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Executive Summary 
After 4 months of stakeholder input from youth, families, teachers, school leaders, 
ESDs, industry, and not-for-profit communities from across Washington state, the 
FutureReady CS, Technology, and Media Literacy subcommittee recommends 6 
mandatory content graduation requirements. These requirements prepare 
students for a lifetime of technology use, critical thinking with and about 
technology and information in their lives and society, and the ever-changing ways 
that technology such as AI will change work.  

We recommend that all Washington state students learn: 

1.​ How to operate computers and the internet (K-5); 
2.​ How to stay safe, well, and empowered in digital spaces (K-12); 
3.​ How to critically seek, evaluate, share, and produce information (K-12); 
4.​ How to critically evaluate and engage human and artificial intelligence 

(K-12); 
5.​ How technology interacts with other subject areas (K-12) 
6.​ How to evaluate and influence the impact of technology on society (6-12) 



We recommend that students learn these throughout elementary, middle, and high 
school at different levels of mastery. We identify several implementation strategies 
and risks of uneven implementation, as well as required state funding and 
accountability to foster these key literacies in future generations. 

 

Vision 
The FutureReady Task Force vision imagines future generations of students ready 
to thrive in a changing world as lifelong learners, critical thinkers, collaborative 
problem solvers, and active, informed citizens. Within this vision, it is hard to 
imagine any graduate of our state being ready in these ways without learning even 
a small amount about computing, information, media, and technology, as they are 
so central to all of these skills, and to the rapidly changing nature of work and life. 

Some students in our state do learn something about computing, information, and 
technology. After all, some grow up with computers, smartphones, and the 
internet at the center of their social experiences and of their encounters with 
media. Algorithms, artificial intelligence (AI), and the internet are central to 
content many youth see and produce, shaping what they believe about the world, 
how they engage with friends and family, and how they participate in communities 
and the broader public (Gardner & Davis, 2013). Because of the ubiquity of 
computing and information in many communities of our state, we sometimes 
assume that students are inherently literate in these topics, often describing them 
as “digital natives.” 

But the reality is that youth often know very little about even the most basic 
aspects of their digital world — who creates these worlds, why; and how these 
worlds shape society for better and worse; how to stay safe and well in these 
digital worlds; what computing and information technologies can do and what they 
cannot; and what role they themselves might play in shaping technological futures. 
The most recent wave of technological change with generative AI is a good 
example: our best national evidence showing that without explicit and intentional 
efforts to foster generative AI literacy, many students flounder, not knowing how 
to use it properly to learn, to connect, and to make sense of the world (Burns et al., 
2026), and to understand its applications to their chosen pathways. While state 
data on AI literacy is minimal, it is clear from our committee’s connections across 



the state that very few students, teachers, or districts have a vision, or resources 
to execute one. 

Current state policy and graduation requirements do little to address this gap. 
OSPI provides human-centered AI guidance, but the state has no requirement and 
no funding to support learning about AI. The state requires high schools to offer a 
Computer Science (CS) class, but not for students to take one, and so few do. CS 
can serve as a math or science graduation requirement, but CS often does not 
count toward college admissions requirements. And learning to code, as much as it 
can be digitally empowering and an entry point into software engineering careers, 
does not address the overall literacy gaps noted above. And while the state’s 
education technology standards do speak to many of the gaps above, there are no 
learning contexts where students are guaranteed to learn those skills. Moreover, 
the contexts where they might — engaging with teacher librarians, for example — 
have been deprioritized by schools due to budget cuts. 

Given these gaps, the FutureReady Computer Science (CS), Technology, and Media 
Literacy subcommittee set out to identify the smallest subset of competencies in 
computing, information, media, and technology literacy that would prepare 
students to thrive in a changing digital world. Our goal was to center the 
knowledge and skills that students themselves express curiosity and concern 
about, while also accounting for the shifting workforce landscape around AI. We 
also sought to minimize the number of barriers that graduation requirements 
might inadvertently create and build upon the state’s existing standards across 
content areas and OSPI’s human-centered AI guidance. We also came to this 
process with an understanding of the importance of a full K-12 learning 
progression, as students encounter information and technology about the world 
even before they enter school. We also sought to balance the diverse needs and 
resources of our state’s communities, students, and educators, while carefully 
accounting for the shifting structure of the economy and workforce. 

In the rest of this proposal, we describe our process and then recommend a small 
set of core required competencies. We then detail several aspects of these 
recommended competencies, including a proposed implementation; interactions 
with equity, student outcomes, school context adaptability; and implications for 
data, policy, capacity, and funding. Throughout, we note the central risk of an 
unfunded mandate. 

https://ospi.k12.wa.us/student-success/resources-subject-area/human-centered-artificial-intelligence-schools


Glossary 
Before we describe our process and recommendations, we begin with a few key 
definitions: 

●​ Technology: Any application of scientific and engineering knowledge for 
practical purposes, including digital technologies such as computers and the 
internet, but also technologies not directly related to information and 
computing, such as energy technologies, aviation technologies, and 
biotechnologies. 

●​ Computer science (CS): the study of how computers and computer software 
work, including algorithms, artificial intelligence, and computer 
programming. 

