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AOS Update: 
Implementing H.B. 2 
Community School 
Reform Changes

Presented by: 

Marnie A. Carlisle, Assistant 
Chief Deputy Auditor

2

Background

• HB 2 passed in February 2016 

• Effective for the 2016-2017 school year, 
unless otherwise indicated by AOS or 
ODE

• Focus of training will be on 
requirements having a direct or indirect 
effect on financial statement amounts
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Agenda

• New Conflict of Interest Provisions

• Fiscal Analysis & Independence

• Sponsor Monitoring

• Expanded Management Company 
Footnote

4

Terminology

• Authorizer is a sponsor (synonymous)

• Operator is a management company 
(synonymous)
– Can be for-profit or not-for-profit

– Can be individual or organization

• Charter is sponsorship agreement with 
the community school board
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Conflict of Interest Provisions

• Prohibits an employee of a school district 
or ESC from serving on the board of any 
community school sponsored by that 
district or ESC.

• Prohibits a community school governing 
authority member from being a member of 
a school district board of education.

6

Conflict of Interest Provisions

• Prohibits any person who has pleaded 
guilty to or been convicted of theft in office 
from serving as a member of a community 
school governing authority.
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Conflict of Interest Provisions

• Prohibits any person who has not 
submitted to a criminal records check 
from serving on the governing authority 
or engaging in the financial day-to-day 
management of the community school 
under contract with the governing 
authority.

8

Conflict of Interest Provisions

• Requires each member of a community 
school governing authority to annually file a 
conflict of interest disclosure.

• Prohibits a sponsor from selling goods or 
services to any community school it sponsors, 
unless the sponsor is the school district in 
which the school is located or a state 
university and sells those goods and services 
at no profit.
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Conflict of Interest Provisions

– This prohibition is specific to a school’s 
sponsor. 

– It does not prevent a third party vendor that 
a sponsor contracts from separately 
contracting with a school to provide fiscal 
and instructional goods or services to a 
community school at a profit.

10

Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

• Limits the compensation for a 
community school governing authority 
member to $125 per meeting and 
permits compensation for attendance at 
approved training programs.

– HB 2 did not specify who approves the 
training.  We presume it’s the board.
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Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

• Requires each community school sponsor to annually 
verify that a Finding For Recovery has not been 
issued against any governing authority member of 
that school, any individuals that propose to create the 
school, the operator, or any employee of the school.
– We interpret to mean the Sponsor may still chose to 

appoint or employ the individual with a FFR, but they 
need to diligently check the FFR database and be aware.

– FFR Database available at:  
https://ohioauditor.gov/findings.html

12

Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

• Requires each community school governing authority 
to adopt an annual budget by October 31 of each 
year, with the assistance of the school's designated 
fiscal officer, and requires ODE to develop a formula 
for the annual budget.

– In addition to existing 5-year Forecast requirement.

– Lack of budgeting and poor financial management could 
have some indirect noncompliance effects (i.e., school could 
close due to financial distress).
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Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

• Requires that the designated fiscal officer of a 
community school be employed by or 
engaged under a contract with the school's 
governing authority.
– Must be independent of sponsor/management co. 

– Authorizes a community school governing 
authority to waive this requirement for one year at 
a time, so long as the school's sponsor approves 
the waiver.

14

Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

• Specifies that, if a community school closes, 
the school's fiscal officer must deliver all 
financial and enrollment records to the 
school's sponsor within 30 days of the 
closure.
– AOS interprets this to mean the sponsor must 

inspect all records within 30 days but has the 
authority to leave them in the custody of the fiscal 
officer until closure is complete if prudent.
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Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

• Grants a community school sponsor the right 
of action against the school's fiscal officer to: 

– Compel delivery of all financial and enrollment 
records of the school if the fiscal officer fails to 
provide the records in a timely manner; and 

– Seek recovery of funds owed through a finding of 
recovery against the fiscal officer.

16

Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

• Requires the Auditor of State to require the 
fiscal officer to execute a bond conditioned on 
the faithful performance of all official duties.
– Used to pay for the cost of a closing audit (unpaid 

community school closure audits are our largest 
accounts receivables)

– Previously included in HB 10 but AOS did not 
enforce because community schools in Ohio could 
not qualify for a surety bond.
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Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

Three options for complying with the 
provisions of RC §3314.50 when 
initiating operation: 

(1) post a bond in the amount of $50,000 with the AOS

(2) deposit cash in the amount of $50,000 with the AOS, or 

(3) provide a written guarantee of payment that obligates the 
sponsor or operator to pay the costs of a closing audit up to 
$50,000

18

Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

– ODE and AOS will begin enforcing for new 
community schools opening as of July 1, 
2016.

– Bonds/Guarantees should be sent to: 

AOS Finance Dept.
88 East Broad Street- 4th floor
Columbus, Ohio   43215
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Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

– AOS shall deliver the bond or cash to the 
Treasurer of State, who shall hold it in 
trust.  

– AOS shall notify ODE when the school’s 
governing authority has filed the bond, 
deposited the cash guarantee, or 
submitted a written guarantee of payment.

20

Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

– When AOS conducts a close out audit, it 
shall certify the amount of forfeiture for the 
costs of audits to the Treasurer of State.

– The Treasurer of State shall assess the 
bond or pay money from the named insurer 
or from the school’s cash deposit for the 
costs of audits to reimburse the AOS or 
public accountant for costs incurred in 
conducting audits.
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Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

– To the extent that the amount of the bond 
or the cash deposit is not needed to cover 
audit costs, the bond shall be of no further 
effect and any cash balance shall be 
refunded by the Treasurer of State to the 
entity which provided the bond.

22

Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

• Requires the governing authority of a 
community school to employ an attorney, who 
must be independent from the school's 
sponsor or operator, for any services related 
to the negotiation of the school's contract with 
the sponsor or operator.
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Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

• Requires that each contract between a 
sponsor and governing authority contain a 
provision requiring that, if the governing 
authority contracts with an attorney, 
accountant, or entity specializing in audits, 
the attorney, accountant, or entity shall be 
independent from the operator with which the 
school has contracted.

24

Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

• Requires certain officers and employees of a 
community school to complete annual training 
on the Public Records and Open Meetings 
Laws.
– AOS Bulletin 2007-014 does not apply to 

community schools as it is specific to elected 
officials

– Although Certified Public Records Training under 
Ohio Rev. Code §109.43 would fulfill this 
requirement, it is not required. 

– .
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Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

• Requires each e-school to keep an accurate 
record of each individual student's 
participation in learning opportunities in each 
day and to offer a student orientation course.
– You are encouraged to attend the Best Practices 

in Student Enrollment Record Keeping session for 
more information about this requirement and how 
AOS will audit compliance.

26

Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

• Requires a community school sponsor to 
submit prescribed assurances to ODE if the 
school will operate using the blended learning 
model, and requires that same information to 
be included in the contract between the 
sponsor and the school's governing authority.
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Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

• Ohio Rev. Code §3307.01(B)(2)(b) and 3314.10 
include in STRS membership any person who is a 
teacher to whom all of the following apply:
– The person is employed by a community school operator;

– The operator withholds and pays Social Security taxes on 
the person's behalf;

– The person had contributing service in a community school 
in Ohio within one year preceding the later of July 1, 2016, or 
the date on which the operator for the first time withholds 
and pays Social Security taxes for that person.

28

Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

• STRS excludes from membership any person not 
described above for whom a community school 
operator withholds and pays Social Security taxes, if 
the person is employed as a teacher or terminates 
employment with an operator and has no contributing 
service in a community school in Ohio for at least one 
year from the date of terminating employment.
– Except for teachers hired out of college or coming back from 

maternity leave, we think this exemption will be rare in the 
early years of implementation but could gradually increase 
over time.
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Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

• Ohio Rev. Code §3309.011, 3309.013 and 3314.10 
specify which nonteaching community school 
employees are included in SERS membership or are 
excluded. It excludes:
– Any person initially employed on or after July 1, 2016, by a 

community school operator that withholds Social Security taxes 
beginning with the first paycheck after commencing employment; 
AND

– Except as described on next slide, any person who is a former 
employee of a community school operator and is reemployed on or 
after July 1, 2016, by the same operator if the operator withholds 
Social Security taxes beginning with the first paycheck after 
commencing reemployment.

30

Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

• SERS includes in membership any person 
reemployed on or after July 1, 2016, by the 
same operator if the operator withholds 
Social Security taxes beginning with the first 
paycheck after commencing reemployment 
and either of the following apply:
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Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

– The person is employed by the same operator at any 
time within the period July 1, 2015, to June 30, 2016, 
and the date of reemployment is before July 1, 2017; 
OR

– Both of the following conditions are true: (1) the person 
is employed by the same operator at any time in the 
12-month period preceding the date the operator 
initially withholds and pays Social Security taxes and 
the person had previously only contributed to SERS 
and (2) the person's date of reemployment is not more 
than 12 months after the date the operator initially 
withholds and pays the taxes.

32

Fiscal Analysis & 
Independence

• So what does that mean?
– We believe all community school and management 

company employees providing services to 
community schools must contribute to the Ohio 
pension systems with rare exceptions

– Community schools must report a GASB 68 pension 
liability regardless of who is the legal W-2 employer.

