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OHIO AUDITOR OF STATE
KEITH FABER

To the Governor's Office, General Assembly, Ohio Department of Education and
Workforce, Ohio Taxpayers, and Interested Citizens:

The Auditor of State's Office recently completed a performance audit of the Ohio Department
of Education and Workforce (the Department). This service to the Department and to the
taxpayers of the state of Ohio is being provided pursuant to the Ohio Revised Code § 117.46.

This audit report contains recommendations, supported by detailed analysis, to enhance the
overall efficiency, effectiveness, and transparency of the Department's operations. This report
has been provided to the Department and its contents have been discussed with appropriate
staff and leadership. The Department is reminded of its responsibilities for public comment,
implementation, and reporting related to this performance audit per the requirements outlined
under Ohio revised Code § 117.461 and § 117.462. In future compliance audits, the Auditor
of State will monitor implementation of the recommendations contained in this report,
pursuant to the statutory requirements.

It is my hope that the Department will use the results of the performance audit as a resource
for improving operational efficiency as well as service delivery effectiveness. The analyses
contained within are intended to provide management with information, and in some cases, a
range of options to consider while making decisions about their operations.

This performance audit report can be accessed online through the Auditor of State’s website at
http://www.ohioauditor.gov and choosing the “Search” option.

Sincerely,

Nkl

Keith Faber
Auditor of State
Columbus, Ohio

June 26, 2025
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Ohio Department of Education and
Workforce

Performance Audit Summary

WHAT WE LOOKED AT

In 2023, the Ohio Department of Education (ODE) became the Ohio Department of Education and
Workforce (DEW) as a result of House Bill (HB) 33 of the 135" General Assembly. The Department is
tasked with overseeing and enhancing the quality of education for the vast public education system in
Ohio. In addition to the name change, the revisions to Title 33 expanded the mission of the Department
and made structural changes to the oversight of public education in Ohio. The added focus on workforce
readiness for the 1.6 million students enrolled sets students up for success post-graduation by assessing
their preparedness for four major life paths they can choose from: college, career, workforce, and the
military. The Department is reviewing long-standing operations as they move forward with this structure
change and plan for the future. This includes reviewing State Support Teams (SST), which provide
support to districts and school buildings that are identified as high-risk. We also reviewed DEW’s use of
federal IDEA Part B grant funding. Finally, at the request of the Department, we attempted to identify
how data submitted by Local Education Agencies (LEAs) was used in the creation of various reports
produced by DEW.

WHAT WE FOUND

We found several opportunities relating to SSTs, primarily as it relates to the lack of adequate data. The
Department needs to properly measure and assess SST efforts and programmatic outcomes. This could
help as the Department works to restructure both the funding and geographic distribution of SSTs. In
addition, it limits the Department’s ability to identify best practices that could be shared across regions.

We also found that the use of IDEA Part B funds is not well documented on a state-by-state basis, with
federal reporting requiring minimal details. However, DEW has preexisting relationships with agencies
from other states that may be leveraged to identify best practices for the use of these federal funds.

Finally, we found that the Department collects vast quantities of data from LEAs throughout the year.
While we were able to map a portion of this data to specific reports, it is important for DEW to continue
to work to improve its understanding of data collection efforts in order to minimize any negative impact
data requests may have on LEAs.

KEY OBSERVATIONS

Key Observation 1: The Ohio Revised Code legislatively requires LEAs to submit student, staff,
operation, and finance data to DEW throughout each school year. This allows DEW to bring transparency
into Ohio’s educational institutions via statewide and district reports. The Department did not have a
comprehensive, dynamic repository of which elements are used to create each report. The Department
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provided PDFs describing how measures and components are calculated. While some technical
documents clearly listed which elements are used to calculate each measure, some did not.

Key Observation 2: Ohio has 16 state support teams that are aligned with the educational regional
service system established in ORC 3301.01 and defined in 3301.02. The SSTs were established through
grants beginning in 2007 and Revised Code requires school districts or ESCs to serve as a fiscal agent.
Since their establishment, the structure of the SST system has not been re-evaluated or changed to reflect
the changing demographics of the state. The Department has not issued a request for a proposal that
would put the role of fiscal agent and the associated responsibility for ensuring the implementation of the
grant agreement up for rebid since the grant's inception.

Key Observation 3: SSTs receive both state and federal funding that is distributed through DEW. These
funds are allocated based on an amount that was set in 2015. Funding levels have remained consistent
over the past decade. The structure of the SST is designed to provide responsive services to those schools
that are identified as at-risk or high need. However, by retaining a funding structure that has not changed
in a decade, DEW may be limiting its ability to maximize the impact of these funds.

Matter for Legislative Consideration: State support teams are part of Ohio’s statewide system of
support as required by the federal Every Student Succeeds Act. This system may vary across states as the
name “State Support Team” is not commonly used. As suggested in the Governor’s budget bill for FY
2026 — FY 2027, changes are being explored including to the strictly defined regions for this system
found in Revised Code 3312.02 and expanding what entities can serve as fiscal agents as defined in
Revised Code 3312.01. As the General Assembly considers realignment, the overall strategic goals and
desired programmatic outcomes of the SSTs should be taken into account.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 1: DEW should look to further improve upon its assessment of SST effectiveness and
outcomes. This includes, but is not limited to, the improvement and modification of the TRAC system
and Regional Service Plans. The intention of the State Support Team system is to provide targeted
assistance for identified and underperforming LEAs to improve student outcomes via SST consultation on
key operational and instructional practices. The data currently reported to the Department does not allow
adequate insight and measurement of the impact SSTs have as it relates to outcomes for LEAs. While
change to the regional system may be necessary in the future, the Department should first ensure SST data
captures the programmatic impact of SST activities on school districts before aligning the SST data
collection process with performance measurement and evaluation best practices.

Recommendation 2: DEW should establish a process to document other state IDEA activities and best
practices for identification and decisions making purposes to supplement the lack of federally available
resources on this topic. The type of programs funded through this largely discretionary sum of dollars
varies from state to state. Federal resources surrounding this topic for states are limited and have only
recently been made available. Ohio should take the lead and use its working relationship with other states
to document potential best practices and use identified best practices to establish more effective
guidelines for set-aside fund spending.
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Recommendation 3: DEW should expand its data catalog by building out a data inventory that
completely maps all data elements they collect from LEAs to measures listed on its reports. Data reported
to the Department is vital to the State of Ohio and the public as it is used to generate statewide and district
accountability reports, meet state and federal reporting requirements, calculate the allocation of funding to
LEAs, and provide transparency into the operations of Ohio’s educational institutions. Once a
comprehensive data catalog is completed and maintained, DEW can leverage the repository’s readily
available capabilities to make effective, real time data governance decisions and uncover opportunities to
scale back unnecessary data collections.
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Intfroduction

Ohio has recently rebranded the state’s Department of
Education (ODE) to the Department of Education and
Workforce (DEW or the Department) and expanded the
agency’s focus beyond its oversight responsibilities of
Ohio’s K — 12 public education system to how that
education prepares students for post-graduation success.
This change allows DEW to assess students’ workforce
readiness for four major life paths including college,
career, workforce, or the military and marks the state as
the first to explicitly do so within its department of
education. With approximately 1.6 million students
enrolled and approximately 122,000 of those students
graduating each year, the movement of students from the
K — 12 education system to the workforce is an integral
piece in understanding the state’s educational
effectiveness and future workforce climate.

In addition to family and community efforts, DEW, or the
Department, works with other public education entities to
provide students with the quality education they need for
a successful transition to the workforce. The Department
oversees a public education system consisting of 611
public school districts; 49 joint vocational school districts
(JVSDs); and 341 public community schools and science,
technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM)
schools. In addition, DEW monitors 51 educational
service centers (ESCs), other regional education
providers, early learning programs, and 714 state-
chartered nonpublic schools.

The Department promotes educational excellence and
equal access to learning opportunities by working to
ensure equity among students, participation of parents
and caregivers, and quality education within Ohio’s
schools and communities. The Department is responsible
for distributing funding through the legislatively defined
school funding system; collecting school fiscal and
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Prior Perfformance Audits

The Ohio Performance Team
previously completed two
performance audits of the Ohio
Department of Education.

In 2013, OPT released a performance
audit of ODE that reviewed the
Department’s information technology
governance and investment practices,
core responsibilities, organizational
structure, and contract processing.
This audit resulted in 11 total
recommendations for improved
efficiency and economy.

In 2021, OPT released a second
performance audit of the Department.
This audit focused on student success,
statewide assessments, the Educational
Management Information System, the
state foundation payment process, and
information technology governance.
This audit resulted in eight total
recommendations for improved
efficiency and economy.

In addition, OPT conducted an audit of
the College Credit Plus program,
which is jointly managed by the
Department and the Ohio Department
of Higher Education. This
performance audit, released in 2022,
identified 10 recommendations for
programmatic improvement.

Each of these audits can be found on
the Ohio Auditor of State’s website
www.ohioauditor.gov.

performance data; and administering state achievement tests, all of which are important in
keeping Ohio’s public education system on target with student achievement and building Ohio’s
future by preparing students to become positive contributors to society.
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The Ohio Auditor of State, through its Ohio Performance Team (OPT), is required by Ohio
Revised Code (ORC) § 117.46 to complete at least four performance audits of state agencies or,
at its discretion, institutions of higher education during each biennium.! When determining
which state agencies or institutions of higher education to select, Revised Code states that OPT
shall consult with the Governor and legislature for recommendations. After going through this
process, in June 2024, OPT initiated a performance audit of the Department as part of the
statutory requirement. The audit was designed to provide insight into the overall efficiency,
effectiveness, and transparency of the Department’s operations. This report contains findings
from our audit and recommendations which will assist Department management in making
operational decisions.

Audit Scope and Methodology

As part of the performance audit, OPT worked with Department leadership to identify areas for
review that would result in recommendations the Department can use to improve its overall
operations. As a result, OPT and DEW identified three operational areas to include within the
scope of the audit.

We analyzed the effectiveness and transparency of the State Support Teams (SST), which
provide support to districts and school buildings that are identified as high-risk through federal
designation or state needs assessment. The SSTs are divided into 16 regions as identified in ORC
§ 3312.02. We also reviewed DEW’s use of federal IDEA Part B grant funding and attempted to
compare it to other states to determine any potential best practices. Finally, at the request of the
Department, we attempted to identify how data submitted by Local Education Agencies (LEAs)
was used in the creation of various reports produced by DEW.

To complete our audit objectives, the audit team interviewed key personnel within the
Department, as well as a variety of stakeholders such as at regional SST offices and other state
directors of special education. Documentation surrounding key processes and utilization
strategies related to the audit objectives was collected, reviewed, and, where possible, compared
to best practices.

! Performance audits are conducted according to Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards, see
Appendix A for additional details.
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Ohio Department of Education and
Workforce

Public education in Ohio is governed through a series of laws in Title 33 of the Ohio Revised
Code (ORC). These laws provide guidance on a variety of topics including state funding,
academic standards, and data reporting requirements. Initially founded as ODE in 1834, the
Department is tasked with overseeing and enhancing the quality of education for the vast public
education system in Ohio. The Department’s oversight role consists of working collaboratively
with school districts and other Local Education Agencies (LEAs) throughout the state to provide
the needed information, support, and supervision to staff and students within those LEAs.

Department Structure and Changes

In 2023, the Ohio Department of Education (ODE) became the Ohio Department of Education
and Workforce (DEW) as a result of House Bill (HB) 33 of the 135™ General Assembly. This
legislation renamed the Department and codified it as a cabinet-level agency with a Director
appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate. Previously, ODE was governed by the
11 elected and 8 appointed members of the State Board of Education who appointed the State
Superintendent of Public Instruction. While the State Board of Education no longer has oversight
of DEW, it still exists as an independent entity that now oversees educator licensure, discipline,
and evaluation, among other responsibilities. In addition to the name and leadership change, the
revisions to Title 33 of the Revised Code expanded the mission of the Department and made
structural changes to the oversight of public education in Ohio.

Under the legislation, many of the powers and duties of the State Board of Education were
transferred to the Director of Education and Workforce (DEW Director), an individual appointed
by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate.? HB 33 of the 135™ General Assembly also
created the Department of Children and Youth (DCY) to serve as the state’s primary children’s
services agency and required DEW to transfer all functions related to early childhood education
and preschool special education to DCY no later than January 1, 2025. In addition, ORC §
3301.13(B) established two divisions within DEW: the Division of Primary and Secondary
Education and the Division of Career-Technical Education. Each of these Divisions are led by a
Deputy Director that is also appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate. With the
separation of the State Board of Education (SBE), the creation of DCY, and the establishment of
the two divisions, the following department and structural changes within DEW occurred:

2 The State Board of Education and Superintendent of Public Instruction retain duties related to educator licensing,
disciplinary actions associated with licensees, school district territory transfers, and certain other areas.
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Staffing Changes from Department Restructuring

79 DEW Staff to SBE
Transferred from:

Division of Professional Conduct

Division of State Board of Education
Division of Educator Licensure

Division of Educator Talent & Leadership
Division of Data Quality and Governance
Administrative Division

O

28 DEW Staff to DCY

Transferred from:

‘I 6 e DEW'’s Division of Early Learning & School Readiness
e Division of Data Quality and Governance
e Administration Division, and Legal Division

As a result, active divisions at the Department went from 38 in FY 2023 to 31 in FY 2024, with
full time equivalent® (FTE) reducing from 642 to 607 in the same time frame.* DEW’s FY 2024
table of organization after changes initiated by HB 33 of the 135" GA were implemented is
shown in the visual below.

3 Full time equivalent (FTE) represents the head count of staff in relation to full time hours equivalent to a 40-hour
work week or a total of 2,080 hours a year.

4 Although staff moved from DEW to DCY beginning in January 2024, DEW continued to provide fiscal support in
the form of payment of salaries and benefits for employees through the end of FY 2024.
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FY 2024 Table of Organization

Executive
Assistant

Operations

-

Career Tech &
Workforce

Primary &
Secondary Education

Auditor of State
Performance Audit

Chief of Deputy Chief Integration
Staff Director Officer
Budget & School Human Resources Innovstem Literacy Future Forward Ohio Adv Pro Spts Adm
Funding (19.2 FTE) (5.5 FTE) (8.9 FTE) (16.7 FIE) (10.6 FTE) (4.4 FTE)
Data Quality & Fiscal Services Career-Technical Field Services & Field Relations Admin Assessment
Governance (57.3 FTE) (39.1 FTE) Education (33.0 FTE) Transportation (20.2 FTE) (3.0 FIE) (24.3 FTE)
Policy & Legislative Legal Counsel Graduate Success Accountability Student & Academic Excepfional Children
Affairs (3.0 FTE) (10.3 FTE) (8.6 FTE) (12.5 FTE) Support Admin (8.5 FTE) (41.5 FTE)
Communications & Information Whole Child Supports Child Nutrition Educational Opfions
Outreach (8.1 FTE) Technology (45.4 FTE) (20.5 FTE) (42.9 FTE) Admin (3.1 FTE)
Federal Programs Nonpublic Educational School Sponsorship Community Schools
(30.7 FIE) Opfions (42.4 FTE) (2.0 FTE) (3.8 FTE)
School & District Learning Insfruct Performance Admin
Improvement (17.8 FTE) Strategies (24.4 FTE) (7.1 FTE)

Source: OAKS BI

Note: The Administration Division is not shown as a separate line due to division employees being spread across the agency. The
Administration Division consists of an average employee head count of 14 and an average FTE of 13.6.