○​ Computing literacy: the ability to efficiently use offline computers 
and networked computers, using knowledge of how computer and 
network hardware, software, and security are organized and 
programmed. 

○​ AI literacy: the technical knowledge, durable skills, and attitudes 
required to thrive in a world influenced by AI, enabling learners to 
engage, create with, manage, and design AI, while critically evaluating 
its benefits, risks, and ethical implications. 

●​ Information science: the study of data, information, and knowledge, and 
their creation, organization, curation, retrieval, interpretation. 

○​ Information literacy: the skills involved in the reflective discovery of 
information, the understanding of how information is produced and 
valued and the use of information in creating new knowledge 

●​ Media studies: the study of the history, content, and societal effects of 
communication, including film, television, digital media, advertising, and 
other media. 

○​ Media literacy: the ability to access, analyze, evaluate, and create 
media, as well as reflect critically and act ethically in communication. 

●​ Digital citizenship: the status of being a participant in the digital world, 
which comes with the responsibility to participate in ways that are as 
ethical, inclusive, empowering, kind, healthy, safe, and proactive as possible. 



Process 
The subcommittee was formed in early Fall 2025 to help inform FutureReady 
recommendations. Chaired by Professor Amy J. Ko at the University of Washington 
(a computing education researcher and secondary CS teacher educator), the 
committee includes teachers, school leaders, teacher educators, not-for-profit 
education advocacy organizations, industry, state government, and legislative 
representation from across the state. The committee’s charge was to focus 
specifically on CS, technology, and media literacy.  

The committee viewed its work as thoughtfully examining what of these broad 
areas might be universal literacies for all students. To do so, we aimed to shape 
this recommendation with the direct voices of students, families, and communities 
from across the state. Throughout this work, we focused on students least likely to 
have the resources they need to learn and thrive. This ensured that whatever our 
recommendations, they would empower such students to navigate society 
throughout their lifespan, while also navigating inequities in education. 

Our process was as follows: 

●​ Prior to our first meeting, the subcommittee chair provided a summary of 
numerous related prior efforts. One was the base of evidence of education 
research on computing, technology, and media literacy education, some of 
which is cited in this report. Another was a September 2024 CS for All WA 
workshop on CS graduation requirements, held in Yakima, and including 
school leaders and teachers from all 9 ESD regions across the state. We also 
conducted a content analysis of the state CS standards (including the 
forthcoming CSTA revised CS standards) and the state educational 
technology standards and draft ELA standards, which include media literacy 
standards. 

●​ We engaged in monthly meetings online, centering both the voices of the 
committee members, as well as the voices of the communities we each 
represented. In particular, our committee members sought conversations 
with youth around the state, and the families and teachers that support 
them, but also industry, ESD, CTE, and school leaders. 

●​ We started with distributed outreach to communities across our diverse 
networks to solicit perspectives on literacies that stakeholders across the 

https://www.csforallwa.org/gradrequirement


state view as universally important, and robust to changes in society, 
culture, and the economy. 

●​ As we developed perspectives, we iteratively engaged our communities to 
gather feedback and further deepen the recommendations. 

●​ We worked in collaboration with the FutureReady board and committees to 
inform, clarify, and elaborate on recommendations, in coordination with the 
other dimensions of the project. 

●​ After solidifying our recommendation, we identified existing learning 
standards relevant to the proposal, to reinforce the state’s existing 
commitments. 

Recommended Requirements 

 Elementary Middle High 

R1: How to operate computers 
and the internet 

Elementary 
integration 

  

R2: How to stay safe, well, and 
empowered in digital spaces 

Elementary 
integration 

Teacher 
librarian unit 

High School and 
Beyond Plan 

R3: How to critically seek, 
evaluate, share, and produce 
information 

Elementary 
integration 

Teacher 
librarian unit 

Subject area 
integration 

R4: How to critically evaluate 
and engage human and 
artificial intelligence 

Elementary 
integration 

Teacher 
librarian unit 

Subject area 
integration or 
CS course 

R5: How technology interacts 
with other subject areas 

Elementary 
integration 

Subject area 
integration 

Subject area 
integration 

R6: How to understand and 
shape the impact of computing 
and information on society 

 Teacher 
librarian unit 

Subject area 
integration or 
CS course 

Table 1. Recommended mandatory content for graduation by grade bands, and the 
recommended contexts for implementation. 

As shown in Table 1 above, the subcommittee recommends 6 areas of competency 
as a mandatory content condition of graduation. Each recommendation covers 



standards that already exist in the education technology and CS learning standards 
adopted by the state, or in emerging CS standards likely to be adopted by the state 
in the coming year. These standards are rarely taught in schools; our 
recommendation is to make them an explicit learning priority, to hold schools 
accountable to teaching them, and to hold students accountable to learning them 
at these levels. However, our recommendation is that how these standards are 
taught be flexible, and a matter determined by individual schools and districts, 
based on their visions of how to best meet their community’s needs. 

Prioritizing these learning goals would prepare students for a lifetime of digital 
citizenship, critical thinking with and about technology, and the ever-changing 
workforce and its use of computing, information, and technology. In each section 
below, we provide a description of the recommended requirement, a rationale for 
the requirement in relation to the FutureReady vision, and enumeration of key 
concepts and skills. 

