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CHAPTER 1

Overview
Educational Materials Trends, part of the State of the K-12 Market Report 20162017*, is the seventh annual publication that examines the educational materials market,
published by the EdNET Insight team at MDR. It provides an overview of the K-12
educational materials landscape; examines districts’ instructional priorities and initiatives;
details districts’ ongoing transition to digital resources, assessment products, and
online instruction; and provides analyses and commentary about important trends and
developments that influence the educational materials market.
Much of the data presented throughout this report is drawn from district-level research.
This data-based view can be especially useful for anyone seeking solid, market-based
information about K-12 education. As its title implies, this report describes what is
happening in schools today and looks at districts’ plans for the near-term future.
Schools have embraced technology. The rapid adoption of tablets and other mobile
devices has led to a deluge of digital curriculum resources and instructional apps, which
has proven to be both a blessing and a curse as educators search through reams of
content and services to judge what will work best for their students. Classroom educators
spend a significant amount of time searching out resources that they can use to more
closely target instruction to the unique needs of their students. Those resources may
be low-cost apps, free materials that are found on the Internet or, increasingly, Open
Education Resources that allow teachers to adapt content and share those adaptations
with other educators. Teachers are also creating their own curriculum resources, often
with the support of district leaders. Clearly the instructional materials marketplace is
in flux. Educators are committed to meeting students where they are; 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. They actively seek instructional resources that will support
these goals.
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 curriculum 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, which 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 tables.

Other reports in the State of the K-12 Market Report series are Classroom Trends: Teachers as Buyers of Instructional
Materials and Users of Technology and Educational Technology Trends, both published in 2016, and a new report on
school trends based on principals’ perspectives (to be published late summer 2017).

*
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the State of the K-12 Market Report 2016-2017 Educational Materials Trends builds
on last year’s 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 schools’ current spending
outlook, instructional priorities, and factors influencing purchasing 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 Surveys 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 curriculum and instruction supervisors and
directors. The survey of curriculum directors was administered online and by phone from
October through December 2016, resulting in 259 completed surveys. A complete copy
of the survey instrument is provided in the Appendix.
The 18-question curriculum survey asked about instructional practices and budgets,
including the current instructional budget, implementation priorities for instructional
practices/models, factors in making digital materials purchasing decisions, instructional
materials purchases by subject area and grade level, support for STEM, instructional
activities employed in BYOD classrooms, online course offerings and delivery models,
online course providers, assessment software providers, support needed for internal
assessment development, factors in making online interim assessment purchasing
decisions, resources used to evaluate new digital products, support needed to advanced
personalization of instruction, and types of instructional materials in use. Respondents
were also invited, in a free-form response, to offer advice to publishers about improving
products’ alignment to standards and classroom practices in order to better meet
educators’ expectations.

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 universe of public schools.
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
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thousands of students. Medium-size districts enroll between 2,500 and 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 in terms of the percentage of the total U.S. student population
(48,704,821) served.
Small districts account for 71% of the nation’s school districts, medium 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
districts, and 55% in large districts.*

Figure 1: Percentage of Districts and Distribution of Student Enrollments by
District Size
80%
70%

Small
Medium

71

Large

60%

55

50%
40%
30%
20%

22

10%
0%

29

7
Districts

16
Students

Note: See Table A1 in Appendix for related data table.
MDR’s National K-12 Education Market Database © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

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.

*

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

District Size by Enrollment

% Districts

Enrollment

% Enrollment

Small

1,000-2,499

3,280

45.7

5,240,436

11.3

Medium

2,500-9,999

2,981

41.6

13,981,484

30.3

Large

10,000+

913

12.7

26,995,482

58.4

7,174

100.0

46,217,402

100.0

Total

MDR’s National K-12 Education Market Database © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

Overall, the curriculum directors who participated in the surveys come from districts that
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 reflect the universe of
all school districts in the United States along several dimensions.
Large districts are overrepresented in the sample of curriculum directors in terms of
both student enrollment distribution (Figure 2) and overall number of districts (Figure 3).
Large districts in the curriculum survey enroll 71% of all students enrolled in curriculum
sample districts, compared with 58% of all students enrolled in large districts in the survey
universe, those districts with enrollments of at least 1,000 students.

Figure 2: Student Enrollment Distribution in the U.S. and in Survey Districts
by District Size
80%

Small

70%

71

60%

58

55

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

30

29
16
All Districts

11
Districts in U.S.
with More Than
1,000 Students

Note: See Table A2 for related data table.
MDR’s National K-12 Educations Database © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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23
6
Districts in
Curriculum
Director Survey

Medium
Large

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 23% of districts responding to the
curriculum survey.

Figure 3: Percentage of Districts in the U.S. and in Survey by District Size
80%
70%
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71
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60%
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46

40%

43

42

34

30%
20%
10%
0%

23

22
7
All Districts

13
Districts in U.S.
with More Than
1,000 Students

Districts in
Curriculum
Director Survey

Note: See Table A2 for related data table.
MDR’s National K-12 Education Market Database © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

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 55% in the
curriculum survey). Districts in the South, a region with a significant number of large
school districts, are overrepresented in the curriculum sample, and districts in the West
are slightly underrepresented.
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Figure 4: Student Enrollment Distribution in the U.S. and in Survey Districts
by Region
Northeast
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Note: See Table A3 for related data table.
MDR’s National K-12 Educations Database © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

In terms of number of districts by region, districts in the South are overrepresented in the
curriculum survey sample compared with all U.S. districts and districts enrolling more than
1,000 students, while districts in the Midwest are somewhat underrepresented compared
with all U.S. districts.

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

40%
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36
32

30%

20%

21

24
19

All Districts

28

28

24
17

Districts in U.S.
with More Than
1,000 Students

Note: See Table A3 for related data table.
MDR’s National K-12 Educations Database © 2017, 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, though rural
districts are somewhat underrepresented compared with all U.S. districts.

Figure 6: Student Enrollment Distribution in the U.S. and Survey Districts
by Metropolitan Status
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40%

38
30%

40

36

41 41
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Urban
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0%

13 13
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with More Than
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11

Districts in
Curriculum
Director Survey

Note: See Table A4 for related data table.
MDR’s National K-12 Educations Database © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

In terms of percentage of districts by metropolitan status, the curriculum director sample
generally mirrors that of all districts with more than 1,000 students. Urban districts are
overrepresented in the curriculum 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.
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Figure 7: Percentage of Districts in the U.S. and in Survey by
Metropolitan Status
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CHAPTER 2

Instructional Materials Market
K-12 education funding for instructional materials appears to have increased in the past two
years, but past performance is no guarantee of future funding. Some schools will decide to
“Go Open” and drop textbooks in one subject area and use Internet and other resources
instead. Yet even in this movement, printed books and math manipulatives are still an
important part of the instructional equation. Many teachers will continue to use textbooks, will
find their most used website is the one tied to a textbook, and will spend their own money on
supplemental materials to help their students. Shifts in instructional strategies are providing
new and diverse ways to help students learn, with more emphasis on individual needs, student
creation rather than memorization, and critical thinking. Online courses and a wider range of
content in these courses will increasingly provide more choices for students and schools in
meeting educational goals, particularly for core courses, for remediation, and for acceleration.
Online assessment has helped advocates get more equipment and higher bandwidth in
schools, yet parents express concerns about too much time spent in testing and getting
ready for tests. Over time, what seemed like unusual educational strategies have become
more common, reflecting shifts in society as well. More students than ever before have digital
devices, either provided by the school or brought from home—or both. Creators and providers
of instructional materials have an ever-shifting landscape in American K-12 public schools, and
this report explores the views of curriculum directors on these issues.
The continuing shift in America’s schools to digital instructional materials is accompanied by
increasing interest in new concepts such as makerspaces, where students build things, and
in new hardware such as 3D printers that some middle school students use to “print” hands.
As school districts increasingly move to digital textbooks and resources, and to online and
blended courses, the challenges of fast and reliable Internet access outside of school becomes
more of an issue in some communities and for some students. The proliferation of types of
devices makes it more difficult to format instructional materials to meet market requirements.
Data security and privacy issues arise with new technologies as well. The enrollment in
American schools is currently stable, not showing much change. If the flow of immigrants into
America becomes smaller than in prior years, it is even possible that enrollment could dip a bit,
which could also slightly depress the instructional materials market.

The Size of the Instructional
Materials Market
Tracking the size of the instructional materials market is challenging for several reasons.
Materials are purchased from state and district funds, from school funds, and from teacher
and parent pocketbooks. Some consumer products and trade books are used in the school
market, as in the past. If many instructional materials are delivered digitally, then should the
cost of a tablet, or Internet access for the school, or virus and other protection be included
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in the total cost of instructional materials? Districts and states are redefining what can be
purchased with instructional materials funds. Different groups have chosen different items
to include when they estimate the size of the instructional materials market. It is useful to
review data from several sources and from varied perspectives to get a sense of what is
happening in the market.
Simba Information collects publisher sales data and uses that information to estimate
market size in its annual report, Publishing for the PreK-12 Market 2016-2017.1 Simba
estimates the PreK-12 market size at $8.56 billion for instructional materials. Included
in this estimate are: basal core curriculum, courseware, digital supplements, print
supplements, manipulatives, trade books, video, classroom magazines, and state
summative tests. They predict that basal curriculum will be flat, while courseware will
generate growth of 4.7%, digital supplements will grow 2.2%, and video will also grow.
In addition, they estimate that print supplements will decline, while manipulatives, trade
books, and classroom magazines will grow. Finally, they predict that the market for state
tests will continue to flatten. Separately, Simba reported that the testing market in K-12
schools was valued at $2.46 billion in 2015-2016.2
In prior years, Simba reported educational print and digital media sales of $8.7 billion in
2014, up from $8.2 billion in 2013, and its prediction for 2015 was down slightly to $8.6
billion largely because of contraction in basal print/digital textbook sales. So, their 2016
estimate of $8.56 billion is basically flat.
According to preliminary data from the Association of American Publishers (AAP),
the K-12 market for instructional books declined by 9.2% in 2016 compared with 2015
(totaling $2.93 billion at end of year 2016).3 These data do not include instructional
materials such as equipment for chemistry labs, physical education, or vocational courses.
AAP also reported a revenue loss of 8.6% for PreK-12 instructional materials from January
to October 2016 compared with the first 10 months of 2015,4 and an increase of 4.4% in
sales of children’s and young adult books, up 4.4% to $1.4 billion. This report covers what
publishers sell to bookstores, direct to consumer, and online venues.
A continuing threat to the market for those who create instructional materials is a possible
shift to more use of open educational resources (OER) or materials that can be used for
free from the Internet. Ohio’s Mentor Public School District, with 7,700 students, has not
purchased textbooks since 2012, saving $1 million, while they expect teachers to find
free materials online, reports the Wall Street Journal.5 As one example, a curriculum
using Common Core Curriculum standards for English language arts, Grades 3 to 8,
was commissioned by New York State with federal Race to the Top funds. It is an open
educational resource that can be accessed by any American teacher on EngageNY.org.6
These materials have been downloaded more than 8 million times by educators in 44
states. Print materials for this ELA curriculum are available for purchase from a partner
publisher, American Reading Company.7 This topic of OER and freemium impacts will be
further discussed in Chapter 4.
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Analysts at Technavio forecast that the U.S. digital education publishing market will grow
at a steady rate and will post a compound annual growth rate of almost 11% from 2017
to 2021.8 This estimate focuses exclusively on digital instructional material—a highly
competitive market characterized by aggressive pricing, bundling, efficient delivery
services, and promotional strategies.
Depending on which segments of the PreK-12 space are included, market size and
estimates of growth or decrease for instructional materials vary. Most sources agree that
the overall K-12 instructional materials market is generally stable, though certain parts
of the market may experience growth, while others may show some declines. Sales of
traditional instruction books and related revenue have been decreasing, but at the same
time, digital instructional material is set for significant growth. And regardless of the
shifting interest and demand in particular market segments, it is important to keep in
mind that the total educational materials market is likely well more than $10 billion.
The remaining sections in this chapter will report on anticipated expenditures by districts
for instructional materials, the outlook for instructional budgets, and district purchasing
plans for various grade levels and subject areas. MDR collected all data for these sections.

District Expenditures on
Instructional Materials
As part of its ongoing data collection efforts, MDR assembles and analyzes information
from state departments of education about each public school district and its spending
for all instructional materials (AIM).* The most recent school year for which data are
available is 2015-2016. Following five years of continuous declines (ending in 2012-2013),
AIM expenditures have shown healthy increases over the most recent three years.
Budgets for all instructional materials in 2015-2016 grew 3% (up $351 million) over
the prior year, following a 9% increase (of $1 billion) in 2013-2014 and 5% increase in
2014-2015. As a result of these significant year over year increases, AIM spending has
finally returned to the high level of $12.8 billion in 2007-2008.

*

In this report, as well as in the State of the K-12 Market reports subsequent to 2011, AIM data covers only public schools.
AIM data presented in the 2010 and 2011 State of the K-12 Market reports incorporated an estimate for non-public schools.
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Figure 8: MDR’s All Instructional Materials Expenditures (AIM) (in Billions)
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MDR’s National K-12 Educations Database © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

Total U.S. public school expenditures for all instructional materials in 2015-2016 were $12.8
billion, and the number of students served as reported by state departments of education
was 48.6 million students. Therefore, the national average for AIM spending was $263
per pupil in school year 2015-2016. Twenty-two states spent more than the average.
Five states—Alaska, Massachusetts, Montana, West Virginia, and Wyoming—reported
spending more than $400 per pupil for AIM. At the other end of the list are six states that
spent under $150: Arizona, Florida, Hawaii, Michigan, North Carolina, and Tennessee.
Spending averages for the largest student population states were: Texas ($365), California
($327), New York ($290), and Florida ($140).
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Figure 9: Per Pupil Average by State for All Instructional Materials (AIM)
Expenditures: 2015-2016
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Instructional Budget Outlook
While generally holding steady, a tiny downward shift may be seen in the instructional
budget outlook for 2016-2017 compared with the 2015-2016 school year. The percentage
of school districts indicating a decrease rose by 2%, while the percentage indicating an
increase in spending dropped by a percentage point.

Figure 10: Instructional Budget Outlook: 2016 and 2015
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More districts in the Northeast expect budget increases for instructional materials in the
2016-2017 school year, proportionately, than those in other regions. In the South, 45% of
districts expect decreases.

Figure 11: Instructional Budget Outlook by Region
100%

80%

16

36

7
16

56

38

12

21

Increased a Little
Stayed the Same

42

23

Decreased a Lot

44

30

22

6

12

12

15

12

Northeast

Midwest

West

South

All Districts

Note: See Table A7 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

14

19

39

40%

0%

Increased a Lot

Decreased a Little

60%

20%

13

Educational Materials Trends
Copyright 2017 Market Data Retrieval

Suburban districts continue a trend of relatively strong instructional budgets. However,
nearly half of urban districts expect decreased budgets for instructional materials.

Figure 12: Instructional Budget Outlook by Metropolitan Status
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Projections of instructional materials spending by district size show that 49% of large
districts expect spending to decrease compared with 27% to 32% of medium-size and
small districts, respectively. Among medium-size districts, 29% expect increases in
spending for instructional materials.

Figure 13: Instructional Budget Outlook by District Size
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State Perspectives on Instructional Materials
Some state-specific information that can be helpful for creators and
providers of instructional materials is provided by the State Instructional
Materials Review Association (SIMRA), an association of the personnel in
many state education departments who are involved with the review of
instructional materials. This group provides useful links to state policies
and resources. Their website provides names and contact information for
participating state DOEs, and detailed information about state adoption,
purchasing decisions, and related policies that may impact expenditures
on instructional materials in core subjects and other areas. The current
SIMRA website includes 2016 state reports with detailed information
about 20 states: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Mississippi, Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, North Carolina,
Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia,
and West Virginia. In the latest report, staff contacts for California are
included but not links to state resources on instructional materials.9 The
resources section of their website has documents such as Common Criteria
for Vetting Instructional Materials, iNACOL National Quality Standards,
Publisher Specifications for ELA Common Core State Standards, Publisher
Specifications for K-8 Math Common Core State Standards, and others
that may be helpful to publishers who seek to work with these states in
particular.

District Purchasing Plans
This section reports on district plans for purchasing curriculum materials in 2016-2017.
District curriculum directors have generously provided a detailed look at their budget
plans in four core subject areas: math, English/language arts, science, and social studies.
Providers place high importance on these findings, especially as we examine the results
by selected demographics. The following subsections discuss district plans to purchase
instructional materials in each of the core subject-matter areas, taking into account the
key demographics of district size, metropolitan status, and region of the country. Figures
are included for the cases and variables where differences in purchasing plans have
statistical significance. When the test of significance was not met, no charts are shown. All
related data are available in Tables A8-A11 in the Appendix.
English/language arts materials appear to be the top buying priority overall, with a high
of 38% of districts planning to purchase these materials for elementary schools. Buying
plans for math and science materials are also strong, especially at the high school level,
where more than 30% of districts are planning purchases. Less than a quarter of U.S.
districts have plans to purchase social studies materials.
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Figure 14: Plans to Purchase Instructional Materials by Subject and
Grade Level
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Next, we will take a deeper look at purchasing plans for each subject area by grade
level according to three demographic variables—district size, metropolitan status, and
census region. District spending plans were often found to be unaffected by these
demographics. Of 36 scenarios examined (four subject areas by three grade levels by
three demographic variables), only nine showed significant variations in spending plans.
Census region is by far the dominant demographic associated with varying purchase
plans, accounting for seven of the nine scenarios where demographic differences appear.
A general summary of the detailed results below provides a glimpse into the “Where’s
the money?” question to which providers always seek answers. In general, the South
plans more extensive investments in English/language arts and in social studies materials
than do other regions. More districts in the South, proportionately, plan to buy English/
language arts materials for middle and high schools than those in some other regions.
Purchases of social studies materials for elementary and high schools also are budgeted
by a higher percentage in the South. The South also expects purchases of elementary
math materials to be stronger than some other regions.
Concerning math and science materials, money may be found in two other areas. For
math materials, the Northeast region appears to have a strong budget commitment at
the elementary level, alongside the South. The Northeast also shows a strong budget
commitment to elementary science materials. Midwest districts plan more extensive
purchases of science materials at the high school level than some other regions.
The particular data underlying these general observations follow in the four subsections
below devoted to the subject areas examined in this study.
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English/Language Arts Materials
At the elementary school level, purchase plans for English/language arts materials were
unchanged across all demographic divisions. This means that the overall percentage
planning to buy such materials reported above (38%) can be confidently used for all
districts regardless of demographics.
Budget plans for middle school English/language arts materials vary by census region,
with 39% of districts in the South planning such purchases compared with 20% of districts
in the Midwest. No variation in plans to buy these materials is seen according to district
size nor metropolitan region.

Figure 15: Plans to Purchase Middle School English/Language Arts
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Materials by Region
At the high school level, we again see a higher percentage of districts in the South
planning to purchase English/language arts materials (38%) compared with 17% in the
Midwest and 21% in the West. District size is also associated with varying purchase plans
for high school English/language arts materials, with 34% of medium-size districts having
such plans compared with 20% for small districts.
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Figure 16: Plans to Purchase High School English/Language Arts Materials
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Math Materials
Differences in 2016-2017 budgets for elementary math materials were found by both
metropolitan status and census region. Among town districts, 41% plan to purchase
elementary math materials compared with 21% and 22% for urban and suburban districts,
respectively. Assessing plans to buy elementary math materials by census region, districts
in both the South and the Northeast showed the highest percentages with such plans.
The Northeast’s 42% of districts and the South’s 33% are each significantly higher than the
Midwest’s 17% of districts that plan to buy these materials.
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Figure 17: Plans to Purchase Elementary Math Materials
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Variations in demographics showed no significant differences in district budget plans for
math materials for either middle schools or high schools. Therefore, the earlier overall
percentages of districts buying math materials (28% for middle school and 32% for high
school) can confidently be used for all districts.

Science Materials
At the elementary school level, differences in buying plans for science materials are found
only for the census region demographic. Among districts in the Northeast, 42% expect to
purchase such materials compared with 19% to 26% of other districts.
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Figure 18: Plans to Purchase Elementary Science Materials by Region
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Budgets for middle school science materials showed no significant changes according
to any of the demographic variables. The overall percentage reported earlier (28%)
represents the proportion of all districts planning to buy middle school science materials
in the 2016-2017 school year.
More than a third (37%) of Midwest districts expects to purchase high school science
materials compared with 19% of districts in the West. No significant variations were found
in high school budget plans for science materials according to district size or metropolitan
status.
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Figure 19: Plans to Purchase High School Science Materials by Region
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Social Studies Materials
Districts in the South are expected to be the preeminent buyers of elementary social
studies materials, with 26% planning to make such purchases in 2016-2017 compared with
12% in the Midwest and only 9% in the West. Again, census region appears to be the only
demographic showing any budget variations for these materials.

Figure 20: Plans to Purchase Elementary Social Studies Materials
by Region
30%

26
20%

19

18

12

10%

9

0%

Northeast

Midwest

West

Region
Note: See Table A9 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

22

Educational Materials Trends
Copyright 2017 Market Data Retrieval

South

All Districts

Budgets for middle school social studies materials showed no significant changes
according to any of the demographic variables. The overall percentage reported earlier
(21%) represents the proportion of all districts planning to buy middle school social
studies materials in the 2016-2017 school year.
More districts in the South, proportionately (31%), expect to purchase high school social
studies materials than do those in the West, where only 14% of districts plan to make such
purchases. No significant variations were found in high school budget plans for social
studies materials according to district size or metropolitan status.

Figure 21: Plans to Purchase High School Social Studies Materials
by Region
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Key Takeaways: Instructional Materials Market
• Most market analysts agree that the overall K-12 instructional materials market is
generally stable, and they expect the market for digital instructional materials and
online courses to grow. Actual expenditures on instructional materials were up 3% in
2015-2016 over the prior school year, as reported by state DOEs, and have reached the
high point of the 2007-2008 school year. Overall, district curriculum directors anticipate
a slight decrease of 2% for the 2016-2017 instructional budget; however, a third of
districts in the Northeast expect budget increases, while nearly half of districts in the
South expect budget decreases.
• English/language arts materials are reported as the top buying priority overall, with a
high of 38% of districts planning to purchase these materials for elementary schools.
Districts in the South plan more extensive investments in English/language arts for
middle and high schools than other regions.
• More than 30% of districts report plans to buy high school math and science materials.
More than a third (37%) of Midwest districts expect to purchase high school science
materials. Two in five (42%) of Northeast districts plan to buy both elementary math
and elementary science materials. A third of districts in the South expect to purchase
elementary math materials.
• Purchase plans for social studies are the lowest of the four content areas, mentioned
by fewer than a quarter of all districts surveyed. Almost a third (31%) of districts in the
South expect to buy high school social studies materials, and a quarter (26%) expect to
buy elementary social studies materials.
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CHAPTER 3

Instructional Models and
Strategies
The introduction of technology into the instructional mix decades ago accelerated the
process of change in education. Today, ever more powerful and ubiquitious technology
provides opportunities and the means that educators can use to alter the ways that
students learn—which in turn presents ongoing challenges for publishers and other
content providers in determining the best approaches to serve the needs of educators,
districts, and—of course—ultimately their students. This chapter highlights current
and emerging instructional models and provides insights about how district curriculum
directors view many of these new practices.

Instructional Models Emerge and Evolve
Today’s school environment is rich with innovation in instructional methods—whether
you call them practices, models, or strategies. Curriculum directors were asked about
the priority that would be given to a dozen of these specific practices over the next three
years. The survey also included an optional “Other” category. It speaks to the robustness
of new educational practices that 11% of districts gave a high priority to these “Other”
models—such as balanced literacy, collaborative learning, guided reading, problembased learning, and standards-based instruction and grading.
From the list of 12 relatively new instructional models, two received a high priority rating
by at least half of all school districts: STEM/STEAM* programs (59%) and career and
technical education (50%). More than a third of districts (but fewer than half) gave high
priority to one-to-one computing, personalized learning, project-based learning, and
competency-based learning. Blended learning and social emotional learning got high
priority from more than a fifth (but fewer than a third) of districts. Practices assigned high
priority by fewer than a fifth of districts are BYOD (Bring Your Own Device), makerspaces,
teaching coding, and flipped classrooms.

*

STEM refers to Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics; the “A” in STEAM adds the Arts.
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Figure 22: Priority of Instructional Practices/Models: High, Medium,
and Low
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When the high and medium ratings are combined, a remarkable picture emerges, with
more than half of all districts surveyed activily embracing a long list of a broad range of
innovative instructional models. This MDR survey clearly demonstrates that educators will
be busy trying out a wealth of ideas and approaches over the next three years.
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This chapter examines district priorities assigned by curriculum directors to the 12
education models studied and analyzes whether or not district priorities vary by the
demographics of district size, metropolitan status, or geographic region. Rather than
simply going down the list in order of popularity, models have been roughly combined
by certain common features. The discussion begins with a look at practices related to
classroom use of personal technologies (one-to-one computing and BYOD), followed by
several focused instructional approaches (personalized learning, project-based learning,
competency-based learning, and social emotional learning) and then some hybrid
instructional models (blended learning and flipped classrooms). The second half of the
chapter reviews the emerging STEM market (including coding and markerspaces) and
Career and Technical Education—and concludes with a bonus discussion about renewed
and refocused interest in world languages.

Personal Technologies in the Classroom
One-to-One Computing. As noted in Figure 22, 44% of district curriculum directors
assign a high priority to one-to-one computing, where every student has a computing
device available at school. Only 23% assign a low priority to this strategy, with 33% giving
it a medium priority. The priority given to the one-to-one computing model varies little
across geographic regions or metropolitan status. When analyzed by district size, small
districts are more likely to view one-to-one as a low priority than are larger districts.
Complete data by district size, geographic region, and metropolitan status for this and all
other priorities studied are included in the Appendix.
In a separate MDR survey of teachers, 23% reported that every student has a personal
device available in the classroom.10 Use of the one-to-one model increases with grade
level, growing from 18% in elementary school classrooms to 28% and 31% in middle
school and high school classrooms, respectively. Also, small schools (schools with fewer
than 300 students, in this case) report a 31% use of the one-to-one model across all grade
levels compared with 19% to 22% for schools that are medium-size to very large. Schools
with so few students may be able to manage the costs of one-to-one classrooms more
easily than larger schools. This conjecture may seem at odds with that above concerning
the resource challenges of small districts; however, district size and school size present
different bases for analysis and interpretation. It is also possible that the viewpoint of
teachers may be somewhat different from that of curriculum directors.
Another district-level perspective is provided in an MDR survey of technology directors.11
They were asked to rate the priority (low, medium, or high) that their districts are giving to
various technology initiatives over the next three years. For one-to-one computing, 53%
of technology directors said this was a high priority, 26% a medium priority, and 21% a low
priority. Technology directors appear more enthusiastic about one-to-one computing than
do curriculum directors, 44% of whom give it a high priority.
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Figure 23: District Technology Directors’ Priorities on One-to-One
Computing by District Size (2016)
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There are also interesting differences in how technology directors from small, medium,
and large districts have prioritized one-to-one computing over the next three years. The
64% of large districts assigning a high priority to one-to-one computing significantly
exceeds the 45% of small districts that rate one-to-one as a high priority. District
demographics of metropolitan status and census region show no differences with respect
to these priorities.
BYOD (Bring Your Own Device). One strategy that can ease the costs associated with oneto-one computing programs is to allow students to bring their own personal computing
devices to school. While curriculum directors in more than half of all districts (53%) place a
low priority on this model, 30% give it a medium priority, and 17% a high priority.
A separate question asked about actual implementation of BYOD practices. More than a
third (37%) of curriculum directors indicated some level of BYOD implementation, with no
significant differences seen according to district size or metropolitan status. However, an
analysis by region reveals differences, particularly between districts in the West and those
in the South. Nearly half of districts in the South (46%) have BYOD programs compared
with about a quarter (26%) of districts in the West.
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Figure 24: Percentage of Districts with BYOD Program by Region
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Similarly, districts in the South assign different priorities to BYOD programs than do
districts in some other regions. For example, 26% of districts in the South give BYOD
programs a high priority compared with only 9% of districts in the West that do so.
Conversely, only 36% of districts in the South give a low priority to BYOD programs,
compared with 74% in the West, 61% in the Midwest, and 53% in the Northeast.
Curriculum directors were asked to report on the student activities their districts allow
in the BYOD environment. An examination of permitted student activities is based on
only those districts with BYOD programs (98 of the 265 districts participating in the 20162017 survey). The two most popular activities—both permitted by 92% of districts—are
“searching the Internet for research purposes” and “using student devices for polling,
quizzes, or gathering student feedback/input.” More than two-thirds of districts using
BYOD allow collaboration (72%) and skills development/practice activities (69%). Districts
also permit students to access materials, accessing online curriculum by all students (64%)
and accessing online assessments by all students simultaneously (57%).
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Figure 25: Permitted Student Activities in BYOD Programs of Participating
Districts
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Focused Instructional Approaches
Personalized Learning. The concept of personalized learning is both old and new—the
idea of tailoring learning to the student is ancient, while today’s technology provides
powerful tools for personalized learning. However, personalized learning is only aided
by technological tools; it is not defined by them, even in the view of the online learning
group iNACOL (International Association for K-12 Online Learning).12 According to
iNACOL, “Personalized learning tailors learning to each student’s strengths, needs and
interests, including enabling student voice and choice in determining what, how, when
and where the learning occurs—providing flexibility and supports to ensure mastery
of the highest standards possible.” The U.S. Department of Education supports this
definition of personalized learning13 as it applies to such factors as pace of learning,
sequence of learning objectives, instructional approach, and instructional content.
Standards-aligned learning objectives, instructional approaches, and instructional content
(and its sequencing) may all vary based on learner needs. Learning activities are more
meaningful and relevant to learners, driven by their interests and often self-initiated.
Personalized learning has become more important since the December 2015 passage of
the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), in which states have increased flexibility to build
high-quality, personalized learning systems. KnowledgeWorks14 is one group that that
has provided recommendations for advancing personalized learning under ESSA. Thanks
to the freedom afforded by ESSA, Rhode Island has a $2 million personalized learning
initiative for its 140,000 students.15 Publishers seeking insight about how states are actually
putting the concept of personalized learning into practice can examine a 2016 Rhode
Island report about this initiative.16
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Curriculum directors in 86% of districts assigned a high or medium priority to personalized
learning—43% at each priority level. These priorities apply across the board for the
demographic variable of metropolitan status. However, priority differences emerge in the
examination by district size and census region.
Looking at district size, half of medium-size districts assign a high priority to personalized
learning compared with a third (34%) of large districts. Relatedly, the 33% of medium-size
districts giving medium priority to personalized learning is significantly lower than the
percentages given medium priority by large districts (55%) or small districts (47%).

Figure 26: Priority of Personalized Learning by District Size
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Looking at the one significant difference according to census region, 54% of districts
in the West assign a medium priority to personalized learning compared with 32% of
districts in the Northeast.
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Figure 27: Priority of Personalized Learning by Region
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Project-Based Learning. In this education strategy, sometimes known as “problem-based
learning,”student learning comes from working on an authentic and complex problem
or issue that engages the student over a period of time.17 Among the organizations who
share best practice examples are the Buck Institute for Education and Edutopia.18 Almost
as popular as personalized learning, project-based learning gets high-priority attention
from 40% of districts and medium priority from 43%.
The only significant finding within the demographic analyses is a regional difference
between districts in the West and the South. In the West, 30% of districts give a low
priority to project-based learning compared with only 11% in the South. Otherwise, the
overall assignment of low priority by 17% of districts holds fast across the demographic
variables.
Competency-Based Learning. While definitions of competency-based learning abound,
its key characteristic is that it breaks the time barrier—students can learn and advance
at their own rate without the constraints of classroom time, semesters, or other course
durations. Competency is assessed against proficiency standards and academic support is
provided when the student shows need of such support.19
Competency-based learning is assigned a high priority by 34% of U.S. school districts
and a medium priority by another 45%. No significant differences are found among
demographic distinctions of district size, metro status, or region.
Social Emotional Learning. The social emotional learning (SEL) model brings a social
perspective to standard subjects such as literature and history—integrating in social
skills needed to succeed in life. As defined by the nonprofit Collaborative for Academic,
Social, and Emotional Learning (CASEL), SEL is the “process through which children
and adults acquire and effectively apply the knowledge, attitudes, and skills necessary
to understand and manage emotions, set and achieve positive goals, feel and show
empathy for others, establish and maintain positive relationships, and make responsible
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decisions.”20 This education model recognizes that, for some students, social and civic
skills are as important to their success as traditional test scores. Also called “whole-child
education,” SEL is a systematic, evidence-based approach to teaching students how to
achieve goals, understand and manage emotions, build empathy, forge relationships,
and make responsible decisions. CASEL has partnered with ten large school districts
including Anchorage, Austin, Chicago, Cleveland, Nashville, and Oakland and some
smaller districts as well, impacting more than one million U.S. schoolchildren.21 Studies
have shown that social emotional learning helps improve academic performance, raise
graduation rates, and reduce discipline referrals.
While only 22% of districts assign a high priority to social emotional learning, 46% give it
a medium priority. Proportionately more districts in the Northeast and Midwest assign a
high priority to social emotional learning (30% and 32% respectively) than do districts in
the South (11%).

