Table A31 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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IWB provider preferences also vary by region. SMART leads in all regions, but is weakest 
(in relative terms) in the West, where 62% of districts use its IWBs, versus 70% in the 
Northeast, 77% in the Midwest, and 80% in the South. Promethean is relatively stronger 
in the Northeast and South, with 45% usage in both regions, compared with 38% in the 
West and only 19% in the Midwest. Mimio is relatively strong in the South and West, with 
21% and 19% usage respectively, versus 15% in the Midwest and just 6% in the Northeast.

The Northeast and Midwest are also where districts are most likely to have replaced IWBs 
with interactive projectors. Some 30% of Northeast and 28% of Midwest districts say they 
have done so, versus 14% of districts in the West and 13% in the South.
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Figure 50: Penetration Rates of Interactive Whiteboard Providers by Region

Note: See Table A32 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Projectors (Interactive and Standard)
 
When IWBs were first introduced, some technologists complained that teachers were 
using them only as souped-up projectors—i.e., they were not taking advantage of their 
interactive capabilities and were using them mainly to project images on their large 
screens. It is no surprise, then, that districts continue to buy the less-expensive standard 
projectors, which perform a function that continues to be valuable.

Almost three-quarters of districts have substantially implemented standard projectors, 
with little variation by district size. Standard projectors have been substantially 
implemented in 69% of large districts, versus 75% of medium-size districts and 73% of 
small districts. Only 6% of districts do not use them at all, with, again, little variation by 
district size.
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Note: See Table A25 for related data table and an explanation of implementation categories.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Figure 51: Implementation of Standard Projectors by District Size

Note: See Table A25 for related data table and an explanation of implementation categories.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

Substantially

Partially

Not at All

All DistrictsLargeMediumSmall

28
25 24

28
30

36

48

39
43

25

33

42

Usage of interactive projectors (which replicate some of IWBs’ functionality by allowing 
a teacher or student to manipulate the projected images, usually through use of an 
interactive pen), is not nearly as widespread. Just less than a third of districts (30%) have 
substantially implemented them, and 42% of districts do not use them at all. Substantial 
implementation is highest in medium-size districts, at 36%, and medium-size and large 
districts are more likely to use them at some level than small districts, of which almost 
half (48%) do not use them at all. The most commonly purchased brand of interactive 
projector by far is Epson, bought by 69% of the districts that have them. Hitachi, SMART, 
and Elmo have also been purchased, but in all three cases by less than 10% of the districts 
that own interactive projectors.

Figure 52: Implementation of Interactive Projectors by District Size



70
Educational Technology Trends
Copyright 2016 Market Data Retrieval

Flat Panel Displays
 
Another technology that poses a threat to IWBs—and could be part of the reason IWB 
penetration has topped out and started to decline—is interactive flat panel displays, 
which look like the high-definition televisions most consumers have at home but have 
touch-screen functionality that allows users to interact with what appears on the screen. 
While their level of substantial implementation is flat year-over-year—at 15% this year 
versus 14% last year—they have been at least partially implemented in a third (36%) of 
districts. Moreover, the fact that 21% of large districts have substantially implemented 
them and another 60% have partially implemented them, may be an indication that this 
technology, which is generally less expensive than full-featured IWBs, is on the rise. (The 
percentage of districts that have not implemented them at all dropped from 54% last year 
to 49% in 2016.)

Figure 53: Implementation of Interactive Flat Panel Displays by District Size

Note: See Table A25 for related data table and an explanation of implementation categories.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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One fan of touchscreen displays is Jim Culbert, Executive Director of IT for Duval County 
Public Schools in Jacksonville, Florida. Writing in eSchool News, Culbert explained why 
his district, the nation’s 20th largest, decided to standardize around 55- and 65-inch 
touchscreen displays as it looked at how to replace aging technologies in classrooms 
throughout the district. “Our educators had been using tools such as projectors and 
interactive whiteboards in classrooms for years, but there was no real across-the-board 
standard for our schools’ core classroom equipment,” he wrote. “Projector bulbs were 
starting to dim and teachers would have to turn off lights to use them, which hardly 
energizes students. Some of the interactive whiteboard software was out of date, and not 
all schools had the funding to upgrade outdated equipment.”31

Among the virtues of touch-screen displays he pointed to were their portability. “Teaching 
doesn’t only happen at the front of the classroom—it also happens on the sides and at 
the back,” he wrote. “We purchased the displays bundled with media carts to make them 
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portable, allowing them to move around classrooms as needed.” Culbert also liked the 
fact that the display units used Windows drivers. “The fact that we don’t need to worry 
about software anymore is huge,” he said.32

Document Cameras
 
Another popular front-of-the-room technology—a leap forward from overhead projectors 
used back in the 20th century—is the document camera. Document cameras do more 
than just project images of what is in their line of sight. They can take pictures, and then 
zoom in on images, as well as record video. They can also do the work of scanners and 
connect to a monitor or computer, where captured images can be stored, and they often 
come with a remote control so that a teacher can move around the room while using 
them, or hand control over to her students.

No wonder, then, that their popularity has increased to the point where three-fifths of 
districts have substantially implemented them. Not surprisingly, large districts are leading 
the way, with 71% substantial implementation versus 62% in medium-size districts and 
54% in small districts. In fact, all of the large districts that participated in this year’s survey 
report that they have implemented document cameras at some level.

Figure 54: Implementation of Document Cameras by District Size

Note: See Table A25 for related data table and an explanation of implementation categories.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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3D Printers
 
A new technology covered for the first time this year is 3D printers, which, instead of 
outputting documents or digital images, actually produce three-dimensional objects. Use 
of these devices in schools is a sign that the so-called “maker movement” is taking hold 
in the K-12 world.

There is no standard definition of maker education; it often refers to project-based, 
hands-on learning, with students working to build real things that work, often 
collaboratively. Fans of maker education believe it engages students more effectively than 
traditional instructional approaches, giving them skills that will be particularly valuable as 
they face the challenges of the 21st century workplace.

Maker spaces in schools often start with materials such as art supplies, programmable 
microprocessors, or even Legos, but 3D printers are working their way into maker spaces 
as prices come down. For example, in 2011, Mahtomedi High School, located in a suburb 
of St. Paul, Minnesota, opened a fabrication laboratory—dubbed the Fab Lab—with one 
3D printer in it, to give its students the ability to turn their designs into reality. Within 
four years, after prices of the machines dropped to about $2,000 per unit, the district 
had bought six of them. (Cost of ownership is not free; the metal, plastic, wax, and other 
materials that transform the printers’ output into objects cost about 30 cents per gram.)33 

At first, the district would not let students operate the 3D printers because of the concern 
that they would break the high-priced machines, according to Matt Young, Engineering 
Specialist at Mahtomedi High. Once the costs came down, that rule was lifted, 

Some 150 students in five different classes had access to the 3D printers last school year. 
Student projects included a mind-controlled 3D hand that can grasp and then drop a ball, 
and a track system for snowmobiles that uses 3D-printed parts to replace pieces of the 
track that break.

While only 10% of districts have substantially implemented 3D printers, more than half 
(56%) are using them at some level. Medium-size districts are furthest along; 15% of them 
have substantially implemented the devices and another 50% have partially implemented 
them. About the same percentage of large districts have implemented them at some 
level, but the mix is different, with only 2% substantial implementation and 60% partial 
implementation.
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Note: See Table A25 for related data table and an explanation of implementation categories.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Figure 55: Implementation of 3D Printers by District Size
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Key Takeaways: Classroom Technologies
 
It is possible to read too much into the second yearly decline in the penetration of IWBs, 
which are still being used in 90% of U.S. school districts, down only slightly from 94% a 
year earlier, But, if the decline is more than just a statistical anomaly, it is a sign of change 
not only in the nature of front-of-the-classroom devices used in our nation’s schools, but 
also in the role of these kinds of devices within the networked classrooms.

IWBs were introduced at a time when few schools had implemented one-to-one 
computing or were even working toward that goal. A typical classroom might have had 
one or two computers at the back of the room, but they were unlikely to be networked 
together or connected to a larger building network. The IWB was a stand-alone device, 
useful for displaying content for the whole class to view. The tech-savvier teachers used 
the IWBs’ native apps and took advantage of their other features, such as their touch-
screen capability and ability to access the Internet.

As districts provided devices to more and more students, or allowed them to use their 
own, IWBs took on a different role: the hub of a classroom network. Not only could 
teachers load and display content from the computer that drove the IWB, they could also 
capture content from individual students’ devices and display it for the entire class to see. 
Tools like Nearpod and Promethean’s ClassFlow provide software that enables teachers 
to push content to student devices, monitor what they are doing on them, provide 
assessments, and capture their scores, among other capabilities.

Both Nearpod and ClassFlow run marketplaces where teachers can find lesson plans and 
other content. While Nearpod is not in the hardware business, Promethean is—but the 
focus the company is putting on ClassFlow is a strong indication that it believes its future 
lies more in selling blades than razors (to use a well-worn analogy).

In addition, the IWB providers find themselves facing competition from other front-of-the-
room technologies that provide much of the same functionality but at lower prices. Why 
use an IWB when your district can provide you with an interactive projector that displays 
images on the blank wall space in your classroom and allows you to manipulate those 
images using an interactive pen? Dollar for dollar, how does the functionality of an IWB 
compare with a document camera that can project images of three-dimensional objects 
as well as flat documents, saves the images to the memory of a connected computer, 
does double duty as a scanner, and even records video?

Student devices are not the only category in which there is a diversity of offerings, and 
technology directors are making different choices, based on their own districts’ needs 
and preferences, about one-per-teacher technologies as well (Duval County’s Jim Culbert 
being just one example).

Some technology providers are trying to dislodge IWBs not by providing similar 
capabilities at lower prices but by offering what they regard as superior functionality at 
premium prices. Consider “glassboards,” made of shatterproof glass, which are heavier 
than IWBs and cost 30% to 40% more. According to Bryce Stuckenschneider, the Vice 
President of Marketing for Clarus Glassboards of Fort Worth, Texas, glassboards are 
worth a premium price because they are more attractive than IWBs, are compatible with 
any kind of marker, and are durable enough to last 20 years. Currently sold mostly to 
corporate and post-secondary customers, glassboards had penetrated only about 150 
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schools as of last summer, according to Stuckenschneider, but he projects “growth by a 
factor of 10 or 15” in K-12 over the next few years.34

Even at 10 or 15 times 150, glassboards would still be a niche product in K-12, but they 
may still take their place alongside IWBs, interactive projectors, flat panel displays, and 
document cameras. Some districts may be comfortable with having hardware that resides 
at a fixed location, and some will opt for the portability that Duval County’s Culbert 
values. Either way, their one-per-classroom devices will be networked with student devices 
to facilitate student-teacher communication and collaborative learning, and provide 
access to Internet-based resources.

And where do 3D printers fit into this picture? To some degree, the future of 3D printers in 
K-12 will depend on whether the maker education movement really takes hold or joins the 
ranks of other educational fads that came and went. There are some strong forces behind 
the maker movement: the White House hosted its second National Week of Making in 
June 2016, for example, and the U.S. Department of Education has supported the idea of 
using maker spaces in high schools as a way to improve career and technical education. 
“There’s an amazing grassroots effort underway to bring the maker movement into 
education,” said Dale Dougherty, the founder of Make: magazine, and who is regarded in 
some circles as the godfather of the movement.35   

But there are obstacles as well. At Monticello High School in Albemarle County, Virginia, 
which converted part of its library into a maker space five years ago, federal regulations 
limit the number of students who can crowd into its new engineering lab at one time. 
Principal Jesse Turner acknowledges that it has been hard to expand use of the lab 
beyond a small group of early adopters. “People are trying,” he said. “But I’d say only 
about 10% [of Monticello teachers] are bringing maker ed into their classrooms on a 
consistent basis.”36

3D printers are only one vehicle for supporting the work that makers do, and their future 
popularity is not solely dependent on the success of the maker movement. As their prices 
drop, as they inevitably will, and as educators find more and better ways to make use of 
them for instructional purposes, it is a good bet that they will take their place alongside 
IWBs, projectors, and document cameras as fairly common, if not standard, classroom 
technology. Expect 3D printers to be included in the results of EdNET Insight’s annual 
survey of technology directors for some time to come.
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CHAPTER 5

Enterprise Management  
Systems 

Overview: Systems to Manage Resources 
and Information
 
The Information Age brought not only easy access to information but also the challenges 
of managing it. It has been said that 90% of the data in the world today has been created 
in the last two years.37 According to the IT management service company Sagiss, of the 
global data that gets stored, the education sector accounts for 269 petabytes.38 U.S. 
school districts have tacit knowledge of the deluge of data they need to track, store, 
analyze, and report on. Student information systems (SISs) have been widely used and 
considered essential for district operations for some time. Reliance on enterprise systems 
for data analytics and learning management has also increased as districts respond 
to government accountability measures for improving student performance and the 
operational necessities of using digital content.

In the 2016 survey, MDR asked technology directors about their use of two enterprise-
level software systems: learning management and data analytics systems. They were 
asked to what degree the district has implemented these systems on a 5-point scale, with 
“5” representing “fully.” Ratings of 4 and 5 have been combined to denote “substantial 
implementation.”

Results of the MDR survey show that 83% of districts are using a learning management 
system (LMS) and almost as many (79%) are using data analytics systems. However, when 
looking at “substantial” implementation of those systems in 2016, compared with 2015 
data from a similar question, the rates are stagnant for data analytics systems (36%) 
and have actually gone down for LMSs, from 48% to 37%. These substantial changes in 
implementation rates might be explained by a combination of increased complexity and 
users’ access to professional development (PD). As providers build enhanced functionality 
into their systems, those systems become less substantially implemented until users can 
be trained on new features. Another possible explanation for the stagnant and lower rates 
for substantial implementation of these systems may be districts’ use of other systems. 
While LMSs have become more robust and feature-rich, so have analytic platforms and 
publishers’ content-specific platforms. It is possible that when districts do not substantially 
implement systems it is because they do not have to. Their needs are being met 
elsewhere. 
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Figure 56: Substantial Implementations of Enterprise Software Systems:  
2016 and 2015

In addition to the implementation and penetration rates of SISs, LMSs, and data analytics 
systems, this chapter will address issues that are intertwined with their use—student data 
security and privacy, interoperability, single sign-on, methods for student rostering, data-
driven decision-making, and various industry technology initiatives. 

Developments Affecting the Market
 
In a global comparison across 20 industry sectors, education was shown to be moving the 
fastest to the cloud, with an 83% adoption rate.39 Although that report, produced by the 
enterprise cloud security provider Bitglass, does not break results down into K-12 versus 
higher education, a survey conducted by the Center for Digital Education does. The use 
of cloud technologies was actually higher in K-12 (77%) than in higher ed (69%). These 
K-12 survey results align with the results of the 2016 survey of K-12 IT leaders conducted 
by the Consortium for School Networking (CoSN). With 79% of respondents using online 
productivity tools such as Microsoft 365, a majority (57%) using a cloud-hosted LMS, 
and almost half (47%) using an SIS in the cloud indicate there has been a clear move to 
cloud services. The MDR survey did not ask about cloud usage but the responses to the 
question about their LMS provider showed Google Classroom had 67% penetration. This 
is yet another indicator that K-12 is migrating to the cloud. Considered a “top technology 
investment” for industry by Gartner,40 the cloud and the infrastructure needed to support 
it are top technology investments in K-12 as well. 

Concerns over data privacy and security continue to affect the market. This issue is not 
specific to education: individuals, private industry, and the government sector are all 
concerned about personally identifiable information (PII) being collected unnecessarily 
and shared inappropriately. Those concerns are heightened when the data is about 
children. Market players need to pay close attention to ongoing work by privacy advocacy 
groups and legislators that might hamper effective and legitimate uses of student data. 

Note: See Table A33 for related data table. Note: Responses of 4 and 5 are defined as Substantial.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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The need for actionable data combined with districts’ desire to select the best-of-breed 
products has brought interoperability issues to the forefront. The need to solve these 
problems spawned new businesses like Clever and Kimono. However, integration services 
add costs and time to the equation. Providers of systems designed to be interoperable 
will have a competitive advantage over providers whose systems are not. 

Federal and State Initiatives
 
The most significant change in education policy has been the end of the No Child Left 
Behind (NCLB) era and the passage of its replacement—the Every Student Succeeds Act 
(ESSA). This new law provides states with greater flexibility, but the focus on transparency, 
accountability, and low-performing schools remains.

“We cannot go back to a time where we don’t have information on how 
schools are doing.”41  

Chris Minnich 
Executive Director  
Council of Chief State School Officers

Though accountability regulations are not finalized at the time of this writing, states will 
have the authority to decide which metrics to use for ranking schools and identifying 
their worst schools, the criteria to use for classifying students as underperforming, and 
discretion over what actions to take for improvements. While all this flexibility is likely 
to be problematic for cross-state comparisons of student and school performances, it 
does provide an opportunity for data analytics system providers. States will be looking to 
determine which data points are most appropriate and relevant for them.

The Family Education Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) is more than 40 years old. When 
it was modified in 2012, many privacy advocacy groups were not happy because the 
change removed the requirement for parental consent before sharing student PII to 
be used for efficacy studies. Since then, several bills were introduced in Congress to 
address the issue, such as the Protecting Student Privacy Act, Student Digital Privacy and 
Parental Rights Act, and Student Privacy Protection Act. However, the only initiative that 
passed was a Senate resolution that affirmed the importance of student data privacy and 
recognized Digital Learning Day. (See Chapter 2 for related information.) 

At the state level, fewer privacy bills have been proposed to date in 2016 than in 2015, but 
the volume is still high, with about 100 bills being introduced.42 As is the case with the bills 
introduced in the U.S. Congress, most state bills have not passed into law. One bill that 
did pass, coming into effect October 2016 in Connecticut, addresses familiar concerns 
and clarifies who can access data, how they can use it, and how long they can keep it. The 
law also requires “school districts to withhold the release of student directory information 
if the local or regional board of education determines that a request for such information 
is not related to school purposes.”43 How that aspect of the law will be implemented 
(process, timing, and governance) is unclear. A North Carolina law, also going into effect 
in October 2016, deals with similar issues about permissible uses of student data, but 
goes further to specify what information would be related to school purposes, such as 
personalized learning and data needed for improving vendor products “with de-identified 
information.”44  
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“After hundreds of bills have been introduced across the nation, 67 
becoming law, the student privacy conversation in most states boils 
down to a need for greater transparency in practices and reassurance 
that education is the foremost priority. These are ideals that education 
technology providers believe in and are continually striving toward, as seen 
by the nearly 300 signatories of the student privacy pledge.”

Brendan Desetti  
Director, Education Policy 
Software & Information Industry Association

Another new law, previously known as the Informed Consent Act in Arizona, is limited to 
surveys that students take, requiring parents to approve of their child’s participation. It is 
narrow in scope, but the law is considered a “first step” in affirming “parental authority 
granted by Natures God” and protecting against “government overreach.”45  

In the aggregate, the various state laws are essentially aimed at prohibiting advertising 
targeted to students and the collection of data that is not strictly used for educational 
purposes. But the differences in approach and how the laws are drafted to address those 
issues could prove difficult for providers to track, interpret, and navigate. To address that 
issue in the state of California, ed tech providers can take a privacy assessment developed 
by the non-profit iKeep Safe organization. The assessment evaluates the company’s 
adherence to California and federal student data privacy laws. Providers earn an 
iKeepSafe California Privacy Badge that they can display and the company gets profiled 
on the iKeepSafe website.46 

Data Interoperability 
 
As defined by IEEE, the world’s largest technical professional organization—

Interoperability: Ability of a system or a product to work with other 
systems or products without special effort on the part of the customer. 
Interoperability is made possible by the implementation of standards.47

As districts move steadily toward fully digital ecosystems for their administrative and 
instructional systems, the importance of interoperability has come to the forefront. They 
have to manage a great deal of data in complex two-way data flows between various 
systems as well as mobile devices—roster data, usage data, student data, staff data, 
transportation data, summative assessment results, and formative assessment results—
just to name a few. The data also needs to interoperate with financial systems, systems 
often not tailored to the unique needs of districts. A survey respondent highlighted this as 
a district priority:

Integrating all our students’ info systems with our financial software and 
making sure they talk to each other. Right now they don’t. 