Note that some of these competencies are things that some students — 
particularly those in well-resourced homes or districts — may already learn at 
school, at home, through hobbies, or with friends. The inclusion of these 
competencies, therefore, is partly to legitimize informal learning already 
happening, partly to support and enhance it, and partly to ensure such learning 
happens when it is not happening outside of school. 

As with foundational skills in content areas such as language arts, math, and 
science, skills and competencies that are recommended to be mastered in earlier 
grades should also be spiraled into learning experiences at later grades. Table 1 
indicates for each recommendation when learning should start, with R1 and R2 
completed in elementary, but others continuing through high school. It also lists 
the recommended (but not required) context for learning. We elaborate on 
recommended implementations and accountability in each section below. 

R1. How to operate computers and the internet 

We heard strongly from youth that being able to use computers, software, and the 
internet effectively, securely, and privately was essential by the end of elementary 
school. Adults agreed: students cannot productively engage with using computers 
and the internet in learning any subject area, or in society, without basic literacies 
in safe operation of computers and the internet. And while many students already 



master these skills due to extensive access to computers at home and school, even 
still, they do not understand important foundations of computers, networks, 
security, and privacy. And many students do not have access to computers at home 
or school. 

Therefore, we recommend requiring the following mandatory content for 
graduation, drawing from the EdTech and CS standards: 

●​ Computers can take many forms, each designed for different purposes (e.g., 
smartphones for mobile computing, cars and airplanes for transportation, 
smart speakers for home). 

●​ Computers take in data from the world through input sensors (e.g., 
keyboards, mice, microphones, cameras, acceleration, temperature, 
proximity, force, but also data from connected computers). 

●​ Computers can store and retrieve data as files on computers, or on other 
connected computers, such as those warehoused in data centers around the 
world. 

●​ Computers compute data, automate activities on our behalf using computer 
programs that have instructions designed by people. 

●​ The internet is a way of connecting computers so that we can share data 
between them and with each other. 

●​ Access to data on computers can be kept private by authentication such as 
passwords and biometrics, but authentication can be bypassed if someone 
can find an authentication secret. 

●​ Software programs, apps, browsers, and other computer programs are how 
we use computers to create, access, and share information. 

●​ People use many different senses to use computers, including hands and 
eyes, but also speech and hearing, if they cannot see or use their hands. 

●​ Using a computer for a task is not always appropriate, fair, responsible, or 
ethical. Deciding whether to use a computer for something requires critical 
thinking. 

We propose that learning these skills start in elementary school and be mastered 
by the end of middle school, as they are foundational to learning in other subject 
areas and in students’ life outside of school. In elementary, we recommend this be 
done as integration, as with all subject areas in elementary. In middle school, there 
are a variety of contexts where such learning might occur (e.g., home room, a 
standalone CS course), but we believe the ideal context would be dedicated 



learning time with a teacher librarian, as this is synergistic with other 
recommendations below. 

R2. How to stay safe, well, and empowered in digital spaces 

All youth our committee shared the importance of digital and online experiences 
in their lives, and the importance of staying safe, well, and empowered in these 
interactions. This was true even for youth with weak access to computing devices 
and the internet, as they maintained digital identities through school and library 
computers. And it was particularly true for youth who faced digital threats such as 
cyberbullying, harassment, threats, addiction, and other phenomena impacting 
their wellbeing (Burnett, et al. 2025). Adults agreed that all youth need guidance on 
how to preserve their agency and wellbeing in digital spaces, and connected these 
skills to understanding of emerging cybersecurity risks around personal data and 
online safety. 

Therefore, we recommend requiring the following mandatory content for 
graduation, drawing from the EdTech and CS standards: 

●​ How to balance online and offline interactions to promote wellbeing by 
self-regulating computer, internet, and generative AI use. 

●​ The different types of communication and relationships that are possible in 
online and offline interactions 

●​ How to recognize and respond to forms of abuse online, including 
cyberbullying, doxxing, cyberstalking, hate speech, impersonation, rumors, 
threats, invasions of privacy, scams, grooming, and manipulation 

●​ How to recognize signs of addiction and isolation in one’s self and others, in 
online and offline digital interactions 

●​ How to find support from teachers, family, and other resources when digital 
wellbeing issues arise, whether related to security, interpersonal conflict, or 
civil rights. 

●​ How to engage in civil discourse in online forums. 
●​ How to maintain agency over their digital identities and footprint, in online 

and offline spaces. 
●​ How to identify information that is and is not safe, legal, or ethical to share 

in digital spaces. 



We propose that learning begin in elementary school, and be mastered by high 
school, as youth entering middle school are at the highest risk of digital wellbeing 
threats. Such skills should be deepened through middle and high school in 
age-appropriate ways, in alignment with state standards. At elementary, this would 
be through integration, as with other subject areas. In middle school, there are 
several possible forms (e.g., homeroom, subject area integration), but we 
recommend dedicated learning time with teacher librarians, as this is their 
training. In high school, we recommend integration into the High School and 
Beyond Plan, as it is synergistic with student identity development and agency.  

