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Abstract
Introduction:
Ohio’s school funding system is complex. The average taxpayer has at best a limited
understanding about how their public schools’ revenues and expenditures are collected,
distributed, and expended. Overlay on the already complicated funding model with a
myriad of school choice options with various funding mechanisms and amounts results in
increased complexity. Even educational professionals and policy makers lack a clear
appreciation of all the mechanics and implications of school choice and fiscal strain it can
place on local school district budgets. This study focuses on the economic impact that
Ohio school choice programs have on local public school districts and its potentially de-
equalizing effects. A literature review traces the evolution of choice programs and their
prevalence nationally, before describing Ohio’s school choice options and their financing.
A quantitative review of the impact of school choice programs on 11 school districts in
one of Ohio’s 88 counties reveals the flow of public tax dollars among public districts
and between public school districts, community academies, private schools, and other
educational providers. Findings illuminate the widely unrecognized interaction between
school choice and the state school finance system. It furthermore reveals the potentially
de-equalizing effects when local revenues, as contrasted to the state formula aid, are sent
to other districts or providers, while other districts retain state aid for students they do not
educate. Additionally, findings clarify the consequences for traditional public school
budgets bearing pressure over local programs, decision-making, and the delivery of a

“thorough and efficient” education that students are guaranteed by the Ohio Constitution.

Descriptors: school choice, school finance, rural schools
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The relationship between the state and families has long been the subject of
debate. In recent history, two of the most contentious topics in this debate have revolved
around the authority of the state vs. the rights of the parents to make decisions regarding
the education of their children (Loveless, 1998) and how public education should best be
funded to ensure equal educational opportunities (Verstegen and Knoeppel, 2012). As a
shift in the relative authority of parents to choose the best education for their children has
occurred, it has also brought with it changes in school funding models and the
distribution of resources between and among educational providers. This chapter begins
by providing a brief review of the evolution of school choice policy and traditional and
emergent issues in school funding. Next it describes the purpose of the study, the
questions that guide this research, and the study’s significance. Finally, it defines the key
terms and identifies limitations and delimitations.

Emergence of School Choice

The common school movement represented the initial effort to create a system of
publicly supported education for citizens in America. The common school sought to
develop the melting pot: a common set of loyalties to the state and a common sense of
citizenship by those groups who are willing to be assimilated into the majority culture
(Halstead, 2007). However, this ideology in education was problematic for those
populations with a loyalty to their current faith or culture rather than the then-dominant
Protestant normative values. One such conflict arose during the late nineteenth century

when Roman Catholic immigrants surged into urban areas of the country. Displeased
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with the common school ethos, they established an alternative in the form of the Catholic
Parochial School System. By the year 1900, nearly one million American children were
enrolled in Catholic schools (Gross, 2014). This movement was the first challenge to
public schooling and recognized as the first system of school choice in the country.

But choice was controversial even in the early 1900’s. Reflecting a concern about
the need to reinforce certain dominant cultural values, the Oregon legislature in the early
1920’s enacted a law mandating that all students of compulsory school age attend public
schools (Pierce v. Society of Sisters, 1925). The law was challenged by the Society of
Sisters, a religious order that operated a parochial school, and by Hill Academy, a private
military school. The U.S. Supreme Court ultimately ruled that the state law violated the
due process clause of the 14" amendment in that it infringed on the property rights of the
school operators and potentially on the liberty interest of the parents to make choices
regarding the upbringing of their children, including the school that they attend. The
Pierce Court held that as long as the private school provided an education reasonably
comparable to that provided by the public school, then attendance at such a school would
satisfy the state’s interest in an educated citizenry (Pierce v. Society of Sisters, 1925).
Today’s choice movement thus can trace its legal roots back to this case.

It was a quarter century later in 1955 that the concept of choice was to gain
attention again, as an economist at the University of Chicago, Milton Friedman,
suggested that the application of market principles to education would potentially
increase the efficiency of education and the development of human capital (Friedman,
1955). He proposed a system of vouchers funded by the government that parents could
use to purchase educational services at schools of their choice. While the idea gained

attention in academic circles (Coons & Sugarman, 1978), it lay dormant in the realm of
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education policy for over a quarter century. It was only as a result of President Ronald
Reagan’s National Commission on Excellence in Education and its call for educational
reform that Friedman’s principles would later re-emerge. In the Commission’s 1983
report, A Nation at Risk; The Imperative for Educational Reform, schools and the
education they provided were identified as a threat to the country’s preeminence in
commerce, industry, science, and technology. The Report highlighted America’s
deficiencies and demanded higher quality schooling.

Several federal legislative reforms in the mid-1990’s and early 2000s would
continue to push for higher educational standards and greater accountability in an effort
to improve America’s public schools. These included the adoption of Goals 2000:
Educate America Act (P.L. 103-227, 1994) signed by President Bill Clinton in 1994, and
the enactment of No Child Left Behind (P.L. 107-110, 2002) signed into law by President
George W. Bush in January of 2002. The bar of higher standards and greater
accountability pressured the nation’s public school system to react and produce results,
but the pace did not measure with the expectations of lawmakers and the general public.
The public schools’ inability to measure up to the laws established by presidents in both
major parties opened the door for other options. The Federal laws reflected a growing
bipartisan acceptance of at least some limited choice strategies to ensure children have
some opportunity to escape inferior schools in which they might otherwise be trapped
(Gwinn, 2006). Beginning with President Reagan, and with each successive president,
the door to new educational options opened wider, creating a new landscape for school
choice.

While President Reagan’s call for reform emanated at the federal level, the first

legislative enactments reflecting school choice occurred at the state level. In 1985,
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Minnesota became the first state to adopt a public school choice policy including inter-
district open enrollment and post-secondary options (Wong & Langevin, 2007). In 1989,
three years after the initial Minnesota policy enactment, Ohio was to follow suit, adopting
similar choice policies (SB 140). In the ensuing 25 years, Ohio has adopted additional
choice options, bringing the total to seven by 2016. These options, as identified on the
Ohio Department of Education website with their year of their initial adoption, include
the following:
e Home School — 1989
e Open Enrollment — 1989
e Post-Secondary Options — 1989, modified to College Credit Plus — 2015
e Charter schools / Community Schools — 1997
e Scholarship or Voucher Programs:
o Cleveland Scholarship Pilot Project — 1995
o Ed Choice Scholarship Program — 2005
o Autism Scholarship — 2003
o Jon Peterson Scholarship Program — 2011
e On-Line Charter Schools (e-Schools) — 2000
e Career and Technical Education — 1917 (Ohio’s General Assembly passed
the Ohio Acceptance Act and completed its plans for vocational
education)
It is important to recognize that several of these options have been amended on one or
more occasions, usually expanding the scope of the programs and enlarging the

populations eligible to exercise choice.
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The number of Ohio students participating in these choice programs continues to
grow. Based on fall 2016 enrollment data from the Ohio Department of Education, they
total more than 350,000 students, or nearly 17% of all elementary and secondary students
in the state (ODE, 2016a). Currently more than $1.5 billion is devoted to educating
children participating in charter schools, in private schools via scholarship vouchers, and
in public schools other than their district of residence through open enrollment (Rembert,
Partridge & Feng, 2016). However, these figures do not account for those Ohio students
who utilize career and technical education and high school-college dual enrollment
programs. But what is largely hidden from public attention and community
understanding is from what source these hundreds of millions of dollars come. And in
turn, there is little recognition of the impact choice programs have on resources available
to traditional public schools, or how monies are distributed differently between and
among public schools or other educational providers because of Ohio’s choice programs.
School Funding Policy

Government funding for education has been debated since Thomas Jefferson
proposed a system of free schools for all children in Virginia back in 1779 in order to
“diffuse knowledge more generally through the mass of the people” (Carpenter, 2013).
The government’s role in funding and administering primary and secondary education,
however, has been prominent throughout most of the nation’s history, leading some to
contend this represents an “indiscriminate extension of governmental responsibility”
(Freidman, 1955, p. 1). While Milton Freidman, a well-known American economist, was
critical of the monopolistic nature of education, the reality has historically been that
education for the masses has been predominately governmentally funded and

predominately governmentally controlled.
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Beginning before, but substantially overlapping the contemporary choice
movement, have been efforts to reform the manner in which states fund public education.
Since the middle of the last century, litigation has been mounted in scores of states to
challenge the heavy reliance on local property taxes that result in great disparities from
district to district in terms of the resources available to educate children. Early cases such
as Everson v. Board of Education (New Jersey, 1947), Serrano v. Priest (California,
1971), and Independent School District v. Rodriguez (Texas, 1973) challenged funding
disparities using state and/or federal equal protection arguments with varying results. A
more recent vintage of cases has used various provisions of state constitutions to promote
more equitable ways for state tax dollars to be distributed among public schools. One of
these cases is of particular importance to this study: DeRolph vs. State of Ohio (1997). It
called into question whether Ohio’s public education system was funded adequately and
equitably to provide the “thorough and efficient” system of education guaranteed in the
Ohio constitution (Art. VI § 02). Although Ohio’s Supreme Court on four occasions
found the system of funding constitutionally inadequate (DeRolph, 1997, 2000, 2001,
2002), the court ended its oversight without an expressly acceptable change in Ohio’s
system of funding public education (DeRolph, 2002).

A second case, Zelman v Simmons-Harris (2002) figures prominently in
understanding funding in the era of school choice in Ohio. The case decided by the U.S.
Supreme Court involved the question of the constitutionality of the Cleveland
Scholarship Pilot Program enacted by the state legislature to afford some relief to
students in the under-performing Cleveland Municipal School District. The scholarship
program provided modest vouchers to the families of public school students so they

might attend participating private schools in the community. The vouchers could be used
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for any non-public school, including those operated by religious groups, raising the issue
of whether this represented an establishment of religion prohibited by the First
Amendment. While lower courts concluded this was a violation of the separation of
church and state, the U.S. Supreme Court, in a narrow 5-4 decision, ultimately found the
program constitutional because the choice of what private school the child would attend

and the voucher would benefit was up to the parent to decide, rather than the state.

(Zelman, 2002).
Problem Statement

The introduction of publicly funded school choice policies overlaid on the Ohio
system of financing education has introduced new complexity and implications that are
just beginning to be explored. These alternative choices to the traditional common public
schools receive political support and public funding, funding that might otherwise be
used to improve the equity and adequacy of public school funding in Ohio (Sweetland,
2014). This approach to promoting improvement in Ohio’s education system adds new
complexities in financing public education by introducing transfers and adjustments in
revenues between and among public schools and by interweaving the private sector into
the educational providers that are publicly supported. This school improvement strategy
adopted by the Ohio legislature has increased funding issues with potential implications
for the equity and adequacy of resources. School funding is essential for school
operations, and the movement of critical revenues through Ohio’s school choice
programs has complicated public school funding and created budgetary constraints felt by
traditional public school districts (Arcalean, C., & Schiopu, 1. 2015, Windle, J. 2014).

The problem to be addressed within this dissertation study is the mixed and uneven flow
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of state and local money from one school entity to another complicated by school choice

programs.
Purpose of the Study

Although the Ohio Supreme Court has ruled that Ohio’s funding system is
unconstitutional in the DeRolph Cases (1997, 2000,2001 & 2002), the state continues to
allocate per pupil dollars to districts primarily based on local property taxes (Milcetich,
2011). The purpose of this study is to broaden the understanding by tax payers, local
educational leaders, and state policymakers regarding Ohio’s school funding model and
the pressures on public school revenues associated with today’s school choice options.
Emphasis will be placed on the flow of funds associated with various school choice
options for eleven school districts within one of Ohio’s eighty-eight counties and the
impact on resources available to traditional public schools in that county. The study will
examine quantitative, financial data from school foundation funding reports compiled by
the Ohio Department of Education (ODE) and made available via the ODE website.
These public records are the best source and critical to understanding the flow of local,

state, and federal revenues within funding mechanisms established by the state.
Research Questions

The research questions focus on the flow of public funds among public school
districts and other education providers as a result of school choice options in one county.
Existing data from the Ohio Department of Education was used to capture student
enrollment and per student funding from local and state resources. District report card
data will provide additional data not tied directly to the funding streams.

1. What are the demographics of each public school district in Columbiana County?
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2. What types of choice options are utilized by students residing in each district and
in all school districts in the county?

3. What number and percentage of students associated with each district and
countywide, elect various choice options?

4. What is the dollar amount of money that each district gains or loses in conjunction
with various school choice options and all options in the aggregate?

5. What amount and percentage of the resources represent locally-generated tax

dollars rather than state aid?
Significance of the Study

The study is of both practical and scholarly significance. Practically, the study
will provide local school officials and state policymakers with new insights into the
operation of various funding policies, and the actual flow of dollars following K-12
students who elect choice options. It will quantify and provide an enhanced picture of the
impact of choice policies on resources available to individual school districts in one
county. In this manner, it may bridge a knowledge gap for local school district leadership,
helping them meet the growing demand for greater fiscal as well as educational
accountability. In this regard, it will help local school officials explain to their
communities how choice impacts local resources, affording greater community
understanding regarding the economic advantages realized via choice policies or the need
for levies where choice has a negative effect on local resources. It will illustrate the
utility of such analysis and perhaps provide a model to be replicated in other counties.
The pressure to reform funding has been going on since DeRolph, and this study may

generate new evidence to support the need for the State of Ohio to study and address
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funding inequities when it comes to public schools and school choice so that all students
enjoy a thorough and efficient education.

In addition to its practical purpose, this study will also add to the existing research
and knowledge base reflected in the literature. While there is a wealth of studies on
choice, most fall into one of several broad categories. A significant number are primarily
theoretical in nature reviewing in the abstract the pros and cons associated with choice
based on various theories or analytic paradigms (Brasington & Hite, 2013; Friedman,
1955). Others are empirical in nature, describing the prevalence of certain types of choice
policies (Witte, 2007), and their effects in terms of whether or not they promote or lessen
racial and social economic stratification (Ben-Porath, 2012; Garcia, 2013; Hirschman,
2004) or if they in fact promote school improvement via competition (Chubb & Moe,
1990), or if those participating in choice schools realize enhanced academic achievement
(Cullun, 2005; The Thomas B. Fordham Institute, 2016).

Most studies focus on competitive effects of school performance (Egalite & Wolf
2016), racial stratification (Garcia, 2008) or socioeconomic inequities (Ertas, 2013).
While a few have devoted secondary attention to finances and school choice (Yost, 2016;
Carr, 2011; Hignett, 2005), there is a scarcity of studies that have as their singular or even
primary aim focused on school choice and fiscal issues. A dissertation by Carr (2011)
reported on the effects of scholarship programs on educational attainment, and in the
process observed that such programs have positive financial implications effects for
private schools and alter the resources available to some public schools. Another study
that examines the flow and use of resources was conducted by David Yost (2016), the
State Auditor of Ohio. He examined the fiscal implications of Ohio’s open enrollment

policy on four districts. His analysis explored questions of efficiency, evaluating whether
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districts are actually benefiting or losing money in educating the in-coming students
(Yost, 2016). While Carr and Yost touch on financial implications of choice, this study
explores the operation of multiple choice options rather than a single one; examines a
substantial group of geographically-related, predominantly rural districts; and analyzes
the relative share of state and local share of resources that are transferred between and
among public school districts and other education providers as a result of Ohio’s school

choice policies.
Definition of Terms

ADM — Average Daily Membership — is the total number of public school
students within a school district’s boundaries (ODE, 2015a).

Cap Formula — Withholds calculated aid above a growth rate of 7.5 percent each
fiscal year and short circuits the formula through withheld funds (ODE, 2015a).

Capacity Aid — Provides additional funding for school districts where the income
generated by one mill of property tax is below the state median (ODE, 2015a).

Career-Technical Education Programs — “Are available to middle and high
school students in Ohio’s Career-Technical Planning Districts (CTPD’s). Programs are
provided within traditional district schools, Joint Vocational School Districts and in some
charter schools. Information about CTE programs and their entrance requirements should
be obtained from the school administrator or guidance counselor. Career-Technical
Education Programs help prepare students for college and careers, offering many industry
credentials and an opportunity for students to earn their high school diploma, while also

earning college credits” (ODE, 2015a).
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College Credit Plus — “Allows a student to attend a college course and earn
college credits while in high school. This potentially saves time and money for families
in college. Contact your school counselor about this option” (ODE, 2015a).

Community/Charter Schools — “Enrollment into this option is the decision of the
family and does not require permission from the home school district. These schools are
Ohio public schools and are free to Ohio residents. Community/Charter schools can be a
physical school building OR on-line e-schools” (ODE, 2015a).

Credit flexibility — “Is an option for a student to earn high school credit outside of
the traditional classroom. The plan for the credit is developed by the student, the school
and the family. Start first with your school counselor to discuss the idea that your student
wants and what is needed to earn the credit” (ODE, 2015a).

Expenditures — The spending of any public money for a specified purpose as
approved by the board of education’s policies and procedures (ODE, 2013).

Five-Year Forecast — Is a key management tool that provides a snapshot of a
school district’s two previous years of finance, the current year of finance, and five years
of predictable future finances. The five-year forecast is designed to engage school
district administrators and their board of education in long-range planning and finance
(ODE, 2013).

Fiscal Year — The business dates for school districts and government occurring
between July 1% of any given year and June 30th of the following year (ODE, 2013).

Foundation Formula — Ohio’s formula is a foundation program with an assumed
local charge being subtracted from the basic program cost that determines the state aid

(ODE, 2013).
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Home Schooling — “Families can decide to provide education themselves to their
children. This option requires the approval of the district superintendent and must be
approved each school year along with an assessment of the students’ performance.”
Home schooling children reduce the ADM and thus state funding to the district, but
resources are not transferred to the family schooling the child (ODE, 2015a).

Open enrollment — “Students can attend school in a district that their parents are
not residents. Every school district in Ohio decides whether to allow open enrollment. If
it is allowed, the district creates a process, such as lottery or first-come, first-served, so
that all students who apply have a fair chance for the spaces available in a grade level.
Families must contact an open enrollment district for its process and follow it” (ODE,
2015a).

Private School — Are schools not run by the government. These schools are
generally tuition based and historically have not afforded funds based upon taxation of
the public. Additionally, they are not subject to as many state mandates as their public
counterparts (ODE, 2015a).

Parochial School — s a private school associated with sectarian group, church or
organization (ODE, 2015a).

Revenues — Monies collected by school districts that are generated from property
taxes, school district income taxes, state foundation formula, and local money (ODE,
2013).

Scholarships — “Ohio provides vouchers to private schools for students attending
low-performing public schools. There are also scholarships available for families who
are considered low income and students with learning disabilities to attend schools or

programs that meet the student’s needs” (ODE, 2015a).



. : : : 14
The Impact of School Choice on Funding Ohio’s Public Schools

State Share Index — Is the mechanism by which the formula works to distinguish
between higher and lower wealth districts and allocates resources accordingly (ODE,
2013).

Transitional Guarantee Aid — The State of Ohio’s foundation funding formula
calculates financial aid. A school district that will receive less funding as calculated by
the state’s formula in a current year than what they received in the previous school year
will receive additional funding to make up the difference. This financial aid is called the
Transitional Aid Guarantee (ODE, 2013).

Tangible Personal Property/Public Utility Tangible Property Phase-Out — HB
64 restarts the phase-out of Tangible Personal Property and Public Utility Tangible
Property reimbursement first put into law after comprehensive tax reform in 2005 and
utility deregulation reform in 2001. HB64 phases out funding received by school districts
dependent on the district’s capacity measure by dividing all the districts into 5 quintile
placements. The lowest quintile placement is phased out at 1% and an additional .25% in
each subsequent quintile with the 5™ quintile being phased out at 2% (ODE, 2013).

School Voucher — Is a certificate or bond, backed by the government, redeemable
for an established monetary value for students or students’ parents to choose to use to
cover the cost of tuition at participating governmentally or privately operated school

systems. (ODE, 2015a).
Limitations and Delimitations

One of the major limitations to this study is the number of school choice options
available in Columbiana County. The county is outside the scope of major urban and
suburban populations and provides a limited number of charter or community school

options. Additionally, because the county studied is not necessarily like other counties in
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the state, that could be a limitation in and of itself. Open enrollment is the number one
source for a parent to choose other than the local public school. Due to the rural nature of
the county, transportation is a limitation that may need additional exploration outside of
the scope of this study. Some school districts, like those in Columbiana County, benefit
tremendously from open enrollment funding, but conclusions may indicate that open
enrollment may not be operating in its most efficient manner. This study is aimed at
students who leave the residential district, and any data collected will benefit the
residential district affording them knowledge about funding implications in school choice
options, and provide insight regarding the possible ways to increase efficiency county-
wide. This will have a positive effect for district leadership by providing and examining
the funding impact through accurate information for community taxpayers. Collecting
data outside the scope of state databases can be difficult due to the competitive nature of
student mobility and funding associated with each student and thus this study relies
exclusively on authoritative state records and reports all of which are public record.
However, other political context issues potentially could exist if funding errors are
identified and local communities demand change with local school boards or Ohio
lawmakers. Raising awareness sometimes comes with a negative consequence and can
create new winners and losers. The ultimate vision is to correct injustices and provide a
fair and equitable education for all students in Ohio regardless of where they live and

their parents’ desire to ensure a high-quality education for their children.
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Chapter 2
Review of Literature

Several strands of literature serve as the foundation for this study. The first strand
of literature examines the historical context, reaching back several centuries to the
common school movement and how an increasingly diverse population in the latter half
of the 19" century contributed to the development of a system of alternative, private
schools. These private schools of a religious nature were, however, to be denied public
support by the establishment clause found in the U. S. and like provisions in many state
constitutions. The second strand of literature describes the emergence of the
contemporary concept of choice beginning in the mid-1950s, and debates about its costs
and benefits as a vehicle for education reform in the 1980s.

In the 1990s the third strand of literature emerges, focusing on the changing
policy landscape, and the adoption of choice policies of various types and the
pervasiveness of these new types of policies. The fourth section focuses in on school
choice in Ohio and policies that have been adopted and implemented in this state where
the study is situated. The final literature examines Ohio school finance and financial
aspects of choice beginning with an overview of the means by which education is funded
in Ohio, followed by how choice options affect resources available to local school

districts, and the limited body of research on the fiscal implications of choice.

The Historical Context

The school choice conflicts in education today have historic roots that are
centuries old, dating to the inception of the common school and the framework of

education controlled and financed by the government. The American educational system
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has been institutionalized over the last two-plus centuries.

The model of the common school was established by the states in the 1800’s to
serve all primary-age children in an area regardless of the parent’s ability to pay
(Richardson, 1994). This is still the premise for today’s system. This format for
education, the “common school”, which is now universally referred to as the “public
school”, provided an educational opportunity to all children, supported by local citizens
or taxpayers, to promote literacy, minimize the use of children for labor, and assimilate
immigrants into the American culture (Dorsey and Harlow, 2003). During the
reconstruction and industrialization periods of the country child literacy was at its worst
and child labor was at its highest. The country was growing and immigration into the
United States was heavy. In the mid-1800’s, as Dorsey and Harlow (2003) have

observed:

Public schools aggressively sought to acculturate and to assimilate
immigrant children using varied approaches. To assimilate the
incoming population of people, such approaches included
discouraging students from speaking their parents’ native language
to emphasizing the concepts of democracy and capitalism in school

curricula (p. 56).

Not all Americans, however, believed the assimilationist mission was the best
format for education. As a result, factions grew within the country calling for other
educational options. Initially, privately run systems of education had their roots in
religion and fought for the right to exist alongside the public schools formed by the

government to educate all its citizens. This perpetual battle over education between the
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state and private religious interests grew, fueled in part by the government’s aspirations
that public schools be secular institutions. This emphasis on secularism is what separates
the public school from religious based-educational systems. “Separation of church and
state” is a phrase often used to describe the constitutional divide when referring to the
relationship between the state or governmentally controlled schools and religions. This
separation clause infers that government is neutral regarding religion, and that the
government must not sponsor nor interfere with religion, thus reinforcing the idea that
government itself is secular (Laycock, 2006). Government is expected to be neutral, and
the common school is attached directly to the government. The nation has debated many
interpretations from the constitution, but this is one that has shaped the educational
system over time. Although the First Amendment of the Constitution of the United States
makes a provision that “Congress shall make no laws with the respect to an establishment
of religion or prohibit the exercise of a religion,” this did not stop the fears of some

American people (Laycock, 2006).

As Laycock (2006) had noted:

The story of church-state relations in the United States stretches
as far back as the thirteen English colonies that later became the
original thirteen states. Most of these colonies had an established
church — a church sponsored and supported by the colonial
government. In each case, the established church was a particular

Protestant denomination  (p. 507).

Therefore, the historical background of the U.S. people was dominated by the

Protestant religion by virtue of the initial U.S. settlers. Yet, in the mid-nineteenth century
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through World War I, there was a massive Catholic immigration to the United States,
resulting in serious Protestant-Catholic conflict (Laycock, 2006). Nineteenth century
public schools taught the Bible and basic principles of Christianity, yet from the Catholic
perspective, it was taught in a way that favored the Protestant practices, scriptural
translations, and theological presuppositions (Laycock, 2006). During the late nineteenth
century, private parochial schools emerged in an attempt to evade the political and
religious pressures of the Protestant-dominated system of public schools. Fears of
Catholic children being taught religion and morality by Protestant teachers was the
impetus for the emergence of parochial schools. These fears grew stronger as compulsory
attendance laws were introduced beginning in the 1850’s through early 1900’s (Gross,
2014). While prior to the 1890’°s compulsory attendance laws were largely symbolic and
seldom enforced, the years between1890 and 1920 brought new enforceable attendance
laws with teeth, backed by the state and the strength of the court system (Provasnik,
2006). The pressure to send children to the common public school came with penalties
that parents could not afford to fight. Judicial decisions upholding the constitutionality of
compulsory attendance laws and the authority of the state over education set the stage for

legal conflicts (Provasnik, 2006).

This conflict erupted in Oregon in the mid-1920s, when the state enacted a
compulsory attendance law that could only be satisfied by attendance at public schools.
Faced with this threat, the Society of Sisters, a religious order and the operators of a
Catholic school, challenged the state’s compulsory attendance act that threatened their
very existence (Shaughnessy, 2009). The case, Pierce v. the Society of Sisters (1925), was
decided on the basis of The Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution that forbids

states from denying any person “life, liberty or property, without due process of law”
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(U.S. Constitution). The Sisters’ attorneys argued that if the Oregon law forced all
students between the ages of 8 and 16 to go to public school, the Sisters would be forced
to close their schools. This would mean they would no longer have a means to support

themselves and would lose their “property right” to do so (Shaughnessy, 2009).

Part of the government schools’ curricula was to promote Americanism and
provide to immigrants the ways of the U.S. through assimilation into its culture. The
Court found that the Oregon law was based on prejudices of the day and rejected the
premise that the only way that foreigners could assimilate into the nation’s culture and
become good citizens was to force them into government run public education
(Shaughnessy, 2009). The case also, in dicta since the parents were not parties to the
case, recognized the liberty interest of parents to send their children to such private
schools, as long as they afforded students an education comparable to that afforded in the
public schools (Pierce v. Society of Sisters, 1925). Thus was borne the legal foundation

for the contemporary school choice movement.

Having established their right to exist, Catholic schools sought out public funding
like the public, arguably, Protestant-dominated schools enjoyed. The predominant
Protestant population of the nation, however, denied that its churches’ religious beliefs
were taught in the public school (Shaughnessy, 2009). They maintained that the public
schools taught nonsectarian doctrines and were neutral among Christians. The greater
Protestant public’s argument was that Protestant sectarian schools also existed and they
did not receive public funding, therefore the sectarian Catholic schools would not gain
fiscal support. During this period, a majority of the states amended their constitutions to

prohibit financial support for sectarian schools (Sutton & King, 2013). Such amendments
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were fashioned from the establishment clause in the U.S. Constitution and Blaine
Amendment, proposed in 1874 by then Speaker of the House of Representatives James
Blaine, which provided language asserting that no tax in any amount can be levied to
support any religious activity or institution (Sutton & King, 2013). While Congress
rejected the Blaine Amendment, states adopted its language, which effectively prohibited
public funds from being used for financial assistance to sectarian private schools.
Although through time public schools became more secular even with regard to
Protestantism, this point in history was one that clearly blocked funding for the
alternative Catholic school system (Sutton & King, 2013). Education was not going to be

controlled by any entity other than the government and politicians currently in power.