MDR Survey Respondent

Providers of technology to the business world have developed sophisticated systems 
that enable easy integration and data sharing. In the consumer space, users have come 
to expect a seamless experience throughout the purchasing journey from initial search, 
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to online chat, through to final eCommerce transaction. However, unless a district uses 
a closed, monolithic system, getting data to flow where it needs to go requires that 
“special effort”—and a lot of it. According to a bar chart featured on a website of the 
National Schools Interoperability Program (NSIP)—an initiative of Ministries of Education 
in Australia—one school calculated a “Daily Interoperability Dividend” and estimated 
15 hours are saved every day by implementing interoperability across applications.48  
What Australia did to address the lack of interoperability is quite impressive. In 2013 
“all State and Territory Education Departments and the representative bodies of the 
nongovernment school sectors” adopted the Systems Interoperability Framework (SIF) 
open standard as their “preferred method for data exchange in the Australian schools 
sector.”49 Australia recognized that “digital education is powered by data.”50 And if data 
does not easily pass back and forth between systems, it impacts student education, 
not just operational efficiency. By declaring a preferred standard for their educational 
systems, Australia provided a logical reason for stakeholders to adopt it. Adoption is key 
to success. Until everyone adopts the same standard, it is not standard, and hence not all 
that useful. By endorsing a single standard, Australia provided the impetus for everyone 
involved with education data to start singing out of the same songbook.

In the U.S., the lack of data interoperability between various educational technologies 
continues to be an ongoing problem for districts. In a recent CTO Forum of K-12 IT 
Leaders, “lack of alignment between the promise of ed tech and the ability to deliver its 
benefits” was cited as one of the persistent problems that members of the Consortium 
for School Networking (CoSN) still have to address 25 years after the organization’s 
inception.51 The inability of educational systems to seamlessly share data is a major 
obstacle keeping ed tech from delivering on its promises.

“Without interoperability frameworks for data, schools will never be able 
to leverage their technology investments for the maximum return in the 
classroom.”

Vince Humes 
Director of Innovative Technology Solutions 
Northwest Tri-County Intermediate Unit 5, PA 
CoSN Board of Directors member 2012-2015

All education stakeholders—teachers, schools, districts, state and federal government 
agencies, and the students themselves—need student data. It is just not the same types 
of data, stored in the same types of systems, or in the same way. Data trapped in siloed 
systems are time-consuming and costly to extract, scrub, and align to formats needed 
by other systems. The Australian solution of a top-down “preferred status” designation 
conferred on any single data standard is unlikely to happen in the U.S. Federal 
initiatives—or in the case of Common Core, even the perception that an initiative stems 
from the federal government—tend to be unwelcomed by the states. However, districts, 
especially the large ones, are applying pressure for change at the grass roots level. Many 
are requiring providers to describe their capabilities for data and systems integration 
and interoperability in their responses to RFIs and RFPs. In regard to standards, the Chief 
Information Officer of Katy Independent School District in Texas, John Alawneh, Ph.D., 
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says, “By identifying and agreeing on a set of standards and specifications, districts define 
what is acceptable when procuring systems and platforms.”52 The adoption of open 
standards by ed tech providers is seen as a solution to districts’ interoperability problems. 
As stated by an IT educational leader from Illinois’ second largest high school district:

“Data integration and data standardization are major obstacles for 
school districts. As districts collect increasing amounts of information on 
their students, from attendance records to test scores, they are seeking 
new ways to store, analyze and view this data to improve the academic 
performance of students and help teachers improve their processes.

Having vendors adhere to open standards, protocols and open APIs, is 
one way to align and help school districts solve this problem.”

Keith Bockwoldt 
Director of Technology Services 
Township High School District 214, Illinois 
CTO of the Year (2014)

Within the ed tech vendor community, momentum appears to be building toward the use 
of open standards. Many ed tech providers, including the big three—Houghton Mifflin 
Harcourt, McGraw-Hill Education, and Pearson—are contributing members of IMS Global, 
a prominent organization for technical standards in education. Clever, whose business 
model can put them at odds with other ed tech providers, joined IMS in May 2016. 

Prior MDR surveys of technology directors asked them to prioritize (as low, medium, or 
high priority) a variety of technology initiatives over the next three years. For the first 
time, the 2016 survey included interoperability among the list of initiatives to be rated, 
along with other issues that are intrinsically linked to interoperability: data-driven decision 
making, single sign-on, and student data security/privacy (i.e., ensuring adequate 
measures are in place).

In looking at the interoperability priority ratings across all districts, only 18% had it low on 
their list, with a total of 76% rating it as medium and high. When looking at the responses 
by district size, a pattern emerges in terms of the low and high priorities. The majority of 
large districts (52%) rated interoperability as a high priority. About half as many medium 
size districts (27%) and only 19% of small districts rated it as high. While the percentage 
spans were not as great, the inverse pattern also emerges for the low ratings. Almost a 
quarter of small districts (23%) consider interoperability a low priority compared with 19% 
of medium-size districts and only 5% of large districts.
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Figure 57: District Priorities on Interoperability by District Size

Note: See Table A17 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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When looking at priorities through the filter of metropolitan status, the level of 
importance of interoperability to urban districts is clear. Rural, town, and suburban 
districts consider interoperability a low priority with similar rates—22%, 15%, and 21% 
respectively. However, only 3% of urban districts gave it a low rating. Urban districts 
also contrast with rural and suburban districts in terms of high ratings. Less than a 
quarter of either rural (20%) or suburban (23%) districts consider interoperability a high 
priority. Urban districts, however, more than double those rates with 47% indicating 
interoperability is a high priority for them.

Figure 58: District Priorities on Interoperability by Metropolitan Status

Note: See Table A20 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Single Sign-On 
 
Districts’ desire for Single Sign-On (SSO) does not really need an explanation. Managing 
multiple user names and passwords is difficult even for individuals, who, unlike many 
districts, do not have thousands or tens of thousands to manage. A whole new software 
category, password managers, has emerged to help people keep track of their logons 
and passwords. Though estimates of the number of passwords used by individuals vary, 
one password manager software provider estimates the average number of passwords in 
the U.S. to be 130 per person, based on the analytics of their users in 2015.53 Managing 
multiple passwords can be so onerous that, despite the well-publicized risks of reusing 
the same password across multiple systems, many individuals still choose to do so. This 
includes people who should really know better, like the CEO of Facebook. Earlier this 
year, it was revealed that several of Mark Zuckerberg’s social media accounts had been 
hacked because he reused the weak “dadada” as his password.54  

In addition to the administrative challenge posed by logins and passwords, there is a 
direct toll on teaching and learning. The time teachers spend managing passwords 
is time not spent teaching. Students spending classroom time trying to log on to 
systems, or looking for where they put their passwords, is time taken from learning. 
The general and technology media have been covering the development of biometrics 
(such as thumbprints and retina scans) to replace passwords for some time. Though 
the technology may still be maturing, major smartphone providers like Samsung and 
Microsoft currently have devices that feature iris scanning security. Biometrics receive 
mixed reviews due to inherent privacy concerns (is it wise to share this very personal 
information?) and security issues (isn’t this just as bad as using one password for 
everything?). However, most pundits agree that biometrics application is likely to be 
limited to individual personal devices. This means that school districts, some of which use 
biometrics to identify students to access school lunches, will not be able to use biometrics 
to replace passwords for accessing digital resources. In addition to the complications of 
student mobility, relatively few districts have a one-to-one program and fewer have a one-
to-one program where the same device stays with the same student throughout his or her 
tenure in the district.  

Another workaround for passwords—QR codes—was introduced this year by Clever. 
Clever already offered an SSO solution. However, for K-2 students who are still learning 
to recognize numbers and letters, managing passwords is a problem for their classroom 
teachers. A PreK teacher piloting the new Clever Badges software reported that the 
students “spend between 1 and 5 minutes on average typing in their password per 
session. With Clever Badges they take about 10 seconds to learn the first time and 
then about two to three seconds each time thereafter.”55 Available to districts that use 
Clever, Clever Badges provides a unique QR code for each student to be printed out 
and attached to a lanyard. Scanning the QR code via the computer’s camera replaces 
the need to log-on via a keyboard. This “blended” approach to managing passwords 
is interesting, and there is no reason it could not work for older students and teachers. 
But, if nothing else, Clever Badges highlights the pervasive desire for SSO, even for 
kindergarteners.  

Similar to the overall priority rates for interoperability (18% low and 76% medium and 
high), 21% of districts rated SSO as a low priority and 76% rated it medium and high. 
However, when comparing the disaggregated high rates for interoperability (28%) and 
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SSO (36%), SSO is revealed as a more important priority. Similar to interoperability there 
was a pattern between district size and a high priority level—the larger the district size 
category the higher the SSO priority rating. Sixty percent (60%) of large districts, 36% of 
medium-size districts, and 28% of small districts consider SSO to be a high priority. This 
progression line makes sense as the larger the district, the more student passwords there 
are, and the harder it is to manage them through other means.

Figure 59: District Priorities on Single Sign-on Capability by District Size

Note: See Table A17 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Not surprisingly, urban districts (59%) consider SSO a high priority. This virtually matches 
the breakdown by district size, where 60% of large districts, which tend to be urban, 
also rated it a high priority. This differs from rural districts where only 25% rated SSO as 
a high priority. As most rural districts are also small districts, of which 28% rated SSO as 
a high priority, the similarities in these percentages is not unexpected. With only 29% of 
suburban districts giving SSO a high priority, their percentages closely resemble rural. 
Their low priority ratings are also similar, with 25% of suburban districts giving it a low 
priority, compared with 27% of rural districts. What the data does not tell us is why more 
suburban districts with more students to manage would not consider this a high priority. 
It could be that suburban districts have sufficient staffing resources and can manage 
passwords without an SSO solution. It could be that the more wealthy suburban districts 
have been able to afford custom integrations to solve the problem. Or it could be the 
opposite: that suburbs still struggling with economic recovery and ill-prepared for the 
current influx of disadvantaged students56 do not, in the scheme of things, see SSO as a 
high priority. 
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Figure 60: District Priorities on Single Sign-on Capability  
by Metropolitan Status

When looking at the SSO priorities by census region, there is a major differential between 
the Northeast and the South. Only 26% of districts in the Northeast consider SSO a high 
priority, compared with 45% in the South. 

Student Rosters
 
Rostering is the linchpin to education technology’s ability to deliver personalized learning 
to students, actionable analytics to teachers, and meaningful data to administrators and 
government agencies. Systems need to know which student is accessing what digital 
material in order to generate data about the interactions. Class rosters are needed by 
systems for identity management—to authenticate users through logon credentials 
(user name and password) and to authorize users’ access areas. Basically, the class roster 
enables systems to set up privileges for accessing content. A roster for each class needs 
to be uploaded into various content delivery systems so students can access their digital 
materials. Ideally, a teacher would create one class roster that could be uploaded into all 
the software systems she intends to use in a particular class. But this does not happen. 
Although the students are the same, publisher systems are not. Different systems require 
different data, structured in different formats, to be uploaded in different ways. Publishers’ 
systems do not use a common roster data model and they do not use the same process 
for uploading and updating rosters. 

The term “data model” refers to how information is structured, i.e. the data elements 
and the format in which they appear. It is not a technical system standard, it is just a 
template. It simply identifies the types of information needed—student name, birth date, 
etc.—and how those elements are organized in relation to each other. For example, is 
the desired format “First Name, Last Name” or “Last Name, First Name”? The Common 
Education Data Standards (CEDS), a U.S. government initiative that standardizes the 
elements and vocabulary for school data across the entire P-20 education system, defines 

Note: See Table A20 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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36 types of information in the “roster” category.57 Since adoption of CEDS is voluntary, 
many systems use different vocabulary or require information not covered in CEDS. This 
means that there needs to be a different class roster, not only for every class, but for every 
system the class uses. In addition, each publisher has its own method for processing 
rosters—uploaded directly to their servers or over the Internet via various secure 
technical protocols. There are also different methods for updating rosters—some systems 
automatically update overnight while others do not support any updates, requiring 
changes to be done manually. Rostering is a complex and very, very messy business for 
districts.

The good news is that efforts are afoot to solve the rostering problem. The bad news 
is they are separate efforts. Recently, two of the major technical standards bodies 
addressing K-12 interoperability issues—IMS Global and Access 4 Learning (A4L)—
released rostering data models. Many districts already require IMS-standard-compliant 
content for their LMSs—IMS Learning Tools Interoperability (LTI) and IMS Question and 
Test Interoperability (QTI). So, it is not surprising the IMS rostering standard, OneRoster, 
has garnered a number of early adopters. The IMS organization reports “at least 30 
leading districts to go live in fall 2016.”58 Those 30 districts include Houston ISD, a large, 
influential district that has served as an exemplar for successful digital transformation. 
However, xPress Roster, the standard developed by A4L, appears to have more adoptions 
among Student Information Systems (SIS)59 and has gained its share of high profile 
adopters as well, including the State of West Virginia and all 13 of New York State’s 
Regional Information Centers (RICs). 

Having two standards really means there is no standard. And until this gets sorted, 
districts will continue to use multiple methods for massaging their roster data into 
disparate publisher templates to set up classes. To get a better understanding of how 
rostering was being handled, districts were asked to indicate the methods they “used 
to get student rosters into the online instructional programs.” (Note that the following 
percentages do not equal 100% as respondents were asked to “check all that apply.”)

The number one method, used by an overwhelming majority of districts (73%), is to 
export data from their SIS into an import template provided by the instructional program. 
The second most popular method, and least efficient, is manual data entry by students, 
teachers, or district staff. This method is used by 48% of districts. Half as many (24%) use 
publishers’ APIs to link with their SIS, rounding off the top three as a distant third. The 
Clever solution is used by 17% of districts. While this level of penetration is impressive 
for a four-year-old start-up, it seems low compared with the degree of general press 
coverage that Clever has received via the Wall Street Journal, The New York Times, and 
Forbes—just to name some of the most prominent publications. However, in a recent 
press release, Clever reported it was being used in more than 50,000 schools60 which is 
about 40% of all public/private schools. The variance between the percentage of schools 
and the percentage of districts suggests that the use of Clever is concentrated in districts 
with many schools. 
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Figure 61: Methods Used to Get Student Rosters into Online Programs:  
All Districts

Note: See Table A34 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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When looking at rostering input methods according to metropolitan status, the notion 
that Clever is mostly used by districts with many schools is confirmed. Clever is used in 
41% of urban districts compared with 19% in towns, 14% in suburban districts, and just 
7% in rural districts. For urban districts, Clever moves to the third most popular method 
of entering roster data. The second most popular method for urban districts is the use of 
APIs, with 44% employing them. This relatively high use of APIs—more than three times 
that of towns (12%) and about twice that of suburban (23%) and rural (22%) districts—can 
be attributed to the greater technical sophistication of urban districts. For urban districts, 
and for all districts regardless of status, the number one most used method remains the 
importing of SIS data into a publisher-supplied template. Manually entering data remains 
the second most popular method, with the exception of urban districts where it ranks 
fourth. However, manual data entry is still used in a sizable number of urban districts, 
where more than a quarter (28%) of districts employ that method. The majority of towns 
(52%) and rural districts (53%) manually enter their roster data.
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Figure 62: Methods Used to Get Student Rosters into Online Programs by 
Metropolitan Status

Note: See Table A35 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Urban

Suburban

Town

Rural

Other 

Publisher offers this service

Clever

Publishers’ APIs link directly to our
Student Information System (SIS)

Manually entered by students,
teachers, or district staff

Export from SIS into import template
provided by the instructional program

68

52

23

9

10

39

75
80

71

53

28

12
22

10

11

9

44

14
19

7

41

6
11

It is not surprising to see that a majority of small districts (55%) manually enter their roster 
data. While still an undesirable method (time-consuming data entry is not a value-added 
activity and increases opportunities for error), with fewer students it is more manageable 
than it would be for larger districts. In large districts, less than a third (31%) manually 
enter data. Though the large districts employ this method the least, it is still used by 
a surprisingly large number. This highlights the lack of data interoperability between 
systems, as large districts would avoid this method completely if the process could be 
automated. The effort to automate as much as possible is reflected in large districts’ use 
of APIs and Clever. With 41% using publishers’ APIs, large districts employ that method 
more than other districts, as compared with 22% of medium-size and 18% of small 
districts. With 36%, large districts use Clever more than twice as much as medium-size 
districts (15%) and three times the rate of small districts (12%). 
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Figure 63: Methods Used to Get Student Rosters into Online Programs by 
District Size

Note: See Table A35 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Data-Driven Decision Making 
 
Data-driven decision making is not a new concept. From baseball franchises making 
decisions on which players to acquire, to municipalities managing traffic patterns, to drug 
companies’ budgeting for research and development, data has long been used across 
industries to make critical decisions. The concept is not new in education either. And with 
increasing pressure on accountability and student outcomes, districts are eager for data 
that can help them make better decisions.  

When asked to indicate priority levels (low, medium, or high) for 11 different technology 
initiatives, data-driven decision-making received the least “low” rankings (6%), across all 
districts. Looking at initiatives that receive the most “high” rankings, data-driven decision 
making was fourth overall with a majority (58%) of all districts considering it a high 
priority. (See Figure 17 in Chapter 4 and Tables A15, A17, and A20 in the Appendix for all 
responses on technology initiative priorities over the next three years.)  

Data-driven decision making was especially important to large districts, where an 
overwhelming majority (83%) said it was high priority. Data-driven decision making was 
rated as a medium priority by 17% of large districts, which means not a single large district 
rated it as a low priority. A large majority (65%) of medium-size districts also rated data-
driven decision making a high priority, with 28% rating it as medium, and the remainder 
(7%) rating it as a low priority. Though not a majority, a large percentage (42%) of small 
districts rated data-driven decision making as a high priority, 49% as medium, and 8% low. 
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Figure 64: District Priorities on Data-Driven Decision Making by District Size

Note: See Table A17 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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As with interoperability and SSO, similar patterns for district priorities on data-driven 
decision making were found between district size and metropolitan status. Urban 
percentages for high priority (81%) are essentially the same as large district percentage 
(83%). And just like large districts, not a single urban district rated data-driven decision 
making as a low priority. Rural and small districts’ percentages continue to roughly align. 
Only 10% of rural districts and 8% of small districts consider data-driven decision making 
a low priority, though more rural districts, about half (48%), consider it a high priority as 
compared with 42% of small districts. The same percentage (40%) of town and small 
districts rated it a medium priority. Suburban district ratings were basically in the middle 
ranges, with 5% considering data-driven decision making as low priority, 33% as medium, 
and 62% as high. There were no significant findings when looking at district priorities on 
data-driven decision making according to region.
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Figure 65: District Priorities on Data-Driven Decision Making  
by Metropolitan Status

Note: See Table A20 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Privacy 
 
“At a time when educational technology, connectivity and personalized 
learning are at the forefront of everyone’s mind as it relates to education, 
we have a responsibility to apply the safety we ensure for our students in 
the classroom to their educational records and related data.”  

Daniel A. Domenech 
Executive Director 
The School Superintendents Association (AASA)

Personalized learning, data to drive decision making, and easy access to applications are 
overarching objectives that can be at odds with the protocols necessary for data security 
and privacy. Data needs to be shared to satisfy these overarching objectives, but the more 
data is shared, the more vulnerable it is to breaches and misuse. The increased use of 
cloud services and mobile devices adds to the technical complexity of keeping student 
data both private and secure. According to a recent CoSN survey, privacy and security of 
student data is an increasing concern for IT Leaders, with 64% saying it is more important 
than last year.62 This aligns with results from the MDR survey, which, for the first time, 
included “Student Data Security/Privacy” in the list of priorities for districts to rate. With 
65% of districts giving student data security/privacy a high priority, the issue makes its 
debut in the number two slot on the overall list of the district priorities over the next three 
years. 