Figure 28: Priority of Social Emotional Learning by Region
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Urban districts consider social emotional learning models as a higher priority than districts
in other metopolitan settings, with urban districts being twice as likely to give a top level
of attention to this model compared with rural districts (34% and 17% respectively). At
the other end of the priority scale, 40% to 42% of suburban and rural districts assign a
low priority to social emotional learning compared with 20% of town and 26% of urban
districts.
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Figure 29: Priority of Social Emotional Learning by Metropolitan Status
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Hybrid Instructional Models
Blended Learning. The practice of blended learning uses some online learning to
replace a portion of traditional face-to-face instruction, blending the two into an
integrated educational experience. The online component gives students a measure of
control over when, where, what, and at what pace they learn. The traditional component
keeps the brick-and-mortar classroom in the picture, while enhancing it by mixing these
modes of instruction in innovative and mutually supportive ways.22
While 30% of districts assign a high priority to the blended learning model, another 53%
give it a medium priority. In most cases, the overall district percentages for priorities
assigned to blended learning are applicable. The only significant finding within the
demographic analyses concerns metropolitan status, with 39% of suburban districts giving
a high priority to blended learning compared with 21% of rural districts.
See Chapter 6 for additional information about blended learning and other online
programs, including the extent to which districts plan to offer such courses in the future.
Also included is a discussion of state requirements that impact online course offerings.
Flipped Classrooms. Proponents of flipped learning often make a distinction between
flipped classrooms and flipped learning. In a flipped classroom, students complete
before-class activities they traditionally would have done in class, then in class they
complete activities they traditionally would have done outside of class. But these
logistical flip-flops may or may not lead to flipped learning, considering several broader
definitions. One such definition suggests that the “flip” can simply be from instructorcentered learning to student-centered learning. Flipped Learning Network (FLN) has
defined flipped learning as “a pedagogical approach in which direct instruction moves
from the group learning space to the individual learning space, and the resulting group
space is transformed into a dynamic, interactive learning environment where the educator
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guides students as they apply concepts and engage creatively in the subject matter.” FLN
also lists four pillars of flipped learning: flexible environment, learning culture, intentional
content, and professional educator.23
The MDR survey used the term “flipped classrooms” when asking about district priorities
over the next three years. Most curriculum directors likely relied upon their local context
for flipped classrooms or flipped learning in choosing their responses. Overall, only 11%
of districts give a high priority to flipped learning. Assigning a medium priority fares much
better, with 42% of districts.
A greater share of medium-size districts (18%) place a high priority on the flipped
classroom model than small and large districts. While only the difference between small
and medium-size districts is statistically significant, large districts follow a similar, although
less pronounced, pattern vis-à-vis medium-size districts.

Figure 30: Priority of Flipped Classrooms by District Size
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The priority of flipped classrooms also varies by census region. In the Northeast, 21% of
districts give flipped classrooms a high priority, significantly more than in the Midwest or
West. But at the other end of the scale, nearly three-fourths (72%) of districts in the West
give flipped classrooms a low priority, significantly different from the other three regions.
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Figure 31: Priority of Flipped Learning by Region
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An Emerging STEM Market
Under the Obama administration, more than $240 million in private-sector commitments
were pledged to inspire and prepare more students—especially those from
underrepresented groups—to excel in the STEM fields: science, technology, engineering,
and mathematics. The “Educate to Innovate” campaign resulted in more than $1 billion
of in-kind, as well as direct financial, support for STEM programs.
It is not yet clear to what extent the Trump Administration will continue to seek (or end)
this type of support from businesses. Some science policy leaders have been fearful of the
perceived diminution of the importance of science through executive orders, proposals to
eliminate the EPA and minimize the scientific basis of climate change, and “anti-science”
budget actions.24 Unknowns include continued funding for K-12 science education and
teacher training, such as $1.2 million from NSF for the Broward County Public Schools
(FL) to develop a national model for the integration of STEM plus computer science
(STEM+C) into the elementary school classroom.25 Will such activities continue?
At the same time, American businesses are forecasting their increased staffing needs in
STEM fields. The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics forecasts that the need for statisticians
is projected to grow at a rate of 34% between 2014 and 2024, and that biomedical
engineering will grow at 23%. Increased use of data analytics and map technology
suggests that the demand for operations research analysts, cartographers, and
photogrammetrists will also grow rapidly. If it becomes more difficult for immigrants with
STEM training to enter the American workforce, it will become even more important for
American youth to develop experience and training in these areas.
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Implementation of STEM/STEAM Programs in U.S. Schools
STEM/STEAM. The strongest new direction in U.S. schools is the development of
STEM/STEAM programs. In planning for up to three years out, 59% of district curriculum
directors say that STEM/STEAM programs are a high priority. Another 36% of districts
assign these programs a medium priority. Only 5% say that STEM/STEAM is a low priority.
This overall view of STEM/STEAM priorities makes some significant shifts when viewed
through the lens of demographic analyses. Keeping up with the broad range of activities
and developments in K-12 STEM and STEAM areas can be helped with the quick bits of
information from a weekly digital newsletter, STEM SmartBrief.
With respect to district size, small and medium-size districts differ in the strengths they
assign to two levels of priority—both high and medium. Two-thirds (67%) of mediumsize districts give a high priority to STEM/STEAM programs compared with 48% of small
districts. However, 45% of small districts assign a medium priority to STEM/STEAM
compared with 29% of medium-size districts.

Figure 32: Priority of STEM/STEAM by District Size
Small

80%

Medium

70%

67

60%
50%

30%

29

20%
10%
0%

60

48

45

40%

Large

36

7
Low Priority

Medium Priority

High Priority

Note: See Table A14 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

Metropolitan status also shows differences at the high and medium priority levels, this
time between rural and urban districts. Seventy-two percent of urban districts assign a
high priority to STEM/STEAM programs compared with 43% of rural districts.
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Figure 33: Priority of STEM/STEAM by Metropolitan Status
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With respect to region, 67% of districts in the South give a high priority to STEM/
STEAM programs compared with 52% in the Midwest and 47% in the West. Districts
in the Northeast are wholly committed to STEM/STEAM with absolutely no districts
assigning a low priority to them. It is no surprise that this difference is statistically
significant compared with Midwest and West districts, where 9% assign a low priority
to STEM/STEAM.

Figure 34: Priority of STEM/STEAM by Region
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Coding. Coding and computer science have been taught in America’s K-12 schools for
close to half a century—with periods of both growth and decline. Most recently, interest
in computer science and coding has been growing—as evidenced by a doubling (from
fewer than 25,000 students in 2012 to 54,379 students in 2016) of the the number of
students taking the AP Computer Science A Exam, which focuses on programming
in Java. Despite this growth, female and minority participation is extremely low.26 A
new AP course, Computer Science Principles, was offered in 2016-201727 “to broaden
participation in the study of computer science.”28 Because of the lack of diversity in
coding/computer science courses, coupled with news that the numbers of female and
minorities in tech companies have dropped, a number of nonprofit organizations have
begun to promote coding for K-12 students, especially for underrepresented groups.
The Hour of Code takes place every year in December in 180 countries during Computer
Science Education Week. These one-hour tutorials seek to broaden participation
in computer science. More than 400 partners, including many publishers and tech
companies, have provided support. Some, such as Disney, Cartoon Network, and
StarWars, provide activities with familiar, licensed characters. Microsoft, Khan Academy,
and others have also provided activities and tutorials.29
Microsoft YouthSpark seeks to “empower all young people, especially those most at
risk to being left behind, by providing access to computer science education and digital
skills.”30 YouthSpark partners with nonprofit organizations, schools, governments, and
other businesses to make more computer science education courses, trainings, and
resources available worldwide. Software engineers are encouraged to volunteer as
partner teachers in high school computer science courses through TEALS (Technology
Education and Literacy in Schools) in 25 states and about 250 schools.
Girls Who Code offers after school clubs for more than 10,000 students in Grades 6
through 12, and summer day camps in 11 cities. Girls Who Code hopes to make free
computer science education accessible to every household across the U.S. by 2020,
offering rising eleventh- and twelfth-grade girls 300+ hours of immersive instruction in
web development and design, robotics, and mobile development with mentorship and
exposure to top female engineers and entrepreneurs.
Black Girls Code “has set out to prove to the world that girls of every color have the
skills to become the programmers of tomorrow.”31 The organization partnered with 20th
Century Fox on its film, Hidden Figures, and created a website, FutureKatherineJohnsons.
com, named for one of the protagonists in the movie. Black Girls Code has chapters
in Atlanta, Boston, Chicago, Dallas, Los Angeles, Memphis, Miami, New York, RaleighDurham, San Francisco, and Washington, D.C.32
Companies that want to provide assistance in getting more students—and more
underrepresented groups—involved in computer science can participate in one of these
initiatives, or create something in their own community. To celebrate the Hour of Code,
VocabularySpellingCity and Science4Us, companies based in Florida’s Broward County,
hosted 300 elementary students from nearby schools to build interest in high tech careers.
Topics included how the company creates 3D graphics, and 2D animations, and audio
editing.33
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In general, states have been slow to adopt computer science standards and policies
supporting widespread courses. During his presidency, Obama created the Computer
Science for All initiative and proposed a $4 billion fund for states to develop K-12 curricula
with a hands-on approach to new technologies. This initiative was never considered—
let alone funded. And, while some consider coding the “new literacy” that all students
must be exposed to,34 only seven states have developed curricular standards.35 EDC
and partners have compiled a useful Landscape Report: State Level Policies Supporting
Equitable K-12 Computer Science Education.36
Some state legislatures have introduced bills to encourage two years of computer
coding classes, in lieu of the foreign language requirement, or as a substitute for a math
or science course. Arkansas offers a “computer science flex credit” that allows students
to substitute a computer science credit for a math or science requirement needed for
graduation.37 In Florida, a bill was introduced38 to allow Florida students to choose
between foreign language and coding classes for the purpose of university admissions
requirements,39 but the bill failed in 2016.
According to MDR’s survey of curriculum directors, the teaching of coding is given a high
priority by 14% of districts, with another 45% giving it a medium priority. These priority
assignments vary, however, by district size and metropolitan status. Some 19% of mediumsize districts give a high priority to teaching coding compared with 8% of large districts.
Also, 52% of small districts assign a low priority to teaching coding while 33% of mediumsize districts give teaching coding a low priority.

Figure 35: Priority of Teaching Coding by District Size
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Interestingly, coding’s low priority difference between small and medium-size districts
is nearly identical to that between rural and suburban districts. It is easy to imagine
commonalities, of course, in these two pairings. More than half (55%) of rural schools give
a low priority to teaching coding compared with 33% of suburban districts.
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Figure 36: Priority of Teaching Coding by Metropolitan Status
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Makerspaces. What is the hottest new thing in school spaces? Makerspaces (also known
as “hackerspaces”). According to Edutopia, “a makerspace is not solely a science
lab, woodshop, computer lab or art room, but it may contain elements found in all of
these familiar spaces. Therefore, it must be designed to accommodate a wide range of
activities, tools and materials.”40 In some schools, a section of the media center, often
the largest “common” space in the school other than the cafeteria or gym, is dedicated
to this activity.41 Teacher Kenneth Hawthorn recommends starting small, with a cart that
can be moved from one location to another.42 These spaces can be part of a class, an
afterschool club, or available during open time for students.43 Or they can be community
spaces in public libraries, museums, or elsewhere that provide student access. In Kansas
City, a section of Union Station’s Science City is set aside as a Maker Studio.44 Examples of
products made by students can be seen at the Maker Studio.
Makerspaces receive a high priority rating by 14% of district curriculum directors. Another
36% give makerspaces a medium priority—with 49% assigning it a low priority. All
three demographic variables—district size, metro status, and region—show significant
differences.
With respect to district size, 21% of medium-size districts give a high priority to
makerspaces compared with 7% of small districts. Nearly two-thirds of small districts (63%)
assign a low priority to makerspaces compared with 42% and 43% for large and mediumsize districts, respectively.
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Figure 37: Priority of Makerspaces by District Size
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Suburban and urban districts (at 25% and 21% respectively) are more likely to place a
high priority on makerspaces that districts in town or rural settings (at 5% and 9%). The
converse is evident when looking at the low priority ratings, with two-thirds (64%) of town
districts reporting that makerspaces will be a low priority over the next three years.

Figure 38: Priority of Makerspaces by Metropolitan Status
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Regarding census region, nearly a quarter (23%) of Northeast districts assign a high
priority to makerspaces compared with only 7% of districts in the West. The West’s 72%
of districts assigning a low priority to makerspaces exceeds that of the South (51%), the
Midwest (47%), and the Northeast (32%).
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Figure 39: Priority of Makerspaces by Region
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Robotics. While the current survey of currriculum directors did not specifically ask about
robotics, this is a field that appears to be gaining popularity in some settings. Robotics
activities are often an extension of coding or other STEM activities. Robots can be small
and cheap, making them more likely to be used in schools. UK-based Raspberry Pi
Foundation created the mini-PC (available in different models from $5 to $35) to inspire
students to learn computer science and enable tinkerers to dream up wild projects
without breaking the bank. They describe it this way: “The Raspberry Pi is a credit-cardsized computer that plugs into your TV and a keyboard. It is a capable little computer
which can be used…for many of the things that your desktop PC does, like spreadsheets,
word processing, browsing the internet, and playing games…We want to see it being
used by adults and children all over the world to learn programming and digital
making.”45
FETC 2017, a conference on education technology, with over 400 sessions and workshops,
featured eight exhibitors with robots, and showed a wide array of products such as those
from Pitsco which offers a variety of robots and robotics kits designed for K-12 schools.
With littleBits, electronic building blocks that snap together with magnets, students can
create a remote-controlled car, a smart home device, or whatever they dream up. Ozobot
showed the Evo, a round robot about an inch in diameter that can be programmed to go
when it sees green and stop when it sees red. This company offers classroom kits, lesson
plans, competitions, and webinars for teachers.
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District Efforts on Implementing STEM
With so much attention on increasing the STEM pipeline from the Obama administration
for the past eight years, and the perception that STEM jobs will be plentiful and well paid,
many districts are leveraging multiple efforts to implement more robust STEM programs.
The shortage of teachers in these areas have led to creative recruiting. When NASA
announced a few years ago that it was eliminating many positions at Cape Canaveral, the
Miami-Dade County Public Schools recruited 100 engineers to come to Miami to teach
math and science courses through an alternative certification program. Many districts
have used the Troops to Teachers program to find military personnel who could have a
second career in K-12 classrooms, especially those who have STEM experiences in their
military service.46
Beyond recruiting mid-career professionals, school districts are offering training programs
for STEM college graduates to become teachers. In Miami-Dade County Public Schools,
a targeted recruiting effort offered a six-week intensive summer program in summer 2017,
along with a stipend of $3,500, for those who qualified for hiring as a secondary STEM
teacher.47 The teacher-candidates agreed to be placed in a “high need” school and will
have access to mentor teachers and additional support during the 2017-2018 school
year. Many universities have federal funding for similar kinds of programs to bring STEM
students into K-12 teaching, either as undergraduates or as graduate students.
Another approach just announced is called Ignite My Future. Rather than training STEM
teachers, this program hopes to infuse STEM thinking into courses, focusing first on
middle school. Resources to help students apply computational thinking and problemsolving in their work, to train teachers and administrators to become well-versed in
a transdisciplinary approach, and to embed computational thinking into everyday
disciplines will be provided at no cost by Tata Consultancy Services (TCS) and Discovery
Education.48 A helpful resource to stay informed about the broad range of activities and
developments in K-12 STEM and STEAM is provided with the quick bits of information
from STEM SmartBrief, a weekly digital newsletter.
While new Secretary of Education Betsy DeVos has not said much about STEM, she used
a Project Lead The Way class in Cleveland as an example of a hands-on experience that
introduces students to skills and subject-areas “with high-potential futures” in an address
to the Council of the Great City Schools.49 Project Lead The Way (PLTW) offers teacher
training and resources related to the development of knowledge and skills in computer
science, engineering, and biomedical science.50
Curriculum directors were asked about actions their districts have taken in order to
support STEM curriculum, and they marked multiple answers from a list of 11 possible
actions. These responses were yes-no, rather than the high, medium, and low ratings of
priorities seen in other items in this chapter.
The action most widely adopted by districts to support STEM, practiced by 61% of
districts, is that they emphasized project-based, hands-on learning activities in STEM
classes. Large districts were significantly more likely to engage in this action to support
STEM (with 71% doing so) in comparison with only 55% of small districts. No differences
were found according to metropolitan status or region.
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Figure 40: Actions Districts Have Taken to Support STEM: All Districts
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Three other actions were adopted by more than half of U.S. districts. The first of these—
training teachers on instructional methods to support STEM subjects—was reported
in use by 54% of districts. This overall adoption level is solid, holding true across all
demographic categories without significant variation.
The second of these three actions—provided connections to business, industry and the
world of work—was adopted by 52% of districts overall. However, 65% of large districts
took this action to support STEM compared with 47% of medium-size districts. District
size is the only demographic making any difference in this item.
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The final action above the 50% adoption level is that the district team is currently aligning
curriculum, instruction, and assessment with Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS).
More will be said about NGSS in the following subsection. Suffice it to say here that the
51% district adoption level is reliable across all demographics except for the regional
analysis, which found a statistical difference between the West (at 61% of districts doing
NGSS alignment) compared with the South (at 43%).
The other five actions taken in support of STEM are clustered around an adoption level
of about a third of districts, ranging from 30% to 37%. Having added or expanded
science labs was indicated by 37% of all districts, with no differences by demographics.
Implementing Project Lead The Way in one or more schools was done in 36% of districts,
but with some demographic variations—with adoption more likely in large districts (53%)
compared with 33% for medium-size and 28% for small districts. Also, the adoption level
for districts in the Midwest was 48% compared with 32% in the South and 26% in the
West.
Integrating STEM concepts and instructional approaches across the entire curriculum
is being done in 33% of districts, with variations according to metropolitan status and
census region. Suburban districts had an adoption level of 42% compared with 26% for
urban districts. Also, only 22% of Midwest districts integrated STEM concepts across the
curriculum compared with 40% of districts in the Northeast and 38% in the South.
Thirty percent of all districts created rigorous courses in all four STEM areas (science,
technology, engineering, and mathematics). District size made a difference, with 19% of
small districts creating these courses compared with 34% to 36% of large and mediumsize districts, respectively.
Finally, 30% of all districts created a formal STEM program. More urban districts,
proportionately, set up formal STEM programs (45%) compared with 25% and 26% of
suburban and town districts, respectively.
In addition to the 11 given actions, respondents had the option of describing other
steps their districts were taking to support STEM. Some described specific actions in
elementary and middle schools, including a STEM K-5 magnet campus. Other responses
included teacher training and increasing computer science classes.

Next Generation Science Standards
As noted above, more than half of curriculum directors reported they were aligning
curriculum, instruction, and assessment with Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS).
Ongoing developments of these standards are shared at the NGSS website.
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The District Implementation Indicators for NGSS, released March 2017, discusses
measurable action steps districts can use to define and achieve implementation goals.51
Of particular interest to educational resource providers is Indicator #5 which describes
how district educators may evaluate instructional materials in implementing NGSS. For
example:
Science educators need access to robust tools to help organize course
material, plan units, and design daily lessons. With the NGSS, robust
instructional materials are even more important, as three-dimensional
learning requires changes that are significantly different from previous
instructional practice and not particularly well supported by the most
common textbooks. Robust instructional materials are educative for both
teachers and students—so as students learn science, teachers understand
better the disciplinary core ideas, scientific practices, and cross-cutting
concepts. Ultimately, for the vast majority of teachers and districts, writing
their own instructional materials will not be nearly as feasible as partnering
or purchasing well-designed ones.
Some of the actions that districts can take to make progress toward the indicator are:
• Developing transition plans to accommodate immediate needs for instructional
materials while materials designed for the NGSS may be difficult to find or are still in
development.
• Providing and using objective criteria to evaluate instructional materials for
alignment with the NGSS, including using research- and practitioner-informed
criteria to determine the qualities of instructional materials that can best support
diverse students.
• Training educators involved in the instructional materials adoption process to
evaluate existing and new instructional materials for alignment with the NGSS.
• Adopting or recommending instructional materials that:
- Focus student learning on explaining engaging phenomena or solving problems;
- Explicitly include supports that can engage diverse learners and are accessible to
all students; and
- Build on existing effective classroom strategies for engaging diverse student
groups.
• Evaluating and addressing the laboratory and refurbishment needs of selected
materials.
• Connecting instructional material support with the district’s professional learning
system.
• Evaluating outcomes of students (i.e., end-of-course assessments, common exams,
student work) to determine whether materials are leading to effective instruction in
the classroom.
The indicators also suggest that instructional materials include authentic and meaningful
learning scenarios for students from various backgrounds and experiences, using
research- and practitioner-informed criteria.
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The Changing Face of Career and
Technical Education and Other Areas
College and career readiness programs have been in place in traditional schools for
many years, but now state virtual schools are taking a role in providing online courses for
college-bound students and those interested in Career and Technical Education (CTE).
Online college readiness tools include math remediation, ACT and SAT test preparation,
and college planning tools that better prepare college-bound students.
Secretary DeVos and President Trump both seemed to support Career and Technical
Education programs in March 2017 remarks.52 As she spoke about strengthening
America’s workforce, DeVos highlighted CTE programs in California, speaking to the
National Association of State Boards of Education. Trump stressed the need for workforce
development programs during the visit of German Chancellor Angela Merkel. However,
Trump’s first “skinny budget” included cuts of 13% and 21% to the Departments of
Education and Labor, respectively. It is unclear how much of Perkins funds are at risk;
Perkins funding serves millions of secondary, postsecondary, and adult CTE students
nationwide, yet over the past decade, total Perkins grant funding to states declined by
13%—resulting in nearly $170 million less in funding to support CTE. Reauthorization of
Perkins funding was being discussed in Congress in May 2017, through H.R. 2353, with
analysis provided by the Association for Career and Technical Education (ACTE).53
Career and technical education is second only to STEM/STEAM programs in the
percentage of U.S. districts rating it as a high priority. Overall, 50% of districts report that
CTE will receive this highest level of attention over the next three years. Another 36% of
districts give CTE a medium priority, and 14% give it a low priority. Significant deviations
from these overall figures are found in all three of the demographic analyses.
Large districts assign a low priority to CTE proportionately less than do smaller districts.
Only 5% of large districts give a low priority to CTE compared with 16% and 18% of
small and medium-size districts, respectively. While this is the only statistically significant
difference, the bottom-line conclusion is that larger districts are more likely than smaller
ones to view CTE as an important priority.
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Figure 41: Priority of Career & Technical Education by District Size
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Another large difference with respect to low priority is seen in the metropolitan status
categories. More than a quarter (26%) of suburban districts assign a low priority to CTE
while the percentages for other metro categories are much lower. While 42% of suburban
districts give CTE a high priority, town districts significantly exceed this with 58% assigning
a high priority to CTE.

Figure 42: Priority of Career & Technical Education by Metropolitan Status
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Looking at regional differences, the Northeast’s 25% of districts giving CTE a high priority
is significantly lower than the percentages in other regions, which range from 51% to
63%. The flipside is that the Northeast has the most districts, proportionately, giving a low
priority to CTE.

Figure 43: Priority of Career & Technical Education by Region
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World Languages
Bilingual education and dual language programs have many different implementations
in American schools. In all these programs, children learn a second language. The
most common is the “English as a Second Language” program for students who come
from families that speak other languages at home. About 71% of the English-language
learners (ELLs) in America’s schools speak Spanish at home,54 and in 45 states, the greatest
number of ELL students speak Spanish as their first language. One important change
in this market has been the passage of California’s Proposition 58, which repealed the
prior English-only instruction mandate in the state’s public schools. Starting in July 2017,
“English-only” classrooms are no longer the standard in California. One challenge will
be staffing, because during the 18 years of “English-only” classrooms, many bilingual
(Spanish-speaking) teachers moved elsewhere or retired.55 In addition, California schools
will need to acquire more Spanish-language instructional materials, which had been
mostly blocked because of the prior law. A fifth of the state’s 1.4 million students speak
Spanish at home, so the costs of acquiring materials and staff under the new ruling could
be significant.
Another kind of dual language classroom serves the English-speaking child who learns a
second language, often starting in primary school. Some of the students may speak the
second language at home with a parent or grandparent, but most do not. In 2000, there
were about 260 such programs in the country. These programs have been increasing, with
a recent estimate that more than 2,000 schools have dual language programs.56 The two
most commonly taught languages in dual programs are Spanish and Chinese, according
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to a study in 2015,57 but classes of French, German, Italian, Japanese and occasionally
other languages such as Hebrew or Arabic are also found. Affluent Anglo parents in
California, Florida, and elsewhere consider the dual language program as academic
enrichment that they seek for their children. Houston ISD offers dual language programs
in English and Spanish, Arabic, or Chinese.58 Charlotte-Mecklenburg (North Carolina)
offers dual language programs in English and Chinese, French, German, Japanese, or
Spanish.59 In Palm Beach County Schools (Florida), 14 elementary schools offer dual
language Spanish instruction.60 The Spanish Ministry of Education provides guidance
and assistance with staff and instructional materials to the Palm Beach district, as well as
several other locations.61
A common challenge of these dual language programs is finding instructional materials
appropriate for children in the target language that is usable in the current scope and
sequence of the curriculum. Students might learn about the solar system in English during
science class , and then go to Spanish class, where they learn the names of the planets
and some of the other scientific terms related to that lesson in Spanish. Content providers
who have Spanish-language versions of their American curricular materials should find
that some of these language intensive schools would have great interest in their materials.
Even materials prepared for students in Spain or Latin America may be of interest to
schools who need to have resources for young language learners.
Oxford Community Schools, north of Detroit, requires all students to learn either
Spanish or Chinese beginning in kindergarten.62 The goal is fluency in a world language
and its accompanying culture and customs by tenth grade. As of January 2015, more
than 2,200 students were receiving daily instruction in Mandarin Chinese and more
than 1,900 students were studying Spanish. This program of study started because the
superintendent noticed that there were a large number of Asian companies in Detroit
related to automobile manufacturing, and he thought this would be a way to make his
district stand out from others. Today, families who want their children to be bilingual in
Spanish or Chinese move into the district to take advantage of this offering.
World language teachers may be among the most eager to embrace technology for
what it can offer to alter the pedagogy of the classroom and are highly interested in
using tech-based alternatives to printed textbooks. Technology provides a way for them
to bring real language experiences to their students, in parallel with best practices
recommended by their professional associations.63 Using streaming technology, their
students can listen to radio stations using the target language, hearing the differences
in dialect between regions. Students can access news media to read newspapers and
magazines in the target language of study and to view short videos tied to these stories.
For example, the BBC has stories available in more than 20 languages, providing
new material daily. As producers, students can use digital tools to record their voices
or to make comic strips, booklets, and other materials using the target language of
study. Using Skype, they can speak “live” with students who are native speakers. Many
different apps and programs have been developed for adults who want to learn another
language, and some of these are appropriate for K-12 students. One challenge is to
manage all the rich variety of opportunities and to help secondary students learn proper
grammatical formats. Finding teachers to work with young children in languages such as
Chinese and Arabic can be difficult.
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While bilingual and dual language programs may be considered niche offerings by
some, they represent considerable challenges for schools and districts—and likewise,
potential opportunities for organizations that can help them find appropriate instructional
materials, teacher training, and supplemental resources to support these programs.

Key Takeaways: Instructional Models and Strategies
• New instructional models are gaining ground in America’s public schools. Curriculum
directors reported strong interest in a dozen innovative instructional models and
strategies. Their responses suggest that new ideas and ways of instructing students
will be sought, though the need for efficacy research tied to student learning may be
scruitinized more than in the past.
• Half or more of all school districts assigned high priority to two instructional models:
STEM/STEAM programs (59%) and Career and Technical Education (50%). Two-thirds
of districts support STEM by emphasizing project-based, hands-on learning activities.
More than half of districts say they are training teachers to support STEM subjects,
providing connections to business, industry, and the world of work, and aligning
curriculum, instruction, and assessment with Next Generation Science Standards
(NGSS). Districts have been challenged to find teachers with credentials for teaching
in these programs and are interested in solutions that can help them infuse STEM
principles into existing classes. Additionally,
- Makerspaces present an emerging strategy not anchored in one subject area; in
some districts, the media specialist becomes the organizer, and in others it may be
facilitated by a teacher of art, shop, or science.
- Coding also has too few teachers, so strategies to help existing staff present the
content are definitely of interest, particularly to address increasing the pipeline of
female and minorities into computer science courses. Education companies can
partner with local schools and districts to share insights on careers in technology and
related work to create their products.
• Focused instructional approaches such as personalized learning, project-based
learning, competency-based learning, and social emotional learning are of interest
to curriculum directors, with project-based learning being an important part of STEM
activities. Expect interest in these approaches to increase in the next few years.
• Hybrid instructional models such as blended learning and flipped learning blur the
lines between homework and classroom work and are expected to increase as access
to technology in school and home increase. While flipped learning can require a lot of
work from the teacher, vendors who can provide video clips and related materials can
increase the perceived value of instructional materials.
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• More than a third (37%) of curriculum directors have some level of BYOD
implementation; in the South, 46% do. In these districts, the two most popular activities
for students are searching the Internet for research purposes and using student devices
for polling, quizzes, or gathering student feedback/input, both allowed in 92% of
districts. Roughly 70% allow collaboration and skills development/practice activities.
Districts also permit students to access online curriculum and online assessments.
The wide range of devices that students bring to school may challenge instructional
materials developers, as some instructional content cannot be displayed well on
cellphone screens or may not work on a particular device.
• As dual language programs and enrollment increase, needs for instructional materials in
other languages, especially Spanish, will increase.
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CHAPTER 4

Instructional Content and
Materials
Public school parents say they believe digital resources and devices will contribute to a
more personalized educational experience for their children, according to a national 2016
survey. The vast majority (90%) want their children’s school to use more technology for
learning, but only a third think that schools are doing an excellent job of using ed tech to
tailor student learning, according to The Learning Assembly.64 Parents reported that they
talked to teachers about digital instructional materials. About a third said they talked to
the teacher about “Digital resources or learning tools I can access from home to support
my child’s learning” (37%), and “Ways that technology can be used to support a learning
experience that is tailored for my child” (32%).65 Parents also continue to bring consumer
products into schools, as has happened for some time. While two decades ago the K-12
school often had technology (PCs, videodiscs) that students did not have at home, today
the opposite is often true: students have technology devices that the school cannot or will
not purchase, and even very young students are comfortable using them.

Transition to Digital Content
The shift to digital activities—and interacting with devices in ever new ways—continues
all around us. The public libraries tout their increasing numbers of eBooks, their access to
digital music, audiobooks, movies, and online reference materials. Online shopping, and
now even grocery shopping, continues to expand while major retailers close physical stores.
Some doctors now ask for patients to fill in online forms before arriving for an appointment.
Transportation disruptors such as Uber and Lyft allow customers to use their cell phones
instead of hailing a cab on the street corner. Bus and train real-time tracking in urban areas
help public transit riders know whether to run or stroll to the stop. GPS’s give warnings
of delays because of accidents on the highway and suggest alternate routes. These and
other uses of digital content, information, and devices interact with and are influencing
what parents, teachers, and administrators (not to mention students) are coming to expect
of technology in schools. And that shift will continue—mirroring what is happening in the
world outside of school.
This section explores what curriculum directors surveyed by MDR say are the factors
influencing their decisions to purchase digital instructional materials for K-12 schools. Last
year, half of curriculum directors forecast a substantial move to digital materials within three
years.
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Factors Influencing Purchasing Decisions
Curriculum directors were asked about factors their districts considered when evaluating
digital instructional materials. They indicated the importance of these factors on a 5-point
scale, with 5 indicating “Very Important.” In comparing rankings from last year’s survey
with this year’s responses, the factors are quite similar. The only noteworthy difference
was that last year “Includes progress monitoring dashboards” was ranked much more
important than this year—perhaps reflecting that more products are including these than
in the past.
Research Demonstrating Effectiveness.The factor rated as Very Important by the most
districts (63%) is the presence of research demonstrating the effectiveness of the digital
instructional materials. However, a regional difference was observed, with 72% of districts
in the West rating this factor as Very Important compared with 53% of districts in the
Northeast.