– Employer contributions are statutorily mandated to 
be made from State Foundation (i.e., GASB 68 
Special Funding Situation).
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Sponsor Monitoring

• Requires AOS to provide written notice to the 
sponsor regarding audits and requires the 
sponsor to maintain a presence at all 
meetings with the AOS.
– Although that statute specific to AOS, we believe 

the intent of the legislature was for this 
requirement to also apply to audits IPA’s perform 
on our behalf.

34

Sponsor Monitoring

– Sponsors should be invited to pre- and 
post-audits and other significant audit 
meetings.  

• If the school waives these meetings, auditors 
should at minimum contact the sponsor, make 
them aware of the waiver, and offer them the 
opportunity to ask questions as a courtesy.

– Sponsors should be included in the 
engagement letter and management 
representation letter.  
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Sponsor Monitoring

• Requires that copies of financial and 
enrollment records be furnished monthly to 
the sponsor, governing authority members, 
and fiscal officer.

• Clarifies that each contract between a 
community school sponsor and governing 
authority must contain performance 
standards, including all applicable report card 
measures.

36

Sponsor Monitoring

• Requires that each contract between a 
sponsor and a governing authority contain 
stipulations regarding facilities costs and 
financing, attendance policies and records, 
and loans from the school's operator.

• Requires a community school to file its 
policies and procedures for internal financial 
controls with the school's sponsor.
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Sponsor Monitoring

• Requires that a community school's 
attendance and participation records be 
made available to the extent permitted 
by federal law.
– AOS and IPA’s conducting audits on our 

behalf already have clear authority to audit 
these records under Ohio and Federal 
laws.

38

Management Companies

• Requires all new and renewed contracts between a 
board and an operator to include criteria for early 
termination, notification procedures, and stipulation of 
facilities and property ownership.

• Specifies that personal property purchased with state 
funds that were paid to an operator or management 
company for use in operating a community school is 
property of that school and is not property of the 
operator or management company.
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Management Companies

• Requires a management company (or operator) 
that receives more than 20% of the gross annual 
revenues of a community school to provide a 
detailed accounting, including the nature and 
costs of the goods and services it provides to the 
school, and subjects that information to 
verification through the auditing process.
– AOS agreed to delay implementation until the 

2016-2017 school year to allow management 
companies time to comply

40

Management Companies

• HB 2 further prescribes the level of detail that 
must be presented in the management 
company footnote based on current USAS 
expenditure coding requirements.  
– No more truncated footnotes

– The USAS Manual is maintained jointly by ODE 
and AOS and is available on AOS’s website under 
Publications

– Footnote can be cash or GAAP basis – up to 
school management to decide

Old Footnote 
Example

HB 2 Footnote 
Example
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Management Companies

• Some schools maintain their accounting 
records consistent with USAS throughout the 
year and others convert the data at year end 
prior to reporting to ODE in EMIS
– AOS has no preference as long as the information 

reported to ODE complies with the reporting 
requirements and the management company 
footnote is compiled in accordance with USAS

42

Management Companies

• Management companies must continue to 
have these disclosures independently audited 
thru one of the options that AOS Bulletin 
2004-009 and Ch. 2 of the OCS describe

• Audits should evaluate the proper 
classification of expenditure transactions 
according to USAS for each school
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AOS Update

Marnie A. Carlisle,
Assistance Chief Deputy Auditor

88 East Broad Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215

Presenter Phone: (800) 282-0370
Presenter Fax: (614) 466-4490

E-mail: contactus@ohioauditor.gov

44

88	E.	Broad	St.
Columbus,	Ohio	43215

Phone:	(800)	282‐0370			Fax:	(614)	466‐4490
Email:	ContactUs@OhioAuditor.gov

www.OhioAuditor.gov
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Best Practices on 
Record Keeping and 

Enrollment

Presented by: Marnie A. Carlisle,
Asst. Deputy Chief  Auditor

DAVE YOST
Ohio Auditor of  State

1

{

MISSION
To educate, communicate, and help 
clarify  significant student enrollment 
record‐keeping requirements for 
community schools
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FOCUS
Our discussion today will focus on 
the requirements applicable to the 
2015‐2016 school year, with a look 
ahead at pending future changes.

Important Distinctions

•Perform enough testing to support State 
Foundation funding payments to schools 

• Ensure compliance with all enrollment and 
attendance –related requirements

• Can result in claw‐back of funding

ODE FTE 
Review 
Objective

• Testing supports financial statement amounts

• ODE confirmation of payments to schools is 
very good evidence

• Determine compliance with certain 
requirements

• Typically no FFR unless fraud; Referrals

Financial 
Statement 
Audit 

Objectives
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• Understand the Requirements

• Understand the Types of Schools
• Support Educational Plans / 
Models

• Evaluate Internal Policies
• Document, Document, Document

Agenda

5

• A student shall be considered to be enrolled in a 
community school during a school year for the 
period of time beginning on the later of the date on 
which the school both has received documentation 
of the student’s enrollment from a parent and the 
student has commenced participation in learning 
opportunities as defined in the contract with the 
sponsor or 30 days prior to the date on which the 
student  as entered into EMIS.  [Ohio Rev. Code 
§3314.08 (L)(2)]

What is Enrollment?

6
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• Participation in learning opportunities 
provided by a community school as defined 
in the community school’s contract with its 
sponsor. This would include log in by a 
student enrolled in an E‐School.

• It does not include days on which only the following 
activities occur: enrollment, testing, or orientation. 
[Ohio Rev. Code §3314.03]

What is Attendance?

7

• There have been many questions raised over the 
years about whether schools are funded based 
upon learning opportunities offers vs. provided 
(i.e., participation), enrollment vs. attendance, 
etc.

• Additionally, supporting documentation for 
participation looks very different from school to 
school 

• The law and existing guidance lacks clarity in 
these areas.

Concerns

8
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• ODE is clarifying their FTE Review and 
Community School Enrollment Handbook

o Intends to apply the January 2015 manual to 
reviews of the 2015‐2016 school year

o Expects to issue new manual 9/1/16 for FY17

• We look forward to additional guidance from 
the legislature,  ODE, perhaps the courts –
guidance that will be helpful to everyone

Concerns

9

• Supervised instructional and educational 
activities that are defined in the school’s contract 
and are:

o Provided by or supervised by a licensed teacher

o Goal‐oriented

o Certified by a licensed teacher as meeting the 
criteria established for completing the learning 
opportunity

[Ohio Admin. Code §3301‐102‐02]

What is a Learning Opportunity?

10



8/16/2016

6

• Schools should have educational plans or 
policies that, in advance, describe the goal of 
non‐classroom‐based activities 

• Just reporting activities after‐the‐fact without 
prior goals, prior specification of activities, 
and/or teacher direction is not sufficient

[Ohio Admin. Code §3301‐102‐02]

What is a Learning Opportunity?

11

• That portion of the school year a student was 
educated, as determined by the number of either 
days or hours of instruction provided to a 
student during a school year divided by its 
annual membership units in accordance with its 
contract with the sponsor.

• 1.0 FTE = Student Educated Full School Year

o Students should never exceed 1.0 FTE

o Some may be less than 1.0, however, if enrolled 
for less than a full school year

Full‐Time Equivalency (FTE)

12

2015 ODE FTE Handbook
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• Ohio Rev. Code §3314.08(H)(3) provides that a 
student’s percentage of FTE is “based on the 
percentage of learning opportunities offered 
by the community school to that student”

AND

• “Each community school shall offer not less 
than 920 hours of learning opportunities 
during the school year.”

o Although school may offer more than 920 

Full‐Time Equivalency (FTE)

13

• Brick & Mortar or “site‐based”

o Activities must be classroom based [Ohio Rev. 
Code §3314.08(H)(2)]

• Electronic / Internet Schools

o Activities are non‐classroom based and only as 
permitted by Ohio Rev. Code §3314.013

• Must be described in the charter

Two Types of 
Community Schools

14
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• Have a facility used to provide free public 
education, including instructional, 
resource, food service, and general or 
administrative support areas, so long as 
they are part of the facility.  [34 CFR 
222.176]

• Model must be described in the Charter’s 
Educational Plan and approved by sponsor

Brick & Mortar Schools

15

• Internet‐ or computer‐based community schoolʺ in which 
the enrolled students work primarily from their 
residences on non‐classroom‐based learning 
opportunities provided via an internet‐ or other 
computer‐based instructional method that does not rely 
on regular classroom instruction or via comprehensive 
instructional methods that include internet‐based, other 
computer‐based, and non‐computer‐based learning 
opportunities unless a student receives career‐technical 
education under section  3314.086 of the Revised Code 
[Ohio Revised Code Section 3314.02(A)(7)]

E‐Schools
Ohio Rev. Code §3314.27

16
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• No student enrolled in an internet‐ or computer‐
based community school may participate in more 
than ten hours of learning opportunities in any 
period of twenty‐four consecutive hours. 

• If any internet‐ or computer‐based community 
school requires its students to participate in learning 
opportunities on the basis of days rather than hours, 
one day shall consist of a minimum of five hours of 
such participation.

E‐Schools
Ohio Rev. Code §3314.27

17

• Each internet‐ or computer‐based 
community school is required to keep 
accurate records of each student’s 
participation in daily learning opportunities. 