R3. How to critically seek, evaluate, share, and produce information 

Youth described being surrounded every day by information from their families, 
communities, teachers, the internet, and generative AI, but also creating and 
sharing information. Such experiences can be positive, empowering, and 
transformative for students; they can also encounter and produce misinformation, 
disinformation, rumors, and falsehoods. Adults agreed that this complex media 
environment necessitates skills for seeking, evaluating, and creating trustworthy 
information. 

Therefore, we recommend requiring the following mandatory content for 
graduation, drawing from the EdTech and CS standards: 

●​ Information can be found with people, print, digital media, generative AI, 
and more. Each source varies in credibility by question and context, and so 
evaluating the credibility of a source requires critical thinking. 

●​ Information is created by people, sometimes directly, and sometimes 
indirectly, through generative AI. 

●​ Information seeking is not only a matter of retrieval; it is also about asking 
meaningful questions. 

●​ Evaluating information for trustworthiness requires evaluating a source, the 
motivations that produced it, and the process used to produce it, which 
requires critical thinking about knowledge production. 

●​ Evaluating media messages involves an awareness of subjective lenses 
through which one interprets information. 

●​ Evaluating information from any source requires having expertise in a 
domain to evaluate the correctness of the generated information, or finding 
a reputable source that has done so on your behalf. 



●​ All people are active participants in the information ecosystem who make 
informed choices about how to engage with media messages, what messages 
to create, and what messages to share. 

●​ Generative AI does not simply retrieve information; it creates plausible 
responses to prompts based on large volumes of publicly available 
documents, sometimes using information retrieval to shape its generated 
content. This can reproduce true statements and references, but also 
falsehoods and biases found in training data, as well as falsehoods that are 
likely given the data, but nevertheless are untrue. 

Because stakeholders reported youth using generative AI as young as 5, we 
propose that learning begin in elementary school and be mastered by the end of 
high school, as they become essential skills for reading, research, and 
understanding the broader social world. Elementary implementation would be 
integration. Middle school implementation could take many forms (e.g., homeroom, 
social studies integration), but we recommend fully funding and requiring 
dedicated learning time with teacher librarians, as this is their core area of content 
and pedagogical expertise. In high school, we recommend subject area integration 
in language arts and/or social studies, where some of these standards are already 
taught. 

R4. Understanding the difference between human and artificial 
intelligence 

Youth wanted to understand the difference between human intelligence, and the 
kinds of artificial intelligence found in computers, because they must regularly 
choose which forms of intelligence to use and trust in their critical thinking, 
problem solving, and learning. Adults agreed, noting the emerging CSTA K-12 AI 
Learning Priorities, and their synergy with emerging media literacy standards 
related to generative AI. 

Therefore, we recommend requiring the following mandatory content for 
graduation, drawing from the EdTech and CS standards: 

●​ People gain many forms of intelligence through learning and experience, 
including logical, linguistic, visual-spatial, bodily, musical, interpersonal, and 
even existential intelligence. 

https://csteachers.org/ai-priorities/
https://csteachers.org/ai-priorities/


●​ Artificial intelligence is created by people to mimic human intelligence by 
either precisely modeling people’s behavior, or by building statistical models 
that predict people’s behavior using large volumes of historical data of 
human behavior. 

●​ Because artificial intelligence is created by people, it often reflects and 
amplifies the biases, beliefs, and assumptions of its creators or its training 
data, recreating the bias and history. 

●​ Artificial intelligence can be better than human intelligence for some tasks, 
and worse for others, depending on the application, context, and user. 

●​ People can use artificial intelligence to enhance their own abilities, but only 
through careful consideration of its limitations, such as systematic bias in 
how they might treat different groups. 

We propose that this learning begins in elementary school and is mastered by the 
end of high school, as the use of generative AI poses threats to foundational 
learning skills throughout K-12, and can begin before kindergarten. Elementary 
would be integration. Middle school implementation could be a standalone CS 
course, though we recommend a dedicated learning context led by a teacher 
librarian, as the content above is synergistic with R1, R2, and R3. In high school, we 
recommend a standalone CS course, or subject area integrations that might 
already speak to human intelligence (e.g., language arts, social studies). 

R5. How technology interacts with other subject areas 

Youth in our conversations reported wishing their learning about computing and 
other emerging technologies were connected to their other learning, and to their 
High School and Beyond plans. Adults reflected this, noting how computing is 
increasingly central to mathematics, the sciences, the arts, and health, and a major 
topic in the social sciences and humanities. Because students learn about all of 
these other areas of knowledge, it is essential that they learn about the role of 
computing across disciplines, and are able to connect technology, computing, and 
information concepts and skills to their chosen career paths. 

Therefore, we recommend requiring the following mandatory content for 
graduation, drawing from the EdTech and CS standards: 



●​ Computing and information technologies, as well as other technologies, 
exist because of innovations in mathematics, science, engineering, social 
sciences, the arts, and the humanities. 

●​ Mathematics relies on computing to advance mathematical discoveries, and 
applications of mathematics to science, engineering, and social science. 

●​ Science relies on computing through data science skills to advance scientific 
discovery, including understanding the effects of climate change. 