In order to keep data secure and private, there are steps that both ed tech providers and 
districts need to take. In the industry’s response to concerns about data privacy, vendors 
are signing the Student Privacy Pledge. Developed in 2014 by the Future of Privacy 
Forum (FPF) and the Software & Information Industry Association (SIIA), the Student 
Privacy Pledge holds signatories accountable for the responsible and appropriate use 
of student data. At the time of this writing there were more than 300 companies that 
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signed the pledge. The list of signatories includes ed tech companies of all sizes, as well 
as the tech giants serving the education market—Apple, Google, and Microsoft.63 On the 
district side of the equation, school systems can earn the Trusted Learning Environment 
(TLE) seal. Launched this year and developed in partnership by 28 school districts and 
four organizations of education leaders—American Association of School Administrators 
(AASA), ASCD: Professional Learning & Community for Educators (ASCD), Association 
of School Business Officials (ASBO), and CoSN—the TLE seal enables districts to “signal 
adherence to high standards around protection of student data.”64 

In addition to the ongoing worries of accidental data breaches and potential vendor 
misuse of data, districts also have to worry about organized crime holding their computer 
systems for ransom—ransomware. Ransomware requires the victim to pay a ransom—
usually in untraceable Bitcoins—to unlock their own files. The files are still in the victim’s 
system; the cybercriminals do not actually steal data—instead they encrypt it to block 
data owners’ access. According to the Threat Reports produced by McAfee Labs, a 
leading cybersecurity research organization, ransomware is growing rapidly. The total 
number of ransomware events grew 127% from 2014 to 2015.65 In the first quarter of 2016, 
ransomware rose 24%, bringing the total number of ransomware threats to over one 
million.66 The actual number of ransomware attacks is more difficult to calculate. In the 
U.S., the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Internet Crime Complaint Center (IC3) received 
2,453 complaints identified as ransomware in 2015. However, since many victims chose 
to pay rather than reveal the situation to their customers or constituents, the difference 
between the number of reported ransomware attacks versus the actual number of 
attacks is unclear. What is clear is that cybercriminals are not just interested in high-profile 
targets like government agencies or multinational corporations. Individuals and smaller 
organizations, like school districts, are being targeted as well. 

Horry County School District in South Carolina was a recent ransomware victim. They 
were locked out of 60% of the district computers before the system could be shut down. 
In order to quickly regain access to their data, the district paid the $10,000 ransom.67 
In New Jersey, the Swedesboro-Woolwich School District handled their ransomware 
situation in a different way. They decided not to pay the $128,000 ransom and rebuilt their 
system. Though the work to rebuild the district’s system was donated by a New Jersey 
nonprofit, the Educational Information and Resource Center, there were significant costs 
in productivity and to the district’s operations. Four schools were unable to take their 
scheduled online statewide tests and the entire district—administrators, teachers, and 
students—were unable to use computers for weeks.68 Note that the FBI does not endorse 
paying ransoms: 

“Paying a ransom doesn’t guarantee an organization that it will get its data 
back—we’ve seen cases where organizations never got a decryption key 
after having paid the ransom. Paying a ransom not only emboldens current 
cyber criminals to target more organizations, it also offers an incentive for 
other criminals to get involved in this type of illegal activity. And finally, by 
paying a ransom, an organization might inadvertently be funding other 
illicit activity associated with criminals.”69

James Trainor 
Assistant Director 
FBI Cyber Division
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The FBI provides “Tips for Dealing with the Ransomware Threat”70 but there is 
nothing they can really do to help districts regain access to information entrapped by 
cybercriminals. While there are preventive measures to be taken and ways to mitigate 
risk throughout districts’ digital ecosystems, there is no foolproof method to avoid being 
victimized by ransomware.

As noted above, districts rated data security/privacy as one of their highest priorities over 
three years. With 65% giving it a high priority, it was second only to wireless networks. 
A quarter (25%) rated it as a medium priority, while only 9% consider it a low priority. 
When comparing priorities by district size, the importance of data security/privacy to 
large districts is apparent, with 81% giving it a high rating. Seventeen percent rated it 
as a medium priority and only 2% of large districts consider it a low priority. This follows 
a pattern of priorities that are closely related to interoperability, where large districts 
give the issues the highest priority. But breaking a similar pattern where interoperability-
related priorities of small districts are least likely to be ranked high, 64% consider student 
data security/privacy a high priority. This break in pattern emphasizes just how important 
data security/privacy has become to all district IT leaders. The lowest high-priority rating 
comes from medium-size districts at 59%. 

Figure 66: District Priorities on Student Data Security/Privacy by District Size

Note: See Table A17 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Urban districts with 84% and towns with 75% see security/privacy as high priority more 
often their rural (58%) and suburban (55%) counterparts. Distinct from other districts, 0% 
of urban districts considered data security/privacy a low priority. When looking at those 
districts that considered it a medium priority, suburban districts stand out, with 38% 
compared with 20% of rural, 16% urban, and 15% town. There were no significant findings 
when looking at district priorities on data security/privacy according to region.

Figure 67: District Priorities on Student Data Security/Privacy  
by Metropolitan Status

Note: See Table A20 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Awareness of Industry Initiatives 
 
Due to the increasing need for different systems to share data, MDR added a question to 
this year’s survey to gauge districts’ awareness of five key technology initiatives related to 
interoperability and privacy:

• The Ed-Fi Alliance: A subsidiary non-profit LLC of the Michael & Susan Dell 
Foundation, the Ed-Fi Alliance was formed to promote and support the use of Ed-Fi 
(whose development was funded by the Foundation). Ed-Fi is a data standard designed 
to facilitate the extraction of data from non-interoperable systems for the creation of 
data-analytic dashboards.

• IMS Global Learning Consortium: Referred to as IMS Global or simply IMS, this is a 
standards body that works with its membership to establish system and data standards 
across the K-20 spectrum and corporate learning. Its membership is comprised of 
stakeholders from districts, universities, corporations, and government. As its name 
suggests, its members are from around the world.

• Schools Interoperability Framework (SIF): SIF provides for both data and system 
standards designed for use in PreK-12 environments. SIF is developed and maintained 
by the global membership of the Access 4 Learning (A4L) organization formerly known 
as the SIF Association. There are regional-specific versions of SIF for the U.S., the U.K., 
and Australia.
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• Student Privacy Pledge: An industry-sponsored initiative, the Student Privacy Pledge 
holds signatory companies accountable for the responsible and appropriate use of 
student data. It is legally enforceable by the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) under 
Section 5 of the Consumer Protection Act. The pledge was developed by the Future 
of Privacy Forum (FPF) and Software & Information Industry Association (SIIA) and 
endorsed by President Obama. 

• The Learning Registry: To make it easier to discover and use online resources in K-12 
institutions, the federal government, in a joint effort of the Departments of Education 
and Defense, established the Learning Registry. Publishers with collections of online 
content can join the network by using the registry’s metadata schema, enabling 
developers to access their content and share it with other repositories. The Learning 
Registry is not itself a repository of the resources but it does house information about 
the resources—where used, how frequently, ratings, comments, etc.

 
Ed-Fi Alliance was the most well-known initiative, with 47% being “very familiar,” with 
numbers bumping up to 60% when “somewhat” familiar was added to the total. A likely 
explanation for Ed-Fi ‘s high recognition rates is that it solves a pressing problem for 
districts— the extraction of data from non-interoperable systems, turning “data from 
something schools have into something they can use.”71 

Second to the Ed-Fi Alliance is the Learning Registry with similar rates of familiarity: 44% 
of districts are very familiar and 58% somewhat to very familiar. These are good rates of 
recognition, considering both initiatives are only a few years old. The Ed-Fi Alliance was 
established in 2013 (the standard it supports is only one year older) and the Learning 
Registry was launched in 2011. 

Figure 68: Familiarity with Ed Tech Initiatives: All Districts

Note: See Table A36 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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A majority (between 56% and 60%) of districts are “somewhat” to “very familiar” with four 
of the five initiatives. But at 50%, the fifth initiative—the Student Privacy Pledge—missed a 
majority by only a fraction. And that is quite an impressive rate of recognition. Announced 
in October of 2014, the Student Privacy Pledge is the youngest initiative included in the 
survey question. SIF was the overall most recognized initiative with 78% when familiarity of 
name is added to the very familiar and somewhat familiar totals. SIF, along with IMS, are 
the oldest initiatives with both having been established in the late 1990s. They each are 
over 20 years older than the other initiatives, a fact that is not reflected in the recognition 
rates. IMS’s 74% overall recognition is about the same as SIF’s but is 1% less than the new 
Student Privacy Pledge. In fact, the Student Privacy Pledge ranked second only to SIF in 
overall recognition with 75%.

The relatively high recognition of the Student Privacy Pledge, despite its newness, is 
linked to the high awareness surrounding the issue it was designed to address. Privacy is 
a critical and pressing topic for all education stakeholders. It is a high-visibility problem 
and the industry’s response received high visibility as well. The IMS and SIF initiatives 
address behind-the-scenes technical standards, previously the purview of developers 
and publishers. It is only more recently, as districts are transitioning to digital platforms 
and away from monolithic systems, while at the same time needing to meet demands 
for increased and more frequent two-way data flows, that interoperability problems have 
been exacerbated and brought to the forefront of district IT leaders’ attention. This fact 
is highlighted by an IMS statistic, which cites 2015 as “the single largest year of growth in 
IMS membership in history.”72 

Student Information Systems (SIS)
Implementation Rates of Student Information Systems  
in Districts
 
When asked, “Does your district use a student information system (SIS)?” all respondents 
said “yes.” One hundred percent (100%) of all districts—regardless of size, metro status, 
or region—use SISs. This is the first year the MDR asked about SISs in a yes/no format. 
However, a direct comparison can be made to prior year when respondents were asked to 
indicate their implementation by degree—substantially, partially, or not at all. In 2015, the 
combined total of “substantially” and “partially” equaled 100% as well. 
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Penetration Rates: Providers of Student Information Systems 
 
There were some changes to the list of SIS options from the prior year’s survey, so 
comparisons to prior year penetration rates are not available for all SIS providers. Pearson 
was removed from the 2016 list as it sold its SIS offerings—PowerSchool, Gradespeed, 
and eSIS—to a private equity firm. However, PowerSchool, formally Pearson’s most 
dominant SIS, is now listed separately. Note that on its own, PowerSchool is the number 
one SIS when looking at overall penetration rates, the position previously held by 
Pearson. Though STI and Eagle Software were not included on the 2016 SIS provider list, 
they were written in as an “other” response often enough to register on the final listing 
of SIS providers. Note that in 2015, the listing was for STI (Information Now). In 2016, 
responses of STI, Information Now, iNOW, and Chalkable were all coded as STI. Since the 
product listings were not comparable, no comparison was made to 2015 data. STI is now 
rebranded under the Chalkable moniker. 

The second-ranked SIS, Infinite Campus, is the same as in the prior year. However, its 
penetration slipped from 18% to 14%. State-provided SISs were again ranked number 
three. However, they, too, slipped in penetration from 16% to 14%. The providers ranked 
fourth and fifth flopped positions from the prior year. Skyward is now ranked fourth overall 
(third when considering only commercial providers) with 14% penetration, compared 
with 9% in 2015. Follett is now in fifth place overall, slipping not only in ranking but also 
in penetration rates from 11% in 2015 to 7% in 2016. Edupoint had a modest gain of 2% 
from prior year, increasing its penetration from 4% to 6%. Tyler Technologies had a 1% 
increase from 5% to 6%, while eSchoolData went in the other direction, losing 1%, from 
6% penetration in 2015 to 5% in 2016. SunGard K-12’s penetration also decreased from 
prior year, from 6% to 2%. The biggest gains year-to-year were in “other,” increasing from 
14% in in 2015 to 20% in 2016. This appears to indicate that districts are moving away from 
the dominant SIS providers, with a fifth of all districts doing so.
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Figure 69: Penetration Rates of Student Information System (SIS) Providers: 
2016 and 2015

Note: See Table A37 for related data table. 
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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When looking at penetration rates by district size, It becomes clear that Follett is used 
mostly by small districts (12%) as compared with medium (4%) and large (5%). The same 
is true of Skyward, where its small district penetration rate (20%) is more than twice 
that of medium-size districts (9%) and almost three times that of large districts (7%). 
The preference for Edupoint in large districts is also apparent. With 17%, Edupoint’s 
penetration is second only to PowerSchool’s 21%. This contrasts to Edupoint’s use in 
medium-size districts where its penetration is only 8% and to small districts with only 1%. 
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Figure 70: Penetration Rates of Student Information System (SIS) Providers  
by District Size

Note: See Table A37 for related data table. 
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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When looking at SIS rates by region, there are a few penetration points that become 
immediately apparent. One is the regional preference for Eagle Software’s Aeries in 
the West. Designed and marketed to meet California’s specific data needs, its lack of 
any penetration in the other regions is not unexpected. Aeries’ 19% penetration is tied 
with Infinite Campus for the number two slot in the West, second only to PowerSchool. 
Another prominent data point is the lack of consolidation of SISs in the Northeast. A third 
(33%) of all Northeast districts are using “other” SISs, as compared with 16% in the South 
and 11% in the West. “Other” is the number one ranked SIS category in the Northeast, 
bumping PowerSchool to second. In third place is eSchoolData, with 15% penetration 
in the Northeast (just 1% behind PowerSchool’s 16%). eSchoolData is also strong in the 
South with 5%, compared with the Midwest and the West where it has no penetration. A 
preference for state-provided SISs emerges in the South with 24%, as compared with 14% 
in the Midwest and less than half that amount (6%) in the Northeast. Another regional 
difference to note is Tyler Technologies’ popularity in the Midwest, with 13% penetration, 
compared with just 3% in the South and 2% in the Northeast.
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Figure 71: Penetration Rates of Student Information System (SIS) Providers  
by Region
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Note: See Table A38 for related data table. 
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With zero penetration, the non-use of state-provided SISs in urban districts stands out. 
Towns use them the most (23%), almost double the usage of rural and suburban districts, 
each with 12%. When looking at the data by metro status, the preference toward Skyward 
in rural districts becomes apparent, with almost a quarter of districts (23%) in rural areas 
using Skyward, more than double its use in towns and suburbs, where its penetration is 
9%. Edupoint has strong penetration in urban districts with 19%, compared with just 3% in 
rural districts and 2% in towns. The “other” category is most popular in towns (23%) and 
suburban districts (26%), compared with just 6% in urban districts.  
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Figure 72: Penetration Rates of Student Information System (SIS) Providers  
by Metropolitan Status
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Trends in Student Information Systems
 
A key trend in SISs is enhanced features. When STI purchased Chalkable, it incorporated 
the app portal into their SIS offering iNOW. Infinite Campus has enhanced their SIS 
to include features like online assessment, teacher collaboration, and Google Drive 
integration. Skyward upgraded their mobile app to enable home screen widgets 
and push notifications. With Edupoint, districts can generate standards-based report 
cards that have been translated into the primary language of a student’s home. But 
Edupoint’s bundling of its SIS and LMS in their Synergy Education Platform is the critical 
enhancement to watch. Edupoint gained significant penetration in both large and urban 
districts, growth that might be linked in part to this bundle. Using one system that does 
it all simplifies data management as well as platform procurement and maintenance. 
However, one system generally does not do it all, and tradeoffs in flexibility and access 
to new innovations are made when selecting a monolithic system. Districts might 
become increasingly willing to make those tradeoffs if the open standards issues are not 
adequately addressed.  

Learning Management Systems (LMSs)
What Is a Learning Management System?
 
In their book, Digital Teaching Platforms, Chris Dede and John Richards make the 
distinction between Course Platform LMSs and Course Delivery LMSs. While not the only 
difference, a key delineation is that Course Platform LMSs “do not provide the content 
of the curriculum” while Course Delivery LMSs “provide all the content needed for the 
course.”73 For purposes of the MDR survey, respondents were asked about providers 
that did not pre-load course content into their systems. After moving beyond “content-
neutral,” however, defining the LMS gets more difficult. Of the 12 LMS providers listed 
as survey answer options, only four use the LMS term to describe themselves on their 
respective websites. Instructional Management System, Learning Platform, Course 
Management System, and Digital Learning Platform are some of the terms used instead. 
The reluctance of LMS providers to call themselves LMS providers is due to the changing 
feature-set offered within these platforms. Traditionally, the LMS was used to manage 
instruction and assessment, allow for teacher-student interactions, and offer some degree 
of reporting. Over time, providers have incorporated new technologies into their systems 
to meet the demands of the 21st century classroom. Now these systems can include 
features such as predictive analytics, functionality to suggest instructional strategies and 
modalities, parental notification, and even the tracking of student learning that happens 
outside the confines of the system. The ed tech industry has yet to establish an agreed-
upon nomenclature to distinguish between the old and the new LMSs out there. The 
earliest Computer-Assisted Learning (CAL) systems became Integrated Learning Systems 
(ILSs), which transitioned into LMSs. What the LMS will evolve into is still being decided. 
However, it is clear today’s LMSs are a new branch of the technology.
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Implementation of Learning Management Systems 
 
While the current rate of implementation (83%) of LMSs has not changed significantly 
from 2015 (85%), it does reflect a slight decrease. In 2015 only 15% of districts were not 
using an LMS (or at least something they thought fell under the defined LMS heading), 
compared with 17% this year. Previously, LMS use had moved in only one direction, 
showing incremental growth year-over-year.

Figure 73: Implementation of Learning Management Systems (LMSs)  
by District Size

Note: See Table A39 for related data table and an explanation of implementation levels.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Most surprising is that the largest dip in usage occurred in the large districts. This year 
14% of large districts are not using an LMS, compared with only 8% in 2015. There was 
also a dip in usage in small districts, though, with only a 3% differential, 20% from 17% 
prior year, it is not as drastic. 
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Figure 74: No Implementation of Learning Management Systems (LMSs) by 
District Size: 2016 and 2015

Note: See Table A40 for related data table. Note: Responses of 1 are defined as Not at All Implemented.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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There was also a significant 11% drop in “substantially” implemented LMSs from 2015. As 
outlined earlier in this chapter, “substantial” implementation is defined as those systems 
receiving ratings of 4 and 5 on a 5-point scale.

In this case, both large and small districts had decreases of 15%. Only 36% of the large 
districts had substantial implementation in 2016, compared with 51% in 2015. Substantial 
implementation in small districts decreased from 46% to 31% in the same time period. 
Substantial use was also down 8% in medium-size districts from 50% in 2015 to 42% in 2016. 
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Figure 75: Substantial Implementation of Learning Management Systems 
(LMSs) by District Size: 2016 and 2015

Note: See Table A40 for related data table. Note: Responses of 4 and 5 are defined as Substantial.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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The decreases in “substantially” are reflected in the increases in “partially,” which 
occurred in all districts regardless of size. The year-to-year increases for partial 
implementation in small, medium-size, and large districts were 12%, 9%, and 7% 
respectively.

Figure 76: Partial Implementation of Learning Management Systems (LMSs) by 
District Size: 2016 and 2015

Note: See Table A40 for related data table. Note: Responses of 2 and 3 are defined as Partial.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Since the overall implementation rates have not shifted in a statistically significant way 
(2% difference year over year), a likely explanation for the decrease in “substantially” 
and increase in “partially” is the general trend for LMSs to include more features. The 
same LMS that was used substantially last year might now be considered only partially 
implemented because of new enhancements. The more complex the systems, the longer 
it takes to implement them fully. Simpler, less feature-rich LMSs require less training and 
are likely to be more substantially used. However, the increase of districts using an LMS 
“not at all” is harder to understand. While 2% is not a major shift, it is a curious one. 
One possible explanation is that some districts are moving back to monolithic publisher-
specific, proprietary platforms that deliver LMS functionality. Publisher-specific platforms 
are quite robust and do not have the inherent interoperability issues when working across 
multiple platforms. Perhaps some districts have adopted an SIS that has LMS functionality. 
But those explanations do not align with current K-12 trends for modular, OER, mix-and-
match, and best-of-breed content approaches. Another possibility is that some districts 
have moved away from LMS systems to dashboard solutions such as those offered by 
SymbalooEDU and ClassLink, which address the most pressing problem of SSO for online 
content without offering any LMS functionality.  