Figure 44: Very Important Factors Influencing Purchasing Decisions of
Digital Instructional Materials: All Districts
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Support for Personalized Learning. Two other factors were rated as Very Important
nearly as much as effectiveness research. The ability of the digital instructional material
to support differentiated or personalized learning earned the Very Important rating from
62% of all districts. This decision factor exhibited no statistically significant variation across
the demographic categories of region, district size, or metropolitan status.
Multiple Compatibility. Earning the Very Important rating from 59% of districts is
the material’s compatibility with multiple computing devices (e.g., laptops, tablets),
browsers, and operating systems. This factor also showed no variation within any of the
demographic categories.
Assessment Component. The other factor with more than half (52%) of districts rating it
as Very Important is the inclusion of an assessment component with the materials. District
size and region did make a difference in this rating, however. Forty percent of large
districts rated this assessment factor as Very Important compared with 56% of mediumsize districts. With respect to census region, 59% of districts in the South consider the
assessement factor as Very Important compared with 41% of Midwest districts.
Integration with Other Systems (e.g., LMS). Two evaluation factors were identically
rated as Very Important by 48% of districts in purchase decisions for digital instructional
materials. The first of these is that the digital materials integrate with the district/school
LMS and other systems. Two demographic differences are seen with respect to this
integration factor. It is Very Important for 53% of districts in the South compared with 36%
of Northeast districts. Also, it is Very Important for 64% of urban districts compared with
44% of suburban districts and 38% of rural districts.
Data Security and Privacy. The other factor rated as Very Important by 48% of districts
concerns the approach to data security and privacy, which also exhibits two demographic
variances. Sixty percent of urban districts consider this security factor as Very Important
compared with 40% of suburban districts. More variations are seen according to region,
with 65% of districts in the West rating the security factor as Very Important compared
with 41% of Midwest districts and 32% of those in the Northeast. Also, in the South the
53% of districts rating the security factor as Very Important is significantly higher than the
32% of districts in the Northeast.
Customizable Content. Forty-six percent of districts said that allowing educators to
customize instructional content is considered to be Very Important in their decisions to
buy digital instructional materials. A regional variation is that 55% of districts in the South
rate this as Very Important compared with 39% in the Midwest. Also, 53% of urban districts
consider customizability to be Very Important, compared with 34% of rural districts.
Progress Monitoring Dashboards. Nearly as many districts (44%) consider the inclusion
of progress monitoring dashboards as part of the digital instructional materials to be
Very Important. However, significant variations are seen in this factor across all three
demographic variables. Just over half of medium-size districts (51%) say this monitoring
capability is Very Important compared with 32% of large districts. Regarding metropolitan
status, 54% of town districts say it is Very Important compared with 37% of suburban
districts. Regionally, an interesting bivariate split is seen. Among districts in the South and
West, 53% and 56%, respectively, judge this monitoring capability to be Very Important.
This contrasts with 30% and 35%, respectively, of districts in the Northeast and Midwest
making the same judgment.
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Support Materials for ELL Students. While 38% of districts report that the inclusion
of support materials for ELL students is Very Important, this statistic varies within each
demographic category. Among large districts, for example, 52% consider ELL support
to be Very Important compared with 28% among small districts. With respect to region,
58% of districts in the West say that ELL support is Very Important compared with 28%
to 29% of Northeast and Midwest districts. The differences by metro status are even
more striking, with 60% of urban districts considering ELL support as Very Important. This
statistic is significantly higher than in all other metro categories, with the percentage of
districts similarly rating this factor of ELL support as 39% in the suburbs, 36% in towns,
and 21% by districts in rural areas. Moreover, the percentage of rural districts rating ELL
support as Very Important is significantly lower than even those of town and suburban
districts. To put this in context, the percentage of public school students who were
English language learners was higher in school year 2014–2015 (9.4% or 4.6 million
students) than 10 years earlier (9.1% or 4.3 million students). In 2014–2015, the percentage
of public school students who were ELLs ranged from 1% in West Virginia to 22% in
California.66 According to the NCES data, 30% of ELLs were in urban areas—cities of
100,000 or greater population—compared with only 3% in rural areas.
Separability of Portions of the Program. Very Important to 36% of all districts in
evaluating digital instructional materials is the ability to purchase either the entire
program or selected portions. This varies by region, however. This separability factor is
Very Important to 48% of districts in the South compared with 30% in the West and 24% of
districts in the Midwest.
Lesson Planning and Classroom Management. Next to last in terms of factors school
districts consider when evaluating digital instructional materials is the inclusion of lesson
planning and/or classroom management features, with 22% of all districts rating this as
Very Important. However, nearly a third of urban districts and those in the West consider
this planning and management feature as Very Important. This rating is reported by 32%
of urban districts compared with 14% of suburban ones. Also rating this factor as Very
Important are 33% of districts in the West compared with 16% of Midwest districts.
Print Component. Finally, 18% of districts consider the inclusion of a print component as
Very Important when they evaluate digital instructional materials. This figure is unchanged
across all three demographic variables.
Differences between Very Important and Important Decision Factors. Because
the MDR survey uses a 5-point scale ranging from “Not at all Important” (1) to “Very
Important” (5), the top two categories are frequently combined as another way of viewing
so-called “Important” factors—in this case about influencing purchasing decisions.
Thankfully, the differences between these two views are few, and this subsection will
address only three key differences.
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Figure 45: Important Factors Influencing Purchasing Decisions of Digital
Instructional Materials: All Districts
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In this new chart of Important factors influencing purchasing decisions, a narrower
spread is seen among the decision factors than in the previous Very Important chart.
Fully nine of the 12 decision factors lie within a relatively narrow range, with 75% to 95%
of districts judging them to be Important. While most of these decision factors are seen
to be important for a large majority of districts, the distinctions between them are less
pronounced. The three factors addressed here changed the most between the two
views—by two or more rank-order steps. A second look at the other decision factors adds
little to the insights gained from the previous analysis of Very Important factors.
Allowing educators to customize instructional content jumped from seventh place—its
rank among Very Important factors—to third place among Important factors. Looking at
all districts, 85% scored this factor as either 5 or 4 on the scale of importance in evaluating
digital instructional material for purchase. One demographic difference was observed,
with 90% of medium-size districts giving this rating compared with 80% of small districts.
Also moving up in rank-order—from eighth place to sixth place—is the factor of including
progress monitoring dashboards, with 82% of districts rating this as Important. Two
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100%

demographic differences are seen here, however. Among large school districts, 65% rate
this decision factor as Important compared with 83% and 91% of small and medium-size
districts, respectively.
Moving down in rank-order—from fifth to eighth place—is the factor of integration
with the district/school LMS and other systems, with 77% of districts judging this to be
Important in evaluating digital instructional materials. No variations were found in this
statistic with respect to demographic categories.

Resources Available to Evaluate New Digital Products
and Apps
An essential question for educators and publishers alike: How do schools and districts
choose quality instructional materials? That is the question posed by SETDA (State
Educational Technology Directors Association) as they unveiled a free resource in
February 2017 to help in the process. From Print to Digital: Guide to Quality Instructional
Materials is an online toolkit with a process to review and choose digital (and all other)
curriculum materials. According to their site, “The toolkit includes useful resources,
guidance and examples that will help identify best practices when considering
instructional materials including both core-instructional materials and supplemental
resources.” The same criteria are used to judge quality and alignment to state learning
standards no matter what the format: print or digital, open or copyrighted. The process
has five steps: Planning; Budget & Funding; Selection; Implementation; and Effectiveness.
In addition, information on open resources is included.
Rather than relying only on word of mouth or trying to find published academic research
studies on a particular product, there is a growing list of resources (from nonprofits,
companies, and government agencies) that help educators gain insights into the value
of a product as used with students. The following listing is based, in part, on reviews of
eight of these resources in a guide to procurement released by EdSurge. Another source
was a recent ISTE interview with Professor Elliot Soloway, who recommended five search
resources.67 The websites described below can help publishers understand how educators
find their products, as well as intelligence on educators’ views about competitors.
Common Sense Education. A combination of reviews by Common Sense staff members
(including Common Sense Certified Educators) paired with “from-the-field teacher
reviews” that focus on specific examples of student experiences and outcomes as well
as creative uses for tools. These include privacy evaluations of security and compliance.
Teachers and publishers can request that a product be reviewed, or for a review to be
updated. All grades, all subject areas, and 18 different platforms are included in the
database of more than 2,500 reviews. Common Sense has an entry point for parents
distinct from the one for educators.
Digital Promise EdTech Pilot Framework provides a step-by-step process to help
education leaders and technology developers run successful educational technology
pilots. It also encourages education leaders to use research and data to select ed-tech
products and programs that improve the opportunity to learn for all students, and to work
with developers as they apply research in the design of high-quality programs, ed-tech
tools, and learning solutions.
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EdReports. A nonprofit that offers free reviews of full-year instructional materials to
determine alignment to Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in English language arts
(Grades 3-8) and mathematics (K-12). As of May 2017, they had 47 mathematics series and
13 ELA series reviewed on their site. Publishers may post two sets of information on the
EdReports.org website: a response to the educator report and a document that includes
any background information or research on the instructional materials.
EdSurge Concierge. This concierge service helps instructional materials shoppers. A
school district describes their instructional goals, the general location of the school or
district (state or region), how educators are currently addressing the pain point, and what
features they would like in an ideal solution. The school district also discusses the role of
the teacher and of the student, how data is used, any existing constraints, the timeline,
and budget. The profile of the request for purchase solutions is forwarded to companies
that seem like the best match, but without the school district’s name. Companies are
invited to “submit a tailored response for a modest fee.”
EdSurge Product Index lists more than 2,200 products. Educators rate “how strongly
they would advocate for a product if their administrator were thinking about purchasing
it,” on a scale from 1 to 5. EdSurge coverage of the company or product is included as a
link. Vendors are invited to fill out an “Index Survey” about their product to “complete”
the profile. Case studies from educators are vetted; If the case study author has been or
is currently being compensated monetarily by the company creating the product they
have written about, EdSurge will decline to post it. EdSurge also has reviews from their
Summits, where companies have paid to be present to meet with educators.
Ed Tech Rapid Cycle Evaluation (RCE) Coach. Developed by Mathematica with funding
from the Office of Educational Technology of the U.S. Department of Education, this
product offers low-cost, quick turnaround evaluations of apps, and field testing in rapidcycle evaluations. Not a substitute for randomized control trials, rapid cycle projects can
be used to gather more targeted evidence about whether an app works, under what
circumstances, and with what types of students. The site is designed to help educators
answer questions such as:
• How can I set up meaningful pilots of new educational technologies?
• Does our ed tech program lead to the desired outcomes?
• Should we keep paying for a software tool we are already using?
EQuIP. Educators Evaluating the Quality of Instructional Products is an initiative designed
to identify high-quality materials aligned to the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) or
Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS). EQuIP builds on collaboration of education
leaders from Massachusetts, New York, and Rhode Island. With Achieve, the group
developed the “Tri-State Rubrics” and a review process to determine the quality and
alignment of instructional lessons and units to the CCSS. They have prepared rubrics for
lessons and units in English language arts, mathematics, and science that extend over a
few class periods or days. Instructional materials that have been reviewed by a panel of at
least three educators trained in the process are searchable by grade band, subject area,
and lesson/unit/call to action.
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LearningList. A subscription-based instructional materials review service for American
schools and districts. Learning List’s detailed alignment reports and professional reviews
try to give educators confidence that the instructional materials they select are deeply
aligned to standards and will help lead their students to academic success. Publishers
may submit materials for free and have a link from the site to theirs. Schools and districts
pay a subscription fee to get the detailed information. Materials from more than 100
publishers are available.
Learning List provides three professional reviews plus commentary from educators.
• Spec Sheet: two-page overview of the product’s key academic attributes and
technology requirements
• Alignment Reports: detailed verification of the material’s alignment to the content
standards and to the skills/practices contained in the relevant course framework and
• Editorial Review: a deep dive into the product’s instructional content and design to help
teachers identify which products contain the supports they and their students need.
Additionally, Learning List subscribers share their experiences by rating and reviewing
the materials featured on LearningList.com. Without a subscription, one can read part
of the content about each publisher’s materials at: https://learninglist.com/publishersreviewed. This provides some information about perception of a company’s products and
of competitors as well.
LearnPlatform offers a free “product page” to publishers to list information about their
offerings in a product library. Publishers can respond to RFPs, RFIs, and product questions
from the community. Access to feedback and product measurement data is always deidentified and aggregated, so it cannot be attributable to one user or a group of users.
For educators, LearnPlatform offers insight into which ed-tech tools are working in the
district’s classrooms and providing most value.
Noodle Markets. A platform for procurement of school materials including ed-tech
products. The goal is to develop the most comprehensive database of education
vendors, products, and services. Vendors can register for free, add products and services,
and respond to educator requests. Vendors who respond to a Noodle Markets invitation
can request the competitive bidder list and winner announcement at the close of that
solicitation.
Technology for Education Consortium. TEC is a nonprofit organization seeking
transparency on pricing through collaboration among K-12 schools purchasing ed-tech
products and services. It was launched in late January 2017. The TEC Data Platform,
built on LearnPlatform (see above) is an online library of ed-tech market pricing data
specifically developed for school districts. It allows member districts to access price
reports on the products they are considering for first-time purchase or renewal. Districts
have access to graphs that provide insight into how other districts are buying and utilizing
ed tech. This transparency is intended to help districts make better-informed decisions
that improve efficiencies and increase cost savings for TEC districts. To collect district
pricing data, member districts share contract and pricing information that TEC analyzes—
and fully anonymizes—to produce the national price reports.
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And no longer operating…Two well-regarded sites providing reviews have terminated
recently. They are included here because they had significant content and media attention
in late 2016. SpotOn Reviews is a database with 1,200 reviews and product information
for digital classroom resources, built by educators at The Ohio State University and based
on academically validated research. It has reviews of nearly 400 core courses in English
language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies and also includes some non-core
courses, games, apps, learning objects, lessons, and units. As of April 15, 2017, it ceased
adding new reviews but will maintain the database. Another resource, Balefire Labs App
Reviews, closed in late 2016. Their reviews are not yet visible elsewhere.

How Districts Actually Evaluate New Digital Products
Curriculum directors were asked about their districts’ processes and information sources
used in evaluating new digital products and apps. Most districts (92%) use a committee of
teachers and administrators to evaluate products/apps. This practice is consistent at this
level across all demographic categories.
In addition to committee reviews, most districts utilize a variety of external resources as
part of their review process. It should be noted, however, that at the time of the survey,
some of the resources described above had not been released or were in their first few
months, so they did not factor into the considerations of responding curriculum directors.

Figure 46: Resources Used to Evaluate New Digital Products: All Districts
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Note: See Table A19 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Just over half (51%) of districts use reviews of new digital products that are provided by
state or regional service centers. Use of such service centers varies, however, according
to region and metropolitan status. In the South and West, respectively, 55% and 56% of
districts consult reviews by state and regional offices compared with 36% in the Northeast.
Also, rural and town districts are more likely (68% and 58%) to use state or regional service
centers than surburban and urban districts (39% and 40%).
More than a third (39%) consult reviews from ed tech magazines or professional journals.
These resources are used proportionately more in the West, with 54% of districts
consulting them, in contrast to the South, where 30% of districts use reviews from ed-tech
periodicals.
Reviews provided by third-party reviewers (e.g., EdReports, EQuIP, or Common Sense
Media) are consulted by more than a quarter (27%) of districts. Districts in the West use
third-party sources significantly more than others, with 47% of districts in the West doing
so compared with 25% of districts in the Northeast, 24% in the Midwest, and 21% in the
South.
Only 2% of districts have a paid subscription to a third-party reviewing service such as
Learning List. And 5% reported that they consult yet other resources in evaluating new
digital products and apps. Among the more popular write-in responses are technology
reviews, pilot programs, and recommendations from other districts.

Developments Affecting the Instructional
Content Market
Disruptors have come into almost every corner of American life, in part because of the
rise of mobile devices; anywhere, anytime computing power; interest in more video and
interactive media; and increased availability of free or inexpensive, high-quality resources
through the Internet. As one might expect, disruptors are in schools and in the education
market as well. At the same time, the instructional content market is affected by shifts
in more traditional considerations—such as state standards (overwhelmingly influenced
by the Common Core State Standards), state adoptions, and the need to adapt to
contemporary trends in pedagogy and instructional models.

Market Disruptors and New Players
Google is disrupting Microsoft and threatening to drive its operating system and
Office products out of U.S. K–12 schools. In June 2011, Google announced the sale
of Chromebooks. By 2013, they had a fifth of the U.S. K-12 school market for mobile
computers.68 Education Week reported that Chromebooks exceeded 50% in the
education market in the first quarter of 2016, while Microsoft Windows had about a
quarter of the market.69
In 2014, Google Classroom was launched to “help teachers create and collect
assignments paperlessly, including time-saving features like the ability to automatically
make a copy of a Google document for each student.” Additional features are rolled out
frequently, taking into consideration issues that make school users quite different from
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individual users. In June 2016, Google announced it was making Expeditions, a free virtual
reality app for students that had been available on a limited basis, generally available
to schools. According to Google, more than one million students tried the app during
its test phase. Houghton Mifflin Harcourt has used Expeditions in some of their science,
social studies, and world language curriculum for “virtual field trips.”
Google also introduced two new products for schools: Quizzes, an online form that
teachers can use to give tests and automatically grade multiple-choice questions, and
Cast for Education, a free Chrome app intended to promote class discussion by enabling
teachers and students to share what is on their screens with one another. Google
continues to develop classroom tools to incorporate into Google Classroom. More than
two-thirds of educators use Google’s G-Suite and/or Google Classroom most often for
school-related purposes, while 17% say they use Microsoft Office 365 and/or Classroom
most often, in a survey by EdWeek.70
Asked which company—from four tech companies or four education publishers—would
they hire to help improve student achievement, the majority answered Google Education
(52%), followed by Apple Education (14%) and Scholastic Education (9%). Others
responses: McGraw-Hill (7%), Pearson (6%), Microsoft Education (6%), Houghton Mifflin
Harcourt (5%), and Amazon Education (1%). It is hard to imagine responses like these
even five years ago.
Microsoft purchased LinkedIn and with it, the video tutorial site Lynda.com, which
provide interesting opportunities, especially for learning outside of school settings and
connecting with content experts. Microsoft is increasingly emphasizing their Microsoft
Innovative Educator (MIE) program along with badging in the Microsoft EDU site. In 2017
they announced Surface devices with a new version of Windows 10 and a price point
of $189, definitely competing with Chromebooks for the education market. Perhaps to
counter the use of free Google productivity tools in schools, Microsoft offers Office 365
for Education for free to students and teachers with a valid school email address. This
offer includes Word, Excel, PowerPoint, OneNote, and the new Microsoft Teams. For
some large and important school districts, they offer funding to help teachers learn to use
Windows 10, the Office products, and help teachers become MIEs. Training sessions are
offered at conferences, by school districts and by individual groups as well, with the MIE
content and activities already established.71
Not surprisingly, Amazon also has a place in the list of disruptors in the education
market. Their acquisition in 2013 of TenMarks Math, a comprehensive, standards-based
math curriculum designed for state and Common Core standards, drew attention. This
includes interactive whiteboard lessons, short videos on concepts, interactive tutorials,
and complements to teacher-led instruction. Amazon Whispercast, originally released
in 2012, is a device agnostic content digital distribution engine for educators to use in
the classroom. With Whispercast, educators can quickly discover, procure, manage, and
distribute eBooks and apps from Amazon’s Kindle and App stores directly to students.
Whispercast also allows for transfer of non-Kindle files such as Microsoft Word documents
and PDFs to Kindle devices and apps. These two features relieved a huge problem of
deployment of digital materials in schools.
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Impact of the Common Core and State Standards
President Donald Trump campaigned on eliminating the Common Core. Several
months after the inauguration, he and Department of Education Secretary Betsy
DeVos seem to be more focused on school choice than eliminating the Common Core.
In fact, the Common Core State Standards, an initiative to standardize educational
requirements throughout the nation, were not adopted by the federal government,
but rather by individual states. Under the recently enacted Every Student Succeeds
Act (ESSA), the federal government is prohibited from telling states what educational
standards to adopt. So, though the President and Department of Education lack the
authority to abolish Common Core,72 many question marks remain regarding federal
policy and K-12 education.
Currently 42 states, the District of Columbia, four territories, and the Department of
Defense Education Activity (DoDEA) have adopted the Common Core State Standards,
though some of these states have moved away from the Common Core branding or
made minor changes to the standards as implemented. The standards are not adopted
in Alaska, Indiana, Nebraska, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Texas, and Virginia plus
Puerto Rico. Minnesota adopted only the ELA part of the standards. In some states,
the legislature has effectively restricted implementation by refusing to fund activities
related to Common Core. An interactive map of states and their adoption of some or
all of the Common Core is maintained by the Common Core States Standards Initiative.
The site provides a link to the most up-to-date information on each state’s specific
academic standards.
ASCD offers Educore as a place to get resources related to the Common Core. This
website was funded by the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation as part of a three-year grant
to provide both teachers and school leaders with specific information about the Common
Core State Standards, and to develop and deliver technical assistance for the successful
implementation of the standards at the district, school, and classroom levels. Exemplar
lessons and units are included.
Statewide Adoption Becoming Less Important. The “adoption” of instructional
materials is a process that occurs at the state and/or local level. During this process, print
and digital materials are reviewed and approved for use in elementary and secondary
public schools. Statewide adoption of textbooks and instructional materials has been
decreasing, and even states that still have formal adoption policies permit districts
increasing levels of flexibility in determining what materials will be used in their schools.
At the same time, some states have developed policies regarding digital instructional
materials. SETDA tracks the digital materials acquisition policies for each state in an
interactive map. This includes state-developed, recommended or endorsed OER materials
and states where digital materials are included in “instructional materials” funding.
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Today, 19 states have “state adoptions” of instructional materials, administered and
implemented by their state departments of education. These adoption states are:
Alabama, California, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Nevada,
New Mexico, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah,
Virginia, and West Virginia. Two states that recently repealed state adoption statutes are
Indiana (in 2011) and Arkansas (in 2013).73 Education historian Diane Ravitch asserts that
state textbook adoption began as an effort by Southern states in the late 1800s to keep
anti-Confederacy messages out of their materials. That may explain why, even today,
textbook adoptions are clustered mostly south of the Mason-Dixon line.74
As part of the adoption process, instructional materials are designed and developed in
accordance with very specific state criteria. Materials must be carefully aligned with state
academic standards. They must meet criteria for content, size, weight, durability, and
other factors. States select instructional programs in various grades and subject levels.
Most materials adopted by states are used for six years. Such programs usually include
textbooks, study guides, workbooks, homework help websites, teacher editions, and
more. Once a state adopts an instructional program, school districts may purchase it for
use locally. State adoptions vary. Some state adoptions are “advisory” because the state
issues only a list of recommended books or programs and does not require that certain
materials be used. Other state adoptions require districts to purchase books or programs
from the state list. In non-adoption states, school districts (not states) adopt and then
purchase instructional materials. Even so, the materials generally must reflect state
standards and meet local specifications.

Educator Concerns with New Curriculum Materials
Districts and schools continue to report difficulty finding instructional materials that align
to their current standards and that address the need for rigor and depth of learning.
Curriculum directors were asked how materials providers could help, specifically, “What
advice would you give publishers about improving their products’ alignment to standards
and instructional approaches to ensure that they meet your expectations and are more
useful in the classroom?” The open-ended responses were later grouped and coded into
thirteen logical response sets.
Align to State Standards/State Assessments. Curriculum directors’ predominant
response to this question favored genuine product alignment to state standards and
assessments. They want alignment to their very specific grade-level standards (not just
CCSS) and specific state and/or district curriculum guides, and they want to be sure
the tests measure discrete skills covered by their standards for particular grades. This
alignment is explicitly sought by 25% of districts—without regard to demographic
differences—nearly twice the level seeking the next most popular product improvement.
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Figure 47: Advice for Publishers for Better Product Alignment to Standards:
All Districts
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Easier to Use/Correlate with Standards/Pair Standards with Instructional Strategies.
The second most popular advice item, proffered by 14% of districts, is a response set
that combines making the product easier for teachers to use, correlating it to standards,
and more clearly pairing standards and instructional strategies. As with the top item, the
percentage of districts offering this advice is unchanged across all demographic variables.
Meet Diverse Needs/Differentiate Materials/Options to Personalize. Next in line is
the desire for materials to meet diverse needs, and that providers offer differentiation or
options to personalize the material. This advice was given by 12% of districts, and here we
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find some demographic differences. Higher percentages of urban and suburban districts
(17% and 14%, respectively) seek such differentiation capabilities than do rural districts,
5% of whom seek this capability.
Involve Teachers or Curriculum Directors. The first of two pieces of advice given by
11% of districts is to involve teachers or curriculum directors in the process. This statistic is
unaltered by demographic differences among districts.
Concern over Rigor and Depth of Knowledge. The other advice expressed by 11% of
districts addresses concern over depth of knowledge and rigor (curriculum directors used
terms such as “determine the rigor needed,” “more rigorous,” “balance rigor,” etc.).
A demographic difference was found with respect to this advice item. Rural and town
areas supported this item with 15% and 16% of districts, respectively, expressing concern
with rigor, compared with just 2% of urban districts. Seven percent of suburban districts
expressed this concern.
Create Material That Is Truly Aligned. This is the third advice item that touches on
an issue of alignment or correlation with standards, so this is by far the key message of
advice to providers from curriculum directors. Ten percent of districts asked for this in
the context of new material—to wit, create new instructional material that is truly aligned
versus just retrofitted/ no actual changes made to program/ more alignment. There were
no meaningful demographic variations in curriculum directors’ request of providers for
instructional materials that are truly aligned.
Focus on Practices and Processes. Six percent of districts asked publishers to focus on
practices and processes as well as content. In the Northeast, however, 11% of districts
sought this emphasis compared with 2% in the South. Also, 9% of medium-size districts
wanted practices and processes compared with just 2% of small districts.
Additional Advice. Additional responses (written in by 5% or fewer of curriculum
directors) include having materials vetted by third parties for alignment or effectiveness,
teacher professional development, integrated lessons, better understanding of a district’s
specific needs, more modular, keeping current with changing standards. It should be
noted that 19% of districts offered still other advice and ideas that could not be logically
grouped into additional response sets. Clearly, districts have specific ideas about their
needs—and many also have specific needs. One size does not fit all!