• The records should be maintained so as they 
can easily be submitted to the department of 
education upon request by the department or 
the Auditor of State. 

E‐Schools
Ohio Rev. Code §3314.27

18
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• AOS does not believe there is clear 
authority in Ohio Rev. Code Chapter 
3314 for a purely correspondence 
school educational program.

• We have referred some such schools to 
ODE for further evaluation.

What about 
Correspondence Schools?

19

• Must be adequately described in a 
school’s Educational Plan, policies 
and approved by sponsor

oBlended Learning

oCredit Flexibility

Educational Models

20
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• The delivery of instruction in a combination 
of time in a supervised, physical location 
away from home and online delivery where 
the student has some element of control over 
time, place, path, or pace of learning. [Ohio 
Rev. Code §3301.079 (K)(1)]

• School must annually declare its use of a 
blended learning model to ODE [Ohio Rev. 
Code §3302.41 (A)]

Blended Learning

21

• Permits students to meet core 
coursework requirements in four ways:  
traditional classroom, integrated 
learning, applied learning or career‐
technical learning.  [Alternative 
Pathways legislation]

Credit Flexibility

22



8/16/2016

12

• Permits students to meet core 
coursework requirements in four ways:  
traditional classroom, integrated 
learning, applied learning or career‐
technical learning.  [Alternative 
Pathways legislation]

Credit Flexibility

23

• Permits students to meet core 
coursework requirements in four ways:  
traditional classroom, integrated 
learning, applied learning or career‐
technical learning.  [Alternative 
Pathways legislation]

Credit Flexibility

24
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• ODE FTE Handbook requires policies, 
specifying original source documents for:

• Enrollment and withdrawal of students

• Documenting and measuring student 
attendance and participation

• Determining and documenting student 
tardies and absences

• Truancy and notification of resident districts

School Board Policies

25

• Must also have policies, specifying 
required original source documents, 
for:
• Blended learning
• Credit Flexibility

• Board and sponsor must approve School 
Calendar – on basis of days or hours and 
minimum requisites for each

School Board Policies

26
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• Enrollment and attendance policies

• Enrollment records

• Withdrawal records

• Computer acquisition records

• Attendance records

Original Source Documents

27

2015 ODE FTE Handbook

• A student sign‐in sheet must 
include “Time In” and “Time Out”, 
which are filled in

• Signed enrollment applications

• Withdrawal statements

• Computer acquisition forms signed 
by parents/guardians

Original Source Documents

28

2015 ODE FTE Handbook
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• Teacher attendance rosters/grade books

• Teacher class lists

• Log‐in records

• For e‐schools, it is log‐in record of 
computer usage and documentation of 
completed coursework that individuals 
the student has participated

Original Source Documents

29

2015 ODE FTE Handbook

• What do log‐in records/duration 
represent?

• Do they really equate to participation 
in learning hours?

• We believe answers can vary from 
school to school, depending on the 
type of school and educational model

Original Source Documents

30
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{ What documentation 
is needed to comply?

31

How Does the School’s 
Model Impact Funding?

• The following examples might appear 
in a community school’s Educational 
Plan or Policy Manual

• Are these examples sufficient for the 
school or its sponsor to identify, 
prevent and detect noncompliance?

Let’s Look at Some Examples

32
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• ABC School will operate BL model with 
HQ Teachers and online curriculum 
aligned with Ohio and National Content 
Standards.  

• Attendance will be monitored by 
implementing a web‐based monitoring 
system that will track daily classroom 
attendance and by tracking a student’s 
login in the online curriculum system.

Sample Educational Plan: BL

33

• No definition of what constitutes a normal school day in 
terms of days or hours

• No minimum per‐day classroom‐based instructional 
hours prescribed

• Unclear which days students must be in classroom (every 
day or only some days per week?)

• Unclear when/how students are required to complete 
non‐classroom (online) instruction

• Unclear what a student login means within the context of 
this particular online educational system – is a login 
reliable evidence of student participation?

Sample BL Weaknesses

34
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• How did the school and its sponsor 
evaluate the classroom and non‐
classroom based activities for 
compliance with Ohio and National 
Content standards?

• How will student performance be 
measured?

Sample BL Weaknesses

35

• Credit Flexibility is a student initiated learning 
choice designed to earn credit by increasing 
curricular options available and tailoring 
learning time

• Interested students should seek more 
information from their teacher, director or staff 
member

• Application must be approved prior to 
beginning coursework

Sample Board Policy: CF

36
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• There is no mention of a required 
individualized educational plan for CF 
students

• How will student  attendance 
performance be measured?

Sample CF Weaknesses

37

• What’s required?

• Level and type of documentation will vary 
depending upon the type of community 
school and its educational plan/model of 
delivery.

• Tracking of the 105‐Hour Rule and 
Evidence to support Truancy Monitoring 
Efforts

Attendance Documentation

38
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• What’s required?

• Schools that maintain a computer print 
out of attendance must have original 
source documents to show the source of 
the information of the computer 
printout (i.e., teacher’s daily 
attendance/absence lists, grade books, 
student sign‐in sheets, etc.).

Attendance Documentation

39

• What’s required?

• Non‐Classroom, Non‐computer learning 
activities must be supported by a written 
plan, specific to each student and each 
course, signed by school and 
parent/guardian

• Plan must be approved BEFORE student 
coursework begins

Attendance Documentation

40
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• What’s required?

• Non‐Classroom, Non‐computer learning 
activities must be supported by a student 
participation log that is certified monthly 
by teacher or other employee of the school

• Missed days or assignments do not count 
as hours of participation

Attendance Documentation

41

• What’s required?

• Student may combine hours from 
difference learning modes (i.e., 
Classroom + Non‐Classroom = Total 
learning activities)

• Documentation must be kept by the 
teacher or school to support

Attendance Documentation

42
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• What’s required?

• For non‐classroom based instruction, 
“Percent of Time” element in EMIS 
should be used to adjust FTE to < 1.0 
based on documented hours of 
participation as compared to total 
requisite hours in the school year (i.e., 
920)

Attendance Documentation

43

• What’s required?

• Engaging in a credit flex activity may 
count in the instructional hours of a 
student if student requests and other 
procedures are in place such as goal‐
setting, specification and completion of 
activities, and review by a licensed 
teacher

Attendance Documentation

44
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LName FName SSID M –
11/2/15

T
11/3/15

W 
11/4/15

TH
11/5/15

FR
11/6/15

Carlisle Marnie 123456 X X X X X

Hinkle Bob 789456 X X X X A

Brown Charlie 456123 X T T A X

Turner Randy 987456 X X X X W

Sample Attendance Doc: B&M

45

X = Present
T=Tardy
A=Absent
W=Withdrawn

1. Is this documentation sufficient to 
support student attendance?  

2. What else might be needed?

3. What about 
enrollment/withdrawal?

Additional Documentation Needed:

• Sign In/Out Log with student/parent 
signatures and time in and out to support 
tardy/absence determinations

• Parental/Guardian/Medical Excuses

• Signed Enrollment/Withdrawal Forms, Birth 
Certificates, Proof of Residency, Request for 
Student Records, court placement records, etc.

Sample Attendance Doc: B&M

46
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LName FName SSID M –
11/2/15

T
11/3/15

W 
11/4/15

TH
11/5/15

FR
11/6/15

Carlisle Marnie 123456 X X X X X

Hinkle Bob 789456 X X X X A

Brown Charlie 456123 X T T A X

Turner Randy 987456 X X X X W

Sample Attendance Doc: BL with Staggered 
Classroom vs. Online Attendance

47

X = Present
T=Tardy
A=Absent
W=Withdrawn

1. Is this documentation sufficient to 
support student attendance in a 
blended learning environment?  

2. What else might be needed?

Additional Documentation Needed:

• Signed individualized educational plan for each 
student

• Documentation to support whether student was 
not in attendance for classroom vs. nonclassroom 
time

• Understanding of how students split their time in 
classroom vs. non‐classroom activities, including 
policies

Sample Attendance Doc: BL

48
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Additional Documentation Needed:

• Certification of a teacher, etc. 

• Comparison of total classroom and non‐
classroom participation  per student to the total 
learning opportunities offered

Sample Attendance Doc: BL

49

Subject/Plan Date: MATH

Date Start Time End Time
Total Hours of 
Instruction 

11/2/15 8 am 3 pm 6

11/3/15 8 am 2 pm 5

11/4/15 8 am 12 pm 4

11/5/15 8 am 3 pm 6

11/6/15 8 am 7 pm 11

1. Would this documentation be adequate to support non‐classroom  
participation?

2. What else would be needed?

Sample Non‐classroom 
Student Participation Log

50
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Additional Documentation Needed:

• More detailed description of the specific 
activities the student worked on during the 
day, excluding breaks, lunch, etc. from hours of 
instruction

• If computer‐based, a computer log

• Signed individualized educational plan for 
each student 

Sample Non‐Classroom Student 
Participation Log

51

Additional Documentation Needed:

• Certification of a teacher, etc. 

