Overview of Community Schools for 2006-2007 XE "Introduction" 
Nearly twenty years ago, two educators imagined a new kind of American school structure that would challenge the concept of the traditional public school.  Dr. Ray Budde, who taught at the University of Massachusetts, first coined the term “charter” school in a 1988 report to describe a more agile school design independent of the larger school district, while Albert Shanker, head of the American Federation of Teachers, saw a new type of school driven by teachers liberated from many administrative constraints, free to make decisions, and able to set their perspective and vision for schooling into action.

Both of these significant figures in American education share credit for creating the foundation for the present public charter school movement.  Where one saw the promise of a more responsive governance structure and reduced scale of operation, the other envisioned a school that was teacher-led and collegial in nature.  

In Ohio, public charter schools are called community schools, and they have been established in law to offer some of the same elements that both Budde and Shanker dreamed about.  Since the first law establishing such schools was passed in 1997, Ohio has seen the continuing development of community schools as vehicles that offer choice for families while also offering the promise of programming that may be different from that of the larger school district.   

In 1998, the State Board served as an authorizer, or sponsor, of community schools while it also served as the regulatory agency overseeing their operation and legal compliance.  That seeming conflict of roles, where the state served as both promoter and regulator of these schools, ended in 2005, when legislation required schools previously sponsored by the State Board of Education to find a new sponsor that would authorize their continuing existence.

The evolution of the state’s role from an authorizer of community schools to that of the instrument applying monitoring and legal compliance measures to ensure school performance was an important and necessary step.  Now, as operational experience and research have shown, sponsors are the key instruments in the performance and success of community schools, and the Office of Community Schools has directed its efforts in expanding sponsor capacity to enable school success.  As authorizers, the sponsors are the crucial vehicle for ensuring academic performance, financial reporting, quality control, technical assistance, increasing acceptance and understanding of the role of community schools in Ohio.  It shall therefore be the responsibility of the Office of Community Schools to sustain and expand its work with sponsors during the next several years so that community school authorizers, their schools, and the students and families that depend on them, will be the beneficiaries.

The work of sustaining high quality and high performing schools – any kind of school, public or private – is not an easy task. This annual report will demonstrate in the following sections the progress and success in the ten years since the passage of the “pilot” community school legislation in June 1997.  

Diogenes saw education as the foundation for any society.  He also might have said that 
education is, by definition, about the future.  In Ohio, education is also about the past.  The landmark Northwest Ordinance of 1787, which first defined education as a primary responsibility of government, made Ohio and the other states carved from the frontier the pathfinders in establishing a system of public schools.  So it is today that the important role of pathfinder remains a primary role of government as it provides a free, appropriate public education for its young people, and Ohio’s community schools serve that purpose.

During the last decade, Ohio community schools have gradually moved from the frontier to the center of public education in the state as legislation has further identified their role as public schools of choice and the accountability tied to such a role.  The Office of Community Schools is pleased to report to the governor and legislative leadership about its work in improving public education in our state and improving schools of choice for families and students.

Map of Community School Locations in Ohio 
[image: image3.jpg]Williams

Defiance

Paulding

Van Wert

Mercer

Delaware

Washington



Figure 1 indicates the locations of the 313 community schools operating in Ohio during the 2006-2007 school year.
	Legend

	Yellow
	1-5 schools (Columbiana, Coshocton, Hancock, Jackson, Lake, Madison, Portage, 

Scioto, Warren, Wayne, and Wood – 1 each; Champaign, Seneca and Tuscarawas – 2

 each; Fairfield, Greene, Morrow and Muskingum – 3 each; Clark, Licking and Richland

 – 4 each; and Allen, Butler, Marion and Trumbull – 5 each)

	Orange
	6-15 schools (Mahoning, 12; Stark, 12; Summit, 14; Lorain, 15)

	
	16-25 schools 
(None)

	Green
	26-35 schools (Hamilton, 27; Lucas, 32; Montgomery, 35) 

	
	36-45 schools (None)

	Blue  
	46-55 schools (Franklin, 51; Cuyahoga 54)


Community schools are public, nonprofit, nonsectarian schools that operate independently of any school district but under a contract with a sponsoring entity that is established in statute or approved by the Ohio Department of Education. Community schools are public schools of choice and are state and federally funded. These schools are designed by statute to trade higher levels of accountability for greater flexibility in programs and often serve a limited number of grades or target a specific student population. This flexibility allows community school teachers multiple paths to design unique curriculum.  However, in designing these new curriculum and instruction models, the schools must still meet all state requirements for testing and performance. 
There are two types of community schools. Conversion community schools, those in which part or all of an existing traditional public school is transformed into a community school, may be sponsored by any public school district in the state, with the exception of Joint Vocational School Districts. New start-up community schools, the second type, may be located only in "challenged school districts," presently defined as the Ohio eight urban public school districts (Akron, Canton, Cincinnati, Cleveland, Columbus, Dayton, Toledo, and Youngstown), and districts designated as being in academic emergency or academic watch. 