Evolving Business Model: Online Marketplace for Materials
Teachers have shared worksheets, lessons, and units for years. Districts have created
materials for teachers to use for decades, too. What is continuing to evolve is the
splintering of the market for adopted textbooks and the increase of materials prepared
and shared without cost or in small pieces for minimal cost. As the Internet makes it
even easier to find and copy/print/post materials, teachers have used the work of other
teachers with their students. In today’s crowdsourced, “everyone is a brand” world,
teachers are also finding they can sell materials they prepared for their own students to
others. A Colorado high school teacher of French, who was a national leader in language
education, had to make files with lessons to use on the interactive whiteboard installed in
her classroom a few years ago. She created files with regular and irregular French verbs
for her class, and then placed them with online marketplace TeachersPayTeachers. During
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her first year of selling these, often at 99 cents a “lesson,” she earned more than $50,000.
Her name had currency both in Colorado and nationally because of her visibility, and the
quality of her work made teachers interested in paying to use these materials.75 Did the
textbooks these teachers used offer IWB lessons then? Did they know how and where to
get them? It is not clear whether the textbooks lacked them then or whether teachers just
could not find them. For many teachers, spending $30 of their own money to save the
time to create IWB lessons might have seemed a real bargain.
Teachers Pay Teachers (TpT) is an online marketplace where teachers buy and sell original
educational materials. They report they have four million users and have paid out $330
million to teacher-authors since their founding in 2006.76 Teachers can search for and buy
for a nominal amount, or get for free the materials created and used by another teacher.
The introduction of the Common Core sent demand for new materials skyrocketing,
which helped TpT grow after its start in 2006. Today, they claim 4 million members and
2.4 million units of educational material, with more than 200,000 items tagged “Common
Core.” Check out the link to The Top 100 Resources. Prices ranged from $5 to $485 for
items in the top 15 best sellers for a recent week. Because all sellers are required to offer
some free materials, there are plenty of free resources to peruse. Publishers might want
to see what materials have been developed to accompany their textbook series: a search
on “Houghton Mifflin” returned more than 8,000 items, and “Harcourt” slightly fewer,
and “Pearson” had more than 4,000 items. One teacher created 25 weeks of interactive
whiteboard files to accompany particular chapters of a Grade 3 reading textbook.
Creating an online method to store, search for and download materials became a goal
of multiple companies, whether for a charge or for free. Marketplaces to distribute
educational materials for school or home use have been developed by Apple, Google,
and Amazon. Apple apps/ iTunes U/ iBooks has the biggest market share (25%), followed
by Microsoft apps for Windows (18%). Close behind is Pearson’s digital content (15%),
with fourth place for Google Play/Google Play Books (14%).77 Apple’s App Store offers
80,000 educational apps, iBooks, collections by subject and grade level, and tools to
help teachers develop materials to share.78 Google offers apps through Google Play
Store, with searches on Family by child’s age, or by books or “education,” turning up
both free and paid options.79 Like the Apple Store, they also offer games, movies, music,
and books. The Amazon Appstore for Android offers mobile apps, games, movies, and
books, some for free and some for purchase. Amazon Underground provides Amazon
customers with completely free access to a selection of apps and games every day from
the Amazon Appstore.80
Several years ago, teachers’ union AFT partnered with British company TES Global
to create a lesson plan database; in 2015 AFT announced they would have their own
resources platform, which they would own and operate exclusively. ShareMyLesson,
which today has 420,000 lesson plans and activities, is free to use. Partnerships with
news organizations provide news stories and lesson supplements from PBS Newshour
Extra, Listenwise, Anti-Defamation League, and Science Friday Spoonfuls. At the same
time, TES Global launched a complementary online marketplace for U.S. teachers,
where teachers can buy and sell classroom content. The two organizations cross list each
other to encourage traffic on both sites. TES offers features much like gaming, where
those who submit more lessons through their online store get more “powers” and also
higher royalties.81
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Some marketplaces offer free materials tied to particular devices: for example,
Promethean’s new Classflow site offers both free and fee-based interactive whiteboard
lessons for Promethean products, also rolling in features from the prior Promethean Planet
community.82
OER Impacts. Open educational resources command more attention today than ever
before—with activity from states, foundations, and the federal government encouraging
more use of digital materials that can be modified and shared without cost. The U.S.
Department of Education kicked off a #GoOpen initiative in 2015. The goal was to
increase equitable access to high-quality education opportunities, repurpose funds from
instructional materials into other areas, and allow teachers to alter and share their work.
Initially they focused on getting pledges to transition to using high-quality, openly licensed
educational resources for K-12 schools from districts, and then from states. They provide a
“GoOpen District Launch Packet” to help districts with establishing procedures to replace
a textbook in one subject area or grade with vetted and curated OER materials. Almost 90
districts are listed as “Launch” districts, and 22 are “Ambassador” districts, who mentor
the Launch districts and share their work.83 Among the first states to pledge to #GoOpen
were Washington and Utah; currently 19 participate.84 States must agree to develop and
maintain a statewide repository solution for openly licensed resources, publish OER to the
U.S. DOE Learning Registry, and create a webpage to document the state’s progress.
The list that follows—in more or less random order—includes examples of the more
prominent large-scale, somewhat comprehensive OER libraries and a variety of more
specialized OER-related services—most of which are free, but some with specialized
priced options or services.
EngageNY. A recent RAND study, “Use of Open Educational Resources in an Era of
Common Standards,” suggests that EngageNY is among the most commonly used
sources for curriculum materials for mathematics and ELA in Pre-K through twelfth grade.85
These materials were developed by GreatMinds using Race to the Top federal funding.
Data from the American Teacher Panel suggests that high use of EngageNY curriculum
materials across the country was in part because educators wanted to help students
meet state standards and prepare for assessments aligned with state standards. Teachers
in states that adopted Common Core or similar standards were 65% more likely to use
EngageNY than those in non–Common Core states. NYSED is working to translate the
mathematics curriculum modules into the top five languages besides English spoken
in New York State: Spanish, Chinese, Arabic, Bengali, and Haitian Creole.86 While the
materials can be downloaded for free, a partner company, Didax, sells print and other
supplemental materials, such as math manipulatives or literature books. In addition,
EngageNY tries to emphasize the need for quality professional development in using the
resources.
OpenEd offers standards-aligned K-12 resources, that are tailored for each student based
on results of assessments. Each question is linked to an instructional resource to target
the learning objective. Students take quizzes and then address gaps in their knowledge
by playing a video or a game.87 This will be discussed more in Chapter 5 as part of
assessments.
Open Up Resources (formerly called K-12 OER Collaborative). This group is working to
create complete OER-based English language arts and mathematics courses, coordinated
by The Learning Accelerator. The states currently participating in the Collaborative
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are California, Delaware, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Minnesota, North Carolina, Oregon,
Utah, Washington, and Wisconsin.88 A middle school math curriculum, developed in
partnership with Illustrative Mathematics, is now being tested in six school districts89 and
will be offered for Grades 6-8 in the 2017-2018 school year.90 Open Up develops and
publishes core programs designed for full-course use, and supports implementations
with professional development and flexible print-as-a-service options for non-one-to-one
school districts as well as LMS integration.
Core Knowledge. The Core Knowledge Foundation, a 501(c)3 not-for-profit organization
founded by E. D. Hirsch, Jr., has published a wide variety of educational books and
materials, from curricular guidelines to comprehensive instructional programs. Many
of these materials are open educational resources (OER), available at no cost for noncommercial use. The Core Knowledge Foundation has, since its founding, worked to
identify and make available the knowledge and skills it believes are essential to the
development of literacy and responsible citizenship. The results of this ongoing effort are
presented in the Core Knowledge Sequence, the blueprint for a coherent, cumulative,
and content-specific curriculum in Preschool through Grade 8.
CK-12 Foundation. In addition to the usual assortment of OER content, at CK-12 teachers
will find full lesson plans and textbooks that can be incorporated into math and science
classrooms. Teachers assign concepts to students and track their performance in CK12 classes. In 2008, CK-12 launched FlexBook® Textbooks, fully customizable math and
science textbooks free to download or view online. In 2015, they said they had 106,000
FlexBooks from about 30,000 schools using CK-12’s free and open digital resources.91
A resource for U.S. history and several writing/English language arts Flexbooks are also
available, but the key focus for CK-12 is STEM areas. Thirty-five case studies of schools
and districts using these materials—some printed on demand, some used digitally—
provide results of cost savings and student learning.92 Some materials are available in 50
languages, and some are supported by companies like Intel, that gave a grant to translate
11 books into Spanish.
Gooru.org. This site provides lesson plans and 35 full courses93 built by various school
districts that can be downloaded and used, or remixed. Gooru tries to scale practices with
proven impact, where technology could enhance success and scale results to classrooms
across the country. Their tools are developed in collaboration with Johns Hopkins
University School of Education and Leadership Public Schools, an Oakland-based network
of urban high schools. Organizations such as the Schusterman Foundation, Cisco,
the Hewlett Foundation, and Lockheed Martin provide funding and expert advice to
support the creation of quality content. Resources from more than 500 sources, including
language arts, math, social sciences, science, world languages, visual and performing
arts, career technical education, health and physical education, personal finance, and
21st-century skills, are organized at the site. Through itslearning’s partnership with Gooru,
1.7 million free and open resources and more than 14,000 collections are now in the
itslearning library. MSD Wayne Township, in Indianapolis, has Gooru (and other OER
materials) delivered through itslearning LMS in their district. This site will be discussed
further in Chapter 5 because of the assessment component.
Curriki. Curriki, with more than 10 million users worldwide, hosts more than 235,000 Open
Educational Resources of all types for all grade levels. Users can search for resources
by standard as well as specific subject and grade level criteria. The Curriki library hosts
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educator-vetted, openly licensed, online educational materials that teachers, educators,
and other professionals have created and have made freely available for use, reuse,
adaptation, and sharing. Curriki Content Partners share existing materials, create learning
resources especially for the Curriki community, and/or fund Curriki to develop education
resources to share with the community using open source licenses. Since 2013, Oracle
Academy has collaborated with Curriki to deliver introductory Java courses to tens of
thousands of teachers and students. Curriki’s Content Review Team uses the Achieve OER
Rubrics to assess and evaluate materials submitted to the Curriki Library. Members can
nominate any resource for review and are encouraged to rate and review resources.
Amazon Inspire. This free service for the search, discovery, and distribution of digital
educational resources is still in beta and has not been released for general use. It was
developed in support of the company’s commitment to the #GoOpen initiative. A
day after it was opened up to the public at ISTE 2016, it was found that some of the
uploaded material had been copied from another site, violating copyright.94 As a declared
#GoOpen state, the Indiana Department of Education has teachers working to select
and organize digital, open educational resources. They started this process four years
ago using a repository that was terminated by its parent company, and those materials
are now being moved to Amazon Inspire.95 The state offers a free day of professional
development for new curators, who learn to use their Quality Digital Resource Checklist.
Several #GoOpen districts, including Noblesville and Indianapolis-area districts
Metropolitan School District of Warren Township and MSD of Wayne Township, help in
the state initiative with Amazon.
Knovation. Knovation’s business is organizing and vetting OER materials for K-12
schools. Recognizing that finding and using OER materials as well as district-paid-for
digital materials takes time, Knovation helps teachers to quickly find and use quality
resources. Knovation’s collection of high-quality, standards-aligned Open Educational
Resources undergo a 127-point certification process for identification of quality resources,
contextualization, and maintenance. The company sells a subscription to school districts,
who use netTrekker or icurio to “to introduce classroom-ready digital learning resources.”
Knovation’s curriculum experts “evaluate, tag, standards-align and continuously maintain
a collection of hundreds of thousands of online resources covering all subject areas, all
grades and all learning resource types.” MSD Wayne Township Schools in Indianapolis
pay for a Knovation license to help in their OER work.

Defining and Using Instructional Materials in the Classroom
When public schools started in America in the early 1800s, instructional materials were
little more than a slate, chalk, and perhaps a Bible or a primer. Over time, schools have
used books as a key part of the curriculum. As technology increased in its capability and
its use in the larger society, teachers brought new devices and pedagogical strategies
into the classroom. Today’s definition of instructional materials can include PlayDoh,
basketballs, rulers, Bunsen burners, graphing calculators, and even drones. For the
purposes of this report, we are focusing on curricular materials that may be delivered in
print, digitally, or in a combination of formats.
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Sources of Instructional Resources Used in the Classroom. Curriculum directors were
asked how frequently teachers in their districts use instructional resources from several
categories of sources. The responses were on a scale with “5” and “4” meaning “Very
Frequently” and “Frequently,” respectively, and ranging down to “1” for “Not at All.” The
top two ratings (5 and 4) were combined into a measure called “Substantial Use,” which
is the measure adopted here for examining district use of instructional materials from
various sources.
Commercial publishers produce a wealth of instructional material, so it is no surprise to
see the leader in substantial use being commercial materials purchased from publishers.
Some 71% of districts report substantial use of such resources. This use of commercial
materials—by nearly three quarters of U.S. school districts—is consistent across all
demographic categories.

Figure 48: Substantial Use of Instructional Resources
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Coming as a close second in substantial use—found in 69% of school districts—are
materials developed locally by district or school staff. This figure jumps to 79% for urban
districts, in contrast with town districts where 63% report substantial use of materials
developed locally by education staff.
Materials developed by the states are in substantial use by 38% of districts. However, this
statistic varies according to all three demographic measures. Perhaps the most striking
is by census region, where 57% of districts in the South use state-produced instructional
resources. This is significantly higher than the use of state-produced resources by districts
in each of the other regions, with the West at 30%, the Northeast 28%, and the Midwest
at 24% of districts. With respect to metropolitan status, 53% of rural and 46% of town
districts have substantial use of these materials compared with 21% of suburban districts.
Also, 46% of small and 40% of medium-size districts have substantial use of stateproduced materials compared with 23% of large districts.
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Finally, curriculum directors report that open education resources (OER) receive
substantial use in 26% of all districts. Looking at this usage by region, the West and
South have 35% and 34% of districts, respectively, using OER compared with 13% in the
Northeast and 20% in the Midwest. It may be of interest to compare these findings with
those of an MDR educators survey in which only 19% of teachers reported using OER
at least weekly.96 Fifty-three percent reported using OER at least monthly, but 47% of
teachers said that they never use OER resources.
Who Decides What Teachers Use in the Classroom? Choices about the instructional
materials used in the classroom may at times be up to the teacher, or they may be
tightly constrained by school or district guidelines. Some teachers may create their own
materials. Curriculum directors were asked to reflect on how such choices are made in
their districts—specifically to respond to four scenarios and their level of agreement
with them. Agreement scores were scaled from “5” (Strongly Agree) to “1” (Strongly
Disagree). Scores of 5 and 4 were merged together to create a so-called “Substantially
Agree” category.
The most common scenario, with 69% of curriculum directors giving it substantial
agreement, is “the district defines the curriculum and content used in the classrooms,
for the most part.” This level of agreement holds true for all districts, regardless of size,
region, or their metropolitan status.

Figure 49: Instructional Materials: District Versus School Level Decisions:
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The next most common scenario, with 46% of districts substantially agreeing, is “teachers
have flexibility to use whatever instructional materials they deem appropriate in their
classroom.” However, some variations in agreement regarding this flexibility were
found with respect to district size and region. Half (50%) of medium-size districts agree
substantially compared with 34% of large districts. With respect to region, 30% of districts
in the West reported substantial agreement that their teachers have this flexibility
compared with 51% and 53% of districts in the Northeast and South.
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The next scenario involves even more teacher initiative with respect to their classroom
materials: “Teachers use their own created materials as opposed to relying upon standard
district provided materials.” About a third (34%) of curriculum directors agree substantially
that this is a practice in their districts. It seems less prevalent in urban districts, however,
where 21% of districts agree compared with 38% of town districts agreeing that teachers
use their own created materials. Substantial agreement in rural and suburban districts are
34% and 37%, respectively.
Results of the latest MDR survey of teachers may shed additional light on the subject
of teacher-created materials.97 Two-thirds (66%) of teachers reported that they use
materials they developed themselves or that were developed by staff at their school at
least once a week. Ninety-three percent said they use such materials at least monthly.
Also, more than two-thirds (70%) of teachers reported spending four or more hours
a week creating instructional resources. One in ten (11%) spend ten or more hours a
week creating classroom material. On average, teachers spend 5.2 hours each week
creating instructional resources. While some may question the quality of teacher-created
resources, the report concludes that the trend toward teachers creating materials and
finding them on the Internet “serves as very real competition to publishers of instructional
materials.”
The final scenario of the survey of curriculum directors probed a possible trend toward
school-based rather than district-based decision making. Movement toward schoolbased decision making received substantial agreement from 31% of districts while 45%
substantially disagreed (about a quarter were in the middle). The scenario is described as
“my school district is moving towards school-based decision making rather than districtcentalized decision making.” The extent of substantial agreement with this scenario
varied, however, according to all three demographic variables. Small districts, with 42%
substantially agreeing with the statement, stand in contrast to medium-size districts,
with 28% agreeing, and large districts, where only 19% agree that school-based decision
making is on the rise. With respect to metropolitan status, 42% of rural districts agree with
the scenario compared with 21% of urban districts. Among districts in the South, 39%
agree substantially that school-based decision making is on the rise compared with 21%
and 23% in the West and South, respectively.
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Key Takeaways: Instructional Content and Materials
• Curriculum directors said that when evaluating digital instructional materials, the
most important factors were research demonstrating the effectiveness of the digital
instructional materials, support for personalized learning, and compatibility with
multiple computing devices (e.g., laptops, tablets), browsers and operating systems.
Also important were including an assessment component with materials, integration
with the district/school LMS systems, and the approach to data security and privacy.
Publishers need to have efficacy research available for the curriculum folks, and to be
aware of the tech folks who work with the devices and LMS and have responsibility for
data security and privacy. The silos of curriculum and technology are being bridged in
many districts so that both groups advocate for the issues of the other group.
• With 85% of curriculum directors rating personalized learning a high (42%) or medium
(43%) priority, it’s no surprise that support for personalized learning ranks as the second
most important factor used when evaluating digital learning resources. Personalization
requires a rich store of instructional resources that address students’ interests and allow
them to work in their preferred style and at their own pace. Publishers who can organize
and deliver their materials in formats that make it easier for teachers to match the
resources to specific student needs will find a ready audience.
• Most districts use a committee of teachers and administrators to evaluate new digital
products and apps. About half use reviews of new digital products provided by state or
regional service centers, and more than a third consult reviews from ed tech magazines
or professional journals. Getting the message about features and offerings out to
educators in schools, districts, and regional service centers may be assisted through
reviews in publications, as well as webinars, conference presentations, workshops,
email and social media campaigns, advertising, and phone calls. Company websites
should include archived webinars and presentations, success stories, and especially
information on efficacy research and data privacy. Vendors should examine some of the
online review sites to be sure that their products are properly presented and suggest
edits and updates where appropriate.
• Despite so much public push-back about the Common Core, it remains a major feature
in the majority of U.S. states. But a number of states have made minor changes to the
Common Core standards, moving some topics from one grade level to another and
shifting emphasis. While publishers can presume a high degree of commonality (even
in the states that never adopted the Common Core), it is important to be aware of
the differences from state to state. Curriculum directors expect to see alignment of
products to their unique state standards and assessments. In addition, each district has
specific wishes to be aware of, often posted on the district website.
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• Almost three-fourths of curriculum directors said they had “substantial use” of
purchased commercial materials from publishers, the largest single source of
instructional material. District and state-developed materials are most often used to
fill the gaps and may show where opportunities for new curricular materials exist. OER
materials are used in about a quarter of districts. More than 100 districts and 19 states
are part of the U.S. DOE #GoOpen initiative. It’s easy to see which states and districts
these are and to track what they are doing from their public websites, which may help
sales staff prioritize attention. This continues to be an area to watch, especially once
Amazon Inspire is ready for prime time.
• Market disruptors include tech companies Google, Microsoft, and Amazon. On the
one hand, their work in getting lower prices for devices and digital tools can help
to increase use of digital learning resources in K-12 schools and hurt Apple’s market
share. On the other hand, their free offerings of LMS-like products may challenge some
vendors. Also, education publishers may need to provide Google or Office versions or
links to activities in their content.
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CHAPTER 5

Assessment

Students encounter assessment in multiple forms throughout their academic careers.
Teachers are constantly assessing—sometimes quite informally—the progress students
are making and the challenges they face. Pressure came on school districts after the
passage of the 2001 No Child Left Behind Act, and assessment grew along with the
need for statewide testing. That also gave rise to benchmark or interim tests that would
help predict whether students were on track to reach the lofty goals of NCLB. Virginia
began trying to do online rather than paper and pencil testing in 2001. As technology
developed, some states saw this as a way to get state funding for more technology and
for increased bandwidth for schools. Now, with the online assessment of the Common
Core State Standards, which officially began in 2014-2015, the vast majority of testing
occurs online. After the passage of the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), states are
beginning to use the flexibility allowed to streamline testing and to explore new and
innovative assessments.

Overview
Evaluation folks typically talk about assessment at different stages of instruction. Two
that come during the process of teaching are formative assessment and benchmark or
interim assessment. When the course or treatment is finished, it is time for summative
assessment. School districts have increased their interim assessments so that they can
see what areas present problems for students and need to be addressed before the
summative assessment. The end-of-course testing and other “high stakes” testing
typically are considered summative assessment. They might determine whether a child
moves from grade to grade, must retake a course, is admitted to a special program, or
graduates from high school.
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) set a requirement that all students in Grades 3 through
8 would be tested in reading and mathematics each year, plus one additional test of
each in Grades 10-12. Science was to be tested at least once in Grades 3-5, Grades 6-9,
and Grades 10-12. This adds up to a total of 17 mandated tests in Grades 3 through 12.
Schools in which students did not make “adequate yearly progress” toward the goal of
100% proficiency of all students by 2013-2014 could be penalized by the U.S. Department
of Education. In reality, 100% proficiency is a lofty but ultimately likely unattainable goal.
As it got closer and closer to the 2013-2014 deadline, many states asked for and received
accountability waivers. Beginning in 2014-2015, most states were tied to the Common
Core State Standards, and the pattern of summative assessments still tended to reflect
testing policy originally established by NCLB.
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Formative assessments are a teacher tool to help adjust instruction, reteach, or
accelerate concepts. Teachers can observe students and use a printed checklist, scan
homework assignments, document errors in oral reading using a tablet, or give a pop
quiz or unit test.
Interim (or benchmark) assessments are often tied to summative assessments in some
way. If the school has completed a quarter of the school year, have the students mastered
a quarter of the expected material for the year? Are they on track to successfully
demonstrate mastery of the skills expected during the school year? In what areas do
which students need remediation or reteaching?
While not required, technology has the potential to be used with all types of assessment.
For more than two decades, technology products have been able to track student time
on task, paths through “computer-based instructional lessons” and answer patterns, and
more. As technology devices have increasingly entered schools and home life, the trend
toward digital assessment has also increased. This places demands on a school’s Internet
connection, network, and devices. In some schools, the computer labs that would have
been used for writing, business ed, or coding classes may have to be used to provide
enough stations on testing days. The benefits of getting results more quickly, helping
adjust instruction for students, and tying to student information systems for later data
analytics will continue to make digital assessments intriguing for districts.

State-Level Assessments
Transition to the Common Core State Standards assessments was the big state-level
assessment news of 2014-2015. Two consortia of multiple states have created CCSS tests:
• PARCC (the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers)
• SBAC (Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium)
In addition, some states have developed their own tests or co-developed them with a
vendor or in a smaller consortium. Under the increased flexibility of ESSA, some states
are now using the ACT or SAT for high school assessment. The Education Commission of
the States (ECS) maintains two useful websites: 50-State Comparison: State Summative
Assessments and State Summative Assessments 2016-2017 – All Data Points.98
For the third year, Education Week has surveyed states’ testing plans.99 While 45 states
had originally planned to use PARCC or SBAC tests, many now intend to use other
assessments. Some highlights of their findings:
• 20 states and the District of Columbia will administer PARCC or SBAC in 2016-2017,
the same number as last year, and nine fewer than two years ago. Seven states will use
them only in Grades 9 or lower.
• Twenty-seven states use tests they designed or purchased.
• Three states give tests that are a blend of their own home-designed questions, and
items from PARCC or Smarter Balanced.
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• Twenty-five states require students to take the SAT or ACT, four more than last year.
• A dozen states use the ACT or SAT for federal accountability reporting, the same
number as last year. For most of those states, the college-admissions tests have
replaced other high school tests, becoming the only way states measure and report
high school achievement to the federal government. Only Mississippi pairs the ACT
or SAT with other state exams, using the college-admissions tests to measure college
readiness and another test to measure achievement.
• Fewer states require students to pass a test to graduate from high school. Twelve
states require students to pass a test to receive a high school diploma, two fewer than
last year. In most of those states, students must sit for a standardized test, or they can
choose among several standardized tests.
• In some states, students have a menu of options by which they can earn diplomas,
including doing extended projects or presenting a portfolio of work. But they must
demonstrate mastery in those presentations to get a diploma.
Tests, like instructional materials, have authors and publishers. Most states and the newer
consortia use outside contractors (either for-profit or non-profit) to develop, deliver, and
score the tests and to report and analyze the results and data. Familiar names of groups
creating statewide assessment include: Pearson, American Institutes for Research (AIR),
Educational Testing Service (ETS), Data Recognition Corporation (DRC), Measured
Progress, Measurement Incorporated, ACT, Inc., and CTB/McGraw-Hill (which sold its
summative and statewide custom testing business to DRC in June 2015).

Market Size
States had testing programs before NCLB passed in 2001, but the federal requirement to
report student data on “Adequate Yearly Progress” has helped market growth since then.
Simba Information estimated that spending on state-level tests in 2002 was $400 million.
By 2006, it had tripled to $1.2 billion. Spending began to decline in 2010, when it dropped
to $1.1 billion. Simba said that spending was roughly flat for 2011 and 2012 and sagged
again slightly to $1.0 billion in 2013. Simba reported “high stakes” assessments had sales
of $1.12 billion in 2015-2016, showing a slight increase. They predicted slow growth for
the assessment market but continuing strong growth in online assessment.100 They also
predicted that science would be the next target area of assessment. The state assessment
programs constitute almost half of the overall PreK-12 testing market. Simba reported
the entire PreK-12 testing market was valued at $2.46 billion in 2015-2016, up from $2.42
billion in 2012-2013.

Penetration Rates: Providers of Assessment Programs
Fifteen providers of assessment programs will be examined in this section. The extent
to which their assessment products are used by districts and within grade levels is our
key metric, called penetration rate—which is the percentage of districts reporting using
these assessment products. Comparisons are made between 2016 and 2015, except for
three providers that are new to the current survey— ACT, Inc. (ACT Aspire); Curriculum
Associates (i-Ready); and McGraw-Hill Education.
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For an initial overview of the general standing of the 15 assessment providers included in
this year’s survey, an overall district-level penetration has been calculated. Figure 50 shows
each provider’s reach into the district as a whole (comprised of elementary, middle, and
high schools). When data from all three grade levels are combined, products from eight
companies—Renaissance Learning, ACT Aspire, Pearson, Study Island (from Edmentum),
Houghton Mifflin Harcourt/Riverside, Northwest Evaluation Association, Amplify/Wireless
Generation, and Compass Learning—have the highest penetration (ranging from a high
of 51% to at least 25%).