When looking at implementation rates by metro status, suburban districts had a 1% 
increase in usage—lowering its 2015 22% “Not at All” rate to 21% in 2016. Town and rural 
districts each experienced change in the other direction. Fourteen percent (14%) of towns 
are not using LMSs, compared with 10% the prior year. In rural districts the shift was to 
18% from 14% the prior year. In urban districts, 6% do not use LMSs, as compared with 9% 
the prior year. This means that 91% of urban districts have implemented LMSs to some 
degree (3% of respondents did not know their district’s LMS implementation status), the 
most in terms of metro status, compared with suburban districts that have implemented 
them the least (79%).

Figure 77: No Implementation of Learning Management Systems (LMSs) by 
Metropolitan Status: 2016 and 2015

Note: See Table A41 for related data table.  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Penetration Rates: Providers of Learning Management Systems
 
The top three 2016 LMS providers are the same as in 2015—Google, Edmodo, and 
Moodle. The penetration rate of the number one LMS, Google Classroom, is virtually 
unchanged with 67% this year, compared with 68% the prior year. However, both the 
second and third place LMSs had significantly reduced penetration rates. Edmodo, in 
the number two slot, lost the most ground of all LMSs on the survey, dropping from 51% 
penetration in 2015 to 34% in 2016. Third-ranked Moodle dropped from 44% to 32% 
penetration. All top seven LMSs lost penetration, with the exception of Follett (Aspen 
IMS) that stayed the same as the prior year’s rate with 20%. These drops in penetration 
rates could be the result of districts’ efforts to consolidate around a common LMS 
or simply that Google Classroom sufficiently meets their needs. Instructure (Canvas), 
ranked 8th, is the only LMS to show significant growth. Instructure more than doubled its 
penetration from 6% in 2015 to 13% in 2016. This increase is attributable at least in part 
to the partnership arrangement it entered into with the Washington School Information 
Processing Cooperative (WSIPC) in 2015. WSIPC is a consortium that leverages the 
purchasing power of 280 school districts, representing nearly 730,000 students, for 
securing the best pricing for software, hardware, and services. The recently announced 
integration with Microsoft 365 is likely to only increase Instructure’s penetration going 
forward. There were only two other LMSs that showed year-over-year growth, albeit more 
modest. Skyward (Student Management Suite) rose from 9% penetration to 12% and 
Haiku Learning from 6% to 8%. 

Pearson’s loss in penetration from prior year (28% down to 20%) can be attributed in 
part to their sale of PowerSchool. In 2015, Power School Studio Edition was included. 
In 2016, the Pearson LMS penetration rates include Schoolnet only. Schoology’s loss of 
penetration, 4% difference from 23% in 2015 to 19% in 2016 came as a bit of a surprise. 
This past year Schoology was awarded the LMS contract for the second-largest school 
district in the country—Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD), received $32 million 
in series D funding,74 and won the 2016 Software & Information Industry CODiE Award 
for “Best K12 Course/Learning Management Solution” for the third consecutive year. 
Since Schoology is free to use at the teacher level but not at the enterprise level, the 
dip in penetration rates might be the result of school-wide or district-wide adoption of a 
different LMS. Another factor may be that district leaders are unaware of their teachers’ 
individual use of Schoology in the classroom.

The penetration rates of Blackboard slipped to 17% from 20% the prior year. That is a 
significant decrease from 2013, when Blackboard’s penetration rate was nearly a third 
(32%). Available since 1997, Blackboard is the oldest LMS on the list and appears to 
suffer from an interface that is dated and awkward to use. According to a review of LMSs 
by PC Magazine, “Blackboard is not an LMS for the impatient or the thrifty.”75 In the 
K-12 market, where demands on teachers’ time have never been greater and districts 
continue to face financial pressure, LMSs that are easy and inexpensive will be favored 
over Blackboard. Ease-of-use and its “free” price point explain Google Classroom’s 
ability to garner and maintain its two-thirds penetration rate. However, Blackboard has no 
plans to go gently into that good night. Through partnerships, acquisitions, integrations, 
and system redesign, Blackboard is looking to transform itself from the old-timer to the 
exciting new thing. In the college market, for example, Blackboard has partnered with 
Uber to enable students to use the Uber app to pay directly from their campus card 
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accounts via Blackboard Transact function. In the K-12 market, it has partnered with My 
Payment Network, which enables parents to make school purchases through a district’s 
mobile app. This past April, Blackboard launched its K-12 New Learning Experience (NLE) 
Platform, designed to integrate with SISs and other school systems and including features 
that enable personalized competency-based learning and community engagement. 
Blackboard’s NLE is being piloted in the influential and high profile Mooresville Graded 
School District (MGSD) in North Carolina. In higher ed, Blackboard’s new offering, Learn 
Ultra, is being piloted at the University of Phoenix. In both markets, Blackboard’s new UX 
overhaul is anticipated to be a game changer, as is its move to the cloud. Blackboard may 
be down, but it is not out.

When looking at overall penetration rates, it is important to note that the only LMSs that 
experienced growth were the little guys. Of the five LMSs with less than 15% market 
penetration, only one—Eduphoria!—lost market penetration. With 3% penetration, 
itslearning stayed the same as prior year. However, with the high visibility adoption of 
itslearning by award-winning Houston Independent School District (HISD), a recognized 
leader in digital transformation and the seventh largest district in the country, this provider 
is likely to experience growth in the future.

One other key point regarding overall penetration rates is the “other” category. Although 
a year-over-year decrease from 23% to 21% hints at some consolidation, over a fifth of 
the market still uses an LMS not included in MDRs’ list of 12. At the time of this writing, 
EdSurge identified 54 LMS providers in the K-12 market.76 This indicates that, despite the 
current dominance of some players, the K-12 LMS market is still a very crowded place.

“As U.S. school districts use more digital resources they realize the need 
for systems to manage those resources and information. We see this 
growth in the number and type of learning management systems being 
developed for the K-12 market.”  

Karen Billings 
VP and Managing Director  
Education Technology Industry Network (ETIN) of SIIA
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Figure 78: Penetration Rates of Learning Management System (LMS) Providers: 
2016 and 2015
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When looking at LMS penetration rates by region, Google Classroom’s dominance is 
apparent. It is used by a majority of all districts regardless of region. However, there is 
a distinct preference for Google Classroom in the Northeast (75%) and the Midwest 
(78%), compared with the South where penetration is only 54%. But 54% is the smallest 
penetration across any type of market segmentation. The only other segment type 
with less than two-thirds penetration of Google Classroom is large districts, also 54%, 
that comprise many districts in the South. The other noteworthy statistic that becomes 
apparent when looking at regional penetration rates is Skyward’s dominance in the 
Midwest. Its 22% penetration is more than three times that of the South (6%) and four 
times that of the Northeast (5%). Skyward, headquartered in Wisconsin, might have 
greater penetration due to its collaboration with initiatives by local colleges and K-12 
school districts that promote careers in computer science and technology. Another 
factor in the Midwest penetration rates might be its association with its own SIS, which 
was tested and certified by the Kansas Department of Education. With 16% penetration, 
Skyward is also preferred by small districts, which are mostly found in the Midwest, as 
compared with large districts where its penetration is just 3%.
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Figure 79: Penetration Rates of Learning Management System (LMS) Providers 
by Region
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The overall penetration rates of LMS providers by grade level are roughly the same. The 
largest differences are the 6% between the middle school penetration rates of Google 
Classroom, 61%, and the elementary schools, 55%. There was also a 6% difference 
in Schoology’s rates, with 16% penetration in high schools, compared with 10% in 
elementary schools. For Edmodo, there is a 5% difference between middle school and 
high school penetration rates (28% versus 23%). 

When looking at provider penetration rates through other demographic lenses, there are 
some interesting observations that can be made. However, caution should be taken in 
interpreting the results. In many cases, beyond the top three to five providers, the number 
of respondents in any particular demographic category are too small to be meaningful. 
Overall, there are very few statistically significant differences; thus the findings discussed 
below are directional in nature. 

By district size, at the elementary level, Pearson’s SchoolNet was favored by small districts 
(25%), compared with large (17%). Skyward’s penetration rates in small districts were 
highest in both elementary and middle schools. In elementary schools its penetration rate 
was 15% in small districts, compared with just 3% in large districts. In middle grades, the 
discrepancy in Skyward’s rates was about the same, with 14% penetration in small districts, 
compared with 3% in large ones. There were no provider-specific preferences by district 
size at the high school level.

At the high school level, some preferences were indicated according to metro status, 
most notably for Moodle where its penetration was more than a quarter for rural (27%), 
towns (29%), and suburban districts (29%) versus urban districts with just 3%. High schools 
in urban districts had relatively low penetration rates of Follett’s Aspen IMS, with 7%, 
compared with 23% in towns. Except for urban districts with just 3%, Follett’s penetration 
rates were fairly consistent across metro status (20% rural, 21% town, and 14% suburban). 
Moodle also did well with middle schools in the suburbs (29%), compared with urban 
districts (10%). 

Penetration rates according to region show that Google Classroom has its lowest 
elementary penetration rates in the South with 43%, compared with the Northeast 
with 68% and the Midwest with 60%. In middle schools, Google Classroom follows a 
similar pattern with its lowest penetration rate (49%) in the South, compared with the 
Northeast with 71% and 68% in the Midwest. In high schools, the biggest contrast in 
Google Classroom penetration rates was between the Northeast with 73% and the South 
with 46%. There was only one other provider, Skyward, that had notable differences in 
regional penetration rates according to grade level. High schools that used Skyward were 
clustered in the Midwest, with 16% penetration, compared with 5% in each the Northeast 
and South. 

It is worth noting that providers’ penetration rates are fairly consistent across grade levels. 
This indicates that LMSs are being designed to meet needs across the K-12 spectrum and 
that the elementary schools are as likely to use an LMS as the middle and high schools. 

“We are constantly attempting to teach more technology in younger 
grades.”

MDR Survey Respondent
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Figure 80: Penetration Rates of Learning Management System (LMS) Providers 
by Grade Level
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Trends in Learning Management Systems
 
According to the 2014 U.S. Educational Technology Industry Market: PreK-12 Report, the 
market for K-12 LMSs is estimated to be $102 million, which represents a “decline for 
the third year in a row.”77 The report cites the need for further research as, “it is not clear 
whether this is due to a real drop in the category.” What is clear is that the estimated 
size of the LMS market has shrunk significantly from the $167 million reported in the 2010 
edition of the same report.78 This is curious, as schools have become increasingly digital 
over that time and it seems that the need for LMSs would have increased. One trend likely 
affecting a supply-side estimate of the market for LMSs is the number of free options 
available to districts. Google Classroom exploded onto the scene in 2015 as the number 
one LMS. It is still number one this year, with just a 1% drop in penetration. Though the 
other free-to-schools options (they now charge at the district level) Edmodo and Moodle 
had more significant drops, their penetration rates are still better than the closest for-fee 
provider by double digits. This means that “free” is a definite trend LMS providers must 
continue to contend with.

Expanding feature sets is another continuing trend. No longer just a platform for course 
management and delivery, the LMS today often includes sophisticated reporting 
capabilities, student performance tracking (including activities outside the LMS when 
systems employ xAPI or the IMS Caliper analytics standard), predictive analytics, content 
authoring tools, and social and collaboration tools. The implementation rates of individual 
features are not known, but the lack of professional development afforded teachers is. 
So, more robust, complex LMSs may not be making teachers’ jobs easier if teachers do 
not know how to leverage them fully. In addition, teachers have less involvement in LMS 
selection as decisions move to the district level. Hence, teachers may be less motivated to 
learn how to use a system they did not choose and feel does not fit their needs. 

The move toward district-based instead of school-based LMSs is feeding another trend—
cloud-based LMS solutions. As discussed at the beginning of this chapter, education 
leads all industries in the growth rate of cloud adoption. Google Classroom’s penetration 
rates are a clear indicator of this. All the commercial LMS providers listed in the MDR 
survey are available as a cloud service, and most are cloud-only.
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Data Analytics Systems 
 
As concluded in a report by Informatica, a leading provider of data management 
solutions for business—

“Data can no longer be defined by its source or application. Instead, 
data needs to be managed as an interconnected ecosystem spanning 
all applications, processes, computing platforms, devices, users, and use 
cases.”79 

Research: Data drives profit in the data-ready enterprise 
Informatica

The same conclusion can be made in education; it is not just how well Jane does in 
mathematics, it is how well she performs in social studies and other subjects as well. Does 
she participate in afterschool activities? Can she access digital resources from home? 
Does she rely on a free or reduced-price lunch for school meals? A holistic understanding 
of a student provides clearer, more meaningful insight than any provided by siloed 
pieces of data. The data about Jane not only helps Jane but, when this information is 
aggregated with data of other students, patterns useful for predictive analytics can start 
to emerge. Data analytics systems have the algorithmic power to pull this information 
together and to scale in ways that humans cannot. However, as discussed previously, 
the ability to pass data easily across disparate systems is a problem yet to be solved for 
education enterprise systems. As more districts implement data analytics, the more focus 
there will be on creating “interconnected ecosystems.” 

Technology enables districts to gather huge amounts of data. But being able to collect 
data is not the same as being able to act on it. Data analytics historically used for 
longitudinal studies have moved to the realm of real-time data to inform instruction to 
predictive analytics that can enable intervention before problems occur. Access to real-
time actionable data is another challenge for districts. 

“You can’t have a process that takes two or three weeks to give you a 
report. If you are going to intervene early, you have to know right now.”80  

Steven Gering 
Chief Academic Officer 
Spokane Public Schools, Washington

As highlighted by a K-12 teacher quoted in the report, “Teachers Know-Best: Making 
Data Work,” the manual process for data management can be a key issue—

“Right now, part of why it takes so long is because I am taking the 
standards from the report card, I put them in a spreadsheet, I print out the 
spreadsheet, I input all the kids’ names, I print out the spreadsheet with all 
their names on it. As I’m assessing them, and talking to them, and working 
with them, I’m filling in the spreadsheet. And then I take my hand-written 
spreadsheet and bring it to the computer, and input all the grades.”81 

In order for analytic systems to be helpful to the classroom teacher and in improving 
student outcomes, they need to be as automated as possible. They need to provide 
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results quickly, in a user-friendly format, and to provide actionable suggestions. 
Additionally, and of special concern for district and IT leaders, a key aspect of data 
analytic systems is that the information they contain must be kept private and secure.

Implementation of Data Analytics in Districts
 
When comparing 2016 implementation of data analytics to the prior year, the percentage 
of substantial implementation has not changed. Over a third of all districts (36% in both 
years) substantially use data analytics. However, there has been an uptick in districts not 
using analytics at all, from 17% in 2015 to 22% in 2016. This is only the second year that 
the MDR survey has asked separately about districts’ use of data analytics software. So, it 
will be revealing to see if, over time, the rate of districts opting-out continues to grow or 
shifts to the other direction. But when breaking down the implementation rates by district 
size, it is revealed that the small districts account for the largest percentage of the “Not at 
All” category—19% in 2015 and 30% in 2016. By contrast, in large districts 11% were not 
using data analytics in 2015, compared with only 2% in 2016. The reason for the reduction 
in implementation in small districts, down to 69% from 81% the prior year, is not known. 
However, system interoperability, data privacy and security, and professional development 
are key issues that surround successful data analytics implementation. Small districts, with 
fewer resources available than larger districts, may have discovered they had insufficient 
budget and staffing to support data analytics efforts. 

Figure 81: Implementation of Data Analytics by District Size

Note: See Table A39 for related data table and an explanation of implementation levels.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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When comparing data analytics by metro status, substantial implementation rates are 
roughly about a third across all districts—ranging from 32% in towns, 35% for rural and 
suburban districts, and 44% in urban settings. When combining substantial rates with 
partial rates, it is clear that the urban districts have the most widely implemented data 
analytics at 97%. Towns have the lowest rate of implementation with 69% and rural and 
suburban districts are in the middle, each with 78%.

Figure 82: Implementation of Data Analytics by Metropolitan Status

Note: See Table A44 for related data table and an explanation of implementation levels.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Trends in Analytics Systems 
 
With more than three-quarters of all districts (79%) implementing data analytics at least 
partially, it appears that districts are following a trend of the business world. Analytic 
tools are used across virtually every industry segment, and have been for years. However, 
corporations have been able to invest in systems that improve their performance. Money-
strapped school districts have not. But in the current climate of scrutiny on individual 
student outcomes, school graduation rates, and teacher performance, districts appear to 
be focusing on analytics. Districts need a better way to manage, distill, and understand all 
the data they collect. With analytics and dashboards being incorporated into LMSs and 
publishers’ platforms, many districts are able to leverage existing systems. Some districts, 
like Fort Worth ISD (Texas) and Norfolk Public Schools (Virginia), are using a dedicated 
analytics platform, such as BrightBytes, to gain insight into their data. Other districts have 
gone directly to the solution providers of the corporate sector. Spokane Public Schools, 
for example, uses Tableau Software, a company used by the likes of Lufthansa, Citibank, 
and the NFL that is considered a business intelligence (BI) market leader by Gartner.82 

The desire for predictive analytics, not just systems that facilitate analysis of current 
situations, is another business trend that is reaching into K-12. To improve graduation 
rates, the district in Gwinnett County, Georgia, used predictive analytics and was able 
to identify indicators that occurred as early as the third grade.  And that is the promise 
of these types of systems—to recognize hidden patterns that enable teachers and 
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administrators to identify at-risk students and to intervene early. An ounce of prevention is 
worth a pound of cure. However, the interest in predictive analytics systems is not limited 
to improved student outcomes. Working with the non-profit TNTP, Shelby County School 
District, Tennessee was able to predict teacher vacancies and make early recruitment 
decisions.  To improve the quality of their hiring process, Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools, 
North Carolina used TeacherMatch—a solution (since acquired by a talent management 
company) that uses algorithms for predicting teacher effectiveness.  

Information literacy is considered a 21st century skill by the Partnership for 21st Century 
Learning (P21). For years, districts have sought to foster those skills in their students 
so they could “access and evaluate information” and learn to “use and manage 
information.”86 With analytic systems, districts can now hone those same skills for 
themselves.  

 
Key Takeaways: Enterprise Management Systems 

The NGDLE
The terms “next generation digital learning environment” and its acronym NGDLE were 
coined by EDUCAUSE, the higher education counterpart to CoSN. The NGDLE is used to 
describe not the next iteration of the LMS, but an education ecosystem of IT systems that 
are interoperable, enable personalization, provide analytics, and foster collaboration—
built with universal design and accessibility in mind. Sound familiar? Those are the same 
attributes being bandied about in K-12 as districts strive to develop a digital ecosystem 
to support and inform instruction. In terms of content, K-12, like higher ed, is moving 
toward a more modular and chunkable approach. Districts want to mix and match content 
to best fit their state standards and student needs. The development of the learning 
registry highlights increasing interest for that interchangeable content to include open 
educational resources (OER). To do this, districts need content-neutral LMS platforms. 

In terms of data, districts are looking for holistic views of their students, teachers, and 
their own performance. They are keen for indicators that cannot be identified by looking 
at the data contained in just one system. This means systems need to interoperate. 
Interoperability enables deeper data analytics and greater ability to find hidden patterns, 
and hence more meaningful insights. However, providers may not be keen on passing 
data so easily to competitors’ systems. Historically, it has made good business sense for 
providers to keep everything nice and tidy within their respective proprietary ecosystems, 
thank you very much! So it remains to be seen whether more providers will build systems 
that are interoperable by design, which will enable the NGDLE. 