This annual report on the condition of community schools is also prepared in the tenth year since their establishment in Ohio.  Since the inception of the first community school “pilot” program in June, 1997 and the first school opening in 1998, community schools have developed to the extent that in June 2007, more than 77,000 Ohio students were enrolled in 313 schools that were operating during the 2006-2007 school year, a period of growth in which these schools have taken their place in an expanded system of public education.  
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Public charter schools, or community schools as they are called in Ohio, were first defined in American law in 1991, and Ohio’s history in authorizing charter schools began six years later.  Today, a total of 40 states and the District of Columbia authorize a system of public charter schools that enroll more than one million students (Note 1).  In this short period of time, these entities have authorized new public charter school designs around the key elements of choice, autonomy and accountability.   
The element of choice provides parents and families the option of enrollment in a public school that may have unique characteristics different from that of the school in a prescribed attendance area.  Autonomy is an element that allows educators to work in a structure and environment that is smaller and in many cases more responsive to that of larger, more traditional schools.  But it is the element of accountability that addresses the interests of key stakeholders, including policymakers, who a decade ago made a commitment to foster educational choice, to ensure that schools meet educational, financial, governance and assessment targets or face the threat of closure.  

Among the elements that comprise the community school environment, the principle of accountability has been strengthened significantly.  The new Sponsor Evaluation Framework is one of the newest accountability tools and is designed to view sponsors as the agent for quality control.  In the further development of sponsors as an instrument of school success, Sponsor Evaluation is therefore the key to ensuring the accountability of sponsors for school quality and student achievement.  Sponsor Evaluation, coupled with the requirements of House Bill (H.B.) 79 for school closure as a consequence of poor performance, are detailed elsewhere in this report. 
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Accountability and Community School Academic Programs
Accountability for community schools is set forth in state and federal law and in each community school’s contract with its sponsor. Community schools must define their curriculum and performance goals in their contract, employ highly qualified educators and administer state proficiency and graduation tests.  
While community schools are not held to the state’s operating standards, students must comply with all state required tests, including those for graduation, and with the requirements of the federal No Child Left Behind Act, including adequate yearly progress (AYP) and the employment of highly qualified teachers.  Moreover, as a result of H.B. 79, community schools will have to close if they do not demonstrate increased academic performance under the new value-added metrics or their state performance rating.  There can be no stronger accountability instrument for community schools than school closure, and school administration, staff, governing boards, parents and sponsors are keenly aware of the importance of high performance and results under Ohio law.
The Local Report Card, AYP, and value-added requirements, coupled with the attending consequence for school closure, have raised the accountability bar and the consequences for low performing community schools.  An additional accountability element is found in the new Ohio Core requirements that affect Ohio high school students graduating after 2010.  New requirements in math, viz., the inclusion of Algebra II and two units of foreign language, will require changes in school staffing, including the composition of community school teachers. These school accountability measures are welcome, as they strengthen all aspects of the community school program and provide rigor to their academic programs.
Newer types of student performance data models are changing how schools are measured and thus viewed in the public eye.  For example, value-added data provide an opportunity to present student growth in a manner that more closely represents the performance of individual students over time, rather than the reporting of a single test score at one point.  As student performance data are calculated and applied over a longer period of time, many academic performance reports will become more reliable in that student growth over time will show the added value of classroom instruction to influence student performance levels.
Value-Added data holds the promise for revolutionizing our thinking about student performance reporting and provides a new dimension of accountability for schools.  In the fall of 2007, for example, the Office for Policy and Accountability of the Ohio Department of Education examined recent value-added data and found that there was no significant difference in the size of value-added gains among traditional and community schools that received value-added ratings. This type of reporting will contribute to a better understanding of how students learn in any type of school, and how their academic growth can be measured over time.
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	Legend

	Green
	Represents percent of schools demonstrating greater than a standard year of

growth

	Yellow
	Represents percent of schools demonstrating a standard year of growth

	Red

	Represents percent of schools who have not met a standard year of growth for

the reporting period


Accountability and Community School Sponsors

In Ohio, the sponsor is the agent or authorizer for the establishment of community schools.  
Community schools are created when individuals enter into a contract with a sponsor.  As authorizers of community schools, sponsors serve as the central quality control agent in the birth and development for this system of public charter schools.  