Figure 50: Penetration Rates of Assessment Providers: Overall
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Because most assessment products are geared to particular grades and/or subjects,
many companies in the assessment market are more likely to specialize and have greater
presence in just one or a few grade levels. For this reason, the MDR survey asked
curriculum directors to indicate which providers of assessment their districts currently
use in elementary schools, in middle schools, and in high schools. Districts could choose
multiple assessment providers for each grade span, which explains why totals in the
survey figures and tables exceed 100%.
For ease of locating the data on a particular provider, they are listed alphabetically in the
grade-level charts (Figure 51, Elementary School; Figure 52, Middle School; and Figure
53, High School). A cursory look at these three figures reveals that there is considerably
more assessment activity in the elementary and middle schools than in high schools—
undoubtedly reflecting NCLB/ESSA and local state testing requirements. However,
readers’ interests may best be served by beginning the discussion not alphabetically,
nor separately by grade level, but rather by provider. Thus, the discussion that follows
begins with the company with the highest overall district-level penetration, moving on
to the provider with the next highest overall district penetration and so forth. Meaningful
differences by region, school size, metropolitan status, and grade level are based on data
in Table A40 and Table A41 in the Appendix.
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Figure 51: Penetration Rates of Assessment Providers in Elementary
Schools: 2016 and 2015
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Figure 52: Penetration Rates of Assessment Providers in Middle Schools:
2016 and 2015
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Figure 53: Penetration Rates of Assessment Providers in High Schools:
2016 and 2015
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Renaissance Learning. This assessment provider was presented fully in the survey as
“Renaissance Learning (STAR Reading, STAR Math, STAR Early Literacy, Star 360).” More
than half (51%) of districts surveyed reported using Renaissance Learning assessments—
the highest penetration of any of the studied providers. Renaissance Learning was the
top-ranked provider to elementary schools (47% of districts) and middle schools (39%
of districts). It was the third-ranked provider of assessments to high schools (21% of
districts).101 From 2015 to 2016, Renaissance Learning saw penetration growth for their
assessments in all three markets—up eight percentage points for elementary schools, five
for middle schools, and four points for high schools.
Some demographic differences are seen in Renaissance Learning’s 2016 penetration rates.
At the elementary level (overall rate of 47%), 60% of rural districts use their assessments
compared with 34% of suburban and 40% of urban districts. The penetration rate for town
districts is 54%, significantly higher than the suburban rate. With respect to census region,
the elementary penetration rates are higher in the West and South (63% and 57% of
districts, respectively) than in the Northeast or Midwest (29% and 37%, respectively).
Middle school penetration rates for Renaissance Learning assessments (overall rate
of 39%) show variances according to all three demographic variables. Rates for small
and medium-size districts are 45% and 42%, respectively, compared with 24% for large
districts. With respect to metropolitan status, penetration in both rural and town districts
is 49% compared with 30% in suburban districts and 23% in urban ones. The penetration
rate in districts in the South is 44% compared with 27% in the Northeast.
A difference in metropolitan status relates to one variation in high school penetration
rates for Renaissance Learning assessments (overall rate of 21%). Town districts exhibit a
rate of 27% contrasted with a rate of 13% for suburban districts. The penetration rate for
rural districts also is 27%, and for urban districts 15%.
ACT, Inc. (ACT Aspire). MDR added ACT to the current survey because a number of
respondents had identified ACT Aspire as an assessment used by schools in their district
in last year’s survey. According to its website, ACT Aspire was launched in 2014 and
currently offers a variety of summative, interim, and classroom assessments for Grade 3
through early high school (Grades 9 and 10).102 Although volume data was not available
for this report, the official descriptions of ACT Aspire suggest that it is used primarily in
elementary and middle schools. Assessments for Grades 9-10 (known as ACT Aspire Early
High School) are also available, which may be the version that curriculum directors are
referring to. The company product literature says: ACT Aspire can be used to highlight
progress toward the ACT College and Career Readiness Standards and Benchmarks
and outcome data links to the reporting categories of most state standards.103 In other
words, the Early High School version predicts student scores on the ACT in Grades 1112 along with other information. According to this survey of curriculum directors, ACT,
Inc. (ACT Aspire) has the highest penetration rate for high school assessments (55% of
districts)—considerably higher than their penetration rate at middle schools (15%) or
elementary schools (7%). It is probable that some respondents interpreted this question
to refer to all ACT assessment products, including its ACT test, PreACT, and WorkKeys.
Consequently, the survey may have been confusing, with some respondents focusing
solely on ACT Aspire, which has assessment products for Grades 3-8, but many others
thinking more broadly about all ACT offerings. Thus, the ACT data presented here should
be interpreted with caution.
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As for ACT’s high school penetration rates, districts in the South and Midwest report
higher rates compared with districts in the Northeast and West. ACT’s penetration rates
for middle schools is highest in the South, followed by the Midwest—with much lower
rates in the Northeast and West districts.
Pearson. This provider was presented fully in the survey as “Pearson (AIMSweb, GMADE/
GRADE, Stanford Achievement Test).” Pearson ranks third in overall district penetration
with 43% of districts using Pearson assessments. With respect to grade-level assessment
penetration rates, Pearson ranks second among all providers at both the elementary
school level (with 32% of districts) and the high school level (24% of districts). At the
middle school level, Pearson ties with Study Island for third place, with 25% of districts
using their assessment products. Pearson has grown its penetration in these markets
above its 2015 levels—up 11 percentage points for high school assessments, seven points
at the middle school level, and four for elementary school assessments. Pearson is one
of two providers in 2016 showing double-digit growth in the penetration rate. (The other
provider with double-digit growth is Houghton-Mifflin, as we shall see.)
Demographics have no bearing on penetration rates of Pearson assessment products
except for one difference at the elementary level. For Pearson elementary school
assessments (overall 32% of districts), the penetration rate for rural districts (42%) is twice
that of urban districts (21%).
Study Island (from Edmentum). Ranking fourth at the overall district level among
the 15 providers of assessments is Study Island, with 38% of districts. Of Study Island’s
penetration rates for grade level assessments, elementary is best, ranking third for this
grade level with 29% of districts. At the middle school level, Study Island is tied with
Pearson for third place, with its identical penetration rate of 25%. At the high school
level, Study Island drops to ninth place, with 12% of districts using its assessments.
Comparing its 2016 penetration with 2015, Study Island added four percentage points at
the elementary school level, where it has its best penetration. However, its penetration
rates dropped for middle school (down by 3 percentage points) and for high school
assessments (by 7 points).
Penetration rates for Study Island assessments show a number of variances according to
demographic differences. At the elementary level, the penetration rate for Study Island
assessments (overall 29% of districts) is 45% in rural districts in contrast to the three other
metro status categories—town districts (27%), suburban (22%), and urban (23%). Study
Island’s elementary assessment penetration rate is 41% for districts in the South compared
with 17% for those in Midwest and West. Also, the 33% penetration rate among Northeast
districts for Study Island’s elementary assessments is significantly higher than the
Midwest’s 17%.
At the middle school level, similar variances in Study Island penetration (overall 25% of
districts) are found with respect to metropolitan status as were found with elementary
assessments. Forty-one percent of rural districts use Study Island assessments for middle
school compared with 18% to 23% of other districts (town, 23%; suburban, 21%; and
urban, 18%). Districts in the Northeast and South, with penetration rates for Study Island
middle school assessments of 44% and 33%, respectively, are significantly higher than
those in the Midwest and West, with penetration rates of 13% and 10%, respectively.
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The penetration rate of Study Island’s high school assessments (overall 12% of districts)
varies only by census region, the highest being their use in 27% of Northeast districts.
This contrasts with 6% of Midwest districts and no districts in the West. Fifteen percent of
districts in the South reported using Study Island high school assessments.
Houghton Mifflin Harcourt/Riverside. This assessment provider was presented fully in
the survey as “Houghton Mifflin Harcourt/Riverside (Assess2Know, Easy CBM, Edusoft,
Iowa Test of Basic Skills; Riverside Interim Assessments).” Ranking fifth for overall districtlevel penetration, Houghton Mifflin Harcourt reaches 33% of districts with its assessment
products. It ranks fourth for elementary assessments with 28% of districts, fifth for middle
school assessments with 20%, and is tied with Scantron for seventh place in high school
assessment penetration with 14% of districts.
Houghton Mifflin Harcourt has experienced double-digit growth in assessment
penetration from 2015 to 2016 at all three grade levels—up 15% for elementary level
assessments, 12% for middle school, and 10% for high school assessments. Only one
other provider experienced any double-digit increase, and that was Pearson for high
school assessments only. Much of Houghton Mifflin Harcourt’s growth in penetration,
however, may be associated with its 2015 acquisition of the EdTech business of Scholastic
Corporation including its assessment services.
Demographic variations in Houghton Mifflin Harcourt assessment penetration rates are
found only for the middle school and high school grade levels. With respect to middle
school assessment penetration rates (20% overall), 31% of districts in the West use
Houghton Mifflin Harcourt assessments compared with 12% of Northeast districts. Where
high school assessment penetration rates are concerned (14% overall), 28% of large
districts use Houghton Mifflin Harcourt assessments compared with 10% of small and
medium-size districts.
Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA). This provider was presented fully in the
survey as “Northwest Evaluation Association (Measures of Academic Progress/NWEA
MAP, MAP for Science, End-of-Course Assessments in Math, Skills Navigator).” Ranking
sixth in overall district-level penetration, NWEA assessment products are used in 31%
of districts. For elementary level assessments, NWEA has a penetration rate of 27% of
districts, placing it fifth for this metric among the 15 studied providers. NWEA earns
second place for middle school assessments with a penetration rate of 26% of districts.
For high school assessments, NWEA’s penetration rate of 20% of districts garners fourth
place among all providers. NWEA has seen a modest slippage in assessment penetration
from 2015 to 2016 with all of its rates falling—down 1% at the elementary level, 2% for
middle schools, and down 4% for high school assessments.
Only one demographic variable is associated with differences in NWEA assessment
penetration rates. Not surprisingly this variable is region, given the origins of this
nonprofit with school districts in the Pacific Northwest. While today NWEA boasts a
global reach, its strongest assessment penetration rates remain in the Midwest and, to
a lesser extent, the West. For elementary level penetration rates (27% overall), 46% of
Midwest districts use NWEA assessments compared with other regions with rates ranging
from 17% to 24% (South, 17%; Northeast, 18%; and West, 24%).
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At the middle school level (overall NWEA assessment penetration rate of 26%), the
rate for Midwest districts is 42% compared with 19% for Northeast districts and 14%
for districts in the South. A 33% penetration rate in the West for NWEA middle school
assessments also is significantly higher than the South’s 14%.
Considering NWEA’s assessments at the high school level (overall penetration rate of
20%), 32% of Midwest districts use NWEA products compared with 13% of Northeast
districts and 11% of districts in the South. NWEA’s high school assessment penetration
rate in the West is 25%.
Amplify/Wireless Generation. This assessment provider was presented fully in the
survey as “Amplify/Wireless Generation (mCLASS: DIBELS/IDEL, mClass: Reading,
mClass: Math; Burst: Reading).” Amplify ranks seventh in assessment penetration at the
overall district level with 26% of districts using their products. Amplify’s penetration rates
by grade level reflect the company’s focus on K-6 assessment products. While Amplify
ranks sixth for elementary assessments with 25% of districts, it is in 14th place for the
other two grade levels, with 5% of districts using its assessments in middle schools and
2% in high schools. Amplify has had mixed results from 2015 to 2016 with decreased
penetration for its elementary assessments (down five percentage points), flat results (no
change) at middle school, and an increase of one percentage point (from 1% to 2% of
districts) for its assessment penetration rate at the high school level.
Variances are seen only at the elementary level for Amplify assessment penetration rates
(25% overall), where Amplify’s rates are at least two digits. Thirty-six percent of rural
districts use Amplify elementary assessments compared with 18% of suburban districts.
Also, the penetration rate in the West (44% of districts) is significantly higher than those
in the South (22%) or Midwest (19%). In the Northeast, the penetration rate for Amplify
elementary assessments is the same as the overall value (25%).
CompassLearning (Odyssey Assessments). With assessments in 25% of school districts,
CompassLearning ranks eighth in overall district penetration rate. Its best grade-level
penetration is for high school assessments, where it holds fifth place with 17% of districts.
CompassLearning occupies tenth place for both elementary (9% of districts) and middle
school assessments (11% of districts). From 2015 to 2016, CompassLearning has seen
growth for two of its grade-level assessments (up four percentage points for middle
school and three points for high school assessments). Its penetration rate has held steady
at 9% for assessments at the elementary school level.
Demographic differences in assessment penetration rates are seen in the middle and high
school levels only. At the middle school level, CompassLearning’s assessment penetration
rate (11% overall) is 14% for both town and suburban districts compared with 4% for rural
districts. The rate for urban districts is 10%. For high school assessments (overall rate of
17%), town and suburban districts have penetration rates of 21% and 23%, respectively, in
contrast to 8% for urban districts. CompassLearning’s high school assessment penetration
rate is 10% for rural districts.
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Discovery (Discovery Education Assessments). Discovery is tied with McGraw-Hill
Education for ninth place in overall district assessments, with a penetration rate of 21%.
Discovery is tied with Curriculum Associates for seventh place in elementary assessments
(penetration rate of 17%), holds sixth place for middle school assessments (16% of
districts), and 11th place at the high school level (8%). Discovery has shown good growth
from 2015 to 2016—up nine percentage points in district penetration for its elementary
assessments, seven percentage points for middle school assessments, and two points for
high school assessments.
Differences in the metropolitan status of school districts are associated with variances
in Discovery’s penetration rates for elementary and middle school assessments. High
school assessment penetration rates are unchanged according to demographics.
At the elementary school level, the penetration rate for Discovery assessments (21%
overall) is 26% for rural districts compared with 9% and 10% for urban and town
districts, respectively. Also, the suburban rate of 22% is significantly higher than the 10%
assessment penetration rate for town districts. Discovery’s penetration rates follow a
similar pattern for middle school assessments (albeit 16% overall), namely, 26% for rural
districts in contrast to 9% for town districts and 10% for urban ones.
McGraw-Hill Education (Accuity, Engrade). McGraw-Hill Education is tied with
Discovery for ninth place in overall district assessments, with a penetration rate of 21%.
McGraw-Hill also occupies ninth place for elementary and middle school assessments
with penetration rates of 13% for the elementary level and 12% of districts for middle
school (the latter tied with Curriculum Associates). McGraw-Hill’s high school assessment
penetration rate is 9% of districts, placing it in tenth place for this grade level. MDR
added McGraw-Hill Education to the survey in 2016, so a comparison with its previous
year is not available.
For elementary assessments, McGraw-Hill’s penetration rate (overall 13%) is 22% among
districts in the West compared with 7% of districts in the South. Penetration rates for
middle school assessments are unchanged with respect to demographic differences.
For high school assessments, McGraw-Hill’s penetration rate (9% overall) is 14% for town
districts compared with 4% for rural districts.
Curriculum Associates (i-Ready). Next in overall district rank for assessment penetration
is Curriculum Associates, with assessment products in 20% of districts. At the elementary
level, its penetration rate is tied with Discovery at 17% of districts. Curriculum Associates
is also tied with McGraw-Hill Education for middle school assessment penetration, with
12% of districts. At the high school level, Curriculum Associates’ penetration rate is
3%. MDR added Curriculum Associates to the survey in 2016, so a comparison with its
previous year is not available.
Regarding demographic variations in penetration rates for assessments provided by
Curriculum Associates, district size is associated with differences at both the elementary
and middle school levels. Its elementary assessment penetration rate (overall 17%) is
24% among large districts compared with 11% for small districts. At the middle school
level (overall penetration rate of 12%), Curriculum Associates’ rates of 15% and 20% of
medium-size and large districts, respectively, are significantly higher than the 5% of small
districts using its assessments.
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Edmentum/PLATO Learning. This assessment provider was presented fully in
the survey as “Edmentum/PLATO Learning (Accucess, Test Packs Rx, State Exam
Interventions).”Edmentum/PLATO Learning comes next in our ranking of assessment
providers with an overall district penetration rate of 17%. The rankings achieved by
Edmentum/PLATO range widely by grade level, from sixth place for high school
assessments, with 15% of districts, to 13th place for elementary school assessments, with
6% of districts. For middle school assessments, Edmentum/PLATO ranks in 11th place
with 10% of districts. From 2015 to 2016, Edmentum/PLATO Learning has seen some
growth in all areas—up by two percentage points for elementary and middle school
assessments, and by one point for high school assessments.
Only one instance of a variation in Edmentum/PLATO’s assessment penetration rate is
found in its demographic analysis. For middle school assessments, its penetration rate
(overall 10% of districts) is 23% for districts in the West compared with 7% and 4% for
Northeast and Midwest districts, respectively.
Scantron (Achievement Series, Performance Series). Next in overall district rank for
assessment penetration is Scantron, with assessments used in 15% of districts. At the
high school level, Scantron is tied with Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, with a penetration
rate for its assessments of 14%. This drops to 8% for middle school assessments and 4%
for elementary school assessments. From 2015 to 2016, Scantron’s change in districts
using its assessments ranged from a growth of four percentage points for high school
products, no change for middle school assessments, and a drop of two percentage
points for elementary school assessment products. No variations in Scantron’s assessment
penetration rates are found in connection with any district demographic differences.
CTB (TerraNova). CTB is tied with Measured Progress with overall district assessment
penetration of 7%. Its best grade-level penetration is at the elementary level, where CTB’s
rate is also 7%. Three percent of districts use CTB in middle schools, and 2% use CTB
assessments for high school. CTB’s penetration rates have fallen from 2015 to 2016—
down by seven percentage points for elementary and high school assessments, and down
by nine points for middle school assessments.
With the small number of usable responses for assessment providers with low penetration
rates, such as CTB and Measured Progress (see the following), no demographic analyses
will be presented for these last two providers included in the survey.
Measured Progress. This assessment provider was presented fully in the survey
as “Measured Progress (Math and Reading Benchmarks, College- & Career-Ready
Assessments, STEM Gauge).” Measured Progress is tied with CTB with overall district
assessment penetration of 7%. Measured Progress reaches 6% of districts with middle
school assessments and 5% for both elementary and high school assessments. While
Measured Progress’ penetration for middle school assessments held steady from 2015 to
2016, penetration rates for both elementary and high school assessments have fallen by
two percentage points.
Other. Answers of “other” have increased from last year, with 19% for middle school and
23% for both elementary and high school. In addition to district- and state-created tests,
other assessments mentioned by a number of respondents include FastBridge Learning,
Illuminate, PALS, PowerSchool, and Success for All (in elementary schools); Illuminate and
PowerSchool (in middle schools); and a variety of College Board tests (including AP, PSAT,
SAT), as well as Illuminate and PowerSchool in high schools.
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Developments Affecting the State-Level Assessment Market
Some folks said the requirements of “No Child Left Behind” really made it “No Child Left
Untested.” As noted above, NCLB mandated 17 federally required tests, and the high
stakes attached to them led states and districts to start administering multiple interim
benchmark tests to see how students would score on the federal accountabilty tests and
try to maximize each student’s score. But the newly enacted ESSA should reduce highstakes testing and allow for new forms of assessment. The National Education Association
(NEA) summarized the changes from ESSA this way104:
1. No More High Stakes. Schools and teachers will not be called failing because of low
test scores. Schools will not be shut down or staff fired because of weak Annual Yearly
Progress (AYP).
2. More State and District Control. ESSA gives states authority to design and
implement the most appropriate assessments. The law will allow the ACT or the SAT
to be used for the state assessment, which means students will not have to take more
standardized tests. States can also set targets on the amount of time spent on testing.
3. Multiple Measures. Forms of assessment beyond standardized tests are allowed.
Seven states may apply to develop pilots of innovative assessment programs using
a variety of indicators of student performance. Projects, portfolios, and other locally
designed formative assessments, along with the standardized tests, could be used to
create a summative score for a student. For example, in New Hampshire, educators
have been helping develop competency-based assessment systems, and the
Performance Assessment of Competency Education (PACE) has meaningful tasks that
encourage students to apply what they have learned and to use critical thinking and
problem solving skills. In this system, students move up a grade only after they have
mastered the defined skills for that grade level. Nine districts piloted it in 2016-2017.
4. Measuring Growth Rather than Proficiency. Demonstrating student growth is a
new focus of ESSA, rather than a “cut score” that is simply one measure on one day.
Multiple measures of student growth may be even more important for students with
disabilities, English-language learners, and at-risk students.
5. Highlighting Achievement Gaps Without Punishing Underserved Students. Like
NCLB, ESSA will highlight achievement gaps. Five subgroups of students—based on
race, income, special education, English-language learners, and migrant status—will be
reported as disaggregated data. If subgroups are not performing well, ESSA requires
that schools provide interventions.
6. Opting-Out and 95% Participation Rate. Parents who were fed up with pressures
of the interim and benchmark tests and the required tests launched an “opt-out”
movement and kept children home on test days in protest. As a result, many districts
failed to meet the requirement for 95% participation. ESSA still mandates 95%
participation, but it is unclear what consequences befall those who fail to meet it.
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State and Federal Funding for Assessment
The budget of the U.S. Department of Education includes a category for state
assessments. This provides financial support to states to implement federally mandated
testing. It has been flat since FY 2014, when Congress appropriated $378 million. That
amount was also approved for FY 2015 and FY 2016.105 The FY 2017 appropriation was
cut slightly to $369 million. This includes funding for a new Assessment System Audits
initiative, intended to help states “eliminate unnecessary and low-quality assessments.”
In March 2017, President Trump released America First: A Budget Blueprint to Make
America Great Again. It contains two pages of information about the funding for the
Department of Education and does not mention either cuts or additional funding for state
assessments. The budget for FY 2018 was not available at the time of writing this report,
but for ongoing updates on the federal budget, follow Anne Wujcik’s reporting on the
budget and related developments in EdNET Insight’s News Alerts each Friday.106
Assessment Consortia
A growing number of organizations are involved in various types of K-12 assessment.
Most educators are aware of the two largest groups that are creating assessments: the
Partnership for the Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC), and
the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC). Other more specialized players
are ELPA21 and ASSETS, who are creating assessments for students who are English
Language Learners, and DLM and NCSC, who are creating assessments for students with
the most significant cognitive disabilities.107 ASSETS is a 35-state consortium, building on
the work of the WIDA Consortium, to create the next generation of English Language
Proficiency tests.
The organization for ed tech directors in state departments of education, SETDA, has
been supportive of online testing and has created numerous resources to assist states
and districts in implementing online assessments. SETDA is working in close partnership
with the leadership of all six assessment consortia listed above. They have prepared a
guide to technology requirements to help sort through the nuances of each.
Moving Assessment Programs Online. Whether or not states are using assessments
prepared by the two Common Core assessment consortia, nearly all state assessment
programs appear committed to moving online at some time.
Technology leaders do not see digital assessment issues as their biggest challenge now.
For four years, CoSN and MDR have asked IT leaders their top three priorities (from
a list of 20). In the past two years, “Assessment Readiness” was ranked #1, but in the
2016 survey it was not in the top three. That drop-off in the rankings seems to indicate
that districts are now more prepared for online assessments than they have been in the
past. In fact, in this same survey, almost half of districts (48%) rated themselves as “fully
prepared” compared with just 28% in the prior year. Three-quarters (75%) of districts
are either “fully prepared” or “almost ready,” indicating a large majority are in good
shape for implementing their high-stakes online assessments. “Broadband & Network
Capacity” is the number one priority, perhaps recognizing that this is not just an issue for
online assessment, but that online learning—however it might be implemented—requires
increasingly more robust connectivity.108
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In a fall 2016 report, The Broadband Imperative II: Equitable Access for Learning, SETDA
shares specifications on minimums and recommended Internet bandwidth requirements for
assessment and instruction. SETDA continues to advocate for increasing robust access both
in and out of school to best prepare all students for college and careers. They recommend
that the average district triple their bandwidth in the next three years. Tech specs for PARCC
assessments are continually updated.109 Smarter Balance also provides updated tech specs
and guidance on test security.110 One interesting development is that SBAC is using an open
software suite for the support of educational assessment, called SmarterApp. For vendors of
non-assessment materials, the requirements for equipment and bandwidth for testing give a
pretty good view of minimums in various states.
One-quarter of schools (23%) do not have enough bandwidth to meet current needs, asserts
the EducationSuperHighway, which focuses on “the connectivity gap.”111 This is a decrease
from 63% about a year ago. Since 2014, the organization has worked with more than 20
states to identify opportunities to improve broadband access, secure funding for new fiber
infrastructure, and catalyze bandwidth upgrades for schools in need to help meet their goal
of getting high-speed Internet in every K-12 public school classroom in the United States.
FairTest, an organization generally critical of the assessment industry, documents online
testing issues. They list testing problems in 20 states in 2016.112 Probably the worst was in
Alaska, where all testing was cancelled in spring 2016 because of technical problems.113
Alaska’s tests are provided by the Achievement and Assessment Institute at the University of
Kansas. Shortly after testing began, a construction worker in Kansas accidentally cut a fiber
optic cable.
Opt-Out Movement. Children who are fearful of testing—or just tired of so many days
spent taking tests—have created parent anxiety over the number of tests administered. As a
result, parents began organized efforts to “opt-out” students from standardized tests.
The National PTA has opposed parents “opting out” of testing, saying:
National PTA does not support state and district policies that allow students
to opt-out of state assessments that are designed to improve teaching
and learning. While we recognize that parents are a child’s first teacher
and respect the rights of parents to make decisions on behalf of their
children, the association believes the consequences of nonparticipation in
state assessments can have detrimental impacts on students and schools.
Nonparticipation can result in a loss of funding, diminished resources,
and meaningful interventions for student subgroups, which would have a
disparate impact on minorities and students with special needs and widen
the achievement gap. Opting out also stalls innovation by inhibiting effective
monitoring and improvement of programs, instructional strategies and exams,
and could thwart transparency by providing incomplete data sets for states
and schools.114
Meanwhile, in some schools, PTAs are sharing information on how parents can opt-out of
testing.
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Building- and District-Level Assessments
Teachers invest time and energy to know where their students succeed and where
they need more time and attention. Administrators do not want to be surprised by
unanticipated year-end or high stakes assessment results or by students who are not
promoted to the next grade. The two general categories of assessment that are used in a
school building are:
• Benchmark, or interim, assessments. These provide a snapshot of student progress
either on the way to achieving grade-level or course expectations or toward an
assessment with higher stakes (such as a state-level exam). Some administrators hold
grade level meetings on these benchmark tests. If one teacher’s students have all done
well on particular content, what can be shared with other teachers? If a small group of
students from another teacher are struggling, what might be the reason, and can it be
addressed? Some administrators predict very closely how their students will score on a
statewide exam, based on the data trends from the benchmark assessments.
• Classroom, or formative, assessments provide immediately actionable information for
teachers. These classroom assessments can be delivered using a commercial product
on paper or digitally—or simply through teacher observation of students. Joe Santiago
from Sunset Park Tech in New York City recommends five formative assessment digital
tools to teachers in his school: Google Forms, Plickers, Kahoot!, Quizizz, and Socrative.
He created an infographic with information on these five tools, most of which allow
different formats of questions or come with some questions already written.115

Benchmark or Interim Assessment
Both education companies and nonprofits are creating interim and benchmark
assessments to be administered by computing devices. Common Core assessment
consortia SBAC and PARCC provide interim assessment tools, and some individual states
or districts provide their educators with internally developed assessments. Fewer than a
dozen companies supply state-level assessment services, and the two CCSS assessment
consortia subcontract out much of their work to some of those other companies. But
more vendors have a stake in the interim and benchmark assessment market, and even
more in the formative assessment market.
Classroom teachers will know and use for assessment some products that were not
necessarily designed for that use. The world languages teacher may use software that
records a student’s voice, such as Blabberize, to do an assessment of the student’s
pronunciation and fluency in speaking; she may use a comic strip program such as
Make Beliefs Comix to assess student use of vocabulary and verb forms in studentgenerated text. A teacher might use productivity software modified for assessments
(such as Google Forms, which now has a self-correction feature116) or more project-based
assessments, such as creating a Sway or PowerPoint using Microsoft Office 365. Teachers
find assessment features or modules of learning management software available in
products such as itslearning, Schoology, Edmodo, Pearson’s Schoolnet, and Blackboard
Learn. These products can provide robust dashboards and insights into data collected
on students. Schoology, for example, has an assessment management platform to link
assessments to classroom learning.117
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“Free” and OER products have some visibility in assessment, as they do in instructional
materials. Both PARCC and SBAC offer some interim and formative tools to member
states. The SBAC platform is open and can be used for other assessments. Likewise,
the non-summative assessments of PARCC use TAO, an open source testing platform.
Breakthrough Technologies (BT), which layers assessment development services onto the
platform, also works with another assessment consortium, NCSC, to enable K-12 school
systems across multiple states to efficiently and effectively assess students with significant
cognitive disabilities.118
Gooru is a nonprofit provider of open educational resources, including assessments as
well as free tools, digital content, and 35 peer-reviewed courses that cover the four core
areas plus world languages, visual and performing arts, career technical education, health
and physical education, personal finance, and 21st century skills. Existing assessment in
courses can be revised or remixed, or new assessments of various types can be created. In
addition, a teacher can choose to “Go Live” to get results of each question for the whole
class on a dynamic teacher dashboard.119
A similar dynamic assessment of student understanding is embedded in ActivInspire,
software that drives Promethean interactive whiteboards. Teachers can do assessments
on the fly, using test items perhaps from BrainPOP or online resources tied to their
textbook, or can create assessments in several formats in advance. After students answer
each question, using phones, iPads, or Promethean response systems, the correct/
incorrect answer totals are displayed for teacher (and sometimes student) viewing. In
this scenario, teachers can immediately reteach the content, clear up confusion on a
term or calculation, or otherwise deal with the content. The data on student responses
for each question are immediately saved for teacher export to an Excel spreadsheet.
A version without all the features is available for free, and the full-featured product can
be purchased or provided with purchase of Promethean equipment. As of March 2017,
the company is migrating users to a more powerful assessment and lesson presentation
product called Classflow Desktop, which builds on existing features and adds integration
with iPads.120
On OpenEd.com, all of the assessment items are associated with specific instructional
resources, optimally chosen to address the precise learning gap determined by the
item. OpenEd also assembles all of the items into prebuilt short classroom assessments.
Thus, classroom assessments from OpenEd directly drive precisely chosen instructional
resources for each individual student, based on unique learning gaps. It uses standardsaligned open-source resources that pull educational materials from a variety of sources.
OpenEd, acquired by ACT in 2016, offers prebuilt formative assessments and homework
for each grade, subject, and standard, including individual state standards. Despite the
“open” in the name, there is pricing for individual teachers ($9.95), schools, and districts.
What makes this product extremely powerful is the link between the assessment and
targeted resources for reteaching, remediation, or acceleration.
While the district may purchase particular products for interim or benchmark assessments,
at times teachers will be using other products that are available “free to the classroom”
but require licensing (and payment) to access more robust features that make the crossclassroom and cross-district data collection available. As a result, a district-level survey
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such as this one likely underreports use of free or freemium assessment products.
Curriculum directors may be unaware of the wide range of materials being used for
interim assessment in individual classrooms. Socrative, mentioned as a great formative
assessment tool by the teacher in New York City, has a free version and also Socrative
PRO, sold directly to teachers for $29.95. Socrative is a product of MasteryConnect,
which offers other assessment-related products. Edmodo, which offers a free platform
to individual teachers, has an assessment tool called Snapshot built into existing U.S.
Edmodo accounts to give teachers the ability to regularly gauge student progress. It
contains a standards-aligned item bank, so a teacher can pick her subject area and
standard(s). Snapshot instantly creates assessments that she can assign to students as a
warm up, exit ticket, or however she wishes. A dashboard shows which students have met
the standard, are borderline, or are behind. Snapshot also automatically recommends
standards-aligned resources to close learning gaps, from “content learning partners”
such as Khan Academy and LearnZillion.121
Implementation through a district-wide purchase or adoption is reflected in this report,
but not the scattered use in individual classrooms or schools.
As noted, assessments designed to measure student progress during the course
of learning, unlike end-of-unit tests, are called interim or benchmark assessments.
Curriculum directors were asked what features of these assessments influence district
purchasing decisions. Respondents rated nine features on a five-point scale ranging from
“Very Important” (5) to “Not at all important” (1). The two highest ratings (5 and 4) were
merged to create a category simply called “Important.”
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Figure 54: Important Features that Influence Purchasing Decisions of Online
Interim or Benchmark Assessments: All Districts
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Student Growth Data Is Valid and Reliable. This top-rated feature, considered
important in purchase decisions by 96% of district curriculum directors, was fully
expressed in the survey as “Provides valid and reliable growth data on each student.”
While 96% represents an impressive endorsement, the importance of reliable growth
data perhaps is shown even more strikingly through the “Very Important” (5) ratings.
The percentage of districts rating this feature as very important (74%) is 22 percentage
points higher than the feature rated next. On the scale of mere Importance , the next
highly rated feature lies only eight percentage points lower than this top one (see next
subsection). Clearly, valid and reliable student growth data is the preeminent feature in
district decision making concerning purchases of online assessments.
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Variations in how districts rate the importance of this feature are found according to all
three demographic variables studied: district size, metropolitan status, and census region.
With respect to district size, 98% of small and medium-sized districts rated valid growth
data as important, compared with 89% of large districts. All rural districts (100%) said this
was important in contrast to 94% and 95% of suburban and town districts, respectively.
Also, all Midwest districts (100%) rated reliable student growth data as important
compared with 91% and 95% of districts in the West and South, respectively.

Figure 55: Important Features that Influence Purchasing Decisions of Online
Interim or Benchmark Assessments by District Size
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Figure 56: Important Features that Influence Purchasing Decisions of Online
Interim or Benchmark Assessments by Metropolitan Status
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Figure 57: Important Features that Influence Purchasing Decisions of Online
Interim or Benchmark Assessments by Region
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Provides Valid and Reliable Summative Projections. The second most important
feature in purchasing decisions for online benchmark or interim assessments is that they
provide valid and reliable summative projections, with 88% of districts rating this feature
as important. Fifty-two percent rate it as “Very Important,” making this feature one of
only three features gaining this rating from a majority of districts. Only one demographic
variation is found with respect to this feature. While 93% of medium-size districts rate the
provision of valid and reliable summative projections as important, 77% of large districts
say this is important in purchasing decisions.
Integrates with the District’s Student Information System (SIS). The technical
capability of integrating a new online assessment product into the district’s Student
Information System (SIS) is rated third in importance by curriculum directors, with 79%
saying this is “Important” (51% “Very Important”) in purchase decisions.
Ratings of this data integration feature vary according to all three of the study’s
demographic variables, with higher ratings tilting toward larger and urban districts and
those in the West. About two-thirds (69%) of small districts say that data integration
is important in assessment purchasing decisions compared with 82% of medium-size
and 90% of large districts. Ninety-four percent of urban districts rate this as important
in contrast to town (73%), rural (77%), and suburban districts (79%). In the West, 88% of
districts rate assessment data integration with SIS to be important in purchase decisions
compared with 73% in the Midwest.
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Question Difficulty Is Adaptive for Each Student. This feature was fully expressed
in the survey as “Is adaptive—adjusts the difficulty of each question uniquely for each
student based on their previous response.” Ranked fourth in importance, this feature
is rated as important in purchase decisions by 78% of districts. Only one demographic
variation is seen regarding this adaptive feature: It is seen as important by 92% of urban
districts in contrast to 70% of town and 75% of suburban districts.
Recommends Curriculum Based on Assessment Results. Seventy percent of districts
judged this feature—that online assessments use their results to make curriculum
recommendations—as important in purchase decisions. Occupying the middle rank
among the nine features studied, the importance of curriculum recommendations differs
across all three demographic variables. It is rated as important by 74% of small districts
compared with 58% of large ones. Regarding metropolitan status, 77% of rural districts
and 75% of town districts say that curriculum recommendations are important compared
with 55% of urban districts. In the West, 44% of districts rate this feature as important in
purchase decisions in contrast to 72% in the Midwest, 76% in the Northeast, and 77% of
districts in the South.
Allows Educators to Customize Assessment. In sixth place among features important
in purchase decisions is the provision of tools that allow educators to customize the
assessments. Two-thirds (67%) of district curriculum directors rated as important this
customization capability. Three-quarters (75%) of town districts rated this feature as
important compared with 57% of rural districts. Also, 77% of districts in the South rated
the customization feature as important in purchase decisions in contrast to 55% of
Northeast districts and 63% of Midwest ones.
Questions Are Selectable from an Item Bank. This seventh-ranked feature was fully
expressed in the survey as “Offers ability to select questions from an item bank.” Sixtyfive percent of districts rate it as important in assessment purchase decisions. However,
81% of districts in the South say it is important, in contrast to all other regions, where the
district percentages rating question selectability as important are 51% in the Midwest,
59% in the Northeast, and 63% in the West.
Fully Compatible with Tablets. Slightly more than half (52%) of districts rate full
compatibility with tablets as important in purchasing decisions, placing this feature next
to last among the nine features studied. The one demographic difference associated with
this feature is that 57% of districts in the South rate it as important compared with 40%
of districts in the Northeast that consider compatibility with tablets to be important in
purchase decisions.
Available in Paper and Pencil Format. This last feature was fully expressed in the survey
as “Available in a paper and pencil format in addition to online format.” Slightly more
than a third (36%) of district curriculum directors consider this as important in purchase
decisions. (Only 17% consider it “Very Important.”) However, 43% of districts in the South
say that alternative formats in paper and pencil are important compared with 25% of
Midwest districts.
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Classroom or Formative Assessment
All the major core curriculum materials companies are present in the classroom
assessment market, either with stand-alone assessment products or assessments
embedded into instructional materials. Additional players in this market include other
established education companies and start-ups, which provide assessments for specific
populations (including students with special needs) or for subjects and grade levels that
are not part of state testing.
District curriculum directors were asked in the survey, “What additional resources do you
need from assessment providers to support your district’s internal assessment efforts?”
Five potential resources were listed. Resources in high demand by more than half of
respondents relate to being able to develop or acquire high-quality test items. At the top
of the list, checked by 57% of all respondents, is professional development on writing
valid assessment items. This need was uniform across all demographic areas, ranging not
more than five points from the all-districts result.
The need for item banks is nearly as strong, with 55% of districts reporting that they need
these from assessment providers. Variations in this expressed need are seen in different
regions, however. More districts in the South, proportionately (72%), said they need
assessment item banks than did those in either the Northeast (38%) or the Midwest (44%).
Also, the 58% of districts in the West expressing this need is significantly higher than
those in the Northeast.

Figure 58: Resources Needed From Assessment Providers: All Districts
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Reporting and/or data analysis tools are desired by 48% of districts. This need varies
across all demographic categories, however. Thirty-six percent of large districts say these
tools are needed from assessment providers in contrast to 52% and 53% of small and
medium-size districts, respectively. Looking at metropolitan status, 32% of urban districts
want tools to help with data analysis and reporting compared with 59% of suburban
districts. Also, 40% of districts in the South say these tools are needed compared with
60% in the Northeast.
Another category of tools from assessment providers—those for authoring assessment
items—are needed by 45% of districts. Only regional demographics introduce a variation
from this overall percentage. In the Northeast, 59% of districts express this need in
contrast to 37% in the Midwest and 40% in the South. In the West, 51% of districts want
the support of assessment providers with tools for authoring assessment items.
Slightly more than a third of districts (36%) say they want help from assessment providers
in interpreting the data. Only 26% of urban districts, however, say they share this need,
while 43% of town districts say they want help in interpreting the data.
It is interesting to compare these results to a recent study of teachers by Project
Tomorrow, in which teachers also expressed interest in professional development to
help them use technology tools for formative assessment.122 Forty percent of first year
teachers and a third (33%) of experienced teachers said this was in their “top five” things
they would like to learn. This item was in third place for new teachers and fourth place
for experienced teachers. Also, half (51%) of first year teachers and 59% of experienced
teachers said they reviewed data reports on student achievement and performance. One
presumes that additional training might help increase use of data reports—though these
results might also suggest that the data reports teachers receive are not as valuable as
they might be.

Moving District Assessment Online
MDR’s 2016 Educational Technology Trends123 report shows that online testing is already
happening in the majority of districts. For the third year, district technology directors were
asked, “When do you anticipate that your district will administer the majority of student
assessments in core subjects online?” Two-thirds of districts report that they are “Doing It
Now”—63% for formative assessments, and 67% for interim/benchmark tests. In addition,
55% of districts are online for final/summative assessments.
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Figure 59: Administration of Assessments Online (in Core Subjects):
All Districts (2016)
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A year earlier, district technology directors reported “Doing It Now” for formative
assessments (56%), for interim/benchmark tests (58%), and for final/summative
assessments (54%)—an increase of 7% for formative, 9% for interim/benchmark, and
just 1% for final/summative assessments. The predictions of “within 1 year” last year
were in the range of 14% to 17%, which was about twice as much as what was actually
accomplished. The most growth was in final/summative assessments last year (the lowest
this year); the least growth last year was in interim/benchmark assessments (the highest
this year).
Returning to MDR’s 2016 Educational Technology Trends survey data, there are some
significant regional differences. Districts in the West already administer the majority of
student assessments in core subjects online. Tech directors from the West report their
districts have moved to online assessments for formative evaluations (76% of districts),
interim/benchmark (79%), and final/summative (66%). In all cases, these percentages
are significantly higher than those for Northeast districts, which report 53% of formative
assessments online, 58% for interim/benchmark, and 36% for final/summative
assessments. Further data about technology directors’ projections regarding when
different types of online testing will become widespread in their districts are provided in
Tables A29 and A30 in the Appendix.
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Key Takeaways: Assessment
• Four features of interim or benchmark assessments were deemed most important in
influencing district purchasing decisions for most curriculum directors. Providing valid
and reliable growth data on each student (96%) and valid and reliable summative
projections (88%) were highest rated. A technical feature—integrates with the district’s
Student Information System (SIS)—was cited by 79%. Being adaptive and adjusting the
difficulty of each question uniquely for each student based on their previous response
was the choice of 78%. Vendors should be sure that their product literature and website
give concrete examples of how their assessment products meet these needs.
• ESSA gives states authority to design and implement the most appropriate
assessments. This means new assessments are likely to be developed, though at the
high school level, the biggest shift has been to use the ACT or SAT instead of another
test. Flexibility in assessment means that new ideas can provide market opportunities.
• Vendors of all kinds of materials can look at the requirements for equipment, browser,
and bandwidth from state tests and get a good sense of what will be in schools in that
state. As part of your research on potential customers and their school district, check
out this information, even if your product doesn’t involve assessment.
• Help in assessment is important to curriculum directors. Teachers without graduate
work—or who have come through a Teach for America or other alternative certification
program—have had little specific training in assessment tools and interpretation, so
assessment providers have opportunities to help with something they know well. And
while administrators might have encountered some work on assessment in getting
their administrative certification, they also need help to understand how to view and
use assessment data in their role of instructional leader. More than half of curriculum
directors said that they needed professional development on writing valid assessment
items, and 55% cited the need for item banks. Reporting and/or data analysis tools
were mentioned by 48%.
• Assessment providers should consider exploring partnerships with instructional content
publishers in order to tie their assessment results to curriculum recommendations.
Districts are interested in being able to point students to resources based on their
needs—either to reteach or accelerate instruction or to better personalize the student
learning experience. For assessment providers the inclusion of recommended
curriculum links adds value to your formative or interim assessment products. For
instructional materials publishers, such partnerships expand educators’ awareness of
your products and your company.
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CHAPTER 6

Online and Blended Learning

Overview
This chapter begins with a real-life view of one teacher’s use of blended learning in
her classroom and a discussion of the various qualities and instructional strategies that
comprise blended learning as it is practiced in U.S. schools. The broader topic of online
learning, including virtual schools, is then examined, followed by a summary of key state
policy issues. The chapter concludes with data from MDR’s survey of curriculum directors
about the current usage of online and blended learning and information about the key
providers of online courses.