• Comparison of total classroom and non‐
classroom participation  per student to the total 
learning opportunities offered

Sample Non‐Classroom Student 
Participation Log

52
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Subject/Plan Date: MATH – ALGEBRA 1, Ch. 2  Lessons 3 & 4

Date Start Time End Time
Total Hours of 
Instruction 

11/2/15 8:00 am 10 am 2.

11/2/15 10 am 10:15 am 0 ‐ Break

11/2/15 10:15 am 12 pm 1.75

11/2/15 12 pm 12:30 pm Lunch

1. Would this documentation be adequate to support non‐classroom 
participation?

2. What else would be needed?

Sample #2 Non‐classroom
Student Participation Log

53

Additional Documentation Needed:

• If computer‐based, a computer log

• Signed individualized educational plan for each 
student 

• Certification of a teacher, etc. 

• Comparison of total classroom and non‐
classroom participation  per student to the total 
learning opportunities offered

Sample #2 Non‐Classroom 
Student Participation Log

54
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• ODE’s  website:

o 2015 FTE Review and Community School 
Enrollment Handbook 

o Expected to post draft 2016 Handbook for 
comment this week as well

o ODE’s EMIS Manual

 Check out the preferred documentation grid in 
Section 2.1.1. Student Enrollment Overview!

Additional Resources for 
Community Schools & Sponsors

55

• AOS Ohio Compliance Supplement

o www.ohioauditor.gov/Publications

o Chapters 1, 2, & 3 summarize material 
compliance requirements applicable to local 
government, sorted by entity type.

o OCS Section 1‐26 pertains to community school 
funding

Additional Resources for 
Community Schools & Sponsors

56
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BEST PRACTICES ON RECORD 
KEEPING AND ENROLLMENT

Audit Administration

88 East Broad Street

Columbus, Ohio 43215

Marnie A. Carlisle

Presenter Phone: (800) 282‐0370

Presenter Fax: (614) 466‐4490

Email: contactus@ohioauditor.gov

57

Ohio Auditor of State
Dave Yost

88	E.	Broad	St.
Columbus,	Ohio	43215

Phone:	(800)	282‐0370			Fax:	(614)	466‐4490
Email:	ContactUs@OhioAuditor.gov

www.OhioAuditor.gov



Workshop 8:

Panel Discussion with Superintendents



Workshop 10:

Sponsor Performance Review: 
Are We Measuring the Right Things?



Workshop 11:

EMIS Training Update



Workshop 12:

The Ohio eSchool Landscape: 
Practice, Policy and Technology



8/16/2016

1

The Ohio eSchool Landscape:
Practice, Policy, and Technology

John Watson‐ Founder, Evergreen Education Group
Dr. Pat Hoge‐ EVP, Curriculum & Instruction & Chief Academic Officer

Peter Robertson‐ SVP, School Operations
Susan Stagner‐ VP, State Relations

John Watson
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Digital learning adoption rates 
(not absolute size, and many exceptions)

Most/earliest 
activity

Least/recent 
activity

Corporate 
training/military

Post 
secondary

Charter 
schools

Traditional public 
schools

Private 
schools

Corporate 
training/military

Post 
secondary

Charter 
schools

Traditional 
public 
schools

Private 
schools
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K‐12 digital learning evolution towards 

greater district activity

2004
State level,
online 

2016
District level,
blended
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Peter Robertson

© 2016 Connections Education LLC. All Rights Reserved.
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45.4%
49.7%

11.7% 14.3%

OCA Ohio

Economically Disadvantaged

Students with Disabilities

OCA Ohio

White

Multiracial

Hispanic

Black

Asian/
Islander

OCA Demographics Comparable to the 
State of Ohio (2014-2015 Report Card)
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…except for Mobility, because students 
come to E-schools to solve a problem

1415_LRC_BLDG_MOBILITY.XLS, downloaded from 
http://reportcard.education.ohio.gov:

 72.5% of OCA students were enrolled more than 1 
and less than 3 years

 Of 3,388 schools in that file showing students 
enrolled 1 to 3 years,  fewer than 1 in 12 had such 
a high % - weighted average was 48.6% 

Test Proficiency Comparable to the 
State (2014-2015 LRC) anyway

State Test OCA State Difference State Test OCA State Difference

Reading 3rd Grade 77.5% 78.5% ‐1.0% Reading 8th Grade 82.9% 68.3% 14.6%

Math 3rd Grade 49.2% 66.3% ‐17.1% Math 8th Grade 63.7% 53.7% 10.0%

Reading 4th Grade 77.4% 71.9% 5.5% Science 8th Grade 77.2% 62.3% 14.9%

Math 4th Grade 49.3% 65.1% ‐15.8% Reading OGT 95.1% 86.4% 8.7%

Social Studies 4th Grade 71.4% 72.0% ‐0.6% Math OGT 87.8% 84.9% 2.9%

Reading 5th Grade 68.9% 69.5% ‐0.6% Writing OGT 81.8% 82.2% ‐0.4%

Math 5th Grade 40.4% 65.7% ‐25.3% Social Studies OGT 85.8% 81.5% 4.3%

Science 5th Grade 59.9% 60.3% ‐0.4% Science OGT 77.4% 74.8% 2.6%

Reading 6th Grade 83.6% 70.3% 13.3% Reading 11th Grade OGT 98.9% 92.2% 6.7%

Math 6th Grade 58.0% 65.4% ‐7.4% Math 11th Grade OGT 97.1% 91.7% 5.4%

Social Studies 6th Grade 55.2% 57.5% ‐2.3% Writing 11th Grade OGT 91.0% 88.7% 2.3%

Reading 7th Grade 76.3% 68.6% 7.7% Social Studies 11th Grade OGT 95.3% 88.4% 6.9%

Math 7th Grade 59.9% 65.3% ‐5.4% Science 11th Grade OGT 91.0% 84.7% 6.3%

OCA Proficiency Rates compared to Ohio:  Higher for Grades 8+ 
and for Reading in Grades 3-7 – Lower in Grades 3-7 Math
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But 4-Year Cohort Graduation Rate 
(Class of 2014) affected by Mobility

23.2

62.2

85.7

Longevity0 Longevity1to2 Longevity3orMore

Ohio Connections Academy, Inc

59.1

Source 1415_LRC_BLDG_MOBILITY.XLS downloaded from 
http://reportcard.education.ohio.gov/Pages/Download-Data.aspx

…and Value-Added Rating bounces 
around with no clear explanation

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

A (12-13 on)

B / Above
C / Met
D / Below

F (12-13 on)
NR (Other)

OCA

OCA

OCA OCA

OCA

OCA OCA OCA

OCA
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Dr. Pat Hoge

© 2016 Connections Education LLC. All Rights Reserved.

© 2016 Connections Education LLC. All Rights Reserved.
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© 2016 Connections Education LLC. All Rights Reserved.

Enrolled students are in one of three 
attendance statuses at all times: 
• On-Track 
• Approaching Alarm 
• Alarm 

Learning 
Sciences

•Course Enhancements
•Growth Mindset 

initiatives

Math 
Discourse 

and 
Reasoning

•Course Enhancements
•TimeToTalk Sessions

Professional 
Learning

•Teacher PD sessions
•Collaboration – Scoop 

Newsletter, Brown Bag 
sessions, PLC and 
Interdisciplinary efforts

Interventions
• Elementary - Math Whizz
• Elem/MS/HS - Think Through Math
• HS – Math XL

© 2016 Connections Education LLC. All Rights Reserved.
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MATH 
ENHANCEMENTS

Math Curriculum
 Introductory Units
 Reflection Questions
 Interactive Reviews 
 Assessment Types
 Portfolio Assessments
 Practice Opportunities
 Course Scope
Teacher Professional Development
Learning Coach Support 
Student Engagement

© 2016 Connections Education LLC. All Rights Reserved.

MATH REFLECTIONS ANALYSIS

 Most students took the reflections 
seriously.

 More frequent reflection is positively 
associated with higher course performance.

 Higher confidence is positively associated 
with higher course performance. 

© 2016 Connections Education LLC. All Rights Reserved.
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TEACHER FEEDBACK

 “The single, most powerful effect teachers have 
on student achievement is their feedback.” 

John Hattie, Visible Learning

© 2016 Connections Education LLC. All Rights Reserved.

82%

15% 2% 0% 1%

75%

17% 4% 2% 3%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

Very helpful Somewhat helpful Not too helpful Not at all helpful Unsure/Not applicable

How helpful have the feedback notification WebMail messages been in 
keeping you/your student(s) informed about their learning?

You Your student(s)

2013-2014 to 2014-2015 
Performance Comparisons

Difference Between 
2013-2014 and 2014-

2015
Tests Compared

Connections 
Exceed Statewide

Connections 
Equivalent to 

Statewide

Connections Behind 
Statewide

Change in 
N

Change in 
%

Change in 
N

Change in 
%

Change in 
N

Change in 
%

Reading/Language Arts +30 +21 +7.2pp +2 -7.7pp +7 +.06pp

Math +33 +8 +4.2pp +16 +6.8pp +9 -11.0pp

Science +15 +9 +6.3pp -8 -18.6pp +14 +12.6pp

Social Studies +9 +3 +4.6pp +7 +10.2pp -1 -14.8pp

* Percentage points (pp)
© 2016 Connections Education LLC. All Rights Reserved.
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FOCUS AREAS 
 Recent research on mindset, effective math 

instruction, and math professional development

 Evaluation of math enhancements and modifications 
based on learning science research 

 New professional development offerings for summer 
2016 and 2016-2017

 New math intervention (Think Through Math)

 Math discourse pilot

© 2016 Connections Education LLC. All Rights Reserved.