Upon signing the contract, these individuals, or founding coalition, become the governing authority of the school. The community school contract specifies academic, fiscal, governance and accountability plans which the school’s governing authority is responsible for carrying out. The sponsor and the governing authority are the only two parties to the contract. Each contract is reviewed by the Office of Community Schools to see that all required elements are included in the agreement. 
In an accountability environment, the role of the sponsor in the ultimate success – or failure – of a community school has been recognized, particularly with the establishment in the previous year of the Office of Community School’s Sponsor Performance Review process.  The United States Department of Education also recognizes the key role of the sponsor as authorizer:
Most policymakers, charter school operators, and others immersed in the charter movement since it began in the early 1990s have focused their attention primarily on charter schools, not on the public bodies that license these schools to operate. As the charter school movement has grown, however, there has been increasing recognition that effective charter school authorizing is critical to the success of the charter school sector.  Charter school authorizers are entities charged by law to approve new schools, monitor their compliance with applicable laws and regulations, and evaluate their performance to make decisions about charter renewal and closure.  The role of charter school authorizers has become particularly important in the context of increasing accountability under the No Child Left Behind Act (Note 2).
Under the Sponsor Performance Review framework now in place, the Office of Community Schools (OCS) is authorized to administer a review of sponsor performance. The review process is designed to measure sponsor capacity and compliance with their obligation to provide oversight, monitoring, and technical assistance to schools, along with intervention and corrective action when necessary.  The Sponsor Performance Review is an effort to establish a high quality set of professional standards and a system of evaluation that lead to improved authorizer practices which support quality school outcomes. 
The first phase of the Sponsor Performance Review began in September 2006 with a Pilot Cohort of 10 ODE approved sponsors and one volunteer participant, Lucas County Educational Service Center, sponsor of the largest number of community schools.  Baseline data were collected and 92 schools visited as part of the performance review.  Phase II is underway, with a summary of findings expected to be made available for general release by March 2008. The Sponsor Performance Review process initiated in 2006 is noteworthy inasmuch as Ohio is the only state among the 41 charter school authorizers to require an evaluation of sponsor organizations. 
Sponsor evaluation has been enabled through ORC §3314.05 (B)(1), which requires sponsors to be approved by ODE and to have entered into a written agreement with the department regarding how they will conduct their sponsor activities.  On this basis, the Sponsor Evaluation Framework has been built as a means to assure compliance with the written agreement between the sponsor and ODE.
The following table details the number of sponsors operating under an agreement with ODE, along with the number of schools each operated as of December 2007.  Also listed are the 10 other sponsors who have fulfilled that role prior to this legislation requiring a written agreement with ODE to serve as a sponsor, the number of schools they currently operate, and the current number of conversion schools in operation. 
Ohio Sponsors and Open Schools (as of December 2007)

	Sponsors Approved by ODE
	Sponsors Not Required to be Approved by ODE

	Nonprofit Sponsor
	# Start-Up Schools
	ESCs/Districts
	# Start-Up Schools
	Sponsors
	# Start-Up Schools

	1.
Ashe Culture Center
	15
	1.
Auglaize ESC
	2
	1. Akron City School District
	1

	2.
Buckeye Community Hope
	25
	2.
Columbus City School District 
	1
	2. Canton City School District
	2

	3.
Ed. Resource Consultants
	23
	3.
Delaware-Union ESC
	4
	3. Cincinnati City School District
	1

	4.
Kids Count of Dayton
	12
	4.
Franklin ESC
	2
	4. Cleveland Municipal School District
	2

	5.
Richland Academy
	3
	5. Lima City School District. 
	1
	5. Dayton Public School District
	2

	6.
St. Aloysius
	33
	6.
Mahoning ESC
	2
	6. Lucas County ESC
	72

	7.
Thomas B. Fordham
	8
	7.
Mid-Ohio ESC
	0
	7. Ohio Council of Community Schools 
	50

	
	
	8.
Montgomery ESC 
	4
	8. Reynoldsburg City School District
	2

	State University
	# Start-Up Schools
	9.
Portage County ESC
	0
	9. Toledo City School District
	4