Note: Data in the visual above averages DEW’s FTE at two different points in time, the middle (1/30/2024) and the end
(6/30/2024) of FY 2024 and excludes the beginning of FY 2023 (7/30/23) as DEW changes resulting from HB 33 135th GA had
not yet occurred.

As a result of the Department’s change to a cabinet level agency with executive oversight, DEW
initiated an internal inventory called Priority Integration and Measurement (PIM) to establish and
ensure the Department’s priorities align with those of the Governor. DEW’s PIM outlines five
overarching priorities: Literacy, Workforce Readiness, Learning Acceleration, Student Wellness,
and Organizational Effectiveness. These priorities guide the Department in reaching its
overarching PIM identified goals of providing the support needed to raise student achievement,
accelerate student learning opportunities, advance the connectivity between K-12 and
postsecondary learning, create programs to support and expand workforce experiences, and ensure
students have the necessary educational supports for everyday learning. DEW plans to continue
building on the PIM project to align all department divisions with current strategic priorities.
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Financial Background

DEW has a budget appropriation of approximately $15.3 billion for FY 2025.As seen in the chart
on the following page, nearly 80 percent of these funds come from the General Revenue Fund
(GRF), the Dedicated Purpose Fund (DPF) supported by GRF cash transfers, state lottery profits,
and sports gaming profits. The remaining 20 percent comes from federal funding sources.

FY 2025 Appropriations
Total: $15.3B

. General Revenue
$9.8B (63.8%)

$3.0B (19.7%)

. Lottery and Sports Gaming
$1.7B (11.4%)

. Dedicated Purpose Supported by GRF
$0.8B (4.9%)

Source: Ohio LSC — LBO Greenbook of Department of Education and Workforce, August 2023
Note: Other State Non-GRF appropriations total $39.5 million (0.3%) is included in the total but not in the visual.

Of the $15.3 billion appropriated to DEW in 2025, approximately 2 percent, or $316.2 million, is
spent on Departmental operations. The remaining 98 percent of funds allocated to the
Department are paid out as a subsidy or passed on to LEAs, which include entities such as
traditional public-school districts, community schools, and educational service centers, mainly in
the form of school foundation aid.

The funds distributed to LEAs by DEW represent a portion of public education funding in Ohio.
Historically, school funding in Ohio has largely been a partnership between state and local
funding sources. For local funding, traditional public-school districts can raise funds through
property and income taxes. As a supplement to local funding, the state provides funding
primarily through a foundation formula, which accounts for the wealth and capacity of a district
and distributes state resources according to those with the greatest need to ensure a basic level of
education funding for all students. Districts may also receive funding from other sources, such as
federal grants. In FY 2024, of the approximately $28.7 billion in reported revenue for public
education in Ohio, approximately 41 percent, or $11.8 billion, came from local sources, 38
percent, or $10.9 billion, came from state resources, and 13 percent, or $3.8 billion, came from
federal sources. Additionally, approximately 8 percent, or $2.2 billion, came from other sources
ot-tunding-such-a oh;-tees;-extracur ar-activities, grants;-and-other non-tax-souree
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In addition to foundation formula funding, DEW allocates funds to a variety of specialized
programs. This audit analyzed two such programs, the State Support Teams (SSTs) and
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) funding. The SSTs are funded using a
combination of state and federal funding. While IDEA is a federal program with many
requirements, the state IDEA programs are funded using a small percentage of total funds that
are set aside for discretionary programs.

State Support Team Funding

The State Support Teams (SSTs) provide targeted, regional assistance to schools and districts in
need of additional support to improve student outcomes, specifically outcomes for high-risk
students. The SST structure helps the state meet federal education funding requirements for
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) funding and Every Student Succeeds Act
(ESSA) funding.

The Department allocates funding to the SSTs in the form of a grant that is administered through
a fiscal agent. In FY 2025, the 16 SSTs received a combined total of $39.9 million in funding
from DEW. Of this funding, approximately $4 million was from the state GRF and the remainder
was from federal sources.

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Funding

DEW also receives and administers federal grant funds for the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) to school districts, county developmental disabilities boards, the Ohio
Deaf and Blind Education Services the Department of Youth Services, community schools, and
chartered nonpublic schools. IDEA funds allocated to these entities assist with the additional cost
of special education and ensure the state’s compliance with federally mandated education
requirements stating that all school districts must provide a free and appropriate education to all
students with disabilities from the age of three to the age of 21. DEW may use a portion of these
funds for administration and other state-level activities.

Ohio’s Statewide System of Support

Ensuring access to adequate public education requires a network of support across the state.
Ohio’s statewide system of support for education is comprised of DEW, ESCs, State Support
Teams (SSTs), and Information Technology Centers (ITCs). Each entity works together to play
a unique role in proving quality education to students across the state. Generally, education in
Ohio is overseen and governed by the Department and administered by schools and districts.
ESCs, SSTs, and ITCs play a mediating role in this process with ESCs providing regional
support for LEAs, ITCs providing guidance and training to all districts on data sharing
practices between the Department and the districts, and SSTs providing targeted, regional
support to select districts.
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There are 51 ESCs positioned around the state that provide assistance to other LEAs, such as
schools, districts, and SSTs, in improving student performance, applying for grants, recruiting
and retaining staff, and improving the overall efficiency of administrative and operational
services. Through a competitive grant application process, the Department selects a subset of
these ESCs to take on additional responsibilities and serve as the fiscal agent for each of the 16
SST regions outlined in ORC § 3312.02. The ESC affiliated with each SST region is responsible
for signing grant agreements to establish the SST, appoint its director, and distribute funds
received by DEW for SST operations.

To meet federal funding requirements for ESSA, the 2007 state plan established 16 SSTs and
their designated regions. SST’s role in providing education to the students of Ohio is regionally
focused with a more consultant-based approach. Through continuous collaboration with schools,
families, regional partners, and the Department, they generally assist districts in improving
outcomes by focusing on leadership, team development and inclusive instructional practices.
Specific responsibilities and funding levels for each SST is defined in the grant agreement signed
by their fiscal agent. Each SST is responsible for assisting districts located within their
designated region with the review and analysis of the data they are required to report to DEW
each year. ORC § 3312.02 outlines SST designated regions which typically span across multiple
counties. A map of the 16 SST regions can be found in the SST section of this report on page 13.

ITCs are information technology centers established and assigned by DEW to transfer data to
and from the Department to districts. ITCs serve as the first external level of support for districts
when they need assistance with data reporting requirements. Throughout a school year, districts
are legislatively required to submit data regarding their students, staff, operations, and finances
to DEW. This data is vital to the State of Ohio and the public as it is used by DEW to generate
statewide and district accountability reports, meet state and federal reporting requirements,
calculate the allocation of funding to LEAs, and provide transparency into the operations of
Ohio’s educational institutions.

Districts have the option to use any student information software of their choice to report data to
DEW. ITCs then work with districts to compile and format data in their local system for the
statewide data collection system, the Education Management Information System (EMIS). EMIS
is the primary data collection system DEW uses to manage and report on district data. The
Department calculates and summarizes EMIS data to create statewide and district reports
including Ohio School Report Cards; Five Year Forecasts; School Foundation Payment Report;
Fiscal Benchmark Report; District Profile Report (Cupp Report); and other requested reports
from varying stakeholders.

All data submitted to EMIS must be done in accordance with the guidelines outlined in the EMIS
Manual, which is an annual document published and maintained by DEW outlining EMIS
requirements, standards, and definitions of all required data fields LEAs must submit to EMIS.
In addition to ITCs, additional supports are available to ensure proper reporting guidelines
outlined in the EMIS Manual are understood and followed. These supports include legislatively
required EMIS Coordinators housed within the district that receive EMIS training and serve as
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the liaison between ITCs and districts, the Department’s EMIS Help Desk who is responsible for
providing customer support type services to reporting LEAs, and technical documentation
published by the Department that outlined the calculation of report measures.

While not a comprehensive list, these areas show the variety of operations and oversight
responsibilities DEW is involved in on a regular basis.

Summary of Audit Results

We found several opportunities relating to SSTs, primarily as it relates to the lack of adequate
data the Department needs to properly measure and assess SST efforts and programmatic
outcomes. In addition, it limits the Department’s ability to identify best practices that could be
shared across regions. We also found that the use of IDEA Part B funds is not well documented
on a state-by-state basis, with federal reporting requiring minimal details. However, DEW has
preexisting relationships with agencies from other states that may be leveraged to identify best
practices for the use of these federal funds. Finally, we found that the Department collects vast
quantities of data from LEAs throughout the year. While we were able to map a portion of this
data to specific reports, it is important for DEW to continue to work to improve its understanding
of data collection efforts in order to minimize any negative impact data requests may have on
LEAs. Ultimately, our audit identified three recommendations that can assist the Department in
improving overall operational efficiency, effectiveness, and transparency.

State Support Teams (SST)

Recommendation 1: DEW should look to further improve upon its assessment of SST
effectiveness and outcomes. This includes but is not limited to the improvement and
modification of the TRAC system and Regional Service Plans. The intention of the State Support
Team system is to provide targeted assistance for identified and underperforming LEAs and
school buildings to improve student outcomes via SST consultation on key operational and
instructional practices. The data currently reported to the Department does not allow adequate
insight and measurement of the impact SSTs have as it relates to outcomes for LEAs and school
buildings. While change to the regional system may be necessary in the future, the Department
should first ensure SST data captures the programmatic impact of SST activities on LEAs and
school buildings before aligning the SST data collection process with performance measurement
and evaluation best practices.

IDEA Part B

Recommendation 2: DEW should establish a process to document other state IDEA activities
and best practices for identification and decisions making purposes to supplement the lack of
federally available resources on this topic. The type of programs funded through this largely
discretionary sum of dollars varies from state to state. Federal resources surrounding this topic
for states are limited and have only recently been made available. Ohio should take the lead and
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use its working relationship with other states to document potential best practices and use
identified best practices to establish more effective guidelines for set-aside fund spending.

Organizational Data Assessment

Recommendation 3: DEW should expand its data catalog by building out a data inventory that
completely maps all data elements it collects from LEAs to measures listed on published reports.
Data reported to the Department is vital to the State of Ohio and the public as it is used to
generate statewide and district accountability reports, meet state and federal reporting
requirements, calculate the allocation of funding to LEAs, and provide transparency into the
operations of Ohio’s educational institutions. Once a comprehensive data catalog is completed
and maintained, DEW can leverage the repository’s readily available capabilities to make
effective, real time data governance decisions and uncover opportunities to scale back
unnecessary data collections.
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State Support Teams

Recommendation 1: Improve SST oversight practices.

DEW should look to further improve upon its assessment of SST effectiveness and outcomes.
This includes but is not limited to the improvement and modification of the Regional Service
Plans and the TRAC system, which is a data collection system designed to obtain data and
inform DEW of SST work activities such as district and building participation with an SST and
frequency of support SSTs provide districts and buildings. The intention of the State Support
Team system is to provide targeted assistance for identified and underperforming LEAs and
school buildings to improve student outcomes via SST consultation on key operational and
instructional practices. The data currently reported to the Department does not allow adequate
insight and measurement of the impact SSTs have as it relates to outcomes for LEAs and school
buildings. While change to the regional system may be necessary in the future, the Department
should first ensure SST data captures the programmatic impact of SST activities on LEAs and
school buildings before aligning the SST data collection process with performance measurement
and evaluation best practices.

Impact

Quality data that is accurate and reliable can benefit an organization by supporting decision-
making, increasing operational efficiencies, and ensuring more accurate analyses. In confirming
that regional State Support Teams meet their intended purpose of school improvement, DEW
should ensure that they are receiving data that is both complete and useful to evaluating SSTs.
Through improved data collection methods, DEW can utilize TRAC system and Regional
Service Plans data to improve their current methods for connecting SST outputs to teacher and
student outcomes.

Background

Ohio’s 16 State Support Teams provide schools and districts regional, targeted assistance to
improve student outcomes by consulting on key operational functions including data analysis and
training on leadership and instructional practices. SST consultants are meant to provide expertise
in Ohio’s Improvement Process (OIP), Early Literacy, Early Learning and School Readiness,
Positive Behavioral Intervention and Supports, and Special Education. SST staff work to develop
professional development resources; analyze district data with a focus on the performance of
various high-risk subgroups, dropout rates, chronic absenteeism and other areas of identified
need; and travel to districts for direct, in-person service delivery to district staff.

In FY 2025, the Department of Education and Workforce provided ESC fiscal agents a total of
$39 million to support the operational services provided by their assigned SSTs. The source of
these funds comes from the state’s General Revenue Fund (GRF) and federal funding as defined
in IDEA. Funding levels for each SST varies based on the specific services and responsibilities
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of the districts within their region which the grant
agreement signed by the fiscal agent outlines.
Although ESCs are responsible for managing SST
funding, it is the responsibility of the Department
to determine funding allocations of federal and
state funds. The Department determined the IDEA
base funding amount for each SST in 2015. The
calculation considered the number of district and
school buildings served by an SST, total
enrollment and students with disabilities
enrollment, and with the cost of doing business
within each region. Notably, the Department has
not recalculated IDEA funding allocations for
SSTs since 2015. This has resulted in consistent
funding that does not account for the changing
dynamics of the population served by SSTs,
including but not limited to changing student
demographics and number of buildings served.

SSTs focus their services on school districts and
buildings that have been identified by the
Department’s differentiated accountability system
due to a larger portion of their student population
requiring additional support. This includes, but is not
limited to, Ohio’s eight urban districts, districts in
Academic Distress, districts containing
Comprehensive Support and Improvement (CSI)
schools, Additional Targeted Support and
Improvement (ATSI) schools, and any other district
as identified by the Department’s Office for
Exceptional Children. While SSTs focus their efforts
on these schools and districts, SSTs further prioritize
CSI schools as this category of schools has the
highest tier of need out of the subset. In addition to
the Department’s differentiated accountability
system, the Department’s Regional Needs
Dashboard, assists SSTs in consistently identifying
which schools need support in their region.