Blended Learning
Enter the second-grade classroom of Paula Barr at Quail Run Elementary School in
Lawrence, Kansas, to see an experienced teacher using blended learning. She says about
herself: “Personalizing each student’s learning path and classroom experience is my
passion. I bring to the classroom an enthusiasm for technology, innovation in the realm
of teaching and learning, and a genuine love of second graders.”124 She believes that
blended learning improves student engagement and provides greater personalization of
learning. Barr was named “2015 Blended and Online Teacher of the Year” by iNACOL, an
organization that promotes online learning. When she describes her classroom, she says
there is “no front of the room.” Students sit at round tables and have other nontraditional
seating. Two half-moon collaboration stations each have a Mac mini and wireless
keyboard and mouse. Her classroom of 25 students also has five MacAirs and five iPads,
so with 12 total devices, it is not a one-to-one classroom, by design. Paired students work
on or off devices. Whiteboards line the walls of the room. She got rid of her teacher desk
and three four-drawer file cabinets and all her Pinterest-inspired decorations. “It’s their
classroom, not mine,” she says.
She introduces new devices and the LMS (Learning Management System, in this case
Blackboard) with non-challenging academic tasks, and adds “creation” programs and
apps one at a time. She posts “troubleshooting charts” with a list of what to try when
they have problems, such as “I cannot hear.” The last choice—perhaps the eighth one on
the list—is to ask the teacher. This process of working through problems gives students
confidence and builds self-reliance and the belief that “I can do this.” She wanted flexible
space and time and students doing the work of learning. She recommends using an LMS
to store materials she wants students to access. She can differentiate by having a different
curricular path depending on what they struggle with or where they seek challenges
because they are above grade level.
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A blended learning classroom is NOT students sitting at a computer all day with
headphones, she emphasizes. They work in collaborative groups, and she hears their
strategies for working through their problems and how they are learning. She had to learn
a lot about technology and trusted her students to help her to figure out how to connect
things or make them work.
In planning a unit of study, she works with a team of other Grade 2 teachers to figure out
Common Core goals and standards and what information to make available to students.
Planning is time consuming. Teachers piloting blended learning decided to design their
own course masters, rather than buying a commercial product, and share that within
the district. The Grade 2 team of teachers divides the work and posts it on the district
LMS. Other Grade 2 teachers across town are also on this LMS, and they share materials
because they are easily connected. She does not take home papers to grade, but at
home she is on Blackboard. She teaches 15 to 20 mini lessons throughout the day. She
is not talking in front of the classroom all day, so she must get info onto other places.
She uses the app Explain Everything to make brief videos. Sometimes she has students
read the information themselves. With Mac products, the students have figured out they
can get text read aloud to them. She has “iTime” where students are in charge of their
investigation and how they will do a project and share it with the class, the teacher, or
others. She even “flips” for the parents: she sends home videos before back-to-schoolnight so parents can view them and then come with questions.
Lawrence, Kansas, is a district of about 11,000 students and 900 teachers, home to the
University of Kansas. After a successful pilot with eight teachers, the district expanded to
40 teachers, then 80, and then 120. To have a blended classroom, a teacher must apply;
if accepted, the district will bring in the technology. Teachers decided not to purchase
curriculum but are “building their own.” The district purchased Blackboard as an LMS
and encourages teachers across grades and schools to share what they develop. The
district provides four days a year for blended teachers to come to additional training,
which itself is blended. Any Tuesday, all year long, K-12 teachers from across the district
follow a learning path designed for them in the morning, and in the afternoon, they can
collaborate with colleagues.
More info and photos from her classroom can be seen on Paula Barr’s website, My
Journey with Blended. The iNACOL website features a webinar where she explains more.
Another example—this time from a blended learning high school classroom at P.K. Yonge
Developmental Research School in Gainesville, Florida—is highlighted in an article and
five-minute video from Edutopia: Blended Learning: Making it Work in Your Classroom.
Ms. Barr demonstrates that quality blended learning is much more than having students
watch a few videos at home or work on computers at their own pace at school. She
cites the Christensen Institute, which describes blended learning as a formal education
program in which a student learns:
• at least in part through online learning, with some element of student control over time,
place, path, and/or pace;
• at least in part in a supervised brick-and-mortar location away from home;
• and the modalities along each student’s learning path within a course or subject are
connected to provide an integrated learning experience.125
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The Silicon Schools Fund worked with the Christensen Institute to prepare a video series
on blended learning that is presented in the Khan Academy.126 The series discusses how
high quality blended learning displays these qualities: personalized, mastery based, high
expectations, and student ownership.
The videos delineate four types of blended learning instead of “one size fits none”
teaching.
• Flipped Classroom Model. They call this an entry point into changing how time in the
classroom is used. Students participate in online learning off-site and then do teacherguided projects or practice at the bricks-and-mortar location. See Chapter 3 for more
information.
• Station Rotation Model. The students experience the course within a contained
classroom or group of classrooms.
• Lab Rotation Model. Students leave their classroom to go to a computer lab for online
learning.
• Flex Model. Online learning is the backbone of the instruction, with offline activities
from time to time. Students move on a customized, fluid schedule among learning
modalities at their own pace, with the on-site teacher providing face-to-face support as
needed.
In their book Blended: Using Disruptive Innovation to Improve Schools, Michael Horn
and Heather Staker have some additional categories for blended learning, with two even
more flexible than those listed above. They are:127
• A La Carte Model. Students take an online course or program with an online teacherof-record, while continuing to have some bricks-and-mortar educational experiences
as well. This model differs from fully online learning in that the online instruction is only
part of the student’s experience.
• Enriched Virtual Model. Students have face-to-face learning sessions with their
teachers of record and are then free to complete the rest of their coursework remotely.
At the same time, some would argue that these are examples of “effective technology
integration” and that some of these strategies have been employed for many years,
even with much less effective technology. The disruption brought by today’s powerful
and engaging technology tools and resources might be expected to make changes in
what classrooms look like and how teachers and students interact—ultimately leading to
improved learning. But the variations from classroom to classroom, across schools and
among districts make it difficult for researchers to document successes, let alone gauge
the particular value of these various strategies.

The Many Faces of Online Learning
Online learning is much more than lectures on video or articles to read and comment
on—expect simulations, online games, integrated assessments, and other interactive
features. The definition of online learning has expanded to include a variety of learning
experiences with online components—from blended courses within a traditional school
setting to stand-alone online courses to entire virtual or online schools.
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According to the Foundation for Blended and Online Learning, online schools provide
the students’ entire education via the Internet, with very little or no in-person contact
between teachers and students. Digital instructional materials are delivered online,
physical instructional materials are delivered by mail, and communication happens
through phone, video chat, text chat, email, discussion boards, and similar online
methods.128
Why do students choose online programs? Students may be taking just one or two online
courses because the district or state requires all students to take an online course, or
the online course is the only option to recover credits. Another reason might be that
the student moved into the state and missed a required course in an earlier grade. For
students who are enrolled in an online school with all courses online, three major reasons
continue to predominate:129
1. The students are behind in school and need to catch up. Frequently, they lack credits,
and the school they attend works exclusively with that type of student.
2. They are doing well in school, but feel they are not challenged enough, and the online
program offers courses not available in their traditional school, particularly Advanced
Placement courses.
3. The student does not consider the traditional school a good “fit” for some reason. The
student may have been bullied. The student may be pregnant or have a small child
to care for or may be undergoing medical treatments or be hospitalized for extended
periods. The student may be pursuing a career as a model, actor, or be training for
athletic events. Or there may be religious reasons.
The 2016 Horizon Report for K-12 predicts one year to widespread adoption of “online
learning,”130 which could include both blended learning and online schools. The report
also details some issues and suggestions for this educational deployment. For example:
• At-risk Latino students in Arizona were less likely to drop out if they were engaged in
fully online learning environments versus blended learning because of factors such as
transportation challenges.131
• Students in rural and remote regions of Canada were not successful in online learning
without proper school-based scaffolding. A study recommended an onsite facilitator
that could serve as a liaison between the student and other stakeholders.132
• Virtual schools need to establish clear communications of expectations and awareness,
add student support structures, and specify teacher and mentor guidelines to improve
learning outcomes, as recommended by Michigan’s Learning Research Institute.133
As the market develops, the leading providers of online schools continue to include both
public and private sector entities. The assumption that virtual schools are cost effective
and educationally sound, coupled with policies expanding school choice and providing
market incentives attractive to for-profit companies, continue to help fuel virtual school
growth in the U.S., according to National Education Policy Center Publications Director
Alex Molnar.134 At the same time, research may not always support the premise that virtual
schools are as successful as traditional schools. If they have only honors or other highly
motivated students, they may show outstanding completion rates. But if they are serving
students who have failed a class and seek credit recovery, it is rational to assume that the
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student may need additional time and attention for one of several reasons, and may also
have challenges that the honors students do not face. Because of this, policy researchers
have suggested that additional measures are needed to regulate virtual and online
schools. Recommendations from a study by the National Education Policy Center at the
University of Colorado were:135
1. Policymakers need to regulate the growth and geographic reach of full-time, taxpayerfunded virtual schools. At present, there are serious questions about the effectiveness
of many models of virtual schooling. Until these questions can be adequately
addressed, policymakers should focus their efforts on promoting virtual school models
shown to be successful while limiting those that have had questionable student
performance.
2. State and federal policymakers should create long-term programs to support
independent research on and evaluation of virtual schooling, particularly full-time
virtual schooling. More than 20 years after the first virtual schools began, there
continues to be a dearth of empirical, longitudinal research to guide the practice and
policy of virtual schooling.
Researchers at the National Education Policy Center collected data about online and
blended schools and report:136
• In the 2015-2016 school year, 528 full-time virtual schools enrolled 278,511 students, and
140 blended schools enrolled 36,605 students. Thirty-four states had full-time virtual
schools and 21 states had blended schools. Four states had blended but no full-time
virtual schools (Connecticut, Hawaii, New Jersey, and Rhode Island).
• Although private Education Management Organizations (EMOs) operated only 29.4% of
the full-time virtual schools, those schools accounted for 69.5% of all students enrolled
in virtual schools. Virtual schools operated by for-profit EMOs enrolled an average 1,309
students, while those operated by nonprofit EMOs enrolled an average 248 students,
and independent virtual schools (no EMO involved) enrolled an average 256 students.
• Blended schools operated by nonprofit EMOs, primarily Rocketship Education, were
most numerous and substantially larger than others in the sector. Of blended schools
operated by EMOs, Rocketship Education continued as the largest operator of blended
schools, with 12 schools enrolling nearly 6,000 students.
• Blended schools enrolled an average of 271 students, and 72.9% of them were
independent. In blended schools managed by for-profit EMOs, average enrollment was
1,309 but accounted for only 10% of the schools.
• Half of all virtual schools were charter schools, but together they accounted for
82.2% of enrollment. While districts have been increasingly creating their own virtual
schools, those tended to enroll far fewer students. There were more charter blended
schools (53.6%) than district blended schools (46.4%), and they had substantially larger
enrollments (an average of 339 students) than district blended schools (an average of
193 students).
• The schools of the two largest for-profit EMOs (K12 Inc. and Connections Academy,
LLC) accounted for 36.3% of all virtual school enrollments, a small increase from the
34.4% of the prior year. K12 Inc. had 96 full-time virtual schools enrolling nearly 102,000
students. Connections Academy had 31 schools and almost 64,000 students. Their
combined market share increased from 57.4% in 2014-2015 to 59.5% in 2015-2016.
State of the K-12 Market Reports 2017
Copyright 2017 Market Data Retrieval

111

State Policy Issues
State requirements are helping to set the stage for more rapid adoption of a technologyrich educational experience. The National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) tracks
education bills in each state on its Education Bill Tracking Database. Several states have
set a requirement that students complete an online course before graduation.137
• Michigan (2006) requires all high school students to participate in an online course or
learning experience.
• Florida (2011) requires students to take a virtual class before graduation.
• Virginia (2012) requires that students earning a standard or an advanced studies
diploma successfully complete one virtual course.
• Arkansas (2013) requires that all high school students take at least one digital learning
course for credit to graduate.
Some states “encourage,” but do not require, taking an online or blended course to
graduate. The West Virginia State Board of Education recommends all high school
students complete an online learning experience and/or a computer science course in
Grades 9 to 12 and is considering stronger language in the 2017 legislative session.138
New Mexico’s SB0561 (2007) included a requirement that “at least one of the 24 units
required for graduation must be an Advanced Placement, honors, dual enrollment
or distance learning course.”139 The Massachusetts High School Program of Studies,
MassCore, recommends additional learning opportunities for high school students
so they may be well prepared for college or the workplace, including taking an online
course.140
Many states are seeking ways to increase PreK experiences to better prepare students
for school. Utah has licensed a PreK online program focusing on reading skills called
Upstart, and the states of Indiana, Idaho, and South Carolina are also looking at this as a
way to provide a virtual PreK experience. In the spring 2017 session, Indiana legislators
were considering allocating $1 million a year for digital preschool services for families.
A child who uses the online program 15 minutes a day, five days a week will be ready
for kindergarten, according to the company website. Schools in New Albany, Indiana,
recently adopted the program to help boost reading skills for students in K-2.141
Indiana provides an example of how state policies from one year flow into the next,
building greater impact and wider use for digital and virtual learning. In 2009, the state
implemented changes in textbook funding rules, allowing these funds to be used for
technology in schools. According to the Indiana Tech Plan data, more than half of all
school districts (called school corporations in Indiana) have one-to-one ratios at some
or all grade levels. High access to devices led to innovative ways of anytime, anywhere
learning outside of the school setting. In 2011, the IDOE Flex Program was launched,
followed by the Virtual Option for Inclement Weather in 2014. School districts could
design blended learning experiences for students and meet the IDOE criteria for
eLearning Days. These criteria include addressing needs of students with disabilities,
ELLs, and others; ensuring student access to equipment and connectivity as well as
familiarity with digital platforms; informing students of their learning tasks by 9 a.m.
Beginning with the 2017-2018 school year, the Flex and Virtual Option programs have
been combined into the IDOE eLearning Day Program. This can be used for a day
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of inclement weather, on a make-up day, or on a planned day that may have teacher
professional learning or parent-teacher conferences. The school district must meet
IDOE criteria, submit an online application and receive approval from the IDOE Office of
eLearning to use the eLearning Days.142
Evergreen Education Group publishes an annual report on the status of K-12 online
education, with an overview of the latest policies, practices, and trends affecting online
learning programs across the 50 states. Read additional detail on the state of K-12 digital
learning, online learning activity in U.S. schools, the suppliers of online learning, and
digital learning policies at Keeping Pace with K-12 Digital Learning 2015.

District Use of Online and
Blended Learning
New job titles are appearing in school districts as online and blended learning increase
in interest and importance, notes Keith Krueger, CEO of the Consortium for School
Networking (CoSN). In Wayne Township, a district of 16,000 students on the west side of
Indianapolis, Michele Eaton is Director of Virtual and Blended Learning. Aurora Public
Schools, a Colorado district with almost 40,000 students, has a director of blended
learning who works in the Division of Equity in Learning. Holly Stachler, director of
eLearning and Curricular Innovation at Yorktown Community Schools, an hour north of
Indianapolis, runs a blended learning professional-development program for teachers in
this district of 2,500 students.143 Clark County (Nevada), a district with 320,000 students,
has a Director of Online and Blended Learning.144 The district has the Nevada Learning
Academy at CCSD (NVLA) and offers three programs to students in Grades 6-12: a
fully online high school for Grades 9-12, an independent study program that operates
on rolling enrollments and weekly proctored exams, and a Grades 6-8 middle school
blended program with online courses plus the additional support of weekly required
face-to-face classes. The NVLA also hosts online and blended summer school programs.
In Miami-Dade schools, with more than 345,000 students, many high schools have
a “blended learning community facilitator” who supervises a physical location with
computers and Internet access where students use courses from Florida Virtual School
or Fuel Education, typically in a library media center or a computer lab.145 This is partly in
response to a state requirement that all students take a high school class online before
graduation. It is clear that new jobs and responsibilities accompany new pedagogical
strategies.

Current Usage of Online and Blended Learning
The use of online instruction continues to show small increases in MDR’s current survey
of curriculum directors. They reported on their districts’ use of online courses, whether
delivered entirely over the Internet or only partly, at any grade level. More than threequarters (76%) reported offering such courses while a quarter (24%) of districts offer
neither fully online courses nor any blended learning ones. Forty percent of all districts
say they offer the same number of online courses as were offered in the previous year.
Districts reporting an increase in online courses represent 34% of all districts, while 2%
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say the number of online courses has decreased. Of the 24% of districts not yet offering
online courses, more than half (13% of the total survey sample) say that they plan to offer
online courses within the next three years.

Figure 60: Offering Online Courses: All Districts
Yes, and we offer the same number of
courses as were offered last year
(2015-2016)

11
13

Yes, and we increased the number of
courses offered as compared to last year
(2015-2016)

40

Yes, and we decreased the number of
courses offered as compared to last year
(2015-2016)
No, but we plan to offer online courses
within the next three years

34

No, and we don’t plan to offer online
courses in the next three years

Note: See Table A31 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

In another question discussed in Chapter 3, as a point of comparison, 77% of curriculum
directors said it was important or very important that digital learning materials integrate
with their LMS (Learning Management System) or other systems—practically identical to
the 76% of districts offering online courses. Having an LMS is highly likely to be related to
online learning in the district.
Last year, 69% of curriculum directors reported that their districts offered online courses
compared with the 76% now doing so. Also in last year’s survey, 14% of districts had no
plans to offer online courses within three years and now only 11% of districts are without
such plans. So, the trend continues toward offering more courses online, either fully or in
a blended learning setting.
Demographic differences may be linked to differences in district use and planning for
online courses. More than half of rural districts (53%) report that they offer the same
number of online courses as last year. This is higher than the percentages for other
metropolitan categories (ranging from 35% to 40%) and the difference with suburban
districts, at the bottom of this range, is statistically significant. On the other hand, 49% of
urban districts report that they offer online courses and increased the number offered as
compared with last year. This is significantly higher than the percentages for suburban and
town districts (26% and 30%, respectively). No demographic differences are found among
the small number of districts reporting a decrease in online courses.
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Figure 61: Offering Online Courses by Metropolitan Status
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Plans (or lack of plans) for online courses among districts not currently using online
courses also are associated with differences in metropolitan status. Town and suburban
districts with no online offerings but with plans to add them within three years represent
15% and 21% of all districts compared with 4% of urban districts. Rural districts with this
“no, but we plan to . . .” response represent 6% of districts. Absolutely no rural districts
responded with “no, and we don’t plan to . . .” in contrast to town and suburban districts
of whom 15% and 17%, respectively, gave this response. Six percent of urban districts said
they are not offering online courses and have no plans to do so within three years.
With respect to census region, fully half (51%) of districts in the South report offering
online courses at the same level as last year, in contrast to 32% of Northeast and 35% of
Midwest districts. No demographic differences were found among other districts offering
online courses, regardless of any increase or decrease in doing so. Considering districts
with no online courses and no plans for them, however, the Midwest’s 19% is significantly
higher than the 3% of districts in the South with no plans for online courses. In the
Northeast, 28% of districts with no current online courses plan to introduce them within
three years, which is significantly higher than the 5% and 7% of districts in the West and
South, respectively.
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Figure 62: Offering Online Courses by Region
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The only association between district size and online course planning concerns the
districts not using the Internet with courses and with no plans to do so within three years.
This group constitutes only 3% of large districts but 13% of both small and medium-size
districts.
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Figure 63: Offering Online Courses by District Size
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A separate question asked respondents to distinguish between blended learning and
fully online learning (as defined below) and to identify which type of online learning is the
primary model in their district.
• Blended learning: The student learns at least in part at a supervised brick-and-mortar
location away from home and at least part of the content and instruction is delivered
online with some element of student control over time, place, path, and/or pace.
• Fully online learning: The student learns outside of the brick-and-mortar location and
the majority of the content and instruction is delivered online with some element of
student control of time, place, path, and/or pace.
Well over half (60%) of curriculum directors report that blended learning is the primary
model used in their districts for online learning courses, while 40% of districts have fully
online learning as their primary model for online courses. This 60-40 split holds fast across
all demographic differences in districts. It would seem that educators in a majority of
districts still believe that some face-to-face instruction is appropriate in connection with
the online learning environment.
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Figure 64: Online Learning: Primary Model Used by District
Blended Learning
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Note: See Table A35 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

Student Participation in Online Learning Courses
With more than three-quarters of U.S. school districts offering courses either fully online
or partially using blended learning, a key question concerns the extent of student
participation in these courses. In last year’s survey, 11% of curriculum directors said that
none of their students took fully online courses and 21% had no students participating in
blended learning courses. This year, 5% said none of their students participated in online
learning for core instruction, and 6% had no students in online courses for credit recovery,
thus showing increased district participation in online learning. Curriculum directors have
reported on student participation in online courses in two contexts: 1) for core instruction,
and 2) for credit recovery (redoing the content of a failed course and gaining the
academic credit). The following examination of student participation omits those districts
that previously reported having no online course offerings.
Student Participation in Online Learning for Core Instruction. At the low end of
student participation, almost half (46%) of district curriculum directors say that 1% to 9%
of their students are in one or more online courses for core instruction. At the high end,
5% of districts report a student participation rate in the range of 75% to 100% of students.
In between, 10% of districts have 25% to 74% of their students in online courses for core
instruction, and 27% of districts have 10% to 24% of students in such courses. Only 5% of
districts say they have no students participating in online learning for core instruction.
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Figure 65: Students Participating in One or More Fully Online or Blended
Learning Course for Core Instruction: All Districts
None
1%-9%

7

10%-24%
25%-74%

10

75%-100%
Don't Know

46
27

Note: See Table A36 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

Only a few demographic differences are seen in the distributions of student participation
for core instruction. There are no differences according to census region. With respect
to district size, 35% of large districts have a participation rate of 10% to 24% of students
compared with 19% for medium-size schools.

Figure 66: Student Participation in Online Courses for Core Instruction by
District Size (Participate in at Least One Fully Online or Blended Learning
Course)
60%

Small
Medium

53

50%

43

40%

Large

40

35

31

30%
20%

19

10%
0%

9

6
None

1%-9%

10%-24%

11

9

25%-74%

6

6

6 7 7

75%-100% Don't Know

Note: See Table A36 for related data table.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

State of the K-12 Market Reports 2017
Copyright 2017 Market Data Retrieval

119

Looking at the data by metropolitan status, we find no significant differences in student
participation among the positive percentage ranges. However, the “None” data is
interesting. All urban districts report at least some student use of online courses for core
instruction compared with 8% and 9% of rural and suburban districts, respectively, that
report no such use.

Figure 67: Student Participation in Online Courses for Core Instruction by
Metropolitan Status (Participate in at Least One Fully Online or Blended
Learning Course)
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Student Participation in Online Learning for Credit Recovery. The lowest level of
participation in online learning for credit recovery, with 1% to 9% of students taking a
course, is found in 41% of districts. Next, 33% of districts report a student participation
rate of 10% to 24%. The largest shifts between online learning for core instruction and
for credit recovery are seen at these lower levels of participation. The percentage of
school districts at the 1% to 9% student participation level for credit recovery is five points
lower than that for core instruction. However, the percentage of districts with 10% to 24%
of students taking online courses is six points higher for credit recovery than for core
instruction.
Only 14% of districts have at least a quarter of their students seeking credit recovery
through one or more online courses—with 11% of districts reporting student participation
at 25% to 74% and 3% of districts with 75% to 100%. The percentage of districts at this top
level of student participation rises by two percentage points for core instruction online
learning.
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Figure 68: Students Participating in One or More Fully Online or Blended
Learning Course for Credit Recovery: All Districts
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Some demographic differences are found in districts’ online course participation by
students seeking credit recovery. Among small districts, 51% report the lowest student
participation level of 1% to 9% compared with 35% of medium-size districts at this level.
However, 10% of medium-size districts report that virtually no students are engaged in
online credit recovery while not a single large district does so.

Figure 69: Student Participation in Online Courses for Credit Recovery by
District Size (Participate in at Least One Fully Online or Blended Learning
Course)
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Eight percent of suburban districts have 75% to 100% of students enrolled in credit
recovery online courses while not a single rural or town district has any enrollment at
this level. On the low end of participation, 51% and 52% of suburban and rural districts,
respectively, have 1% to 9% of students engaged in online courses for credit recovery
compared with 29% of urban districts. Also, town districts’ 52% student participation rate
at the 10% to 24% level is significantly higher than for all other districts, with this rate
ranging from 21% to 31% of districts for suburban, rural, and urban areas.

Figure 70: Student Participation in Online Courses for Credit Recovery by
Metropolitan Status (Participate in at Least One Fully Online or Blended
Learning Course)
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With respect to census region, 54% of Midwest districts have 1% to 9% of students
taking online courses for credit recovery compared with 28% of districts in the Northeast.
However, no Midwest districts have any participation at the level of 25% to 74% of
students while other regions have from 13% to 19% of districts at this level.
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Figure 71: Student Participation in Online Courses for Credit Recovery
by Region (Participate in at Least One Fully Online or Blended Learning
Course)
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Penetration Rates: Providers of Online Courses
Providers of online courses include diversified education companies, such as Pearson,
smaller for-profit companies that focus on online learning, and public groups such as state
virtual schools, regional education authorities and individual districts. Still a relatively new
educational offering, online courses are not dominated by one provider. In the 2015-2016
school year, 34 states had more than 600 virtual schools with more than 300,000 students
taking courses either fully online or with blended learning.146
Last year, the company with the highest reported district penetration of online learning
was Edgenuity, used by 24% of districts. In August 2016, Edgenuity announced it was
acquiring Compass Learning.147 According to the company, this combined company
provided a K-12 span for online curriculum for customers. Edgenuity had provided online
curriculum and services for Grades 6-12, including preparation for Advanced Placement
tests, credit recovery, and intervention. Compass Learning had provided intervention
and skills instruction in math, reading, and language arts for K-8. Assessments were built
into both systems.148 Edgenuity CEO Sari Factor said not only were the two companies’
strategies and missions aligned in delivering digital content, they also have similar
approaches to implementation of their products, and in “making sure teachers know the
computer is a tool—but only a tool—in student success.” Second in this year’s survey was
Apex Learning, founded in 1997 by Microsoft’s Paul Allen. It was acquired by Education
Growth Partners, a private equity firm, in May 2017.149
Curriculum directors indicated which of 12 providers of online courses are currently used
in their districts. Seven of these providers are commercial publishers in the education
market. Two other options were: the district developing its own online courses, or courses
developed by regional consortia such as BOCES (Boards of Cooperative Educational
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Services). Finally, three possible responses concerned virtual schools: a nonprofit
corporation in Massachusetts, Florida Virtual School, and the general response “State
Virtual School.”