Like that of the mass Catholic immigration, Jewish immigration during the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, had a similar impact in creating alternatives to
the common public school (Gross, 2014). Contrary to the Catholic school movement,
however, there was not a call for public monetary support by the Jewish population for
their schools. The Jewish immigrants disagreed with any Protestant Christian teachings
and pressured to have public schools completely secular (Laycock 2006). These series of
religious and government clashes with dominant public education in history have

indirectly created the platform for today’s school choice movement.

Even if initially thwarted, attempts by some private religious-affiliated schools to
secure direct public funding or services have ensued over an extended period, generally
with very limited success due to the establishment clause in the U.S. Constitution and the
Blaine Amendments. However, the U.S. Supreme Court, beginning in the late 1940s,

appeared to recognize limited exceptions to the absolute view that no aid could be
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provided to benefit parochial schools, when over several decades it began permitting and
provided resources in the form of loaned textbooks, transportation, and instructional
materials (Sutton & King, 2011). In 1947 for instance, the U.S. Supreme Court affirmed
a New Jersey law, in a 5-4 decision, that permitted reimbursements to parents who sent
their children on public transportation to attend Catholic schools (Everson v. Board of
Education, 1947). The law disassociated the establishment clause with public tax dollars
based on the fact no direct payment flowed to parochial schools and the law provided a
general program to assist all parents of any religion to safely get their children to school.
This transportation was likened to police or fire protection, a public safety service, and
not a direct aid to advancing a religious sect. Subsequent cases would apply the “child
benefit” theory to the loaning of textbooks to families (Hicks & Barnett, 2005). Although
the Everson case upheld the aid and established a “child benefit” exception, the wall of
separation between church and state persisted to limit most forms of public aid to private

religiously-affiliated schools (Kritzer & Richards, 2003).

While scores of state legislative efforts in religiously-diverse states sought to
channel aid directly to religiously-affiliated schools over the next 50 years, for instance
by paying a portion of the salary of teachers who instructed sectarian subjects such as
math in Catholic schools (Lemon v. Kurtzman, 1971), almost all were struck down as
violating the establishment clause in the U.S. Constitution (Vergon, 1987). A significant
break in this pattern occurred in 2002 when the U.S. Supreme Court decided Ze/man v.
Simmon-Harris. This case involved the Ohio legislature’s creation of the Cleveland Pilot
Scholarship Program that provided vouchers to students in Cleveland’s failing schools
that could be used to attend private schools, including those that were operated by

religious groups. In a 5-4 decision, the Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality of the
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program, noting that parents, not the state, determined where the voucher was spent, and
the money flowed through the hands of the parent to the private school. This decision
opened the way for a variety of subsequent voucher programs in Ohio that would allow

public funds to support attendance at private schools, including sectarian ones.

Contemporary School Choice Concept

The genesis of the contemporary school choice movement can be best traced to
two influential reports, one from an economist and the other from a federally-created
commission on education. Milton Friedman, a University of Chicago economist,
authored an article questioning the monopolistic nature of public education and its
implications in terms of efficiency and quality, both of which he believed could be
improved through a system of vouchers that parents could use to ensure an education
from providers based on the operation of market principles (Friedman, 1955). The other
influential report was The Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform crafted
by the National Commission on Excellence in Education (1983). The Report, created by
the Commission, spawned a sustained period of educational reform that has persisted to
the present day and has been the impetus for the formulation of the contemporary school
choice concept.

Friedman On Education

Midway through the 20" century, at about the time of Brown v. Board of
Education in 1954, the initial proposal for school choice in the modern era emerged from
the writing of a University of Chicago economist, Milton Friedman. In his landmark 1955
essay, The Role of Government in Education, Friedman expounded on the potential of
choice and competition to re-make the U.S. education system (Lubienski, 2005).

Friedman proposed a re-examination of education with the proposition of “a free private
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enterprise exchange economy,” relying primarily on voluntary exchange among
individuals” (Friedman, 1955, p. 1). In his view, the government’s primary role was
restricted to preserving the rules of the game by enforcing contracts, preventing coercion,
and keeping markets free (Friedman, 1955). His belief stems from a philosophical
standpoint that governmental intervention is justified in only three situations. One, where
a “natural monopoly” exists, but market imperfections make effective competition
impossible; two, “neighborhood effects” where the action of one individual imposes
significant costs on other individuals by which it creates circumstances that make
voluntary exchange impossible; and three, where there is an ambiguity in the ultimate
objective rather than from the difficulty of achieving it by voluntary exchange (Friedman,
1955). Additionally, Friedman held that education contributes to a stable and democratic
society that is impossible without the widespread acceptance of a common set of values
and a degree of literacy and knowledge necessary on the part of all citizens (Friedman,
pp. 2-4). According to Friedman, all citizens in a society, with principally accepted
norms, benefit from education that provides increased social leadership. Yet, education
as a requirement through governmental action and the cost associated with meeting the
defined minimal requirement is subjective in nature and part of the choice advocates
questions of responsibility. The advocate flies on the coattails of Friedman who suggests
that government could require a specified minimum level of education that is financed by
the government to give to the parent in the form of a voucher redeemable for a specified
maximum sum per child on “approved” common educational services (1955, p. 3).
Americans, during the 1950’s, were satisfied with their publicly run schools, yet
Friedman promoted the theoretical underpinnings for the school choice movement and

furthered the choice argument by presenting the presumption that competition would
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provide numerous benefits. These, in his estimation, would include: improved quality of
services, newly created innovative programs, increased productivity, and a legitimate
alternative to an ineffective, inefficient, monopolistic provider in governmental education
(Berends, Springer, & Ballou, 2009). Friedman’s ideas take form as educational
vouchers. His voucher principle suggested that government could require a minimum
level of education financed by giving parents vouchers redeemable for a specified
maximum sum per child, per year. Friedman ties his voucher argument only to
government in a form of an approval process that meets an “approved” educational
services from an “approved” institution, but clearly connects the voucher to the parent in
the form of their own choice. The government’s role would be limited to assuring that the
schools met the minimum common content in their programs, “much as it now inspects
restaurants to assure that they maintain minimum sanitary standards” (Friedman, 1955, p.
3). The voucher proposition is one of a government program that would provide an
established standard criterion for education and, provided the standards are met, for-
profit, not-for-profit, and religious schools may be approved to receive governmental
funds in the form of a certificate/voucher for tuition. The voucher could be used to
supplement parental cost for tuition and provide parents with a choice of governmentally
approved schools in the marketplace.

School finance for choice is interconnected to the philosophical influence of
Friedman’s market model. He advocated for a publicly funded education system that
promoted public and private schools while utilizing the pressures of the marketplace
through competition to close bad schools and improve the general level of education
across the country (Berends, Springer, & Ballou, 2009). Additionally, Friedman’s model

for school choice promoted economic and educational freedoms for poor and minority
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students trapped in failing inner city schools segregated by the time or self-segregated by
sheer inability to attend school districts dominated by wealth. Milton Friedman wrote:
“Let the subsidy be made available to parents regardless where they send their
children provided only that it be to schools that satisfy specified minimum
standards and a wide variety of schools will spring up to meet the demand. Parents could
express their views about schools directly by withdrawing their children from one school
and sending them to another to a much greater extent than is now possible. In general,
they can now take this step only simultaneously changing their place of residence” (p. 4).
Vouchers would be the answer to not only improved academic achievement, but a
force to improve private and public education for all students. Milton Friedman’s
advancement of school choice was the beginning of the choice political football in
American education as he called for a more diverse expenditure of public dollars to pay
for tuition at independent and religious schools, far from the then educational status quo
(Berends, Springer, & Ballou, 2009).
A Nation at Risk Report
Although the ideas of Milton Friedman were discussed throughout academia, they
lay dormant in the field of education policy for almost 30 years. But in 1983, a report
was issued that would spur an extended period of educational reform and in due course,
the re-introduction of the concept of choice, much as Friedman had articulated it. The
National Commission on Excellence in Education, commissioned during the Reagan
administration, was to issue A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform.
As implied by the title, this report proposed that the United States’ once unchallenged
preeminent position in world commerce, industry, science, and technological innovation

was at risk of being overtaken by competitors in the increasingly global economy
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(National Commission on Excellence, 1983). The Report called for sweeping
improvements in American K-12 secondary schools, colleges and universities— changes
necessary to compete and strengthen our position in a global competitive workforce and
economy. A Nation at Risk characterized the nation’s schools as failing and in dire need
of improvement to provide a superior education that would respond to the challenges of a
rapidly changing world. The Report was a powerful condemnation of American schools
that led to the nation’s perpetual state of a rolling crisis and reform (Hewitt, 2008). The
Commission documented the nation’s risk in indicators such as the following among
others:

e International comparisons of student achievement,
completed a decade ago, reveal that on 19 academic tests
American students were never first or second and, in
comparison with other industrialized nations, were last
seven times.

e Some 23 million Americans adults are functionally
illiterate by the simplest test of everyday reading, writing,
and comprehension.

e About 13 percent of all 17-year-olds in the United States
can be considered functionally illiterate. Functional
illiteracy among minority youth may run as high as 40
percent.

e Average achievement of high school students on most
standardized tests is now lower than 26 years ago when
Sputnik was launched.

e Over half the population of gifted students do not match
their tested ability with comparable achievement in school.

e The College Board’s Scholastic Aptitude Tests (SAT)
demonstrate a virtually unbroken decline from 1963 to
1980. Average verbal scores fell over 50 points and
mathematic scores dropped nearly 40 points.

e College Board achievement tests also reveal consistent
declines in recent years in such subjects as physics and
English.
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¢ Both the number and proportion of students demonstrating
superior achievement on the SATs (i.e., those with scores
of 650 or higher) have also dramatically declined.

e Many 17-year-olds do not possess the "higher order"
intellectual skills we should expect of them. Nearly 40
percent cannot draw inferences from written material; only
one-fifth can write a persuasive essay; and only one-third
can solve a mathematics problem requiring several steps.

e There was a steady decline in science achievement scores
of U.S. 17-year-olds as measured by national assessments
of science in 1969, 1973, and 1977.

e Between 1975 and 1980, remedial mathematics courses in
public 4-year colleges increased by 72 percent and now
constitute one-quarter of all mathematics courses taught in
those institutions.

e Average tested achievement of students graduating from
college is also lower.

¢ Business and military leaders complain that they are
required to spend millions of dollars on costly remedial
education and training programs in such basic skills as
reading, writing, spelling, and computation. The
Department of the Navy, for example, reported to the
Commission that one-quarter of its recent recruits cannot
read at the ninth grade level, the minimum needed simply
to understand written safety instructions. Without remedial
work they cannot even begin, much less complete, the
sophisticated training essential in much of the modern
military

e (National Committee on Excellence, 1983, p. 11-12).

Reform efforts were called for by President Reagan, who used his office as a bully pulpit,
calling on states to assume the leadership for reform measures and to mobilize public
opinion regarding the need for changes (Berube, 1991). In a news conference on April

26, 1983, President Reagan announced that the country’s educational system is “in the

grip of a crisis caused by low standards, lack of purpose, ineffective use of resources, a
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failure to challenge students to push performance to the boundaries of individual ability,
and an absence of will to strive for excellence” (Reagan, 1983).

The Commission called for increased rigor that would challenge students to
perform better in a tougher curriculum that should include four years of English and three
years of mathematics and science, three years of social studies, two years of a foreign
language, and one-half credit in computer science. The Commission called for the
implementation of new standards where students would be required to meet higher
benchmarks to graduate. The Commission recommended that there be more and longer
days in the school year. Additionally, the Commission stressed the demand for improved
teacher preparation programs where teachers would be better trained and which would
necessitate increases in the rate of teacher pay that would be professionally competitive
and performance based. Teacher improvement recommendations included career ladders
differentiated by experience and skill, 11 month contracts to address professional
development and improve curriculum, moving resources devoted to teacher-shortage
areas, mentoring program for beginning teachers, and incentives to attract high quality
teachers into education (Editorial Projects in Education Research, 2004).

Choice as Educational Reform

Several waves of reform efforts rolled across the country, often varying from state
to state (““Your education policy team”, 2017). Forty-five states across the nation
increased graduation requirements, 9 states increased the number of days in the year, 27
states instituted minimum grade point average for an entering teacher with 23 requiring a
certification test, and by 1986, 18 states adopted plans for career ladders (Firestone,
1990). Some initiatives focused on intensifying the existing model of education by

simply increasing the number of minutes in the school day or the number of days in the
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school year. Others emphasized the professionalization of teachers and experimented
with more decentralized governance through site-based management and greater parent
participation.

When results did not quickly materialize, others concluded that the present
structure of education was broken and advocated for system-changing measures (Moe
and Chubb, 1990). Arguments began to be advanced for more dramatic reform measures
giving parents greater power, that of the ability to choose among schools and determine
the education of their children. One such example was the idea of using market
mechanisms to promote school improvement, reminiscent of Friedman’s essay a quarter
century earlier. This was espoused in an influential 1990 book: Politics, Markets &
America’s Schools, by John Moe and Terry Chubb. They argued that the nation’s
political response with aggressive reforms was destined to fail because they did not get to
the root of the problem (Chubb & Moe, 1990). Students were trapped in poor-performing
schools, and school choice would provide opportunity for improvement. According to
Moe and Chubb the fundamental causes of poor academic performance are not found in
schools, but in the institutions of direct democratic control by which schools have
traditionally been governed, and not subject to market control like that of the private
school (Moe & Chubb, 1990, Forward).

School choice advocates, which include the business community, parents
dissatisfied with governmental education, private schools, a percentage of the politicians,
and some taxpayers, see the free market principles as a means of healthy competition for
compelling improvement in schools (Sutton and King, 2013; Moe, 2008, Friedman,
1955). Advocates are fundamentally discontent with governmentally-run education

and/or dislike being taxed for a public education of which they have not been a recipient
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or in which they do not enroll their own children. They believe that privatization
increases competition and reduces the role of government monopolies, therefore
providing a natural improvement process (Moe & Chubb, 1990). Thus, the concept of
choice was growing with new theories and rationales that included privatization of public
schooling and the revenues that followed. Lawmakers, with influence from educational
philanthropists, introduced a rationale that privatization of public schooling throughout
the United States creates competition, and competition will create improvement and
strengthen the U.S. educational system (Moe& Chubb, 1990).

Moe and Chubb (1990) promote their belief that market places should replace the
democratic control of schools by suggesting that reforms fail when we automatically rely
on the institutions under governmental control to solve problems, when the institutions
themselves are the problem (p. 2-3). Proponents of choice also claim that a combination
of market incentives and parental choice will lead to schools that are less segregated by
race, class, or student ability with the market acting as the ultimate leveling agent
(Lacireno-Paquet, Holyoke, Moser, & Henig, 2002).

Yet, opponents of choice argue that government should focus on the improvement
of the existing public schools and that large-scale attempts to privatize education are
designed to destroy the public or common school (Sutton & King, 2013). Opponents,
according to Sutton & King, believe that school choice exacerbates educational inequality
and inequities between race, class, and student achievement, while lessening the
necessary funds needed to successfully implement higher standards in government
controlled schools. The reduction of resources to the neediest schools makes their ability
to improve and meet higher standards difficult, if not impossible. Typical opponents of

school choice initiatives include but are not limited to school employee labor unions,
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state and national educational associations, governmental school associations, teachers, a
percentage of the nation’s politicians and a percentage of the nation’s taxpayers (Rawls,
2012). Opponents believe because of the pressures for success on both sides of the issue,
that schools may “cream” students and siphon off the students who, because of favorable
background circumstances, will be easier and less costly to educate (Lacireno-Paquet,

Holyoke, Moser, & Henig, 2002).
The Changing Policy Landscape Nationally

While proponents and opponents debated the concept of choice, policymakers at
the state level were willing to adopt policies providing various types of choices to
parents. Minnesota was the first to adopt a series of choice policies beginning with post-
secondary options in 1985, followed by inter-district open enrollment in 1987, and the
authorization of charter schools in 1991 (Wong & Langevin, 2006). The state of
Minnesota’s public school enrollment laws can be considered the standard measuring
stick of most modern-day state models of school choice. Minnesota’s theoretical concept
of school choice has led to many states’ frameworks for public school choice programs
and the use of public funding.

Post Secondary Options

In 1985, the nation passed its first school choice law when policy leadership in
education reform from the state of Minnesota presented the Postsecondary Enrollment
Options Act that allowed students to attend state colleges and universities for academic
credit in both secondary schools and higher education (Wong & Langevin, 2006).

Open Enrollment
Later, following a spirited debate, and despite a relatively successful educational

system nationally, the Minnesota State Legislature authorized the nation’s first open
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enrollment program in 1987 (Wong & Langevin, 2006). Open enrollment permits
students to choose a public school within their residential district or outside of the
residential district, depending on the specific state’s policy adoption. Intra-district
enrollment permits students to transfer between schools within the residential school
district, while inter-district enrollment provides for students to transfer to schools outside
of the residential school district. Open enrollment policies have been adopted in 46 states
and the District of Columbia (Wixom, 2016). State adopted policies include a range of
mandatory and voluntary options with some states having a mix of both mandatory and
voluntary agreements. Only Alabama, Maryland, and North Carolina have no open
enrollment, and while Illinois has some provisions, the state was exempted from No
Child Left Behind choice provisions under an NCLB waiver (“’Your education policy
team”, 2017).
Charter Schools and Virtual Charters

Two decades after the adoption of the first charter law in Minnesota, 41 states and
Washington D.C. followed suit by adopting charter legislation according to a study by
Toma and Zimmer (2012). Charter schools are independently operated schools
established and managed outside of the traditional public school system. They are
publicly funded in the same fashion as the public school system, however, with fewer
mandates and more flexibility over the way the school operates and how they budget their
operations. States have developed three primary methods of funding for charter schools:
an amount equal to the student’s resident district per-pupil allocation, an amount equal to
the charter authorizer’s per-pupil allocation, or a standard statewide established per-pupil
allocation (Cunningham, 2013). Yet, for a public charter to remain open, they must

provide the community they serve with the state approved academic results. Part of the
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oversight responsibility rests with the charter authorizer. Accountability is determined by
each of the states and can range from stringent state established standards to those
demanded by the greater community. Authorizers may be private citizens or businesses,
nonprofit organizations, higher education and even public school districts.

Since the first Minnesota charter school, the charter school industry has expanded
to 42 states and the District of Columbia, and 23 states and the District of Columbia have
enacted incentives for parents to choose private schools in place of public options
(Cunningham, 2013). The charter school template has resulted in other school choice
programs that have expanded across the United States.

A variation on charter schools is the e-school or virtual school. K — 12 traditional
educational school systems are typically pictured as a brick and mortar building or a
schoolhouse that students attend to receive an education. Traditional or conventional
charter schools have also operated from brick and mortar facilities. However, since the
construction of the internet and the world-wide web, online educational resources and
curricula have been developed with exponential growth across the country. Today, online
educational schools at all levels of education without physical buildings are known as
“virtual schools”. Courses are delivered to students anywhere they may be, so long as
they have a connection to the internet and a device to receive the course content. The
virtual school seldom requires students to physically attend the school, and characteristics
of a traditional school may not exist (Russel & Holkner, 2000). There are some blended
models of virtual schools that include partial to full time attendance at physical school
buildings, coupled with the online learning platform, but the instructional norm is
independent, self-paced with limited student-teacher interaction (Ahn & McEachin

2017). Teacher interaction can range from email, chat, face-time, or actual face to face
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meetings if physical attendance takes place. Regardless of the level of teacher interaction
in the blended learning format, the course content is driven through the online curriculum
to a receiving device and the teacher manages and assists students when necessary. This
blended environment with teacher interaction is considered virtual learning but is neutral
to the level of attendance at physical buildings (Ahn & McEachin, 2017). Traditional
public, private, and charter schools utilize virtual elements in their programs today, and it

can be a combination of fully electronic or blended course curriculums

In 1997 the first two virtual schools in the United States, The Virtual High School
(VHS) and Florida Virtual School (FLVS), were established, and only four years later
more than 50 charter and public schools were running online programs in at least 30

states (Barbour & Reeves 2009).

Educational Vouchers/ Scholarships

School vouchers were first suggested by Milton Friedman in the 1950’s. His
philosophy conceptualized government’s role in education as simply assuring minimal
standards, while providing limited financial assistance to parents in the form of a voucher
redeemable to purchase educational services from an approved institution of their choice
(Friedman, 1955). Although the oldest U.S. voucher school choice program can be
traced back to Vermont’s Town Tuitioning Program beginning in 1869 with options for
students whose towns did not have public schools ("Vermont - Town Tuitioning
Program", 2017), vouchers are still a relatively recent option for most states. Today,
there are 25 different types of voucher programs in only 14 of the 50 states and the
District of Columbia (“Your education policy team”, 2017).

The Milwaukee voucher program is one of the most researched school choice

programs in the country and is often credited as the nation’s first voucher program
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(Cullen, 2005). The groundbreaking Milwaukee voucher program targeted low-income
students with vouchers to attend one of three private, non-sectarian schools in the
Milwaukee area, using a random lottery system. In 1995, the Milwaukee program was
legislatively expanded to include religious schools, which resulted in the program soaring
from three to 121 participating schools (Moe, 2008). The Milwaukee program established
the framework for the 1995 Cleveland Scholarship program, also a highly-referenced
voucher initiative established for low-income students. Vouchers can be categorized into
one of following areas: state funded scholarships, tax-credit programs, or educational
savings accounts (“Your education policy team”, 2017). Each program can be used to pay
tuition-based schooling at the will of the parent. However, private schools that
participate in state sponsored voucher programs must meet state legislated program
mandates.

A 50-state comparison on voucher programs found that as of 2017, 14 states and
the District of Columbia had voucher programs, including Ohio (“Your education policy
team”, 2017). State obligations or requirements for vouchers may include some of the
following limitations, but are not necessarily included in each and every state voucher
program: official accreditation, designated operational existence timelines, teacher
evaluation plans, comprehensive academic accountability standards, capped tuition
amounts, student discipline policies, attendance standards, seat-time standards, prohibited
rejections outside of space available, state accountability rating system, and/or minimum
student performance objectives (Cunningham, 2013).

Thus, the school choice landscape owes much to choice-driven reforms in
Minnesota, that began a movement that spread from state to state as politicians and

private industry looked for new educational options to better prepare students for state
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economic development and global competition. The political movement in school choice
used the Minnesota model as a template for school choice initiatives nationally, and it
remains the central point of reference when referring to school choice today. Ohio was
among the states that borrowed extensively from Minnesota’s framework for school
choice, as described next.
School Choice Options in Ohio

Ohio was one of the earliest, and has been one of the most active, states in terms
of choice options. Soon after Minnesota, Ohio began to follow suit in adopting choice
programs. In 1989, the 118th Ohio General Assembly adopted SB140 providing for both
intra-district and inter-district open enrollment and post-secondary option policies. In
succeeding years, Ohio policy makers would adopt the Cleveland Scholarship Program
(1995), community academy or charter schools (1997), e-community schools (2000), and
a series of voucher programs including the Autism Scholarships (2003), the EdChoice
Scholarships for students in failing schools (2005), the Jon Peterson Scholarship for any
student with a disability (2011), the Income-Based Ed Choice Expansion Scholarship for
children living in poverty (2013), and the College Credit Plus revision of the Post-
Secondary options program (2014). Each of these choice options are reviewed next based
on provisions found in the Ohio Revised Code (ORC), the Ohio Administrative Code
(OAC) and/or as described by the Ohio Department of Education on its website.
Ohio Open Enrollment Policy

In 1989, the Ohio General Assembly passed the Omnibus Education Reform Act
known as S.B, 140 which established intra and inter-district open enrollment options for
Ohio students, the latter permitting students to attend public schools in districts adjacent

to the one in which they reside. The initial law was expanded in 1997 to include a
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statewide option, allowing students to enroll in any other districts in the state that elected
to participate in the program (Brasington, Flores-Lagunes, & Guci, 2016). The
provisions of these acts are codified in the Ohio Revised Code (ORC 3313.98) and
Administrative Code (OAC 3301-48) including the stipulations outlined in the paragraph
that follows.

Ohio school boards must annually adopt a policy that either denies or accepts
students from outside their district boundaries. Boards have one of three policy options:
1) reject open enrollment, 2) permit open enrollment to students residing in adjacent
districts, or 3) accept students from any district in Ohio. This form of school choice
permits parents to enroll their child into an Ohio public school district participating in the
open enrollment program. Districts that have chosen not to accept students from other
districts, cannot deny their resident students the choice to attend elsewhere.

Students must enroll during their preferred school district’s open enrollment
application period. Districts must accept students based on the order of application or by
lottery and do so based on the available capacity for the relevant grade level or program.
Students who have been previously enrolled and their siblings must be given preference
over new applicants. Each school district must establish its own procedures and timelines
that have been adopted by the local school board of education and included in the school
district’s policy. A school district may refuse students based on their race, where
necessary to maintain racial balance, on the basis of lack of classroom capacity, and
based on a student’s disciplinary history involving suspension or expulsion of ten or more
consecutive days in the preceding term. Districts may not deny enrollment based on
student language or disability, unless with respect to students with disabilities, the district

lacks the services required on the student’s Individual Educational Plan. School districts
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are not forced to hire additional staff or take on additional expenses to provide programs
that do not exist currently.

Under the policy, transportation is the responsibility of the parents who seeks to
enroll their child in another district and is not provided by the district in which they
reside. The attending district is only responsible to pick up non-resident students at the
closest established bus stop within its district boundaries for the same grade levels that it
transports resident students to and from school. This may or may not be convenient for
the family from outside of the district boundaries. However, an I[EP may call for
transportation, necessitating cooperation between attending and residential districts,
although such cooperation may be difficult to secure.

According to 2015-16 school year data, of the over 600 public school districts in the state
of Ohio, 449 districts allow students to enroll from anywhere in the state; an additional 50
school districts allow only students living in adjacent school districts, and 116 districts
have chosen not to permit open enrollment ("The Thomas B. Fordham Institute", 2017).

Pictured to the right is a diagram

Appendix B

demonstrating pictorially the dynamics of Ohio School District Data

open enrollment policies across the state of

Ohio. Students with established residency

in an Ohio school district and can choose to

attend any district of their choice of the 449

school systems participating in the

program. The 50 school systems that
choose to only accept students from adjacent districts require that the students’ residential

school district border the open enrollment school district to meet eligibility requirements.
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The remaining 116 schools in the state have chosen to only allow students who are

residents of their school system to attend and therefore do not allow for open enrollment.

Ohio Post-Secondary Enrollment — Now College Credit Plus

Post-secondary options or dual enrollment allow Ohio students to attend college
classes while attending high school. In Ohio, the post-secondary enrollment options
program was enacted in 1989 for 11" and 12 graders and expanded in 1997 for 9" and
10" graders (ORC 3365.01 et. seq. and OAC 3301-44). Although it is essentially the
same program, it has been renamed in 2014 as “College Credit Plus” and now permits 7
and 8 graders to participate for college credit to be earned for college level classes taken
on campus or offered in their own school setting (ORC 3365.02 et. seq.). Often the funds
are reallocated from the high school districts to colleges to offset the tuition cost, as local
school districts lose FTE funds for duel-enrolled students (Harper, 2015). There is no
cost to the student for tuition, books, or fees to take courses from a public college or
university. The cost to attend an Ohio state run university varies based on the negotiated

agreements established through the state of Ohio.