The tailored needs of identified school buildings

Matter for Legislative
Consideration

Ohio has 16 state support teams that
are aligned with the educational
regional service system established in
ORC § 3312.01 and defined in
3312.02. The SSTs were established
through grants beginning in 2007 and
Revised Code requires school districts
or ESCs to serve as a fiscal agent.
Since their establishment, the structure
of the SST system has not been re-
evaluated or changed to reflect the
changing demographics of the state.

As suggested in the Governor’s budget
bill for FY 2026 — FY 2027, changes to
the strictly defined regions for this
system are being explored. Flexibility
in who can serve as the fiscal agent was
also suggested in the budget bill. ORC
§ 3312.07 establishes that the fiscal
agent must be a school district or ESC,
but the department has not issued a
request for proposal that would put the
role of fiscal agent and the associated
responsibility for ensuring the
implementation of the grant agreement
up for rebid since the grant's inception.

Also, since 2015, when DEW
calculated regional IDEA base
funding, allocations have only
increased minimally, at the discretion
of the department. If the regions of the
Educational Regional Service System
were redefined, a new funding formula
would need to be developed to
effectively distribute funds amongst
the regions. As the General Assembly
considers realignment, the overall
strategic goals and desired
programmatic outcomes of the SSTs
should be taken into account.

and districts, including SST responsibilities, scope, staff requirements, and funding levels are
established by DEW and outlined in the grant agreement with the fiscal agent. The charts below
show each SST region, number of regional schools, number of schools with the highest tier of
need within the region designated as Comprehensive Support & Improvement (CSI), SST
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staffing levels (FTE) and total funding in FY24. A large portion of funding for the SSTs is
provided via IDEA funding for special education. See Appendix B for additional details
regarding the special education populations within each region.

FY 2024 SST Regional Data

330 16 13

Schools CSlSchools Staff

126 5 9

Schools CSlSchools Staff

Schools  CSlSchools Staff

67 0 7

Schools CSlSchools Staff

REGION 5 | 3,288,173

Schools  CSl Schools Staff

286 21 11

Schools  CSl Schools Staff

559 32 18

Schools  CSl Schools Staff

172 2 9

Schools  CSl Schools Staff

REGION 13 | $3,558,429

202 13 14

Schools CSlSchools Staff

361 25 12

Schools  CSl Schools Staff

64 0 8

Schools  CSlSchools Staff Schools  CSl Schools Staff

159 10 10

Schools  CSlSchools Staff

REGION 8 | 52,488,353

Schools  CSl Schools Staff

223 10 9
Schools CSlSchools Staff Schools  CSl Schools Staff
Source: DEW

Although SST staff are employees of the fiscal agent, the Department is responsible for
overseeing SST outputs. As such, the Department requires SSTs to submit annual regional
service plans including outlined SMART goals, quarterly progress reports, service delivery
agreements, and a final annual report at the conclusion of each fiscal year. To assist SSTs in their
reporting requirements, DEW created and maintains a data collection system where SSTs can
continuously log their activities and direct services to schools and districts. This is referred to as
TRAC data system. Prior to the current version of TRAC, which was established in FY 2024, the
regions were tracking direct services within their regional data systems and submitting the data
to DEW, which allowed for variability amongst regional data submissions. The current TRAC
system was developed to facilitate the uniform collection of information, within the QuickBase
platform. All TRAC data fields are outlined by the Department to inform efforts at the local,
regional, and state level, and increase consistency and interoperability across the state.

Furthermore, in FY 2025, DEW took steps to improve the regional service plan process by
requiring SSTs to include SMART goals in accordance with DEW’s standard template and as a
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result of a recommendation from a previous performance audit. SMART goals must identify
Specific areas of improvement, contain a Measurable indicator of progress, be Assignable to
ensure accountability, consist of Realistic expectations given the resources available, and be
Time-Related to when result(s) can expect to be achieved.’ The inclusion of SMART goals
marks the beginning of the Departments goal to modify the effectiveness of the regional service
plan and encourage SSTs to align their primary work to regional analyses.

Methodology

The analysis attempted to determine how Ohio’s use and funding levels of the SSTs compares to
other regional support structures across the nation. However, the audit’s preliminary research
revealed that regional support systems vary widely across the nation and that OPT could not
identify another state using the same SST structure as Ohio. As a result, a fair comparison could
not be made on SST structure across states. The audit team then analyzed how the Department
determines funding levels for Ohio’s SSTs.

In focusing on the oversight role DEW has with the 16 regional SST offices, the audit evaluated
the Department’s process of monitoring SST outcomes and services via stakeholder interviews and
an analysis of TRAC and SMART goal data. Interviews were conducted with both the Department
and a subset of six SST agencies (regions 3, 4, 11, 12, 14, and 16). The audit team selected which
SST offices to interview based on location variety and TRAC data received by the Department.

The analysis of TRAC data attempted to determine its effectiveness in providing the Department
sufficient insight into SST activities and performance. It included required TRAC data identified
by the Department as it relates to the level of participation by district and school building,
frequency and duration of activities performed by SST staff, the service tier and priority level of
the served district, and primary grant activity. The audit team analyzed the data collection
process, the quality of data submitted by SSTs, and where possible, determined the percent of
time SSTs spent providing direct services to identified school buildings and districts.

Notably, due to missing data entries by the SSTs when inputting direct service data, the
opportunities to analyze the TRAC data were limited during the audit. The TRAC system, as
currently designed, also limits the Department’s visibility into SST activities and the types of
analyses the Department can perform, including the calculation of SST consultant utilization
rate. The audit team surveyed select ESC fiscal agents, as determined by their relationship with
the SST and time spent providing direct services, to aid the Department in determining what
additional data factors DEW should collect to effectively calculate and analyze the utilization
rate of SST consultants and the SST program at large.

SMART goals for all SSTs were analyzed due to their recent inclusion in the regional service
plans and the purpose they serve in the Department’s evaluation process of SST performance. In

5 Doran, G. T. (1981). "There's a S.M.A.R.T. way to write management's goals and objectives". Management
Review. 70 (11): 35-36.

Efficient . Effective . Transparent

14



Auditor of State
Performance Audit

an interview with DEW’s SST team, goals established within the FY 2025 regional plans will
serve as the key performance indicators (KPIs) for each SST region. SMART goals were
grouped into general categories based on included topic areas and analyzed on whether they met
the SMART goal criteria (Specific, Measurable, Assignable, Realistic, Time-Related), if they
were local or regional focused, and if feedback was provided by DEW. Goals were then
compared across regions accounting for SST limitations in their reach and impact by considering
the number of buildings an SST worked with compared to the total number of traditional and
community school buildings within a sample of the region.

Analysis

State Support Team funding is provided through both state and federal sources. Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) funding makes up the largest share of SST funding, while
state General Revenue Funds (GRF) and other federal grants (SPDG — State Personnel
Development Grant, ESEA Title 1A (Fund 3M00), Perkins V Grant (CTE), and Comprehensive
Literacy Grant) make up the remainder. Funding is intended to provide support to districts and
schools, including community schools, to meet state and federal requirements. The charts below
show the makeup of SST funding by source.

FY 2024 SST Funding
Total: $39.1M

IDEA Funding
$32.8M (83.9%)

$4.0M (10.2%)

Other Federal Funding
$2.3M (6.0%)

Source: DEW

Note: Values in the chart do not total to 100% due to rounding.
Funding for SSTs has remained relatively consistent over time with the funding from the GRF
dedicated to the continuous improvement system remaining the same, at $3.5 million per year,
between FY 2020 and FY 2025. IDEA Base funding has experienced minimal increases during
the same timeframe, with base funding increasing from $24.2 million to $24.7 million. The
Department determines IDEA base funding for each SST using the historical 2015 calculation
that considered the number of district and school buildings served by an SST along with total
enrollment and the enrollment of students with disabilities. The Department has not revisited the
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IDEA base funding formula since its creation in 2015. This means that each SST receives the
same funding annually unless DEW elects to adjust funding, which has occurred sporadically
since allotments were originally determined. Furthermore, the adjustments to funding do not
account for relevant variables impacting an SSTs scope of responsibility such as the number of
schools it serves. Although requested by the audit team, the Department did not provide further
details or reasoning on the calculation and indicated that it has not been recalculated to account
for regional changes thus presenting an opportunity for the Department to better allocate
resources to those regions most in need.

TRAC Data

Funding, while it has been consistent from year to year, varies between regions. This variation is
due to the factors established in the 2015 calculation. The demographics, including the number
of federally designated school buildings, within a region varies across Ohio. Therefore, the type
of activities conducted by a particular SST may differ when comparing region to region. The
TRAC system and the data fields are outlined by the Department to inform efforts at the local,
regional, and state level, and increase consistency and interoperability across the state.
Specifically, TRAC allows for connecting the amount of direct time SSTs work with the
administration staff at buildings and the school buildings’ performance.

An assessment of the FY 2024 TRAC data found reporting inconsistencies amongst the regional
SST offices. This included missing required data fields such as district-school IRNs, building
name IRNSs, service tier designations, priority area designations, and primary grant activity
designations. Missing data fields presented limitations in understanding the targeted nature of
direct services for all SSTs.
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Recipients Activities Activities Activities  Activities without Activities
without without without without Primary Grant without
Region IRN IRN Service Tier  Priority Area Activity  Building Name
1 - - 1,121 253 238 239
2 44 1,135 655 - - 58
3 79 3,411 2,681 - - 163
4 18 864 276 6 - 39
5 83 2,392 771 - - 142
6 - - 882 209 208 187
7 61 895 251 - - 501
8 54 1,386 184 - - 224
9 - - 1,601 - - 395
10 - - 735 33 15 73
11 113 1,847 1,189 - 15 608
12 58 775 423 1 - 126
13 - - 2,370 220 215 127
14 - - 1,096 2 - 58
15 38 431 253 1 - 20
16 33 1,001 450 143 142 72
Source: DEW

Only six of the regions had sufficient TRAC data to conduct analyses at the building level. The
analysis compared the total number of unique buildings, including career technical, classroom,
and community school, to the total number of traditional school buildings and community
schools. Of the six SST offices used for building level analysis, the percentage of buildings that
were provided direct services ranged between 16 and 34 percent within each region. Given that
SSTs provide services to a targeted subset of districts within their region, the percent of buildings
served is expected to be different for each SST and fall below if not well below 100 percent.

SST offices included in the direct services provided by staff analysis, as determined by time
spent providing direct services to served buildings, were available and were not limited as a
result of missing TRAC data. While the audit team could calculate direct service hours provided
by SSTs, the analysis had its limitations due to the current use of the TRAC data system. In its
current state, the TRAC data system only tracks SSTs direct service hours and does not track all
other SST consultant activities that could impact staff utilization rate including but not limited to
required preparation activities, travel, paid time off, holidays, or breaks. The results of our data
analysis is shown in the chart on the following page.
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SST Percent of Time Providing Direct Services in FY 2024
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Given the data limitations and the variation that exists across the regions, the analysis of TRAC
data found that an average of 40,368 hours or 17 percent of the possible 242,625 available
working hours was spent providing direct services by SSTs across all regions. Notably, 17
percent is not a comprehensive representation of SST staff utilization. To effectively and
accurately determine the utilization rate of SST consultants, DEW should further develop a data
system to collect all SST activities.

SMART Goals

In our analysis of SSTs” SMART?® goals, a total of 55 SMART goals were identified across all
regional state plans with the number of goals for each region ranging from two to nine. There were
34 focused on targeted groups and 21 regionally focused goals. Of the 55 identified SMART goals,
only 29 goals met all SMART goal criteria with approximately 36 percent not meeting the
Realistic criteria and approximately 13 percent not meeting the Time-Related criteria. Many of the
goals not meeting SMART criteria were those that focused on improving the regional outputs as a
whole or those that could be achieved without SST intervention. For example, one goal stated,
“The percentage of districts experiencing Chronic Absenteeism rates above 18 percent will

¢ For the analysis of regional service plans, Doran, G. T. (1981). "There's a S.M.A.R.T. way to write management's
goals and objectives". Management Review. 70 (11): 35-36., was used as the criteria for analyzing plan
components. The criteria, which defined SMART as Specific, Measurable, Assignable, Realistic, and Time-related
differs from the terminology used in the grant agreement guidance for SMART goals, which defined SMART as
Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time-based. The criteria used for the analysis was chosen to align
terminology with that used in the ODE audit performed in 2019 in which SMART were also included in the analysis
of SSTs.
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decrease by 10 percentage points as reported on the LRC,” was neither Realistic nor Time-Related.
Most goals were sufficiently Specific and Measurable. The Assignable criteria of SMART goals
were also considered sufficient as accountability was attributed to the SST submitting the goal. A
breakdown of our assessment of whether each SMART goals by region met all of the criteria can
be seen in the visual below. All goals at least partially met the SMART criteria.

FY 2025 SMART Goals Determination by Region

® Fully Meets Partially Meets

Count of Goals
AN N o0 O O

S = N W K~ W

Source: DEW

DEW provided feedback to 9 out of the 16 SSTs regarding SMART goals listed in their FY 2025
regional state plan. Interviews with select SST regional offices indicated that feedback provided
by DEW is not formalized and that SST staff are unaware of any formal evaluation process to
determine goal achievement.

Conclusion

Our analysis determined that the Department’s current performance management and evaluation
structure is insufficient to determine the impact of SST programming. The Department’s
established method of tracking SST activities via TRAC data lacked completeness, consistency,
and at times accuracy. Furthermore, an effective performance management framework must
include an evaluation component to understand the relationship between SST activities and their
results by assessing the extent to which identified goals and objectives are being achieved.
However, the Department does not currently have a formal internal evaluation process in place to
determine SST goal achievement nor is there alignment of these goals to the work being
completed by SSTs.

In FY 2025, the Department moved towards improving the evaluation process of SST outcomes
by requiring SMART goals to be included in regional state plans and by providing additional
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feedback on the quality and completeness of submitted SMART goals and TRAC data. The
Department indicated it intends to continue improving its effectiveness in FY 2026 by requiring
SSTs to connect services to the identified schools so the scope of their work can be understood.

To address the identified shortcomings in the performance management and evaluation of SST
outcomes, the Department should work to implement best practices by establishing a formal
structure for data entry and standards, implementing validation and data entry controls, and
providing error messages for missing, required information. Additionally, DEW should develop
comprehensive feedback loops on regional state plan goals and enforce compliance with
SMART goal criteria and connecting goals to the scope of work performed by SSTs. Improving
the effectiveness of DEW’s performance management and evaluation of SSTs would equip
stakeholders with quality information for governmental planning, funding, and operations
surrounding the educational support structure of Ohio’s regions.
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IDEA Part B

Recommendation 2: Identify IDEA best practices.