LET’S LEARN TOGETHER

 Math, We’ve Got This! Summer 2016 

 Book Study
– 5 Practices for Orchestrating Productive Mathematics 

Discussions  (Margaret Smith and Mary Kay Stein) 

– Mathematical Mindsets: Inspiring Students’ Potential Through 
Creative Math, Inspiring Messages and Innovative Teaching 
(Jo Boaler) 

 Private Discussion Group at goodreads.com

 Recommended Coursework – youcubed.org
– How to Learn Math – free course 
– How to Learn Math: For Teachers and Parents

© 2016 Connections Education LLC. All Rights Reserved.
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NEW PROFESSIONAL LEARNING SERIES 
FOR ELEMENTARY MATH TEACHERS

Math, We’ve Got This! –
Professional Learning Series (K-5)

 Alternative to current professional learning series

 6 sessions, plus intro recording

 Pre/Post Activities

 Certificate of series completion

 Topics include:
– Increasing discourse (practicing talk moves)
– Increasing flexibility in student thinking
– Developing content knowledge (fractions and decimals)
– Incorporating the Standards of Mathematical Practice 

© 2016 Connections Education LLC. All Rights Reserved.

OPTIONAL PROFESSIONAL 
LEARNING SERIES FOR SECONDARY  
MATH TEACHERS

Unlocking Math (6-12) 

 Increasing discourse and practicing 
“talk moves”

 Importance of re-teaching

 Deliberate practice

 Incorporating the Standards of 
Mathematical Practice 

© 2016 Connections Education LLC. All Rights Reserved.
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Charter School 
Funding: How 
Other States 
Fund
Larry D. Maloney
Patrick J. Wolf

2016 OH Charter Schools Summit

August 2016

Charter School Funding

 Our process of revenue analysis

 How other states fund

 How Ohio funds

 Return on investment

 Recommendations
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What is Our Process?
 We rely on official data of record from 

each state:

 State financial data collections

 Audits for charters when required

 Fall count enrollment data

What is Our Process?
 We search for and include100% of the 

revenue districts and charters receive, not 
just state provided funds.
 Local
 State
 Federal
 Other
 Indeterminate
 Public Indeterminate
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What is Our Process?

 While we include Other, non-public funds 
in our analysis, Ohio does not include 
those funds in their available reporting.

What is Our Process?
 Avoid Double Counting Funds!

 Assure that district and charter school totals 
equal 100% of revenue for a state or focus 
area (i.e. major city or urban county).

 We evaluate whether District revenues 
include pass through payments for public 
charter schools.
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What is Our Process?
 Once we have accounted for 100% of 

funds, we do exclude from the analysis 
the following for data comparability:
 PreK Revenues
 Adult Education Revenues
 Bond Proceeds – anything that has to be 

repaid

Products of Our Research
 Three national revenue studies in 2005, 

2010 & 2014 covering fiscal years 2002-11
 Latest study covered separate reports on 

charter funding equity, ROI, and non-
public $ 

 Latest study included 30 states plus DC
 Ohio included in all studies with focus 

areas of Cleveland & Dayton
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Charter Funding in the US
 30 of 31 states include statutory access to federal funds for 

charters, but charters in 16 states do not receive as much federal 
funding as districts.

 31 states include statutory access to state funds for charters, but 
charters in 9 states do not receive as much state funding as 
districts.

 15 of 31 states include statutory access to local funds for charters, 
but charters in 26 states do not receive as much local funding as 
districts.

 14 of 31 states include statutory access to facilities funding for 
charters, but charters in no states receive as much facilities funding 
as districts. 

States That Work: CA

 Most funding to districts and charter schools 
now flows through a standardized formula 
that applies to both types of education 
entities, resulting in what will be equitable 
distribution once completely phased in.

 The state has eliminated the odd pots of 
dollars that charters were ineligible to receive.
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States That Work: NM

 The state has kept the same formula for 
decades, and the legislature has left it alone.

 The same funding formula used to determine 
district funding is used to determine charter 
school funding. 

 The State Equalization Guarantee provides 
more than 90% of a school district’s and 
charter school’s operational revenue, which 
contributes to this high level of equity.

States That Work: TX
 Charter funding based on the greater of 1) the funding per 

WADA (excluding enrichment, Tier II), plus $120 per WADA, 
or 2) the statewide average formula alone.

 The statewide average formula is just that—the statewide 
school district average funding per weighted student,  
using the average adjusted allotment and state average 
enrichment rate. 

 The state does not adjust the basic allotment for each 
individual charter school based on size, student 
composition or location. 

 Charter schools in Texas are considered LEAs for federal 
funding purposes and therefore apply for and receive 
federal revenues independently. 
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States That Don’t Work

 DC – On the surface, the District of Columbia 
is very fair in its approach to funding charters.  
But keep digging…

 NY – Funding outside the formula.

 PA – Essentially, there’s no formula – the state 
funds based on precedent, not on the current 
composition or needs of students.

Ohio Community School Funding

 Additional state funding includes:
 K-3 Literacy - $320
 Economic Disadvantage - $272
 LEP - $758 to $1,515
 Special Education - $1,578 to $25,637
 Career Tech - $1,308 to $5,192
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Ohio FY17 Community School Funding

 Core Funding through Opportunity Grant 
(H.B. 64) provides $6,000 per pupil, up only 
5.2% since our last in-depth analysis of the 
state in FY11 ($5,703).

 Community schools eligible to receive 
additional funding based on student 
needs.

Ohio Community School Funding

 Facilities funding of $200 per pupil for brick 
and mortar schools, or $25 for an eSchool.

 Graduation incentives of $450 per pupil.
 Third Grade Reading bonus of $450 per 

pupil.
 Transportation funds if provided.
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Charter School Funding FY11
 Nationally, on average, districts received 

$3,814 more per pupil in FY11 than their 
charter peers (weighted, no inflation 
adjustment).

 This disparity means an average charter 
school of 400 pupils receives $1.5 million 
less in funding.

Charter School Funding

 $110.9 billion – the amount of funding that 
would be pulled back from school districts 
in the study if they were subjected to the 
same funding levels as charter schools.
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Charter School Funding

 Only Tennessee scored an A for equitable funding 
with $15 more per charter school pupil.

 Texas & New Mexico scored a B for approaching 
equity with $381 and $365 less per pupil 
respectively.

 19 of 31 states scored an F with the disparity 
ranging from $4,625 per pupil in Connecticut to 
$12,736 per pupil in Washington, DC.

Disparity State by State
State District Charter Gap

 A TN $10,621 $10,635 0.1%
 B NM $10,701 $10,336 -3.4%
 B TX $11,072 $10,690 -3.4%
 D IL $13,461 $11,408 -15.3%
 D NC $9,988 $8,277 -17.1%
 D SC $11,019 $9,082 -17.6%
 D AZ $9,532 $7,783 -18.4%
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Disparity State by State
State District Charter Gap

 D CO $11,102 $8,786 -20.9%
 D FL $10,177 $8,047 -20.9%
 D UT $8,039 $6,352 -21.0%
 D MA $17,943 $14,140 -21.2%
 D MN $14,843 $11,429 -23.0%
 F CT $18,527 $13,902 -25.0%
 F HI $14,161 $10,562 -25.4%

Disparity State by State
State District Charter Gap

 F DE $13,869 $10,327 -25.5%
 F ID $8,262 $6,134 -25.8%
 F MO $18,073 $13,390 -25.9%
 F OH $11,764 $8,580 -27.1%
 F MI $13,118 $9,485 -27.7%
 F CA $11,777 $8,324 -29.3%
 F NY $23,210 $15,920 -31.4%
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Disparity State by State
State District Charter Gap

 F NJ $22,056 $15,043 -31.8%
 F PA $18,339 $12,495 -31.9%
 F AR $12,521 $8,392 -33.0%
 F IN $13,286 $8,671 -34.7%
 F GA $13,060 $8,472 -35.1%
 F MD $19,101 $11,754 -38.5%

Disparity State by State
State District Charter Gap

 F DC $32,822 $20,086 -38.8%
 F WI $16,757 $9,870 -41.1%
 F OR $10,968 $6,127 -44.1%
 F LA* $26,735 $11,134 -58.4%
Total* $13,448 $9,635 -28.4%
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Charter School Funding - OH

 In OH, districts received $3,184 more per 
pupil than public charter schools in FY11, 
a disparity of 27.1%

Charter Funding:  OH
 Charter funding discrepancy is NOT 

because charters serve more 
advantaged students: OH charters have
 8 percentage points more free-lunch 

students
 6 points more FRL students
 almost the same proportion of students with 

special needs.
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FY11 Disparity in Ohio

District Charter
Federal $  1,417 $  1,216
State $  5,488 $  7,364
Local $ 4,870 $     0
Other $         0 $  0
Public-Indt $      -11 $       0
Total $11,764 $ 8,580

Disparity in Ohio

An FY11 disparity of $3,184 in Ohio means the 
average Ohio public charter school of 400 
pupils received $1,273,600 less than a 
comparably sized district school.
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Disparity in Focus Areas

 Of 50 focus areas, only Houston scored an 
A, as their charter schools received $650 
more per pupil than the district.  