Charter or Community Schools

The first community school or charter school legislation was adopted by the 121st
Ohio General Assembly in 1997 under House Bill 215. House Bill 215 established a
pilot community school program in Lucas County sponsored by the Lucas County
Educational Service Center, with the caveat that only new start-up community schools
could be in Lucas County. Senate Bill 55 soon followed permitting an expansion of the
initially proposed legislation to create community schools in the eight largest urban

districts in the state of Ohio. Two years later, House Bill 282 further expanded
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community schools to all 21 Ohio urban school districts and those districts in academic
emergency. The bill additionally added transportation requirements to districts for
community school students. These Bills are codified at Ohio Revised Code 3314.01-.99

and governed by regulations found in the Ohio Administrative Code at 3301-102.

The first Ohio publicly funded, tuition-free charter school opened in 1998, and as
of 2015 there are over 400 charter schools in the state (Regina Lukich -ODE Lecture
May 1 2015). Ohio’s charter schools are publicly funded, nonprofit, nonsectarian, and
overseen by the state with more freedom over budgets, staffing, operations, and
curriculum (ORC 3314.01 et. seq.). Charter schools are funded at a per student dollar
amount established by the State of Ohio. They may receive limited state funded facility
support and poverty based support without local taxes except for Cleveland. They may

additionally receive federal funding, private funding, and state and federal grants.

E-Community Schools

Virtual schools, universally referred to as e-schools, are called e-community
schools in Ohio and must be established according to state law (ORC 3314. 21). The
name e-community is likely driven by the community school name given to the charter
industry in Ohio and the combination of electronic school and Ohio’s community school
name for charters. Ohio’s e-community schools operate independently while other e-
community schools operate through public schools themselves and other public service
providers such as educational service centers (ESC’s). One unique feature of virtual
education in Ohio is that all its virtual schools are charter schools, which means they are
publicly funded (Wang & Decker, 2014). The first e-community school in Ohio was

opened in 2000 under Ohio law through the Lucas County Educational Service Center of
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Lake Erie West in Toledo. The Electronic Classroom of Tomorrow (ECOT) provided
virtual learning as a community school, and today, according to the Ohio Department of
Education, is one of two e-community schools in the state with enrollment eclipsing
20,000 students (ODE, 2016a). The Ohio Virtual Academy sponsored by the Ohio
Council of Community Schools is the other e-community school. According to the
Thomas Fordham Institute’s 2016 report on Enrollment and Achievement in Ohio’s
Virtual Charter Schools, of the 1.7 million students in Ohio’s K-12 public education
system, 35,000 students are enrolled full-time in a virtual charter school (Fordham
Institute, 2016). Like other publicly funded schools in Ohio, e-community schools are
required to take all state-mandated achievement tests and pass Ohio’s graduation testing

requirements for a high school diploma (ORC 3314.017).

Ohio Vouchers or Scholarship Programs

Cleveland Scholarship Program

The Ohio legislature adopted a scholarship or voucher program in 1996, permitting
students who reside in the Cleveland Metropolitan School District to attend neighboring

public charter or other non-public Appendix C
OHIO’S CLEVELAND SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM
PARTICIPATION

schools within the Cleveland
Metropolitan area (ODE, 2017c). L e !
Scholarship or voucher programs such as

the Cleveland Scholarship Programs

04 2005 2006 2007 200
School Year Ending

were established to provide students the
opportunity to attend private schools in Cleveland with the State of Ohio providing
reimbursement for tuition (ODE, 2017a). This pilot project is identified and reinforced in

law through the Ohio Revised Code 3313.975 Pilot Project Scholarship Program.
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Student participation in the Cleveland Scholarship Program has grown substantially from
approximately 2000 students in 1997 to over 8000 students in 2017 (Ohio - Cleveland

Scholarship Program, n.d.).

Autism Scholarship Program.

The Autism Scholarship Program was enacted in 2003 with enrollment beginning in
2004. This program, as defined in Ohio law (ORC 3310.41-.51 and OAC 3301-103),
permits parents of students on an individualized education program (IEP) to send their
child to a special education program outside the residential school district. The student
must be identified by their school district of residence with autism to qualify for the
scholarship. The child must be between the ages of 3 and 22 years old. Since there are
no caps to the number of scholarships available, so long as the student meets the
requirement, they will receive the scholarship. The student does not have to be enrolled
in the district of residence. To be eligible, the student must be of age to enter grades PK
through 12" and live in a State of Ohio school district. Programs that accept students
must have a current state charter, be registered to participate, have school principals
licensed by the State of Ohio, must be credentialed to provide special education services,
be in compliance with background checks, meet health and safety standards, and must be
an existing business providing special education to children. Transportation by the
residential district is required by law to and from the eligible program (ORC 3310.41 et.
seq. & OAC 3301-103). Any parent that accepts this program scholarship no longer falls
under the public school district’s responsibility for (FAPE) a Free and Appropriate Public
Education or support services as indicated on the student’s IEP (Ohio Revised Code §

3310.53).
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EdChoice Scholarship Program

The EdChoice Scholarship Program permits students from the state’s lowest-rated public
schools to apply scholarship dollars toward tuition to attend private schools who
participate within the state of Ohio (ORC 3310.01-.17). The Income-Based Scholarship
Program (ORC 3310.032) is an expansion of the EdChoice Scholarship. This
scholarship program is provided to any student in any part of the state of Ohio entering
grades K-4 whose family’s income is at or below 200% of the Federal Poverty Guidelines
and is not eligible for the EdChoice Scholarship. The Income Based Scholarship

program may be accepted by participating private schools.

The Jon Peterson Scholarship Program

The Jon Peterson Special Needs Scholarship Program (ORC3310.52) is also for students
with an Individualized Education Program (IEP) and has variable cost depending upon
the student’s disability. In contrast to the Autism Scholarship, student eligibility is
simply based on a student being evaluated as having any disability recognized under the
Individuals with Disability Education Improvement Act. The local public school is
obligated to evaluate students for the Scholarship, including students who attending
private schools in the local community and to develop an IEP for the scholarship
students. Families may use the scholarship at private schools or other educational

providers of specialized services who have registered with the state.

Career-Technical School Options

Career-technical education also known as vocational education options have dated back
to the industrial revolution. Yet, in 1917, the federal Smith Hughes Act gave federal

funds to states to provide vocational education
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(http://stateimpact.npr.org/ohio/2014/03/07/five-things-to-know-about-vocational-ed-in-
ohio/). Later the State of Ohio implemented legislation that promoted publicly funded
vocational education (ORC 3313.90). The programs generally begin in the students’ 11
grade year for a period of two years, but there are programs that begin with 9" grade
students. Five different categories have been established with different career tech
pathways. Category 1 consists of Agriculture & Environmental Systems, Construction
Technologies, Engineer & Science Technologies, Finance, Health Science, Information
Technology, and Manufacturing Technologies. Category 2 consists of Business &
Administration, Hospitality & Tourism, Human Services, Law & Public Safety,
Transportation Systems, and Arts & Communications. Category 3 consists of Career
Based Intervention Programs. Category 4 consists of Education & Training, Marketing,
Academics, Public Administration, and Career Development. Category 5 consists of
Family & Consumer Science programs (ORC 3317.014).
Ohio School Finance Model and the Funding of Choice Options

Before examining the method and amount of funding associated with various
choice options in Ohio, it is important to review the broader school finance model and
significant litigation challenging its constitutionality, as well as a case related to funding
vouchers in Ohio that reached the U.S. Supreme Court. These cases provide additional

context to the issue of funding choice options in Ohio.

State School Finance Model

The background behind the importance of public education in the U.S. and for
Ohio was established well before today’s debates over the intent of the language of the
Ohio Constitution and school funding. Congress established the federal government’s

first surveying and mapping program for public lands including schools with the passage
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of the Land Ordinance of May 20, 1785 (Ehrenberg, 1983). The 1785 Ordinance
established and reserved one thirty-sixth of every township in the Western Territory for
public schools and created a sense of encouragement of education for the future as well
as laying out the educational foundation for the Ohio Constitution (Obhof, 2005). The
framers of the Ohio Constitution were intentional in their belief about public education
and the importance for the state’s citizens. The intentionality of the framer’s purpose for
public education can be identified in Section 2, Article VI, of the Ohio Constitution
which states: “The General Assembly shall make such provisions, by taxation, or
otherwise, as, with the income arising from the school trust fund, will secure a thorough
and efficient system of common schools throughout the state; but no religious or other
sect, or sects, shall ever have any exclusive right to, or control of, any part of the school
funds of this state” (Constitution of the State of Ohio, 2010). The phrase “thorough and
efficient system of common schools”, which is unchanged since its adoption, continues to
be the heartbeat of today’s school improvement advocates and is the premise for the
DeRolph v. Ohio and other Ohio educational funding cases. The framers of the Ohio
Constitution left no doubt as to the importance of a “thorough and efficient” publicly
funded educational system, but they did not provide for future lawmakers a clear and
concise version of how to carry out the methodology.

On December 19, 1991, the Ohio Coalition for Equity & Adequacy of School
Funding and the Columbus law firm of Bricker & Eckler, represented five Ohio school
districts and various individuals from those districts, by filing suit in the Perry County
Court of Common Pleas against the State of Ohio seeking an injunctive and declaratory
relief asserting Ohio’s school finance system was unconstitutional (Obhof, 2005). The

case, DeRolph v. State of Ohio (1997), was named after Nathan DeRolph, a fifteen-year-
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old student at Sheridan High School in the Northern Local School District of Perry
County. This Ohio suit is one of a 1990’s nationwide shift in educational finance to
focus on the language in state rather than the federal constitution and to shift the focus
from equity to the issue of adequacy to provide an appropriate education. The principle
theory behind a case that focuses on adequacy over equity-based suits is that it
concentrates on the quality of education students enjoy and seeks to demonstrate that
funding fails to meet a minimum standard established in the state constitution. Section 2,
Article VI of the Ohio Constitution mandates a “thorough and efficient” system of
common schools throughout the state (DeRolph v. State, 1997). This critical phrase
“thorough and efficient” was reaffirmed by the Ohio Supreme Court, in Miller v. Korns
(1923) as the important means by which the public common schools should be funded
(DeRolph v. State, 1997). Ohio’s school funding system’s chief funding mechanism had
long been a foundation program. The foundation program established a state minimum
level of funding through a minimum tax. The system includes local property taxes, state
funds, federal funds, and in some cases income taxes to fund its public schools. The
unequal distribution of property wealth across the state of Ohio also distributed unequal
wealth to the state’s school districts and as a result provides differences in per pupil
revenues for schools, which identifies the rudimentary problem with educational funding
in Ohio.

The plaintiffs in the DeRolph case (1997) consisted of five diverse Ohio school
districts from across the state; urban Youngstown, rural Lima, rural Appalachian districts,
and various individuals (Obhof, 2005). Over the course of a 30 day long and complex
trial, 61 witnesses testified or offered sworn depositions, and 450 exhibits were admitted

into evidence with over 5,600 pages of transcripts generated (Obhof, 2005). The facts of
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the case included poor conditions of many schools and provided testimony of
inadequacies of the Ohio school funding system. From dilapidated building facilities, to
inadequate safety systems, and a lack of basic resources, Ohio schools lacked the
necessary funds to even comply with state laws on teacher ratios, curriculum supplies, or
the ability to provide appropriate technological training (DeRolph, 1997).

Two well recognized Ohio organizations advocating for Ohio schools have
contributed to the DeRolph case. They are the Coalition of Rural and Appalachian
Schools and the Coalition for Equity & Adequacy of School Funding. Known today as
CORAS, the Coalition of Rural and Appalachian Schools derived its name from an initial
movement began in 1987 by several school superintendents from the southeastern part of
the state. The group sought to communicate the lack of educational opportunities for the
poorly funded, rural Appalachian school districts to members of the general assembly
(Obhof, 2005). The southeastern superintendents initially called their effort Promoting
Appalachian and Rural Initiative for Teaching Youth (PARITY), which would later be
connected to the term parity aid for school district funding (CORAS, 2017). Due to lack
of effective leadership and little political clout, the southeastern superintendent group
merged with the Council of Administrative Leadership in Southeastern Ohio, Kentucky,
and West Virginia (SEOKWA) and reorganized in 1988 into CORAS with its meeting
hub at the Ohio University College of Education (CORAS, 2017). The mission of
CORAS was to secure equal educational opportunities for all children in the state of
Ohio. The Ohio Coalition for Equity &Adequacy of School Funding (OCEASF) was
organized in 1990 to challenge the constitutionality of the Ohio school funding system

and was responsible for filing the DeRolph case in December 1991 (OCEASF, n.d.).



49
The Impact of School Choice on Funding Ohio’s Public Schools

While the Ohio Supreme Court found the state finance system unconstitutional,
the legislature’s responses to rectify the system would be judged inadequate in three
subsequent court reviews (DeRolph, 2000, 2001, 2002). Ultimately, however, the Ohio
Supreme Court would relinquish itself of jurisdiction (DeRolph, 2002).

Although lawmakers have yet to overhaul the system, year-to-year the state
formula creates districts that are “winners” or “losers” controlled by the uses of “caps”
and “guarantees”. The cap (ORC 3317.0212) places a limit on the amount of an increase
in state aid a district may receive under the foundation formula, irrespective of whether
value of taxable property in the district has increased appreciably or not. According to
the Ohio Department of Education, a funding cap short circuits the funding formula
(Rausch & Voltolini, 2015). It withholds calculated state aid under the formula above a
certain growth rate that eliminates the actual value the foundation formula would
generate.

The funding cap is calculated dependent upon the wealth of a school district.
School district wealth is measured initially in the State Share Index as measured by
property valuations and the income of its residents. The calculation of the State Share
Index is based on a sliding scale of a minimum of 5% and maximum of 90% with the
wealthiest districts having an index of 5% and the poorest districts having an index of
90%. The state determines a district’s placement on the scale using the following
measures: Valuation Index, Income Index and Wealth Index. According to the Ohio
School Boards Association (2018), a district’s valuation index is equal to the district’s 3-
year average valuation per pupil divided by the state average valuation per pupil. A
district’s Income Index is equal to the district’s median Ohio adjusted gross income

divided by the district’s median Ohio adjusted gross income. A district’s wealth index is
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equal to the district’s valuation index unless the median income index is less than its
valuation index. If the median income index is less than the valuation index, then the
average valuation index (AVI) is 1/3 the median income index plus 2/3 the valuation
index. Lastly, the State Share Index is based on the following schedule:

e 5% for districts whose AVI is greater than or equal to 1.8

e Ascaled amount from 5% to 50% if the district’s AVI is between 1.8 and 0.9

e Ascaled amount from 50% to 90% if a district’s AVI is between 0.9 and 0.35

e 90% for districts whose AVI is less than 0.35
The state of Ohio utilizes a base funding amount decided by the Ohio General Assembly
defined as an opportunity grant. Each school district multiplies the base funding amount
($5,800 in FY 2015, $5,900 in FY 2016, and $6,000 in FY 2017) by the State Share
Index to determine the per pupil funds that a school district will receive from the state.
This calculated amount reduces the per pupil value established by lawmakers with the
remaining balance expected to be locally funded. The cap ratio then further reduces
funding per pupil based on the formula that includes the State Share Index. Although
capped districts may receive increases based on increased enrollment within the formula,
their capped revenues are capped at an increase of not more than 10% for 2016-17. This
effect further diminishes what the district would have realized in funding based on earned
formula aid.

This effect creates a maximum amount that a district receives also commonly
referred to as a ceiling. In the event a capped school district’s student enrollment
increases through its natural residential growth or if the district’s taxable property values
increase, the district would receive minimized increases in aid per the formula. The

ceiling effect denies funding to the districts for the additional students they educate.
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On the opposite end of the spectrum are districts on a funding guarantee (ORC
3317.0212). Those districts by law are not permitted to receive less money from the
formula than they did the previous year. Based on the formula, if a school district is
projected a loss from the previous school year, the save harmless guarantee ensures that
each school district receives at least as much funding as it had in the past (Sweetland,
2014), thereby establishing that the school district must be guaranteed to obtain the same
funding from the state from the year before. Guaranteed school districts that lose
residential student enrollment or decrease in the taxable property values would not lose
state aid as the formula would dictate. This effect creates a minimum amount that a
district receives also commonly referred to as a floor. In this case, guaranteed districts
are falsely propped up by funding regardless of native enrollment or decreased property
values. The floor holds districts harmless from the state’s funding formula and protects
districts from the natural impact of declining enrollment choices. This declining
enrollment has no essential impact on the school district and continues to deliver state aid
to educate “phantom students” who are no longer enrolled in districts (O’Neal Schiess,
Marchitello, & Squire 2017). These features of the state school funding model also have
implications for school choice options and their funding.

Another landmark case, this one decided by the U.S. Supreme Court, has special
implications for Ohio and the funding of vouchers. In Zelman v. Simmons-Harris (2002),
the U.S. Supreme Court examined establishment-of-religion questions, in what could
potentially be the most significant, far-reaching, and controversial chapter in church-state
jurisprudence during the last fifty years (Hicks and Barnett, 2005). The case challenged
an Ohio pilot project scholarship program that provided tuition subsidies, also known

nationwide as vouchers, to families of students in kindergarten through twelfth grade to
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attend the private school of their choice within the Cleveland City School District. The
legislature had directed the superintendent of public instruction to establish a pilot project
scholarship program for the failing Cleveland public school district, which was under
direct control of the State of Ohio and considered to be one of the worst performing
districts in the nation. The program was established to provide scholarships for the
students residing in the school district and tutorial assistance grants to attend alternative
schools, distribution based on financial need. During the 1999-2000 school year, 82% of
the private schools that participated had a religious affiliation, no adjacent public schools
participated, and 96% of the students who participated in the scholarship program
attended religiously affiliated schools (Zelman v. Simmons-Harris et al., 2002).

In 1999, Doris Simons-Harris, filed a suit in federal court on the grounds that the
scholarship program violated the Establishment Clause of the U.S. Constitution. The
Federal District Court granted the summary judgment for the plaintiff and the Sixth
Circuit Court of Appeals agreed. The case was appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court, and
in a five to four decision, the high court reversed the lower courts, holding that the pilot
scholarship program does not offend the Establishment Clause. The Court held that the
program was established for a valid secular purpose in providing educational assistance
to poor children in a failing school system. The Court further reasoned that the
scholarship program is neutral with respect to religion, as it permits Cleveland parents the
choice to select secular educational options, including enrolling in an adjacent public
school or private schools of a non-religious nature, as well as private, religiously-
affiliated schools. Finally, the Court observed that the program provides assistance to a
broad class of citizens who direct government aid to religious schools as a result of their

own independent choice as contrasted to a decision by a governmental body (Zelman v.
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Simmons-Harris et al., 2002). This decision has created a precedent for all similar school
choice programs across the country, at least as to their federal constitutionality and can be
considered ground-breaking in church-state affairs and potential funding of choice
options.
Financial Aspects of Ohio Choice Options

School choice options that specifically impact the Ohio funding models include:
Open Enrollment, Community/Charter Schools, Various Scholarship / Voucher
Programs, Career-Technical Options, and College Credit Plus, as well as Home
Schooling. The means by which they are financed has a potentially enormous impact on
local school district budgets and the fiscal well-being of traditional public school
districts.

Open Enrollment Programs

Students exercising open enrollment options result in dollars being transferred
from the local school district of residence budget and to the district in which the open
enrollment student actually attends. In 2017-2018, when a student leaves the residential
district, $6,010 is deducted from the resident district’s state funding and sent to the
educating district (ORC3313.981(B)). Additional funding follows open enrollment
students classified with a disability depending on the cost to educate the special needs of
the student. Those funds can be significant based on the identified special education
needs.

Community and Charter Schools

These options are funded in a similar manner. Students who leave the public
school system for community and charter schools result in $6,000 per student being

provided the charter school by virtue of a like amount being taken from the residential
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district’s state funding. The public school district also bears the cost of transporting
charter school students unless the charter school is more than 30 miles from the public
school district of residence (ORC3317.023).

Scholarship or Voucher Programs

Scholarship programs may also have an economic impact on traditional public
school districts. There are currently five scholarship programs in Ohio. The Cleveland
Scholarship Program is available to students who live in the Cleveland Metropolitan
School district (ORC 3313.975). This scholarship, worth $4,250 for K-8 students and
$5,700 for high school students, can be used toward tuition at any participating school of
their choice (ORC 3310.08).

The EdChoice Scholarship Program permits students from the state’s lowest-rated
public schools to apply scholarship dollars toward tuition to attend private schools who
participate within the state of Ohio (ORC 3310.01). The Income-Based Scholarship
Program (ORC 3310.32) is an expansion of the EdChoice Scholarship. This scholarship
program is provided to any student in any part of the state of Ohio entering grades K-4
whose family’s income is at or below 200% of the Federal Poverty Guidelines and is not
eligible for the EdChoice Scholarship. The Income Based Scholarship program may be
accepted by participating private schools. Both of these scholarship programs in 2015-16
have a value of $4,650 for students in K-8 (ORC 3310.09(A) and $6.000 for those in
grades 9-12 [ORC 3310.09(B)]. Those amounts changed to $6,000 for 2016-17
(3310.09). The scholarship amount is deducted from the aid the state would otherwise
provide the district of residence (ORC3317).

The Autism Scholarship Program is available to students who have been

identified through an Individualized Education Program (IEP) within the Autism category
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(ORC 3310.41). This scholarship can be up to $27,000 per year beginning at age 3 and
through the age of 21. These funds are deducted from the public school district’s state
funding, but anything above $27,000 is at the cost of the parent or guardian (ORC 3317
& OAC 3301-103-07). The provider can establish their rate for service but cannot
charge a higher rate to the scholarship recipient than charging to the general public.
Payments for the scholarship are made in the form of a check to the parent and the
provider of a qualified special education child that participates in the autism scholarship
program. The parent is responsible for the child’s attendance for the full year and
endorsing payment to the service provider. Funding does not flow through the residential
school district.

The Jon Peterson Special Needs Scholarship Program is also for students with
an Individualized Education Program (IEP) (ORC 3310.52-.64) and has variable cost
depending upon the student’s disability (ORC 3310.54). Students with Autism,
Traumatic Brain Injuries, or who are Hearing and Vision Impaired may qualify for up to
$27,000 per year. Multi-Handicapped students may qualify for up to $23,390 per year.
Orthopedic Impaired or other Health Impaired - Major category students may qualify for
$18,841 per year. Students diagnosed with a Severe Behavior Disability may qualify for
up to $15,622 per year. Students with Specific Learning Disabilities, Cognitive
Disabilities or Other Health Impaired — Minor may qualify for up to $10,005 per year.
Students with Speech or Language Only diagnosis may qualify for up to $7,578 per year
(ORC 3310.55-57 and ORC 3317.023). These amounts are deducted from the residential

district’s state funding [ORC 3317.023(H)].
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Career and Technical Choices

Career and Technical options are funded completely by the state of Ohio. The
programs generally begin in the students’ 11" grade year for a period of two years, but
there are programs that begin with 9" grade students. Residential school districts are
required to transport students to career and technical programs (OAC 3301-68).

Depending on the career path selected by the high school student, funding for
their career path is deducted from the school district up to $5,192 per student beginning
in 2017 (ORC 3317.014). The amount is determined for a full time equivalent student
who receive full services at the career and technical school. The residential district
retains a small percentage of the per student value established by the state for costs
incurred for the student outside of their career and technical education. Additionally, this
amount does not include funding for special education students who attend career and
technical schools that require service beyond the career and technical funding. The
methodology for estimating career tech funding is based on factors involving full time
equivalencies or FTEs and an established state share value determined by the State of
Ohio, currently at 0.49106, per computations described in ORC 3317.07. As with all
funding determinations in K-12 schools, career and technical funding is determined by
FTEs. Career and technical FTEs are calculated by the total number of hours a student
was actually enrolled and divided by the total number of hours in the student calendar.
This factor is then divided by the student’s percent of time since many of the career and
technical programs are not necessary full time. Career and technical schools provide
services that range from only the career and technical education (CTE) to the full day of
course work that includes special education services and comprehensive core subjects

necessary to earn a high school diploma.
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The number of students from the residential district attending one of the five
categorical programs offered determines the FTEs, which is multiplied by the state share
index and the value associated by the categorical pathway. This determines the cost
charged back to the public school district for career tech educational services. Five
different categories have been established with different career tech pathways and a per
pupil value determined as a charge back to the district of residence. Those categories and
values (ORC 3317.014) are statutorily defined. Category 1 consists of the following
career tech pathways and funding is established at $4,800 per student: Agriculture &
Environmental Systems, Construction Technologies, Engineer & Science Technologies,
Finance, Health Science, Information Technology, and Manufacturing Technologies.
Category 2 consists of the following pathways and funding is established at $4,550 per
student: Business & Administration, Hospitality & Tourism, Human Services, Law &
Public Safety, Transportation Systems, and Arts & Communications. Category 3 consists
of the following pathways and funding is established at $1,660 per student: Career Based
Intervention Programs. Category 4 consists of the following pathways and funding is
established at $1,410 per student: Education & Training, Marketing, Academics, Public
Administration, and Career Development. Category 5 consists of Family & Consumer

Science programs and funding is established at $1,210 (ORC 3317.014)

College Credit Plus and Credit Flexibility

These are two programs that permit students to earn college credit and high
school graduation credentials simultaneously. Under the College Credit Plus Program,
Ohio students in grades 7-12 can apply to any Ohio public university or college, as well
as private colleges that participate in the program (ORC 3365.01 et. seq.). School

districts will be charged up to $163.23 per credit hour plus the cost of instructional books.
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School districts may recover cost of college courses of students who fail or withdraw
from the course after the 14" day of the course unless the student is identified as
economically disadvantaged. (OAC 3333-1-65.6). Students who take more than 30 hours
of College Credit Plus are responsible to pay for the entire cost of the course that places
them over the 30-hour limit. Default amounts are broken into 4 categories (ORC
3365.02): 1 — College Course delivered on the college campus or at another location
operated by the college (Semester $163.23 per credit hour/ Quarter $108.82 per credit
hour) 2 — College Course delivered online (Semester $163.23 per credit hour/ Quarter
$108.82 per credit hour) 3 — College Course delivered at the High School but taught by
college faculty (Semester $81.62 per credit hour/ Quarter $54.41 per credit hour) 4 —
College Course delivered at the high school and taught by credentialed high school
teachers (Semester $40.81 per credit hour/ Quarter 27.21 per credit hour) (ORC 3365.02).
Students can choose to take courses from private universities or colleges, but fees may be
incurred by the student or student’s family.

Credit flexibility (OAC 3301-35) permits students the opportunity to earn high
school credit while demonstrating subject area competency “through coursework, testing
out or ...pursuit of another approved educational option pursuant to a model adopted by
the department of education” [OAC 3301-35-01(B)(8)]. In many cases, this can also be
a dual credit option with teaching staff that are qualified to provide college credit while
teaching high school classes, alternative credit, enrichment or acceleration, independent
credit, or credit recovery. Costs associated with credit flexibility assumed by the school
district include some of the following examples: web-based instructional programs, work
with professional associations, college or universities, and other outside testing materials

to determine subject competence. Students who take advantage of credit flexibility
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opportunities may also earn early graduation options that can lead to less state funds
being appropriated to the school district based on a lower ADM count.

Home Schooling options involves parents or guardians who choose to develop
their own curriculum and course of study from their home (ORC 3321.04 & OAC 3301-
34-01). Families that choose this course of action are not eligible for financial assistance
from the state and assume the responsibility for educating their children. The
homeschooling students are removed from the average daily membership or ADM count
available for the residential district, thereby reducing the state funding received by the
public school district for that student. Students are entitled, by law however, to
participate in extra-curricular activities of the public school district in which they reside
(ORC 3313.5312).
Research on Financing Choice in Ohio

Finance and Choice should have a significant amount of research based

Appendix D
documents to study the costs and benefits to assist policy makers in
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Weighing the
costs and benefits of

the efficiencies of education through choice. Ohio has been in the OPEN ENROLLMENT

school choice market since the late 1980’s, yet few rigorous studies ' i i
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exist to determine the impact of programs on traditional public ‘ ¢
schools or to consider the overall relocation of revenues between @z
competing entities in Ohio.