DEW should establish a process to document other state Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act (IDEA) activities and best practices for identification and decisions making purposes to
supplement the lack of federally available resources on this topic. The type of programs funded
through this largely discretionary sum of dollars varies from state to state. Federal resources
surrounding this topic for states are limited and have only recently been made available. Ohio
should take the lead and use its working relationship with other states to document potential best
practices and use identified best practices to establish more effective guidelines for set-aside
fund spending.

Impact

Federal IDEA Part B funding helps states with the additional cost of providing education to
students with disabilities while allowing states flexibility in determining how funds are spent to
meet each state’s unique needs. The federal Office of Special Education Programs and Center for
IDEA Fiscal Reporting provides general guidance aimed at helping state education agencies
navigate IDEA spending, however there are limited resources specific to best practices on
flexible spending via the state set-aside fund. By documenting the Department’s current use of
the set-aside fund and conducting further research into other states’ usage, DEW can supplement
the lack of federal resources and better position the state to implement best practices better
support children with disabilities and agency succession planning.

Background

IDEA is intended to improve education for students with disabilities through providing financial
assistance and assisting states in designing systems to support the additional needs of these
students such as instruction by specialized professionals and assistive technology devices. IDEA
consists of four components:

1. Part A, General Provisions — Outlines the congressional findings around and purpose of
the act, as well as provides definitions relevant to specific aspects of IDEA.

2. Part B, Assistance for Education of all Children with Disabilities — Accounts for
approximately 95 percent of total IDEA expenditures, IDEA Part B provides states
federal funding for the education of children with disabilities, given that the state
identifies and evaluates all students with disabilities and creates an Individualized
Education Program (IEP) to meet the unique needs of these students. Federal IDEA
Section 611 mandates that every eligible state receives an annual grant in support of
special education and related services for students aged three to 21, while Section 611
provides additional grant support to states for special education supporting students or
early learners ages three to five.
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3. Part C, Early Intervention — Provide states aide to create and maintain a statewide system
of early intervention for infants and toddlers with disabilities and their families.

4. Part D, National Activities to Improve Education of Children with Disabilities — Consists
of three subparts: (1) state personnel development, (2) personnel preparation, technical
assistance, model demonstrating projects, and dissemination of information, and (3)
support to improve results for students.

Due to the significant role IDEA Part B has in funding educational needs for students with
disabilities, the focus of this section is exclusive to IDEA Part B and Ohio’s use of these grants.
Section 611 and Section 619 of IDEA Part B allows states to reserve a limited portion of the
grant funding for the states administration of the IDEA Part B program and a portion of the
funding for “Other State-Level Activities," that are in support of IDEA activities. These two
buckets are known as the “set-aside fund,” as the following visual displays under the dark green
subsection. The Department passes the remaining majority of IDEA Part B funding to LEAs via
subgrants which the following visual outlines under the light blue subsection. federally approved
usage buckets of IDEA Part B funds at the state level.

STATE IDEA PART B GRANT

(Secftion 611 or Section 619)

Subgrants To LEAs

Population Amounts Poverty Amounts
85% allocated based on total 16% dllocated based on

State Set-Aside

public and private school number of children living
enroliment in poverty

Source: CIFR

In FFY 2024, Ohio was awarded $522 million in IDEA Part B funds. Of the total award for Part
B, $448 million (85.8 percent) was passed on to LEAs, while $62 million was taken as the
maximum allocation for the state set-aside fund.

Methodology

The audit team conducted initial research to gain an understanding of the IDEA Part B program,
with information coming from materials published by the US Department of Education’s Office
of Special Education (OSEP) and the federal Center for IDEA Fiscal Reporting (CIFR), which
was developed under a grant from the US Department of Education.
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OPT reviewed data from all 50 states’ set-aside fund interactive spreadsheets to determine how
states allocate their set-aside funds. While initially states’ set-aside interactive spreadsheets were
not available publicly from OSEP, they began publishing full current year data during the course
of this year, allowing a look at all states’ spreadsheet submissions for FFY 2024.

Additionally, a survey was sent out to all 50 state IDEA agencies through the State Education
Directors Association, and interviews were conducted for IDEA in Ohio, Michigan, and Utah, as
means of gathering additional qualitative insights into how states use their set-aside fund.

Analysis

The federal Center for IDEA Fiscal Reporting (CIFR) is a newer organization with limited
guidance and technical assistance to states regarding best practices. In particular, it is only since
FFY 2020 that CIFR provided guidance on how a state may use its state set-aside funds. This has
made it difficult for Ohio IDEA to understand what programs might be most effective.

Our initial comparisons of state IDEA Part B spending did not identify specific trends or best
practices. OSEP requires spending be categorized into one of fourteen categories, however the
decision on how to categorize a particular program is left to the state. Ohio’s spending across
categories on a percentage basis was generally in-line with the 50-state average, as seen in the
chart below, and where there was variation, no clear reason or outcome could be identified. With
state’s flexibility to choose the allocation of each category, Ohio has historically elected to
spread dollars across all categories thus providing a small portion of funding for each. However,
another method of note present in the data is that a subset of states elect to focus their spending
on fewer categories thus allowing for targeted spending. For additional information regarding the
maximum allocation for the categories, see Appendix C.
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Allocation to Activity Categories as a Percentage of Total Other
State Set-Aside
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In interviews with the Ohio’s Office of Exceptional Children we were told that the federal OSEP
categories do not necessarily align with the programmatic goals measured by the office. Because
OSEP uses broad categories that could have overlap, the expenditure data reported is not
particularly useful in identifying trends or best practices.

Ohio categorizes most of its activities under Capacity Building and Service Delivery making up
28 percent of the total set aside funding. The type of programs funded under this category
include the SSTs along with contracts and grants that pay for Ohio’s State Systemic
Improvement Plan (SSIP) evaluations as one example. SSIP aims to increase the percentage of
students with disabilities who graduate with a regular diploma and decrease the percentage of
students with disabilities who drop out of school. Similarly, the activity funds the team of
Speech-Language Pathologist Consultants (SLPCs) and School Psychologist Consultants (SPCs)
that serve districts across the state.

Under the same category of support and direct services, South Carolina is funding programs such
as the South Carolina Partnership for Inclusion (SCPI). The SCPI program is focused on
increasing inclusive opportunities and school readiness for preschool children with disabilities in
South Carolina with a goal of LEAs to be better positioned to increase access to the general
education curriculum for preschool children with disabilities. Also, the funding under this
category supports South Carlina’s School for the Deaf and Blind. As previously mentioned,
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while the OSEP categories allow for comparison, a better comparison would be at the program
level as the programs can vary state to state within the same category.

State IDEA directors meet two to three times a year with the seven largest states meeting
monthly. Ohio is one of the seven largest states for IDEA and participates in the monthly
meetings. Combined with its current process of internal program review, DEW could leverage
the institutional knowledge of other state IDEA programs, particularly those in the group of
seven largest states to better identify innovative ways to better serve the students that benefit
from IDEA programming.

Conclusion

The data from the OSEP set-aside spreadsheets, interviews, and survey data show that variances
exist between how state IDEA agencies operate, but without clear indications on which practices
that have shown results are working for a particular state's context versus practices that could be
identified as best practices and applied elsewhere.

Due to the limited availability of centralized resources and guidance currently available from the
federal government on the IDEA Part B set-aside fund, DEW should leverage preexisting
relationships to document and conduct further research on the practices of other state IDEA
agencies as a means of identifying best practices.
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Organizational Data
Collection/Assessment

Recommendation 3: Expand Data Catalog

DEW should expand its data catalog by building out a data inventory that completely maps all
data elements they collect from LEAs to measures listed on published reports. Data reported to
the Department is vital to the State of Ohio and the public as it is used to generate statewide and
district accountability reports, meet state and federal reporting requirements, calculate the
allocation of funding to LEAs, and provide transparency into the operations of Ohio’s
educational institutions. Once a comprehensive data catalog is completed and maintained, DEW
can leverage the repository’s readily available capabilities to make effective, real-time data
governance decisions and uncover opportunities to scale back unnecessary data collections.

Impact

Data catalogs organize a repository of information in a way that enables an organization to
efficiently streamline the understanding, access, and discovery of the data it collects.
Organizations that develop a comprehensive data catalog position themselves to reap benefits
such as improved real-time data governance and insight capabilities within the data thus allowing
for more informed decision making. Given the vast amount of data DEW collects from LEAs
and the resources this requires for both entities, the Department should develop a comprehensive
data catalog to ensure the information requested is efficient, effective, and transparent.

Background

The Ohio Revised Code statutory requires LEAs to submit student, staff, operation, and finance
data to DEW throughout each school year.” The code outlines broad details on the data DEW must
collect, such as graduation rates, thus making the Department responsible for building out the data
collection details needed to comply with Ohio’s statutory data collection requirements. This allows
DEW to bring transparency into Ohio’s educational institutions via school, district, and statewide
reports. To meet this goal, LEAs spend a substantial amount of time each year to meet their
reporting requirements. Given the importance of collecting this data and the demand it places on
LEAs, it is imperative that the data collection process and contents are efficient and effective.

EMIS is the state’s primary architecture for collecting data, and the EMIS Manual is a document
that outlines standards for collecting and transferring that data to the Department for analysis.
The data required by the Department is both specific and abundant. To better facilitate both
collection and analysis, DEW categorizes data by varying levels of detail. From the most to least

TORC § 3301.0714
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granular, these are Elements, Records, Sections, and Collections. LEAs are responsible for
reporting the proper elements for each record, which are due at different times based on
collections as determined by the Department. The hierarchy is shown below.

EMIS: Fundamental Data Structure

COLLECTION Groupings of records reported by submission timeline and purpose.
Example: Beginning of Year Student Collection

SECTION cCategories of records separated by general subject.
Example: Student

~ - - .

Categories of elements, separated Categories of elements, separated
RECORDS and reported by specific subjects. RECORDS and reported by specific subjects.
Example: Student Demographic Example: Student Assessment

Individual data poinfs reported
to its most basic parts.

Individual data points reported
to its most basic parts.

Native Ethnic Fiscal Test
Gender | |;onguage Group Year Score Date

\

ELEMENTS ELEMENTS

Source: DEW & EMIS Manual

Each year, the Department publishes an EMIS Data Collection Calendar listing open and close
dates for all 35 collections (including two optional Five-Year Forecast updates). The 35
collections outlined on the calendar are determined by DEW and grouped into the four major
categories including the Main Student Collections, Additional Student and Staff/Calendar
Collections, Financial Collections, and Assessment Collections. Each collection is comprised of
multiple records within the various sections. Sections and records are another way to categorize
data by specific subject. A section is a general subject whereas a record is a more specific subject
such that the Student Demographic and Student Standing record falls within the Student section.
There are six sections and 40 records in the EMIS Manual. Within each record is the most
granular level of information, data elements. Elements are the individual data pieces LEAs enter
into their local software system and can be understood as the most basic level of information
including fields such as Test Date, Disability Condition, or Attendance Days.

The EMIS Manual outlines which elements are collected in each record as well as which
records are to be reported for each collection thus serving as a fundamental document in
understanding the reporting responsibilities required of LEAs. Elements and records are not
exclusive to one section, record, or collection. For example, identifier elements are required for
most records, these are fields such as EMIS Student ID and Fiscal Year used to uniquely
identify each line of data. Non-identifier elements, which refer to all other elements and
include fields such as English Learner Status and Legal District of Residence, can also be used
across multiple section, records, and collections.

Efficient . Effective . Transparent

27



Auditor of State
Performance Audit

Once LEAs report data elements into EMIS from their local software system, DEW manages the
data to perform the calculations necessary to create reports like the ones included in the scope of
this audit. The calculations performed by the Department can be complicated and multi-faceted.
To provide visibility and a greater understanding regarding how EMIS elements are used to
create reports, the Department publishes technical documentation. The format and detail of
technical documentation varies from report to report but largely outlines how elements are
utilized by the Department to calculate the measures and components represented on the
Department’s reports. Measures are calculated values derived from an aggregate of multiple data
elements. Components are similar to measures in that they aggregate multiple related data
elements and measures into a broader, comprehensive metric. The visual below summarizes an
example of the hierarchal relationship between data elements, measures, and components and
how they are compiled and presented in the Departments reports.

Hierarchical Framework of Data Elements, Measures, & Components

Data Elements Measures Component DEW Report

o B0l (A *
JOXx C ) a2

Aftending Building IRN % Disabled Students Expenditure Per Fiscal

English Learner Status % Disadvantage Studenfts pupil Benchmark

Fiscal Yr. Actual Expenditures % Limited English Prof.
EMIS Student ID ADM
L I\ |
T T

LEAs DEW

Source: DEW & OPT

Note: The visual above is not an exhaustive list of all elements, measures, or components included in the Fiscal Benchmark
Report but instead represents select elements the Department uses in calculating some measures within one component.

Note: The Department uses Attending Building IRN and EMIS Student ID in all four measures for record identification. English
Learner Status is used in all four measures for a breakdown by demographic characteristics. Expenditure per Pupil is used when
DEW combines all applicable measures and elements to calculate the Expenditure per Pupil component.

Given that the data is self-reported by LEA to the Department, the data must go through multiple
verification and validation checks to ensure the data’s accuracy and improve the integrity of
DEW reports. This verification process requires district leadership including the treasurer and the
superintendent to sign off on all data reported to the Department. When LEAs do submit
incorrect data, DEW’s EMIS system allows district leadership to correct and update the data in
an allotted validation period. DEW also provides an opportunity for LEAs to update previously
submitted data through error and override records, which is comprised of 36 error and override
elements as the EMIS Manual states.

While technical documentation for stakeholder understanding is important, this documentation
alone is not sufficient for data organizations such as DEW. In the state’s effort to standardize
data management practices for all state agencies, Ohio recently established a platform to store a
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centralized repository of all state metadata® called the InnovateOhio Platform (IOP). All state
agencies, including DEW, have been working to create a data catalog and upload all metadata to
the IOP by October 2026 in accordance with the Department of Administrative Services’ (DAS)
tentative roadmap. DEW has been working to migrate all currently cataloged data to the IOP and
has plans to expand its data catalog to prepare for full migration to the IOP by 2026. As the
Department continues its efforts, they should ensure the data catalog aligns with data
management best practices for effective data insight and decisions.

Methodology

We reviewed the Department’s data collection processes and guidance and compared it to industry
best practices. Due to the amount of data collected by DEW and the documentation available,

OPT, with the guidance of DEW, decided to focus on five key reports for our data mapping
exercise. The selected five reports are some of the most commonly used reports published by DEW
and house a large portion of the data collected from LEAs. While the Department produces a large
number of other reports, DEW was not able to provide a list of these reports to determine the
portion of its reporting activities the following five reports represent:

1. Report Cards (Traditional, DPR, CTPD) — Provides an overview of a district’s
performance for families, community members, and policymakers by including measures
such as academic performance, attendance and enrollment, and many other pieces of
demographic and staffing information. The three different types of report cards
(Traditional, Dropout Prevention and Recovery, and Career Technical Planning District)
provide a performance overview for different types of community schools and traditional
public school districts.