Figure 72: Penetration Rates of Online Course Providers: All Districts
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*Note: Because Edgenuity and Compass Learning were listed as separate companies in 2015, a two-year comparison for
Edgenuity/Compass Learning is not possible because of likely overlap in some districts.
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Edgenuity/Compass Learning. The top provider, Edgenuity/Compass Learning, has
online courses used by 30% of U.S. school districts.However, 42% of large districts use
Edgenuity courses compared with 22% of medium-size districts. Also, 35% of districts
in the South use Edgenuity courses versus 15% of those in the West. Before acquiring
Compass Learning, Edgenuity sold in the Grades 6-12 market, and Compass Learning in
K-8. Thus, there was some overlap in the middle grades. In last year’s survey, Edgenuity
was used by 24% of districts and Compass Learning by 18%.
Apex Learning. Ranking second in penetration rate in 2016 is Apex Learning, with 28%
of school districts using its online courses, an increase of seven percentage points from
Apex Learning’s 2015 rate of 21%. Census region is associated with a variance in the
company’s 2016 penetration rate for online courses, with 38% of Midwest districts using
Apex courses compared with 16% of Northeast districts using them.
Edmentum (PLATO Learning, EdOptions Academy). Edmentum’s online courses
earned the company third place with a penetration rate of 24% of U.S. school districts.
This rate holds without significant variation across all demographic categories. Like Apex
Learning, Edmentum has gained seven percentage points since 2015 in its penetration
rate of districts currently using Edmentum online courses.
Pearson. This provider was fully described in the survey as “Pearson (Connections
Learning, GradPoint, NovaNet, Pearson Virtual Learning).” Taking fourth place for
penetration rate, Pearson’s online courses are used in 22% of districts. This represents a
gain of eight percentage points over Pearson’s 2015 rate. A regional difference is seen
comparing Pearson’s current penetration rate of 10% among Northeast districts with
rates of 30% and 24% among districts in the Midwest and South, respectively. Pearson’s
penetration with online courses in the West is 18% of districts.
State Virtual School. Following four commercial publishers, state virtual schools are
tied with two other providers (Odysseyware and district-developed online courses) for
the next highest in penetration rate. Nineteen percent of U.S. districts report using state
virtual schools as a resource for online courses. Nevertheless, the penetration rate for
state virtual schools dipped by two percentage points in 2016 from the 2015 rate of 21%
of districts using them for online courses. Large regional differences also are found for
2016, with the big virtual-school players in the South (26% of districts using their online
courses) and the Midwest (23% of districts). These penetration rates contrast with those in
the West (6% of districts) and the Northeast (10%).
Odysseyware. Also reporting a 19% penetration rate with online courses is Odysseyware.
This level of penetration into U.S. school districts holds across all demographic
categories. Like the preceding commercial publishers, Odysseyware has seen an increase
in penetration from 2015 to 2016, in this case by five percentage points.
District Develops Its Own Online Courses. While district-developed online courses
are tied with state virtual schools and Odysseyware as a source of online courses (19%
of districts), this measure has decreased by two percentage points since 2015. Not
surprisingly, large districts develop and use more of their own online courses than do
small ones. Comparing penetration rates, 28% of large districts use their own online
courses compared with 13% of small districts.
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ALEKS (McGraw-Hill Education). Next in online course penetration is McGraw-Hill
Education’s ALEKS (Assessment and Learning in Knowledge Spaces) learning system,
used in 15% of school districts. This represents a decrease by five percentage points
from its 2015 penetration rate of 20%. No variations in the 2016 level of usage are seen
according to any district demographic differences.
Florida Virtual School (FLVS). While Florida Virtual School ties two other providers
(Fuel Education and the Massachusetts-based Virtual High School) at the 7% level of
penetration into school districts, each has a different story regarding where they stood
last year. In the case of Florida Virtual School, it has gained two percentage points in
district penetration of its online courses since 2015. Demographic differences are not
associated with any variations in penetration rates of FLVS online courses.
Fuel Education. This provider was fully described in the survey as “Fuel Education
(formerly K-12 Inc., including A+nywhere Learning System, Aventa Learning, Middlebury
Interactive Languages).” Its online course penetration rate has remained the same, at 7%
of districts, from 2015 to 2016. However, no districts in the Northeast report using Fuel
Education’s online courses, whereas 12% to 13% of districts in the Midwest and West,
respectively, use its courses.
Virtual High School (VHS, Maynard, MA). With the identical penetration rate (7%) as
Florida Virtual School and Fuel Education, the Massachusetts-based Virtual High School
has somewhat the opposite regional penetration as does Fuel Education. No districts
in the West report using Virtual High School online courses compared with 13% in the
Northeast, 9% in the Midwest, and 6% in the South. Unlike Florida Virtual School, which
has shown modest growth in penetration from 2015 to 2016, Virtual High School’s online
course penetration has decreased by four percentage points from the previous year.
Regional Consortia (BOCES). The use of online courses from regional consortia such
as BOCES (Boards of Cooperative Educational Services) has increased from 3% to 5%
of districts from 2015 to 2016. The penetration is notably higher in the West, with 15%
of districts using online courses from regional consortia. Penetration is 2% to 3% in the
Midwest and South, respectively, and 7% in the Northeast.
BOCES is the term used for the 37 regional consortia in New York as well as the 22 in
Colorado. Many other states have similar consortia with different titles, and different
strengths or services. In Pennsylvania, it is Intermediate Units (PAIU). Texas brands them
ESC for Education Service Centers. The Association of Educational Service Agencies
(AESA) is a professional organization serving educational service agencies (ESAs) in 45
states; there are 553 agencies nationwide. ESAs and their staff support school districts in
their regions with services such as staffing, professional development, and various other
resources. The ESAs in each state can be viewed on the AESA website.
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Key Takeaways: Online and Blended Learning
• Blended learning is the primary model in the majority of districts, rather than strictly
online learning, but the definition of exactly what “blended learning” means can vary
widely from one district to another. Vendors who listen carefully as a “critical friend” to
district leaders may have an opportunity to help some districts refine their definition.
Those who can provide case studies and exemplars of how this works will be persuasive.
It is unrealistic to expect many educators to travel to view an exemplar school or
program, so consider video and webinars as a way to share the insights, expertise, and
best practices of educators using your product in blended learning or online settings.
Professors at some nearby universities might also help with documentation of efficacy
and best practices.
• If your product targets students who need remediation or course recovery, be sure that
the critical supports for student success are in place. Provide a roadmap to districts of
what they need to do, and what they need to look for, as students begin using these
materials. Is there a minimum amount of time students should spend in the first weeks
or month? Should an educator check in with the student weekly—by phone, email, text,
or in person—to see what problems or issues might inhibit the student from benefiting
from the course? To stay on track, where do students need to be at the midpoint, and
what can be done to help greater numbers of students succeed in the course?
• If you have an idea for a new online course because of new state requirements, be sure
to get some advisers from several districts in the state to help in product scope and
development. The market in that state will be impacted by a few leaders, and if you can
involve them from the start, your chances of widespread use are much greater. Perhaps
someone at the state department of education would welcome a partnership or even
help to fund some of the development of your company. Expect there to be interest
in having a state university be your partner, a way to provide some funding for grad
student workers and involvement of professors.
• Describe the expected results and the time necessary to achieve them so educators
can set realistic goals. Do you offer a guarantee of student learning growth? PrepWorks
offers a guarantee of student test score improvement for users of their online product
with this statement: “We guarantee improvement of 200 total SAT points or 3 total ACT
points for all students who have entry SAT scores of less than 1250 or entry ACT scores
of less than 30, who complete all activities and Practice Tests, and log a minimum of 50
hours in their online course.” If student scores don’t meet that, the school may use the
license the following year, free of charge, for the same or different student.150
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• Policies regarding online schools are now being developed, and some might help
support or inhibit growth of this market and its success with students. Vendors with
a legislative/government staff might create some model language and share it with
district leaders, associations, university researchers, and parent groups to get feedback
and buy-in and then submit it to state legislators on education committees. Someone
will be writing policies, so figure out how to influence them to most effectively advance
student learning.
• School districts are creating positions to teach and to supervise new programs in this
rapidly changing area. Where do these educators get their professional development?
An interesting business opportunity is available in helping districts and schools with
staffing for blended and online teaching. Providers of online courses have expertise
that may be extremely helpful for school districts that are trying to staff with their own
teachers or use retired teachers to help with a few online courses; what is essential
for them to know and what practices need to be followed to be successful in this new
educational setting?
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Appendix A: Tables

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

District Size by Enrollment

Students
Col. %

Number

Col. %

Small

1,000-2,499

9,403

70.7

7,831,914

16.0

Medium

2,500-9,999

2,981

22.4

13,981,484

28.6

Large

10,000+

913

6.9

26,995,482

55.3

13,297

100.0

48,808,880

100.0

All Size Categories
MDR's National K-12 Education Market Database © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

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

All Districts
Number

Col. %

Small

9,403

Medium

2,981

Large
Total

Districts 1,000+ Enrollment

Enrollment

Col. %

Number

Col. %

70.7

7,831,914

16.0

3,280

22.4

13,981,484

28.6

2,981

913

6.9

26,995,482

55.3

13,297

100.0

48,808,880

100.0

Districts in Curriculum Survey

Enrollment

Col. %

Number

Col. %

Enrollment

45.7

5,240,436

41.6

13,981,484

913

12.7

7,174

100.0

Col. %

11.3

89

34.0

148,880

6.3

30.3

112

42.7

538,196

22.7

26,995,482

58.4

61

23.3

1,685,779

71.0

46,217,402

100.0

262

100.0

2,372,855

100.0

MDR’s National K-12 Education Market Database © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

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

Number

Col. %

Districts 1,000+ Enrollment

Districts in Curriculum Survey

Enrollment

Col. %

Number

Col. %

Enrollment

Col. %

Number

Col. %

Enrollment

Col. %

Northeast

2,852

21.4

7,821,638

16.0

1,693

23.6

7,318,475

15.8

51

19.5

261,686

11.0

Midwest

4,806

36.1

10,136,980

20.8

2,281

31.8

8,961,142

19.4

74

28.2

441,848

18.6

West

2,494

18.8

11,664,653

23.9

1,206

16.8

11,279,245

24.4

43

16.4

375,508

15.8

South

3,145

23.7

19,185,609

39.3

1,994

27.8

18,658,540

40.4

94

35.9

1,293,813

54.5

13,297

100.0

48,808,880

100.0

7,174

100.0

46,217,402

100.0

262

100.0

2,372,855

100.0

Total

MDR’s National K-12 Education Market Database © 2017, 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
Metro
Status

All Districts

Districts 1,000+ Enrollment

Districts in Curriculum Survey

Number

Col. %

Enrollment

Col. %

Number

Col. %

Enrollment

Col. %

Number

Col. %

Enrollment

Col. %

Rural

6,264

48.8

5,899,760

12.6

1,625

23.6

4,069,811

9.2

49

20.2

149,033

6.8

Town

2,668

20.8

5,990,166

12.8

1,922

27.9

5,598,957

12.6

70

28.9

244,527

11.2

Suburban

3,054

23.8

17,978,997

38.4

2,561

37.2

17,714,539

40.0

78

32.2

903,976

41.3

841

6.6

16,965,306

36.2

772

11.2

16,932,431

38.2

45

18.6

889,035

40.7

12,827

100.0

46,834,229

100.0

6,880

100.0

44,315,738

100.0

242

100.0

2,186,571

100.0

Urban
Total

Note: 470 total districts. 294 districts with 1,000+ enrollment and 20 districts in the Curriculum Director Survey are unclassified by metropolitan status.
MDR’s National K-12 Education Market Database © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

Table A5: All Instructional Expenditures (AIM): 2007-2016
All Instructional Materials (AIM)
Expenditures (In Billions)

% Change

2007-2008

$12.8

—

2008-2009

$12.1

-5%

2009-2010

$11.8

-2%

2010-2011

$11.7

-1%

2011-2012

$10.9

-7%

2012-2013

$10.8

-1%

2013-2014

$11.8

9%

2014-2015

$12.4

5%

2015-2016

$12.8

3%

Year

MDR’s National K-12 Education Market Database © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Figure A6: Per Pupil Average by State for All Instructional Materials (AIM)
Expenditures: 2015-2016
STATE

2015-2016 Average
Per Pupil Spent

Hawaii

$83

2015-2016 Average
Per Pupil Spent

STATE
National Average

$263

Michigan

$127

Arkansas

$264

Florida

$140

Indiana

$267

North Carolina

$147

Maine

$284

Arizona

$149

New York

$290

Tennessee

$149

North Dakota

$290

New Mexico

$152

Rhode Island

$302

Georgia

$169

Virginia

$308

Ohio

$194

Vermont

$316

Washington

$195

New Jersey

$318

Connecticut

$203

California

$327

Utah

$204

Nebraska

$341

Dist of Columbia

$205

Minnesota

$346

South Dakota

$210

Colorado

$346

Idaho

$214

Oregon

$348

Mississippi

$218

Texas

$365

Oklahoma

$221

Louisiana

$381

South Carolina

$228

Delaware

$382

Kentucky

$229

Wyoming

$407

Maryland

$232

West Virginia

$413

Missouri

$232

Montana

$424

Illinois

$234

Alaska

$434

Iowa

$235

Massachusetts

$462

Kansas

$239

Nevada

$243

New Hampshire

$245

Under $200

Alabama

$248

$200-$299

Pennsylvania

$251

$300+

Wisconsin

$259

AIM Per Pupil Spending Ranges

MDR’s National K-12 Education Market Database © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A7: Instructional Budget Outlook by District Size, Metropolitan Status, and Region
Percentage of Districts Citing Various Budget Outlooks
Number of
Districts

2
Decreased
a Little

3
Stayed the
Same

4
Increased a
Little

5
Increased a
Lot

15.7

15.7

48.3

19.1

—

89

38.2

31.4

7.9

19.3

43.0

24.6

3.5

114

26.9

27.2

Large

12.9

35.5

40.3

8.1

1.6

62

30.6

48.4

Rural

15.1

24.5

39.6

18.9

—

53

35.9

39.6

Town

12.5

17.5

47.5

18.8

2.5

80

34.0

30.0

4.7

20.0

49.4

23.5

1.2

85

28.4

24.7

19.1

29.8

34.0

10.6

4.3

47

27.1

48.9

5.7

20.8

37.7

35.8

—

53

35.3

26.5

Midwest

12.0

12.0

56.0

16.0

1.3

75

38.0

24.0

West

11.6

23.3

41.9

16.3

7.0

43

18.8

34.9

South

14.9

29.8

39.4

12.8

1.1

94

24.7

44.7

All Districts 2016

11.7

21.9

44.2

18.9

1.9

265

—

33.6

All Districts 2015

11.8

19.6

46.1

20.4

2.1

280

31.4

—

District Type

1
Decreased a
Lot

Decreased
(1 + 2)

Small
Medium

Suburban
Urban
Northeast

2015

2016

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 1: How does your district’s instructional budget for the current year (2016-2017) compare with last year’s
(2015-2016) budget?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

Table A8: Plans to Purchase Insructional Materials by Subject and Grade Level: All Districts
Percentage of Districts Planning to Purchase Instructional Materials
Elementary

Middle

High

English/Language Arts

38.1

31.3

28.3

Math

29.4

27.5

31.7

Science

27.5

28.3

30.6

Social Studies

17.7

21.1

23.4

None of the above

32.1

35.8

36.6

Number of Districts

265

265

265

Subject Areas

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 4: Check all the subject areas for which your district plans to purchase instructional materials in the 2016-2017
school year.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A9: Plans to Purchase Instructional Materials by Subject, Grade Level, and Region
Percentage of Districts Planning to Purchase Instructional Materials
Northeast
Subject Areas

Elem

Middle

Midwest
High

Elem

Middle

West
High

Elem

Middle

South
High

Elem

Middle

High

English/
Language Arts

47.2

34.0

32.1

30.7

20.0

17.3

30.2

30.2

20.9

42.6

39.4

38.3

Math

41.5

30.2

37.7

17.3

22.7

26.7

27.9

23.3

34.9

33.0

31.9

30.9

Science

41.5

34.0

30.2

25.3

29.3

37.3

18.6

18.6

18.6

25.5

28.7

30.9

Social Studies

18.9

22.6

18.9

12.0

18.7

22.7

9.3

16.3

14.0

25.5

24.5

30.9

None of the
above

20.8

37.7

35.8

37.3

37.3

36.0

27.9

25.6

41.9

36.2

38.3

35.1

Number of
Districts

53

53

53

75

75

75

43

43

43

94

94

94

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 4: Check all the subject areas for which your district plans to purchase instructional materials in the
2016-2017 school year.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

Table A10: Plans to Purchase Instructional Materials by Subject, Grade Level, and District Size
Percentage of Districts Planning to Purchase Instructional Materials
Small
Subject Areas

Elementary

Middle

Medium
Elementary

High

Middle

Large
Elementary

High

Middle

High

English/Language Arts

36.0

31.5

20.2

36.8

30.7

34.2

43.5

32.3

29.0

Math

31.5

30.3

30.3

29.8

26.3

34.2

25.8

25.8

29.0

Science

28.1

28.1

28.1

29.8

29.8

32.5

22.6

25.8

30.6

Social Studies

19.1

21.3

27.0

15.8

19.3

21.1

19.4

24.2

22.6

None of the above

32.6

37.1

39.3

31.6

35.1

34.2

32.3

35.5

37.1

89

89

89

114

114

114

62

62

62

Number of Districts

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 4: Check all the subject areas for which your district plans to purchase instructional materials in the 2016-2017
school year.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A11: Plans to Purchase Instructional Materials by Subject, Grade Level, and
Metropolitan Status
Percentage of Districts Planning to Purchase Instructional Materials
Rural
Subject Areas

Elem

Middle

Town
High

Elem

Middle

Suburban
High

Elem

Middle

Urban
High

Elem

Middle

High

English/
Language Arts

37.7

35.8

26.4

36.3

30.0

26.3

42.4

32.9

30.6

34.0

25.5

29.8

Math

30.2

34.0

30.2

41.3

33.8

37.5

22.4

21.2

28.2

21.3

21.3

29.8

Science

22.6

30.2

26.4

26.3

32.5

33.8

34.1

24.7

31.8

23.4

25.5

27.7

Social Studies

15.1

18.9

24.5

18.8

22.5

27.5

18.8

23.5

22.4

17.0

17.0

17.0

None of the
above

35.8

34.0

37.7

30.0

31.3

31.3

29.4

40.0

38.8

36.2

38.3

40.4

Number of
Districts

53

53

53

80

80

80

85

85

85

47

47

47

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 4: Check all the subject areas for which your district plans to purchase instructional materials in the
2016-2017 school year.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

Table A12: Priority of Instructional Practices/Models
Percentage of Districts Selecting Each Response

Instructional Practices/Models

Low

Medium

High

5.3

35.8

58.9

Career and Technical Education (CTE)

14.0

35.8

50.2

One-to-One Computing

22.6

33.2

44.2

Personalized Learning

14.3

42.6

43.0

Project-Based Learning

17.0

42.6

40.4

Competency-Based Learning

21.5

44.9

33.6

Blended Learning

17.0

52.8

30.2

Social Emotional Learning (SEL)

31.7

46.4

21.9

BYOD (Bring Your Own Device)

52.8

30.2

17.0

Makerspaces

49.4

35.5

15.1

Teaching Coding

41.5

44.5

14.0

Flipped Classrooms

46.4

42.3

11.3

—

1.1

11.3

265

265

265

STEM/STEAM

Other
Number of Districts

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 2: Over the next three years, what priority will each of the following instructional practices/models have in
your district?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A13: Permitted Student Activities in BYOD Programs: Participating Districts
Percentage of Districts Adopting
Each Response
Permitted Student Activities

All Districts

Searching the Internet for research purposes

91.8

Using student devices for polling, quizzes, or gathering student feedback/input

91.8

Collaboration

72.4

Skills development/practice problems

69.4

Accessing online curriculum by all students

64.3

Accessing online assessments by all students simultaneously

57.1

Number of Districts

98

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 5: Has your district implemented a BYOD (Bring Your Own Device) program at the classroom level? If yes,
what activities are the teachers permitting the students to engage in while using their own devices? Select all that apply.
Note: (Reduced base, excludes those districts that do not have a BYOD program).
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A14: Priority of Instructional Practices/Models by District Size
Percentage of Districts Selecting Each Response
Low Priority
Instructional
Practices/Models

Small

Med

Large

Medium Priority
All Low

Small

Med

Large

High Priority
All
Medium

Small

Med

Large

All High

6.7

4.4

4.8

5.3

44.9

28.9

35.5

35.8

48.3

66.7

59.7

58.9

Career and Technical
Education (CTE)

15.7

17.5

4.8

14.0

38.2

30.7

41.9

35.8

46.1

51.8

53.2

50.2

One-to-One
Computing

31.5

15.8

22.6

22.6

32.6

35.1

30.6

33.2

36.0

49.1

46.8

44.2

Personalized
Learning

12.4

17.5

11.3

14.3

47.2

32.5

54.8

42.6

40.4

50.0

33.9

43.0

Project-Based
Learning

20.2

15.8

14.5

17.0

44.9

40.4

43.5

42.6

34.8

43.9

41.9

40.4

Competency-Based
Learning

20.2

19.3

27.4

21.5

41.6

46.5

46.8

44.9

38.2

34.2

25.8

33.6

Blended Learning

18.0

17.5

14.5

17.0

58.4

49.1

51.6

52.8

23.6

33.3

33.9

30.2

Social Emotional
Learning (SEL)

28.1

29.8

40.3

31.7

53.9

48.2

32.3

46.4

18.0

21.9

27.4

21.9

BYOD (Bring Your
Own Device)

52.8

56.1

46.8

52.8

30.3

23.7

41.9

30.2

16.9

20.2

11.3

17.0

Makerspaces

62.9

43.0

41.9

49.4

30.3

36.0

41.9

35.5

6.7

21.1

16.1

15.1

Teaching Coding

51.7

33.3

41.9

41.5

37.1

47.4

50.0

44.5

11.2

19.3

8.1

14.0

Flipped Classrooms

56.2

38.6

46.8

46.4

38.2

43.9

45.2

42.3

5.6

17.5

8.1

11.3

Other

—

—

—

—

2.2

0.9

—

1.1

15.7

8.8

9.7

11.3

Number of Districts

89

114

62

265

89

114

62

265

89

114

62

265

STEM/STEAM

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 2: Over the next three years, what priority will each of the following instructional practices/models have in your
district?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A15: Priority of Instructional Practices/Models by Region
Percentage of Districts Selecting Each Response
Low Priority
Instructional
Practices/Models
STEM/STEAM

Northeast

Midwest

West

Medium Priority
South

Northeast

Midwest

West

High Priority
South

Northeast

Midwest

West

South

—

9.3

9.3

3.2

35.8

38.7

44.2

29.8

64.2

52.0

46.5

67.0

Career and Technical
Education (CTE)

34.0

13.3

14.0

3.2

41.5

36.0

32.6

34.0

24.5

50.7

53.5

62.8

One-to-One
Computing

30.2

18.7

27.9

19.1

30.2

33.3

34.9

34.0

39.6

48.0

37.2

46.8

Personalized
Learning

18.9

14.7

16.3

10.6

32.1

42.7

53.5

43.6

49.1

42.7

30.2

45.7

Project-Based
Learning

18.9

16.0

30.2

10.6

37.7

42.7

34.9

48.9

43.4

41.3

34.9

40.4

Competency-Based
Learning

22.6

21.3

25.6

19.1

47.2

44.0

37.2

47.9

30.2

34.7

37.2

33.0

Blended Learning

15.1

18.7

20.9

14.9

47.2

52.0

55.8

55.3

37.7

29.3

23.3

29.8

Social Emotional
Learning (SEL)

32.1

26.7

27.9

37.2

37.7

41.3

53.5

52.1

30.2

32.0

18.6

10.6

BYOD (Bring Your
Own Device)

52.8

61.3

74.4

36.2

32.1

25.3

16.3

39.4

15.1

13.3

9.3

24.5

Makerspaces

32.1

46.7

72.1

51.1

45.3

36.0

20.9

36.2

22.6

17.3

7.0

12.8

Teaching Coding

35.8

42.7

46.5

41.5

45.3

42.7

39.5

47.9

18.9

14.7

14.0

10.6

Flipped Classrooms

34.0

45.3

72.1

42.6

45.3

46.7

23.3

45.7

20.8

8.0

4.7

11.7

Other

—

—

—

—

—

2.7

2.3

—

11.3

12.0

11.6

10.6

Number of Districts

53

75

43

94

53

75

43

94

53

75

43

94

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 2: Over the next three years, what priority will each of the following instructional practices/models have in your
district?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A16: Priority of Instructional Practices/Models by Metropolitan Status
Percentage of Districts Selecting Each Response
Low Priority
Instructional
Practices/Models

Rural

Town

Medium Priority

Suburban

Urban

Rural

Town

Suburban

High Priority
Urban

Rural

Town

Suburban

Urban

STEM/STEAM

7.5

6.3

3.5

4.3

49.1

33.8

36.5

23.4

43.4

60.0

60.0

72.3

Career and Technical
Education (CTE)

9.4

8.8

25.9

6.4

39.6

33.8

31.8

42.6

50.9

57.5

42.4

51.1

One-to-One
Computing

28.3

21.3

21.2

21.3

34.0

32.5

30.6

38.3

37.7

46.3

48.2

40.4

Personalized
Learning

18.9

10.0

14.1

17.0

39.6

45.0

40.0

46.8

41.5

45.0

45.9

36.2

Project-Based
Learning

15.1

21.3

11.8

21.3

41.5

43.8

45.9

36.2

43.4

35.0

42.4

42.6

Competency-Based
Learning

18.9

18.8

25.9

21.3

45.3

43.8

42.4

51.1

35.8

37.5

31.8

27.7

Blended Learning

15.1

21.3

12.9

19.1

64.2

52.5

48.2

48.9

20.8

26.3

38.8

31.9

Social Emotional
Learning (SEL)

41.5

20.0

40.0

25.5

41.5

60.0

40.0

40.4

17.0

20.0

20.0

34.0

BYOD (Bring Your
Own Device)

47.2

56.3

51.8

55.3

26.4

30.0

32.9

29.8

26.4

13.8

15.3

14.9

Makerspaces

54.7

63.8

37.6

40.4

35.8

31.3

37.6

38.3

9.4

5.0

24.7

21.3

Teaching Coding

54.7

45.0

32.9

36.2

35.8

45.0

49.4

44.7

9.4

10.0

17.6

19.1

Flipped Classrooms

49.1

53.8

38.8

44.7

41.5

35.0

47.1

46.8

9.4

11.3

14.1

8.5

Other

—

—

—

—

1.9

2.5

—

—

13.2

16.3

8.2

6.4

Number of Districts

53

80

85

47

53

80

85

47

53

80

85

47

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 2: Over the next three years, what priority will each of the following instructional practices/models have in your
district?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A17: District Actions That Support STEM: All Districts
All Districts

District Actions
Emphasized project-based, hands-on learning activities in STEM classes

61.1

Trained our teachers on instructional methods to support STEM subjects

54.0

Provided connections to business, industry, and the world of work

52.1

District team is currently aligning curriculum, instruction and assessment with Next
Generation Science Standards (NGSS)

50.6

Added or expanded science labs

37.4

Implemented Project Lead the Way in one or more schools

36.2

Integrated STEM concepts and instructional approaches across the entire curriculum

33.2

Created rigorous courses in all four STEM areas

29.8

Created a formal STEM program

29.8

Nothing yet, but plan to take action in the 2017-2018 school year

5.3

Nothing, and no plans to take action in the 2017-2018 school year

1.9

Other

4.5

Number of Districts

265

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 10: Which of the following actions has your district taken in order to support STEM (science, technology,
engineering, and mathematics) curriculum? Select all that apply.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A18: Important Factors Influencing Purchasing Decisions of Digital Instructional
Materials: All Districts
Percentage Indicating Level of Importance of Each Factor
Factors Influencing
Purchase Decisions

1-Not At All
Important

2

3

5-Very
Important

4

Number of
Districts

Important
(4 + 5)
2016

Has research
demonstrating
effectiveness

—

0.4

4.5

31.7

63.4

265

95.1

Ability to support
differentiated or
personalized learning

—

1.1

8.3

28.3

62.3

265

90.6

Allows educators to
customize instructional
content

—

2.3

12.5

39.6

45.7

265

85.3

Compatible with multiple
computing devices (e.g.,
laptops, tablets), browsers,
and operating systems

0.8

3.8

10.2

26.0

59.2

265

85.2

Includes an assessment
component

0.4

1.1

15.1

31.3

52.1

265

83.4

Includes progress
monitoring dashboards

0.4

2.3

15.1

38.5

43.8

265

82.3

Approach to data security
and privacy

1.1

3.8

17.4

30.2

47.5

265

77.7

Integrates with our district/
school LMS and other
systems

2.6

4.5

15.8

29.1

47.9

265

77.0

Ability to purchase
entire program or selected
portions

1.5

4.2

19.2

39.6

35.5

265

75.1

Includes support materials
for ELL students

6.0

9.1

20.8

26.0

38.1

265

64.1

Includes lesson planning
and/or classroom
management features

2.6

10.6

28.7

36.6

21.5

265

58.1

Includes a print component

4.9

19.2

31.3

26.8

17.7

265

44.5

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 3: When your district evaluates digital instructional materials, how important are the following factors in your
purchase decision? Note: Responses of 1 are defined as Not Important, 2 and 3 as Somewhat Important, 4 and 5 as Important.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A19: Resources Used to Evaluate New Digital Products: All Districts
Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response
Resources Used to Evaluate New Digital Products and Apps

All Districts

A committee of teachers and administrators to evaluate products/apps

92.1

Reviews provided by the state or a regional service center

50.6

Reviews from ed tech magazines or professional journals

38.5

Reviews provided by third-party reviewers (e.g., EdReports, EQuIP,
Common Sense Media)

26.8

Paid subscription to a third-party reviewing service, (e.g., Learning List)

2.3

Other

4.9

Number of Districts

265

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 14: What resources does your district use to evaluate new digital products and apps? Select all that apply.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A20: Advice for Publishers for Better Product Alignment to Standards: All Districts
Advice for Publishers

All Districts

Align to state standards/state assessments

24.6

Make it easier for teachers to use/correlate to standards/clearer pairing of standards and
instructional strategies

14.0

Materials to meet diverse needs/differentiated materials/options to personalize the material

11.7

Involve teachers or curriculum directors in the process

11.0

Concern over rigor (more rigorous, balance rigor, determine rigor needed, etc.)/depth of knowledge

10.6

Create new material that is truly aligned versus just retrofitted/no actual changes made to the
program/more alignment

9.8

Focus on practices/processes as well as the content

6.1

Have materials vetted or reviewed by 3rd party for alignment or effectiveness/research-based

4.5

Provide/help with professional development of teachers

4.2

Integrated lessons/texts that can be used for multiple subjects

3.4

Better understand the district's specific needs

3.0

More modular

2.7

Update/keep current with changing standards

1.9

Other

19.3

Number of Districts

264

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 18: What advice would you give publishers about improving their products’ alignment to standards and
instructional approaches to ensure that they meet your expectations and are more useful in the classroom?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

Table A21: Substantial Use of Instructional Materials Used by Source and Frequency of Use:
All Districts
Instructional Materials Used

Substantial Use (4 + 5)

Commercial materials purchased from publishers

71.3

Materials developed locally by district or school staff

68.7

Materials developed by your state

37.8

Open Education Resources (OER)

26.0

Other

4.1

Number of Districts

265

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 17: How frequently do the teachers in your district use the following types of instructional resources?
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A22: Instructional Materials In Your District—Substantially Agree: All Districts
Percentage of Respondents
Who Substantially Agree (4+5)

Instructional Materials: District Versus School Level Decisions
The district defines the curriculum and content used in the classrooms, for the most part

69.0

Teachers have flexibility to use whatever instructional materials they deem appropriate in
their classroom

45.7

Teachers use their own created materials as opposed to relying upon standard districtprovided materials

33.6

My school district is moving towards school-based decision making rather than
district-centralized decision making

30.5

Number of Districts

265

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 16: Thinking about instruction in your district, please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each
statement.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

Table A23: Distribution of Assessment Providers for All Districts

Assessment Providers

Overall District-Level Penetration Rates
of Assessment Providers

Renaissance Learning

51%

Act, Inc. (ACT Aspire)

50%

Pearson

43%

Study Island (from Edmentum)

38%

Houghton Mifflin Harcourt/Riverside

33%

Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA)

31%

Amplify/Wireless Generation

26%

Compass Learning

25%

Discovery

21%

McGraw-Hill Education

21%

Curriculum Associates (iReady)

20%

Edmentum/PLATO Learning

17%

Scantron

15%

CTB (TerraNova)

7%

Measured Progress

7%

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 12: Which providers of assessments does your district currently use? Please check all providers used in your
elementary, middle, and high schools. Note: Penetration rates equal percentage of districts using each provider. Multiple responses were permitted.
See the Curriculum Survey, Question 12, for a list of products associated with each provider.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A24: Penetration Rates of Assessment Providers by Grade Level
Percentage of Districts Using Each Provider
Elementary

Assessment Providers
ACT, Inc. (ACT Aspire)

2015

Middle
2016

2015

High
2016

2015

2016

—

7.0

—

14.9

—

54.7

30.3

25.4

5.1

5.0

0.9

2.2

8.8

9.0

6.7

11.2

13.5

17.0

13.5

7.0

12.2

3.3

8.7

1.8

Curriculum Associates (i-Ready)

—

17.2

—

12.4

—

2.7

Discovery

8.4

16.8

9.4

15.8

5.7

8.1

Edmentum/PLATO Learning

3.6

6.1

8.3

10.0

13.5

15.2

12.7

27.9

8.3

19.5

3.9

14.3

McGraw-Hill Education

—

13.1

—

12.4

—

9.0

Measured Progress

6.8

4.9

6.3

5.8

7.0

5.4

Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA)

27.9

26.6

28.3

26.1

24.3

19.7

Pearson

28.3

32.0

17.7

25.3

13.0

24.2

Renaissance Learning

38.6

46.7

33.5

39.0

16.5

20.6

6.0

4.1

8.3

8.3

10.4

14.3

Study Island (from Edmentum)

25.1

28.7

28.0

25.3

19.1

12.1

Other

12.7

22.5

11.0

19.1

15.7

22.9

Number of Districts

251

244

254

241

230

223

Amplify/Wireless Generation
Compass Learning
CTB (TerraNova)

Houghton Mifflin Harcourt/Riverside

Scantron

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 12: Which providers of assessments does your district currently use? Please check all providers used in your
elementary, middle, and high schools.
Note: Penetration rates equal percentage of districts using each provider. Multiple responses were permitted. See the Curriculum Survey, Question
12, for a list of products associated with each provider.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A25: Features Affecting Purchasing Decisions of Online Interim or Benchmark
Assessments: All Districts
Percentage Indicating Level of Importance of Each Feature

Features Affecting Purchasing
Decisions

1-Not at all
Important

2

3

5-Very
Important

4

Number of
Districts

Important
(4 + 5)

Provides valid and reliable
growth data on each student

0.4

0.8

3.0

21.9

74.0

265

95.9

Provides valid and reliable
summative projections

1.1

1.5

9.8

35.8

51.7

265

87.5

Integrates with the district's
Student Information System (SIS)

3.4

2.3

15.1

28.7

50.6

265

79.3

Is adaptive: adjusts the difficulty
of each question uniquely for
each student

3.0

2.6

16.6

37.4

40.4

265

77.8

Recommends curriculum based
on assessment results

4.9

4.5

20.8

32.5

37.4

265

69.9

Allows educators to customize
assessment content

4.9

5.7

22.6

29.8

37.0

265

66.8

Offers ability to select questions
from an item bank

3.8

6.0

25.3

34.0

30.9

265

64.9

Fully compatible with tablets

9.8

10.9

27.5

17.7

34.0

265

51.7

12.1

19.6

32.1

20.4

15.8

265

36.2

Available in a paper and pencil
format in addition to online
format

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 13: When your district evaluates online interim or benchmark assessments, how important are the following
features in your purchase decision?
Note: Responses of 1 are defined as Not Important, 2 and 3 as Somewhat Important, 4 and 5 as Important.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A26: Features Affecting Purchasing Decisions of Online Interim or Benchmark
Assessments by District Size and Metropolitan Status
Percentage of Districts Citing Features as Important (4 + 5)
District Size
Features Affecting
Purchasing Decisions

Small

Medium

Metropolitan Status
Large

Rural

Town

Suburban

Urban

All
Districts

Provides valid and reliable
growth data on each student

97.8

98.2

88.7

100.0

95.0

94.1

95.7

95.9

Provides valid and reliable
summative projections

87.6

93.0

77.4

90.6

91.3

84.7

83.0

87.5

Integrates with the district's
Student Information System
(SIS)

68.5

81.6

90.3

77.4

72.5

78.8

93.6

79.3

Is adaptive: adjusts the
difficulty of each question
uniquely for each student

76.4

78.9

77.4

81.1

70.0

75.3

91.5

77.8

Recommends curriculum
based on assessment results

74.2

72.8

58.1

77.4

75.0

68.2

55.3

69.9

Allows educators to
customize assessment
content

61.8

66.7

74.2

56.6

75.0

65.9

66.0

66.8

Offers ability to select
questions from an item bank

58.4

68.4

67.7

67.9

62.5

63.5

68.1

64.9

Fully compatible with tablets

56.2

50.9

46.8

58.5

56.3

42.4

53.2

51.7

Available in a paper and
pencil format in addition to
online format

38.2

34.2

37.1

28.3

40.0

34.1

42.6

36.2

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 13: When your district evaluates online interim or benchmark assessments, how important are the following
features in your purchase decision? Note: Responses of 1 are defined as Not Important, 2 and 3 as Somewhat Important, 4 and 5 as Important.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A27: Features Affecting Purchasing Decisions of Online Interim or Benchmark
Assessments by Region
Percentage of Districts Citing Features as Important (4 + 5)
All
Districts

Region
Features Affecting Purchasing Decisions

Northeast

Midwest

West

South

Provides valid and reliable growth data on each
student

96.2

100.0

90.7

94.7

95.9

Provides valid and reliable summative
projections

83.0

92.0

90.7

85.1

87.5

Integrates with the district's Student
Information System (SIS)

73.6

73.3

88.4

83.0

79.3

Is adaptive: adjusts the difficulty of each
question uniquely for each student

79.2

84.0

72.1

74.5

77.8

Recommends curriculum based on assessment
results

75.5

72.0

44.2

76.6

69.9

Allows educators to customize assessment
content

54.7

62.7

67.4

76.6

66.8

Offers ability to select questions from an item
bank

58.5

50.7

62.8

80.9

64.9

Fully compatible with tablets

39.6

49.3

58.1

57.4

51.7

Available in a paper and pencil format in
addition to online format

39.6

25.3

37.2

42.6

36.2

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 13: When your district evaluates online interim or benchmark assessments, how important are the following
features in your purchase decision? Note: Responses of 1 are defined as Not Important, 2 and 3 as Somewhat Important, 4 and 5 as Important.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

Table A28: Resources Needed from Assessment Providers: All Districts
Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response
Resources Needed from Assessment Providers

All Districts

Professional development on writing valid assessment items

56.6

Item banks

55.1

Reporting and/or data analysis tools

48.3

Tools for authoring assessment items

44.9

Help interpreting the data

35.8

Other

2.3

District does not develop assessments in house

7.9

Number of Districts

265

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 11: What additional resources do you need from assessment providers to support your district’s internal assessment development efforts? Check all that apply
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A29: Administration of Assessments Online (in Core Subjects) by District Size
Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response
Number of
Districts

Small
Assessment Types

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

Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response
Number of
Districts

Medium
Assessment Types

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

Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response
Number of
Districts

Large
Assessment Types

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.