The Ohio Auditor of State, Dave Yost, provided a fairly rigorous report in 2016
entitled: “Weighing the Costs and Benefits of Open Enrollment”. His report is one of few
that set up to examine the operational efficiencies of revenues and expenditures based on
school districts’ use of open enrollment policies. This type of study is necessary for all

policy makers, local leaders and school officials to determine the true costs and
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understand factors associated with school choice options. Yost’s report from the
Auditor’s Ohio Performance Team (OPT) released audits of four northeast Ohio school
districts that offer Open enrollment: Austintown Local School District, Coventry Local
School District, Hubbard Exempted Village School District, and Madison Local School
District (2016). The audit process used four performance audits: the first was the level
of open enrollment in relation to the total student population, the second was a detailed
analysis of the district’s revenue streams comparing the amounts generated from open
enrollment students against those from resident students, the third factor considered was
dollar amounts to calculate how the district’s average per pupil revenues were
diminished, or diluted by additional open enrollment students, and the last factor was an
evaluation of district expenditures not affected by the amount of open enrollment students
in each district (Yost, 2016). The auditor’s general purpose for examining these factors
was to determine if school districts were capable of generating a savings and/or boost
their efficiencies by optimizing open enrollment.

The audits results determined that two school districts, Austintown Local and
Coventry Local School Districts resulted in a net loss of $25,652 and $1,002,554
respectively. This is in contrast to positive net revenues that were generated by Hubbard
Exempted Village and Madison Local School Districts of $1,002,763 and $178,284
respectively. It was determined that Austintown diluted its funding by 3.1% by adding
open enrollment students from a cost to educate at $8,404 per student to $8,147, and the
Coventry Local School district overlooked the cost to teach its 782 open enrollment
students by just over a million dollars (Yost, 2016). The viewpoint of diluted funding is
determined when adding open enrolled students at a funding value lower than the per

student residential district’s funding that includes both the state and local funding for its
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own residential per student amount. In this instance, Austintown would need the local
tax payer to make up the difference between the $5,867 it receives by accepting an open
enrollment student and $8,581 that it spends per pupil to educate students. Adding
students who bring a lesser funding value to a pool of students who have a higher funding
value will have a natural diluting effect. The report recommended that districts offering
open enrollment should establish capacity limits based by grade level, school building,
student-teacher ratios and/or educational program filling only remaining empty classroom
or program seats. This was the practice established by the Hubbard Exempted Village
School District to generate a net gain of more than 1 million dollars in fiscal year 2015
(Yost, 2016). The Madison Local School District created a positive impact of $178,284
stemming from the district’s practice of limiting the amount of open enrollment students
it accepts in relation to available resources needed to educate both residential and
accepted open enrollment students. (Yost, 2016). Contributing factors evaluated to
determine each district’s efficiencies included the following: regular instruction, special
instruction, vocational instruction, support services pupils, support services instructional
staff, support services administrative, fiscal services, support services pupil
transportation, support services central, operational and maintenance of plant services,
special education supplies and materials, instructional supplies and materials, and
extracurricular activities (Yost, 2016). It may be important to note that each district’s
revenues and expenditures listed for open enrollment were not exactly alike. This could
create some inconsistencies not identified in the report. Additionally, the report does not
indicate how existing staffing class sizes or district capacity were impacted nor the
districts losses in open enrollment that may be compensated to maintain program options

and staffing. Fiscal efficiencies run hand in hand with services, curriculum, and school
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district capacity. Overall the concluding recommendation from the report was that
districts need to establish clear policies on enrolling students from outside the district so
as not to increase expenses as a result of open enrollment.

One other Ohio study that included fiscal data analysis, although as a secondary
focus, was conducted by Matthew Carr who examined “The Impact of Ohio’s EdChoice
on Traditional Public School Performance” (2011). Carr’s article evaluates the effect of
the EdChoice voucher program on the academic performance of traditional public
schools and provides some limited financial data influential to the program’s function
within the state. Of the students who use the EdChoice voucher program, two-thirds
come from just four school systems: Cincinnati, Columbus, Dayton, and Toledo, and the
average marginal funding loss was 1.44 percent of the total budget (Carr, 2011). Total
funding losses ranged from just $4,000 to almost $5.9 million (Carr, 2011). The study
indicated that the loss of revenues could have a detrimental impact on the traditional
public schools where funding losses are greater than available cost reductions (Carr,
2011). Schooling equilibriums are greatly affected by redistributing resources among
schools and create competition between schools for students and the funding they
represent. However, the research on the competitive effects remain limited (Carr, 2011).

Chapter Summary

There is a rich history of education in the United States with much of it dating
from the establishment of the common school in the 1800s, followed by the growing
religious diversity of the population, and conflict as compulsory education laws were
adopted and enforced with increasing harsh consequences for religious minorities in
particular. This led to the legal recognition in the mid-1920s that parents had a protected

interest in making decisions about the upbringing and education of their children,
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including the prerogative to send them to other than public schools. The legal and
political landscape has shifted substantially in the most recent past, as educational reform
has been demanded, and out of it the concept of school choice has emerged and taken
root. During this period, Ohio has been completely in the mix for educational reform,
and has incorporated the school choice movement as a means of challenging the status
quo and presumably enhancing educational opportunities for Ohio’s children.

The implementation of school choice options in Ohio is breaking down the wall
of separation that historically has precluded taxpayer monies from flowing to private and
religiously-affiliated schools, even as the state system for funding public education has
been found inadequate to provide a thorough and efficient basic education to those
enrolled in public schools. Yet, the state has elected to fund various choice options by
subtracting various amounts of dollars from the budget of the local school district where
the family resides, sometimes necessitating the transfer of locally generated revenues to
other schools or educational providers. Thus school choice has added new complexity to
an already complicated system of financing education in Ohio. As a result, few educators
or policy makers, let alone citizens, understand how this piece of the puzzle fits together,
and its implications for local school districts. The limited research in Ohio on financing
school choices leaves not only the citizens in the dark, but also state’s policy makers
operating without a solid empirical foundation on which to evaluate the consequences of
its policies, both those intended and unintended. Broad and common understanding of
choice policies and their interaction with state school financing is important to ensure a

thorough and efficient system to educate Ohio’s children.
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Chapter 3
Methodology

Design of the Study

This study employed a quantitative, cross-sectional, non-experimental research design.

Its goal was to establish the magnitude of economic impact of school choice options on a
subset of Ohio public school districts based on an analysis of 2016-2017 financial data.
Districts represent the dependent variables. Independent variables consist of choice
options and fiscal transfers and adjustments. Eleven public school systems contained
within Columbiana County, one of Ohio’s eighty-eight counties, is the focus of the study.
Quantitative data was derived from Ohio’s Foundation Funding Reports and analyzed to
provide an appreciation of district funding sources and components of state aid, as well as
state adjustments and transfers to district budgets associated with various school options.
The data illuminates the economic impact of school choice options on the public school

districts in the county.

There are possible threats to internal and external validity in this design. One
internal threat is the migration of students during the study, which changes the consistent
dollar amounts expected from school year to school year. Inter-state movement is
particularly common in districts that border other states, as do some that are in the county
that is the focus of this study. Student mobility (mortality) is highly plausible and loss of
students may be represented in partial or decimal of full time equivalent students, the
effect of which is material for funding. Historical and maturation issues could play into
the results based on the different issues that take place in school systems that may impact

parental viewpoints. This type of threat can go undetected by the research. Although the
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study could be replicated, it may differ between counties based on the types of school
choice that are available for competition and the school district type. Rural counties in
the state are significantly different than counties with urban and suburban areas and can
dynamically change the rationale for student mobility and the nature of choice options

available.

Subjects

Participants in this study represent a subset of Ohio public school districts all
located in Columbiana County. Districts in this particular county were purposefully
selected as it is the county in which the researcher serves as a district superintendent and
about which he has particular knowledge of the operation of choice programs and
options. A countywide study has the benefit of involving multiple districts between and
among which students may be exchanged under some choice options, as well as
potentially demonstrating differentiating financial impacts of choice programs. It may
serve as a model for additional counties to explore the pressures that school choice may

exert on the funding of public schools.

This study focuses on 11 school districts in Columbiana County, Ohio.
Understanding the characteristic of these districts provides important context for this
study. Important contextual factors include the makeup of the student population, the
resources of the districts, the academic performance of the schools and the quality of the
public facilities. The eleven public school districts in Columbiana County that comprise
the subjects of this study are identified below and in tables throughout the study. Table 1
arrays selected data, as reported by the Ohio Department of Education, such as student

enrollment, minority percentage, percent disability, revenues per pupil, as well as other
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district characteristics such as its state typology classification, performance index and per
pupil expenditures. Those school districts included are: Beaver Local School District,

Columbiana Exempted Village School District, Crestview Local School District, East
Table 1

Profile of Districts in Columbiana County by Selected Characteristics

(Orther Total

Enroliment % Student % k] Tatal State Aid P Local Aid PP Federal Ald - Rewenue PP Expenditures Performance
District Type 200516 Poverty  Disability Minority Revenues PP 20d5-16 301516 PP20O5-16 201516 PP Index 3115-16
Beaver Local Rura 2064 4% 14.68% %) § 934%|5 4576 (% 2942|% 3615 14705 16502 7160
Columbiana Examgted Village |Small Town 1004 35%) 15.35% 5%) & 9180(5 181905 a37 (5 SBD|S 14545  BISO IO
Crestview Local Rura 1230 A1%) 10.47% 1%) § 775 63T |5 23395 B3[5 4935 9115 7310
East Iverpoal City Small Town 1112 S7%) IB.00%|  13%|5 10703 |5 77%0(% 14925 10dB(% 4135 115M 55,200
East Palestine City Rura 1265 51 14.45% 3%| & 956(5 &l |5  1795(5 SE1)S%  BAD|&  BITH B5.500
Leetonia Exempted Village  [Aural T3t AT 1171% %5 100375 a4d9 (5 18508 ({5 875 B 7250
Lisbon Exemated Village Rura 1005 5% 15.71% %) 5 858 |5 528805 1505 B[S 13M|5% B4 71300
Salem City Small Town 2093 AB%) 12.39% 1%| § 93015 4310[% 35888 B1{5 602|5 B3ad 7180
Southern Local Rura 910 Sa%) 18.35% 3%| 4 98005 5EEE (% 20475 1MdB[%  RAT|S  BEH B7.A0r
United Local Rura 1326 3T 12.64% 2%| 8 9640 (5 523105 26585 SEEfS 11m |5 a1 75,800
‘Wellsville Local Small Town 73 60%) 1707  1eW|5 1121605 &a62 (S B00]5 1079)%  TES|S  96dl Ba. 10

* Reports pulled fram the lastest data available fram OOE advanced reparts, Ohio School Report Cards and ODE 2013 Typology Report
** hetps:/ fwww.edresourcesahio. ong Low-profile/publicProfileSummary. php

Liverpool City School District, East Palestine City School District, Leetonia Exempted
Village School District, Lisbon Exempted Village School District, Salem City School
District, Southern Local School District, United Local School District, and Wellsville

Local School District.

District Demographics

As a review of the table indicates, the districts tend to share a number of common
characteristics, such as: classification as a rural or small town district; enrollment that is
between 700 and 2300 students K-12; minority percentage close to 5% or less, almost
county-wide; students with disabilities ranging from 10% to almost 22%, although most
districts cluster around 15%; with nearly 50% of students classified as economically
disadvantaged in most districts. Additionally, total revenues per pupil range between

$9,100 and $11, 250 and the spending per pupil is closely tied to the revenues, between
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approximately $8,200 and $11,500 with an anomaly of $16,500 at Beaver Local Schools.
Of the districts’ resources, local aid ranges from a low of $890 to a high of $4,327 per
pupil, while state aid ranges from $2,819 to $8,462. While similar in many regards, there
are still appreciable variations in the performance index of the districts (ranging from
80% down to a low of 55%). Such district-related information may contribute to insights
on choice associated student migration and the flow of district revenues. The number of
students and resources, in terms of dollars, will be examined with specific dollar amounts
as identified in the Ohio Department of Education School Finance Payment Report

(SFPR).

Academics

The Ohio report card results for the county public school districts provide insight
on the academic demographic of the schools. The report card is part of the State of
Ohio’s methodology to provide parents, school districts, policymakers, and communities
with performance data about the success and improvement areas of local schools (ODE,
2017f). Ohio’s schools take a series of assessments that measure school district and
individual school performance in content areas determined by the state as critical for
success in learning. State wide testing begins in March and is concluded in May.
Preliminary results for student, school and district performances are provided to school
districts in mid to late August with final results generally in September. Students needing
remediation on graduation testing or the promotion-based testing like the third-grade
guarantee have additional opportunities to test in October and June. Special education
students with significant cognitive disabilities may qualify for alternate assessment

testing between February and April.
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Literature suggest several factors may influence the exercise of school choice,
these include proximity to residence, academic performance, and facility quality (Arsen
&Ni 2011, Sutton & King 2013 and Yesseldyke, Lange, & Agozzine 1995). Table 3a
illustrates the grades received by Columbiana County School Districts in the respective
reporting areas by the State of Ohio. Although no final district grade was issued by the
state in 2017, the 2017 report card offers data in sixteen individually graded elements
with six overall graded components that include Achievement, Progress, Gap Closing,
Graduation, K-3 Literacy, and prepared for success. The Achievement component is how
well students performed on the state assessments and the number of students who passed
(ODE, 2017f). The progress component, also known as “Value-Added”, takes into
consideration the growth of students based on past achievement performances. Closing
the Gap is relatively new and measures how well schools are meeting the needs of
students in the most vulnerable populations of students in English language arts, math,
and graduation (ODE, 2017f). The graduation rate looks at the number of students who
graduate in 4 years, as well as those students who take an additional year to earn a
diploma. The K-3 Literacy component looks at how school districts are working to get
struggling readers on track to proficiency in the third grade and beyond (ODE, 2017f).
Lastly, another new component for school districts is the prepared for success
component. This component measures how well-prepared students are for future
opportunities in technical fields, work, or college (ODE, 2017f). Grades are assigned an
A-F letter grade unless they are not rated due to subgroups that are too small to measure.
Grades issued as NR or Not Rated indicate that no measurable progress is attainable or

not enough students are available to evaluate to provide for growth measurements.
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Since a final grade was not issued by the Ohio Department of Education for 2017,
it is difficult to have a conclusive ranking of performance due to the number of ways the
data could be interpreted. However, in order to differentiate the grades awarded for
purposes of total performance for this document, grades on a 4-point system is a standard

educational way to calculate the issued grades received by individual school districts.

Table 2a
Columbiana County 2016-17 Report Card Grades

ACHIEVEMENT | GRADUATION PROGRESS GAP CLOSING | K-3 LITERACY |PREPARED FOR | Component

COMPONENT | COMPONENT | COMPONENT | COMPONENT | COMPONENT |  SUCCESS GPA
DISTRICT NAME GRADE GRADE GRADE GRADE GRADE GRADE 4-Point Scale
Beaver C C B B B D 233
Columbiana B A A B NR C 3.20
Crestview C A B B B c 283
East Liverpool C A C C D 183
East Palestine D B B C A D 233
Leetonia D B B D 133
Lishon D C D C 1.00
Salem D C B D D 133
Southern C A C C NR 2.20
United c A A c B D 267
Wellsville D B D B 133

(ODE, 2017f)

These six component grades are the basis for establishing an assigned average for
differentiating the districts by performance. Given that each grade represents an equal
share of the overall district’s performance, a baseline method for grading the 2017 report
card data would demonstrate overall report card performance. By assigning a “4” for an
A,a“3” foraB,a“2” for C,a“1” for a D, a “0” for an F, and eliminating NR as a

graded component, a 4-point GPA value could be calculated.
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One of the most accepted ways that schools have been commonly compared by
the media and greater public is through the performance index and the number of
indicators met on the state assessments. These two areas of the state report card were

primarily the measure that the state of Ohio used to determine if a school district was

Table 2b
Columbiana County 2016-17 Report Card by Performance Index and Indicators

School District Order Performance

by Academic Index out of  Indicators Met
Achievement 120 out of 24
Columbiana 1026 17
Crestview 85.1 10
United 54.8 11
Beaver Local 891.5 &
Lisbon 89.7 4
Salem 87.1 &
East Palestine 86.9 4
Leetonia 85.9 1
Southern 83.2 3
Wellsville 82.7 2
East Liverpool 70.5 0
(ODE, 20171)

excellent, effective, continuous improvement, academic watch, or in academic
emergency. It wasn’t until the 2012-13 school year that the state changed the report card
to letter grades with its foundation centered upon the performance index and the number
of assessments passed identified as indicators met. The following year, 2013-2014, the
state of Ohio increased the bar for reaching indicators from 70% passage to 80%.
Today’s indicators for meeting the measure stands at 80% proficient or above. Both
measures, performance index and indicators met, are a source for academic performance
comparisons by students, parents, individual schools, school districts and the media.
Although there is plenty of criticism in the education community for how the
State of Ohio measures school districts, the grades and district ratings may play into the

choice that parents make when evaluating their own school district and others. The role
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of achievement works into the decision framework for conscientious parents who have
school-age children. The state’s grades brand the district’s performance which is
interwoven into the community fabric and perceived as potential success for student
performance.
School Facilities

The Ohio Facilities Construction Commission, also known originally as the Ohio
School Facilities Commission, administers several programs in the State of Ohio for the
acquisition, construction, and renovation of classroom facilities. School districts receive
state assistance for new or renovated classroom facilities based on a calculation of the
district’s taxable “valuation per pupil” and a factor reflecting the income of the district’s
taxpayers ("District Eligibility Ranking List", 2017). The following school districts
qualified and built new or renovated their facilities: Beaver Local in 2012, East Liverpool
in 2002, East Palestine in 1999, Leetonia in 1998, Lisbon in 2002, Southern Local in
1999, and Wellsville in 1997 ("District Eligibility Ranking List", 2017). The Crestview
School District completed an expedited local partnership program project but declined
the classroom facilities assistance program funding. The ELPP permits school districts to
move ahead with portions of a construction project without fully participating in the
classroom facilities assistant program (CFAP) and provides a credit on local money spent
against the local share required to participate in the CFAP at a later date. The Salem
School District has declined funding to this point in time. United Local School’s funding
offer had lapsed in 1998 and The Columbiana Exempted Village School District has not
been involved with any Ohio Facilities Construction Commission projects or had the

option to decline the program.
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With seven of the 11 county school districts in new or renovated school buildings,
the county has a significant portion of its school buildings updated with state funded
projects. The state has provided seven of the county’s districts with maximized
efficiencies, improved safety, and an environmentally friendly educational environment
conducive to learning. New facilities meet the needs of student health, impact
instruction, increase technology solutions, and maximize savings on energy consumption
with high performance strategies for facilities. These new buildings are designed to be
attractive to students, parents, and the community.

A significant amount of state aid has been awarded to the county’s public schools.
According to the OSCC Annual Report (2017), the state of Ohio has provided
$139,112,326.62 toward the new construction and renovation of seven Columbiana

County School Districts. Local money from voted taxes specifically for these projects

Table 3
Columbiana County OSCC Funding- 2017

District Program Year funded Total Facility Cost State Share Buildings
Beaver CFAP 2012 S 52,212,461.00 62% 1
East Liverpool CFAP 2002 S 43,879,053.35 87% 3
East Palestine CFAP 1999 S 15,615,218.63 91% 2
Leetonia CFAP 1998 S 19,891,999.89 91% 1
Lisbon CFAP 2002 S 15,089,016.69 85% 2
Southern CFAP 1999 S 14,930,891.00 78% 1
Wellsville CFAP 1997 S 13,543,089.27 87% 2

S 175,161,739.83 : County Total

("OSCC FY2017 Annual Report")
amounted to $36,049,413.21. Collectively the local and state investment provided a wide

spectrum of improvements to the educational environments of the seven county schools.
Four school districts have not been the beneficiaries of substantial stat investments in

their facilities.
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Data Collection

To assess the fiscal impact of choice options on the subject districts, data will be
extracted from the State Foundation Funding Report Documentation, specifically the
School Finance Payment Report (SFPR) for all 11 public school districts in Columbiana
County. The SFPR is a public document prepared by the Ohio Department of Education.
It represents the authoritative source regarding the calculation and reporting of district
revenues or funding and adjustments to the district funding levels, including those
resulting from school choice options exercised by resident students. Data collected by
the state of Ohio that is placed in the SFPR document comes directly from the Electronic
Management Information Systems of school districts and is routinely audited by the state

auditor’s office.

State of Ohio report card data is another source of vital information connected to
school district demographics, academics and economics. School district report card data
will provide valuable statistics about student populations and accountability results to
assess possible connections to school choice options and potential answers to research

questions.

SFPR Form

The objective of the SFPR form is to provide the school district board of
education with detailed dollar amounts that the state of Ohio will provide to support the
education of resident students, including foundational support for all students, as well as

targeted amounts to address the needs of certain student populations. The report is
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broken into two separate sections. The first section is composed of a summary report of
the various state funding components along with transferred funding and other
adjustments that result in a final net state

funding amount. The summary report’s

foundation funding components are

identified in the left margin followed by

two numerical columns. The first column

titled “Calculated Funding” provides

results based on provision of the law.

The second column titled “State Funding”

provides the actual calculated state funding after the application of funding caps that
effectively limit increases in state aid that the district otherwise would be entitled to
based on growth of taxable property. The example for Columbiana Exempted Village
School District in the most recent fiscal year had calculated state funding of
$3,366,785.62, but after the application of the state cap, had actual state funding of
$3,071,034.46 before any adjustments or transfers. The effect in districts that are capped
means that the amount of per pupil support realized is less than the foundational amount
of $6,000 per student that is the prescribed amount of state aid per pupil. This has
implication then when the amount larger than the actual foundation aid per student
realized by a resident district is deducted or transferred because of a student exercising a
choice option which stipulates per pupil funding transferred to the choice provider that is

larger than the state actually funded the resident district.

All enrollment is tracked by the State of Ohio for funding purposes. Tracking

school choice related changes is a process within itself. The department ultimately
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breaks down the enrollment and funding in the School Finance Payment Report (SFPR).
This is one of the most important forms provided to the public for school funding. The
SFPR is the key to understanding each and every district’s revenues and expenses.
Anyone interested in a specific school district’s financial data has access to this document
through the Ohio Department of Education’s web-site. Obtaining the most current
information is critical for accuracy. Foundation Funding Report Documentation for the
year is only as accurate as the completed final report for any given year. Reports during a
given year change based on the data transferred through a school year. Therefore, when
selecting a school district’s report from the web-site, it is important to select the latest
fiscal year’s final payment report for the specific district desired to study. The report by
district can be broken down into several different reports including the following reports:
school finance payment report summary, school finance payment detail, ADM detail,
county educational service center deduction, open enrollment, other adjustments,
scholarship deduction, state share index, community school deduction, community school
deduction summary, preschool special education, and transportation. Selecting all reports
for processing will permit the user to obtain the most accurate and detailed view of
revenue and expenditure flows for any given school system. The data in the SFPR will
also identify a state share index generated by the state formula and how it is applied to
any individual school district to adjust the amount of state aid realized. Additionally, the
SFPR will identify mandated aid with specific funding components and formulas as
established by the state. The most important figures in the SFPR for school choice
purpose are called “Transfers and Adjustments”. The summary report indicates the
amount of state revenues that are deducted or added to the amount of state revenues for

an individual district.
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The SFPR then has two sections that are pertinent for purposes of this research.
One is the Calculation of Funding due the district based on foundation and special
funding factors. The second involves Adjustments and Transfers that serve to add or
subtract moneys due the district for various reasons. For instance, resident students that
choose another educational provider result in a debit to the district funding, while positive
adjustments or additions occur when a district enrolls new students as a result of choice

options, such as inter-district enrollments.

Funding Calculations and State Funding

Funding calculations are based on a multitude of considerations found in state
law. Components of the funding formula include computations of opportunity grants,
state share index, and targeted assistance such as funding for K-3 literacy, Limited
English Proficient students, disadvantaged students, special education students, or those
who are gifted, or pursue career technical education, as well as student transportation.
While the districts in the county tend to be similar in terms of student demographics,
three categories of students take on special significance in terms of the state system of
financing schools. These include economically disadvantaged students, students with
limited English proficiency and students with a disability. Each of these three categories
of student demographics represent additional funding through the state formula. All three
categories require additional services necessary to meet the unique needs of students.
The State of Ohio provided additional support for the education of students in these
classifications. In many cases, students classified as economically disadvantaged,
handicapped, or limited with English proficient are eligible for special choice options.
Table 2 demonstrates the percentage of students in each of the categories that receive

additional funding.
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Table 4
Disadvantaged, LEP and Disability Students

District Total District Percent District Percent

Year-End Of Of Students With District Percent

Enrollment Disadvantaged Limited English Of Students With
School District FY17 Students FY17 Proficiency FY17 Disability FY17
Beaver Local 1,795.59 42.07% 0.39% 14.91%
Columbiana 1,035.21 30.81% 0.10% 16.06%
Crestview 1,268.29 36.92% 0.00% 10.46%
East Liverpool 2,100.81 98.43% 0.05% 17.31%
East Palestine 1,043.99 49.65% 0.38% 14.37%
Leetonia 649.28 62.95% 0.00% 20.67%
Lisbon 898.51 52.71% 0.00% 17.05%
Salem 2,049.73 51.62% 4.21% 12.07%
Southern 826.15 66.54% 0.00% 17.26%
United 1,160.29 37.63% 0.03% 12.15%
Wellsville 779.5 84.61% 0.00% 18.22%
Average Totals 1237.03 55.81% 0.47% 15.50%

(ODE, 2017b)

Other components of state funding include bonuses for a district’s graduation rate
and third grade reading proficiency. Formulas for determining amounts associated with
each of these components of the foundation aid are set out in state law. Additional aid is
then added for preschool special education and special education transportation. For an
explanation of these fund components, the Ohio Department of Education’s Office of
Budget and School Funding provides a document for fiscal year 2017 for a School
Finance Payment Report (SFPR) line by line explanation based on provisions set by law
of AM. SUB. H.B. 64 of the 131% General Assembly, see School Finance Payment
Report — Line by Line Explanation. The School Finance Payment Report — Line by Line
Explanation document will provide an in-depth explanation for those seeking a technical
understanding of individual components to Ohio’s funding formula. Once calculated

funding is arrived at based on the above components, the state applies caps to reduce or
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guarantees to increase the funding amount to arrive at the net “State Foundation Funding”
amount for the district.
Data Analysis

The data were analyzed and broken down by district. Full time equivalent or FTE
percentages were used to present the data when possible. Student migration out of and
into the residential school district for all eleven Columbiana County school districts and
the funding that follows the students were a primary target for analysis. School choice
options that include scholarship vouchers, open enrollment and other internal state
mandated or choice programs that impact public school revenues were assessed. How the
eleven public school districts within the county exchange students through open
enrollment and the funding implications of other choice options were a focal point for
analysis. Student demographic data were extracted to determine any categorical
exchanges through school choice. Charts and graphs were utilized to provide a pictorial
representation of the data when possible. Distribution of students and funding categories
were an important part of the study analysis. When possible, comparisons of categories
within special education and career technical allowed reasonably precise estimates of the
student funding amounts. Funding is the focus of the data analyzed based on student
enrollment. Revenues that correspond with enrollment were the primary data featured for
this study, and every effort was made to connect the two in order to determine financial
impact. Values assigned by the state legislature and Ohio Department of Education is a
subject of discussion based on the impact each has on school district funding. The state
share index that has been determined and the comparison by district were considered for
consistency and equity. Data analysis for this study providing conclusions about the

impact school choice options have on the revenues for Columbiana County’s public
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school districts, and an indication of which outcomes have the most significant impact,

are major goals for this data collection.