2. District Profile Report — Also referred to as the Cupp Report, serves as an evaluative
tool that allows users to compare similar districts and cumulative state data by listing
demographics, personnel data, local tax information, and district financial metrics.

3. Fiscal Benchmark Report — An analytical tool that allows districts and other stakeholders to
thoroughly review a district’s spending patterns and financial data by highlighting
expenditure per pupil, teacher and administrator costs, and food service expenditures.

4. Five-Year Forecast — A report that communicates and assesses the financial health of a
school district providing both historical and projected financial data and highlighting any
changes or assumptions a district used to determine their financial projections.

5. Student Foundation Payment Report (SFPR) — Outlines for each measure, the method,
manner, and level of funding each district receives of the $8.4 billion in annual state
foundation funding (FY 2025 allocation).

We reviewed the FY 2025 EMIS Manual and technical documentation for the reports included in
the scope of the audit. With these documents and assistance from DEW staff, the audit team

8 Metadata is “data about data”. It describes a data point or data set and uses it to summarize basic information about
data for ease of managing.
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performed a data mapping exercise for the following key reports to gain an understanding of the
use of EMIS elements required from LEAs. For the purpose of this audit, data mapping is the
process of matching the elements reported by LEAs to each component the Department uses to
create the selected reports. The process identifies each place LEA-reported data is utilized across
the five reports. This process requires an understanding of what data is being reported, the
calculation processes of each measure and component, and the context in which those measures
and components are used.

Analysis

Within the FY 2025 EMIS Manual, a total of 572 unique elements were identified. In overlaying
the EMIS Data Collection Calendar with the AOS-created dynamic repository of the EMIS
Manual, the audit team determined which data elements LEAs submit for each collection.
Although there are 572 distinct elements listed in the EMIS Manual, elements can be used across
multiple collections resulting in a total of 1,829 elements required from LEAs throughout the
course of a school year. As these elements may have to be submitted per student or staff, this
figure does not represent the total number of data entries LEAs submit as this varies based on
LEA size and population. The table below displays a summary of the element count by major
collection category and calendar quarter. See Appendix E for the count of elements reported in
each of the 35 collections.

EMIS Elements by Collection Category and Calendar Year

Collection Category Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
Main Student Collections 444 215 417 46
Additional Student and Staff/Calendar Collections 140 70 166 19
Financial Collections 0 101 8 8
Assessment Collections 90 0 30 75
Quarterly Element Total 674 386 621 148
Grand Total 1,829

Source: FY25 EMIS Manual

Note: Quarters follow the calendar year (CY) with Q1 including January — March, Q2 including April — June, Q3 including July —
September, and Q4 including October — December. DEW collects data via a fiscal year but table above is shown in calendar year.

Results of the data mapping exercise were summarized by both distinct and total elements
reported by LEAs. The distinct count identifies the number of LEA-reported elements used in
any of the reports assessed. For example, if the District IRN element is used in 10 components
across the reports it is only counted one time as a distinct element. This reflects the number of
elements from the EMIS manual that are mapped to the selected reports, therefore answering the
first part of the objective. Total elements, however, represent the frequency in which the
Department uses any element for a step in the calculation processes. Meaning, if DEW uses the
District IRN in two different steps to calculate one measure the total element count will reflect
both instances. Similarly, if DEW uses District IRN within 10 components across the reports,
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each use of the element will be counted. This reflects the extent to which the Department uses
certain elements.

Data Mapping lllustrative Examples

While the audit team mapped data elements for each component included in all three Report
Cards (Traditional, DPR, CTPD), District Profile Report, Fiscal Benchmark Report, and Five-
Year Forecast, the following subsection provides a selection of illustrative examples for
comprehension, the examples do not represent the full scope of the analysis.

Within the Traditional Report Card, the Achievement Component and the College, Career,
Workforce, and Military (CCWM) Readiness Component are two of the report’s 13 total
components. The Achievement Component provides an understanding of how academic
achievement is measured on Ohio’s report cards via two measures, Performance Indicators and
Traditional Performance Index. The CCWM Readiness Component measures how well
students are prepared for general life paths after graduating, using 22 different measures. The
total and distinct elements used for each component are listed in the Elements Used by
Component table below.

Similarly, within the District Profile Report, the Expenditure Data Component and Demographic
Data Component are two of report’s seven total components. Expenditure Data is comprised of six
measures and the Demographic Data is comprised of 12 measures. The total and distinct elements
used for each component are also listed in the Elements Used by Component table below.

Elements Used by Component

Report & Component Measures Total Elements  Distinct Elements
Traditional Report Card — Achievement 2 334 101
Traditional - CCWM Readiness 22 3,777 150
District Profile Report — Expenditure Data 6 1,008 94
District Profile Report — Demographic Data 12 1,219 79

Source: OPT using DEW technical documentation and the FY 2025 EMIS Manual

The difference in counts between total and distinct elements provides insight into the complexity of
the component’s calculation. See Appendix F for a summary of all mapped components for the
Report Cards, District Profile Report, Fiscal Benchmark Report, and Five-Year Forecast. OPT
began the data mapping process for the SFPR by logging all components and its measures found

on the report, but we were unable to map elements for each component due to insufficient data.

In addition to the elements identified in the data mapping exercise, the analysis accounts for 36
error and override elements identified in the EMIS Manual. These error and override elements
are specifically used when LEAs need to update submitted data and do not flow into reports.
The methodology created by the audit team in the data mapping analysis can be used as a
resource by the Department to develop transparent documentation for all the Department’s
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regularly generated reports and continue with the work started by OPT to build out a
comprehensive data catalog.

Conclusion

Our analysis found that 321 or 56.1 percent of the 572 elements listed in the EMIS Manual are
used by the Department to create five of its most prominent reports. Although the remaining 251
elements were not identified by the data mapping exercise, this does not indicate that they are not
utilized by the Department. OPT requested DEW provide summative context on where the 251
unmapped elements are used. DEW followed up with a description for most of these elements
which included purposes such as state and federal law, documentation, and reporting requirements.

To increase visibility into the use of LEA submitted data and support DEW’s continued
transition to the IOP, the Department should ensure available, consistent, and complete
documentation that effectively identifies how each component is created, to the element level for
all regularly generated reports. Additionally, the Department should continue the data mapping
exercise performed in this audit for the SFPR and all regularly generated reports. Throughout the
data mapping process, DEW should align its data catalog with IOP and, where possible, IBM
(International Business Machines Corporation) best practices by making the understanding,
access, and consumption of data consistent across the organization. Following data governance
best practices, specifically as it relates to data mapping, positions the Department to reap benefits
such as the increased speed and self-service of accessing data, understanding its content and use,
and improving the trust, confidence, and compliance of all stakeholders.
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Client Response Letter

Audit standards and AOS policy allow clients to provide a written response to an audit. The
letter on the following pages is the Department’s official statement in regards to this performance
audit. Throughout the audit process, staff met with Department officials to ensure substantial
agreement on the factual information presented in the report. When the Department disagreed
with information that was presented, and provided supporting documentation, revisions were
made to the audit report.
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June 23, 2025

The Honorable Keith Faber
Auditor of State

65 East State Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215

Auditor Faber:

The Ohio Department of Education and Workforce sincerely appreciates the work of the Auditor
of State, specifically the Ohio Performance Team, on the recently completed Performance Audit.
We value and enjoy our collaborative partnership with your office and our shared commitment to
the effective operation of state government and the efficient stewardship of taxpayer resources.
We commend you and your team for your diligence and welcome the recommendations that are
directed toward the continuous improvement of the Department’s operations.

We thank you for acknowledging the improvements that are underway in the areas reviewed.
These efforts reflect the dedication and commitment of our team to the success of the agency
and its mission. The Department is committed to continuous improvement and appreciate the
recommendations. We are encouraged that these recommendations align with current and
planned work, and we appreciate the affirmation that our planned activities have merit.

The following are general responses to the three recommendations included in the report.

State Support Teams (SST)

The Department supports the recommendation to further improve upon its assessment of SST
effectiveness and outcomes. SSTs are a key component of the Department’s strategy to ensure
all students have access to a high-quality education. The Department made extensive changes
to its oversight of the SST system in FY2024 and FY2025 and has additional improvements
planned for FY2026. These improvements include an external evaluation of the SST system,
enhanced oversight through meetings and performance reviews, and the introduction of a new
reporting system and streamlined grant agreements.

IDEA Part B

The Department appreciates the recommendation to use its working relationship with other states
to document potential best practices and establish more effective guidelines for IDEA Part B
discretionary spending. This funding is critical to meet the diverse and individualized needs of
students with disabilities. The Department is currently building a dashboard to collect data and
analyze impact measures for each discretionary spending project more effectively. The
Department will also share and discuss this audit report with the National Association of State
Special Education Directors and document the best practices related to this spending with other

states.
25 South Front Street 877|644 6338
Columbus, Ohio 43215 U.S.A. For people who are deaf or hard of
education.ohio.gov hearing, please call Relay Ohio first at 711.

The State of Ohio is an Equal Opportunity Employer and Provider of ADA Services



Organizational Data Assessment

The Department agrees with the recommendation to improve our data governance decision
making process by building out our data inventory. Schools and districts submit significant
amounts of data under state and federal law, and it's important to understand how data is used.
The Department is currently scheduled to start working in the new InnovateOhio Platform (IOP)
Data Catalog in FY2026 and will continue its ongoing effort to expand its data catalog in alignment
with the revised state policy on data classification and the IOP Data Catalog roadmap.

Once again, we appreciate the work of the Ohio Performance Team and look forward to our
continuing partnership.

Sincerely,

-~

Stephen D. Dackin

Director
25 South Front Street 877|644 6338
Columbus, Ohio 43215 U.S.A. For people who are deaf or hard of
education,ohio.gov hearing, please call Relay Ohio first at 711. h/,l Department of
‘B ¥ Education &

The State of Ohio is an Equal Opportunity Employer and Provider of ADA Services ‘--\,I'r Workforce
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Appendix A: Purpose, Methodology,
Scope, and Objectives of the Audit

Performance Audit Purpose and Overview

Performance audits provide objective analysis to assist management and those charged with
governance and oversight to improve program performance and operations, reduce costs,
facilitate decision making by parties with responsibility to oversee or initiate corrective action,
and contribute to public accountability.

Generally accepted government auditing standards (GAGAS) require that a performance audit be
planned and performed so as to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable
basis for findings and conclusions based on audit objectives. Objectives are what the audit is
intended to accomplish and can be thought of as questions about the program that the auditors
seek to answer based on evidence obtained and assessed against criteria.

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with GAGAS. Those standards require that
we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable
basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the
evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our
audit objectives.

Audit Scope and Objectives

In order to provide the Department with appropriate, data driven, recommendations, the
following questions were assessed within each of the agreed upon scope areas:

Summary of Objectives and Conclusions

Objective Recommendation

What opportunities exist to leverage and improve the R.3
effectiveness of the data collected/usage from LEAs?

What opportunities exist to improve the economy, R.1
efficiency, and effectiveness of DEW’s state support
teams and their services?

What opportunities exist to improve the effectiveness R.2
of IDEA grant’s allocation?
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Although assessment of internal controls was not specifically an objective of this performance
audit, internal controls were considered and evaluated when applicable to scope areas and
objectives. The following internal control components and underlying principles were relevant to
our audit objectives’:

e Control environment
o We assessed the Department’s exercise of oversight responsibilities in regard to
detecting improper financial reporting.
e Risk Assessment
o We considered the Department’s activities to assess fraud risks.
e Information and Communication
o We considered the Department’s use of quality information in relation to its
financial, staffing, and data inventory.
e Control Activities
o We considered the Department’s compliance with applicable laws and contracts.

Internal control deficiencies were not identified during the course of this audit.

Audit Methodology

To complete this performance audit, auditors gathered data, conducted interviews with numerous
individuals associated with the areas of Department’s operations included in the audit scope, and
reviewed and assessed available information. Assessments were performed using criteria from a
number of sources, including:

Industry Standards;
Leading Practices;
Statues; and

Policies and Procedures.

® We relied upon standards for internal controls obtained from Standards for Internal Control in the Federal
Government (2014), the U.S. Government Accountability Office, report GAO-14-704G
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Appendix B: State Support Teams

State Support Team Funding

State Support Team funding is provided through both state and federal sources. Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) funding makes up the largest share of SST funding, while
state General Revenue Funds (GRF) and other federal grants (SPDG — State Personnel
Development Grant, ESEA Title 1A (Fund 3M00), Perkins V Grant (CTE), and Comprehensive
Literacy Grant) make up the remainder. Funding is intended to provide support to districts and
schools, including community schools, to meet state and federal requirements. The charts below
show the makeup of SST funding by source in the aggregate across the 16 regions.

FY24 SST Funding
Total: $39,101,722

IDEA Funding
$32.799.461 (83.9%)

$3.971.500 (10.2%)

Other Federal Funding
$2.330.761 (6.0%)

Source: DEW
Note: Values in the chart do not total to 100% due to rounding.
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The visual below shows the same funding by source for FY 2024 for each SST region. The
amount of funding in total each region receives ranges from $1.5 million to $3.9 million which is
associated with region 14 and region 3 respectively. Funding for each region is expected to differ
as a result of the difference in support and CSI school make up within each region.

FY24 SST Funding by Funding Source

mIDEA GRF mOther Federal
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Source: DEW

In the aggregate across the 16 SST regions, the following funding by source can be viewed
across the last five fiscal years. From FY 2021 to FY 2025, the amount of total funding has
increased approximately by 16 percent from $34.5 million to $39.9 million. The increased
funding is primarily related to the addition of specific programs and additional grant activities at
the federal level. Funding from the GRF has remained consistent.

FY21 to FY25 Total SST Funding

m[DEA GRF mOther Federal Funding
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Source: DEW
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As indicated above, IDEA makes up the majority of SST funding. State Support Teams provide
guidance to school personnel to support students with disabilities. Direct supports include but are
not limited to requirements of IDEA. Below shows the special education average daily
membership (ADM) for each region, including districts and community schools. ADM is the
average enrollment of all the days in session during the week of October 7%, 2024. Overall, the
percent of special education population out of the total within each region ranges from 13
percent to 18 percent.