 Shelby County and Albuquerque scored 
Bs with $118 & $207 less per pupil, 
respectively.

 26 of the 50 focus areas scored Fs.

Disparity in Focus Areas

Focus Area District Charter Gap

 F Dayton $14,732 $8,892 -39.6%

 F Cleveland $15,684 $8,523 -45.7%
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The Cause of the Disparity
 Most states tweak funding formulas annually –

at the margins.  The funding inequities are 
structural in nature, requiring a clean slate 
approach instead of tweaks.

 Minimal or no access to local funding is the 
single largest cause of inequities (as in Ohio).

 At worst, foundation formulas can account for 
15.0% of funding (South Carolina) to a high of 
60% (New Mexico).

The Cause of the Disparity
 The disparity requires a state fix – not an 

issue of federal or other funding problems.

 State Controlled Revenues (state and 
local governmental) Among 30 States:
 Districts - $10,577 (83.7% total funding)
 Charters - $8,104 (84.1% total funding)
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The Cause of the Disparity
 For Ohio

 Districts - $10,358 (88% total funding)
 Charters - $  7,364 (86% total funding)
 Variance - $  2,994 per pupil from state-

controlled sources, only $190 from other 
sources (federal and non-governmental).

Ohio could move from an F to a B in equity if 
it equalized funding from state-controlled 
sources

What If

 As we have not looked at FY14 Ohio data 
yet to see if there’s been improvement in 
equitable funding, let’s conduct a what if 
exercise, assuming that district funding 
remained at FY11 levels, while adding the 
changes we know about for community 
schools as of FY17. Does that close the 
funding gap?
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What If
 Total Community School Funding $   8,580
 5% funding increase $      429
 Facilities Funding $      200
 Graduation/Reading Bonus $      450

 FY17 Community School Est. $   9,659
 FY11 District Funding $11,764
 Variance $  2,105 

What If

 If Community School Funding Improved 
based on the FY17 data we have while 
district funding remained at FY11 levels, 
the state’s score for equitable funding 
would move from an F to a D



8/16/2016

19

The Happy Story in All This: 
Return on Investment (ROI)

 The ROI component of this research 
combined the revenue study data with 
two measures of performance – NAEP 
cost-effectiveness and CREDO return on 
investment.

Cost Effectiveness

 We expressed cost effectiveness as NAEP 
points achieved per $1,000 invested per 
pupil in districts and charters.

 We assume half of per-pupil allotment 
covers math and the other half reading.



8/16/2016

20

Cost Effectiveness

 When compared to districts, charter 
schools delivered a weighted average of 
an additional 17 NAEP points per $1,000 
invested in MATH in FY11, representing a 
productivity advantage of 40% for 
charters.

Cost Effectiveness

 When compared to districts, charter 
schools delivered a weighted average of 
an additional 16 NAEP points per $1,000 
invested in READING in FY11, representing 
a productivity advantage of 41% for 
charters.
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Cost Effectiveness - NAEP
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Cost-Effectiveness: Ohio
 Charter sector delivers slightly lower NAEP 

scores at a much lower funding level.
 Charters: 62 NAEP math points per $1000 

compared to 53 for districts – a benefit of 
9 points or 18%

 Charters: 58 NAEP reading points per 
$1000 compared to 49 for districts – a 
benefit of 9 points or 19%
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Return on Investment - CREDO

 Objection:  Different populations of charter 
and district students take the NAEP.

 CREDO data match each charter school 
student in its study to their “virtual twin”: one 
or more students in a nearby district who 
share key student characteristics of the 
charter school student.

 Limited to 22 of our 31 states but includes OH.

Return on Investment - CREDO
We combined CREDO data with
 The revenue study data
 Rick Hanushek’s calculation of the 

average pay-off in lifetime earnings from 
achievement gains

 Average lifetime earnings for workers in a 
particular state (US Census Bureau).
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Return on Investment - CREDO
Charters delivered a greater ROI in all states:
 In MATH: 

 Charters produced higher learning gains at a 
lower cost in 11 states

 Charters produced only slightly less learning 
gains at a much lower cost in the other 11 states

 In READING: 
 Charters produced higher learning gains at a 

lower cost in 13 states
 Charters produced only slightly lower learning 

gains at a much lower cost in the other 9 states
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Charter ROI in Ohio
Charter advantage over district in ROI is:

 1.8% for one year
 13.1% for half of a K-12 education of 6.5 

years.

What this Means for Policy
 Since charters deliver more bang for the 

buck, but receive many fewer bucks, 
what should we do?
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Recommendations
 Avoid patchwork adjustments
 Fundamentally change, simplify, and 

equalize how charters are funded:
1. Treat charters as LEAs
2. Have all funding, including facilities 

funding, flow through formulas
3. Make the formulas the same for districts 

and charters
4. Have all funding follow the child

Conclusion - Review

 Ohio charters received 27.1% less funding 
than districts in FY2011 yet their student 
population is more disadvantaged than 
the district sector.  

 State controlled state and local funding 
formulas are the source of nearly all the 
discrepancy.
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Conclusion - Review

 With less money, Ohio charters exceed 
districts by 18-19% in NAEP cost 
effectiveness.

 One year in an Ohio charter school 
produces 1.8% higher ROI while 6.5 years 
produces 13.1% higher ROI.

Conclusion - Review
Funding charters like districts and allowing 
all money to follow students are the keys to 
better funding equity and productivity in 
Ohio schools.
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Questions?
 Equity study

 Cause of the Disparity

 ROI

 Recommendations

For More Information

 http://www.uaedreform.org/charter-funding-
inequity-expands/

 http://www.uaedreform.org/the-productivity-
of-public-charter-schools/

 ldmaloney@me.com - 202-363-5441

 pwolf@uark.edu
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“First5”:
Inform, Educate, Support

Dr. Lillian M. Lowery

Our mission is to work collaboratively in the 
community to ensure that all children in 
the city of Columbus, regardless of where 
they live or where they go to school, 
acquire the skills necessary to succeed in 
the classroom and in life. 
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THEORY OF ACTION
We believe that if we put children at the center of all FRC work, we focus on 
evidence based approaches that work, and harness the unique talents and values 
of the Columbus community, then we will be able to drastically maximize the 
human potential of all Columbus young people from 0-24. 

Ensure Every Child is Known 
•Generate better outcomes by 
empowering families to more capably 
navigate the Columbus ecosystem.  

Leverage What Works based on Evidence 
FRC will support better outcomes through a focus 
on data, helping ensure the highest return on 
investment, and fostering collaboration across 
the sector.

Manifest Columbus Values & Aspirations
FRC will seek to serve the community in a way 
that embodies Columbus’ unique and powerful 
values and incorporates the talents of the 
community.

Activate Innovation
Take an intentional and coherent approach 
to supporting big ideas, nascent concepts 
and matching those ideas, resources, and 
execution.

THREE OVERARCHING GOALS that can catalyze FRC’s work and 
current efforts already underway in the Columbus community. 

. 

Improve Supply 
Reduce duplication and 

facilitate better coordination 
of existing services to maximize 

impact for the Columbus 
community . 

Accelerate and 
Support 

Navigation
Empower families and 

communities with tools to more 
effectively navigate services. 
Ensure every child is known in 

the ecosystem.

Promote 
Innovation

We must unleash innovation, 
from supporting more 

“moonshots”, to activating 
and ensuring new talent is 

working on social and 
education sector issues. This 

“innovation posture” will ensure 
we help more children, more 

quickly.
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Ages 0-5
(Early Childhood)

Ages 5-18
(K-12)

Ages 18-24
(Post-Secondary)

Activities FRC 
will lead
FRC, working 
with community 
partners, will 
directly lead 
the 
development 
and 
deployment of 
these activities.

Activities FRC
will help support 
FRC will do this 
work through 
facilitating 
experts around 
shared goals 
and supporting 
work already 
underway.

High-level goals and initiatives: 
By 2020 (stars indicate “first moves”)

Partner Map

Ready for 
Kindergarten

Central OH Compact
(Credits)

ROI

Social Emotional 
Learning (SEL)

Charter-District 
Collaboration

Central OH 
Compact 

(Transitions) 

Central OH Compact
(Pathways)

Moonshot Data 

Data Dashboard

Navigation Challenge

Advocacy

Demand

Supply

Enablers

Innovation

Badging

So why bother?
• “If you don’t count; it doesn’t count.”
• The numbers may favor the perceived challenges and theory of 

action within an organization.
• Build data credibility.

Three C’s:
• COMMON

• Keep it local (Demonstrate strengths in or threats to ecosystem)
• Put in comparative context 

• CONSEQUENTIAL
• Associated with other outcomes
• Associated with economic costs

• CHANGEABLE
• Intervention research
• Expected changes over time
• Differentiation by place/geographic area

Data Dashboard
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Navigation Challenge

LONG-TERM OBJECTIVE:
Every child is “known” and families are able to more effectively 
navigate the educational and social services available to them.

