
Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony regarding the implementation of Ohio’s 
approved K–3 diagnostic assessment requirements and the potential implications should 
districts be required to replace currently utilized diagnostic systems for K–3 mathematics prior to 
the 2026–2027 school year. 

Toledo Public Schools (TPS) fully supports accountability, early intervention, and high-quality 
assessment practices that improve outcomes for students. However, I want to share the 
operational realities districts are navigating as we prepare for the possibility that i-Ready 
Diagnostic may not be included on the state-approved list for K–3 mathematics diagnostics. 

For a district like ours, this is not a simple product substitution. It represents a major 
instructional, financial, operational, and technological transition with significant implications for 
students and staff.  TPS utilizes the i-Ready Diagnostic for all students K-8 in math and reading.  
If we have to change the K-3 Math Diagnostic, we will in turn have to replace all Math and 
Reading Diagnostics K-8, so that educators will not have to navigate and require support on the 
use of two separate diagnostic platforms.  

First, the timeline presents a substantial challenge. Districts are currently in the middle of 
staffing, budgeting, scheduling, curriculum planning, and technology preparation for the 
2026–2027 school year. Most districts have already committed resources and built instructional 
systems around existing diagnostic platforms. Requiring a new K–3 math diagnostic with limited 
lead time would force districts to rapidly evaluate vendors, negotiate contracts, train educators, 
revise intervention structures, update technology integrations, and communicate changes to 
families, all before the start of the school year. 

Second, the financial implications are significant. Transitioning to a new diagnostic platform 
extends far beyond the cost of the assessment itself. Districts would incur expenses associated 
with: 

●​ New licensing and implementation fees 
●​ Professional development and staff training 
●​ Technology integration and rostering support 
●​ Revised intervention and instructional materials 
●​ Additional staff time devoted to implementation 
●​ Loss of prior-year longitudinal data continuity 
●​ Potential overlap costs during transition periods 

For many districts already managing tight budgets and increased operational costs, these are 
not minor adjustments. They represent unplanned expenditures that may divert resources away 
from direct student supports and classroom instruction. 

Third, there are substantial implementation concerns. Our administrators, teachers and 
intervention staff have invested years developing expertise in interpreting i-Ready diagnostic 
data, using growth measures, and aligning interventions within our current system. Changing 
diagnostic tools requires rebuilding that institutional knowledge from the ground up. 



This impacts: 

●​ Teacher training 
●​ MTSS and intervention systems 
●​ Progress monitoring practices 
●​ Data team processes 
●​ Student goal setting structures 
●​ Parent communication protocols 
●​ Benchmark and growth analysis 

A transition of this magnitude cannot occur effectively without adequate planning time and state 
support. 

Most importantly, there is concern about instructional disruption for students. Consistency 
matters, particularly in early literacy and mathematics intervention. Abruptly changing 
assessment systems interrupts longitudinal data trends and complicates educators’ ability to 
compare student growth over time. Teachers and administrators rely on consistent diagnostic 
data and data systems to identify instructional gaps, target interventions, and monitor progress 
accurately. 

Districts are not resistant to accountability or high standards. Rather, we are asking for 
recognition of the practical realities associated with implementing large scale assessment 
changes under incredibly compressed timelines. 

As the Committee considers implementation requirements and approved vendor decisions, I 
respectfully urge consideration of the following: 

1.​ Provide districts with adequate transition time before requiring implementation of a new 
K–3 math diagnostic. 

2.​ Consider grandfathering or phased implementation options for districts currently utilizing 
established systems with demonstrated effectiveness. i-Ready is used in over 100 
school districts as the Math and Reading Diagnostic. 

3.​ Provide clear guidance as early as possible to support responsible budgeting and 
planning. 

4.​ Consider the cumulative operational impact of simultaneous state initiatives on district 
personnel, instructional time, and financial resources. 

5.​ Ensure that any transition process prioritizes instructional continuity and minimizes 
disruption for students and educators. 

Our shared goal is improving student achievement. Achieving that goal requires not only strong 
policy, but also realistic implementation timelines and support for the districts responsible for 
carrying out that work every day. 

Thank you for your consideration and for your continued support of Ohio’s students, educators, 
and school districts. 



 
 