Regional Special Education Enrollment

Special % Special
Region Enrolled ADM Education ADM Education ADM
Region 1 141,229 21,193 15.0%
Region 2 55,337 7,727 14.0%
Region 3 145,339 23,322 16.0%
Region 4 34,717 4,524 13.0%
Region 5 74,047 11,350 15.3%
Region 6 51,476 7,203 14.0%
Region 7 59,964 9,772 16.3%
Region 8 105,550 15,982 15.1%
Region 9 66,660 9,358 14.0%
Region 10 136,473 19,391 14.2%
Region 11 307,028 46,422 15.1%
Region 12 61,742 9,758 15.8%
Region 13 215,296 30,214 14.0%
Region 14 25,818 3,910 15.1%
Region 15 30,675 4,653 15.2%
Region 16 31,515 5,604 17.8%
Source: DEW
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Appendix C: IDEA Part B

OSEP’s categories for permissible uses of the set-aside fund can be seen below, with the first
two boxes under Section 611 — monitoring, enforcement, and complaint investigation and
establishing a mediation process — being required categories for all states that accept set-aside
grant funding, and the rest of the categories being optional.

Permissible Uses of IDEA Part B Other State-Level Activities Funds

Section 611 Other State-Level Activities Section 619 Other State-Level Activities
Monitoring, enforcement, and complaint Support services (including the mediation
investigation™ process) that may benefit children with

disabilities younger than 3 or older than 5 as
long as the services benefit children with
disabilities ages 3-5

Establish and implement the mediation Direct services for children with disabilities

process, including costs of mediators and ages 3-5

support personnel*

Support and direct services Activities at the state and local level to meet
the state’s performance goals

Technical assistance Supplement other funds used to develop and
implement a statewide coordinated services
system

Personnel preparation Provide EIS (must include an educational

component) to children with disabilities
eligible under Section 619 who previously
reported Part C services until the children
enter, or are eligible to enter, kindergarten

Professional development and training Continue service coordination or case
management for families who receive services
under Part C

Paperwork-reduction activities

Help LEAs provide positive behavioral
interventions and support and mental health
services for children with disabilities

Support and improve the use of technology
for children with disabilities

Develop and implement transition programs
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Help LEAs meet personnel shortages

Support capacity-building activities and
improve the delivery of services by LEAs

Alternative programming for children with
disabilities who have been expelled from
school

Services in correctional facilities, state-
operated or state-supported schools, and
charter schools

Support developing and providing
accommodations or alternate assessments
Source: CIFR

In the chart below, you can see each state’s FFY 2024 maximum set-aside fund allocations
normalized per child served by IDEA in each state, with the lighter bar coloring representing
states that accepted less than 100% of the amount offered for their set-aside fund.
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IDEA Part B State Set-Aside Dollars per Child

B Other State Activies Reserved per Child (Actual) OOther State Activities Not Elected per Child (Calculation)
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As seen in the chart below, Ohio’s set-aside dollars per child falls in the upper third of all states’
allocations, coming in at 17" highest set-aside fund dollars per child. The charts on the following
pages show the percentage of each state’s total set-aside allocation that they spend on each of
OSEP’s set-aside categories, with Ohio represented by the darkest green bar, states within 30%
of Ohio’s IDEA population served (or the number of students with disabilities being served by
IDEA in a state) represented by the blue bar, and the remainder of states in light green. Overall,
Ohio funds all the activities to some extent while some states focus more of their funding to
fewer categories as seen in the charts on the following pages.
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Monitoring, Enforcement, Complaint Investigation

WyOming . 49.69%
Jowa TS 46.6%
Massachusetj[s I 33.19%
California I 30.5%
Hawaii . 30.39%
Vermont e 26.9%,
Montana N 26.2%
Arizona I 25.0%
South Dakota N 22 8%,
Minnesota I 20.6%
South Carolina I 20.4%
Mississippi I 19.49%
Arkansas I [8.3%
Colorado M 17.1%
Nebraska N 15.3%
Connecticut I———— [4.3%
New Jersey NI——— 3.3
Kentucky e 13.39%
Michigan I | .6%
New Hampshire I 11.2%
New York I 10.4%
Rhode Island T 9.
Idaho M 9 49,
Virginia IE———
Alabama I
Wisconsin I
West Virginia I
Alaska I———
Maine I————
North Dakota —
Delaware I
Maryland —
North Carolina IS 5.
Nevada I 4.
Pennsylvania I 4
eorgia

N 3.
New Mexico mmm 3.0%
Utah mm 3.0%
Louisiana Wl 2.9%,
Washington B 2.9%,
io HEE 2.6%
Oklahoma mmm 2.5%
Tennessee WM 2.3%
Illinois WA 1.6%
Kansas mm 1.5%
Oregon ™ 0.9%

Missouri ™ 0.9%
Florida | 0.1%
Indiana =~ 0.0%

Texas = 0.0%

Source: OSEP

The first OSEP category, one of the only two mandated categories for any state that accepts set-
aside funding, is Monitoring, Enforcement, and Complaint Investigation for IDEA Part B. As
you can see in the chart above, Ohio spent well below the average of all states for this category
in FFY 2024, and one of the only two OSEP categories in which Ohio is more than 5 percentage
points below the state average, coming in at only 2.6 percent of Ohio’s total set-aside
expenditures.
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Mediation Process

Idaho

Oregon
Maine

Rhode Island
South Dakota
Pennsylvania
Hawaii
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Alabama
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Wyoming
North Dakota
California
Minnesota
Virginia
Louisiana
Ohio
Washington
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Mississippi
New Yng
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Source: OSEP
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Establishing, supporting and implementing a mediation process for IDEA Part B is the second
and final mandated OSEP expenditure category for the set-aside fund. States generally do not
allocate a large amount of funds to the required, with the highest percentage of any state spent
here being 7 percent of a state’s total set-aside expenditures, and Ohio in the lower half of states

at 1.3 percent.
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Support and Direct Services

Texas I 77.8%
New York I 72.9%
West Virginia T 65.1%
[llinois NG 64 .8%,
Utah . 61.3%
Kentucky mmmmmmm . 56.6%
Connecticut I 56.5%
Oregon I 54.4%
Idaho I 53.5%
Virginia P 50.39%
New Jersey .  4.8.9%,
Hawaii I 43.0%
Maine I 41.5%
Arkansas I 38.3%
South Dakota I 34.3%
Maryland I 33.7%
New Mexico s 33.3%
Georgia I  30.4%
Tennessce NI 30.2%
Vermont I 29.7%
Wyoming T 28.6%
Minnesota I 23.3%,
North Carolina NG 22 7%,
Arizona I 20.9%
Colorado M 20.8%
Montana I [9.2%
New Hampshire I [8.9%
Massachusetts I 18.7%
Pennsylvania IEEEGGE | 8.4
Delaware s 18.2%
Indiana I 17.6%
Ohio NI 15.7%
Alaska I 14.9%
Rhode Island s 13.9%
Nebraska I——
Alabama |
Washington I——
Nevada I
Florida s
Louisiana s
Missouri ——
Kansas
lowa s
Mississippi -
Wisconsin
Oklahoma mm
North Dakota ™ 1.
South Carolina ®
California = (
Michigan = 0

Source: OSEP

Support and Direct Services, which may include technical assistance, personnel preparation, and
professional development and training, is the largest category of set-aside expenditures for most
states, with nearly half of all states spending at least 25 percent of their total set-aside allocation
in this category and 10 states spending more than half of their total set-aside allocation here.
However, Ohio falls in below the average expenditure here, with this being the only other
category in which Ohio’s categorical expenditures are more than 5 percentage points below the
state average, at only 15.7 percent of Ohio’s total set-aside allocation.
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Positive Behavioral Interventions and Mental Health

California I 51.4%

Georgia IS (8.0%
Arkansas IS [5.8%
Delaware e 13.5%
South Dakota I 12.1%
Pennsylvania I 10.3%
New Jersey I 9.3%
Missouri I 9.3%
Tennessee NN 8.2%
Wisconsin I 8.2%
Mississippi I 8.0%
Michigan I 7.5%
Florida M 7.1%
Washington I 6.6%
Alaska I 6.4%
Ohio NN 6.3%
Minnesota I 5.9%
North Carolina I 5.6%

Jowa I 4.8%

Idaho m— 4.7%
Montana N 4.5%
Vermont NN 4.4%

South Carolina . 4.3%

Alabama = 4.1%
West Virginia Il 3.2%
New Mexico W 3.0%
Colorado W 2.8%
Massachusetts Wl 2.6%
Maryland Wl 2.2%
Kentucky Ml 2.2%
Connecticut Wl 2.1%
Virginia Bl 2.1%

Arizona Wl 2.0%
Oklahoma M 1.9%
Louisiana 18 1.8%
Nebraska Bl 1.7%

Maine M 1.5%
Wyoming B 1.4%

North Dakota ™ 1.3%

Kansas ™ 1.1%

Illinois M 0.8%
New York W 0.7%

Rhode Island B 0.6%
Nevada 1 0.3%
Indiana = 0.0%

New Hampshire = 0.0%
Oregon = 0.0%

Hawaii =~ 0.0%

Texas = 0.0%

Utah @ 0.0%

Source: OSEP

Activities under this category include assisting LEAs in providing Positive Behavioral
Interventions and Support (PBIS) and mental health supports for children with disabilities.
Ohio’s expenditures in this category come in slightly above the state average, at 6.3 percent of

Ohio’s total set-aside allocation.
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LEA Personnel Shortages

North Dakota I 39.5%
South Carolina . 36.4%
Nevada I 28.3%
Montana I 24.8%
Indiana TS [8.8%
Arizona IS (2.0%
Kentucky mmmmmmsssssssssss 11.3%
New Hampshire s 10.3%
Wisconsin IE—— 9.4%
North Carolina  INEG——EEEEE 9.0,
Pennsylvania I 7.4,
Mississippi  I——— 7.2%
Connecticut I 6.9%
West Virginia s 5.7%
Missouri I 5.4%
Washington " 5.1%
Tennessce M 4.4%
Alaska
Virginia
Georgia
Alabama
Oklahoma

~
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xX
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Arkansas
Vermont .
lIowa = 0.0%
Oregon = 0.0%
Idaho = 0.0%

New Jersey = 0.0%
California | 0.0%
Wyoming = 0.0%
awail  0.0%

Utah = 0.0%

South Dakota = 0.0%
Texas | 0.0%

Source: OSEP

While a few states allocate a large percentage of their set-aside fund to assisting LEAs in
meeting personnel shortages, most states spend less than 10 percent in this category. Ohio comes
in slightly below the middle here, at 3.4 percent of its total set-aside allocation.
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Capacity Building and Service Delivery

Kansas 68.0%
Nevada 47.5%
Florida 46.5%

Maryland 43.1%

Oklahoma IS 28.6%
Ohio N 28.0%,

Nebraska meesssssssssssssssssss——— 27.8%

Colorado messssssssssssssss——— 23 .7%
Utah s 23 3%,
Jowa meeE—— 2 ].09%,

Louisiana S 9.9%
Tennessee NI [8.5%
Minnesota N [7.8%
California mEEE———— 16.6%
Rhode Island mssssssss—— 16.1%
New Hampshire o 15.8%
Wisconsin msssssssm——— [5.3%
Oreigon I 14.7%
South Carolina m———— [3.5%
Penngylvania I |2 4%,
North Carolina m———— |2 3%
South Dakota s 11.0%
Delaware s 10.9%
New Jersey mm——— 9.7%
Alaska m—— 9 69,
Washington s 9 69
New Mexico s 9.19%
Mississippi  mmmmm———— 9.0%
Virginia s §.5%
Alabama m—— 817,
Idaho m—— 6.8%
Vermont mmmmmm 6.3%
Arizona W 6.0%
Georgia Ml 5.39%
Kentucky mmmmm 5.0%
Arkansas w4 7%,
Massachusetts mmm—m 4.7%
Connecticut ™ 1.6%
North Dakota ™ 1.3%
Montana ® 1.1%
Indiana ® 1.0%
Missouri ' 0.1%
West Virginia = 0.0%
Mlinois  0.0%
Texas = 0.0%

Wyomin 0.0%
New York | 0.0%
Hawaii = 0.0%
Michigan = 0.0%
Maine = 0.0%

Source: OSEP

Supporting capacity building activities and improving the delivery of services by LEAs to
improve the results for children with disabilities is one the larger expenditure OSEP categories,
and one of only two in which Ohio comes in more than 5 percentage points above the state
average, at 28 percent of its total set-aside award.

Efficient . Effective . Transparent

49



Auditor of State
Performance Audit

Paperwork Reduction and IEP Process

North Dakota . 29,89,
Indiana T 29,79,
Oklahoma . 25.0%
Maine N 23.6%,
New Hampshire I 13.9%
North Carolina I 3.59%,
Connecticut I 9 9%,
Alaska MEEESSSSSSS——— 3.1%
~Idaho 7.8%
Mississippl ——— 7.8%
South Carolina EEEEE————— 7.3%
Montana IE—————— 6.7%

Alabama HE— 5.6%
Colorado mss————— 5.5%
Virginia Mmm———— 52%
Tennessee Mm—— 4.0%
Georgia I 3.8%
Florida w3 .7%
Delaware mmmmm———— 3.6%
Washington e 3 5%
South Dakota M 3 49,
Rhode Island e 2 49,
lIowa M 2 3%
New Mexico s 1.8%
Minnesota = 1.6%
Pennsylvania B ].5%
Massachusetts s 1.3%
Wisconsin ™ (0.8%
Missouri ™ 0.6%
Maryland ™ 0.6%
Ohio B 0.3%
Utah & 0.3%
Kentucky 1 0.3%
Vermont I 0.1%
California =~ 0.0%

Texas = 0.0%
Mlinois = 0.0%
Oregon = 0.0%

West Virginia =~ 0.0%
Arizona = 0.0%
Louisiana = 0.0%
New York = 0.0%
Kansas = 0.0%
New Jersey = 0.0%
Hawaii = 0.0%
Nevada = 0.0%
Arkansas  0.0%
\I;I/ebraska 88%}
omin, .0%
Mﬁllchigaﬁ 0.0%

Source: OSEP

Supporting paperwork reduction activities, including expanding the use of technology in the
Individualized Education Plan (IEP) process, while used heavily by a select few states, has only
six states spending more than 10 percent of their total set-aside allocation. Many states allocate
little to no funding here, with Ohio coming in at 0.3 percent of its total set-aside allocation.
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Use of Tech in Classroom to Enhance Learning

Oregon
Rhode Island
Pennsylvania

Ohio

Alaska

Delaware
Colorado
Oklahoma
Connecticut
Louisiana
Arizona
Washington
Arkansas
Georgia
Florida

New Jersey
Kansas
Alabama
North Dakota
Minnesota
Wisconsin
Maryland
Massachusetts
Kentucky
Vlr%mla

Jtah

Indiana

Texas
Vermont
California
Michigan
Tennessee
Idaho

South Dakota
West Virginia
South Carolina
North Carolina
Maine

New York
lowa

New Mexico
linois

New Hampshire
awaii

Nevada

Nebraska
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Mississippl1
Montana
Missouri