Chapter Summary

Some school districts in Columbiana County benefit tremendously from open
enrollment funding as a school choice option while other districts suffer financially from
losing students to other public school districts. This study is aimed at providing district
leadership with the knowledge of county wide funding issues and the overall impact of
Ohio’s school choice initiatives, specifically open enrollment. The data should provide
local school systems with beneficial facts and figures pertaining to the flow of local and
state tax dollars throughout the county for comparison and improved understanding of
Ohio’s school choice funding design. Student mobility is continual during a school year
and data will not always be determined in whole numbers. Figures alone regarding
enrollment may not be possible to make 100% clear distinctions on the vast numbers of
possible reasons that parents take advantage of school choice options. However, having
an understanding about the overall picture of how the flow of local and state revenue
moves will improve the leadership choices for school administrators and boards of
education. Clear funding strategies may not be easily determined based on the
complexity of local revenues and state calculations to equalize funding throughout the
county, but the rollout of data associated with the current State of Ohio funding formula
should promote healthy conversations about the county’s school districts and support for

education for students of Columbiana County.
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Chapter 4

Data Analysis

The funding of school choice options in Ohio is complicated and largely hidden
from public view, contributing to it being misunderstood by community members and
even by many school administrators and state policymakers. The purpose of this study
was to examine school choice options, illuminate how they are funded, and determine
their economic impact on public school districts in Columbiana County, Ohio. In doing
so, this chapter first establishes the choice options at play in Columbiana County and its
constituent districts, and then determines the frequency with which students take
advantage of each option available under Ohio law.

Using these established participation rates, and the value of various choice-based
transfers and adjustments, factored by district-related variables, the economic impact of

school choices were
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districts or in other instances state aid is retained for students that districts no longer

educate as a result of school choice.

Demographics of Columbiana County School Districts

Columbiana County public schools make up 11 of the 610 public school districts in

the state of Ohio. Geographically, the county is situated in the northeastern part of Ohio

and is one of 88 Ohio counties.

Columbiana county borders the state of

Pennsylvania to its east and West
Virginia separated by the Ohio River at
its southeast corner. The rest of the
county is surrounded by Mahoning

County to the north, Stark County to

Figure 3
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county located in the northern part of Appalachia and is home to 103,077 people

according to the 2017 U.S Census Bureau population estimates.

11 Columbiana County Public School Districts

The 11 county schools, pictured in Figure 4, encompass most of the county. West
Branch, Alliance, and Minerva School Districts have significant school boundaries within
Columbiana County but are also geographically primarily situated in other counties, and

thus are not considered Columbiana County School Systems. The Columbiana Exempted
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Prevalence of School Choice Options

All districts in the county are affected by school choice, although some to a
greater extent than others in terms of the various options pursued by their resident
students. Table 5 displays for each district the choice options that impact them. With the
exception of the Cleveland Scholarship, all choice options are represented in the county.
Open enrollment and community schools are the most prevalent options as all 11 districts
have students electing those options, followed by 9 districts opting for a career and
technical center via jointure arrangements. The Jon Peterson and Autism Scholarship
Programs attracted students who were evaluated to have a disability from 5 and 6 districts
in the county respectively. Only one district, East Liverpool, had students who took
advantage of the EdChoice Scholarship, intended for those who meet low income

guidelines and elect to attend one of four private school providers in the county.
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Two districts, Beaver and Columbiana, with five choice options affecting them,
were most impacted, while Crestview, East Liverpool and Southern Local experienced
the least number of options at three each. The remaining five districts— Leetonia, Lisbon,
Salem, United, and Wellsville — experienced four choice options. In summary, all types
of choice options, other than the geographically impractical Cleveland Scholarship
Program, were represented in the county, and all districts experienced multiple types of

school choice.

Table 5
School Choice in Columbiana County

o
N T Y O O
se ¢ P ¢ & 8F 5o
FF 85 £35 & oS sF £F
§8 62 §2 & §5 £F &8
District S8 &8 <48 ¢ &5 &2 &8
Beaver X X X X X
Columbiana X X X X X
Crestview X X X
East Liverpool X X X
East Palestine X X X X
Leetonia X X X X
Lisbon X X X X
Salem X X X X
Southern X X X
United X X X X
Wellsville X X X X

(ODE, 2017¢)
A greater understanding of the real impact of choice comes through the volume of

students who choose each option. The next section examines the frequency and flow of
students from each district to the various choice options, and the total number of students

participating in choice programs in the county.
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Frequency of Student Participation
Students who utilize the various school choice options are characterized in terms
of full-time equivalent students or FTEs. FTEs represent attendance in programs

throughout a school year, including part-year enrollment, as students enter and withdraw

Table 6
School Choice in FTEs - Columbiana County FY17

s
o 3 &
2f 2 sF £ 3r Fe &5 ¢
§5 85 £5§ § FF E8 £ 5
y5 §5 F5 4 gs £5 @ S
- $§ &F F & 458 &9 &
District 4 = o S Out In <
Beaver 2.22 0.24 50.3 53.36 246.58| 300.81 -51.89
Columbiana 3 3 20.58 18.7 180.65| 209.4 -16.53
Crestview 27.6 20.9 69.09| 448.36 330.77
East Liverpool 14 4.8 103.8 300.52| 112.61 | -310.51
East Palestine 1 26.66 18.52 185.92| 33.11 -193.99
Leetonia 1.9 37.69 12.59 143.26| 82.12 -113.32
Lisbon 1 20.1 24.5 82.52| 159.61 31.49
Salem 0.33 4 30.93 37.27 290.01| 102.58 | -259.96
Southern 21.28 42.27 126.18| 162.75 -26.98
United 1 37.7 6.38 93.48| 167.49 28.93
Wellsville 1 12.08 22.24 116.27| 95.24 -56.35
Totals 0 14 9.45 9.24 289.72 360.53| 1834.48| 1879.08| -638.34

(ODE, 2017¢)
from school districts and choice programs at various times through-out the year. The full-

time equivalent enrollment is important as it is on this basis that funding is largely
determined for each district, coupled with taking into account the residential district and
the choice programs the students elect to attend. Table 6 displays the number of student
FTEs that chose different options according to the district of their residence. No students
qualify for the Cleveland Scholarship Program, and very few students select the Autism
Scholarship Program, EdChoice Scholarship Program or the Jon Peterson Special Needs

Scholarship Program.



: : : 85
The Impact of School Choice on Funding Ohio’s Public Schools

A total of 2,517.42 FTE students in the county left the district of their residence to
pursue one of the choice options afforded by Ohio policy. This represents nearly 18% of
the countywide elementary and secondary school enrollment. By far the greatest number
of these choice students, nearly 1,850 students, participated in Open Enrollment, leaving
their resident district to enroll in another public school district in the county. Choice in
the form of open enrollment thus attracted approximately 14% of the countywide
enrollment and a dominant 73% of county students that exercised some form of choice.

After open enrollment, the next most frequently exercised choice was to
Community Schools with 360 students making such an election. This accounted for
2.6% of the county enrollment, and 14% of the choice options exercised across the
county. Some districts, however, lost a larger proportion of their enrollment to
community schools, such as Southern Local (4.94%), East Liverpool (4.45%), and
Beaver Local (2.89%), while one district, United Local lost a decidedly lesser proportion
(.57%) than the countywide average.

Next was Career and Technical choices, representing nearly 290 students or just
over 2% of the county enrollment and 11.5% of all choices made by county students.
The proportion leaving their resident districts for career and technical education ranged
from a high of 5.01% in Leetonia to a low of 1.49% in Wellsville. Students in East
Liverpool and Salem have their own in-district career and technical education programs,
so the small number of students leaving for the county career center are actually counted
by the state as open enrollment students. All other choice options — the Ed Choice,
Autism and Peterson Scholarship Programs— accounted for 14 or fewer students each and
a miniscule percentage of the county student population and proportion of all choices

exercised.
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The only district affected by the Ed Choice Scholarship was East Liverpool which
lost 14 students to one of four private school providers in the county: American Spirit
Academy and East Liverpool Christian in that city, Heartland Christian in Columbiana,
and St. Paul School in Salem (ODE, 2018). Six districts accounted for the 9.45FTE
students with autism that took advantage of the Autism Scholarship, ranging from a
fraction of an FTE in one district to a maximum of 3FTE in another. A similarly small
number of students countywide (9.45FTE) took advantage of the Jon Peterson
Scholarship, again from a fraction of one FTE in one district (Beaver) to a maximum of 4
in another (Salem).

Open Enrollment — A Closer Examination

Open Enrollment proved to be the Figure 5
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graphically displays the school districts most relevant to the Columbiana County school

districts and the open enrollment choices made by their resident students. School districts
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in the blue and green are open enrollment school districts that accept open enroll students
from anywhere in Ohio. The districts in green depict the Columbiana County school
districts. Districts to the north in orange are not open enrollment districts. Students may
open enroll out of the orange districts but may not open enroll into those districts. The
districts in orange are in Mahoning County immediately north of Columbiana County.
Table 7 displays the average daily membership of each district, and the number
and percentage of students open enrolling into and out of each district, as well as the net

gain or loss attributable to the open enrollment in these districts.

Table 7
Net Open Enrollment in FTEs - Columbiana County Districts FY17

School District District Average Daily Open Enrollment Gain / Loss
Membership FTE + FTE+% FTE - FTE-% Net +/- U +/-
Beaver Local 1846.95 300.81 | 16.29% | -246.58 | -13.35% 54,35 2.95%
Celumbiana 102497 205,40 | 20.43% | -180.65 | -17.62% 28.95 2.82%
Crastview 948.66 448.36 | 47.26% | -69.09 -7.28% 375.74 40.03%
East Liverpool 233484 112.61 4.82% | -300.52 | -12.87% -187.86 -8.05%
East Palestine 124165 38.11 3.0/% | -185.92 | -14.97% -147.78 -11.90%
Leetonia 751.84 8212 10.592% | -143.26 | -19.05% -61.03 -8.12%
Lishon 839.17 155.61 | 19.02% | -82.52 -9.83% 77.28 9.21%
Salem 227216 102.58 4.51% -290.01 | -12.76% -187.38 -8.25%
Southern 856.18 162.75 | 19.01% | -126.18 | -14.74% 36.76 4.29%
United 111833 167.49 | 1498% | -53.48 -8.36% 74.16 6.63%
Wellsville 809.07 95.24 11.77% | -116.27 | -14.37% -20.51 -2.58%
(ODE, 2017e)

All districts in the county had some students enrolling and others disenrolling as a
result of open enrollment. The number and percent of students open enrolling into a new
district ranged from a low of 38 students or about 3 % of the district’s enrollment in East
Palestine to a high 448 students or 47% of Crestview’s ADM. On average, districts

greeted incoming students equal to approximately 13.7% of their district ADM. Among
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those joining Crestview with above average incoming students relative to ADM were
Columbiana (20.43%), Lisbon (19.02%) and Southern Local (19.01%), while East
Liverpool (4.82%) and Salem (4.51%) joined East Palestine with smaller than average
percentages of incoming students relative to their ADM.

But districts not only received new students as part of the open enrollment
process, they also lost resident students to other districts. The number of those departing
students and the percentage of the district’s ADM are also reflected in Table 7. Three
districts lost 240 to 300 students; East Liverpool (300 FTE or 12.87% of ADM), Salem
(290 or 12.76%) and Beaver Local (246 or 13.35%). Leetonia and Columbiana, however,
experienced greater percentages of exiting open enrollment students compared to ADM
at 19.05% and 17.62% respectively.

But the number and percentage of entering and exiting students examined in
isolation from each other masks the real effect of open enrollment on school districts in
the county. Consulting the Net Gain and Loss data in Table 7, it is possible to identify the
winners and losers in open enrollment. Crestview enrolled 448FTE non-resident students
via open enrollment, but lost only 69 resident students to other districts, resulting in a net
gain of 379.27 student FTEs, representing 40% of Crestview’s enrollment. This is by far
the largest number of gained students and percentage of district enrollment attributable to
open enrollment. Beaver Local, by contrast, while open enrolling the next largest number
of non-resident students (300.81 FTE), lost 246.58 FTE resident students to other
districts, resulting in a net enrollment gain of only 2.95%.

Overall, six of the 11 districts experienced a net gain in students as a result of

open enrollment. After Crestview, however, the net gains were more modest: Lisbon
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(9.21%), United (6.63%), and Southern (4.29%). Net gains in the other two districts,
Beaver and Columbiana were less than 3% of ADM.

Among the five districts that experienced a net loss of students as a result of open
enrollment, the largest loss, 11.90% of ADM, was recorded by East Palestine. Other
districts impacted by a net loss of open enrollment students relative to ADM were Salem
(8.25%), Leetonia (8.12%) and East Liverpool (8.05%). The smallest net loss was
registered in Wellsville at 2.58% of ADM.

As much of the above analysis suggests, open enrollment students tended to
interchange between a number of districts in approximately equal numbers, with few
districts big winners or losers in the process. Table 8 displays the exchange of students
among individual Columbiana County school districts through open enrollment. Student
FTEs open enrolled in and open enrolled out of the districts correspond with the districts
listed on the vertical axis. At the bottom of the column are the total number of open
enrolled in and out student FTEs associated with all county districts and the number
attributable to school districts in other than Columbiana County.

For example, Beaver Local School District gained 1 FTE from Columbiana, while
losing 6.47 FTE to Columbiana Local Schools. Beaver Local also gained a total of
300.81 open enrollment FTE from other school districts, all but 3 FTE of which came
from districts within the county. Of'its 300.81 open enrolled FTE, 211.25 came from
East Liverpool. At the same time Beaver Local lost a total of 246.58 FTEs to other
districts, most to Crestview (91.20 FTE) and East Liverpool (82.02 FTE), and only 1 FTE
to districts beyond Columbiana county.

The Crestview Local School District realized more than 50% of the gain in FTEs

attributed to two school systems: Columbiana sent 131.5 FTE and East Palestine 122.26
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to Crestview. The Leetonia School District lost the majority of its residential students
through open enrollment to Crestview, Lisbon and Columbiana, while gaining most of its
open enrolled in students from Salem.

Other district open enrollment statistics that stand out were the lopsided exchange
of students between Lisbon and Southern. Lisbon picked up 39.68 FTE from Southern
while losing only 4.14 FTEs to them. At the same time, Southern more than doubled its
gain of student FTEs from Wellsville, as contrasted to those leaving Wellsville. Southern
gained 63.33 FTEs while losing only 30.25 FTEs to Wellsville. Wellsville Schools open
enrolled most of its students from East Liverpool with 43.02 FTE while losing 20.45
FTEs to East Liverpool. United Local gained 52.47 FTEs from Salem Schools, but lost
20.28 FTEs to Salem. United also open enrolled 66.09 FTE students from out of the
county, predominately from Carrollton, Minerva and West Branch, while only losing
34.09 FTE to open enrollment out of the county. Columbiana Schools open enrolled the
most students into their schools from outside of the county, 67.1 FTEs, while losing
16.56 to schools outside of the county. Salem lost the most student FTEs to districts
outside of the county with 108.16 FTEs or more than a 33% of their departing open
enrolled students. Salem students open enrolled in substantial numbers in the following
out of county districts: Lorain City, Austintown, Jackson Milton, Sebring, South Range,
Springfield, West Branch, Western Reserve, Youngstown City, Meigs, Southeast,
Alliance City, Jackson, Labrae and Niles City. Lisbon and Wellsville School Districts
had the fewest exchanges with students open enrolled outside of the county. Lisbon
gained 4.45 FTEs and lost less than one FTE. Wellsville had the lowest out of county
exchanges with 3.75 FTE students in and 1.09 FTE students open enrolling to a district

outside Columbiana County.
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To examine the pattern of interdistrict open enrollment and attempt to assess

possible factors influencing open enrollment choices, open enrollment movement was

mapped for several districts. Next those maps are set out along with one likely

explanation for the patterns observed.

The Columbiana Exempted Village School District, which shares half of its

district with Mahoning County, is depicted in Figure 6. The arrows demonstrate the flow

of open enrollment in (black
arrows) and out (red arrows)
of the Columbiana Exempted
Village School District.
Additionally, the image
demonstrates a uniqueness of
the district, as it is split almost
in half with its boundaries
spanning parts of both
Columbiana and Mahoning

Counties. The Columbiana

United Local

Figure 6

Columbiana School District Open Enrollment FY17

Jackson Mitton Austintown ~ Youngstown

Campbell

Western Reserve Canfield

South Range

Columbiana

Lisbon

P
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District has residential students in both counties and draws over 30% of its open enrolled

students from Mahoning County. The geographical location also demonstrates the flow

of students both in and out of the school district within about a 20-mile radius with the

exception of its eastern border with Pennsylvania about 7 miles away.
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In Figure 7, at the center of Columbiana County, is the Lisbon Exempted Village

School district. With the exception of a few students, Lisbon exchanges students through

open enrollment with districts sharing borders with it within Columbiana County. The

general flow of students comes from about a 10 mile radius around the Lisbon’s district

boundaries. The buffer of county districts, and not sharing its borders with any of the

surrounding counties keeps Lisbon’s exchange of students with other counties at a low

4.92 FTEs.

Figure 7
Lisbon School District Open Enrollment FY17
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Figure 8§ depicts two districts, East Palestine and East Liverpool that have
Pennsylvania and / or West Virginia as one or more of their borders. Exchanges of open
enrollment students are somewhat limited for districts that border another state.
Columbiana and Lisbon have the opportunity to draw students from a radius of 10 to 15
miles. The graphic representations demonstrate what the data represents in terms of
numbers showing interchanges with other districts. It is clear that East Palestine shares
borders with 3 Ohio school districts and East Liverpool shares borders with only 2

districts. Most school districts in Ohio that do not abutt other states or the Great Lakes,

Figure 8
East Palestine and East Liverpool School Districts Open Enrollment FY2017
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have common borders with 4 or more school districts. The South Range School District
in Mahoning County, for instance, shares common public school borders with 9 school

districts in Columbiana and Mahoning Counties. Opportunities for open enrollment are
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obviously greater. The Sebring School District is completely surrounded by the West
Branch School district, even more limiting in terms of open enrollment options.
Figure 9 illustrates the open enrollment flow of students for the Crestview

Local School District, which experienced the largest net gain of open enrollment students

Figure 9
Crestview School District Open Enrollment FY'17
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in the county. Its net gain of over 40%, far exceeded any other district in the county. Of
the 448.36 FTE students who open enrolled into Crestview, 91% came from its closest

neighboring districts. Further analysis revealed that of all students in the county open



. : : : 96
The Impact of School Choice on Funding Ohio’s Public Schools

enrolling into another district about 92% chose an adjacent district. This clearly suggest
that proximity or time and distance, plus the absence of district provided transportation,
has a substantial impact on open enrollment choices.

Because open enrollment and school choice is often adopted on the supposition
that it will allow students trapped in underperforming school districts an opportunity to
escape to a higher performing school district, data was arrayed to test this explanation for
enrollment patterns in Columbiana county. Each school district in the county was
assigned a grade point average (GPA) based on their state report card grade on fives
measures the state has subsequently decided should be used in calculating an overall
grade for a school district. As explained previously, 4 points was awarded for an A, 3 for
aB,2foraC,al foraD,and O for a F for each of the five graded measures.

A composite GPA was computed based on the points awarded for each of the five
measures divided by the number of measures. District GPAs ranged from a 1.0 to 3.20.
Individual district GPAs were as follows: Columbiana highest at 3.20 followed by
Crestview at 2.83, United at 2.67, Beaver at 2.33, East Palestine 2.33, Southern at 2.20,
East Liverpool at 1.83, Leetonia at 1.33, Salem at 1.33, Wellsville at 1.33, and Lisbon the
lowest at 1.00. Reviewing the direction of choice made between districts, 1181 FTE or
63% of students moved to a higher performing district via open enrollment. A similar
analysis for community school transfers however revealed on decidedly different pattern
as all but two students or 99% chose a lower performing community school than the
resident district they left.

Economic Impact of School Choice
Enrollment numbers drive funding in Ohio. Each full-time equivalent student

represents a value in terms of dollars and cents. In general, all but one school choice
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option means lost revenues for public schools. The only option available that can
generate positive revenues for public schools is open enrollment, and then only if the
district attracts more non-residents than resident students it loses. All other choice
options pose an economic loss to the traditional K-12 system. Table 9 breaks down the
economic impact by district of various choice options in terms of dollars transferred from
resident districts as a result of choice.

A number of the choice options attract few students and in turn have relatively

Table 9
Adjustments to Columbiana County School Budgets Associated with School
Choice: 2017

T Y ..

3?3_7‘ £ 5 & & ﬁ Pl v

g2 §°2 : T2 §&

District vy = § &5 in <
Beaver - - (57,240.00) 5 $ 177918000]5  (255860.58)
Columbiana = (55,095.65) 3 ¢ S 1,227,11200( % {90,902.05)
Crestview N - - - i[5 B § 263019600 |5 199351504
East Liverpool o $(81,375.00) = = = S B S 67361562 |§ (201558498
East Palestine - . s 3 50]| 5 T e S 21426000 | § (L095,751.10)
Leetonia = = - 5 (4 )| 5 1B 5 I|s 48459490(s  (530676.70)
Lisbon = = $(10,005.00) 8 3 | s )|'s |'s owg4000]s 15341020
Salem = z §(35,22950)| & (8,910.00) g NENE § 50516168 | § (LA448,367.00)
Southem Z - = = 5 (1 18 B S 05262824 |5 (25571485
United z E $(10,005.00) Z B 17) 5 B )| § 082521405 36471557
wellsville 2 S = § (27,00000)| 5 (92,17370)| § | )| 5 (69690595 § 564624005  (438574.39)
Totals s - | 5(81,375.00)] $(86,254.85)] $(207,595.25)] 5 (664,154.43)| $(2,849,380.76)| $(10,755,864.39)| $ 11,024,833.34 [ § (3,619,790.84)
Average per Student S (5812.50)| § (9,334.94) 5 (21,967.75)| &  (2,292.40)| & (7.902.22)| § (5,952.83)| 5 599087 | 5 {5,670.63)
* Carear and Technical is Basic Ak Only
(ODE, 2017¢)

limited impact, while others attract more students and have a greater economic impact.
Even though the EdChoice Scholarship Program impacted only one district in the county,
East Liverpool, the 14 students resulted in an $81,375 adjustment to its FY 17 funding.
Jon Peterson Scholarships contributed $86,254.85 in adjustments to the funding
associated with five districts in the county. Salem and Columbiana were impacted the

most with Peterson Scholarship transfers of $35,000 and $30,000 respectively. Heartland
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Christian School is the only Jon Peterson provider in the county and is located in the
center of the Columbiana School District.

The Autism Scholarship resulted in a more substantial adjustment in the amount
of $207,595.25 representing an average of $21,967.75 for each of the students electing
this scholarship. Three districts- Beaver, Columbiana, and Leetonia combined to bear
$150,000 of the Autism Scholarship- related adjustments, while East Palestine and Salem
contributed smaller amounts, approaching $10,000 and $9,000 respectively, to the county
total.

An even more substantial adjustment totaling $664,154 is made to district funds
for the nearly 300 students who elect to attend the Columbiana County Career and
Technical School. Southern and Beaver Locals experience adjustments of $139,344.33
and $123,256.18 respectively, followed by Wellsville’s $92,173.70 and Crestview’s
$86,204.30 adjustment. The other five districts all incurred transfers less than half that of
Crestview.

Community Schools account for the second largest adjustments to Columbiana
County public school district funds, representing a reduction of 2.5 million dollars. East
Liverpool Schools incurred the largest adjustment, a negative $816,720.15, more than
twice the next largest reduction that affected the Beaver Local Schools at $395,797.15.
Salem and Southern Local negative adjustments both exceeded $330,000, while Lisbon
and Wellsville School’s adjustments approached $200,000 and community school
adjustments to funds of Columbiana, Crestview, East Palestine and Leetonia all exceeded

$100,000. Thus community schools had a substantial impact countywide and exceeded

$100,000 in each of the affected districts.
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Open Enrollment was by far the most commonly utilized choice program in
Columbiana County. This choice accounted for gross transfers in excess of $11 million
dollars into school districts for incoming students, and negative adjustments of only $10.7
million dollars to district funds. Thus overall, districts in the county netted adjustments to
the positive of $268,969, attributable to the larger number of students that open enrolled
into Columbiana County districts from outside the county. Almost 22 million dollars in
adjustments associated with open enrollment circulated between public school districts
within Columbiana County and with a few districts in other counties.

The economic impact of open enrollment varied from district to district. Two
districts, Beaver and Columbiana, had numbers of incoming students that would garner
more than a million dollars in positive adjustments, and one district, Crestview, would
record more than $2.5 million dollars in open enrollment transfers. While Beaver and
Columbiana would give back almost an equal amount in adjustments based on students
leaving their districts to open enroll elsewhere, Crestview would net over $2.2 million
dollars as a result of open enrollment.

While six districts would realize net positive economic gains attributable to open
enrollment, five districts would lose funding because the number of students leaving to
open enroll elsewhere exceeded those enrolling into their districts. East Liverpool and
Salem both experienced negative transfers exceeding one million dollars due to open
enrollment, even after adjusting for incoming students. The three other districts
experiencing a net loss attributable to open enrollment included East Palestine (over
$750,000), United Local ($400,000+), and Leetonia $350,000+).

Because Open Enrollment is the only choice option that can benefit public school

districts economically, those districts with net reductions due to open enrollment found
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their resources exacerbated by any losses attributable to other forms of choice. Thus, the
losses attributable to all forms of choice exceeded one million dollars for two districts,
Salem ($1,448,366) and East Palestine ($1,095,749), and $2 million dollars for East
Liverpool ($2,015,585). Other districts that experienced losses attributable to all forms
of choice taken together included: Leetonia ($530,767), Wellsville ($439,172), Southern
($255,714). Additionally, while Beaver and Columbiana had net gains for open
enrollment students, they still experienced overall losses attributable to school choice
options in the amounts of $255,859 and $90,900 respectively. Taken together, these
public school districts experienced a negative economic impact of $3.4 million dollars as
a result of school choice policies.

This effectively left only three of the 11 districts in the county with a positive net
adjustment taking into account all school choice options. These were Lisbon ($153,408),
United ($364,717) and Crestview with nearly $2 million dollars ($1,993,516) in net gains
attributable to Ohio’s school choice options.