• Kids and their families often face several barriers to 
navigating the system and might not know that resources 
already exist to help them on their path to future success.  

• Identify and explicate choices:  traditional, charter, 
parochial, independent 

• Develop community data dashboard to inform choices
• Explore universal enrollment
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Auditor of State
Charter School Summit

August 12, 2016

Charles See Lauren McGarity
Assistant Deputy Director of Policy 
Chancellor Projects
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Today

The Genesis of the College Credit Plus 
Program

Program Efficacy: Legislative and 
Regulatory Mandates

Program Accountability: Data Collection 
and Reporting; Developing Performance 
Metrics

The Genesis of the College Credit Plus 
Program
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History—Chancellor’s Charge

Amended H.B. 59 of the 130th General Assembly 
(June 30th, 2013):
…recommendations to the General Assembly to establish the 
College Credit Plus program, whereby high school students may 
earn credits through Ohio institutions of higher education.  The 
Chancellor shall consult with the Inter-University Council of Ohio, 
the Association of Independent Colleges and Universities of Ohio, 
the Ohio Association of Community Colleges, and the 
Superintendent of Public Instruction in Developing the 
recommendations.  The Chancellor shall provide a report of the 
recommendations to the Governor, the President of the Senate, 
and the Speaker of the House of Representatives by December 
31, 2013, for implementation in the 2014-2015 academic year.

History—Stakeholder Convenings

Chancellor and the Superintendent of Public Instruction

IUC, OACC and AICUO

Buckeye Association of School Administrators

Ohio Association of Secondary School Administrators

Ohio School Boards Association 

Ohio Association of Career Technical Superintendents

Ohio Association of Independent Schools

The Catholic Conference of Ohio
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History— Stakeholder Goals for CCP

The CCP program should aspire to increase student 
participation across all student demographics

The CCP funding mechanism must be transparent, 
equitable and flexible

The CCP program must focus on non-remedial 
coursework that is high quality and results in 
transcripted college credit upon successful completion

Communication to student and parents must be 
complete, consistent, accessible and meaningful

Robust data collection systems and performance 
metrics should be established

History—Principles 

Students must be the primary focus

High schools and colleges and universities must work 
collaboratively and innovatively

CCP should be structured to ensure open access to 
college-ready students at a minimal cost to families

Increasing the participation of underrepresented and 
low income students is a priority of the program

Students should have the opportunity for career 
exploration and relevant college courses
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History—Recommendations 

1) Clearly define the college credit plus program

2) Expand participation in CCP opportunities 
among all student demographic populations

3) Create a transparent CCP funding system in 
which both school districts and colleges share 
in the cost of educating dual credit students

History—Recommendations 

4) Each CCP course is purposeful and 
meaningful for the student

5) Ensure that parents and students receive 
comprehensive and consistent communication 
regarding CCP opportunities and requirements

6) All secondary and post-secondary institutions 
consistently collect, report and track CCP data

7) Miscellaneous
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Program Efficacy: Legislative and 
Regulatory Mandates

What is College Credit Plus?
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College Credit Plus 
Premise:

Student Centered, 
Student Driven

College-ready students 

Grades 7 – 12

Many college course options

Public colleges are free

Private colleges may include small cost

The State Funded Opportunity for 
High School Students to 

Earn College Credit
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College-readiness determined by college. 

Student Must Apply 
and Get Admitted.

Participate by getting 
admitted into a college.  

May have to take a 
placement test and 
satisfy other college 
criteria.  

Graduate with College Credit
Student can earn up to 30 
college credit hours per 
academic year;  includes 
summer term.

Counselor informs each student 
of specific credit eligibility.

Maximum 120 college credit 
hours while in the program.
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Student Choice to….
Select course(s) that fit individual pathway. 
Course must be secular, apply toward a degree 
or workforce certification and confer college 
credit.

A semester college course of 3 or more credits  
converts to 1.0 unit toward high school 

graduation in that subject area. 
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End of Course Exam 
Substitution

Students participating in CCP may replace 
state end of course exam with: 

• Course Grade from any other 
advance standing program 
described in section 3313.6013

American history and American government 
exams only

Graduation Point Crosswalk
Crosswalk to graduation points

Dual Enrollment – College Credit Plus
Ohio Graduation 

Points

A or B 5

C 4

D 3

2

1
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Weighted Grades
College courses must be weighted equally to the 
greatest weight of Advanced Placement, 
International Baccalaureate or honors classes, in 
the same subject area.

AP, IB, 
Honors
Class

College
Course

Summer Requirements

Summer term is the 1st 
term of the next school 
year.   

A college’s summer term 
may begin in May. There 
may be multiple sessions 
within a summer term.
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Summer CCP courses may not be used to bring a 
student into compliance with the Ohio High 

School Athletic Association (OHSAA) 
requirements for interscholastic athletic 

participation.

Summer & Interscholastic Athletics

Books and Fees

Students attending a public college 
do not pay for either books or fees.

Students attending a private college may 
have a cost that includes books and fees. 
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CCP Funding
The Default Funding Structure applies unless an Alternative 
Funding Structure Agreement is executed as required. 

To calculate the ceiling per credit hour rate:
1. Multiply $6,000 by .83 [2017 amount]
2. Divide the result by 30 = the Ceiling per credit hour 

amount. [$166.00 for 2016-2017] 

• A course delivered off campus (in a high school) with 
faculty instruction is 50% of the ceiling rate [$83.00 
for 2017]

• The floor is 25% of the ceiling rate  [$41.50 for 2017]

Assuring Quality

College courses must be the same 
courses taught on campus; 
only section number may change

Instructors must be qualified
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Syllabus and materials Must 
be the college’s.

College course MUST 
not include high school 
curricula.

When the College Course is 
Delivered in High School

Students who want to earn 
A.P. awarded credit must 
take A.P. exam, NOT the 
college course under CCP.

District may seek reimbursement if student 
fails or drops a course  beyond the 14-day 
window, unless Student is economically 

disadvantaged. 
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Program Accountability: Data Collection 
and Reporting; Possible Performance 

Metrics and Next Steps

Data Collected
Student Profile:
Demographics 

• Race/ethnicity
• Gender
• Age
• HS graduation year
• Socio‐economic status
• Disability Status
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Data Collected
Academic Information (current):
• Student Identifier
• Course/section Identifier
• Course Subject Area
• Course length
• Credit Hours
• Course Outcome (GPA)
• College Readiness 

• Assessment scores or other 
methods used 

Data Collected
Academic Information (calculations):
• Student identifier enables data 

collection to continue if student 
enrolls in public institutions

• Persistence
• Degree/certificate awarded
• Time to degree
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Data Collected

Learning Environment:
• Course delivery method (on‐line, on 

campus, at the HS)
• Faculty information
• Location

Data Collected

Financial:
• Alternate funding agreements
• Text books costs
• Fees waived
• Tuition per‐credit hour
• Application & approvals to go below 

the floor
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Considering Performance Metrics 
Categories 

College Course Selection

College Credit Hours Earned

Grades and Grades Over Time

Considering Performance Metrics 
Categories 

Instruction

Tuition Savings

Persistence 

Time to Completion
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Next Steps

Advisory Council 

Use data to inform future policy

Consider measures toward improved 
communication and administration

For More Information
Program Information:

www.ohiohighered.org/ccp

Data Definitions and File Layout Information:

www.ohiohighered.org/content/college_credit_plus_ccp_data_payment



Blended Learning:
Transforming the Classroom
Dan Badea  ·  Aug. 12, 2016



What does blended learning 
enable?

http://vimeo.com/89546618


What is the goal?

Blended learning is an engine of change, 
not the end-goal.



What is the goal?

Blended learning presents the potential to 
change the way students learn, accelerating 
progress toward the goals of career and 
college readiness.  

This isn’t just about technology.



Blended Learning is NOT

Online learning

Technology integration

One-to-one initiative

Laptop or iPad rollout



It’s not about layering new technology 
on top of the outdated factory model. 



Blended Learning as Enabler

Daily opportunities for 
personalized learning 

Real-time feedback 

They own their own learning

Student experience



Blended Learning as Enabler

Teaching is collaborative

Focus on student mastery

Free up time to facilitate 
deeper learning

Teacher experience 



Potential Impact of Blended 
Learning?

Blended learning can enable at scale the  
personalization of learning

Eighth-grade algebra students in a blended learning 
class outperformed counterparts in a traditional 
classroom setting.

Blended learning results better than online learning 
results. 



Resources

The Learning Accelerator

Clayton Christensen Institute

iNACOL

http://learningaccelerator.org/recommendations-and-resources-for-school-districts/
http://www.christenseninstitute.org/blended-learning/
http://www.inacol.org/our-work/new-learning-models/


education.ohio.gov



Social Media

@OHEducation
@OHEducationSupt

OhioFamiliesAndEducation

OhioEdDept
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“Arizona charter schools 
want bigger share of 
state funds”

“Chicago Public 
Schools- full charter 
school funding 
not coming in July”

“Gov. Chris Christie’s proposed 
funding overhaul, charter 
schools… might be spared 
negative financial 
consequences.”
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Community School Funding
Aaron Rausch, Director 

Office of Budget and School Funding •  August 2016

Foundation Program

HB 64 added 
four new 

components

HB 64 added 
four new 

components

HB 64 
maintained 

nine primary 
aid 

categories

HB 64 
maintained 

nine primary 
aid 

categories

Centered on 
needs of 
students

Centered on 
needs of 
students
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Community and STEM Schools

Community 
Schools 

have 100% 
State Share 

Index.