There is also the possibility that major players will attempt to create the NGDLE all on 
their own, much the way Apple has done in the consumer space. Apple aims to provide 
everything their customers want and in such a delightful, easy-to-use way that their 
customers do not mind being locked into that ecosystem. It is in this environment that we 
see PowerSchool—which 10 years ago was an Apple company, by the way—making some 
intriguing acquisitions. Most recently having acquired LMS provider Haiku, PowerSchool 
has also purchased Interactive Achievement, an assessment and analytics company, 
InfoSnap, which simplifies registration for school services, and TIENET, a provider of 
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software for managing special education requirements. In a saturated SIS environment, 
it makes sense for PowerSchool and other SIS systems to expand into other areas. The 
blurring of the lines between SIS and LMS has been taking place for a number of years. 
But creating the entire NGDLE ecosystem is a tall order for a single provider. And current 
demands on providers from large districts to interoperate with other systems are pushing 
the market in the other direction—the use of open standards. 

A Rising Tide
Though it is likely that there will always be a market for proprietary systems, there is 
industry recognition that using open standards in development works, too. At the 2016 
SIIA Education Industry Symposium, many sessions focused on interoperability issues 
with speakers from various standards bodies—IMS, Ed-Fi Alliance, and A4L—as well as 
representatives from districts and collectives advocating for the use of standards. The 
Association for American Publishers (AAP) PreK-12 Learning Group’s annual conference 
holds a full-day, pre-conference Ed Tech Forum, which also brings together the industry 
and leaders of standards organizations. There appears to be growing general agreement 
that using common standards, especially data standards for rostering, are beneficial for 
the industry. Well-established companies, start-ups, and those in between are all involved 
with organizations to help develop and maintain the standards. 

While competing standards still exist in some areas and will continue to be a challenge 
to all stakeholders until one emerges to be the standard, it appears that providers are 
interested in finding common ground. As most of the newer, emerging companies—
the ones without legacy systems and business models to support—already use open 
standards, not doing so is starting to be a disadvantage. itslearning was able to compete 
against larger, more established LMS providers for the Houston ISD account (which 
they ultimately won) because they were compliant with IMS standards. Large districts 
are increasingly requiring that the systems they adopt can interoperate with their other 
systems. This marketplace demand will create an even more competitive landscape and 
drive providers to address interoperability problems, and, by doing so, hopefully lifting all 
boats. 

The UX
In addition to enterprise systems’ back-end interoperability becoming increasingly more 
important, their front ends, the user experience (UX), are becoming increasingly important 
as well. The rise of the infographic and the use of Pinterest, notably by teachers, prove 
the old idiom that a picture is worth a thousand words. This is especially true in the 21st 
century where we just do not have time to sort through the 2.5 quintillion bytes of data 
created every day. 

When it comes to designing enterprise systems, the ongoing challenge for complex, 
increasingly feature-rich systems is to not look complicated or be difficult to use. No one 
has time to read manuals, even if companies provided them anymore. With little district 
budget available for PD, the pressure is on for enterprise systems to be easy-to-use out 
of the box. Yes, good graphic design and visual appeal are important, but they are only 
part of the user experience. Systems must be fast, have information architecture that 
is intuitive, and just make it easy for users to do what they want. Blackboard’s loss of 
market share has been attributed to its poor UX. Conversely, Blackboard’s ability to turn 
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the tide is in large part expected to be tied to the work they have done revamping their 
UX. Tableau’s hiring of the former CTO of Lucasfilm to head up their strategic growth 
initiatives speaks volumes to the importance of design in enterprise software. UX is 
not a fuzzy attribute. IBM gets a 1:100 return from their usability testing. McAffe claims 
their UX redesign resulted in a 90% decrease in support costs. Successful enterprise 
management system providers understand that quality UX is not a nice-to-have but rather 
a need-to-have attribute. Finding expert UX designers will be as important as hiring solid 
programming talent.

Money Ill-Spent 
 
“Of every $1 spent across a typical five-year IT budget on software 
applications, districts spent $0.67 on the actual software licenses/
maintenance, and $0.33 was spent on integration.”

Troy Wheeler 
President 
Ed-Fi Alliance

The numbers cited by Mr. Wheeler were based on McKinsey research conducted with two 
SEAs (and constituent districts), three LEAs, supported by expert interviews throughout 
the K-12 ed tech space, app vendor websites, and data from NCES, Gartner, and Oracle. 
With the current focus on STEM and data-driven decision-making in education, it is 
surprising there is not more information about the actual costs of working with non-
interoperable systems, though a few folks have done the math. As described earlier, the 
“Daily Interoperability Dividend” highlighted on Australia’s NISP site estimates 15 hours 
are saved every day by implementing interoperability across applications. Dollars are not 
attached to that 15 hours, but if they are $15-an-hour data entry hours, that equals $225 a 
day. When multiplied by 180 days in a school year, the cost is $40,500 per school. The total 
is conceivably more as it is likely that rates for IT leaders and administrators should be 
involved in the calculation as well, but you get the idea. The A4L organization developed 
a handy “SIF Cost Benefit ROI Calculator.” It is actually just a spreadsheet but what it 
lacks in UI, it makes up in thoroughness. It is remarkably detailed, covering 11 system 
types including HR, transportation, and parent communication systems. It’s really worth 
checking out. For an example, the spreadsheet shows the calculations for a hypothetical 
scenario. Based on data entry for students only, the use of SIF across all systems in the 
sample district is shown to yield over $100,000 in savings.   

In Michigan this year, “A Strategic Alignment and ROI Study” was produced through the 
state’s Technology Readiness Infrastructure Grant (TRIG). In an effort to improve student 
outcomes across Michigan, a statewide implementation of the Ed-Fi data solution is 
planned. According to a pre-release version of the study:

In all, data management by districts requires both personnel effort and technology costs 
totaling over $160 million per year statewide. More than $61 million per year is spent 
on data quality, data completeness, and other general data management tasks, while 
$64 million per year is spent enabling key internal systems within districts to talk to each 
other. An additional $38 million per year is spent by districts to support federal and state 
compliance reporting.

https://www.sifassociation.org/Resources/_layouts/mobile/dispform.aspx?List=1127e428-1927-47ff-b330-93cce3882f5a&View=5f869683-7d29-4d83-b306-a0904ee4c824&ID=1
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A few million here, a few million there, and pretty soon you are talking about real money. 
These numbers are staggering, especially in light of how that money could have been 
spent on value-added education initiatives. As more states calculate the money that is 
being squandered on efforts to just manage education data, expect to see increased 
pressure on industry compliance with open standards.

Insecurity
The security and privacy of student data is a persistent concern. Less than 10% of districts 
consider it a low priority. And the relatively high recognition rates of the Student Privacy 
Pledge means districts are looking for ways to vet vendors and ensure data is used 
appropriately. Districts’ interest in earning the TLE seal indicates their desire to assure 
parents they adhere to strict privacy and security protocols. This is a wise move, as 
parents are a driving force behind the dozens of bills introduced in state legislatures. The 
Connecticut bill passed into law is directly attributed to the lobbying efforts, not by big 
money concerns, but the concern of four mothers. 

Education service providers themselves also have security risks, as demonstrated by the 
recent breach at the College Board and the leak of hundreds of its SAT questions. That 
breach, along with the leak of emails from the Democratic National Committee (DNC) 
and the growing trend of revenge porn (still can’t believe that’s a thing), highlights that 
not all cybercrime aims to extort money or make money from the data they access. 
Cybersecurity firms that cater to the K-12 market, like Barracuda, are likely to see growth. 
Enterprise system providers that best demonstrate their compliance with privacy laws and 
adherence to the most up-to-date security protocols will have a competitive advantage. 

Crazy New Technologies
Microsoft’s soon-to-be-released new operating system is reported to enable facial 
recognition in lieu of passwords. MasterCard is researching authentication methods 
including monitoring users’ heartbeats and is testing a mobile app that enables users to 
make online purchases using selfies. Amazon also has pay-by-selfie technology, for which 
they have applied for a patent. Research is being done on “passthoughts” technology 
in which brain waves are used for authentication. With the advent of affordable 
electroencephalography (EGG) devices, passthoughts are not just the stuff of science 
fiction. When compared with these developments, Clever’s QR code lanyard solution is 
pretty tame stuff. And it may be hard to envision these technologies being applied in 
K-12. But biometric fingerprint software is already used in schools for employee log-ins, 
student attendance, and monitoring of school lunch programs. Skyward offers a biometric 
option for logging into their system via their mobile app. Clemson University did pilot 
studies to evaluate galvanic skin responses as a metric for student engagement, with 
money from Gates, back in 2012. Nervanix, a company that uses those aforementioned 
EGG waves for improving student attention and focus, received an ISTE’s best of show 
award two year ago. So, crazy technologies are not so crazy when it comes to applying 
them in the K-12 environment. Staying abreast of emerging technologies, and seeing 
how they can be applied for K-12 will continue to be an ongoing exercise for ed tech 
companies.
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Analytics
Data analytics—either as a manual effort, a separate enterprise system, or as part of 
curriculum delivery platform—are integral to districts’ operations. With the huge amounts 
of data that can be captured via ed tech and the increased state and federal reporting 
requirements for both longitudinal data and accountability, it is increasingly difficult to 
manage data manually. Although the substantial use of data analytics systems has not 
grown over the past year, the interest in data is only expected to increase, especially in 
Big Data needed to optimize personalized learning systems and to enable predictive 
analytics. This creates market opportunities for data analytic system providers, as teachers 
report being unhappy with the tools they currently use to access data. There is also an 
opportunity for LMSs that have the analytic capability to integrate external data (yes, 
interoperability rears its head again). This can be a game changer for a LMS company like 
Edsby that now highlights this capability as it looks to break away from the herd and into 
the top LMS rankings.

The discussion of analytics is not complete without a note about the dark side of data. 
One issue is that measuring data changes it. This has nothing to do with the “observer 
effect” of physics and all to do with human nature. Anyone with experience managing 
a sales team understands the concept of sandbagging and the difficulty of establishing 
meaningful metrics. Require higher graduation rates? Many states have made tests 
easier to pass or exclude certain populations from their calculations. Pressured to show 
improvement in low performing schools that are not improving? Some schools have 
resorted to blatant cheating. Require schools to collect bullying statistics? Suddenly there 
are no incidents of bullying to report. 

The other dark data concern is the algorithms that are used for analytics. Marketers 
are well aware when Google changes their algorithm for search engine results ranking. 
Suddenly they have dropped in rank but have no clue why. Understandably, the 
algorithms of data analytic system providers are considered trade secrets or, at the very 
least, proprietary information. But that means that as schools rely on more complex 
analytics, they will be basing their decisions on secret methods that are unregulated 
and not verifiable. This is an issue being played out in the criminal justice system. A 
person’s COMPAS score, determined by a predictive analytic system that analyzes risk 
of recidivism, is used by judges to help them decide the length of convicts’ sentences. 
Questions and legal challenges have been raised about the use of COMPAS. The “black 
box” algorithms used for educational purposes seem destined for this type of scrutiny 
as well. Will they create a Golem Effect, where low expectations cause low performance? 
Does Johnnie’s recorded long learning curve for math concepts keep him from access 
to advanced placement courses? Are racial and gender profiling inadvertently built 
into those algorithms? There is no way to find out. As data analytic systems become 
more substantially implemented, providers need to be prepared for potential parental 
backlash. We have seen this response to educational technology before.
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The District Digital Divide  

 “Realize that rural Alaska cannot support bandwidth intensive anything so 
don’t try to do cloud-based anything, we don’t support it.” 

MDR Survey Respondent

The digital divide does not just affect students: there are district “haves” and “have-
nots” as well. CoSN’s annual report on school infrastructure consistently finds inadequate 
connection speeds and the inability for some schools to even purchase increased 
bandwidth, especially in rural areas. This presents a problem for affected school districts 
and for increasingly cloud-based providers that want to sell to them. The good news is 
that there are some interesting experiments to bring WiFi to hard-to-reach places that 
could help both districts and ed tech providers. Project SkyBender is an initiative by 
Alphabet, Google’s parent company, to deliver WiFi via solar-powered drones. Google 
is also exploring the feasibility of using 3.5GHz spectrum as a means for Internet access. 
Facebook’s Aquila, an unmanned solar-powered plane, is being tested as a means to 
deliver WiFi to “remote parts of the world.” Hopefully, that will include Alaska and other 
parts of rural America as well. If rural areas can finally gain access to sufficient bandwidth, 
the sky can really be the limit for cloud ed tech providers.

Big Tech in Ed Tech 
And speaking of big tech names, Google is not the only tech company making its way 
into the K-12 institutional market. Google dominated the LMS market within the same 
year of its 2015 launch of Google Classroom and it remains the number one ranked LMS. 
But 2016 saw Amazon enter into K-12 with its new digital resource platform, Amazon 
Inspire, and Facebook is developing a personalized learning platform designed for K-12 
U.S. schools. 

Color me curious, but it seems at odds for tech companies that make their money from 
data mining and advertising to enter a market that strictly restricts data mining and 
prohibits advertising. In any event, there is a clear trend of big tech companies that do not 
require education revenue seeking to penetrate the K-12 education sector. Their efforts 
regardless of the motivating factors can have a devastating effect on ed tech providers 
who, while perhaps passionate about education, actually need to make money.
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Appendix A: Tables

Table A1: Number of Districts and Student Enrollments by District Size

District Size by Enrollment

Districts Students

Number Col. % Number Col. %

Small 1,000-2,499  9,427 70.8  7,862,132 16.1

Medium 2,500-9,999  2,976 22.3  13,972,724 28.7

Large 10,000+  913 6.9 26,869,965 55.2

All Size Categories  13,316 100.0 48,704,821 100.0

MDR’s National K-12 Education Market Database © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.  

District 
Size

All Districts Districts 1,000+ Enrollment Districts in Technology Survey

# Col. % Enrollment Col. % # Col. % Enrollment Col. % # Col. % Enrollment Col. %

Small 9,427 70.8 7,862,132 16.1 3,302 45.9 5,282,538 11.5 109 42.6 173,001 10.7

Medium 2,976 22.3 13,972,724 28.7 2,976 41.4 13,972,724 30.3 105 41.0 471,496 29.1

Large 913 6.9 26,869,965 55.2 913 12.7 26,869,965 58.3 42 16.4 975,285 60.2

Total 13,316 100.0 48,704,821 100.0 7,191 100.0 46,125,227 100.0 256 100.0 1,619,782 100.0

MDR’s National K-12 Education Market Database © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A2: Number of Districts and Student Enrollments in the U.S. and in Surveys by District Size

Table A3: Number of Districts and Student Enrollments in the U.S. and in Surveys by Region

Region

All Districts Districts 1,000+ Enrollment Districts in Technology Survey

# Col. % Enrollment Col. % # Col. % Enrollment Col. % # Col. % Enrollment Col. %

Northeast 2,866 21.5 7,848,091 16.1 1,701 23.7 7,349,604 15.9 53 20.7 178,578 11.0

Midwest 4,811 36.1 10,158,896 20.9 2,299 32.0 8,994,789 19.5 76 29.7 246,132 15.2

West 2,494 18.7 11,632,208 23.9 1,198 16.7 11,243,344 24.4 53 20.7 498,827 30.8

South 3,145 23.6 19,065,626 39.1 1,993 27.7 18,537,490 40.2 74 28.9 696,245 43.0

Total 13,316 100.0 48,704,821 100.0 7,191 100.0 46,125,227 100.0 256 100.0 1,619,782 100.0

MDR’s National K-12 Education Market Database © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 
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Table A4: Number of Districts and Student Enrollments in the U.S. and in Surveys  
by Metropolitan Status

Metropolitan 
Status

All Districts Districts 1,000+ Enrollment Districts in Technology Survey

# Col. % Enrollment Col. % # Col. % Enrollment Col. % # Col. % Enrollment Col. %

Rural 6,284 48.9 5,924,524 12.7 1,635 23.7 4,096,274 9.3 60 24.6 157,756 9.9

Town 2,673 20.8 5,990,106 12.8 1,925 27.9 5,601,345 12.7 64 26.2 218,469 13.7

Suburban 3,052 23.8 17,911,494 38.3 2,564 37.2 17,651,559 39.9 90 36.9 637,496 40.0

Urban 839 6.5 16,902,693 36.2 770 11.2 16,868,871 38.1 30 12.3 580,689 36.4

Total 12,848 100.0 46,728,817 100.0 6,894 100.0 44,218,049 100.0 244 100.0 1,594,410 100.0

Note: 468 total districts, 297 districts with 1,000+ enrollment, and 5 districts in the Technology Survey are unclassified by Metropolitan Status.  
MDR’s National K-12 Education Market Database © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A5: Technology Budget Outlook: All Districts

Budget Categories

Percentage of Districts Citing Various Budget Outlooks
Number of 

Districts
Increase
(4 + 5)1

Decrease a Lot
2 3 4

5
Increase a Lot

Hardware 5.4 11.6 35.1 27.8 16.2 259 44.0

Software 5.8 10.4 49.4 26.6 4.6 259 31.2

Teacher Training 1.5 6.9 45.6 30.1 12.0 259 42.1

Tech Support 2.3 5.0 64.9 20.5 4.2 259 24.7

Note: Survey of Technology Directors, Question 1: What is the outlook for your district’s technology budget next year (2016-2017) compared with this 
year (2015-2016) in each of the four categories? 
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A6: Technology Budget Outlook: All Districts

Budget Categories

Percentage of Districts Citing Various Budget Outlooks

2015 2016

Decrease
 (1 + 2)

3-Stay  
 the Same

Increase
 (4 + 5)

Decrease
 (1 + 2)

3-Stay  
 the Same

Increase
 (4 + 5)

Hardware 12.5 41.5 45.6 17.0 35.1 44.0

Software 11.5 60.6 27.1 16.2 49.4 31.2

Teacher Training 9.4 50.9 38.3 8.4 45.6 42.1

Tech Support 8.7 63.4 27.5 7.3 64.9 24.7

Note: Survey of Technology Directors, Question 1: What is the outlook for your district’s technology budget next year (2016-2017) compared with this 
year (2015-2016) in each of the four categories? 
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 
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Table A7: Technology Budget Outlook: Small Districts

Budget Categories

Percentage of Districts Citing Various Budget Outlooks
Number of 

Districts
Increase
(4 + 5)1

Decrease a Lot
2 3 4

5
Increase a Lot

Hardware 6.4 14.7 40.4 22.9 12.8 109 35.7

Software 8.3 13.8 49.5 24.8 1.8 109 26.6

Teacher Training 1.8 3.7 49.5 33.0 8.3 109 41.3

Tech Support 3.7 4.6 71.6 15.6 2.8 109 18.4

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 1: What is the outlook for your district’s technology budget next year (2016-2017) compared with this year 
(2015-2016) in each of the four categories?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A8: Technology Budget Outlook: Medium Districts 

Budget Categories

Percentage of Districts Citing Various Budget Outlooks
Number of 

Districts
Increase
(4 + 5)1

Decrease a Lot
2 3 4

5
Increase a Lot

Hardware 5.6 8.4 32.7 29.9 20.6 107 50.5

Software 5.6 5.6 54.2 25.2 6.5 107 31.7

Teacher Training 1.9 8.4 43.0 27.1 15.9 107 43.0

Tech Support 0.9 6.5 61.7 22.4 6.5 107 28.9

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 1: What is the outlook for your district’s technology budget next year (2016-2017) compared with this year 
(2015-2016) in each of the four categories?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A9: Technology Budget Outlook: Large Districts

Budget Categories

Percentage of Districts Citing Various Budget Outlooks
Number of 

Districts
Increase
(4 + 5)1

Decrease a Lot
2 3 4

5
Increase a Lot

Hardware 2.4 11.9 28.6 35.7 14.3 42 50.0

Software — 14.3 38.1 35.7 7.1 42 42.8

Teacher Training — 11.9 42.9 31.0 9.5 42 40.5

Tech Support 2.4 2.4 57.1 28.6 2.4 42 31.0

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 1: What is the outlook for your district’s technology budget next year (2016-2017) compared with this year 
(2015-2016) in each of the four categories?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 
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Table A10: Purchasing Role for Technology Decisions: All Districts