	1. Bowling Green University
	0
	10.
Youngstown City School District
	1
	10. Tri-Rivers Joint Vocational Center
	1

	Nonprofit Sponsored StartUp Schools
	119
	ESC/District Sponsored StartUp Schools
	17
	Non-ODE Approved Sponsored Start-Up Schools
	137

	
	
	
	
	Non-ODE Approved Sponsored Conversion Schools
	52

	18 ODE Approved Sponsors (15 active)
	10 Non-ODE Approved Sponsors of Start-Up Schools

40 Non-ODE Approved Sponsors of Conversion Schools

	65 Active sponsors currently sponsor open schools

 (325) total operating community schools




Quality Assurance Through Increased Sponsor Capacity
The purpose of charter school authorizing is to improve student achievement.  A quality authorizer engages in responsible oversight of charter schools by ensuring that schools have both the autonomy to which they are entitled and the public accountability for which they are responsible (Note 3).
During the last several years, and particularly in 2006-2007, the Office of Community Schools responded to a series of legislative initiatives (detailed in another section of this report) that addressed sponsor accountability while also improving the quality and capacity of sponsor organizations.  These initiatives, some of which were contained in H.B. 119, included the aforementioned Sponsor Performance Review, and limits to the opening of new schools.  Sponsors may authorize and open new start-up schools under the Operator Provision, if the operator manages schools in Ohio or another state that perform at a level rated equivalent to Continuous Improvement or better.  Quality is thus addressed by linking new school openings to successful performance by existing community school models.
The Office of Community Schools has also recognized that quality schools can be realized through various forms of technical assistance which assist sponsors and increase their capacity to monitor and thus improve schools.  A request for proposals (RFP) was transmitted to organizations to determine their ability and interest in providing training and support for Ohio community school sponsors so that their capacity to monitor and further develop the schools they sponsor would be realized.  In response to the RFP, which was supported through an appropriation in the current biennium, the Office of Community Schools identified the National Association of Charter School Authorizers (NACSA) as the appropriate organization to provide needed training and support for Ohio community school sponsors. 
The charge from OCS to NACSA was clear:  “Build sponsor capacity.”  Responding to the OCS directives, NACSA designed a series of workshops that defined the issues related to school authorization and clarified the thinking of sponsor organizations to such an extent that a new sponsor professional organization, the Ohio Association of Charter School Authorizers (OACSA), was created in conjunction with the work initiated by NACSA in building sponsor capacity.  
The new professional organization, the Ohio Association of Charter School Authorizers, now has the ability to generate consensus among sponsor organizations to frame its responsibilities in improving student achievement through quality sponsor practices that support community schools.  In April 2007, as part of its creation, OACSA approved these foundational statements to guide its work:
· Focus on academic, operational and fiscal quality

· Ensure that only qualified individuals and organizations operate Ohio community    

schools

· Establish and communicate clear performance standards and articulate expectations of schools in the school contract, or charter
· Provide clear, concise and timely feedback to governing authorities and administrators regarding attainment of academic, organizational, regulatory and fiscal performance standards
· Deliver swift intervention in a school’s operation when it fails to meet contracted performance standards

· Add value to Ohio’s public education system (Note 4).
Quality Assurance Through New School Planning and Design
In any profession, associations emerge to improve the knowledge, skill and practice of those engaged in the particular work or specialty. Just as OACSA, a newly formed professional association, emerged recently to improve the practice of community school sponsors, schools themselves have responded to a felt need to improve their own performance by enhancing the knowledge and skills of those who are based at the building level.  Currently, there are two organizations that provide technical assistance and support for community schools and which serve as advocates to assist them in fulfilling their mission in providing educational choice.

The Ohio Alliance of Public Charter Schools, a newly formed professional organization that serves community school personnel, emerged during the 2006-2007 school year to enhance the work of charter school educators and provide a number of services to schools that assist them in developing a focus on quality practices. In a short period of time, the Ohio Alliance has designed and offered a series of workshops for its members that focus on value-added assessments and principles of high-quality schools.   It is expected that the Alliance will expand its work in building school capacity during the next several years.

Another organization, the Ohio Coalition for Quality Education, has identified itself as an advocate for schools of choice and has developed a working relationship with legislators, the Ohio Department of Education and members of the State Board of Education on behalf of Ohio community schools.  The Coalition serves as a forum for the purpose of improving public awareness of community schools through engagement with legislative leaders and other community members to promote an improved level of understanding about the purpose and function of community schools.  