Locally-Generated Dollars vs. State Aid

One of the major issues with school choice is how it is funded. State, federal, and
local aid are distributed to schools based on different formulas and needs. Local dollars
are collected based on locally voted decisions within a multitude of municipalities. State
aid is assessed and collected based on decisions made by elected law-makers. Schools
are awarded dollars from the State of Ohio based on a funding formula. The formula
over time has morphed to accommodate changes in requirements imposed by lawmakers
and to provide for a thorough and efficient education for all of Ohio’s students. Today’s
state funding formula has built-in schemes to balance the wealth of school districts and

attempt to provide a quality education to all of its children. The State formula also
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Table 10
Columbiana County School Revenues Per Pupil - 2017

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
District State Local Federal Actual
Square Year-End Formula for Revenue  Revenue District Total Fomula
School Mileage Enrollment Revenue Per PerPupil PerPupil Revenue Per Funding Per
District FY17 FY17 Pupil FY17 FY17 FY17 Pupil FY17  Pupil FY17
Beaver 112 1,79559|$ 5,894.73 | $3,408.59 [ $1,032.61 | $11,678.04 $4,906.71
Columbiana 16 1,035.21($ 3,682.88 | 55,136.54 |5 749.43 | 511,662.23 | 52,910.49
Crestview 38 1,268.29($ 4,896.13 [ 52,671.46 |5 542.31|511,100.15| 57,808.14
East Liverpool 14 2,100.81| 510,539.77 | $1,902.04 | $1,839.31 | $14,779.08 | 57,956.96
East Palestine 31 1,043.99($ 8,297.37 [ 52,303.53 |5 824.35|512,418.79 | 54,973.18
Leetonia 22 649.28|5 9,592.44 | $2,648.54 | 51,157.54 | 515,173.03 $7,255.81
Lisbon 25 898515 6,863.69 | $1,922.09 | 51,050.14 | 511,359.65 $7,173.93
Salem 18 2,049.73| S5 5,365.57 | $4,306.71 | 5 850.48 | $11,151.31 | 53,253.05
Southern 100 826.15| 5 9,526.44 | $2,980.02 | $1,124.24 | 515,647.44 $8,256.73
United 81 1,160.29| S 6,290.39 | $3,305.70 | S 683.05 | $11,707.87 $6,619.84
Wellsville 10 7795[511,434.15 |151,118.41 |51,361.33 | 514,984.89 | 59,772.47

*Totals of col.4, 5 and 6 do not equal values in col 7 due to omission of other minor revenue sources

(ODE, 2017b)

makes, as part of its adjustments, accommodations for students in specific categories.
Those categorical funds are generally associated with the student based on the student’s
needs and follow the student when they chose other avenues of education away from their
residential public school district. Columbiana County is a microcosm of the majority of
the state in terms of the operation of choice funding. The formula is manipulated by caps
and guarantees. Districts that are capped will lose dollars that the state formula has
indicated they would otherwise receive due to factors such as growth in taxable property.
Guarantees prop up districts that would actually lose dollars as determined by the formula
because student population has declined. Table 10, column four, displays dollar amounts
that the formula would have produced in State Revenue Per Pupil in FY 17 for each of the
Columbiana County districts if the state fully funded the formula. This column assumes
the formula would be fully funded. Column eight identifies the actual per pupil dollar
amount each district received once the whole formula was applied by the State of Ohio.

The table also depicts locally-generated (Column 5) and federal dollars (Column 6)
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collected per pupil which provides transparency regarding the source of funds per pupil
and overall funding levels. In short, the table provides critical insight to transparency
issues associated with formula funding design and actual funding school districts receive
in state aid. Additionally, the table provides a snapshot of county-wide funding from

local, state, and federal revenue sources.

Open Enrollment and Community School as a Factor

The difference between a school district’s actual state revenues and the $6,000.00
basic opportunity grant dictated by the state for school choice purposes must come from
the resources generated locally by the residential school district. An exchange for
students can be logically assumed to be subtracted from other per pupil sources or from
state resources intended for other students who elect to receive educational service from
the district in which they reside. For instance, Beaver Local, Columbiana, East Palestine,

and Salem School Districts all receive state per pupil funding below the state established

Table 11
Columbiana County Schools Lost Local Revenue Attributed to Choice Transfers

Actual State $ Choice Difference to

School Distict Per Student Aid Transfers Transfer
Beaver $4,906.71 $6,000.00 S (1,093.29)
Columbiana $2,910.49 $6,000.00 S (3,089.51)
East Palestine $4,973.18 $6,000.00 S  (1,026.82)
Salem $3,253.05 $6,000.00 S (2,746.95)

(ODE. 2017b)
$6,000.00 level for students who elect open enrollment or community schools. Even

assuming categorical funds were not also lost via school choice options, each of the four

districts identified lost revenues beyond their collected state formula funding per pupil.
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A non-special needs student or non-career tech student lost to another school system to
open enrollment or community school would be represented in Table 11.

Each of these districts must use other revenues to make up the difference between
state funded aid for students and the amount of resources transferred to other educational
providers through the school choice process. Each district either dilutes state funding for
other students, utilizes local dollars voted by its residents, or federal dollars to make up
the difference.

On the other hand, the seven other public school districts in the county keep
dollars from the State of Ohio for students they do not educate. Table 12 reveals the
economic implications for these districts associated with the loss of a typical student to
open enrollment or a community school. Each of these seven county districts retain a
portion of the state aid for students who leave the district for other choice options. No
additional state aid, federal funding, or locally-generated dollars are necessary to transfer
out when these districts lose a student to school choice. Crestview and East Liverpool
realized almost $2,000 in state aid for students they did not educate. Southern Local

gained almost $2,300 per student for those who opted for other choice options, while

Table 12
Columbiana County Schools Gained Revenues Attributed to Choice Transfers
FY2017
State Aid $
Actual State $ Per Choice Retained by
School Distict Student Aid Transfers District
Crestview $7,856.96 $6,000.00 S 1,856.96
East Liverpool $7,956.96 $6,000.00 S 1,956.96
Leetonia $7,255.81 $6,000.00 S 1,255.81
Lisbon $7,173.93 $6,000.00 S 1,173.93
Southern 58,256.73 $6,000.00 S 2,256.73
United 56,619.84 $6,000.00 5 619.84
Wellsville $9,772.47 $6,000.00 5 3,772.47

(ODE, 2017b)
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Wellsville kept almost $3,800 per student educated elsewhere. United Local benefited,
but by a lesser amount ($600 plus dollars) per student who elected to be educated

elsewhere.

Autism & Jon Peterson Scholarships

Local school districts receive categorical or supplemental aid for students with
disabilities, the amount being determined by the student’s disability as explained
previously. The amount received by the district is based on the number of students
falling in various disability categories, multiplied by the district’s State Share Index. This
determines the amount the residential district will realize for each of the six categorical
special education funding amounts. Because of the operation of the state share index,
different resident districts realize different amounts from the state for students with the
same disability, some receiving substantially less than the value nominally designated by
the legislature for a given disability category.

Since students may qualify for the Jon Peterson Scholarship at any of the
categorical levels, it may be difficult to compare what the residential district receives for
the specific student attending the school choice program. However, FY17 category 2
(specific learning disability, intellectual disability or OHI-minor) qualified for $10,005 in
aid. United, Lisbon, and Columbiana data indicates that all of the Jon Peterson
Scholarship students from those districts were funded at that level. Columbiana is funded
per the state formula at $1,517.45 per student additionally for category 2 special needs
students. Therefore, Columbiana receives $2,910.49 in per student state aid, plus
$1,517.45 for a category 2 student or a total state aid package of $4,427.97 per category 2
special needs student. Thus this district loses $10,005 per student minus the total state

aid received $4,427.97 for the student who leaves on the Jon Peterson Scholarship.
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Consequently, Columbiana Schools needs an additional $5,577.06 to make up the
difference between what the state afforded the district for the student versus what was
transferred from district resources to the Jon Peterson Scholarship provider. The district
lost three students to the Jon Peterson Scholarship netting a loss of ($16,731.18) in other
resources. Lisbon and United schools are slightly different given their different State
Share Index values. Lisbon receives $7173.93 per student in state aid. They receive an
additional $2,456.55 per category 2 students for a total of $9,630.48 in state aid. The
difference for Lisbon is $374.52 which the district must make up to satisfy the $10,005
going out with the Jon Peterson Scholarship. United Local receives $6,619.84 in state aid
plus their calculated additional category 2 special education dollars for a total of
$8,802.32 in state support leaving $1,202.68 for the district to close the gap. Salem and
Beaver are similar but appear to mix several categorical dollars.

The Autism Scholarship is more straight-forward since it represents a category 6
autism student in all cases. Determining whether or not state funding to the residential
district covered the cost of the scholarship can be calculated by adding the districts’ state
aid per pupil plus the category 6 additional funding, and comparing that with the value of
the scholarship that is deducted from the resident district. Extracted data from SFPR

forms in Table 13 demonstrates the economic implications of the Autism Scholarship for

Table 13
Columbiana County School Autism Scholarship Funding- 2017

Autism

Actual Category 6 Scholarship Autism Per Pupil Adjustment
Distict State Aid Funding ADM Scholarship Difference Effects
Beaver $ 4,906.71 | $ 13,087.80 2.22 $ 25,783.78 | & (7,789.27)| $ (17,292.18)
Columbiana $ 2,91049 | $ 9,713.72 3 $ 18,365.22 | $ (5,741.01)| S (17,223.03)
East Palestine | $ 4,973.18 | $ 16,574.52 0.37 $ 26,561.08 | $ (5,013.38)| $ (1,854.95)
Leetonia $ 7,173.93 | $ 16,737.76 1.9 $26,064.21 | $ (2,152.52)| $ (4,089.79)
Salem $ 3,253.05 | $ 12,487.63 0.33 $ 27,000.00 | $ (11,259.32)| $ (3,715.58)
Wellsville $ 9,772.47 | $ 22,135.95 1 $ 27,000.00 | S 4,908.42 | S 4,908.42

(ODE. 2017¢)



: : : 106
The Impact of School Choice on Funding Ohio’s Public Schools

various resident districts. For instance, based on what Beaver Local received from the
state for a student with Autism, compared to what was transferred to another service
provider via the Autism Scholarship, Beaver had to make up a difference of $7,789.27
per pupil or a total $17,292.18 for its 2.22 FTE students with autism who chose another
provider. Salem Schools incurred the greatest differential, $11,259.32, between state aid
received for a student with autism and the amount transferred pursuant to the Autism
Scholarship

By contrast, one of the six districts that had students participating in the Autism
Scholarship actually gained state dollars for not educating the student who chose the
scholarship. Wellsville received $9,772.47 in per pupil aid from the state, and
$22,135.95 per pupil for a category 6 student with autism, for a total of $31,908.42 in
state aid. The Wellsville student who chose the scholarship program deducted the full
$27,000, but the district realized a net gain of $4,908.42 in state aid based on its high
state share index.

The amount of any choice driven transfer that exceeds the state aid received by
the district for students dilutes resources per pupil for the remaining students in their
residential district. In some instances, additional state aid for special education students
still does not cover the cost when the student chooses to leave the district in which they
live, because that aid is discounted by the operation of the state share index. This causes
the district to send additional funding beyond the state aid provided per student.
Consequently, the transferring of money from the resident district beyond the low state
share denies horizontal equity because it has the effect of de-equalizing the resources that

resident students are otherwise entitled to under the state foundation formula.
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Conversely, districts that lose students but whose state aid exceeds the amount due
another district, because of a student’s decision to exit for a choice program, do not return
state dollars. The excess state dollars are retained along with local and federal per pupil
funds to enhance the educational resource for the remaining residential students. In this
instance, when a high state share district retains money for students that it does not
education , this is inequitable and similarly de-equalizing because students in that district

have more per pupil resources that the state formula is intended to provide them.

Chapter Summary

School choice has an impact on school funding for Columbiana County.
Enrollment plays a large role in the State of Ohio’s system for financing schools. The
funding of choice options is complex and difficult to follow as the method is largely
hidden from public view. Open enrollment is the largest school choice option for this
rural Appalachian county in northeastern Ohio. Access to and utilization of other choice
options is minimal in comparison to open enrollment, but certainly plays some role in the
budgets of the majority of the public schools in the county. With school choice options
changing and growing across the state, it is vital that school leadership, tax-payers, and
lawmakers work together to understand the flow of dollars and how parents and students
utilize choice in and around the counties where they live. Districts realize different dollar
amounts which are awarded based on changing populations, dynamics, and funding. The
data in this chapter begins to shed a light on the flow of state and local revenues based on
school choice options and its implication for public school budgets.

This section examined the choice programs affecting school districts in the county
and the number of students in each program by district and for the county as a whole. It

also explained the adjustments to public school district budgets as a result of the exercise
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of choice, and whether districts realized a net gain or loss in available resources as a
result of choice. Additionally, it illuminated the extent to which choice-related
adjustments exceeded state aid to some public districts while resulting in excess funds to
other districts. Finally, patterns of choice were examined to ascertain the potential
influences of several factors suggested to be important to the overall big picture including
proximity and district academic performance.

In the next chapter findings, conclusion and recommendations are set out.
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Chapter 5

Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations

This chapter provides a summary of the findings from the data described in the
previous chapter, explores implications, and includes policy recommendations based on
the research findings, as well as suggestions for further research.

The study undertaken drew primarily on data from the Ohio Department of
Education’s School Finance Payment Reports to track both the movement of students and
the flow of resources associated with the school choice options provided under Ohio law.
Students and resources were followed from their district of residence to other public
schools, community schools, and a variety of private educational providers who serve
students electing one of three scholarship programs. The objective of the study was to
assess the prevalence of choice options, the frequency which each was utilized, and the
economic impact of choice options singularly and collectively on public school districts
in this rural Ohio county. Finally, the study sought to illuminate the largely unrecognized
or masked method by which choice options are funded and the extent to which the
method determined by the state dilutes and strains local resources in some districts while
creating excess funds with regard to state aid in other districts.

Summary of Findings and Conclusions
1. What are the demographics of public school districts in Columbiana

County?

Columbiana County is a predominately rural county containing 11 public school
districts with enrollments ranging from 730 to 2200 students K-12 and averaging
approximately 1,335 students. Two of the districts are characterized as “Small towns”

and the rest as “Rural” by the state. More than half of the student population in the
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county is economically disadvantaged with district percentages ranging between 31% in
one district (Columbiana) to two districts with over 80% students experiencing poverty
(East Liverpool- 98% and Wellsville- 84%). Six of the 11 districts have disability
populations exceeding the state average, but the range is substantial from a low of
10.46% in one district (Crestview), that has the largest number of open enrollment
students, to more than 21% in the smallest district in terms of overall enrollment
(Leetonia Exempted Village Schools).

In only two districts do racial minorities comprise more than 3% of the
population, but in those two districts (East Liverpool and Wellsville) they make up 13 to
16% of the enrollment. Only one district has any significant number of LEP students at
4% (Salem). The expenditures per student range from approximately $8,200 to $16,500
per student, with nine of the 11 districts expending less than $10,000 per student. The
schools register performance indexes on the state report cards ranging from 70.5 to 102.6
on a 120-point scale, while the number of indicators met on the same report cards ranged
from 0 (East Liverpool) to 17 (Columbiana) out of 24. District GPA calculations based
on 2016-17 state report cards also attest to substantial differences in district academic
performance from below 2.0 in five districts to one district earning above 3.0. The
geographic location and community type as well as certain demographic characteristics
are similar, although variation exists with respect to academic benchmarks, poverty
levels, students with disabilities, and language minority populations.

2. What types of choice options were utilized by students residing in each
district and countywide?

Most all choice options were represented within the county. All 11 school

districts were affected by a resident student electing to participate in one or more choice
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options. Three districts were impacted by 5 of the six choice options, another 6 districts
by four options, and the remaining 2 districts by three choice programs. Thus, virtually
all districts had to contend with multiple choice programs, all of which except one could
reduce district enrollments and have negative financial implications for the district. Of
the districts, all 11 were affected by resident students participating in open enrollment
and in community school options, while 9 districts were impacted by the career technical
option. A lesser proportion, 5 districts, were affected by the Autism Scholarship and 4 by
the Jon Peterson Scholarship Programs. The Ed Choice Scholarship Program impacted
only a single district.

3. What number and percentage of students associated with each district and

countywide elected various choice options?

School Choice for Columbiana County was dominated by open enrollment and
not by the nationally publicized charter or community school movement. Of the over
14,000 county students, only 360 students or about 2.5% chose a community school.
Participation in other choice options was even smaller. The Ed Choice Scholarship
Program did not attract even 1/1000 of a percent of the county school population. The
combined number of students taking advantage of the Jon Peterson Scholarship and the
Autism Scholarships totaled a similarly miniscule percentage.

By contrast, nearly 1900 students or 14% of the county students chose open
enrollment to other public schools, almost all within Columbiana County. It is clear that
school choice in rural Columbiana County centers upon choosing another public school
district. The numbers suggest parents in rural Columbiana County appear to believe that
public schools are a solid option, even if they are not completely satisfied with their

district of residence. It may also reflect the absence in the county of brick and mortar
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community schools employing more traditional delivery methods that may be preferred
by residents in this predominately rural county, as the only two community schools in the
county are ones driven by an e-curriculum with limited teacher interaction (ODE, 2017¢).

Open enrollment accounts for over 70% of all choices exercised by parents who
seek an education for their son or daughter other than in their district of residence. The
reliance on public school choice found in Columbiana County is likely to be substantially
greater than in more urbanized areas of the state, such as Cuyahoga County where only
two of 31 districts accept non-resident students (Vergon, 2017), and where the number
and variety of community schools are more common (ODE, 2018b).

School Choice programs have centered on the publicized failings of major urban
public schools of the state, and where student populations and funding for other choice
providers are at their highest (ODE, 2018a). The rural areas like Columbiana County are
a secondary thought when it comes to examining school choice, and the financial impact
is something that lawmakers have yet to appreciate. Large concentrations of student
populations that make up enrollment numbers are greatest in large cities and what is
commonly referred to as the big eight in Ohio: Akron (Summit County), Canton (Stark
County), Cincinnati (Hamilton County), Cleveland (Cuyahoga County), Columbus
(Delaware, Fairfield, and Franklin Counties), Dayton (Montgomery County), Toledo
(Lucas County) and Youngstown (Mahoning County). These cities and the suburbs that
surround them have the state’s largest enrollment numbers.

Enrollment numbers are associated with dollars that provide opportunity for
profitability, and profitability attracts educational entrepreneurial service providers. The
attractiveness of the larger enrollment is the greater opportunity to capitalize on the

public dollars associated with the state’s students. Private entities are permitted to create
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educational programs to compete for the demands of services either not provided or
presumed ineffective through the current public school system. Privatization, another
ideology, is established to rescue the perceived disenfranchised student from the public
system, and with that comes the ability to potentially increase efficiencies and profit from
service. The laws established to permit alternative sources of educational service open
the door for choice at public expense. Where you live in the State of Ohio determines the
number of choices practically available to families. The greater the population of people,
the greater the population of students, and the greater the opportunity to seize the public
enrollment dollars that flow with students.

Columbiana County’s population, according to the 2010 census, was 27" out of
88 counties with 103,077 (U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts: Ohio). Franklin County,
which is encompassed by Columbus is number one with 1,291,981 people, and Cuyahoga
County is a close second at 1,248,514 (U.S. Census Bureau Quick Facts). It would stand
to reason that when it comes to charter and community schools, the larger number of
providers would occur where the larger number of students reside. Columbiana County
would have many fewer charter or community school options than Franklin or Cuyahoga
counties, for instance, and the impact of the demographic and economic realities
contributes to open enrollment being the most highly used school choice option in
Columbiana County.

One of the more interesting findings of the study was where the county students
chose to open enroll. An exploratory analysis of open enrollment patterns was
undertaken. The extent to which students chose to open enroll in adjacent districts
suggests the importance of proximity and time and distance. Since under state law

transportation is not required to be provided for open enrolling students, upwards of 92%
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enroll back and forth between adjacent districts. The vast majority of open enrolling
students are limited to about a 10-mile radius from the residential district for travel to a
school in which they open enroll. Those school districts that border other states are
limited to about this same distance, but for less than the 360-degree radius that other
districts enjoy. The two largest beneficiaries of open enrollment were Lisbon and
Crestview. Crestview with nearly 450 open enrollment students had substantially more
than any other district in the county, over 90% of which were from immediately adjacent
districts. For the Beaver Local School District, which enrolled the second largest number
of open enrolled students (300+), 97% came from adjacent districts. The centrality of
their geographic location in the county and number of bordering districts may be a factor
in their prominence in enrolling non-resident students, as well as other factors explored
later.

While this pattern suggests the importance of proximity in open enrollment, two
districts were an exception, enrolling less than less 50% of their open enrolled students
from adjacent districts. In Columbiana Exempted Village School District, only 43% of
its 209 FTE open enrolled students were from an adjacent district. Similarly, the Salem
School District attracted just 44% of its 102+ FTE open enrolled students from adjacent
districts. This may be explained by Columbiana School’s boundaries spanning two
counties: Mahoning and Columbiana, while Salem’s Columbiana County boundary has
its most northern section completely surrounded by Mahoning County. With the
exception of these two districts, the other districts in the county enrolled a substantial
preponderance of their open enrolled students from an adjacent district.

To the extent that proximity of schools appears to influence this choice option, the

transportation rules established by the State of Ohio may substantially help explain this
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preference. Parents are responsible for transporting their children either to a regularly
designated pick up point or to the school building itself in the district where they seek to
enroll. Thus as a practical matter, taking time and distance and transportation into
account likely leads many families to adjacent districts. This finding coincides with
studies of open enrollment in Minnesota (Lau, Lange, Ysseldykke 1995 and Ysseldyke,
Lange, Delaney, & Lau 1993).

In addition to proximity, the exploratory analysis sought to analyze open
enrollment patterns in terms of whether students tended to move to districts that were
higher performing academically. To begin to answer this question, the number and
proportion of students open enrolling into a higher performing, a lower performing, or a
similar performing school district were calculated. The direction of movement was based
on a comparison of the grade point averages of the districts, computed as described
previously. That analysis suggested, that on a countywide basis, students participating in
open enrollment tended to enroll in a higher performing school district (62%) versus one
that was lower performing than the school district of their residence (33%), although the
strength of the trend varied appreciably by school district in some instances. For
instance, 100% of students open enrolling into Columbiana chose a higher performing
district, while 96% of those that open enrolled to Beaver Local came from an equal or
poorer performing district, and 70% of those choosing Crestview realized a higher
performing district. In that these districts had among the most substantial gains in open
enrollment and relatively high GPAs, the countywide statistics favor academically
positive student movement, potentially masking negative moves in terms of school
performance in other districts. For instance, of those open enrolling in Lisbon (100%)

and Salem (80%) were from districts performing at a similar or higher level
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academically. Thus, while these patterns suggest open enrollment choices made, whether
consciously or unconsciously, result in a majority of students attending higher performing
districts, they also confirm that this is not the dispositive factor for a third of all students
participating in open enrollment. Parental perception in choice programs can range from
convenience factors like location of day care programs and transportation issues to school
environmental factors: such as teacher effectiveness, curricular options, and extra-
curricular activities. Parents choose open enrollment for a variety of reasons that are
based on the special needs of their children and unique family circumstances, and a
unified theme may not always be transparent due to the different concerns and needs
parents seek for their children (Ysseldyke, Lange, Delaney, & Lau 1993).

The academic trend in choosing a community school is decidedly different than
with open enrollment. In Columbiana County, 100% of the students electing a
community school ended up attending a lower performing school than the one in their
district of residence. Obviously, for these families something other than a school’s
performance rating drove their choice. In Columbiana County, since all the options
exercised were to either a fully on-line school or one that featured a computer-driven
curriculum, families selecting these options may be driven by factors such as a general
distrust or negative experiences associated with the public district previously attended, a
child’s maladjustment to the structure of a typical public school, or the lack of a practical
public school alternative convenient to the family’s residence. Whatever the factors, the
pattern of leaving a public school district for community schools in Columbiana County
contradicts the commonly advanced reason for providing choice — allowing students in
poor performing schools to seek enhanced educational opportunities elsewhere (Friedman

1955, Arcalean & Schiopu 2015, Chubb & Moe 1990).
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4. What were the fiscal implications of various school choice options and all
options in the aggregate for individual districts and for districts countywide? What
tended to be the net effect of adjustments — positive and negative — associated with
school choice?

All forms school choices exercised by resident students in Columbiana County
resulted in gross transfers of nearly $15 million dollars between and among public school
districts and other providers of educational services. The largest adjustment countywide
was attributable to open enrollment, accounting for a total of approximately $11,000,000.
Adjustments associated with other choice options included, in order of magnitude:
Community Schools ($2,849,381); Career & Technical Education ($664,154); Autism
Scholarship ($207,000); and Jon Peterson Scholarship ($86,250). Together adjustments
of $14,806,785 were made for choice options in the aggregate.

While the gross value of all adjustments, including both additions and
subtractions, to public school district resources totaled nearly $15 million dollars, the net
effect of the adjustments totaled substantially less: $3,619,791. This lesser amount takes
into account positive adjustments to district resources that resulted from students gained
via open enrollment as well as negative ones associated with those students lost via open
enrollment or one of the other choice options. Since nearly all open enrollment
represented exchanges of students among county districts, and few students elected other
choice options, the net effect of adjustments countywide was more modest, representing
an average of about $330,000 per district.

The net effect on districts, however, varied substantially. Three districts realized
a net gain attributable to school choice, while eight experienced a net reduction in

resources. Crestview ($1,993,515), United Local ($364,716), and Lisbon ($153,410) had
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a positive net result associated with school choice, gaining more open enrollment
students than they lost and having a limited number of students electing any of the other
options that would create a negative adjustment.

Of the eight districts that experienced a net decline in resources as a result of
resident students choosing charter or community schools, or one of several special
scholarship programs, three did so, even though they had a gain in open enrollment
students. These districts and the amount of the net loss included Beaver ($255,861),
Southern Local ($255,715), and Columbiana ($90,902). The net losses in the five other
districts were the result of both the loss of more open enrollment students than those
transferring to the district and adjustments made for students electing other options. The
negative net results attributable to student choices totaled over a million dollars in three
districts: East Liverpool ($2,015,585), Salem ($1,448,367), and East Palestine
($1,095,751). The net financial impact on the two other districts was in the $500,000
range: Leetonia ($530,677) and Wellsville ($438,574).

These net figures indicate that open enrollment plays a vital role in determining
whether school choice options, taken together, have a positive impact on district
resources or a negative one. In a few districts it contributes to an actual gain in resources,
in others it reduces the net loss of resources attributable to other forms of choice. In still
others it exacerbates the loss incurred due to the exercise of other choice options.
Community schools and scholarship transfers all have a negative effect on the resources
of the county’s public school districts. Although the number of students that utilized
options other than open enrollment was relatively small, school district resources
countywide were reduced by over $3,200,000 (ODE, 2017¢). The impact of non-open

enrollment-related transfers in rural Columbiana consequently are in stark contrast to the
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likely impact of such transfers in counties with major urban districts, where charter
schools or community academies are more prevalent and opportunities for open
enrollment are frequently closed by districts that do not open their doors to non-resident
students.

While this study focuses on the financial impact of school choice on traditional
public schools, it does so because of the concern for the capacity of districts to provide a
thorough and efficient education that meets the need of all students. For districts losing
substantial resources as a result of school choice, it may be difficult to quickly adjust
staffing due to drops in enrollment, given constraints imposed by collective bargaining
agreements and the potential enrollment fluctuations that can occur annually, given the
terms of Ohio’s school choice policies. In these districts inefficiencies will inevitably
result as class sizes drop and educational programs must inevitably be cut. Districts may
face financial watch or emergency declarations if they are not able to make adjustments
in expenses quickly enough.

Even the loss of relatively smaller numbers of students to choice options have
negative consequences that impact the education received by students remaining in the
district of their residence. A diminishing effect takes place in a number of ways. For
instance, one $6,000 opportunity grant loss in revenues can equate to approximately two
years of a purchased service for the average sized Columbiana County school district
based on $3.00 per ADM. Those types of services can be virtual class content, web-site
software, and other soft costs that impact instruction. Reductions have impacts on not
only instructional services, but services and supplies that school districts purchase for the
greater good of entire K-12 school populations such as technology support and supplies,

social and emotional programs, and school environment improvements or maintenance.
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All resources for educational purposes are subject to budgetary cuts based on a school
district’s bottom line.

On the other hand, for a few districts in the county, school choice had positive
financial benefits, such in Crestview where a net gain of over 400 open enrollment
students, representing 40% of the district enrollment, added more than $2,000,000 in
available resources. Such an increase in students necessitates adding staff and allows for
expanded educational programs and opportunities as the result of economies of scale.