●​ The arts have always relied on technology for expression, and computing is 
one form of artistic technology. 

●​ Language arts involve thinking critically about messages and making 
informed choices when producing them. 

●​ Social sciences has many questions and theories about technology in 
society, including about diversity, identity, politics, behavior, democracy, and 
history (e.g., “how has society changed before and after the internet?”). 

●​ Health shapes and is shaped by digital well-being, and health technologies 
designed to promote health. 

●​ The trades leverage computing and emerging technologies, and also enable 
computing and emerging technology innovations. 

●​ All subject areas rely on information and media literacy skills. 
●​ Because computing, information, and media technologies affect every 

discipline, they are connected to every career path. 

We propose that these many integrations be explored beginning in elementary 
school, and develop throughout high school, as they help students navigate career 
and post-secondary pathways that will inevitably involve computing and 
information technologies, while also potentially developing interest in deeper 
learning in computing and information sciences electives. Elementary 
implementation would be integration. We both recommend both middle school 
and high school implementation be integrations across subject areas, as the 
connections to computing and information can be more authentically engaged 
within disciplinary contexts. 

R6. How to evaluate and influence the impact of technology on 
society 

Youth reported wanting to understand the impact of technology on society, but 
also shape this impact through democratic action. This stemmed from the way 



they had observed how computing, information, and other technologies influenced 
what opportunities, beliefs, and rights they have in the world. Adults concurred, 
wanting to ensure that students feel empowered to understand, navigate, and 
change these impacts of technology in their lives and communities, and 
understand their role in shaping technology regulation and governance through 
democratic participation. 

Therefore, we recommend requiring the following mandatory content for 
graduation, drawing from the EdTech and CS standards: 

●​ How people can design technology to address problems in the world by 
carefully understanding problems, and finding ways of realizing better 
futures 

●​ How producers of technology and public policy, can determine who does 
and does not have access to technology 

●​ How people design computing, including generative AI, that contains bias in 
how people are seen, treated, and surveilled, by overlooking how people are 
different or encoding differential treatment. 

●​ How technologies, and particularly generative AI, are often powered by 
water, energy, rare earth minerals, underpaid labor, and the intellectual 
property of uncompensated creators, contributing to increased energy use, 
climate change, and a devaluing of human labor and creativity. 

●​ How computers and the internet can open doors or create barriers for 
communities, such as accessibility for people with disabilities, broadband 
availability, access to phones/laptops, and information in multiple 
languages. 

●​ How people, through democratic institutions, can create public policy to 
regulate and govern how technology can and cannot be used and what 
rights we have in using them. 

We propose that these be learned beginning in middle school and mastered 
throughout high school, building upon the deeper visibility that adolescents have 
into broader society, but also to position students as advocates for technology 
regulation as citizens. Middle school school implementation could happen in 
several subject area integrations (e.g., government, a standalone CS class), though 
we recommend a unified learning context taught by a teacher librarian, as this 
content is synergistic with R1-R5. In high school, we recommend subject area 
integration in government or social studies, or a standalone CS class. 



Implementation 
While the subcommittee, stakeholders, and particularly youth believe the 6 
recommendations above are essential, implementing them will require funding, 
system accountability, and a strategic period of well-resourced and robust 
planning.  

Implementation will also require flexibility for schools and districts, as the prior CS 
graduation requirement memo concluded by consensus, and as ESDs and school 
districts in our subcommittee conversations reinforced. The feedback from 
stakeholders was clear: there was no desire for a rigid course or credit 
requirement, but rather the freedom for schools and students to creatively 
demonstrate competency through their other learning. This is also reflective of the 
nature of the knowledge and skills in the 6 recommendations. Computing, 
information, and media literacies are “lateral” skills, impacting every other subject 
area, and arising at both school and home, much like reading and writing. 

Given these preferences by stakeholders around the state, the subcommittee 
recommends that implementation is as follows. 

Elementary (R1-R5). We recommend that learning begin in elementary on all 
recommendations except R6, which would begin in middle school. To achieve this, 
we recommend OSPI identify the elementary state standards in these 
recommendations, and then fund the development of elementary teacher, school 
leader, and administrator professional development and a statewide assessment 
for elementary teachers to teach these standards. This would be done in 
partnership with elementary teachers and computing and information education 
experts, and teacher educators in our public universities, who have spent decades 
studying this learning in the context of families, friendship, and informal learning. 
Elementary teachers would teach and assess at grade levels of a school or district’s 
discretion. Ideally, the state would fund an implementation toolkit for districts, as 
well as the creation of baseline curriculum, to facilitate implementation by 
elementary teachers. 

Middle (R2-R6). We recommend that OSPI identifies the relevant subset of EdTech 
and CS standards and that the state funds the development of resources, 
professional development, and assessment for middle school teacher librarians. 
This could be done in partnership with teacher librarians and computing and 

https://www.csforallwa.org/gradrequirement


information education experts in our public universities, who can inform on best 
practices for information seeking and evaluation, and the nature of human, 
algorithmic, and probabilistic intelligence. The state does not currently require 
teacher librarian funding be used on teacher librarian hires, and so we recommend 
the state fully fund school librarian positions, and require pull-out learning for 
grades 6 or 7. If that funding does not happen, schools would need to integrate R2, 
R3, R4, and R6 into existing subject areas, and prepare those subject area teachers 
to teach outside of their content area. R5 would be integrated into subject areas 
either way. 