Source: OSEP

10.9%

6.3%

Improving the use of technology in the classroom to enhance learning is a category utilized by
only about half of all states. While a relatively small percentage overall, Ohio tied for the third
highest percentage of its total expenditures in this category at 5.5 percent.
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Technology to Maximize Access to General Education

Indiana e 8.5%
Nebraska I 7.9%
New Mexico I 7.7%
New Hampshire I 7.5%
Alaska I 6.4%
Hawaii . 6.1%

Nevada I 4.9%
Rhode Island . 4.7%
Ohio I 4.7 %
Delaware I 4.1%
Tennessce NI 3.5%
Montana I 3.4%
Michigan I 3.0,
[llinois GGG 2. 5%
lowa I 2.5%
Maine I 2.5%
Colorado M 2.3%
Alabama I 2.3%,
North Carolina GG 0%,
Oklahoma I 2.2%,
Missouri I 2.2%
Connecticut I 2.1%
Virginia I 2.0%
Arizona I 2.0%
Utah s 1.9%
Maryland HIEES——————— ].9%
Louisiana I 1.9%
West Virginia I 1.8%
Oregon I 1.7%
Kansas I 1.7%
Idaho M 1.6%
Georgia NG | .4%
Florida M 1.2%
Washington Im——— 1.2%
Massachusetts I————_ 1.2%
Wisconsin I 1.1%
Pennsylvania I ].]1%
North Dakota m——— 1.0%
Arkansas I 1.0%
Minnesota I———_ 1.0%
South Carolina s 0.5%
Kentucky mm 0.3%
Vermont M 0.1%
New Jersey 1 0.1%
South Dakota = 0.0%
Texas = 0.0%
New York = 0.0%
California = 0.0%
Wyoming = 0.0%

Mississippt | 0.0%

Source: OSEP

While tech is mentioned in a few OSEP categories, this category focuses on supporting the use
of technology, including technology with universal design principles and assistive technology
devices, to maximize accessibility to the general education curriculum for students with
disabilities. While all states spent less than 10 percent of their total set-aside allocation in this
category, Ohio came in the upper quartile at 4.7 percent.
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Transition Programs
Michigan I 40, 1%,

Rhode Islgnd I 15.1%
New Y01:k e 10.0%
Pennsylvania I ](.0%
A]askg I 9.6%
Hawaii s 9.1%
South Dakota ————— 9.0%
Arkansas MEE————— 9.0%
Virginia Mmm————— 7.9%
South Carolina HEE—————— 7.6%
Ohio N 7.4%
Oklahoma m——— 7.4%
Louisiana s 6.8%
Delaware mmmmm—— 6.2%
Wisconsin mmmm—= 5.9%
Alabama m——— 5.3
Maryland m— 4.7%
Kentucky mmm——— 4 5%
Nebraska mmmm—m 4 3%
New Jersey M 4.1%
Arizona RSN 4.0%
Massachusetts mm— 4.0%
Kangas mmmmmm 3.9%
New Mexico M 3.7%
lowa M 3.6%
Vermont B 3.5%
Oregon M 349
Tennessec W 3.3%
Washington e 3.2%
alne W 2 .99,
North Dakota w2 8%
Florida mmm 2 .49%
Idaho mmm 2 3%
North Carolina mEE 2 2%
West Virginia s 2.0%
Missouri = 1.9%
Connecticut == 1.7%
Minnesota ™ 1.6%
[linois ™A 1.5%
Wyoming ™ 1.4%
New Hampshire o 1.4%
evada ™ 1.1%
Colorado ™ 1.1%
Montana B 0.7%
Georgia I 0.3%
Texas = 0.0%

Mississippi = 0.0%
“Ulh | 00%
California = 0.0%
Indiana = 0.0%

Source: OSEP
Transition programs refer to activities that involve the development and implementation of

transition programs that support the transition of students with disabilities to postsecondary

activities. Noting Michigan as an outlier, most states spent 10 percent or less of their total
allocation on supporting transition programs, with Ohio coming in the upper third of all states at

7.4 percent.
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Out-of-School Alternatives

Missouri I 7.6%
Idaho MEEEEEE———— 6.2%
Hawaii s 6.1%

North Carolina I 5.6%

Michigan I 4.7%

Tennessce Mmm—— 4.5%
Indiana ———— 4 5%

Washington I 4 2%

Delaware s 4.1%
Alaska I 3.8%

Arizona mmm———— 3.2%

Mississippi Emm— 2.5%
Wyoming Hmms 2.3%
Nebraska mmm 2.1%

South Dakota s 2.0%
Arkansas s 1.9%

Minnesota W 1.6%

New Mexico W 1.5%
Ohio mmm 1.5%

Virginia B 1.4%

Pennsylvania mE 1.2%
evada mm 1.1%

Montana =l 1.1%

New Jersecy Bl 1.0%

North Dakota m® (0.9%
Kansas ® 0.7%
Illinois M 0.6%

Rhode Island ® 0.5%

Louisiana 1 0.3%

Kentucky ¥ 0.3%

Maryland 1 0.2%

Georgia 1 0.1%
Oklahoma | 0.1%
Colorado | 0.1%

Towa | 0.0%

Oregon | 0.0%

Florida = 0.0%
New York = 0.0%

South Carolina = 0.0%
California = 0.0%
New Hampshire = 0.0%
exas | 0.0%

Connecticut =~ 0.0%

Vermont = 0.0%
Utah = 0.0%

Maine = 0.0%

West Virginia = 0.0%

Source: OSEP

This category encompasses supporting alternative programming for students with disabilities
who have been expelled from school, and services for students with disabilities in correctional
facilities, students enrolled in State-operated or State-supported schools, and students with
disabilities in charter schools. While Ohio falls nearly in the middle of states’ percentage spent in
this category, it is a relatively small amount, at only 1.5 percent of total set-aside expenditures.
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Alternative Assessments

Louisiana
_Florida
Minnesota
Indiana
Michigan
Georgia
Missouri
Colorado
North Dakota
Vermont
Massachusetts
Tennessee
Montana
Texas

New Hampshire
laska
Oklahoma
South Carolina
Arizona
Virginia
Oregon

tah
Pennsylvania
New Jersey
Kansas

New Mexico
Nebraska
Ohio

Maine

Rhode Island
Wyoming
lowa

Illinois

New York
West Virginia
Kentucky
Nevada
Maryland
North Carolina
Alabama
MDelaware;
ississippi
Idzﬁ?o
Arkansas
South Dakota
Wisconsin
California
Hawaii
Washington
Connecticut

Source: OSEP

—m 29.7%
I EEE— .
I 19.0% ’
— 1 8.8%
I | 4.1%

I [ 3.9%

5.0%

Alternative Assessments refers to supporting the development and provision of appropriate
accommodations for students with disabilities, or the development and provision of alternate
assessments that are valid and reliable for assessing the performance of students with disabilities,
in accordance with sections 1111(b) and 1201 of the ESEA. Ohio spends a slightly lower
percentage of their total set-aside allocation than the state average in this category at 5.2 percent.
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Technical Assistance to LEAS

Missouri I 42.0%
Mississippi I 41.6%
Illinois N 0 (.67
Rhode Island meessssssssssssssssssssssmmsmms  19.0%
Nebraska
Wisconsin
Pennsylvania I |
New Mexico I 5.
Vermont I
Alaska IS [2.39%,
New Hampshire s 11.5%
Wyoming I 10.6%
Delaware

Colorado I——
Louisiana |
North Carolina I ————
Kansas s
Georgia
Arkansas
Florida
Alabama
Michigan
New Jerse
Uta
Massachusetts
Kentucky
Washington
Minnesota
North Dakota
Arizona
Oklahoma
Virginia
Maryland
South Dakota = 0.0%
Connecticut = 0.0%
South Carolina = 0.0%
Iowa = 0.0%
Oregon = 0.0%
Tennessee  0.0%
Texas = 0.0%
Indiana  0.0%
New York = 0.0%
Idaho = 0.0%
Hawaii  0.0%
California = 0.0%
Nevada = 0.0%
West Virginia | 0.0%
Montana = 0.0%
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Source: OSEP

While technical assistance is also mentioned as a possible activity under Support and Direct
Services, this category is more targeted in supporting activities that provide technical assistance
to schools and LEAs, and direct services, including direct student services described in section
1003A(c)(3) of the ESEA, to students with disabilities, in schools or LEAs implementing
comprehensive support and improvement activities or targeted support and improvement
activities under section 1111(d) of the ESEA on the basis of consistent underperformance of the
disaggregated subgroup of students with disabilities, including providing professional
development to special and regular education teachers who teach students with disabilities, based
on scientifically based research to improve educational instruction, in order to improve academic
achievement based on the challenging academic standards described in section 1111(b)(1) of the
ESEA. While three states spend more than 20 percent of their total set-aside allocations in this

Efficient . Effective . Transparent

56



Auditor of State
Performance Audit

category, many do not allocate any funds to this category. Ohio comes in the upper half of states
for percentage of total set-aside expenditures in this category at 8.2 percent.

High-Cost Fund

Washington . 47.0%
Louisiana I 16.3%
Arizona I 13.3%
Texas I 13.2%
Oklahoma I 12.3%
Georgia I 11.3%

West Virginia [ 10.0%
New Mexico NN 10.0%
O IBUXDA
Tennessee N 10.0%
Missouri IS 10.0%
North Carolina NN 10.0%
Alabama I 10.0%
lowa I 10.0%
Delaware IS 10.0%
Vermont = 0.0%
Michigan = 0.0%
Utah = 0.0%
Idaho = 0.0%
South Dakota = 0.0%
Kentucky = 0.0%
South Carolina =~ 0.0%
Connecticut = 0.0%
Rhode Island = 0.0%
Maryland = 0.0%
Pennsylvania | 0.0%
Indiana = 0.0%
Oregon = 0.0%
Virginia = 0.0%
North Dakota = 0.0%
Alaska = 0.0%
New York | 0.0%
Massachusetts | 0.0%
New Jersey = 0.0%
Maine = 0.0%
New Hampshire = 0.0%
Kansas | 0.0%
Nevada = 0.0%
Mlinois = 0.0%
Nebraska = 0.0%
Hawaii =~ 0.0%
Montana = 0.0%
Florida = 0.0%
Colorado = 0.0%
Wisconsin = 0.0%
California = 0.0%
Arkansas = 0.0%
Mississippi ~ 0.0%
Wyoming = 0.0%
Minnesota | 0.0%
Source: OSEP
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The High-Cost Fund is a special OSEP category that states may elect to use for the purpose of
assisting LEAs in addressing the needs of high need students with disabilities, either to make
disbursements to LEAs directly or to support innovative and effective ways of cost sharing by
the State, by an LEA, or among a consortium of LEAs. Ohio is one of only 15 states that elect to
use a High-Cost Fund, spending 10 percent of its total set-aside allocation.
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Appendix D: IDEA Part B Survey
Questions

OPT in collaboration with Ohio’s Office of Exceptional Children sent the following questions to
all 50 states through their National Association of State Directors of Special Education.

Survey Questions

Please enter your state abbreviation below.

Within your State Education Agency (SEA), what position is responsible for oversight of your State's
IDEA Part B state set-aside funds?

Please describe any key metrics specifically used in the determination of Other State-level Activities
set aside.

How frequently do the allocations of your State's set-aside fund change substantially (by more than
25%) year-to-year as they relate to the activity categories outlined in the federal interactive spreadsheet
for Other State Level Activities set aside? For reference, the interactive spreadsheet can be found here:
https://sites.ed.gov/idea/files/FY-2024-Interactive-Table-Analysis.x1sx

What are some ways your state solicits and considers LEA input on state priorities for purposes of
budgeting Other State Activities set-aside funds?

Are there other educational partners you collaborate with in determining how you will leverage your
set-aside dollars?

Does your SEA have specific measures or reports that analyze the effectiveness IDEA Part B set aside
expenditures has in addressing its intended purpose? If so, please provide a summary of the methods
used to determine effectiveness below.

To compile a list of programs used for set-aside funds for and its associated crosswalk to federal
categories used in the interactive spreadsheet, please: (1) list the crosswalk your State uses to map the
categories in the federal interactive spreadsheet to the IDEA Part B programs funded by the set-aside
fund in your State, OR (2) attach a copy of a spreadsheet that includes this information. Please include
the funding levels for the various programs in the crosswalk, if readily available. Spreadsheets can be
emailed to ohioideasurvey@ohioauditor.gov

Approximately, what percentage of your set-aside fund is dedicated to grants versus contracting out?

What factors do you consider when determining whether to use contracts or subgrants for a particular
project?

Regarding projects that may serve the general student population, are there thresholds determining the
percentage of IDEA funds going towards these joint projects?

Are there any innovative ways your State has used IDEA Part B set-aside fund that you could speak to?

Within the last 3 years, which state set-aside projects have been the most effective in improving student
achievement? Please provide a brief summary of each identified project.

Efficient . Effective . Transparent

59



Auditor of State
Performance Audit

Is there anything else you would like us to know about your state's implementation of the other state
set-aside?

Please provide a contact email address in the event that we have a follow up question.
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Appendix E: EMIS Collections

EMIS Manual Review

The audit team first reviewed the FY 2025 EMIS Manual to understand the data being reported.

As DEW did not have a comprehensive, dynamic repository of the elements, all elements listed

in the EMIS Manual were manually logged in a repository by AOS to prepare for the next phase
of data mapping. Next, all elements reported by LEAs were mapped to the record and collection
in which they are required to be reported.

The result of the analysis represents the number of specific data elements being requested from
LEAs for each collection and collection period and is not reflective of the number of data entries
reported by LEAs. For example, within student assessment collections, 15 different data
elements are required to be submitted for each student in the district. The data mapping analysis
performed for the audit identifies and tracks how the 15 different data elements are used at the
Department and does not attempt to determine the number of instances LEAs submit these data
elements within their district as this will vary by district size and population.

EMIS data is submitted in collections, groupings of data, which open and close throughout the
school year. There are 35 EMIS data collections which report on a total of 1,829 elements.
Collections are split into four major data groupings by DEW: Main Student Collections,
Additional Student and Staff/Calendar Collections, Assessment Collections, and Financial
Collections. The tables below show the element counts by major collection open date during the
calendar year.

Main Student Collections CY

Main Student Collections Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
Beginning of Year Student Collection 190

Current Graduation Credit Progress Collection 8

End of Year Student Collection 215

Initial Exiting Student Follow up Collection 46
Midyear Student Collection 212

Retention/Promotion - Grade 3 Only Collection 6

SOES Beginning of Year Student Collection 136

Student Contact(s) Collection 34

Final Exiting Student Follow up 31

SOES End of Year Student Collection 201

Student Cross Reference Collection 43

Quarterly Element Total 444 215 417 46
Grand Total 1122

Source: FY25 EMIS Manual
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The Main Student Collections primarily report on student information. This data culminates in
1,122 elements reported in a calendar year. This includes contact information, academic grades,
race, and other student attributes. A few of the main purposes for this data includes
accountability, Federal Child Count, and funding.