Losing or gaining approximately 10% of a district’s average daily membership, as
was the case in the majority of the districts in the county, is still likely to change some
decisions made by school leaders and student programs and services, although in a less
substantial way. A school district like Lisbon, for instance, that experienced an almost
10% enrollment gain via open enrollment realized additional resources, but would not
necessarily have had to increase staffing or facilities. The 77 FTE open enrollment
students filtered into Lisbon’s K-12 system would result in about 6 students per grade
level, a number that imaginably could have been accommodated without adding staff,
thus maximizing efficiencies. Other districts that lost about 10% of enrollment, such as
East Liverpool, East Palestine, Leetonia, and Salem may experience overstaffing facing
possible cuts. Staffing reductions or reductions in program spending may ultimately be
necessary to efficiently sustain operational funds. The other five county school districts
may experience similar challenges, but to a lesser extent.

5. What are the sources of the fiscal resources reallocated via school choice in
Ohio? How does losing a student to school choice impact districts differently,
draining local resources in some districts, while providing excess funding in state

aid in others?
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The State of Ohio funds school choice through adjustments to local public school
district revenues via the transfer and adjustments reflected on the SFPR. As explain
previously, the state determined amount of dollars for students participating in open
enrollment and community schools was set legislatively at $6,000 in the form of the 2017
Opportunity Grant. This amount is deducted from the state aid that flows to the district
for every student that exercises school choice, irrespective of the amount of per pupil aid
received from the state by the local school district, which is a function of the district’s
state share index. The state share index is a purposeful function of the state funding
system to equalize resources between districts with varying degrees of local wealth. With
that being understood, the function of the formula with respect to the state share index is
for wealthier districts to assume more economic responsibility than poorer districts.

If the state share index is low, the state aid per pupil received by the resident
district is less than the Basic Opportunity Grant that will be transferred to another public
school as a result of a student choosing open enrollment or a community school. To make
up the difference, district resources, generated via millage voted by local residents to
support their local school district, must be utilized, having the effect of reducing the
resources that would otherwise be available to resident children who remain at the local
school district. This has a de-equalization effect on the intended state aid provided to
districts based on the state formula. As reported in Chapter 4, the amount of locally-
generated resources that are effectively used to cover the open enrollment transfers for
regular education students can be substantial, depending on the number of students and
the district’s state share. Salem, for instance, incurred adjustments in the amount of
nearly $800,000 more than they received from the state. The Columbiana School District

transfers $1,083,900 to other public school systems as a result of departing open
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enrollment students, but $558,119.98 of those dollars are in excess of state aid
Columbiana received for those students, thus representing locally-generated resources.

Conversely, if the state share index is high, school districts will receive state aid
in excess of the $6,000 Opportunity Grant that flows out of the district as a result of a
student exercising school choice. A de-equalization effect also takes place in high state
share districs, increasing the per pupil resources above what the state formula intended.
Because these districts only experience a $6,000 adjustment as indicated on their SFPR,
even though they receive substantially more state aid for the exiting student, they
effectively retain the remaining state resources attributable to students that they do not
educate. East Liverpool realized a gain in state revenue of $588,000 and Wellsville of
$438,600 for the students that left their districts via open enrollment or community
schools to be educated elsewhere.

The operation of this method of funding school choice in Ohio is further
complicated and the fiscal implications magnified by additional categorical grants the
state provides for certain populations of students, such as students with disabilities. Open
Enrollment special needs students are billed back in the form of excess costs to the
residential district based on the established state declared amounts associated with each
student’s disability category and any other services deemed necessary through the TEP
process. This is a dollar amount established by law that the educating district may charge
the residential district in order to meet the needs of the student with a disability that
exceeds the funding received through the opportunity grant. The amount other public
schools bill back and receive from the resident school district does not take into account
the reduced rate of state aid attributable to the residential district’s state share index. This

is the case, even though monies received by the resident district from the state for the
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student with a disability have been discounted for that disability category by the resident
district’s state share index. The result is a further negative effect on locally-generated
resources in districts with low state share indexes and excess gains in state aid for those
with high state share indexes.
Recommendations

One recommendation is that the state policy makers should adopt a more direct
and transparent means of funding school choice options in Ohio, one that does not use
public school districts as the medium for the transfer of resources. Since it is unclear that
policy makers foresaw that funding of school choice would impact local school district
budgets in the way that it does, the state should review its current policy. Aid
proportional to school choice should be withheld by the state to account for the numerous
choice programs to include open enrollment. This will allow the state to determine and
fund the providers of educational services at a rate consistent with the cost of providing a
thorough and efficient education with additional adequate amounts to meet the special
needs of students including those with disabilities at a level determined appropriate by
the state. A fully state funded choice program provides a transparent methodology for
implementing choice policy advocated by the state’s policy makers. Additionally, it will
increase the perception that the state is not redistributing wealth and minimize the
mistrust of the local taxpayer when local dollars are moving to choice options as a result
of state policy.

The State of Ohio must determine a basic aid dollar amount consistent with
meeting the needs of a variety of students to include students with disabilities or students
identified as gifted. That basic aid should be the fundamental amount transferred by the

state directly to service provider which include excess costs for students with disabilities
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or gifted services. Additional services chosen beyond a state established fundamental
basic aid for both typical learners and learner with special needs necessary to provide a
thorough and efficient education should be at the cost of the educating entity. The state
share index may continue to be utilized in a similar function as it is today to equalize the
playing field for an equal opportunity for a quality education. This can be accomplished
in a manner that does not penalize districts both when they receive state funding and
again when parents choose options other than the residential district. All students
participating in school choice options in Ohio are entitled to the established fixed rate to
educate a students, but its provision should not contribute to inequities in wealthy or low
state share districts for the remaining resident students, nor should it create inequities in
poor or high state share indexes by the retention of state formula for students that it no
longer serves as a result of school choice. Therefore, the state should directly fund
school choice in an amount it deems appropriate so that inequities are not created as it
occurs as it does today when funding is accomplished through a system of transfers
involving school districts. A failure to do so creates inequities, contributes to
inefficiencies, frustrates transparency and public accountability. Local tax payers have to
live with the consequences of the policy of the state. When it comes to local support
levels, citizens do not understand the loss of local revenues attributable to choice and
thereby need a clear and transparent system. Such a funding system proposed will begin
to remedy the issues between local and state revenues generated for education.
Additionally, it will remedy what is today the lack of understanding among many school
administrators, school boards of education, and local communities of how school choice

is funded and its impact on district revenues.
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If the state does not adopt a new method of funding school choice, another
recommendation is that the state lawmakers should amend the current system. In an
effort to increase transparency, the state of Ohio should eliminate the lost local revenues
experienced by the districts of the state with low state share indexes by providing gap
funding. Gap funding may be established to reduce lost local support that currently
undermines districts needing additional resources, who now must go the ballot to achieve
such results. Lost support includes those students attending elsewhere where the parents
no longer are connected to the district, and parents who open enroll their student to the
district and cannot support local taxes. Reducing the redistribution of local school tax
dollars perceived by the local tax payer as inequitable, would result potentially in
increased local support for levies. Increased local support of schools will reduce the
school district’s dependency on state aid and increase the state’s ability to appropriately
fund its choice options from the state level.

Students participating in any choice program should be funded at the state share
index of the resident district, plus any gap aid determined by the difference of the state
share index and the established value of the opportunity grant. Categorical funds should
be allocated in a similar manner. If the state determines a child’s handicap meets a
certain dollar threshold, the same amount should be funded to the district and transferred
to the choice program, effectively holding the local district harmless by virtue of the gap
aid paid for by the state. Districts that receive state aid exceeding the opportunity grant
transferred to the provider of the choice educational option should not be entitled to keep
those excess state aid dollars. To fail to return those dollars to the state, reduces
accountability, efficiency, and responsibility, and negates a means to fund the gap aid. If

the state identifies a particular percentage or fixed dollar amount of state aid that is
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designated for building operations beyond individual student educational purposes, the
state should indicate so for all districts. Any additional funding needed should be
compensated through gap.

School choice, overall, creates flexibility for parents to choose other educational
programs for their children, but at a cost to local districts. Local districts are finding it
more and more difficult to raise additional local funding when parents who live and vote
in the district choose to have their children educated outside of the residential school
system. As the state increases the opportunity grant year after year, it increases the loss
of school revenues and for some school districts, a loss of local funding. While the total
may seem insignificant to Ohio lawmakers (ODE, 2017b), at the local level in
Columbiana County, public school districts battle one another in a competition for open
enrollment ADM. Participating in the State of Ohio’s open enrollment program has
become a necessity when it comes to minimizing district’s ADM losses via other school
choice program. A re-examination of the transfer of funding for open enrollment and
other school choice options should be considered. Regardless of the state’s regulations in
school choice, locally funded dollars established for the local public school should be
minimally, if at all, in the mix of transferred monies where the state policy establishes
choice options.

There were problems with Ohio school funding model before today’s school
choice options. And, although the policy makers may not have intended today’s local
budgetary impact from choice, the compounding effect of school choice is attributable to
the state and the state should find a means to manage it. Local dollars provide for local
control over a local public school district. Locally voted on millage is inappropriate to

transfer on the decision of a parent to evoke a choice option. Additionally, there is no
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indication that funds transferred will be spent on the child that moved with the money.
This further disrupts the idea that funding for schools is transparent and that of the
education provided is thorough and efficient.

Another recommendation is that the funding of school choice options should be
conditioned on the realization of the state’s policy goal for adopting choices. Many
school choice programs provide an excellent opportunity for students’ needs to be met.
In some cases, student needs are met better via a choice, as students find an option that
enhances their education. The idea of choice is offered under the premise of improving a
child’s educational opportunities. On the other hand, many choice programs, such as
community schools and scholarship programs, function with little or no state oversight in
terms of whether they provide an enhanced education over that available in the resident
district or even a minimally adequate education.. If the policy justification for choice is
to provide enhanced educational opportunities to those trapped in underperforming
districts, then state funding should be conditioned on movement to a similar or better
performing school district, community school or education provider.

Parents should be required to provide the information as to the reasons for
choosing choice options as a condition of utilizing public dollars to educate their child in
a program other than the public district of residence. Data would be reported to the state
through the Educational Management Information System which would allow choice
programs to provide local, regional, and statewide data necessary to understand the
specific reasons parents elect various choice options. This would be of potential use to
individual school districts that desire to improve the retention of resident students and to
policy makers who might more readily evaluate the intended and unintended effects of

the policies they adopt.
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Future Research Directions

Studies of school choice and the financial impact of choice in other counties
would allow comparisons to be made of similarities or differences associated with other
rural counties or counties that include a major urban district. County dynamics can be as
different as the districts within them and may yield similar or different patterns to those
found in Columbiana County. It is highly likely that those counties with a major urban
district or vastly different ADM populations may differ in substantial ways in terms of
the availability of various choices, the types of choices made, the fiscal implications of
those choices for districts, as well as the potential educational implications.

A further study of open enrollment in Columbiana County could present vital
information about the policies, programs and practices of local school districts that
experience varying levels of gains or losses of students via open enrollment, or levels of
students participating in community schools or various scholarship programs.
Comparative case studies would be particularly helpful in discerning potentially
important differences between districts.

One district benefits immensely from open enrollment, more than any other in
Columbiana County. A closer look at the district’s transportation practices and other
open enrollment policies could identify factors that contribute to its success. Recruitment
and rescinding practices could be discovered by such a qualitative approach. Special
education students’ access to such programs should be reviewed since Crestview has the
highest open enrollment population in the county and the lowest special education
percentage. A focused look at the additional staffing, programs and facilities necessary

to accommodate large numbers of additional students would also help understand the
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economies and potential inefficiencies as well as efficiencies that may result from
programs such as in Crestview.

A case study examining the ways different school districts respond to substantial
gains or losses in enrollment and funding and the efficiencies or inefficiencies that result
would also provide potentially useful guidance for other districts that in the future might
be significantly affected by changes in patterns of school choice involving their district.

A study that surveyed parents regarding the importance of various reasons
influencing the choices they made with regard to their children’s education would
provide useful information to school district officials as they attempt to adapt strategies to
maintain and maximize their district’s enrollment and the resources available to educate
students. How parents weigh factors such as proximity or convenience against a district’s
academic standing or the quality of a district’s facilities would help inform decision
making for local officials. Local officials could also gain insight into how district-
provided transportation might affect participation in open enrollment. Such a survey
could contribute to strategic district policies and practices for maximizing enrollment
gains and mitigating economic consequences attributable to school choice.

Finally, a study examining patterns of choice statewide could illuminate how
various factors in addition to proximity and academic reputation of districts figure into
the dynamic process of school choice. A statewide study on the flow of students
influenced by a multitude of educational factors and programming practice would
provide for learning opportunities for educational leadership, boards of education and
policy makers. Major factors to be considered in a study involving patterns should
include school size, efficiency standards, local contract agreements, racial composition,

special education programming, available technologies, STEM initiatives, extra-
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curricular programs, facilities, and local practices to name a few. By examining the very
differences between existing public options, patterns could rise to the forefront of what

drives parent’s desires to choose educational programs and inform the greater public.
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Appendix B: Open Enrollment Map of Ohio School Districts
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Appendix C: Ohio’s Cleveland Scholarship Program Participation
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by peuent o st dstracts facang fiscal emergency, wre desggned 10 wlents-
fy operanoeal mefficencies snd provide recomemendanons 1o elenmse
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subssdrng the education of non-ressdent sudents with local ux dollin.
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OPEN ENROLLMENT
Introduction

distoets dat offer open enrollment:

County)
= Madison Local School Distret (Lake County)

when evalusting opes enrollment at their distniers.

+ Amstntown Loeal Sehool District (Mabosing Cousty) - —

Anditor: poted 2 mazety of open emrcllmers pobcies 1od - - =
practices at the distoiets, a3 well as 2 mnge of finanenl out- et |t e -
comes, both positive and pegatee. This repart highlighes - | o L
some of the key factors amiyzed during the coarse of the
andity, the same elements that school leaders should consider

t least 70,000 Ohio students currently attend schools located outside of their home districts. Smce
I"I the Qoo Genenil Avsembly passed open enrollment into law m 1989, thounands moee hare pue-
manapement and palicy decssions over the years related to open enrollment the cesults of which have had
varpieg Snancial impacts oo both schools and their commmumities.
In 2016, dee Anditory Obio Performance Team (OFT)
relexsed performance andits of four northeast Ohuo school -
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Summary of Audit Process
For each of the four wndts, OFT firnt detes-
mmad e level of the epen nsslment in mlibon

o 1t botal whadent popdason. Audriomn chow o ndude
open enmilmest m the sevesn due 1o the potessal finencial
wnpact of the detsch’ open enmliment wadent populsscns

Performance sudscey then comductnd o detmled salyw
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peoerated from open esmlment shudents apent thowe fmm
temdent vucderrts. Aunditoes nasrowed their sevews b0 only
the covenue svalable 1o doectly scucate rudests ~ endud-
iy misey st amde for eapenees bon debt v, The eas
then used dew doller smoents o calrulete how e Sty

p-ui-mmmu'“'b,
m open enmliment wedemes. Thiv caicelanon
determmed e reverree ude of the sqeaton.
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pendisse, extrscting all cost that weee sed affecied by the
amoust of opes mselment stdest stiendag the dainet

Unng de factoes discunnl = de folowsy sechos of
iy pepart, wadinn then lecded for opporames o
unage wnd booi effcency by eptmnng open

State Revenue

Furchng for eralment mudent cnme mbely Bos
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amcunied 1o §5,800 per vtmlent = freal pear X105 Seene
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OPEN ENROLLMENT
State and local revenue

that local hundng dom pet folow opm enmlbmest walmn
out of ther home devimcis 1o the detect they choom o
amend. The meeann whool datncts that offes opes essolment
seceive the fall amount of siase fent an opem emenl-
ment studest, but do not secrive sny sdditeonal kocal mrresus
From the risdents home datect. The locsl money semamss in
the open enmlisest wadents bome dstect even though the
viude=t = not bemy edecsted there.

O the othes e, datmct seame & smaller poricn of
vinte fumding for renident vindenss than cpen enmill=ens .
denty, bul the deesict keaps all locally-geneested revemse. The
combmatan of both siaie and bocad sevenue for madest e
denty oatwegghe the total emount of ke sevenue for opes
enpcdment riudest. To maks wp Sor the pap w rducabosal

Tulal apen sarollment | §4,048,334 $5.802,578 §237 558 $1,375.120
Total apen ssrolment | §4,002,050 #0021 §1,240840 1553404
L=
Net revenue bassigaln | (B25.652) 181,002.554) $1.002.783 $178.284
Cawtmwd from preman: jay conty for open enmlbmest wadeni, local peyen rsbada

When rendent snd open enmilment wadent venue are

m sechecad, or " bocaae the out-of-dutoct sudest
do not conteibute o mods Enenoally

As ssown in the chart on Page 12, & rencmt student of
the Amantown Local Scbecl Devtzict praeruted an sverspe of
404 = wiwie and local preenue m 2015, afier scrountimg for
deln prpmen

In comtrant, en rmecllinent siudest groresied an
”Jmmmﬂﬂ-mnr
dent and open tnrsllmen riolmt srvesurs were combamed,
the sveraps meemee ot e datnct was $5,147 per sudmi, o
eechiction of §257 (L) peercent),
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OPEN ENROLLMENT
L
Expenditures
ne 0f S baggysr ruks fur schonl diemcn conedereyg
( o alerady offerng open enrcllmers » unned o
In some canes, OFTs experience has shown daeect
admmsteston have focosed slmioet eschoroely on the preen-
ral five nddinional sevese bot filed w0 comsider rie incmaeed
cemty that cas medr from a lger shadess popridatos
1 ma=aged properiy, open enmllmene should ncress -
= for s deters wedhout uldeg ageificess coun. [f cxpen-
diturrs 4 overinoked, howeves, the mat of teschng open
n 3 finencal e §or 0 achool damet
Aucditrits wrwr thes fimehand ot the Crmrarry Local Schioal
Disrnce, which mfernd o §1 million aet loss @ 2015 e s
sewelt 0f o open enmil=ess peschices. The durnct geseraend
.7 milion = erve=ne fum o TR opes meslment ot

denn, who made wp 37 pement of Covmnery's total seadess
populanon, bur spent §5.7 millios m educae des

T undersmund the cem of waching srdesss, # = weeful
conuder the fiznd ssd vanabie coaty for o dstmce. In mlaron
to e enpcdlmess, fhe foned comm ase thier cosm rher sty
constunt wgundles of hw mesy opes enmdiment cradess
s rped For cosmpie, every school demot pers m hawe
s mpeantrndent pyuediess of the smoess of udens. On
e ofies hand, the varishle conts in the case s the expeadi-
ruzes thae are depessient on the rumber of opes emlment

whndemes ot 5 detnet — mach w the me=ber of eachen, buss,
mpport el o

When o darrey ademars an mereasnd smouse of opea
enmdment endrsts, o may woerue hygher verable coe
frem rhe addinons] sesseres needed #o sconmmodare fa
srnde=sn T dhoreir s, condey 3 Ane-grade ches wnth
X resademt e but o classmom capacey for 25 The
schond deenct could Gl cur the class by simimng fvwe opes
enmidment endests, &g all of the empey swan. Ths opeics
weral] nor s mibetantal vanshle coes beomse the dierncr
in already parmg for the seas amd wonld nos e ashetan-
il addnnm] Famem

Howewee, if the distrar decsded m admar 15 fsoegmde
open enmil=est srdent, it varable met (L2 sddanonal
e mach w edhucarcsal sernce providen (5T, sdeans-
tentoes, cierical sapport, enc ) vl mcrese due o the noed
o an scddtunal Cassrom, rescher snd raeresls needed =
scxommodes the cen imdents and macker As 8 ceslt, the
e mransd vanshle cosn skl noges e nostass the
urnict crmld groeme freom dae open enmollmers atedenm

T maitesm an idea] fmanesal halaree berwern open en-
mllmnent rvenee ed crpendimees, de e should ebind
forrmul polices shat ley che finmdanon fie bow open enmll-
ment will be managrd

Costs attributed to open enroliment: Coventry

Total students. 2076 | Open enrclment students. 742 | Percentage of open enroliment students 37,73,

Expanditure Total cost Oy srwolimant Comt
Enguer instruction | £6,338.570 $3,534 458
Spocial Inatruction 2 2,754 341 $EET 237
Vocational nstnaction 883667 831,51
SOt Sorvcos Pusila $652 561 $311,078
Support Services nstructions Stalf 201,558 §75034
FuD O SeNCs ANTINEFLtha §1,803 455 §L45.580
Ciptraton and Maintenancs of Plant Seeices 2,225 704 433 805
Sunpont Sanacas Pl Transpomation §1,350.307 285727
Support Services Cantral $614.987 231,33
Extracurmicuier Activitins 3 8505523 21,000
Totsl Expenditures §18,723.108 85,002,575

Enrolimont Revenue $4,660,001
Mot Rovenus/ [Loas) 81,002,554

Expenditures for open enroliment = 28.8% of total
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OPEN ENROLLMENT
Expenditures

Costs atiributed to open enrollment: Austinfown

Total students. 5 081 | Open enrolemsd slucents 080 | Parcentsge of open enfolimont students. 138%

Espunditur Totad cost Opart @nd olimanl cosl
Faguber Instruction £20,480,883 £2. 786,604
Spocial Instructon §4.004,950 BA0 L2
viocational inaructon Eri3a34 29,007
SLppOn Sorvions Bupis 2287833 811,15
Suppon Servioss instructional S1e” $806.910 $122.588
SLpport Sorions AGministralve §£.120,75 561 647
Facal Sdrviods 81498 <Rk
Dpeation and Maimorance of Piant Sonvicoes 334421 845,461
Exracurmiouler Actvltion $352.578 847,951
Total Espendibsres B35.547, T8 B4 08,30

_Open Enrcllment Revenue $4.022 68
Mot Reverus/ (Lois) 25,652

Costs attributed to open enrollment: Madison
Total students. 2,955 | Open enrclment students. 243 | Percentage of open enfoliment students: 82%

E spunditure Totad cost Orpen enroliment cost
Feguiar Instruction $12.540,680 $0B8 747
Spocial Instruction §3533,135 $152.236
Support Sorvices Bupis §1.800, 382 21112
Suppon Services Instructional S1a* 12,433 $4500
Suppon Servoss Administralve §2 201,540 $477s
Operation and Maimonance of Piant Sonvices £2 143,485 $15.067
Suppon Serviced Pupil Transoonation &2 082 6E7 L
Suppornt Services Central 353,154 29,551
Envracvaricuber ACt T 00,768 =744

_Tetal Exponditia os B06 297,060 $1.375120
Dpan Envrellmont Revenus $1,553.404
Mot Favernss/ [Loas) $1TA 284

Costs attributed to open enroliment: Hubbard
Total students: 1,047 | Open enrolment students: 219 | Percentage of open enroliment students: 11.2%

Espuanwiture Totad cost COpeny erwollmant coat
TEigpon Sarices Pol 8962757 §106.266
Facal Servioes £361,510 $36,538
Suppont Sorvioss - Businees Central £30,681 £3448
Wter and Sewer $18,067 82,133
Fravbruction S end Malerials 248 252 L7as
Special Education Suooies and Malodals 5201 2468
Exracurriculsr Actvllies Pet Coat) 518,390 $55,300
Ervmlirat Revuiua — 1
_Opan Enrcliment Revenue b&
Mot Raveriss Lo J002. P83
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£¢ sppliable deinct whenewe an sfjar=s or ofher deencr

enudent’s sppisanon = sppevesd
* Pmordiine for admeremg sdacme or ather discr spph-

cantn free of sy meron obligescs o the disncrs achords,

mckudng bt st hmaed o

» The ratsblishersy of distact cxpacery bmity by gosde
lewel, school budding, snd educarom programs;

» A wqueement that ol netrer shadess winhesg o be
enmllad in the dernct wil he enmilled s rhar ey sdjs-
cent of nther detee? saudenn prvesuly enmlled = the
dustrs whall merwe prederesce orer foe-teme applease;
[ans]

» Procodums & pasim et an spprophes ol halsncs i
mannmed = the dorer schook

e ORC, such u= spprosch dom zor mrsfy @e egal w-
qe=ment m sctually emblinh Emes The Audeor of Steee's
eequuermenss by developing thorough polors milored o the

O of she fint quasons detrcss =ay want o wk whe
ralusng Ser poices &, "W ket cbyrsve s wr trong to
acharve thiragh open eamlment”” The anewer o e G-
fin My aeree i the dering foecr m other polecy deciens
s they arme.

A s menirrezm, dastmce ope= renlment should
and oot hacational pregme for the meber of open enmll-

==t pnudents sccepivd info the deerce. Irin
up t each derrct i wee theae bmits based
on the cbgectres ther s trpng o
acherr

ety aeats with opes r=enfment suderse The Hubband
mm&ﬁbﬂﬁ-ﬁhw—
mcngnated as & “Tosrwntrhy m s it
wporn, allowing it o geaetare o aet gain of mom than §1
malicm n fiscal pear 2015

Studernt-tracher astwm s another imporiat fictor &ty
mlesedd s capacey bmin [s some cases, low snadent-seacher
e i el hecanse they allow srudens o bave merrsaed
irsrrsctios with tesching o dee w0 8 wnall s e De-
races shiuld evaluate S henefit in relation = the mevemue
they eepect to genente foe open enmil=ess Incresng
studess-radher ratvw can poaentialy offer an cppornmy
fex memassd mwene boacnes more sas will be svadable for
open enmilsess snedents. 56 thie practice must be managnd
casrfially to eoure clas smes dio not hecnme lagee encogh o
wopurr shlnee ratag saff or cassrcome hoth of whas
wcrms oo Dienices will need m halance the financu| be=-
efirs of haveng heaphey stdensiracher esos v e beachin

Diwences alsos should hew gp-mi-dar enmlment proecenns
ﬂnﬂpmﬂﬂd&*hhﬂhp‘ﬁ_h
deErmee how many san will be evslabie o forue e As
the mimber of sudent mowng i o cut of detmen e,

Froe example, it werlal noet be m the best imerms of & de-
et wrth goowing sesadennal enmillmest 5o &2 all empry srate
with rpes mmlment shudenes of doing oo would seqeer od-
dmenal clammoms snd seaches o sorsmodate o S w
coenee &= remdient srudens Oin she other hand, o dismnct wnth
shrnkng wedennal enmil=esr =ay waer o 8 mox sean
with ope= enmliment snaderey, or o may want m comader e
poental efcenoes thet could el fmm frevr open r2enll-
ment shadres, sah s aregs from wduong teachosg esff
o choamgg schoal baildngs

£t m amporess 8o semember Sas o polioy w useless o o 8
gnomd nf unmaketic. When comfng o pokcy, detact ieaden
shomld take e temr o evshar ol wloant faton and =-
wun the contests of the policy s pesctical. In addinon, open
enmilment’s frud fanar o s coshiuogs Mimdeemg
schirwe poasree finsncal sl Schonl disnce should com-

stantly evsiusir the curcomes of ther polces md prasceons
and maier acparmens when necrssery.
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OPEN ENROLLMENT

Coventry Local School District
Audit reloased July 19, 2016

Performance audit findings

Tha graphio belcw shows e beealciown of revanus genarated Dy both msident and apen-anraled sludents in he
Cowveniry Looal Sohool Diswict. The swanus evailebia ior a eeidon shudent's aducalion is duced onoe debl and
caplal cutluy are Seduciad, ™en furthar mduced (o diutad) ance 1ha open -enrclmant subsidy i Indluded

The Coventry Local School Distnct admastnd the most opes
enmilmet vindeni m the vaw = facel year 2015, weh TR
wiadeets malasy up 57 percent of it wisl viodeet popalston.
Whiks tharee orpem ponilmest skadent oadly HT
snadhon in seversse that yras, the com of educatag thes ttaed
$57 million, oeiting i s §l milloo ses oo for S datnct,

Adier sccoumang for debt payments, Coventsy penermsed
o avezape of §9.867 = vinte e local meverree froem sty rem-
dent stodests, However, opes ensndment siudents pensesied
-ml:l!ﬂﬂi state mwerrse only [local s dollas
do mot the viudent cut of @e home deanct,. Whes
sendent studest and open tnmllsest madent srvenoe were
eombned, the svesape revemes from readent stodests de-
cseased 1o §8,701 per sindest. Con oemcdent studsnt
oevenie wai dibuted by §1,166, or 134 pescent.