Technology 

Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response
Number of 

Districts
Not involved at all

Influencer who 
reviews technical 

requirements

District 
purchasing 

committee member
Final decision maker

Digital/online curriculum or 
content 12.7 43.6 29.0 13.9 259

Digital/online assessments 16.2 45.2 25.1 13.1 259

Technology-related 
professional development 8.5 33.6 34.4 23.2 259

Apps for the classroom 12.4 38.2 30.5 17.8 259

Management software (e.g., 
ERP, SIS, LMS, data analytics) 9.7 25.1 36.7 28.2 259

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 14: Technology devices and digital resources have become increasingly integral to everyday classroom 
instruction. What is your role in selecting and purchasing the following?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A11: Resources Used for Learning About New Products and Services: All Districts

Resources

Percentage of Districts Citing Each Value Level
Number of 

Districts
High Medium Low

Peer recommendations 69.9 29.0 1.2 259

Conferences/Tradeshows 55.6 36.7 7.7 259

Internet search engines 37.8 48.3 13.9 259

Professional publications 33.6 47.5 18.9 259

Websites that recommend and/or rate education 28.2 48.6 22.8 259

Webinars 25.9 54.8 19.3 259

Company websites 24.3 54.1 21.6 259

Sales rep (personal visit or phone) 16.6 51.4 32.0 259

Social media tools (Facebook, Twitter, etc.) 11.2 33.6 55.2 259

Email promotions 6.9 36.3 56.4 259

Catalogs or direct mail promotions 3.9 26.6 69.5 259

Other 7.7 3.9 1.2 259

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 16: How do you learn about new products and services available for your district? Please rate each  
information resource as to its value in helping you learn about new products and services.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 
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Table A12: Methods Recommended for Technology Implementation: All Districts

Methods
Percentage of Districts Recommending  

Each Method

Provide product training materials (e.g., user guides, videos) 77.6

Provide on-site consultant to provide guidance on implementation 74.9

Provide instructional guidance materials (i.e., how to work with students) 71.4

Share examples of successful implementations 69.9

Proactively communicate with product users to identify roadblocks to usage 67.2

Help with classroom set up (i.e., import student rosters) 51.0

Other 12.4

Number of Districts 259

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 17: What would you recommend vendors do to help you fully implement the technology you purchase from 
them? Check all that apply.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A13: Methods Recommended for Technology Implementation by District Size and 
Metropolitan Status

Methods

Percentage of Districts Recommending Each Method

Small Med Large Rural Town Suburban Urban
All  

Districts

Provide product training materials  
(e.g., user guides, videos)

76.1 79.4 78.6 78.3 83.1 73.0 75.0 77.6

Provide on-site consultant to provide  
guidance on implementation

74.3 75.7 76.2 73.3 76.9 71.9 78.1 74.9

Provide instructional guidance materials  
(i.e., how to work with students)

71.6 72.0 69.0 70.0 72.3 68.5 75.0 71.4

Share examples of successful  
implementations

64.2 71.0 81.0 65.0 75.4 66.3 84.4 69.9

Proactively communicate with product users 
to identify roadblocks to usage

67.9 65.4 71.4 63.3 69.2 66.3 65.6 67.2

Help with classroom set up (i.e., import 
student rosters)

55.0 49.5 42.9 45.0 50.8 51.7 56.3 51.0

Other 14.7 13.1 4.8 23.3 10.8 9.0 3.1 12.4

Number of Districts 109 107 42 60 65 89 32 259

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 17: What would you recommend vendors do to help you fully implement the technology you purchase from 
them? Check all that apply.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 
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Table A14: Implementation of Instructional Technologies: All Districts

Instructional  
Technologies

Percentage Reporting Each Level of Implementation
Number of 

Districts

 Not at All (1)
 Substantially  

(4 + 5)

1-Not 
at All

2 3 4 5-Fully 2015 2016 2015 2016

Standard Projectors 
(non-interactive)

6.2 8.5 12.0 15.8 57.1 259 5.9 6.2 69.3 72.9

Interactive  
Whiteboards

9.3 9.3 17.0 22.4 41.7 259 5.9 9.3 68.0 64.1

Laptops (non-
Chromebooks)

4.2 13.9 19.3 22.0 40.2 259 6.3 4.2 51.9 62.2

Document Cameras 2.7 17.8 19.7 23.6 36.3 259 2.4 2.7 54.8 59.9

Chromebooks 29.3 10.0 17.4 19.7 23.6 259 28.6 29.3 36.6 43.3

Tablets (touch 
screen-enabled, 
keyboard-less  
computing devices 
such as iPad, etc.)

6.6 24.7 32.0 16.2 20.5 259 5.9 6.6 35.2 36.7

Interactive  
Projectors

41.7 17.0 11.2 12.4 17.8 259 28.6 41.7 32.4 30.2

Interactive Flat 
Panel Displays

48.6 20.8 14.7 8.9 6.2 259 54.4 48.6 13.9 15.1

3D Printers 44.0 32.4 13.1 6.2 4.2 259 — 44.0 — 10.4

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 2.1: To what degree are the following technologies implemented for instructional use in your district? Please 
rate the degree of implementation of each technology.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 
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Table A15: Technology Initiative Priorities: All Districts

Technology Initiatives

Percentage of Districts Citing Each Priority Level
Number of  

Districts

High Priority

Low Medium High 2015 2016

Wireless Networks 10.0 18.5 71.0 259 73.9 71.0

Student Data Security/Privacy 
(i.e., ensure adequate  
measures in place)

9.3 25.1 64.9 259 — 64.9

Online Assessment Readiness 8.5 27.0 63.3 259 — 63.3

Data-Driven Decision Making 6.2 34.7 58.3 259 — 58.3

Chromebooks 29.0 14.7 55.2 259 49.1 55.2

One-to-One Computing  
(using any personal computing 
device )

20.8 25.5 53.3 259 57.8 53.3

Single Sign-on Capability 21.2 39.8 36.3 259 — 36.3

Laptops (non-Chromebooks) 32.0 34.7 32.8 259 27.2 32.8

Interoperability 18.1 47.5 27.8 259 — 27.8

Interactive Whiteboards 40.2 34.7 23.2 259 23.0 23.2

Tablets 35.5 40.9 22.8 259 30.7 22.8

Other 0.8 7.7 10.8 259 8.0 10.8

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 4: Over the next three years, what priority will each of the following technology initiatives have in  
your district?  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A16: Instructional Technology Purchase Plans by Grade Span

Instructional Technologies

Percentage Citing Purchase Plans of Instructional Technologies

Grades K-2 Grades 3-5
Middle School                    

(6-8)
High School                                                                                                                                         

(9-12)
No Plans to 

Purchase
Don’t Know

Desktop Computers 32.4 36.3 40.5 45.2 41.3 3.5

Chromebooks 23.6 45.9 55.6 50.2 28.6 5.0

Laptops (non- Chromebooks) 22.0 31.3 38.2 50.2 34.4 6.9

Tablets 54.1 37.1 28.6 23.2 28.6 3.9

Interactive Whiteboards 35.9 34.4 35.1 34.4 45.2 5.0

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 5: For which grade spans does your district intend to purchase the following instructional technologies in 
the 2016-17 school year? Check all that apply for each grade span.                 
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 
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Technology 
Initiatives

Percentage of Districts Citing Each Priority Level

Small Medium Large 

Low Med High # Dists. Low Med High # Dists. Low Med High # Dists.

Wireless Networks 13.8 21.1 64.2 109 7.5 17.8 74.8 107 4.8 14.3 81.0 42

Student Data 
Security/Privacy (i.e., 
ensure adequate  
measures in place)

9.2 24.8 64.2 109 12.1 29.0 58.9 107 2.4 16.7 81.0 42

Online Assessment 
Readiness

7.3 30.3 61.5 109 12.1 27.1 58.9 107 2.4 19.0 78.6 42

Data-Driven Decision 
Making

8.3 48.6 42.2 109 6.5 28.0 64.5 107 — 16.7 83.3 42

Chromebooks 29.4 12.8 55.0 109 23.4 17.8 58.9 107 40.5 11.9 47.6 42

One-to-One 
Computing  
(using any personal 
computing device )

27.5 26.6 45.0 109 16.8 25.2 57.9 107 14.3 21.4 64.3 42

Single Sign-on 
Capability

24.8 44.0 27.5 109 23.4 39.3 35.5 107 7.1 31.0 59.5 42

Laptops 
(non-Chromebooks)

29.4 37.6 32.1 109 40.2 29.0 30.8 107 19.0 42.9 38.1 42

Interoperability 22.9 51.4 19.3 109 18.7 48.6 27.1 107 4.8 35.7 52.4 42

Interactive 
Whiteboards

38.5 42.2 18.3 109 43.9 30.8 22.4 107 35.7 26.2 35.7 42

Tablets 40.4 42.2 15.6 109 36.4 40.2 23.4 107 21.4 40.5 38.1 42

Other 0.9 10.1 10.1 109 0.9 6.5 12.1 107 —  4.8 9.5 42

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 4: Over the next three years, what priority will each of the following technology initiatives have in your district?  
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A17: Technology Initiative Priorities by District Size

Table A18: Implementation of One-to-One Computing Model by Grade Level

Grade Level

Percentage of Districts Implementing One-to-One  
Computing Model Number of  

Districts
Substantial  

(4 + 5)
1-Not at All 2 3 4 5-Fully

Elementary 45.6 16.6 20.1 8.5 8.5 259 17.0

Middle 36.7 10.4 17.0 12.0 23.6 259 35.6

High 38.2 12.0 15.8 11.6 20.1 259 31.7

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 13: To what extent has your district implemented a one-to-one computing model? 
Please indicate for elementary, middle, and high schools.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 
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Implementation 
Level

Percentage of Districts Implementing One-to-One Computing Model

Northeast Midwest West South

Elemen-
tary

Middle High
Elemen-

tary
Middle High

Elemen-
tary

Middle High
Elemen-

tary
Middle High

1-Not at All 63.6 56.4 49.1 44.2 29.9 35.1 30.2 28.3 34.0 44.6 35.1 36.5

2 14.5 7.3 12.7 10.4 7.8 3.9 15.1 9.4 17.0 25.7 16.2 16.2

3 14.5 12.7 18.2 20.8 14.3 15.6 26.4 20.8 18.9 18.9 20.3 12.2

4 5.5 12.7 7.3 10.4 13.0 13.0 15.1 11.3 11.3 4.1 10.8 13.5

5-Fully 1.8 10.9 12.7 13.0 33.8 28.6 13.2 30.2 13.2 5.4 17.6 21.6

Number of 
Districts

55 55 55 77 77 77 53 53 53 74 74 74

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 13: To what extent has your district implemented a one-to-one computing 
model? Please indicate for elementary, middle, and high schools.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A19: Implementation of One-to-One Computing Model by Grade Level by Region

Technology Initiatives

Percentage of Districts Citing Each Priority Level

Rural Town Suburban Urban 

Low Med High # Dists. Low Med High # Dists. Low Med High # Dists. Low Med High # Dists.

Wireless Networks 11.7 21.7 65.0 60 7.7 15.4 76.9 65 12.4 23.6 64.0 89 9.4 6.3 84.4 32

Student Data Security/
Privacy (i.e., ensure 
adequate measures in 
place)

18.3 20.0 58.3 60 9.2 15.4 75.4 65 6.7 38.2 55.1 89 — 15.6 84.4 32

Online Assessment 
Readiness

8.3 33.3 56.7 60 7.7 23.1 67.7 65 9.0 24.7 66.3 89 9.4 28.1 59.4 32

Data-Driven Decision 
Making

10.0 40.0 48.3 60 9.2 40.0 50.8 65 4.5 32.6 61.8 89 — 18.8 81.3 32

Chromebooks 26.7 15.0 55.0 60 27.7 12.3 60.0 65 27.0 15.7 57.3 89 34.4 15.6 50.0 32

One-to-One Computing 
(using any personal 
computing device )

25.0 25.0 48.3 60 20.0 30.8 49.2 65 19.1 22.5 58.4 89 15.6 21.9 62.5 32

Single Sign-on Capability 26.7 41.7 25.0 60 18.5 40.0 40.0 65 24.7 43.8 29.2 89 9.4 31.3 59.4 32

Laptops (non-
Chromebooks)

36.7 31.7 30.0 60 29.2 38.5 32.3 65 36.0 32.6 31.5 89 21.9 43.8 34.4 32

Interoperability 21.7 48.3 20.0 60 15.4 44.6 33.8 65 21.3 51.7 22.5 89 3.1 43.8 46.9 32

Interactive Whiteboards 41.7 30.0 25.0 60 35.4 40.0 23.1 65 42.7 34.8 21.3 89 37.5 34.4 25.0 32

Tablets 40.0 38.3 20.0 60 36.9 43.1 20.0 65 34.8 42.7 22.5 89 25.0 37.5 37.5 32

Other — 11.7 11.7 60 — 3.1 9.2 65 2.2 3.4 11.2 89 — 6.3 15.6 32

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 4: Over the next three years, what priority will each of the following technology initiatives have in your district?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A20: Technology Initiative Priorities by Metropolitan Status
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Students with Full-Time Access

Percentage of Districts Reporting Degrees of Access

Elementary Middle High

None 13.5 11.2 15.4

1%-25% 19.7 12.7 12.7

26%-50% 20.5 13.5 13.5

51%-75% 20.5 19.3 12.0

76%+ 24.3 41.7 44.8

Number of Districts 259 259 259

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 6: Please indicate the percentage of students with full-time access to mobile computing devices in the 
elementary, middle, and high schools in your district. Mobile device definition: Laptops, netbooks, Chromebooks, tablets (i.e., iPads), iPod touch, and 
smartphones (iPhone, Android-based, etc.).
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A21: Mobile Computing Access by Grade Level

Table A22: Administration of Assessments Online (in Core Subjects): All Districts

Assessment Types

Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response
Number of 

Districts
Doing It Now Within 1 Year

13 Months –  
3 Years

Don’t Know

Formative assessments 63.3 11.2 17.0 8.5 259

Interim/benchmark assessments 66.8 12.0 13.5 7.7 259

Final/summative assessments 54.8 13.5 18.9 12.7 259

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 12: When do you anticipate that your district will administer the majority of student assessments in core 
subjects online? Please indicate for each type of assessment.
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Table A23: Administration of Assessments Online (in Core Subjects) by District Size

Assessment Types

Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response

Number of 
Districts

Small

Doing It Now Within 1 Year
13 Months –  

3 Years
Don’t Know

Formative assessments 63.3 6.4 20.2 10.1 109

Interim/benchmark assessments 65.1 7.3 17.4 10.1 109

Final/summative assessments 52.3 11.0 21.1 15.6 109

Assessment Types

Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response

Number of 
Districts

Medium

Doing It Now Within 1 Year
13 Months –  

3 Years
Don’t Know

Formative assessments 65.4 13.1 14.0 7.5 107

Interim/benchmark assessments 68.2 14.0 11.2 6.5 107

Final/summative assessments 53.3 15.9 19.6 11.2 107

Assessment Types

Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response

Number of 
Districts

Large

Doing It Now Within 1 Year
13 Months –  

3 Years
Don’t Know

Formative assessments 57.1 19.0 16.7 7.1 42

Interim/benchmark assessments 66.7 19.0 9.5 4.8 42

Final/summative assessments 64.3 14.3 11.9 9.5 42

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 12: When do you anticipate that your district will administer the majority of student assessments in core 
subjects online? Please indicate for each type of assessment.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 
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Table A24: Administration of Assessments Online (in Core Subjects) by Region

Assessment Types

Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response

Number of 
Districts

Northeast

Doing It Now Within 1 Year
13 Months –  

3 Years
Don’t Know

Formative assessments 52.7 9.1 27.3 10.9 55

Interim/benchmark assessments 58.2 12.7 21.8 7.3 55

Final/summative assessments 36.4 10.9 36.4 16.4 55

Assessment Types

Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response

Number of 
Districts

Midwest

Doing It Now Within 1 Year
13 Months –  

3 Years
Don’t Know

Formative assessments 59.7 11.7 18.2 10.4 77

Interim/benchmark assessments 64.9 10.4 13.0 11.7 77

Final/summative assessments 53.2 14.3 16.9 15.6 77

Assessment Types

Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response

Number of 
Districts

South

Doing It Now Within 1 Year
13 Months –  

3 Years
Don’t Know

Formative assessments 66.2 14.9 13.5 5.4 74

Interim/benchmark assessments 66.2 16.2 13.5 4.1 74

Final/summative assessments 62.2 18.9 13.5 5.4 74

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 12: When do you anticipate that your district will administer the majority of student assessments in core 
subjects online? Please indicate for each type of assessment.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Assessment Types

Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response

Number of 
Districts

West

Doing It Now Within 1 Year
13 Months –  

3 Years
Don’t Know

Formative assessments 75.5 7.5 9.4 7.5 53

Interim/benchmark assessments 79.2 7.5 5.7 7.5 53

Final/summative assessments 66.0 7.5 11.3 15.1 53
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Instructional 
Technologies

Percentage of Districts Reporting Various Levels of Implementation

Small Medium Large

1-Not 
at All

2 + 3
4 + 5 

Substan-
tially

# of  
Districts

1-Not 
at All

2 + 3
4 + 5 

Substan-
tially

# of  
Districts

1-Not 
at All

2 + 3
4 + 5 

Substan-
tially

# of  
Districts

Standard Projectors 
(non-interactive)

4.6 22.9 72.5 109 7.5 16.8 74.8 107 7.1 23.8 69.0 42

Interactive 
Whiteboards

11.0 28.4 60.6 109 9.3 23.4 66.4 107  4.8 28.6 66.7 42

Laptops
 (non-Chromebooks)

3.7 36.7 58.7 109 6.5 28.0 65.4 107 — 38.1 61.9 42

Document Cameras 4.6 41.3 54.1 109 1.9 36.4 61.7 107 — 28.6 71.4 42

Chromebooks 36.7 17.4 45.9 109 23.4 30.8 45.8 107 26.2 42.9 31.0 42

Tablets (touch 
screen-enabled, 
keyboard-less 
computing devices 
such as iPad, etc.)

11.0 57.8 31.2 109 2.8 57.0 40.2 107 4.8 54.8 40.5 42

Interactive Projectors 47.7 24.8 27.5 109 39.3 25.2 35.5 107 33.3 42.9 23.8 42

Interactive Flat Panel 
Displays

55.0 32.1 11.9 109 53.3 29.9 15.9 107 19.0 59.5 21.4 42

3D Printers 54.1 36.7 9.2 109 35.5 49.5 15.0 107 38.1 59.5 2.4 42

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 2.1:  To what degree are the following technologies implemented for instructional use in your district? Please 
rate the degree of implementation of each technology. 
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A25: Implementation of Instructional Technologies by District Size
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Table A26: Instructional Technology Purchase Plans by District and Grade Span

Instructional Technologies

Percentage Citing Purchase Plans of Instructional Technologies 

Small

K-2 3-5
Middle School                    

(6-8)
High School                                                                                                                                       

(9-12)
No Plans to 

Purchase
Don’t Know

Desktop Computers 31.2 34.9 39.4 41.3 43.1 1.8

Chromebooks 17.4 39.4 49.5 44.0 30.3 6.4

Laptops (non-Chromebooks) 21.1 25.7 31.2 44.0 37.6 8.3

Tablets 48.6 29.4 25.7 17.4 33.9 3.7

Interactive Whiteboards 33.9 29.4 33.9 32.1 46.8 4.6

Medium

K-2 3-5
Middle School                    

(6-8)
High School                                                                                                                                       

(9-12)
No Plans to 

Purchase
Don’t Know

Desktop Computers 26.2 30.8 35.5 43.0 44.9 2.8

Chromebooks 25.2 50.5 63.6 58.9 24.3 0.9

Laptops (non-Chromebooks) 14.0 28.0 37.4 48.6 35.5 7.5

Tablets 57.0 36.4 23.4 23.4 25.2 2.8

Interactive Whiteboards 29.0 31.8 31.8 31.8 49.5 5.6

Large

K-2 3-5
Middle School                    

(6-8)
High School                                                                                                                                       

(9-12)
No Plans to 

Purchase
Don’t Know

Desktop Computers 50.0 52.4 54.8 59.5 28.6 9.5

Chromebooks 35.7 52.4 52.4 45.2 35.7 9.5

Laptops (non-Chromebooks) 42.9 52.4 57.1 69.0 23.8 2.4

Tablets 61.9 59.5 50.0 38.1 21.4 7.1

Interactive Whiteboards 57.1 52.4 45.2 45.2 31.0 4.8

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 5: For which grade spans does your district intend to purchase the following instructional technologies in 
the 2016-17 school year? Check all that apply for each grade span.                                                                                                                                          
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 
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Instructional Technologies

Percentage of Districts Reporting Various Levels of Implementation

Rural

1-Not at All 2 + 3 4 + 5 Substantially # of Districts

Standard Projectors (non-interactive) 5.0 21.7 71.7 60

Interactive Whiteboards 13.3 21.7 65.0 60

Laptops (non-Chromebooks) 3.3 33.3 61.7 60

Document Cameras 3.3 36.7 60.0 60

Chromebooks 35.0 26.7 38.3 60

Tablets (touch screen-enabled, keyboard-less 
computing devices such as iPad, etc.)