Community 
Schools 

have 100% 
State Share 

Index.

Students 
funded 

based on 
district of 
residence

Students 
funded 

based on 
district of 
residence

Funding Formula Elements
Traditional Districts

Opportunity grant
Economically 

Disadvantaged
Transportation

Targeted 
Assistance

Limited English 
Proficiency Special Education

K-3 Literacy
Gifted Education

Career Technical 
Education

Capacity Aid*
Academic

Performance 
Bonus*

Supplemental
Transportation*
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Foundation Formula – FY16

Opportunity Grant
59.5%

Targeted Assistance
10.5%

K‐3 Literacy
1.3%

Economic 
Disadvantaged

5.1%

Limited English 
Proficient 0.3%

Gifted
1.0%

Transportation
6.7%Special Education

10.8%
Career‐Tech

0.7%Capacity Aid
1.9%

Graduation Bonus
0.3%

Third Grade
0.2%

Guarantee
1.7%

$7.46 billion

$4,440
per pupil

*FY16 June #2 Payment

Funding Formula Elements
Community Schools vs. Traditional Districts

Opportunity grant
Economically 

Disadvantaged
Transportation

Targeted 
Assistance

Limited English 
Proficiency Special Education

K-3 Literacy
Gifted Education

Career Technical 
Education

Capacity Aid*
Academic

Performance 
Bonus*

Supplemental
Transportation*
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Funding Formula Elements
Community Schools vs. Traditional Districts

Opportunity grant
Economically 

Disadvantaged
Transportation

Targeted 
Assistance

(25%)

Limited English 
Proficiency Special Education

K-3 Literacy
Gifted Education

Career Technical 
Education

Capacity Aid*
Academic

Performance 
Bonus*

Supplemental
Transportation*

Funding Formula Elements
Community Schools

Opportunity grant
Economically 

Disadvantaged
Transportation

Targeted 
Assistance

(25%)

Limited English 
Proficiency Special Education

K-3 Literacy
Facilities Funding

Career Technical 
Education

Capacity Aid*
Academic

Performance 
Bonus*

Supplemental
Transportation*
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Funding Formula Elements
Brick and Mortar vs. E-School

Opportunity grant
Economically 

Disadvantaged
Transportation

Targeted 
Assistance (25%)

Limited English 
Proficiency Special Education

K-3 Literacy
Facilities Funding

Career Technical 
Education

Capacity Aid*
Academic

Performance 
Bonus*

Supplemental
Transportation*

Foundation Formula – FY16
Opportunity Grant

73.7%

Targeted Assistance
1.9%

K‐3 Literacy
1.0%

Economic 
Disadvantaged

5.6%
Limited English 
Proficient 0.3%

Special Education
14.2%

Career‐Tech
0.9%

Transportation
0.4%

Facilities
1.4%

Graduation Bonus
0.1%

Third Grade
0.2%

$953 million

$8,002 
per pupil

*FY16 June Payment
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Opportunity Grant Per Pupil 
Funding Increase

Increase 
to $5,900 
in FY2016

Increase 
to $5,900 
in FY2016

Increase 
to $6,000 
in FY2017

Increase 
to $6,000 
in FY2017

Examples

$10,318
Special Education Student –
Columbus – 5th Grade

Economically Disadvantaged 
3rd Grader – Youngstown 

$7,846

$7,300 11th Grade CTE Student - Toledo
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Revenue per Pupil
FY15

$9,326 Community School

$13,051 Traditional District

Revenue per Pupil (by Source)
FY15

Source
Traditional 
Districts

Community
Schools

Local $5,416 $26

State $5,756 $7,855

Federal $951 $1,123

Other $928 $359

Total $13,051 $9,363
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Operating Expenditure Per Pupil
FY15

$9,183 Community School

$10,986 Traditional District

education.ohio.gov



Workshop 19:

Implementing IDEA 
in the Community School Setting



Workshop 20:

Charters as Public/Private Hybrids: 
Do We Need A New Approach 

to Accountability? 



Workshop 21 + 24 :

Community School Accountability 
and ODE Update



Workshop 22:

Unique Challenges Facing Charter Schools 
in the United States and Ohio



Workshop 23:

Corporate Philanthropy



 Paolo DeMaria

Keynote:
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What do we Want for Charter Schools?
Paolo DeMaria #OhioEd
Superintendent of Public Instruction · Aug. 11, 2016 
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Fashion 
Trendsetter
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Awesome
Wheels!

Humorist
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Pirate

Skilled Negotiator

New state Superintendent Paolo 
DeMaria asked to be paid less

COLUMBUS, Ohio - New state 
Superintendent Paolo DeMaria had an 
unusual salary negotiation after the state 
school board hired him last week.

The Plain Dealer | May 17, 2016
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Traditional Public School Parent

Charter School Parent
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Learner/Listener

STANDARDS & 
EXPECTATIONS

(Academic/ 

Operating/Safety)

RESOURCE 
ALLOCATION

POLICY

I
M
P
R
O
V
E
M
E
N
T

P
L
A
N DATA

ACCOUNTABILITY
(Teacher/ Building/District)

TEACHER
EFFECTIVENESS

CULTURE OF 
IMPROVEMENT

DISTRICTS 
&

SCHOOLS

CHOICE & OPTIONS

LEADERSHIP

STATE ASSESSMENTS

FUNDING

IMPLEMENTATION

COMMUNITY/ 
FAMILY SUPPORT/ 
ENGAGEMENT

CURRICULUM &
INSTRUCTION

Balance of Focus
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Focus on Schools

Responsible GrowthResponsible Growth

CredibilityCredibility

Student SuccessStudent Success

What do we want for charter schools? What do we want for charter schools? 

QualityQuality
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Credibility

“All you have to do is say charter 
school and you’ll get people who close 
the door.” 

– Charter School Administrator 

Columbus Dispatch, May 16, 2016

Troubled Ohio charter schools 
have become a joke —literally

Yes, some charter schools are great, but others are a 
mess — especially in Ohio, where academic results 
across the sector are far worse than in traditional 
public schools and financial and ethical scandals 
are more than common. 

The Washington Post | June 12, 2015

Credibility

What can we do to improve credibility?
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Quality

Quality

• Open new high quality schools

• Support existing schools to become high 
quality

• Close persistently low performing schools

• Support high quality sponsors

• Improve sponsor quality; eliminate poor 
sponsors

• Foster collaborations and networked 
improvement strategies
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School 
Excellence

Teacher 
Excellence

Family and 
Community 

Support

All Students

Partnerships

Culture and 
Practices

Strategic 
Planning

Framework

Leadership 
Excellence

School 
Excellence

Teacher 
Excellence

Family and 
Community 

Support

All Students

Partnerships

Culture and 
Practices

Strategic 
Planning

Framework

Leadership 
Excellence
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School 
Excellence

Teacher 
Excellence

Family and 
Community 

Support

All Students

Partnerships

Culture and 
Practices

Strategic 
Planning

Framework

Leadership 
Excellence

School 
Excellence

Teacher 
Excellence

Family and 
Community 

Support

All Students

Partnerships

Culture and 
Practices

Strategic 
Planning

Framework

Leadership 
Excellence
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School 
Excellence

Teacher 
Excellence

Family and 
Community 

Support

All Students

Partnerships

Culture and 
Practices

Strategic 
Planning

Framework

Leadership 
Excellence

School 
Excellence

Teacher 
Excellence

Family and 
Community 

Support

All Students

Partnerships

Culture and 
Practices

Strategic 
Planning

Framework

Leadership 
Excellence
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School 
Excellence

Teacher 
Excellence

Family and 
Community 

Support

All Students

Partnerships

Culture and 
Practices

Strategic 
Planning

Framework

Leadership 
Excellence

What can we do to improve quality?

Responsible Growth
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Student Success

Core Beliefs
• We have what it takes to be the best

• There is more about education policy that unites 
us than divides us – find common ground

• Kids will always amaze us; the expectations we 
have for them are not beyond their reach

• School and student success is everyone’s 
business

• Our shared commitment must be 

to KEEP GETTING BETTER

• Education is a joyful calling
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Questions I Like to Ask

•What areas are the focus of your 
improvement plan? Why?

•What are you doing to drive 
improvement?  

Join the Conversation

@OHEducation
@OHEducationSupt

OHEducation

OhioEdDept

OHEducation
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education.ohio.gov


	cover
	TOC
	Workshop1+9
	workshop2 no handout
	workshop3no handout
	workshop4no handout
	workshop5no handout
	workshop6no handout
	workshop7
	workshop8no handout
	workshop10no handout
	workshop11no handout
	workshop12
	workshop13
	workshop14
	workshop15no handout
	workshop16
	workshop17no handout
	workshop18
	workshop19no handout
	workshop20no handout
	workshop21+24no handout
	workshop22no handout
	workshop23no handout
	keynote Paolo Demaria