156

Educational Materials Trends
Copyright 2017 Market Data Retrieval

Table A30: Administration of Assessments Online (in Core Subjects) by Region
Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response
Number of
Districts

Northeast
Assessment Types

Doing It Now

13 Months –
3 Years

Within 1 Year

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

Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response
Number of
Districts

Midwest
Assessment Types

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

Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response
Number of
Districts

West
Assessment Types

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

Percentage of Districts Adopting Each Response
Number of
Districts

South
Assessment Types

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.

State of the K-12 Market Reports 2017
Copyright 2017 Market Data Retrieval

157

Table A31: Offering Online Courses: All Districts
All Grade Levels
2015

Offer Online Courses?

2016

Yes, and we offer the same number of courses as were offered last year (2015-2016)

33.2

40.4

Yes, and we increased the number of courses offered as compared to last year (2015-2016)

34.6

33.6

Yes, and we decreased the number of courses offered as compared to last year (2015-2016)

1.4

1.9

No, but we plan to offer online courses within the next three years

16.8

13.2

No, and we don’t plan to offer online courses in the next three years

13.9

10.9

Number of Districts

280

265

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 6: Does your district currently offer any online courses, at any grade level? By online course, we mean a
course offered partly or entirely over the Internet instead of entirely by face-to-face instruction.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

Table A32: Offering Online Courses by Metropolitan Status
Percentage of Districts Citing Each Response
Offer Online Courses?

Rural

Town

Suburban

Urban

Yes, and we offer the same number of courses as were offered
last year (2015-2016)

52.8

37.5

35.3

40.4

Yes, and we increased the number of courses offered as
compared to last year (2015-2016)

37.7

30.0

25.9

48.9

Yes, and we decreased the number of courses offered as
compared to last year (2015-2016)

3.8

2.5

1.2

—

No, but we plan to offer online courses within the next
three years

5.7

15.0

21.2

4.3

No, and we don’t plan to offer online courses in the next
three years

—

15.0

16.5

6.4

Number of Districts

53

80

85

47

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 6: Does your district currently offer any online courses, at any grade level? By online course, we mean a
course offered partly or entirely over the Internet instead of entirely by face-to-face instruction.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A33: Offering Online Courses by Region
Percentage of Districts Citing Each Response
Offer Online Courses?

Northeast

Midwest

West

South

Yes, and we offer the same number of courses as were offered
last year (2015-2016)

32.1

34.7

37.2

51.1

Yes, and we increased the number of courses offered as
compared to last year (2015-2016)

26.4

32.0

41.9

35.1

Yes, and we decreased the number of courses offered as
compared to last year (2015-2016)

1.9

—

2.3

3.2

No, but we plan to offer online courses within the next
three years

28.3

14.7

4.7

7.4

No, and we don’t plan to offer online courses in the next
three years

11.3

18.7

14.0

3.2

53

75

43

94

Number of Districts

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 6: Does your district currently offer any online courses, at any grade level? By online course, we mean a
course offered partly or entirely over the Internet instead of entirely by face-to-face instruction.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.

Table A34: Offering Online Courses by District Size
Percentage of Districts Citing Each
Response
Small

Offer Online Courses?

Medium

Large

Yes, and we offer the same number of courses as were offered last year (2015-2016)

38.2

38.6

46.8

Yes, and we increased the number of courses offered as compared to last year (2015-2016)

32.6

30.7

40.3

Yes, and we decreased the number of courses offered as compared to last year (2015-2016)

2.2

1.8

1.6

No, but we plan to offer online courses within the next three years

13.5

15.8

8.1

No, and we don’t plan to offer online courses in the next three years

13.5

13.2

3.2

89

114

62

Number of Districts

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 6: Does your district currently offer any online courses, at any grade level? By online course, we mean a
course offered partly or entirely over the Internet instead of entirely by face-to-face instruction.
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Table A35: Primary Online Learning Model
Percentage Using Each Model
Number of Districts
Blended Learning

Fully Online Learning

Small

53.8

46.2

65

Medium

63.0

37.0

81

Large

63.6

36.4

55

Rural

54.0

46.0

50

Town

60.7

39.3

56

Suburban

56.6

43.4

53

Urban

71.4

28.6

42

Northeast

56.3

43.8

32

Midwest

54.0

46.0

50

West

65.7

34.3

35

South

63.1

36.9

84

All Districts

60.2

39.8

201

District Type

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 7: Please select the delivery model that best reflects the PRIMARY model used in your district for online
learning courses.
Blended learning: The student learns at least in part at a supervised brick-and-mortar location away from home and at least part of the content and
instruction is delivered online with some element of student control over time, place, path, and/or pace.
Fully online learning: The student learns outside of the brick-and-mortar location and the majority of the content and instruction is delivered online
with some element of student control of time, place, path, and/or pace.
Note: Excludes respondents who do not offer online courses
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A36: Student Participation in Online Courses for Core Instruction (Fully or Blended):
All Districts
Participate in 1 or More Online Course for Core Instruction

None

1%-9%

10%-24%

25%-74%

75%-100%

Don't Know

Number of
Districts

District Type
Small

4.6

43.1

30.8

9.2

6.2

6.2

65

Medium

6.2

53.1

18.5

11.1

3.7

7.4

81

Large

3.6

40.0

34.5

9.1

5.5

7.3

55

Rural

8.0

44.0

30.0

8.0

2.0

8.0

50

Town

1.8

48.2

25.0

14.3

5.4

5.4

56

Suburban

9.4

50.9

24.5

7.5

5.7

1.9

53

Urban

—

40.5

28.6

9.5

7.1

14.3

42

Northeast

9.4

46.9

21.9

9.4

6.3

6.3

32

Midwest

4.0

50.0

26.0

8.0

6.0

6.0

50

West

2.9

48.6

25.7

11.4

2.9

8.6

35

South

4.8

42.9

29.8

10.7

4.8

7.1

84

All Districts

5.0

46.3

26.9

10.0

5.0

7.0

201

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 8: What percentage of students in your district participates in at least one fully online or blended learning
course for core instruction and/or credit recovery?
Fully Online Learning: The student learns outside of the brick-and-mortar location and the majority of the content and instruction is delivered online
with some element of student control of time, place, path and/or pace.
Blended Learning: The student learns at least in part at a supervised brick-and-mortar location away from home and at least part of the content and
instruction is delivered online with some element of student control over time, place, path, and/or pace.
Note: Reduced base, excludes respondents who do not offer online courses.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A37: Student Participation in Online Courses for Credit Recovery (Fully or Blended):
All Districts
Participate in 1 or More Online Course for Credit Recovery

None

1%-9%

10%-24%

25%-74%

75%-100%

Don’t Know

Number of
Districts

District Type
Small

4.6

50.8

27.7

9.2

1.5

6.2

65

Medium

9.9

34.6

37.0

8.6

1.2

8.6

81

Large

—

40.0

32.7

16.4

7.3

3.6

55

Rural

2.0

52.0

26.0

12.0

—

8.0

50

Town

5.4

32.1

51.8

7.1

—

3.6

56

Suburban

9.4

50.9

20.8

7.5

7.5

3.8

53

Urban

4.8

28.6

31.0

19.0

4.8

11.9

42

12.5

28.1

28.1

18.8

3.1

9.4

32

2.0

54.0

36.0

—

2.0

6.0

50

West

11.4

40.0

25.7

14.3

2.9

5.7

35

South

2.4

39.3

35.7

13.1

3.6

6.0

84

All Districts

5.5

41.3

32.8

10.9

3.0

6.5

201

Northeast
Midwest

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 8: What percentage of students in your district participates in at least one fully online or blended learning
course for core instruction and/or credit recovery?
Fully Online Learning: The student learns outside of the brick-and-mortar location and the majority of the content and instruction is delivered online
with some element of student control of time, place, path and/or pace.
Blended Learning: The student learns at least in part at a supervised brick-and-mortar location away from home and at least part of the content and
instruction is delivered online with some element of student control over time, place, path, and/or pace.
Note: Reduced base, excludes respondents who do not offer online courses.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A38: Penetration Rates of Online Course Providers by District Size and Metropolitan
Status
Percentage of Districts Using Each Provider
District Size
Online Course Providers

Small

Medium

Metropolitan Status
Large

Rural

Town

Suburban

All Districts
Urban

2015

2016

Edgenuity/Compass Learning

30.6

22.4

41.5

27.7

29.6

34.6

28.9

—

30.4

Apex Learning

24.2

30.3

28.3

34.0

22.2

26.9

28.9

20.6

27.7

Edmentum (PLATO Learning,
EdOptions Academy)

22.6

25.0

22.6

29.8

18.5

19.2

28.9

16.9

23.6

Pearson

24.2

21.1

20.8

19.1

27.8

21.2

18.4

13.8

22.0

State Virtual School

14.5

26.3

15.1

19.1

22.2

15.4

21.1

21.2

19.4

Odysseyware

22.6

19.7

13.2

17.0

27.8

13.5

15.8

14.3

18.8

District-Developed

12.9

17.1

28.3

12.8

22.2

23.1

15.8

20.6

18.8

ALEKS (McGraw-Hill Education)

14.5

18.4

11.3

12.8

22.2

11.5

13.2

19.6

15.2

Florida Virtual School (FLVS)

6.5

3.9

13.2

4.3

7.4

9.6

7.9

5.3

7.3

Fuel Education (formerly K12 Inc.)

6.5

9.2

3.8

4.3

7.4

9.6

5.3

7.4

6.8

Virtual High School (MA)

6.5

9.2

3.8

10.6

5.6

7.7

2.6

10.6

6.8

Regional Consortia (BOCES)

8.1

2.6

5.7

8.5

3.7

5.8

2.6

2.6

5.2

12.9

18.4

9.4

12.8

7.4

23.1

13.2

15.3

14.1

62

76

53

47

54

52

38

189

191

Other
Number of Districts

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 9: Which providers of online courses does your district currently use? Please check all providers used in your
schools. See the Curriculum Survey Question 9 for a list of offerings associated with each provider.
Note: Penetration rates equal percentage of districts using each provider. Multiple responses were permitted. If respondent answered no (options 4 or
5) to Q6, then this question was not asked.
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Table A39: Penetration Rates of Assessment Providers by Grade Level and District Size
Percentage of Districts Using Each Provider
Elementary

Assessment Providers
ACT, Inc.
(ACT Aspire)

Small

Med

Middle

Large

All
Elem

Small

Med

High

Large

All
Middle

Small

Med

Large

All
High

7.1

7.7

5.5

7.0

13.1

14.7

18.2

14.9

61.6

50.0

53.7

54.7

Amplify/Wireless
Generation

29.4

23.1

23.6

25.4

4.8

5.9

3.6

5.0

4.1

1.0

1.9

2.2

Compass Learning

12.9

6.7

7.3

9.0

13.1

9.8

10.9

11.2

17.8

20.8

9.3

17.0

8.2

8.7

1.8

7.0

4.8

3.9

—

3.3

1.4

3.1

—

1.8

Curriculum Associates
(i-Ready)

10.6

19.2

23.6

17.2

4.8

14.7

20.0

12.4

1.4

2.1

5.6

2.7

Discovery

11.8

20.2

18.2

16.8

10.7

17.6

20.0

15.8

5.5

9.4

9.3

8.1

5.9

7.7

3.6

6.1

14.3

8.8

5.5

10.0

17.8

15.6

11.1

15.2

Houghton Mifflin
Harcourt/Riverside

28.2

26.9

29.1

27.9

19.0

17.6

23.6

19.5

9.6

10.4

27.8

14.3

McGraw-Hill Education

14.1

13.5

10.9

13.1

11.9

14.7

9.1

12.4

6.8

9.4

11.1

9.0

8.2

3.8

1.8

4.9

7.1

4.9

5.5

5.8

11.0

3.1

1.9

5.4

Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA)

21.2

33.7

21.8

26.6

26.2

28.4

21.8

26.1

19.2

20.8

18.5

19.7

Pearson

30.6

37.5

23.6

32.0

25.0

25.5

25.5

25.3

19.2

26.0

27.8

24.2

Renaissance Learning

49.4

47.1

41.8

46.7

45.2

42.2

23.6

39.0

27.4

18.8

14.8

20.6

2.4

6.7

1.8

4.1

8.3

9.8

5.5

8.3

17.8

15.6

7.4

14.3

Study Island
(from Edmentum)

32.9

27.9

23.6

28.7

31.0

20.6

25.5

25.3

11.0

11.5

14.8

12.1

Other

27.1

20.2

20.0

22.5

20.2

13.7

27.3

19.1

21.9

19.8

29.6

22.9

85

104

55

244

84

102

55

241

73

96

54

223

CTB (TerraNova)

Edmentum/PLATO Learning

Measured Progress

Scantron

Number of Districts

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 12: Which providers of assessments does your district currently use? Please check all providers used in your
elementary, middle, and high schools.
Note: Penetration rates equal percentage of districts using each provider. Multiple responses were permitted. See the Curriculum Survey, Question
12, for a list of products associated with each provider.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Table A40: Penetration Rates of Assessment Providers by Grade Level and Metropolitan
Status
Percentage of Districts Using Each Provider
Elementary

Middle

High

Assessment
Providers

Rural

Town

Suburban

Urban

All
Elem

Rural

Town

Suburban

Urban

All
Middle

Rural

Town

Suburban

Urban

All
High

ACT, Inc.
(ACT Aspire)

1.9

9.5

2.7

16.3

7.0

9.8

16.9

12.3

22.5

14.9

59.2

59.2

46.9

53.8

54.7

35.8

27.0

17.6

23.3

25.4

9.8

1.3

4.1

7.5

5.0

4.1

2.8

—

2.6

2.2

Compass
Learning

5.7

12.2

9.5

7.0

9.0

3.9

14.3

13.7

10.0

11.2

10.2

21.1

23.4

7.7

17.0

CTB (TerraNova)

5.7

8.1

9.5

2.3

7.0

2.0

6.5

2.7

—

3.3

—

5.6

—

—

1.8

Curriculum
Associates (i-Ready)

18.9

16.2

16.2

18.6

17.2

15.7

6.5

13.7

17.5

12.4

6.1

1.4

1.6

2.6

2.7

Discovery

26.4

9.5

21.6

9.3

16.8

25.5

9.1

19.2

10.0

15.8

14.3

4.2

9.4

5.1

8.1

Edmentum/PLATO
Learning

5.7

5.4

5.4

9.3

6.1

9.8

14.3

5.5

10.0

10.0

22.4

18.3

9.4

10.3

15.2

Houghton Mifflin
Harcourt/Riverside

34.0

23.0

27.0

30.2

27.9

15.7

20.8

20.5

20.0

19.5

10.2

15.5

17.2

12.8

14.3

McGraw-Hill
Education

9.4

14.9

12.2

16.3

13.1

9.8

15.6

13.7

7.5

12.4

4.1

14.1

7.8

7.7

9.0

Measured Progress

9.4

5.4

1.4

4.7

4.9

7.8

6.5

1.4

10.0

5.8

10.2

8.5

1.6

—

5.4

Northwest
Evaluation
Association
(NWEA)

18.9

28.4

29.7

27.9

26.6

19.6

29.9

23.3

32.5

26.1

12.2

23.9

15.6

28.2

19.7

Pearson

41.5

32.4

31.1

20.9

32.0

31.4

22.1

26.0

22.5

25.3

30.6

18.3

26.6

23.1

24.2

Renaissance Learning

60.4

54.1

33.8

39.5

46.7

49.0

49.4

30.1

22.5

39.0

26.5

26.8

12.5

15.4

20.6

1.9

6.8

2.7

4.7

4.1

9.8

11.7

4.1

7.5

8.3

20.4

14.1

14.1

7.7

14.3

Study Island (from
Edmentum)

45.3

27.0

21.6

23.3

28.7

41.2

23.4

20.5

17.5

25.3

12.2

12.7

12.5

10.3

12.1

Other

26.4

24.3

18.9

20.9

22.5

23.5

18.2

12.3

27.5

19.1

26.5

22.5

20.3

23.1

22.9

53

74

74

43

244

51

77

73

40

241

49

71

64

39

223

Amplify/Wireless
Generation

Scantron

Number of
Districts

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 12: Which providers of assessments does your district currently use? Please check all providers used in your
elementary, middle, and high schools.
Note: Penetration rates equal percentage of districts using each provider. Multiple responses were permitted. See the Curriculum Survey, Question 12,
for a list of products associated with each provider.
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Table A41: Penetration Rates of Assessment Providers by Grade Level and Region
Percentage of Districts Using Each Provider
Elementary
Assessment
Providers

Northeast

ACT, Inc.
(ACT Aspire)

4.2

Amplify/Wireless
Generation
Compass
Learning

High

West

South

All
Elem

Northeast

Midwest

West

South

All
Middle

Northeast

Midwest

West

South

All
High

5.7

—

12.9

7.0

2.3

15.5

7.7

23.9

14.9

35.1

61.8

43.8

61.6

54.7

25.0

18.6

43.9

22.4

25.4

4.7

2.8

10.3

4.5

5.0

2.7

1.5

3.1

2.3

2.2

12.5

8.6

7.3

8.2

9.0

7.0

12.7

10.3

12.5

11.2

10.8

17.6

9.4

22.1

17.0

4.2

14.3

—

5.9

7.0

2.3

5.6

—

3.4

3.3

—

4.4

—

1.2

1.8

Curriculum
Associates (iReady)

16.7

12.9

19.5

20.0

17.2

18.6

8.5

7.7

14.8

12.4

5.4

1.5

—

3.5

2.7

Discovery

16.7

14.3

9.8

22.4

16.8

20.9

12.7

10.3

18.2

15.8

8.1

5.9

6.3

10.5

8.1

Edmentum/
PLATO Learning

6.3

2.9

7.3

8.2

6.1

7.0

4.2

23.1

10.2

10.0

5.4

11.8

21.9

19.8

15.2

Houghton Mifflin
Harcourt/
Riverside

25.0

25.7

34.1

28.2

27.9

11.6

15.5

30.8

21.6

19.5

10.8

11.8

15.6

17.4

14.3

McGraw-Hill
Education

10.4

17.1

22.0

7.1

13.1

11.6

15.5

12.8

10.2

12.4

5.4

10.3

12.5

8.1

9.0

2.1

2.9

9.8

5.9

4.9

—

4.2

10.3

8.0

5.8

—

4.4

9.4

7.0

5.4

Northwest
Evaluation
Association
(NWEA)

18.8

45.7

24.4

16.5

26.6

18.6

42.3

33.3

13.6

26.1

13.5

32.4

25.0

10.5

19.7

Pearson

33.3

38.6

31.7

25.9

32.0

30.2

26.8

23.1

22.7

25.3

27.0

17.6

25.0

27.9

24.2

Renaissance
Learning

29.2

37.1

63.4

56.5

46.7

25.6

40.8

38.5

44.3

39.0

16.2

20.6

18.8

23.3

20.6

2.1

2.9

2.4

7.1

4.1

9.3

8.5

7.7

8.0

8.3

21.6

16.2

12.5

10.5

14.3

Study Island
(from Edmentum)

33.3

17.1

17.1

41.2

28.7

44.2

12.7

10.3

33.0

25.3

27.0

5.9

—

15.1

12.1

Other

16.7

17.1

34.1

24.7

22.5

11.6

14.1

41.0

17.0

19.1

21.6

13.2

56.3

18.6

22.9

48

70

41

85

244

43

71

39

88

241

37

68

32

86

223

CTB (TerraNova)

Measured
Progress

Scantron

Number of
Districts

Midwest

Middle

Survey of Curriculum Directors, Question 12: Which providers of assessments does your district currently use? Please check all providers used in your
elementary, middle, and high schools. Note: Penetration rates equal percentage of districts using each provider. Multiple responses were permitted.
See the Curriculum Survey, Question 12, for a list of products associated with each provider.
EdNET Insight Survey © 2017, Market Data Retrieval.
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Appendix B: Survey Materials

Curriculum Directors District Survey 2016
Q1.

How does your district’s instructional budget for the current school year
(2016-2017) compare with last year’s (2015-2016) budget? Please include all basal,
supplemental, reference content, and professional development components of
your district’s instructional budget.
1. Decreased a lot
2. Decreased a little
3. Stayed the same
4. Increased a little
5. Increased a lot

Q2.

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

Low

Medium

High

1. Blended Learning
2. One-to-One Computing
3. BYOD
4. Flipped Classrooms
5. Project-Based Learning
6. Makerspaces
7. Competency-Based Learning
8. Personalized Learning
9. STEM/STEAM
10. Social Emotional Learning (SEL)
11. Career & Technical Education (CET)
12. Teaching Coding
13. Other (specify)
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Q3.

When your district evaluates digital instructional materials, how important are the
following factors in your purchase decision?
Factors Influencing Purchasing
Decisions

1. Includes a print
component
2. Allows educators to
customize instructional
content
3. Approach to data
security and privacy
4. Compatible with multiple
computing devices (e.g.,
laptops, tablets), browsers
and operating systems
5. Ability to support
differentiated or
personalized learning
6. Includes progress
monitoring dashboards
7. Integrates with our
district/school LMS and
other systems
8. Includes lesson
planning and/or classroom
management features
9. Includes an assessment
component
10. Has research
demonstrating
effectiveness
11. Includes support
materials for ELL students
12. Ability to purchase
entire program or selected
portions
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1-Not at All
Implemented

2

3

4

5-Fully
Implemented

Q4.

Check all the subject areas for which your district plans to purchase instructional
materials in the 2016-2017 school year.
District Plans to Purchase Instructional Materials

Low

Medium

High

1. English/Language Arts
2. Math
3. Science
4. Social Studies
5. None of the above
Q5.

Has your district implemented a BYOD (Bring Your Own Device) program at the
classroom level? If yes, what activities are the teachers permitting the students to
engage in while using their own devices? Select all that apply.
1. Don’t have a BYOD program implemented at this time
2. Searching the Internet for research purposes
3. Using student devices for polling, quizzes, or gathering student feedback/input
4. Collaboration
5. Skills development/practice problems
6. Accessing online assessments by all students simultaneously
7. Accessing online curriculum by all students

Q6.

Does your district currently offer any online courses, at any grade level? By online
course, we mean a course offered partly or entirely over the Internet instead of
entirely by face-to-face instruction.
1. Yes, and we offer the same number of courses as were offered last year
(2015-2016)
2. Yes, and we increased the number of courses offered as compared to last year
(2015-2016)
3. Yes, and we decreased the number of courses offered as compared to last year
(2015-2016)
4. No, but we plan to offer online courses within the next three years
5. No, and we don’t plan to offer online courses in the next three years

Q7.

Please select the delivery model below that best reflects the PRIMARY model
used in your district for online learning courses:
1. Blended learning: The student learns at least in part at a supervised brick-andmortar location away from home and at least part of the content and instruction
is delivered online with some element of student control over time, place, path,
and/or pace.

		2. Fully online learning: The student learns outside of the brick-and-mortar
location and the majority of the content and instruction is delivered online with
some element of student control of time, place, path and/or pace.
Note: If respondent answered no (options 4 or 5) to Q6, then this question was not
asked.
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Q8.

What percentage of students in your district participates in at least one fully online
or blended learning course for core instruction and/or credit recovery?
Note: If respondent answered no (options 4 or 5) to Q6, then this question was not
asked.
Blended learning: The student learns at least in part at a supervised brick-andmortar location away from home and at least part of the content and instruction
is delivered online with some element of student control over time, place, path,
and/or pace.
Fully online learning: The student learns outside of the brick-and-mortar location
and the majority of the content and instruction is delivered online with some
element of student control of time, place, path, and/or pace

Percentage of Students

Core Instruction

Credit Recovery

None
1%-9%
10%-24%
25%-74%
75%-100%
Don't know
Q9.

Which providers of online courses does your district currently use? Please check all
providers used in your schools.

Note: If respondent answered no (option 4 or 5) to Q6, then this question was not
asked.
1. ALEKS (McGraw-Hill Education)
2. Apex Learning
3. Edgenuity/Compass Learning
4. Edmentum (PLATO Learning, EdOptions Academy)
5. Florida Virtual School (FLVS)
6. Fuel Education (formerlyK12 Inc., including A+nywhere Learning System,
		 Aventa Learning, Middlebury Interactive Languages)
7. Odysseyware
8. Pearson (Connections Learning, GradPoint, NovaNet,
		 Pearson Virtual Learning)
9. Regional Consortia (BOCES, ESC)
10. Virtual High School (VHS, Maynard, MA)
11. State Virtual School
12. District develops its own online courses
13. Other (please specify) _____________________
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Q10. Which of the following actions has your district taken in order to support STEM
(science, technology, engineering, and mathematics) curriculum? Select all that
apply.
1. Nothing yet, but plan to take action in the 2017-2018 school year
2. Nothing, and no plans to take action in the 2017-2018 school year
3. Created rigorous courses in all four STEM areas
4. Integrated STEM concepts and instructional approaches across the
		 entire curriculum
5. Trained our teachers on instructional methods to support STEM subjects
6. Emphasized project-based, hands-on learning activities in STEM classes
7. Added or expanded science labs
8. Created a formal STEM program
9. Implemented Project Lead the Way in one or more school
10. Provided connections to business, industry, and the world of work
11. District team is currently aligning curriculum, instruction, and assessment
		 with Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS)
12. Other (please specify) _____________________________
Q11. What additional resources do you need from assessment providers to support
your district’s internal assessment development efforts? Check all that apply
1. District does not develop assessments in house
2. Item banks
3. Tools for authoring assessment items
4. Reporting and/or data analysis tools
5. Help interpreting the data
6. Professional development on writing valid assessment items
7. Other (please specify) __________________________
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Q12. Which providers of online assessments does your district currently use? Please
check all providers used in your elementary, middle, and high schools.
Online Assessment Providers

1. Act, Inc. (ACT Aspire)
2. Amplify/Wireless Generation
(mCLASS:DIBELS/IDEL, mClass:Reading,
mClass:Math; Burst:Reading)
3. CompassLearning (Odyssey Assessments)
4. CTB (TerraNova)
5. Curriculum Associates (i-Ready)
6. Discovery (Discovery Education
Assessments)
7. Edmentum/PLATO Learning (Accucess,
Test Packs Rx, State Exam Interventions)
8. Houghton Mifflin Harcourt/Riverside
(Assess2Know, Easy CBM, Edusoft, Iowa Test
of Basic Skills; Riverside Interim Assessments)
9. McGraw-Hill Education (Accuity, Engrade)
10. Measured Progress (Math and Reading
Benchmarks, College- & Career-Ready
Assessments, STEM Gauge)
11. Northwest Evaluation Association
(Measures of Academic Progress/NWEA
MAP, MAP Science, End-of Course Math
Tests, Skills Navigator)
12. Pearson (AIMSweb, GMADE/GRADE,
Stanford Achievement Test)
13. Renaissance Learning (STAR Reading,
STAR Math, STAR Early Literacy, Star 360)
14. Scantron (Achievement Series,
Performance Series)
15. Study Island (from Edmentum)
16. Other 1 (specify)
17. Other 2 (specify)
18. Other 3 (specify)
19. Don't know
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Elementary

Middle

High

Q13. When your district evaluates online interim or benchmark assessments, how
important are the following features in your purchase decision?
Features

1-Not at All
Implemented

2

3

4

5-Fully
Implemented

1. Integrates with
the district's Student
Information System (SIS)
2. Offers ability to select
questions from an item
bank
3. Is adaptive—adjusts the
difficulty of each question
uniquely for each student
based on their previous
response
4. Recommends curriculum
based on assessment
results
5. Available in a paper- and
pencil-format in addition to
online format
6. Allows educators to
customize assessment
content
7. Provides valid and
reliable growth data on
each student
8. Provides valid and
reliable summative
projections
9. Fully compatible with
tablets
10. Other (specify)
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Q14. What resources does your district use to evaluate new digital products and apps?
Select all that apply.
1. Reviews provided by the state or a regional service center
2. Reviews from ed tech magazines or professional journals
3. Reviews provided by third-party reviewers, such as EdReports, EQuIP, or
Common Sense Media
4. Paid Subscription to a third-party reviewing service such as Learning List
5. A committee of teachers and administrators to evaluate products/apps
6. Other (please specify) ___________________
Q15. What do you need from providers of instructional materials in order to make more
progress on delivering personalized learning? Select all that apply.
1. Increased amount of modularized content
2. A recommendation engine that maps instructional materials to students’
interests and strengths
3. Better identification of/ability to locate content that supports personalization
4. Tools to analyze data
5. Expertise to analyze data
6. Other (please specify) ________________________
Q16. Thinking about instruction in your district, please indicate how strongly you agree
or disagree with each of the following statements.
1-Strongly
Disagree

1. My school district is
moving towards schoolbased decision making
rather than districtcentralized decision
making
2. Teachers have
flexibility to use whatever
instructional materials they
deem appropriate in their
classroom
3. Teachers use their
own created materials as
opposed to relying upon
standard district provided
materials.
4. The district defines the
curriculum and content
used in the classrooms, for
the most part
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2
Disagree

3

4
Agree

5-Strongly
Agree

Q17. How frequently do the teachers in your district use the following types of
instructional resources?
Instructional Resource

1 Not at All

2 Very
Seldom

3
Sometimes

4
Frequently

5 Very
Frequently

Open Education
Resources (OER)
Materials developed
locally by district or
school staff
Materials developed by
your state
Commercial materials
purchased from
publishers
Other (please specify
and rate)
Q18. Districts and schools continue to report difficulty finding instructional materials
that align to their current standards and that address the need for rigor and
depth of learning, What advice would you give publishers about improving their
products’ alignment to standards and instructional approaches to ensure that they
meet your expectations and are more useful in the classroom?
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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
that impact educators and administrators as well as the companies and
organizations that serve them. EdNET Insight combines the proven power
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 2017 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-todate understanding of the K-12 education market. Each report in the series,
authored by industry analysts, includes results from secondary research and
interviews and offers key takeaways and recommendations.
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