6.7 60.0 33.3 60

Interactive Projectors 48.3 26.7 25.0 60

Interactive Flat Panel Displays 53.3 28.3 16.7 60

3D Printers 46.7 43.3 10.0 60

Table A27: Implementation of Instructional Technologies by Metropolitan Status

Town 

Standard Projectors (non-interactive) 3.1 24.6 72.3 65

Interactive Whiteboards 6.2 32.3 61.5 65

Laptops (non-Chromebooks) 1.5 35.4 63.1 65

Document Cameras 4.6 29.2 66.2 65

Chromebooks 26.2 21.5 52.3 65

Tablets (touch screen-enabled, keyboard-less 
computing devices such as iPad, etc.)

10.8 47.7 41.5 65

Interactive Projectors 38.5 27.7 33.8 65

Interactive Flat Panel Displays 44.6 35.4 20.0 65

3D Printers 50.8 38.5 10.8 65

Urban

Standard Projectors (non-interactive) 3.1 12.5 84.4 32

Interactive Whiteboards 6.3 21.9 71.9 32

Laptops (non-Chromebooks) 3.1 28.1 68.8 32

Document Cameras – 28.1 71.9 32

Chromebooks 21.9 40.6 37.5 32

Tablets (touch screen-enabled, keyboard-less 
computing devices such as iPad, etc.)

3.1 43.8 53.1 32

Interactive Projectors 40.6 50.0 9.4 32

Interactive Flat Panel Displays 34.4 43.8 21.9 32

3D Printers 34.4 56.3 9.4 32

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 2.1: To what degree are the following technologies implemented for instructional use in your 
district?  Please rate the degree of implementation of each technology.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Suburban 

Standard Projectors (non-interactive) 9.0 21.3 69.7 89

Interactive Whiteboards 11.2 25.8 62.9 89

Laptops (non-Chromebooks) 7.9 34.8 57.3 89

Document Cameras 2.2 47.2 50.6 89

Chromebooks 28.1 28.1 43.8 89

Tablets (touch screen-enabled, keyboard-less 
computing devices such as iPad, etc.)

4.5 62.9 32.6 89

Interactive Projectors 39.3 22.5 38.2 89

Interactive Flat Panel Displays 56.2 34.8 9.0 89

3D Printers 39.3 49.4 11.2 89
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Tablet  
Operating 
Systems

Percentage of Districts Citing Each Response

 District Size  Metropolitan Status  Region All Districts

Small Med Large Rural Town
Subur-

ban
Urban

North-
east

Mid-
west

West South 2015 2016

iOS (iPad or other 
Apple device) 

74.2 88.5 70.0 78.6 77.6 80.0 80.6 84.3 80.6 72.0 79.7 81.0 79.3

Windows 38.1 41.3 62.5 39.3 51.7 32.9 64.5 33.3 38.9 48.0 53.6 43.1 43.8

Android (including 
Kindle Fire OS)

23.7 26.0 47.5 30.4 29.3 22.4 35.5 25.5 23.6 36.0 30.4 32.3 28.5

Linux 3.1 1.0 10.0 1.8 5.2 1.2 3.2 2.0 1.4 6.0 4.3 0.7 3.3

Don’t know/Not 
sure

7.2 1.0 7.5 5.4 5.2 4.7 3.2 3.9 4.2 4.0 5.8 0.4 4.5

Number of 
Districts

97 104 40 56 58 85 31 51 72 50 69 269 242

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 2.2: Which operating system(s) does your district run on its tablets? Please select all that apply. If response to 
Q2.1, item 8 (Tablets) was 1 (not at all), this question was not asked.                                                                                                                                                                                                         
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A28: Tablet Operating Systems by District Size, Metropolitan Status, and Region

Table A29: Implementation of Education Tools

Tools

Percentage of Districts Implementing Education Tools
Number of  

Districts1-Not 
at All Implemented

2 3 4 5-Fully Implemented

Google Apps for Education 11.6 8.1 15.8 17.8 46.7 259

Microsoft Office 365 Education 50.6 11.6 10.0 9.3 17.8 259

Apple iWork 69.5 14.3 8.1 2.7 4.6 259

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 3: To what degree have the following tools been implemented in your schools? Please rate the degree of 
implementation for each tool.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A30: Use of Interactive Whiteboards by Region

Usage

Percentage of Districts That Use/Do Not Use Interactive Whiteboards

Northeast Midwest West South All Districts

Use Interactive Whiteboards 96.4 88.3 69.8 95.9 88.4

Do not use Interactive Whiteboards 3.6 11.7 30.2 4.1 11.6

Number of Districts 55 77 53 74 259

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 11.1: Does your district use Interactive Whiteboards?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 
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Table A31: Penetration Rates of Interactive Whiteboard Providers by District Size and  
Metropolitan Status

Interactive Whiteboard Providers

Percentage of Districts Using Each Provider

Small Med Large Rural Town Suburban Urban
All Districts

2015 2016

SMART Technologies 76.3 72.8 69.2 71.7 78.3 75.7 65.5 77.4 73.8

Promethean 26.8 38.0 53.8 41.5 38.3 33.8 34.5 37.4 36.2

Mimio 19.6 13.0 10.3 24.5 15.0 9.5 13.8 21.1 15.3

eInstruction/Interwrite 13.4 7.6 12.8 17.0 13.3 6.8 3.4 10.0 10.9

Steelcase Education Solutions 3.1 7.6 5.1 1.9 3.3 6.8 10.3 6.7 5.2

District uses interactive projectors in 
place of interactive whiteboards

25.8 22.8 7.7 20.8 31.7 23.0 — 10.7 21.4

Other 4.1 — — 3.8 1.7 1.4 — 1.5 1.7

Number of Districts 97 92 39 53 60 74 29 270 229

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 11.2: Which interactive whiteboard provider(s) does your district currently use? Please check all providers 
used by your district. Penetration rates equal percentage of districts using each provider. Multiple responses were permitted. See Question 11, for a 
list of products associated with each provider. 
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A32: Penetration Rates of Interactive Whiteboard Providers by Region

Interactive Whiteboard Providers

Percentage of Districts Using Each Provider

Northeast Midwest West South All Districts

SMART Technologies 69.8 76.5 62.2 80.3 73.8

Promethean 45.3 19.1 37.8 45.1 36.2

Mimio 5.7 14.7 18.9 21.1 15.3

eInstruction/Interwrite 1.9 11.8 8.1 18.3 10.9

Steelcase Education Solutions 9.4 2.9 5.4 4.2 5.2

District uses interactive projectors in place of 
interactive whiteboards

30.2 27.9 13.5 12.7 21.4

Other — 4.4 2.7 — 1.7

Number of Districts 53 68 37 71 229

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 11.2: Which interactive whiteboard provider(s) does your district currently use? Please check all providers 
used by your district. Penetration rates equal percentage of districts using each provider. Multiple responses were permitted. See Question 11, for a 
list of products associated with each provider. 
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 
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Table A33: Implementation of Enterprise Software Systems: All Districts

Software Systems

Percentage Reporting Each Level of Implementation
Number of 

Districts

 Substantially  
(4 + 5)

1-Not 
at All

2 3 4 5-Fully 2015 2016

Learning Management 
System (LMS)

16.6 13.9 32.4 17.4 19.3 259 48.0 36.7

Data Analytics 21.6 13.9 28.6 21.6 13.9 259 35.6 35.5

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 7: To what extent are the following software systems implemented in your district?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A34: Methods Used to Get Student Rosters into Online Programs: All Districts

Methods Used
Percentage of Districts Using Each Method

Export from SIS into import template provided by the instructional program 73.4

Manually entered by students, teachers, or district staff 47.5

Publishers’ APIs link directly to our Student Information System (SIS) 23.6

Clever 17.0

Publisher offers this service 8.9

Other 8.1

Number of Districts 259

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 10:  Which of the following methods are used to get student rosters into the online instructional programs 
used in your district? Please check all that apply.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A35: Methods Used to Get Student Rosters into Online Programs by District Size and 
Metropolitan Status

Methods Used

Percentage of Districts Using Each Method

Small Medium Large Rural Town Suburban Urban
All 

Districts

Export from SIS into import template 
provided by the instructional program

72.5 72.9 78.6 68.3 70.8 79.8 75.0 73.4

Manually entered by students, teachers, 
or district staff

55.0 46.7 31.0 53.3 52.3 39.3 28.1 47.5

Publishers’ APIs link directly to our 
Student Information System (SIS)

18.3 22.4 40.5 21.7 12.3 22.5 43.8 23.6

Clever 11.9 15.0 35.7 6.7 18.5 13.5 40.6 17.0

Publisher offers this service 7.3 7.5 16.7 10.0 3.1 11.2 9.4 8.9

Other 7.3 10.3 2.4 10.0 10.8 5.6 9.4 8.1

Number of Districts 109 107 42 60 65 89 32 259

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 10:  Which of the following methods are used to get student rosters into the online instruc-
tional programs used in your district? Please check all that apply.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 
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Table A37: Penetration Rates of Student Information System (SIS) Providers by  
District Size and Metropolitan Status

SIS Providers

Percentage of Districts Using Each Provider

Small Medium Large Rural Town Suburban Urban

All Districts

2015 2016

PowerSchool 22.9 23.4 21.4 20.0 16.9 25.8 21.9 — 22.8

Infinite Campus 11.0 18.7 11.9 6.7 18.5 13.5 18.8 17.8 14.3

State-provided SIS 18.3 14.0 2.4 11.7 23.1 12.4 — 15.7 13.9

Skyward 20.2 9.3 7.1 23.3 9.2 9.0 15.6 9.1 13.5

Follett 11.9 3.7 4.8 6.7 12.3 5.6 6.3 10.5 7.3

Edupoint 0.9 7.5 16.7 3.3 1.5 7.9 18.8 4.2 6.2

Tyler Technologies 7.3 5.6 4.8 6.7 7.7 5.6 3.1 5.2 6.2

eSchoolData 5.5 4.7 2.4 6.7 4.6 4.5 3.1 6.3 4.6

Eagle Software (Aeries) 1.8 4.7 7.1 1.7 3.1 5.6 6.3 2.8 3.9

STI/ Chalkable/ iNOW 1.8 6.5 2.4 6.7 6.2 1.1 3.1 — 3.9

SunGard K-12 1.8 1.9 4.8 1.7 1.5 3.4 3.1 5.9 2.3

Other 22.0 15.9 21.4 18.3 23.1 25.8 6.3 14.0 19.7

Number of Districts 109 107 42 60 65 89 32 286 259

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 9.2: Which Student Information System (SIS) provider(s) does your district currently use? Please select all 
that apply.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A36: Familiarity with Ed Tech Initiatives: All Districts

Ed Tech Initiatives 

Percentage of Technology Directors Adopting Each Response

Very Familiar
Somewhat 

Familiar
Only Know the 

Name
Not at All 
Familiar

Number of 
Districts

Ed-Fi Alliance 46.7 12.7 10.4 30.1 259

The Learning Registry 44.4 13.9 12.0 29.7 259

Schools Interoperability Framework (SIF) 40.5 20.8 15.8 22.4 259

IMS Global Learning Consortium 37.8 18.1 18.1 25.9 259

Student Privacy Pledge (from SIIA/Future 
of Privacy Forum)

34.0 16.2 24.7 25.1 259

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 15: How familiar are you with the following ed tech industry initiatives?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 
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Table A38: Penetration Rates of Student Information System (SIS) Providers by Region

SIS Providers

Percentage of Districts Using Each Provider

Northeast Midwest West South All Districts

PowerSchool 16.4 24.7 28.3 21.6 22.8

Infinite Campus 10.9 14.3 18.9 13.5 14.3

State-provided SIS 5.5 14.3 7.5 24.3 13.9

Skyward 3.6 23.4 13.2 10.8 13.5

Follett 3.6 7.8 5.7 10.8 7.3

Edupoint 3.6 2.6 15.1 5.4 6.2

Tyler Technologies 1.8 13.0 5.7 2.7 6.2

eSchoolData 14.5 — — 5.4 4.6

Eagle Software (Aeries) — — 18.9 — 3.9

STI/ Chalkable/ iNOW — 5.2 — 8.1 3.9

SunGard K-12 7.3 — 1.9 1.4 2.3

Other 32.7 19.5 11.3 16.2 19.7

Number of Districts 55 77 53 74 259

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 9.2: Which Student Information System (SIS) provider(s) does your district currently use? Please select all 
that apply.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Software Systems

Percentage Reporting Levels of Implementation

Small Medium Large 

% Responses by Level
# Dists.

% Responses by Level
# Dists.

% Responses by Level
# Dists.

1 2 + 3 4 + 5 1 2 + 3 4 + 5 1 2 + 3 4 + 5

Learning  
Management  
System (LMS)

20.2 48.6 31.2 109 14.0 43.9 42.1 107 14.3 47.6 35.7 42

Data Analytics 30.3 44.9 23.9 109 20.6 33.7 45.8 107 2.4 57.2 40.5 42

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 7: To what extent are the following software systems implemented in your district?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A39: Implementation of Enterprise Software Systems by District Size 
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Learning 
Management 
System (LMS)

Percentage Reporting Levels of Implementation

Small Medium Large 

% Responses by Level
# Dists.

% Responses by Level
# Dists.

% Responses by Level
# Dists.

1 2 + 3 4 + 5 1 2 + 3 4 + 5 1 2 + 3 4 + 5

2016 20.2 48.6 31.2 109 14.0 43.9 42.1 107 14.3 47.6 35.7 42

2015 17.4 37.1 45.5 132 14.4 34.7 50.0 118 8.1 40.5 51.4 37

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 7: To what extent are the following software systems implemented in your district?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A40: Implementation of Learning Management Systems (LMSs) for 2015 and 2016  
by District Size

Learning 
Management 
System (LMS)

Percentage Reporting Levels of Implementation

Rural Town Suburban Urban

% Responses by 
Level # 

Dists.

% Responses by 
Level # 

Dists.

% Responses by 
Level # 

Dists.

% Responses by Level # 
Dists.

1 2 + 3 4 + 5 1 2 + 3 4 + 5 1 2 + 3 4 + 5 1 2 + 3 4 + 5

2016 18.3 41.6 40.0 60 13.8 47.7 38.5 65 21.3 44.9 33.7 89 6.3 46.9 43.8 32

2015 13.8 40.0 44.6 65 9.8 31.7 58.5 82 21.9 36.5 41.7 96 8.6 45.7 45.7 35

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 7: To what extent are the following software systems implemented in your district?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A41: Implementation Levels of Learning Management Systems (LMSs) for 2015 and 2016  
by Metropolitan Status
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Table A42: Penetration Rates of Learning Management System (LMS) Providers by Grade Level

LMS Providers

Percentage of Districts Using Each LMS

Elementary Middle High
All Districts

2015 2016

Google Classroom 55.3 61.4 58.1 67.5 67.4

Edmodo 27.0 28.4 22.8 51.0 34.0

Moodle 24.2 23.7 25.6 43.6 32.1

Follett (Aspen IMS) 16.7 17.7 16.3 20.2 20.0

Pearson (Schoolnet) 18.6 16.7 15.3 28.0 20.0

Schoology 10.2 13.0 16.3 23.0 18.6

Blackboard (Angel, Edline, Moodlerooms) 13.0 12.6 15.3 20.2 16.7

Instructure (Canvas) 7.9 10.7 12.1 6.2 13.0

Skyward (Student Management Suite) 9.8 9.8 8.8 8.6 11.6

Haiku Learning 5.1 5.1 4.2 5.8 7.9

itslearning 2.8 2.3 1.9 2.5 3.3

Eduphoria! 2.3 1.4 1.4 7.8 2.3

Other 16.3 14.9 15.3 22.6 21.4

Do not use a learning management system 
at this grade level 

8.8 4.2 6.0 — —

Number of Districts 215 215 215 243 215

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 8: Which Learning Management System (LMS) providers does your district currently use? Please check all 
providers used in your elementary, middle, and high schools.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 
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LMS Providers

Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response

 District Size  Metropolitan Status  Region 

All Districts
Small Med Large Rural Town

Subur-
ban

Urban
North-
east

Mid-
west

West South

Google Classroom 67.8 71.7 54.3 65.3 64.3 71.4 65.5 75.0 77.8 64.4 54.0 67.4

Edmodo 35.6 32.6 34.3 36.7 37.5 34.3 17.2 27.3 30.2 35.6 41.3 34.0

Moodle 35.6 32.6 20.0 30.6 33.9 32.9 17.2 27.3 41.3 33.3 25.4 32.1

Follett (Aspen IMS) 23.0 20.7 11.4 20.4 28.6 15.7 6.9 15.9 14.3 24.4 25.4 20.0

Pearson (Schoolnet) 25.3 15.2 17.1 16.3 26.8 15.7 17.2 18.2 15.9 24.4 22.2 20.0

Schoology 17.2 22.8 11.4 18.4 19.6 20.0 13.8 20.5 20.6 20.0 14.3 18.6

Blackboard 
(Angel, Edline, 
Moodlerooms)

16.1 17.4 17.1 18.4 16.1 15.7 20.7 11.4 20.6 13.3 19.0 16.7

Instructure (Canvas) 14.9 9.8 17.1 12.2 10.7 8.6 24.1 6.8 15.9 11.1 15.9 13.0

Skyward (Student 
Management Suite)

16.1 10.9 2.9 18.4 10.7 7.1 6.9 4.5 22.2 11.1 6.3 11.6

Haiku Learning 10.3 6.5 5.7 4.1 12.5 10.0 — 9.1 7.9 8.9 6.3 7.9

itslearning 1.1 2.2 11.4 2.0 1.8 4.3 3.4 4.5 1.6 4.4 3.2 3.3

Eduphoria! 2.3 3.3 — 2.0 1.8 2.9 3.4 — 1.6 2.2 4.8 2.3

Other 24.1 20.7 14.3 26.5 21.4 22.9 17.2 18.2 19.0 22.2 25.4 21.4

Number of 
Districts

87 92 35 49 56 70 29 44 63 45 63 215

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 8: Which Learning Management System (LMS) providers does your district currently use? Please check all 
providers used in your elementary, middle, and high schools.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A43: Penetration Rates of Learning Management System (LMS) Providers by District Size, 
Metropolitan Status, and Region
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Software 
Systems

Percentage Reporting Levels of Implementation

Rural Town Suburban Urban

% Responses by 
Level # 

Dists.

% Responses by 
Level # 

Dists.

% Responses by 
Level # 

Dists.