To help allevasie the condsony that led i the datacty
fiscal emergency v, sndson moommendes] the deect

10

eeduce open enrollest o o level St saumesey sindl -
souzces io wve §1.6 =dbon snmsally. Based on svalshie deta,
OFT fomnd the dintnct could admst 116 open enoll=est
stadenits if il mcmaes i fotal wadit o tracher
mto to 251, Alematreely, the datmct ackrret 58 cpen
enmlimest walent and bll sanmn m caest 241 s
Hewever, th optos would limst Se mvemes the dirince
coul] peceree froem open encellment,
The sudit a0 meommended the dsinct sviab-
[ capacty limets by pracs level, school
tratlding end/'or educatonsl program. Dusg w would
the dirtnct trrmm e amount of enmll-
zwnmﬂmmuhq:ﬁnﬂ
opessn. Additomally thiv would diow the datect 10 bettes
debine walfing leveh and spwce avaletaity withost moeamnyg
expendiimres,




The Impact of School Choice on Funding Ohio’s Public Schools

Appendix D: Weighing the Costs and Benefits of Open Enrollment

158

OPEN ENROLLMENT

Performance audit findings

Madison Local School District
Audit released Oct. 13, 2016

The grantio balow shows ha breakaiown of mvanue geramind by both rtident end open-anolied shudants in ™
Madison Local Sonool District. Tha reverua evailabie 4 & eeitent student’s aducation is mduced onoe debt and

caphal Outmy re J80LCIad, 1her AurTer reduoed (or CTEed] 07ce the 0pen-anraiimant subeCy & induded.

RESIDENT STUDENT OPEN-EMROLLED STUDENT
wo s T
« BT Lol revenus Y ] ENROLLMENT
=47 Totad rovenue = §6,806 STUDENT
<881 Subiraot debt -8 SUBSIDY
$1,868

The Madson Local Schoal Distmct's effective enmll-
et peactices pesented & net postee smpact of §17TH284
o fiscal pras 215 s camnied 2 & “Notrwordy Accompli-
mant” = e andit spor

OFT desermansd that the snpact vesmmed from
the dsimct’s pesctice of imstng S ssount of open -
mlment vhadenty ot sccepis o et the svalsble mweoure-
e neaded 1© educate 1 peident Mudmt popuisson. The
distecy ecdurased & tedad of 243 open enmli=ment smdents,
maltey up 1.2 percent of sty total sudent popelaton.

That pear, the detmcts siain srvenos iotled §6 400 for
sach opm earclment studemt Resmdent sudents grorcated

4,758 in visie pevenue for the dstmct, in sddion 1w JAT14
m locel pevenoe for eadet wadenn for o il of J8472
Diebst andd caputal cutlay of $81 per studeat meoduced that total
in §$8,301. trmdest aned non-temlent siudest e
wear comtsnd, the sremage pesstident revemae sotaled
$4,268, & cedicaon of $123 pre seeedemt student.

While the datect bt st enmlimest m prectece,
audiien found e divtnet had not evisblshed Formal cs-
pacaty hmete As o cewelt, suditon pesed & pecomeesdanon
wemadar Covemtry's, mppeang e divinet evsbin fomsal
lemsts i pobicy 1o avest in delermuning the optesal smomst
of apen eneollment sodms o sooept ssch yeae

1
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OPEN ENROLLMENT

Performance audit findings

Audit relogsed Oct. 18, 2016

Tra Qrapic Dalow shows thi breakdown Of reverie geranmiled Dy both meident and opdn-anvolad sudents In ™
Austimown Local Bchool District. The rsenue evadiabie for & residont student’s educaton s mduced onoe dabt and

cepial outiay ao dac.ctad, then furher recuced (or cilted) once the opsn-enrolimant subsidy s indluded.

s
« I3

5m

Andnion found &e Austiniows Locsl School Distnes
enubd rave §766, 255 per yea by sfurtmg o cpen enrell-
mant pesctice. [n fcal year ﬂiﬁﬁn:z;inpﬁ-
rollment stadest mads wp 1306 permt of o totd shidest
popslstion, bempeg o $4,072682 m ervenue. Howeves,
the costy grmwaeed widh enmlbment ulint
totaded 4,048,154, revliing m & net Lo,

The wadit detrrenmed et o madest e
deat of Aurtmtown penersted = evernge of §5404 m vaw
and bocal pevenuse, after secoumtng for debt paymens. On
the athes band, an opes esolment rtudest graesaied an av-
ezape of §5867 m vinw woreur ooly, Waes semdent wadent

12

snd opem ensollment shudest moemans wesr combaned, the
I--lmiln--lhhlﬂ srmadest sindent,
ceraliing i remdest whadent ohvenue deried] by §257,
ar 1.1 peecent.

Too save §766, 286, OFT mecommendid the disseict eschire
open enmoli=est sd reakge staffing © scommodate frver
studety, To sceompish s, Se doinct could mesesse
total studest 1o general educason teaches s o 251 for
gracies K-2, allowng it to admst 125 open samlmenst 16s-
dents wrihout ncesaeng peneesl educanon waches expends-
[
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OPEN ENROLLMENT

Performance audit findings

Hubbard Exempted Village School District

Audil released Oct, 25, 2016

Tha granfic DaiCw shows tha Breakoown of rvarud Qandralad Dy Both resklant end opetr anvoled sluderss i Te
Hubbard Exampaad Wiaga Bchocl Disvicl. Tha evenua evallsbls for & resident student's aducetion i reduced once dabit
and capitel culiey e dadusted, than lurthir smcuced (or diluied) onoa he opan-anailment subsidy i Inoludad.,

$3,608

The Habbasd Esermgpied Village School Distact's casefil
manapenent of o open mecllment propoum helped it ceakee
s o gan of mose thes §1 milien m fecal yeas 2005, The
dusancth policy esned 1t & "Nowwnordy kment” n
1ty st repost, and sadiion vagpevied ofer duinct
um Hubbandy opes essoliment pakcy sv & model if they am
nnmirssy cpes msdmenl

that school pear, the dtssct) 219 apen entolisess
shadents (112 parcest of stadent popuaton] pesenied §1.2
milice in pevene, 204,000 m ooty i ewch e
= pat, io capacity lesuts evishinhed = dinct pobey

The ditect hases ity capacity levels on the amoent of
siodents et can be sczomsmodated without mcsstmy eds-
cationa] conte. The pakcy ssaies, “The masber of opemag in

.snahp-ﬁnmmmmm
be deteermenad by optesaum ase for o paricules progrem,
clomroom vehool buldey, or grade level whech in e sum-
ber of smdents that can be scrommedated without mcmaming
the Desimect expesditiion for vislf or squpment.”

The palicy il sqaies sach buiddng pencpal 1o “notify
the Supeansesdens by Manch 1nt, the anrd claas-
coarm which hove space avelalse for 13 feomm another
Oltans divsct and for mitios studenh.”

= wddinea, the dwinct’s low stident-seacher saho enabied
£ 10 sccommaodate it enmiment iudent webcat
mournng skdmoaal » OF IqEEng extm
rhalents per grade has remaned below b manmus overall
stadent-teaches man.

13
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Figure 1: FY17 Summary School Funding Report

OHIO DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 07/14/2017
OFFICE OF BUDGET AND SCHOOL FUMDING
FYLl7 SUMMARY SCHOOL FUMDING REPORT FOR CITY, EXEMPTED VILLAGE AND LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS
(FY2017 June #2 Payment, Data as of 06/07/2017)

IRN: 045328 District: COLUMBIANA EX VIL 5.D. County: COLUMBIANA
CALCULATED STATE

FOUNDATION FUMDING COMPONENTS: FUNDIKG FUNDING

A Opportunity Grant: 2,305,536.17 2,037,666.64
B Targeted Assistance: 89,555.04 79,150.06
[ ®-3 Literacy Funding: 57,876.63 51,152.21
o Econcmic Disadvantaged Funding: 34,673.89 30,645.29
E Limited English Proficiency Funding: 430,42 31B0.41
F Gifted Education Funding: 57,439.46 50,765.84
G Transportation Funding (Generally Exempted from Cap): 260,700.18 260,700.18
H Special Education Additional Funding (Generally Exempted frem Cap): 339,588,687 339,588.67
I Career Tech Education Funding (Exempted from Guarantee & Cap)t 1,445,088 1,445.88
J Coapacity Aid (Exempted from Cap): 196,024.07 196,024.07
13 Graduation Bonus (Exempted from Cap): 11,944.73 11,944.73
L Third Grade Reading Bonus (Exempted from Cap): 11,570.48 11,570.48
M Tetal Foundation Funding Before Guarantee: 3,366,785.62 3,071,034.46
N Transitional Add Guarantee: 0.00 0.00
] Total State Funding: 3,071,034.46

ADDITIONAL AID ITEMS:

P Preschool Special Education Funding: 65,149.82
Q Special Education Iransportation Funding: 0.00
R Total Additional Aid Items: 65,149.82
TRANSFERE AND ADJUSTMENTS:
8 Education Service Center Transfer: -140,544.10
T Open Enrollment Adjustment: 158,410.62
u Community School Transfer: -1556,091.24
v STEM School Transfer: 0.00
W Scholarship Transfer: -126,015.00
X Other Adjustments: -5,395,87
¥ Total Transfers and Adjustments: -268,635.59

Net State Foundation Funding: 2,867,548.69
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Figure 2: Columbiana County Reference in the State of Ohio
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Figure 3: Ohio Appalachian Counties
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Figure 4: Columbiana County School Districts
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Figure 5: Open Enrollment School Districts
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Figure 6: Columbiana School District Open Enrollment FY17
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Figure 7: Lisbon School District Open Enrollment FY 17
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Figure 8: East Palestine and East Liverpool Open Enrollment FY'17
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Figure 9: Crestview School District Open Enrollment FY17
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County by Selected Characteristics

l1ana

Columbi

1stricts 1in

Profile of Di

Table 1

District

Beaver Local

Columbiana Exempted Village
Crestview Local

East liverpool City

East Palestine City
Leetonia Exempted Village
Lisbon Exempted Village
Salem City

Southern Local

United Local

Wellsville Local

Profile of Districts in Columbiana County by Selected Characteristics

Other Total

Enrollment % Student % % Total State Aid PP Local Aid PP Federal Aid Revenue PP Expenditures Performance
Type 2015-16  Poverty  Disability Minority Revenues PP 2015-16 2015-16 PP 2015-16 2015-16 PP Index 2015-16
Rural 2064 46%| 14.68% 2%| $ 9349 |S  4576|$ 2,942 361|S$  1,470|$ 16,502 71.60%
Small Town 1004 35%| 15.35% 5%)| $ 9,180 |$ 2,819|$  4327]|$ 580|$ 1,454|S$ 8,259 80.60%
Rural 1220 41%| 10.47% 1%| $ 9,797 |$ 6327|$  2339]|$S 638 ]S 493 | $ 9,115 73.10%
Small Town 2212 57%| 18.01% 13%[$ 10,703 |$  7,750|S  1492|$ 1,048($ 413|$ 11,524 55.20%
Rural 1265 51%| 14.46% 3%| $ 9236|$ 6170|$  1,795|$ 581|$ 690 |S 8,276 65.90%
Rural 732 47%| 21.71% 3%|$ 10,037 |$  6449|S  1,850|$ 771 $ 967|S 8,292 72.90%
Rural 1005 54%| 15.71% 2%)| $ 8958 |S 5289|$ 1,544 852|$ 1,273|S$ 8,440 71.30%
Small Town 2093 48%| 12.89% 4%| $ 9301|$ 4310 3588($ 801 S 602 |$ 8364 71.80%
Rural 910 56%| 18.35% 3%| $ 9,800 (S 5868|5 2,047|S  1,248|$ 6375 8643 67.40%
Rural 1326 37%| 12.64% 2%)| $ 96415 5231|$  2,658]|$ 558 |$  1,194|S$ 9,231 75.80%
Small Town 873 64%| 17.17% 16%|S 11,216 [$  8462|S 890|S$ 1,079 785|S 9,641 66.10%

* Reports pulled from the lastest data available from ODE advanced reports, Ohio School Report Cards and ODE 2013 Typology Report
** https://www.edresourcesohio.org/Low-profile/publicProfileSummary.php
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Table 2a: Columbiana County 2016-17 Report Card Grades

DISTRICT NAME

PROGRESS | GAP CLOSING | K-3 LITERACY |PREPARED FOR
COMPONENT | COMPONENT | COMPONENT | COMPONENT SUCCESS

Columbiana

Crestview

East Liverpool

East Palestine

Leetonia

Lishon

Salemn

Southern

United

Wellsville
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Table 2b: Columbiana County 2016-17 Performance Index and Indicators

School District Order Performance

by Academic Index out of  Indicators Met
Achievement 120 out of 24
Columbiana 102.6 17
Crestview 05.1 10
United 04.8 11
Beaver Local 01.5 G
Lisbon B9.7 4
Salem g7.1 &
East Palestine Bb.9 4
Leetonia 85.9 1
Southern B83.2 3
Wellsville g2.7 2
East Liverpool 70.5 0
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Columbiana County OSCC Funding 2017

Table 3:

District
Beaver

East Liverpool
East Palestine
Leetonia
Lisbon
Southern
Wellsville

Program Year funded Total Facility Cost State Share  Buildings
CFAP 2012 S  52,212,461.00 62% 1
CFAP 2002 S  43,879,053.35 87% 3
CFAP 1999 S 15,615,218.63 91% 2
CFAP 1998 S  19,891,999.89 91% 1
CFAP 2002 S  15,089,016.69 85% 2
CFAP 1999 S 14,930,891.00 78% 1
CFAP 1997 S 13,543,099.27 87% 2

S

175,161,739.83 : County Total
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Table 4: Disadvantaged, LEP and Disability Students

School District
Beaver Local
Columbiana
Crestview
East Liverpool
East Palestine
Leetonia
Lisbon

Salem
Southern
United
Wellsville

Average Totals

District Total

District Percent

District Percent

Year-End Of Of Students With  District Percent
Enrollment  Disadvantaged Limited English Of Students With

FY17 Students FY17 Proficiency FY17 Disability FY17
1,795.59 42.07% 0.39% 14.91%
1,035.21 30.81% 0.10% 16.06%
1,268.29 36.92% 0.00% 10.46%
2,100.81 98.43% 0.05% 17.31%
1,043.99 49.65% 0.38% 14.37%
649.28 62.95% 0.00% 20.67%
898.51 52.71% 0.00% 17.05%
2,049.73 51.62% 4.21% 12.07%
826.15 66.54% 0.00% 17.26%
1,160.29 37.63% 0.03% 12.15%
779.5 84.61% 0.00% 18.22%
1237.03 55.81% 0.47% 15.50%
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School Choice in FTEs — Columbiana County FY'17

Table 6:

District
Beaver
Columbiana
Crestview
East Liverpool
East Palestine
Leetonia
Lisbon
Salem
Southern
United
Wellsville

Totals

bl
o
[ o Pl
2 : : A & £ &
g & & = & 8 g m T . &5 X
FE TF §F £ g §F £ 3
& L*] 3 >] Q NL & m ﬂ.-..ws.
CF «“§ TF § a8rF g &
] £ J Out In =
2.22 0.24 50.3 53.36 246.58| 300.81 | -51.89
3 3 20.58 18.7 180.65| 2094 -16.53
27.6 20.9 69.09| 448.36 330,77
14 4.8 103.8 300.52| 112.61 | -310.51
1 26.66 18.52 185.92| 328.11 -193.99
1.9 37.69 12.59 143.26| 82.12 | -113.32
1 20.1 24.5 82.52| 159.61 | 31.49
0.33 | 30.93 37.27 200.01( 102.58 -259.96
21.28 42.27 126.18| 162.75 | -26.98
1 37.7 6.38 93.48( 167.49 28.03
1 12.08 22.24 116.27| 95.24 | -56.35
0 14 9.45 9.24| 289.72| 360.53| 1834.48| 1879.08| -638.34
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Net Open Enrollment in FTEs — Columbiana County FY17

School District District Average Daily Open Enroliment Gain / Loss
Membership FTE + FTE+% FTE - FTE-% Net +/- % +/-

Beaver Local 1846.95 300.81 | 16.29% | -246.58 | -13.35% a2d.39 2.95%
Columbiana 1024.57 209.40 | 2043% | -180.65 | -17.62% 2885 2.82%
Crestview 948.66 A48.36 | 47.20% -69.09 -7.28% 379.74 A40.03%
East Liverpool 2334.84 112.61 A4.82% | -300.52 | -12.87% -187.B6 -8.05%
East Palestine 124165 358.11 3.07% -185.92 | -14.97% -147.78 -11.90%
Leetonia 751.84 8212 1052% | -143.26 | -19.05% -61.03 -8.12%
Lisbon B39.17 159.61 | 19.02% -82.52 -9.83% 77.28 9.21%
Salem 227216 102.58 4.51% -290.01 | -12.76% -187.38 -8.2 5%
Southern B56.18 162.75 19.01% | -126.18 | -14.74% 36.76 4.29%
United 111833 167.49 | 1498% 93 A8 -8.36% 7416 6.63%
Wellsville B09.07 95.24 11.77% | -116.27 | -14.37% -20.91 -2.58%
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School District

Beaver Local
Columbiana
Columbiana CCTC
Crestview

East Liverpool
East Palestine
Leetonia
Lisbon

Salem
Southern
United
Wellsville
Jefferson Area
Barnesville
Carrollton
Columbus City
Buckeye Local
Edison

Indian Creek
Jefferson CJVS
Steubenville
Toronto
Lorain City
Austintown
Boardman
Campbell
Canfield
Jackson Milton
Lowellville
Mahoning CCTC
Poland
Sebring

South Range
Springfield
Struthers
West Branch
Western Reserve
Youngstown
Meigs
Switzerland
Miamisburg City
Benton
James A Garfield
Kent City
Southeast
Mansfield City
Minford
Alliance
Canton City
Jackson
Louisville
Marlington
Minerva
Tuslaw
Champion
Howland
Labrae
Lordstown
Niles City
Warren City

Total Enroliment

Table 8:

County

Columbiana
Columbiana
Columbiana
Columbiana
Columbiana
Columbiana
Columbiana
Columbiana
Columbiana
Columbiana
Columbiana
Columbiana
Ashtabula
Belmont
Carroll
Franklin
Jefferson
Jefferson
Jefferson
Jefferson
Jefferson
Jefferson
Lorain
Mahoning
Mahoning
Mahoning
Mahoning
Mahoning
Mahoning
Mahoning
Mahoning
Mahoning
Mahoning
Mahoning
Mahoning
Mahoning
Mahoning
Mahoning
Meigs
Monroe
Montgomery
Ottawa
Portage
Portage
Portage
Richland
Scioto

Stark

Stark

Stark

Stark

Stark

Stark

Stark
Trumbull
Trumbull
Trumbull
Trumbull
Trumbull
Trumbull

Beaver
FTE-

FTE +

0.15

91.20
82.02
9.35

29.48
0.66
15.40
0.04
10.96

1.00

Columbiana County Open Enrollment In and Out
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Columbiana Crestivew East LivEpeoEnrbdbtrRalebtif@ut  Leetonia Lisbon Salem Southern United Wellsville
FTE+ FTE- | FTE+ FTE- FTE+ FTE- FTE+ FTE- | FTE+ FTE- FTE+ FTE- FTE+ FTE-  FTE+ FTE-  FTE+ FTE- FTE+ FTE-
6.47 1.00 91.20 6.16 82.02 211.25 9.35 15.00 29.48 20.77 0.66 1.00 15.40 11.77 0.04 2.57 10.96 28.14
131.56 32.41 9.85 ' 7.32 3530 15.15 30.41 3.00 895 200 11.07 6.00 4.06 1.84
5.47 1.76 57.28 0.89
32.41 13156 14.32 122.26 4.00 43.28 2.00 17.46 4.90 5.15 1.12 6.00 1.00
9.85 3.00 0.58 1.00 894 200 1.17 1.00 14.58 3.08 43.02 20.45
3530 7.32 122.26 14.32 1.00 0.32 1.00 217
30.41 15.15 43.28 4.00 1.00 1.00 40.97
8.95 3.00 17.46 2.00 200 894 1.00 0.32 11.00 40.97
11.07 2.00 5.15 4.90 1.00 1.17 2.17 37.50 7.56
6.00 112 3.08 1458
184 406 6.00 4.26 593
1.00 20.45 43.02 1.95
0.28
2.74
0.72  1.00 6.00 1.00 23.40 0.84
1.00
1.00
1.94 3426 0.73 1.00 BY5)
1.44
0.76
1.54 0.99
1.00 1.00 1.09
1.00
2.98 2 1 1.65 0.98 3.77
17.47 9.68 1.00 0.37
2.04
9.01 3.00
1.62
2.00
2.06 0.02
3.75
1.00 0.47 = 4.28 3.00
1136 12.56 3.18 3.64 8.29 4.00 5.03 0.10 10.39 28.97
11.42 IS\ 4.45 0.37
0.22 0.67
1.43 1.00 1.81 1.00 330 1.00 23.94 72.46 19.43 20.98
0.29 1.00 2.00
8.46 2.00 0.56 1.47 1.00
0.33
1.00
0.50
0.19
3.00
1.00
0.33
0.54
1.05 1 1 549 071
3.00
0.76
0.26
2.00 22.26 9.27
1.00
227 0.97
1.00
1.00
1.00 0.42

300.81 246.58 209.40 180.65 448.36 69.09 112.61 300.52 38.11 185.92 82.12 143.26 159.61 82.52 102.58 290.21 162.75 126.18 167.49 93.48 95.42 116.27
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Adjustment to Columbiana County Budgets Associated with Choice

Table 9

District
Beaver
Columbiana
Crestview
East Liverpool
East Palestine
Leetonia
Lishon
Salem
Southemn
United
wellsville

Totals

Aversge per Student

Career and Technicalic Basic Aid Oniy

i
]
2 8 2 - >

§5 &5 .w_m 55 £ £g §§ 7 ¢

FH0 S BN B T B A £

Ch..» £ F£ T & 5 & § & g &

& 5 § & & S out In <

- = 5 {1,000.35)| 5 (57,24000) 5 (123,256.18) 5797.15)| % (1,457,74690)| 5 1,779,18000 | 5 [255,860.58)
. - 5(30,015.00)| 5 (55,09565]| 5 (37,42873) 1478137)| S (1,070,693 30| 3 1227,11200|S  (90902.05)
- . - - 5 (B86,204.300 421666)| 5 (406260.00)| 5 2,630,19600 |5 1,993,515.04
" 5 (81,375.00) = - = 672015)| S (1,79110545)| 5 67361562 | S (2,015584 98)
» - 5 5 (9.82760)| 5 (5747197 719305)| § (1,10551848)| 5  214,26000 | S (1,095751.10)
= E - § [49,522.00) § (39,454.55) 547043)| ¢ (82082462)| 5 48450490 | S  (530,676.70)
=z 2 $(10,005.00) 2 s (72,132.50) 7722.16)| & (477,670.14)| § 92094000 |5  153,410.20
2 2 5(35,22050)| & (5,910.00) = 7.606.74)| & (L65178244)| & 59516168 | & (1,448,367.00)
= - : = 5 (139,38433)| $ (335908.33)| § (733,004.43)| § 05262824 |$  (255714.85)
- - 5(10,005.00) - 5 [16,68817) (46,849 98)| 5 (544,262 .68)| & 982 52140 | 5 364,715.57
- - - 5 (27,00000) 5 (92,173.70) [187,118.74)| & (69690595 5 564,62400 | 5 (438,574.39)
$ $ (81,375.00)[ $(85,254.85)] $(207,595.25)] 5 (664,154.43)] $(2,849,380.76)] 5(10,755,864.39)| $ 11,024,833.84 | § (3,619,790.84)
5 (5812.50)| 5 (933494) 5 (21,957.75)| & (2,292.40)| 5 (7902.22)| 5 (5,952.83)| 5 599087 | & (5,670.63)
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Table 10: Columbiana County School Revenues Per Pupil 2017

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
District State Local Federal Actual
Square Year-End Formula for Revenue Revenue District Total Fomula
School Mileage Enrollment Revenue Per Per Pupil Per Pupil Revenue Per Funding Per
District FY17 FY17 Pupil FY17 FY17 FY17 Pupil FY17  Pupil FY17
Beaver 112 1,795.59|5 5,894.73 | $3,408.59 [ $1,032.61 | 511,678.04 $4,906.71
Columbiana 16 1,035.21|5 3,682.88 | $5,136.54 |5 749.43 | 511,662.23 $2,910.49
Crestview 38 1,268.29| 5 4,896.13 | $2,671.46 | S 542.31|511,100.15 $7,808.14
East Liverpool| 14 2,100.81] $10,539.77 | $1,902.04 | $1,839.31 | $14,779.08 $7,956.96
East Palestine 31 1,043.99|5 8,297.37 |52,303.53 |5 824.35|512,418.79 $4,973.18
Leetonia 22 649.28|5 9,592.44 | $2,648.54 | $1,157.54 | $15,173.03 $7,255.81
Lisbon 25 898.51| % 6,863.69 | $1,922.09 | $1,050.14 | $11,359.65 $7,173.93
Salem 18 2,049.73| S 5,365.57 | $4,306.71 | S 850.48 | $11,151.31 $3,253.05
Southern 100 826.15| S 9,526.44 | $2,980.02 | $1,124.24 | $15,647.44 $8,256.73
United g1 1,160.29| 5 6,290.39 | $3,305.70 [ 5 683.05 | $11,707.87 $6,619.84
Wellsville 10 7795|511,434.15|51,118.41 | $1,361.33 | $14,984.89 $9,772.47
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Table 11: Columbiana County Schools Lost Revenues Attributed to Choice

School Distict
Beaver
Columbiana
East Palestine
Salem

Actual State $ Choice Difference to
Per Student Aid Transfers Transfer
$4,906.71 $6,000.00 S (1,093.29)
$2,910.49 $6,000.00 S (3,089.51)
$4,973.18 $6,000.00 S (1,026.82)
$3,253.05 $6,000.00 S (2,746.95)
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Table 12: Columbiana County Schools Gained Revenues Attributed to Choice

District

Crestview

East Liverpool

Leetonia
Lisbon

Southern Local

United
Wellsville

Actual State S Opportunity
Per Student Grant Difference not
Per the Formula Transfer Transferred
$7,808.14 $6,000 $1,808.14
$7,956.96 $6,000 $1,956.96
§7,255.81 $6,000 $1,255.81
§7,173.93 $6,000 $1,173.93
$8,256.73 56,000 $2,256.73
$6,619.84 $6,000 $619.84
$9,772.47 $6,000 $3,772.47
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Table 13: Columbiana County Schools Autism Scholarship Funding 2017

Distict

Beaver
Columbiana
East Palestine
Leetonia
Salem
Wellsville

Autism

Actual Category 6 Scholarship Autism Per Pupil Adjustment
State Aid Funding ADM Scholarship Difference Effects
S 4,906.71 | S 13,087.80 2.22 S 25,783.78 | S (7,789.27)| S (17,292.18)
$ 2,91049 | S 9,713.72 3 S 18,365.22 | S (5,741.01)| S (17,223.03)
S 4,973.18 | $ 16,574.52 0.37 $ 26,561.08 | S (5,013.38)| S (1,854.95)
S 7,173.93 | S 16,737.76 1.9 S 26,064.21 | S (2,152.52)| S (4,089.79)
S 3,253.05 | $ 12,487.63 0.33 $ 27,000.00 | S (11,259.32)| S (3,715.58)
S 9,772.47 | $ 22,135.95 1 $ 27,000.00 | S 4,908.42|S 4,908.42
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