Both of these organizations are effective instruments for the promotion of and advocacy for Ohio community schools.  The Office of Community Schools will continue to work with both organizations, as it has with OACSA, the new community school sponsor organization, to improve student achievement and school quality as well as sustaining a conversation about the essential elements that constitute effective community school practices and which engender student achievement, parent satisfaction and engagement with schools of choice. 
Schools that are successful and perform at high levels are the result of a combination of many elements in their overall composition.  For Ohio community schools to realize high performance, thoughtful planning and the resources necessary to support such school planning are additional factors needed for success.  
The Office of Community Schools has been instrumental in providing for quality school design through its receipt of competitive dissemination grants from the U. S. Department of Education.  These dissemination grants given by the Ohio Department of Education as a three-year grantee of the Public Charter School Program (PCSP) have allowed school designers the opportunity to plan new schools and access the resources needed in opening them. 
Project objectives for Ohio’s PCSP grants are to 1) fund 35 new community schools in each of the three years to promote public school choice; 2) increase the number of high-quality dropout recovery schools to allow access to those most at-risk of dropping out; 3) provide funding for the dissemination of validated educational best practices; 4) address Ohio Education Management System reporting requirements that support data-driven decisions that support academic achievement; and 5) build sponsor (authorizer) capacity to provide valid, reliable, data-driven technical assistance to enable high quality schools. 
The receipt of PCSP dissemination grant funds has resulted in a rare opportunity to both increase sponsor capacity and influence the design of high quality schools.  Moreover, the amount of the grant award to Ohio of U. S. Department of Education PCSP funds is second only to California, and the Office of Community Schools is pleased to have this support to positively influence the planning and development of public charter school programs. 
Financial Stability of Community Schools

If a community school operates in a fragile financial condition, its academic program, engagement with stakeholders and viability are in question.  As a response to public concern about their financial condition, H.B. 79 addressed community school financial issues as well as sponsor accountability with schools that are unauditable.  Moreover, OCS had long been proactive in its approach to financial reporting and the issues raised with substandard practices in such reporting.  Due to such concerns, OCS took the initiative in withholding PCSP funds until deficiencies in financial reporting were corrected and before such administrative practices were strengthened by legislation.
Under the provisions of H.B. 119, community schools declared unauditable now have their federal startup funds withheld until an auditable condition is achieved.  New requirements for financial monitoring include the obligation of the Auditor of State to provide written notification that a community school is unauditable to the school, its sponsor, and ODE, and to post the notification on the Auditor’s web site.   Unauditable schools have ninety days to bring their records into an auditable condition or funding from the Department of Education ceases.  More than thirty community schools have been declared unauditable as of academic year 2006-2007 and, while many subsequently brought their records into compliance to complete their audits, several schools have remained unauditable for all or part of the last year.
There is a consequence for sponsors having unauditable schools.  A sponsor of an unauditable community school is prohibited from entering into contracts with additional community schools until the Auditor completes a financial audit of the school.  In response to these new financial accountability requirements, the Office of Community Schools is engaged with the Auditor of State to ensure that school financial reporting is improved so that schools will not find themselves with financial reporting performance issues.  

Working on the Work
Ten years ago Philip Schlechty, a renowned educational researcher and theorist, published a groundbreaking study, Inventing Better Schools:  An Action Plan for Educational Reform.   By coincidence, this book appeared at the very moment that Ohio started its work in establishing community schools as a new model for public schools of choice.

Fittingly, Schlechty titled Chapter Nine as Working on the Work, his way of describing educators and their responsibility for improving schools.  This phrase aptly describes the Office of Community Schools, where working on the work means how students and families can have access to educational choice with schools of quality that are accountable to stakeholders and that demonstrate results.  
Higher achievement for all students is one of the priorities of the State Board of Education.  When the charter school model is utilized to guide school improvement efforts, the work is informed by the yield realized from research and development and from best practices that are obtained from applying what we know from research.  School improvement is itself a process where research and development inform school design and instructional practice, and that is truly working on the work.
The remainder of this report presents the work as it has been defined in ten years of legislation as well as data that describe school academic and demographic data, enrollment, finance, and community school legal compliance.
Notes:

1. Supporting Charter School Excellence Through Quality Authorizing.  U. S. Department of Education, Office of Innovation and Improvement, 2007.

2. Ibid.

3. Principles & Standards for Quality School Authorizing.  National Association of Charter School Authorizers, 2007.

4. Guiding Principles.  Ohio Association of Charter School Authorizers, 2007.
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