High (R2-R6). We recommend R3-R6 be taught either through standalone required 
CS courses designed to cover the recommendations, or integrated into subject 
area courses such as English Language Arts, arts, social studies, humanities, 
science, health, and math. The state would develop integration resources and 
professional development for each subject area for teachers and administrators, in 
partnership with computing and information education experts in our public 
universities. Students would meet these requirements by demonstrating 
proficiency in required courses that include learning on these topics. For R2, we 
recommend integration with the High School and Beyond Plan, as a focus on 
digital wellbeing is synergistic with its career planning, identity development, and 
self-regulated learning goals. 

We discuss several aspects of this implementation proposal below. 

Adaptability 

The implementation approach above would give maximum flexibility to schools 
and districts for how and when to implement these requirements, accounting for 
variation in structure, size, staffing, and region: 

●​ Existing teachers, administrators, and district leads would have modest 
professional learning requirements at all levels, and many may already have 
sufficient pedagogical content knowledge for these requirements. Many 
schools would not need to hire new teachers, unless they wished to help 
students meet requirements through new programs (e.g., CS electives that 
were enhanced to meet these requirements), or the school has gaps in 
teacher librarian staffing. 



●​ The requirements do not have strict grade-level timing requirements, giving 
flexibility for schools to sequence learning appropriate to their other goals. 

●​ The requirements do not impose specific course offering requirements, 
instead giving elementary school teachers flexibility to integrate as they see 
fit, middle school teacher librarians to integrate into existing programming, 
and high schools to integrate within or across subject areas, or in CS 
programs. 

To illustrate, consider two contrasting implementation plans, each fulfilling the 
subcommittee’s recommendations: 

●​ A small, rural school district integrates in elementary, hires a dedicated 
middle school teacher librarian for pull-out units in 6th grade across the 
district, and identifies integration points throughout high school. All 
students learn a uniform shared foundation in middle school, but diverge in 
high school, depending on their career planning goals. 

●​ A large suburban school district integrates in elementary, creates a uniform 
learning progression with a required 7th grade middle school CS course, a 
required high school CS course, with subject area integrations for R5. All 
students learn the same material across the district. 

●​ A tribal school integrates across subject areas in elementary, middle, and 
high school, in ways that are responsible to specific local needs and 
interests. Students learn the required content in situated, responsive ways. 

Each represents different pedagogical strategies and resourcing, but each would 
meet the recommended mandatory content requirements. 

Equity 

If the recommendations are not fully funded, or the state is not given multiple 
years of planning, resource development, and training, these recommendations 
may do more harm than good. The state has a history of unfunded mandates that 
have large unintended consequences, particularly in under-resourced districts. 
Stakeholder feedback was crystal clear: if this is not resourced, and there is no 
accountability, it should not become law, as it will create new inequities in student 
learning and the sustainability and viability of teacher and administrator roles. 
This is increasingly clear in states that have passed CS graduation requirements 
without funding, such as Alabama, Arkansas, Indiana, Louisiana, Nebraska, Nevada, 



North Carolina, North Dakota, Rhode Island, South Carolina, and Tennessee, where 
every student is taking CS, but not everyone is learning CS equally, and many 
students now face graduation barriers that they did not before. 

These proposed requirements and implementation intersect with equity in many 
specific ways: 

●​ Students furthest from educational justice are often most dependent on 
computing and information technologies to overcome inequities and other 
forms of oppression in society. For example, in her volunteer work, Dr. Ko 
works with many transgender youth of color, many of whom have 
disabilities, are English-language learners, and some of whom are homeless. 
In her feedback gathering with these youth, they agreed that the skills and 
knowledge in these requirements are not only essential for their own 
wellbeing and agency in the world, but that they need their peers and adults 
in their lives to have this knowledge and skills to adequately engage in 
allyship at home, at school, and in democracy. 

●​ For students who are highly mobile and encounter schools and districts with 
different sequences and integrations, this implementation would need to 
offer flexible fallback methods for demonstrating competence. 

●​ For students with special education needs, special education teachers would 
have the flexibility to sequence, adapt, and individualize these requirements 
in ways that are appropriate for their students’ abilities. 

●​ Uneven teacher capacity and preparation is a major risk. Without robust, 
statewide, ongoing professional development, implementation across the 
state would likely be uneven, and reflect the existing inequities in school 
districts across the state. 

The requirements themselves cannot bridge the enormous inequities in our school 
systems on their own, but we believe, if resources are allocated appropriately for 
implementation, they would impose minimal risks of creating new ones, given 
their flexibility and focus. Moreover, if implementation is fully funded, they may 
also indirectly address some inequities, by enriching how the broader public uses 
computing, information, media, and technology to shape our state’s technology 
ecosystems. But if implementation is not funded, it would likely amplify inequities 
in the state, further empowering students in wealthier districts to navigate 
technology in society, while disempowering everyone else. 