Additional Student and Staff/Calendar Collection

Additional Student and Staff/Calendar Collections Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
Staff and Course Collection - Final 140

Staff and Course Collection - Initial 138

Student Course Grade Collection 9
Graduation Collection 70

Calendar Collection - Initial 19

Calendar Collection - Final 19
Quarterly Element Total 140 70 166 19
Grand Total 395

Source: FY25 EMIS Manual

The Additional Student and Staff/Calendar Collections primarily report staff, additional student,
graduation, and calendar information. This data culminates in 395 elements reported in a
calendar year. This includes staff attendance, FTE’s, contractor, and course completion
information. A few of the main purposes for this data includes graduation information, staff
licensure and certification, and building session hours verification.

Assessment Collections

Assessment Collections Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Collection 15

Fall 3rd Gr ELA and Reading Collection 15
Child Outcome Summary Assessment Collection 15
DPR Growth Assessment Collection 15
OELPA Assessment Collection 15

Spring Alternate Assessment Collection 15

Career Tech Accountability Assessment Collection 15

Other Accountability Assessments 15

Spring End of Course State Assessment Collection 15

Spring State Assessment Grades 3-8 Collection 15

Tier 1 Dyslexia Screener Collection 15
Reading Diagnostics Collection 15
Summer and Fall End of Course Assessment Collection 15

Quarterly Element Total 90 0 30 75
Grand Total 195

Source: FY25 EMIS Manual
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reported in the same sets of 11 elements. This includes test scores, test dates, testing

accommodations, and the test grade level.

Financial Collections

Financial Collections Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
Financial Collection 85

Five Year Forecast - Initial Required 8

Five Year Forecast - Initial Optional 8
Five Year Forecast - Required Spring Update 8

Five Year Forecast - Final Optional 8

Quarterly Element Total 0 101 8 8
Grand Total 117

Source: FY25 EMIS Manual

The Financial Collections primarily report financial information. This data culminates in 117
elements reported in a calendar year. This includes total appropriations, expenditures, and receipts.

The Financial Collections include information used to generate the Five-Year Forecast report.
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Appendix F: Data Mapping

As discussed in Recommendation 3, DEW uses EMIS data to publish academic and financial
reports on a regular basis. However, DEW does not have a data catalog to track the EMIS data
they utilize. To assist DEW with the data cataloging process, we compiled data from the
technical documentation available online and requested additional information from DEW when
necessary.

e We created a repository of the EMIS Manual to capture which elements are being
collected from LEA’s.

e We compiled a list of identifier, criteria, and calculation elements to capture the
total number of elements used to create DEW reports.

e We recorded the elements associated with each component and measure for the
Traditional, Dropout Prevention and Recovery (DPR), and Career Technical
Planning District (CTPD) Report Cards.

e We recorded the elements associated with each component of the District Profile,
Fiscal Benchmark, and Five-Year Forecast Reports.

e We recorded the elements associated with the School Foundation Payment Report
(SFPR) at a higher level than the Financial and Academic reports analyzed.

Although the various reports use different calculations and components, the way data is
processed follows one general structure:

Calculation Process for Measures and Components

1. LEAs submit unprocessed data elements to EMIS in their base format;
Identifier elements are attached to distinguish unique records;
3. Based on the specifics of a measure or component, the Department filters a subset of
elements and/or measures for the calculation;
4. Filtered elements and/or measures are used to calculate the measure or component;
5. The process is repeated to calculate all components found on DEW reports.

For example, one measure included in the Student Attendance component is a district’s Chronic
Absenteeism Rate. To create this measure, the Department would need to pull multiple elements
regarding students’ Full Time Equivalents'® (FTE), and singular elements, such as School Year
Unexcused Absence Hours. The Department then combines other measures and identifying
elements included in the Student Attendance component to display this data in a variety of ways
on the district’s Report Card, which is one of the five reports assessed in this analysis. Below is a

10 Full Time Equivalent (FTE) represents the number of enrolled students that generate funding at a district or
building.
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snapshot of the report focused on a portion of the Student Attendance component, which
includes the discussed measure, along with an Attendance Rate measure.

Traditional Report Card: Student Aftendance - Chronic Absenteeism
Rate

Department of R : :
‘ﬁﬁ- Education & Chronic Absenteeism and Attendance Rate - Overview
s’ Workforce
Choose a School Year Choose a District
2023-2024 School Year  ~ Cuyahoga Falls City School District - 043836 (Summit) w
Gender Chronic Attendance Race/Ethnicity Chronic Attendance
Absentesism Rate Rate N Absenteeism Rate Rate

Female 26.6% 091.2% American Indian or Alaskan Native =10 =10

Male 27.1% 91.1% Asian 17.0% 93.4%

Total 26.8% 91.2% Black, Non-Hispanic 30.5% 90.7%
Hispanic 31.7% 88.4%
Multiracial 29.2% 90.3%
White, Non-Hispanic 272% 91.2%

Source: DEW Traditional Report Card School Year 2023 — 2024

Note: The visual example is not comprehensive of all measures and elements included in Student Attendance nor is it
comprehensive of all components included in the Traditional Report Card.

Technical Document Review

Following the understanding of data reporting structure gained by reviewing the EMIS manual,
the audit team analyzed available technical documents to further understand how and to what
extent the Department used LEA-reported elements for the selected reports. Similarly to the
EMIS Manual, the Department did not have a comprehensive, dynamic repository of which
elements are used to create each report. The Department did provide PDFs describing how
measures and components are calculated. While some technical documents clearly list which
elements are used by the Department to calculate each measure, some did not. As a result, the
audit team had to make assumptions based on our understanding of the technical documents
coupled with our understanding of the EMIS manual to complete the data mapping exercise. The
audit team created a dynamic repository for each report, mapping all identified elements used by
the Department in each step of the calculation processes.

Using the technical documents, each of the selected reports was mapped to the element level,
with the exception of the SFPR report. This report was not able to be fully mapped to the total
element level as documentation surrounding the SFPR was limited. When asked for additional
documentation, the Department directed OPT to the AOS Data & Information Technology Audit
team (DITA) as they audit calculations used in the SFPR. However, DITA audits a sample of
SFPR calculations and thus did not have detailed knowledge of all components. As a result of
lacking documentation at the element level, the SFPR was only partially mapped.

Once the dynamic repositories for the EMIS Manual and available technical documents were
completed, the audit team was able to determine what portion of EMIS elements reported by LEAs
are used to create the reports included in the audit’s scope resulting in the percent mapped for each
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of the five reports. The total percent mapped for all five reports is not comprehensive as the
Department publishes reports beyond those included in the scope of this audit, nor does the rate
suggest that any unmapped elements are not utilized by the Department for other required reports.

The following sections provide a breakdown of elements mapped by component for the five
reports analyzed by OPT, including the three types of Report Cards. The tables below display
the total number of elements, which can include multiple counts of the same element if used
multiple times by the Department in calculating a component, and the district number of
elements, which removes any duplicate counts to show the portion of unique elements the
Department requires to calculate a component. Mapping data elements in this fashion allows
transparency into each reports utilization of the elements listed in the EMIS Manual. A
summary of the distinct EMIS elements used across all reports as a portion of all elements
listed in the EMIS Manual and the portion of those elements mapped by record is included in
the Element Mapping Results section below.

Report Cards (Traditional, DPR, CTPD)

The Traditional Report Card is one of DEW’s three report cards. It provides information about
the performance of traditional schools and districts. The overall rating for traditional report cards
consists of six key components, achievement, progress, gap closing, early literacy, graduation
and post-graduation readiness.

Traditional Report Card Element Mapping

Component Total Elements Distinct Elements
Achievement 344 101
CCWM Readiness 3,773 149
District Detail — PBIS 8 8
District Detail — Student Opportunity Profile 1,856 127
District Detail — Student Wellness & Success 271 74
Early Literacy 544 106
Enrollment 118 86
Financial 791 107
Gap Closing 1,660 172
Graduation 454 137
Progress 543 113
School Choice Options 48 9
Student Attendance 127 77
Total 10,527 265

Source: DEW’s Traditional Technical Documents

The Traditional Report Card utilizes 10,527 total elements and 265 out of 572 distinct EMIS
elements. This makes it the Report Card with the most total and distinct elements used. The three
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District Detail components, Enrollment, Financial, School Choice Options, and Student
Attendance are also on the report but do not contribute to the overall rating.

The Dropout Prevention and Recovery Report Card (DPR) Report Card is another one of DEW’s
three report cards that is posted for community schools with the dropout prevention and recovery
designation. The overall rating is made up of the Achievement, Progress, Gap Closing, and
Graduation. The Student Enrollment and Student Attendance components also report on DPR
schools, are also on the report but do not contribute to the overall rating.

DPR Element Mapping

The DPR Report Card consists of four rated and two supplemental components.

Component Total Elements Distinct Elements
Achievement 162 99
Gap Closing 561 160
Graduation 1,135 137
Progress 196 113
Student Attendance 221 77
Student Enrollment 118 86
Total 2,393 180

Source: DEW’s DPR Technical Documents

The DPR Report Card utilizes 2,393 total elements and 180 out of 572 distinct EMIS elements.
This makes it the Report Card with the least total and distinct elements used.

The Career-Technical Planning District (CTPD) is DEW’s third type of report card. In Ohio, a
CTPD is a local education agency configuration that meets the minimum requirements of law
and subsequent standards to offer state-sanctioned career-technical programming. The CTPD
Report Card overall rating is made up of the Achievement, Career and Postsecondary Readiness,
Graduation, and Post-Program Outcomes. The CTE Enrollment, Joint Vocational Student
District Financial Data, and Federal Performance Indicators components also report on CTPD’s,
are also on the report but do not contribute to the overall rating.

CTPD Element Mapping

Component Total Elements Distinct Elements
Achievement 178 81
Career & Post-Secondary Readiness 3,842 116
CTE Enrollment 111 66
Federal Performance Indicators 1,094 127
Financial 609 94
Graduation 326 97
Post Program Outcomes 303 52
Efficient . Effective . Transparent
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Total

6,463 169

Source: DEW’s CTPD Technical Documents

The CTPD Report Card utilizes 6,463 total elements and 169 out of 572 distinct EMIS elements.
Although this Report has a higher count of total elements than the DPR Report Card, it uses a
similar count of distinct elements.

Fiscal Benchmark Report

The Fiscal Benchmark Report is an analytical tool that allows districts and other stakeholders to
analyze district spending patterns to promote more effective and efficient use of resources. The
Fiscal Benchmark reports on ten components. Below are eight of the ten components. Academic
Performance is excluded because that information is captured in the Report Card data mapping.
Additionally, the Transportation component is excluded because the data for this component is

not sourced from EMIS data.

Fiscal Benchmark Element Mapping

Component Total Elements Distinct Elements
Administrator Costs 189 96
Building Operations and Maintenance 128 25
Cost of Benefits 84 17
District Demographics 316 77
Expenditure Per Pupil 1071 94
Food Service 171 97
General Financial Condition 40 8
Teacher Costs 226 102
Total 2,225 131

Source: Fiscal Benchmark Report

The Fiscal Benchmark Report utilizes 2,225 total elements and 131 out of 572 distinct EMIS
elements. This Report uses elements like Admission Date, English Learner Status, and

Category/Line Number.

Five-Year Forecast Report

The Five-Year Forecast serves as a tool to communicate and assess the financial health of a
school district. Each five-year forecast contains two components:

e historical and projected financial data and
e notes to explain any significant changes or “assumptions” a district used to develop the
reported financial projections.
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The Five-Year Forecast is required of all city, local, exempted village, and joint vocational
school districts. The Report consists of three years of historical data, projections for the current
year and four ensuing years, the ADM forecast, and a summary of key assumptions. While notes
are submitted separately, the values used to generate the Five-Year Forecast are submitted
through eight distinct elements. The Report uses four identifier elements, District IRN, Data Set,
Fiscal Year, and Sort Type, and four core elements, Prior Year Actual, Forecasted Year’s
Amount, Average Annual Change, and Category/Line Number.

School Foundation Payment Report

The SFPR shows a detailed look at state and local school district contributions to the foundation
formula. The Summary School Finance Payment Report provides the annual funding amounts
for each element of the formula. Supplemental reports, including the Detailed SFPR, Base Cost,
Local Capacity, Targeted and Supplemental Targeted Assistance and Transportation provide the
calculation, parameters and the underlying data with detailed calculations.

While the other academic and financial reports reference data sources and EMIS element coding,
the SFPR does not. As a result, the SFPR is not mapped to the most detailed calculation but is
mapped to the component and sub-component level.

SFPR Element Mapping

Component Distinct Elements
Additional Aid Items 120
Net State Funding 120
State Support 132
Transfers 120
Total 132

Source: SFPR Funding Line by Line Explanation

The SFPR utilizes 132 out of 572 distinct elements.

Element Mapping Results

As mentioned in Recommendation 3, we were able to map 321 out of 572 elements to DEW’s
reports. Of the 40 EMIS records, 29 were not fully mapped. According to DEW, the unmapped
elements are utilized or required by federal and state law. For example, among the elements not
mapped were GD record elements. These elements are utilized to satisfy discipline reporting
requirements for the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The table below shows
the 29 records that were not fully mapped. The remaining 11 records not shown below were fully
mapped at 100 percent by OPT’s mapping analysis.
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Record Percent Included Section & Record
Mapped
CC 0% | Staff — Contract Staff Only
CI 38% | Staff — Staff Demographic
CK 71% | Staff — Staff Employment
CM 0% | Course — Mapped local Classroom Code
CN 71% | Course — Course Master
CU 82% | Course — Staff Course
CvV 0% | Course — Career-Technical Education Correlated Class
FA 93% | Student — Student Assessment
FD 79% | Student — Student Attributes: Effective Date
FF 0% | Student — Student Contact
FG 0% | Student — Student Contact Address
FN 63% | Student — Student Attributes: No Date
FR 89% | Course — Student Course Grade
FS 75% | Student — Student Standing
FT 0% | Student — Student Truancy and Excessive Absence
FW 42% | Student — Exiting Student Follow Up
GC 88% | Student — Student Graduation: Core Summary
GD 0% | Student — Student Discipline
GE 57% | Student — Student Special Education
GG 48% | Student — Student Gifted Education
GI 75% | Student — Student Demographic
aGJ 0% | Student — Student Demographic Record: Race Detail
GN 90% | Course — Student Course
GQ 60% | Student — Student Program
QC 36% Finangia.l - Cash, Expenditure;, Regeipt, Operational Unit
Description, Miscellaneous Financial

Source: DEW’s Documentation and the EMIS Manual
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