% Responses by Level
# 

Dists.
1 2 + 3 4 + 5 1 2 + 3 4 + 5 1 2 + 

3
4 + 
5 1 2 + 3 4 + 5

Learning 
Management 
System (LMS)

18.3 41.6 40.0 60 13.8 47.7 38.5 65 21.3 44.9 15.7 89 6.3 46.9 43.8 32

Data Analytics 20.0 43.3 35.0 60 30.8 36.9 32.3 65 22.5 42.7 34.8 89 3.1 53.2 43.8 32

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 7: To what extent are the following software systems implemented in your district? 
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A44: Implementation of Enterprise Software Systems by Metropolitan Status

School Type

2014-2015 2015-2016
Year to Year % Change

# of Schools Col. % # of Schools Col. %

Public 87,323 76.4 87,216 76.1 -0.1

Charter 6,549 5.7 6,889 6.0 5.2

Private 14,213 12.4 14,262 12.4 0.3

Catholic 6,281 5.5 6,256 5.5 -0.4

All Types 114,366 100.0 114,623 100.0 0.2

MDR’s National K-12 Education Market Database © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.

Table A45: Types of Schools in the United States

School Type

2014-2015 2015-2016
Year to Year % Change

# of Students Col. % # of Students Col. %

Public 47,984,632 87.0 48,004,550 86.7 0.0

Charter 2,447,646 4.4 2,607,549 4.7 6.5

Private 2,733,371 5.0 2,749,067 5.0 0.6

Catholic 2,007,511 3.6 1,998,881 3.6 -0.4

All Types 55,173,160 100.0 55,360,047 100.0 0.34

MDR’s National K-12 Education Market Database © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.

Table 46: Number of Students in the United States
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Table A47: The Education Market

Grades Public Charter Private Catholic Total

Elementary Schools

PreK/K 1,528 56 166 137 1,887

K-3 3,454 299 340 57 4,150

K-5 29,367 956 722 215 31,260

K-6 9,084 439 885 414 10,822

K-8 5,074 1,612 4,373 4,244 15,303

4-6 1,489 76 7 5 1,577

Total 49,996 3,438 6,493 5,072 64,999

Middle Schools

7-9 2,438 39 17 15 2,509

5-8 11,233 605 150 87 12,075

Total 13,671 644 167 102 14,584

High Schools

7-12 2,488 259 307 129 3,183

9-12 13,434 1,189 816 781 16,220

10-12 821 73 29 — 923

Total 16,743 1,521 1,152 910 20,326

Other Types of Schools

Adult 387 13 14 — 414

K-12 3,966 1,168 5,152 144 10,430

Career & Technical Ed 1,149 24 5 — 1,178

Special Ed 1,304 81 1,279 28 2,692

Total 6,806 1,286 6,450 172 14,714

Grand Total 87,216 6,889 14,262 6,256 114,623

MDR’s National K-12 Education Market Database © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A48: Purchasing Role for Technology Decisions by District Size

Technology

Percentage of Technology Directors Adopting Each Response

Number of 
Districts

Small

Not involved at all
Influencer who 

reviews technical 
requirements

District purchasing 
committee 
member

Final decision maker

Digital/online curriculum 
or content

16.5 45.0 25.7 11.9 109

Digital/online assessments 17.4 45.9 22.0 13.8 109

Technology-related 
professional development

11.9 33.0 33.0 22.0 109

Apps for the classroom 16.5 37.6 26.6 18.3 109

Management software (e.g., 
ERP, SIS, LMS, data analytics)

11.0 33.0 29.4 26.6 109

Technology

Medium
Number of 

Districts
Not involved at all

Influencer who 
reviews technical 

requirements

District purchasing 
committee 
member

Final decision maker

Digital/online curriculum 
or content

7.5 43.9 30.8 16.8 107

Digital/online assessments 15.9 42.1 27.1 15.0 107

Technology-related 
professional development

5.6 30.8 33.6 29.0 107

Apps for the classroom 5.6 39.3 35.5 17.8 107

Management software (e.g., 
ERP, SIS, LMS, data analytics)

7.5 18.7 43.9 29.9 107

Technology

Large
Number of 

Districts
Not involved at all

Influencer who 
reviews technical 

requirements

District purchasing 
committee 
member

Final decision maker

Digital/online curriculum 
or content

14.3 40.5 33.3 11.9 42

Digital/online assessments 14.3 50.0 28.6 7.1 42

Technology-related 
professional development

7.1 40.5 40.5 11.9 42

Apps for the classroom 16.7 38.1 28.6 16.7 42

Management software (e.g., 
ERP, SIS, LMS, data analytics)

9.5 21.4 38.1 28.6 42

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 14: Technology devices and digital resources have become increasingly integral to everyday classroom 
instruction. What is your role in selecting and purchasing the following?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 
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Table A49: Purchasing Role for Technology Decisions by Metropolitan Status

Technology

Percentage of Technology Directors Adopting Each Response
Number of 

Districts
Rural

Digital/online curriculum or content 16.7 41.7 25.0 15.0 60

Digital/online assessments 18.3 45.0 16.7 18.3 60

Technology-related 
professional development

8.3 36.7 33.3 21.7 60

Apps for the classroom 15.0 40.0 26.7 18.3 60

Management software (e.g., ERP, SIS, 
LMS, data analytics)

13.3 31.7 26.7 28.3 60

Technology Town Number of 
Districts

Digital/online curriculum or content 12.3 53.8 29.2 4.6

Digital/online assessments 15.4 56.9 23.1 4.6 65

Technology-related 
professional development

9.2 38.5 32.3 20.0 65

Apps for the classroom 7.7 50.8 26.2 15.4 65

Management software (e.g., ERP, SIS, 
LMS, data analytics)

12.3 29.2 43.1 15.4 65

Technology Suburban Number of 
Districts

Digital/online curriculum or content 11.2 41.6 25.8 21.3

Digital/online assessments 14.6 41.6 25.8 18.0 89

Technology-related 
professional development

7.9 30.3 34.8 27.0 89

Apps for the classroom 11.2 31.5 38.2 18.0 89

Management software (e.g., ERP, SIS, 
LMS, data analytics)

5.6 21.3 41.6 31.5 89

Technology Urban Number of 
Districts

Digital/online curriculum or content 12.5 28.1 40.6 15.6

Digital/online assessments 21.9 31.3 37.5 9.4 32

Technology-related 
professional development

6.3 31.3 37.5 21.9 32

Apps for the classroom 15.6 25.0 31.3 25.0 32

Management software (e.g., ERP, SIS, 
LMS, data analytics)

12.5 15.6 34.4 34.4 32

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 14: Technology devices and digital resources have become increasingly integral to everyday classroom  
instruction. What is your role in selecting and purchasing the following?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval.
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Resources

Percentage of Districts Citing Each Value Level

Small Medium Large

High Med Low # Dists. High Med Low # Dists. High Med Low # Dists.

Peer 
recommendations

67.9 30.3 1.8 109 72.9 27.1 — 107 66.7 31.0 2.4 42

Conferences/
Tradeshows

53.2 42.2 4.6 109 59.8 28.0 12.1 107 50.0 45.2 4.8 42

Internet search 
engines

37.6 44.0 18.3 109 43.0 46.7 10.3 107 23.8 64.3 11.9 42

Professional 
publications

22.9 51.4 25.7 109 40.2 43.0 16.8 107 45.2 50.0 4.8 42

Websites that 
recommend and/or 
rate education

26.6 47.7 24.8 109 30.8 47.7 21.5 107 23.8 54.8 21.4 42

Webinars 27.5 56.0 16.5 109 28.0 55.1 16.8 107 14.3 52.4 33.3 42

Company websites 20.2 54.1 25.7 109 29.9 53.3 16.8 107 19.0 57.1 23.8 42

Sales rep (personal 
visit or phone)

18.3 52.3 29.4 109 16.8 44.9 38.3 107 11.9 64.3 23.8 42

Social media tools 
(Facebook, Twitter, 
etc.)

13.8 26.6 59.6 109 11.2 41.1 47.7 107 4.8 33.3 61.9 42

Email promotions 5.5 39.4 55.0 109 8.4 36.4 55.1 107 4.8 28.6 64.3 42

Catalogs or direct 
mail promotions

2.8 29.4 67.9 109 5.6 27.1 67.3 107 2.4 19.0 78.6 42

Other 10.1 4.6 0.9 109 4.7 4.7 0.9 107 7.1 — 2.4 42

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 16: How do you learn about new products and services available for your district? Please rate each  
information resource as to its value in helping you learn about new products and services.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 

Table A50: Resources Used for Learning About New Products and Services by District Size
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Table A51: Resources Used for Learning About New Products and Services by Metropolitan Status

Resources

Percentage of Districts Citing Each Value Level

Rural Town Suburban Urban

High Med Low
# 

Dists.
High Med Low

# 
Dists.

High Med Low
# 

Dists.
High Med Low

# 
Dists.

Peer 
recommendations

75.0 25.0 —  60 70.8 26.2 3.1 65 70.8 29.2   — 89 65.6 31.3 3.1 32

Conferences/
Tradeshows

55.0 40.0 5.0 60 56.9 33.8 9.2 65 58.4 34.8 6.7 89 46.9 46.9 6.3 32

Internet search 
engines

38.3 48.3 13.3 60 33.8 55.4 10.8 65 40.4 40.4 19.1 89 34.4 56.3 9.4 32

Professional 
publications

25.0 48.3 26.7 60 29.2 49.2 21.5 65 36.0 52.8 11.2 89 43.8 37.5 18.8 32

Websites that 
recommend and/
or rate education

18.3 51.7 30.0 60 33.8 41.5 24.6 65 29.2 51.7 18.0 89 28.1 53.1 18.8 32

Webinars 20.0 48.3 31.7 60 30.8 55.4 13.8 65 28.1 58.4 13.5 89 21.9 59.4 18.8 32

Company 
websites

25.0 51.7 23.3 60 24.6 56.9 18.5 65 24.7 49.4 25.8 89 21.9 65.6 12.5 32

Sales rep 
(personal visit or 
phone)

23.3 40.0 36.7 60 16.9 47.7 35.4 65 14.6 58.4 27.0 89 9.4 56.3 34.4 32

Social media 
tools (Facebook, 
Twitter, etc.)

11.7 28.3 60.0 60 9.2 35.4 55.4 65 11.2 34.8 53.9 89 12.5 40.6 46.9 32

Email promotions 5.0 30.0 65.0 60 6.2 27.7 66.2 65 7.9 44.9 46.1 89 12.5 40.6 46.9 32

Catalogs or direct 
mail promotions

5.0 28.3 66.7 60 1.5 23.1 75.4 65 4.5 30.3 65.2 89 3.1 18.8 78.1 32

Other 8.3 3.3 — 60 10.8 3.1 1.5 65 4.5 3.4 1.1 89 6.3 3.1 3.1 32

Survey of Technology Directors, Question 16: How do you learn about new products and services available for your district? Please rate each  
information resource as to its value in helping you learn about new products and services.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2016, Market Data Retrieval. 
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Appendix B: Survey Materials

Teacher/Classroom Survey 2016 
Q1.  What is the outlook for your district’s technology budget next year (2016-2017) 

compared with this year (2015-2016) in each of the four categories?  

Tech Budget Categories
1 - Decrease a 

Lot 2 3 4 
5 -  

Increase a Lot 

Hardware

Software

Teacher training

Tech support

Q2.1. To what degree are the following technologies implemented for instructional use in 
your district? Please rate the degree of implementation of each technology. 

Instructional Technologies
1-Not at All 

implemented 2 3 4
5-Fully 

implemented

1. Chromebooks

2. Document cameras

3. Interactive flat panel 
displays

4. Interactive whiteboards

5. Standard projectors 
(non-interactive)

6. Interactive projectors

7. Laptops (non-
Chromebooks)

8. Tablets (touch screen-
enabled, keyboard-less 
computing devices, such as 
iPads, etc.)

9. 3D printers
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Q2.2. Which operating system(s) does your district run on its tablets? Please select all that 
apply. Note: If response to Q2, item 8 (Tablets) was 1 (not at all), this question was 
not asked. 
1. Android (including Kindle Fire OS)  
2. iOS (iPad or other Apple device) 
3. Linux 
4. Windows 
5. Don’t know/not sure

Q3.  To what degree have the following tools been implemented in your schools? Please 
rate the degree of implementation for each tool.  

Tools
1-Not at All 

implemented 2 3 4
5-Fully 

implemented

1. Google Apps for 
Education

     

2. Microsoft Office 365 
Education

     

3. Apple iWork

For the next questions, please think about your district’s technology priorities and 
purchase plans.

Q4. Over the next three years, what priority will each of the following technology 
initiatives have in your district?  Please select one for each row.

Technology Initiatives Low Medium High

1. Tablets    

2. One-to-one computing (using any 
personal computing device)

3. Chromebooks

4. Wireless networks

5. Interactive whiteboards

6. Laptops (non-Chromebooks)

7. Student data security/Privacy (i.e., ensure 
adequate measures in place)

8. Online assessment readiness

9. Interoperability

10. Single sign-on capability

11. Data-driven decision making

12. Other (specify) 
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Q5. For which grade spans does your district intend to purchase the following 
instructional technologies in the 2016-17 school year? Check all that apply for each 
grade span.  

Instructional Technologies K-2 3-5

Middle 
School 

(6-8)
High 

School Medium High

1. Desktop computers    

2. Chromebooks

3. Laptops (non 
Chromebooks)

4. Tablets

5. Interactive 
whiteboards

Q6. Please indicate the percentage of students with full-time access to mobile 
computing devices in the elementary, middle, and high schools in your district. 
Note: Mobile device definition: Laptops, netbooks, Chromebooks, tablets (i.e., 
iPads), iPod touch, and smartphones (iPhone, Android-based, etc.). 

School Types None 1%-25% 26%-50% 51%-75% 76%+

Elementary      

Middle      

High
 

The next questions ask about software systems installed in your district.

Q7. To what extent are the following software systems implemented in your district?

Software Systems
1 – Not at All 
implemented 2 3 4

5 – Fully 
implemented

1. Data analytics

2. Learning management 
system (LMS)

  Note: Definitions were provided as follows:

  Data Analytics Definition: A system or tool for analyzing and reporting key district, 
school or student data to support decision making.

  LMS Definition: A software platform used to manage instruction across a district, 
school or classroom which is content-neutral and allows for teacher-student 
interaction; may include tools to manage assessment, deliver instructional 
resources, report results, suggest instructional strategies, facilitate collaboration 
and communicate with parents. 
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Q8. Which Learning Management System (LMS) providers does your district currently 
use? Please check all providers used in your elementary, middle, and high schools. 
Note: If response to Q7, Item 2 (LMS) was 1 (not at all), this question was not asked. 
Multiple answers allowed.

  LMS definition: A software platform used to manage instruction across a district, 
school, or classroom which is content-neutral and allows for teacher-student 
interaction; may include tools to manage assessment, deliver instructional 
resources, report results, suggest instructional strategies, facilitate collaboration, 
and communicate with parents.

LMS Providers Elementary Middle High

Blackboard (Angel, Edline, Moodlerooms)  

Edmodo

Eduphoria!

Follett (Aspen IMS)

Google Classroom

Haiku Learning

Instructure (Canvas)

itslearning

Moodle

Pearson (Schoolnet)

Schoology

Skyward (Student Management Suite)

Other (specify) 

Do not use a learning management system 
at this grade level

Q9.1. Does your district use a student information system (SIS)?  

  SIS definition: Software that manages student data, such as attendance, 
demographics, student records, grades, transcripts, etc. 
Yes  
No  [If “No” was selected, respondent proceeded to Q10]

Q9.2. Which  student information system (SIS) provider(s) does your district currently use? 
Please select all that apply.

  SIS definition: Software that manages student data, such as attendance, 
demographics, student records, grades, transcripts, etc.

 1. Edupoint (Synergy Student Information System, formerly GENESIS)
 2. eSchoolData
 3. Follett (Aspen SIS)
 4. Infinite Campus
 5. PowerSchool (formerly a Pearson product)
 6. Skyward (School Management System)
 7. State-provided SIS
 8. SunGard K-12 (eSchoolPLUS)
 9. Tyler Technologies (Tyler SIS, Schoolmaster)
 10. Other (please specify) 
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Q10.  Which of the following methods are used to get student rosters into the online 
instructional programs used in your district? Please check all that apply 
1. Clever 
2. Publishers’ APIs link directly to our student information system (SIS) 
3. Export from SIS into import template provided by the instructional program 
4. Publisher offers this service 
5. Manually entered by students, teachers, or district staff 
6. Other (please specify)

Q11.1. Does your district use Interactive Whiteboards?  
 Yes  
 No [If “No” was selected, respondent proceeded to Q12]

Q11.2. Which interactive whiteboard provider(s) does your district currently use? Please  
 check all providers used by your district.  
 1. eInstruction/Interwrite (DualBoard, TouchBoard, Mobi) 
 2. Mimio (MimioBoard, MimioTeach) 
 3. Steelcase Education Solutions (eno) 
 4. Promethean (ActivBoard) 
 5. SMART Technologies (SMART Board) 
 6. District uses interactive projectors in place of interactive whiteboards. Please  
    specify the interactive projector provider(s) used.  
 7. Other (please specify) 

The next questions address the extent of implementation of various technology initiatives 
in your district.

Q12.  When do you anticipate that your district will administer the majority of student 
assessments in core subjects online? Please indicate for each type of assessment. 

Assessment Types Doing it now Within 1 year

Within 13 
months- 3 

years Don’t know

1. Formative assessments     

2. Interim/benchmark 
assessments

    

3. Final/summative assessments

Note: Definitions were provided as follows: 
Formative: Formative assessments provide feedback to educators for potential ad-
justment to educational approaches and/or personalized learning plans to improve 
student achievement. 
Interim/Benchmark: Interim/Benchmark assessments measure progress toward 
grade-level expectations or education standards at a particular point in time; and 
may be used to predict performance on summative assessments. 
Final/summative: Designed to assess student knowledge at the end of a grade or 
a course of study.
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Q13.  To what extent has your district implemented a one-to-one computing model? 
Please indicate for elementary, middle, and high schools.

1 – Not at all 
implemented 2 3 4

5 – Fully 
implemented

Elementary     

Middle     

High

Q14.  Technology devices and digital resources have become increasingly integral to 
everyday classroom instruction. What is your role in selecting and purchasing the 
following? 

Not involved 
at all

Influencer 
who reviews 

technical 
requirements

District 
purchasing 
committee 
member

Final 
decision 
maker

1. Digital/online curriculum or 
content

   

2. Digital/online assessments    

3. Technology-related 
professional development

4. Apps for the classroom

5. Management software (e.g., 
ERP, SIS, LMS, data analytics)

Q15. How familiar are you with the following ed tech industry initiatives? 

Ed Tech Initiatives Very  Familiar
Somewhat 

Familiar
Only Know 
the Name

Not At All 
Familiar

Ed-Fi Alliance

IMS Global Learning Consortium

Schools Interoperability 
Framework (SIF)

Student Privacy Pledge (from 
SIIA/Future of Privacy Forum)

The Learning Registry
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Q16.  How do you learn about new products and services available for your district? 
Please rate each information resource as to its value in helping you learn about new 
products and services. 

Resources  High Medium Low 

Social media tools- (Facebook, Twitter, etc.)

Internet search engines

Company websites

Conferences/Tradeshows

Professional publications

Websites that recommend and/or rate 
education products

Sales rep (personal visit or phone)

Catalogs or direct mail promotions

Email promotions

Peer recommendations

Webinars

Other (please specify)

Q17.  What would you recommend vendors do to help you fully implement the 
technology you purchase from them? Check all that apply.  
1. Share examples of successful implementations 
2. Provide product training materials (e.g., user guides, videos) 
3. Provide instructional guidance materials (i.e., how to work with students) 
4. Proactively communicate with product users to identify roadblocks to usage 
5. Help with classroom set up (i.e., import student rosters) 
6. Provide on-site consultant to provide guidance on implementation  
7. Other (please specify)



EdNET Insight is the education industry’s trusted source for information 
about the current state of the K-12 market and the game-changing trends 
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of research and analysis with recognized industry experts to deliver an 
insightful, comprehensive view of the trends and influences that are shaping 
the education market today—and tomorrow.

State of the K-12 Market 2016 provides an insightful overview of the 
K-12 education market based on a survey to one of the following key 
stakeholders: Technology Directors, Instructional Directors, Principals, and 
Teachers. These reports are essential reading for a thorough and up-to-
date understanding of the K-12 education market. Each report in the series, 
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