Capacity, Policy, and Funding 

The current policy and funding landscape is as follows: 

●​ There is a K-12 CS endorsement, but few pursue it, as schools prefer that 
teachers teach CS under CTE endorsements that come with enhanced 
funding. High schools are required to offer CS courses, and OSPI has defined 
what CS courses count, but most schools still offer none and have no CS 
teachers. Moreover, most CS courses do not teach most of the requirements 
above, instead focusing exclusively on computer programming, but CS 
courses exist that do teach these topics. Until 2025, the state budget 
included $1 million for modest professional development, but this was never 
at a scale to meet the full state need. 

●​ In 2016, Washington passed a bill that created an advisory council on media 
literacy, which set best practices for the classroom and recommended 
policy. This led to a 2020 grant program and the media literacy supervisor 
role in OSPI. In 2022, the legislature provided funding for the “Ambassadors” 
professional development program. In 2025, Senate Bill 5551 noted that only 
60% of school districts have teacher-librarians offering information and 
media literacy programming, and proposed mandating and funding full 
access, but it did not pass. Now, the only state funding is for the OSPI 
supervisor, and nothing else. 

Given this landscape, the central capacity considerations are: 

●​ The state would need to increase funding for teacher librarians and require 
that funding be used to staff teacher librarians to meet middle school 
requirements. This may require new funding, as recent budget shortages 
have led to cuts in teacher librarian positions around the state. SB 5551 
could provide that support, if passed, but it would need to come with 
dedicated funding and accountability for these positions. 

●​ The state would need to support the creation, maintenance, and 
sustainability of professional learning for these 6 requirements, as well as 
support their inclusion in the state’s pre-service teacher education 
pathways. This will require new funding, as no such professional learning 
pathways exist currently, in this state or others. CS teacher learning 
pathways are particularly weak, with 6 floundering programs statewide with 
no state support. 

https://www.csforallwa.org/data
https://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/biennium/2025-26/Pdf/Bills/Senate%20Bills/5551.pdf#page=1


●​ For districts that decide to implement complementary CS learning pathways 
in middle and high school to meet these requirements, restoring and 
increasing state support for professional development, as well as sustained 
support for the state’s 6 pre-service CS teacher education certification 
programs, would be necessary to create equitable CS learning pathways that 
meet these requirements. 

A comprehensive funding program could include these 6 recommendations, and 
more sustained support for complementary CS education pathways, strongly 
positioning the state to lead the nation in CS, Information, Media, and AI literacy. 
However, if there is no funding for implementation, these requirements would 
likely be poorly and unevenly implemented, perpetuating gaps in access and 
barriers to contemporary basic education in Washington. 

Data 

OSPI already has substantial data infrastructure about CS learning: as of the 
2023-24 school year, fewer than 10% of students in grades 6-12 engage in CS 
learning, most of these learners are white and Asian boys, and half of our high 
schools still lack opportunities to learn CS, despite state law mandating that CS be 
offered. This proposal is unlikely to fundamentally change these patterns of 
engagement in CS education, but it may create a foundation on which students 
more equitably develop interest in CS education, by focusing on the relationship 
between CS and students’ everyday lives. For 6-12, we have the data infrastructure 
we need to observe this impact if it comes to pass. But tracking for elementary 
learning about CS is minimal due to the lack of course codes, and so there would 
need to be some form of additional reporting and accountability. And there is no 
current infrastructure for tracking subject area integrations; to hold schools 
accountable, such tracking would likely be necessary. 

Outcomes 
Overall, we believe this proposal meets the goals in our problem statement, 
offering 6 areas of focused mandatory content for graduation that prepare 
Washington state students to thrive in a changing digital world as lifelong learners, 
critical thinkers, problem solvers, and collaborators. In the status quo, we leave 
students to figure out these things on their own, or hope that they end up with 
educators who have the capacity, access, and skills to integrate these 



competencies into existing instruction. This creates wide gaps in mastery and 
literacy, reinforcing inequities across our state by leaving unequal opportunities 
for students to utilize computing, information, and media intentionally and safely. 
And yet, if we move forward with these requirements without sufficient funding 
and accountability for implementation and outcomes, we may further worsen 
these gaps by overburdening teachers, schools, districts, and students, with an 
unfunded mandate that is lost in translation. 

FAQ 

Why don’t the requirements include computer programming, as 
other state CS graduation requirements have included? 

The subcommittee discussed this extensively, both as a group, and with 
stakeholders across the state. While there was clear consensus that some students 
find great value and interest in programming computers, it was not clear that this 
particular skill is necessary for every student to master to complete high school. 
This is particularly true relative to the 6 recommended requirements, which 
everyone felt were far more universally essential for every student. That said, 
learning to code is one way that some of the requirements might be met. For 
example, R1 (using computers), R4 (human vs. AI intelligence) and R5 (other subject 
areas) might both be learned by writing computer programs across subject areas. 
And so while the skill is not at the center of these recommendations, it is 
compatible with this learning, if a district decides to prioritize learning to code. 

How much funding might be required? 

While these recommendations do not amount to full K-12 subject areas covering a 
school year, they are not free. Teaching science across K-12, for example, requires 
upwards of $1 billion/year in the state. If we imagine the 6 recommendations to be 
a minor fraction of a subject area — perhaps 5% of contact hours, at a minimum — 
then ongoing instruction throughout K-12 might require $50 million/year, plus the 
one-time cost of bootstrapping a new area of instruction across the state in 
teacher and administrator education pathways. 
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Appendix 
Below we include relevant existing standards from EdTech and Computer Science, 
both adopted by the state. These demonstrate the state’s existing commitments to 
these learning outcomes, and the ability to use existing standards to communicate 
these requirements. However, there is no accountability for meeting them, so they 
only represent “soft” commitments. 

●​ EdTech standards (9-12) 
○​ Digital Citizenship 

■​ 2.a. Students cultivate and manage their digital identity and 
reputation and are aware of the permanence of their actions in 
the digital world. 

■​ 2.b. Students engage in positive, safe, legal and ethical behavior 
when using technology, including social interactions online or 
when using networked devices. 

https://medialiteracynow.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/MLN_Policy_Impact_Report-1.2026.pdf
https://medialiteracynow.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/MLN_Policy_Impact_Report-1.2026.pdf
https://ospi.k12.wa.us/student-success/resources-subject-area/educational-technology-edtech/educational-technology-learning-standards


■​ 2.d. Students manage their personal data to maintain digital 
privacy and security and are aware of data-collection 
technology used to track their navigation online. 

○​ Knowledge Constructor 
■​ 3.b. Students evaluate the accuracy, perspective, credibility and 

relevance of information, media, data or other resources. 
○​ Computational Thinker 

■​ 5.d. Students understand how automation works and use 
algorithmic thinking to develop a sequence of steps to create 
and test automated solutions. 

●​ CSTA (revised 3.0, the likely foundation of the state’s revised CS standards) 
○​ Algorithms 

■​ HS-ALG-04: Evaluate AI-generated output to assess bias, 
accuracy, and potential harms. 

■​ MS-ALG-06: Make informed predictions about the hidden 
processes and functions of AI and other complex systems. 

■​ HS-ALG-05: Justify the selection of an AI algorithm to 
accomplish a task. 

■​ MS-ALG-10: Describe evidence of beneficial and harmful 
impacts, ethical issues, and biases of algorithms encountered in 
daily life. 

○​ Data & Analysis 
■​ MS-DAA-22: Explain how data and its associated metadata can 

be used to answer questions. 
■​ MS-DAA-28: Explain the benefits and risks of allowing personal 

data and metadata to be collected and incorporated into 
datasets, including data ownership, privacy, and sovereignty. 

■​ MS-DAA-29: Analyze how decisions made during data 
collection, data processing, data analysis, and data presentation 
can lead to biased data, misleading conclusions, and 
compromised AI models. 

■​ HS-DAA-28: Evaluate the societal, environmental, and ethical 
implications of large-scale data collection and processing, 
including AI applications. 

■​ HS-DAA-29: Debate the efficacy of policies and regulations to 
ensure responsible data use. 

https://csteachers.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/Revised-CSTA-PK-12-Standards-Draft-3.0.pdf


○​ Systems & Security 
■​ E4-SAS-13: Evaluate how sharing information online might 

reveal personally identifiable information (PII) and other details 
to people other than the intended recipients. 

■​ HS-SAS-32: Identify different types of cybersecurity and 
physical security measures and the trade-offs for users, data, 
and services. 

■​ HS-SAS-37: Evaluate the rationales behind laws and policies 
governing the design and use of computing systems. 

■​ HS-SAS-38: Investigate how computing systems and 
infrastructure impact society and the environment, identifying 
who is affected and why. 

○​ Computing & Society 
■​ MS-CAS-38: Compare the roles of individuals, communities, 

organizations, and governments in shaping computing 
technologies across major eras in computing history. 

■​ MS-CAS-40: Evaluate when it is appropriate to use AI and other 
emerging technologies to solve a problem based on their 
capabilities, limitations, and environmental impacts. 

■​ HS-CAS-40: Propose modifications to existing policies and 
legislation that encourage ethical innovation and minimize 
societal risks associated with technology. 

■​ MS-CAS-42: Debate ways an emerging technology impacts the 
social, cultural, and ecological issues in their communities. 

■​ HS-CAS-42: Evaluate the societal and environmental impacts of 
emerging technologies, including those that lead to inequities 
in access and outcomes. 

■​ HS-CAS-43: Design a conceptual or prototype solution to a 
real-world problem using an emerging technology, supported 
by credible research and an ethical analysis of its potential 
benefits and harms to people and the environment. 

■​ HS-CAS-44: Evaluate how human choices in using, designing, 
deploying, and regulating computing technologies influence 
their risks, benefits, and long-term impacts. 

■​ HS-CAS-45: Debate perspectives on the necessary differences 
between human and artificial intelligence, including 



implications for sentience, consciousness, ethics, rights, and 
societal responsibilities. 

■​ MS-CAS-45: Evaluate how automation in technology can create 
or replace jobs and change how people work. 

■​ HS-CAS-47: Connect computing knowledge and skills acquired 
to students’ personal goals and career aspirations. 
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