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Executive Summary

Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA), in partnership with WestEd, was awarded a contract by the
Ohio Department of Education (ODE) to study the resources needed for Ohio community e-schools to
provide a quality education. The work built on Ohio’s Fair School Funding Plan that was passed into law
in 2021 for implementation in fiscal years 2022 and 2023. This study is intended to examine the costs
associated with successfully serving community e-school students, both in general education (GenEd)
and dropout prevention and recovery (DOPR) e-school settings.

Community E-School Landscape

In Ohio, public charter schools are referred to as community schools, with community e-schools being a
subset of these schools operated entirely online. Two types of community e-schools exist in Ohio: those
that serve a general student population (GenEd) and those that are focused on dropout prevention and
recovery (DOPR). There are currently 15 community e-schools in the state, serving student populations
from around 100 students to well over 15,000 students. These community e-schools are distinct from
online schools run by districts (referred to by the state as “School District Online Learning Schools”). For

[” |” interchangeably, referring only to these

this report, we use “community e-school” and “e-schoo

specific 15 community e-schools, and not district-run online schools.

Funding for community e-schools. While e-schools are a type of community school in Ohio, they are
treated differently than site-based (brick-and-mortar) community schools for funding purposes, in a
number of ways including: (1) brick-and-mortar community schools are funded based on an annualized
full time equivalency (FTE) using student enrollment, community e-schools are funded based on an
annualized FTE using student enrollment and student participation in online and offline learning
opportunities, and (2) community e-schools are eligible for the base state formula amount, a small
facilities allowance, career-technical education funding and special education funding but are not
eligible for additional funding brick-and-mortar community schools receive for certain student
populations, including economically disadvantaged students, and English learners.

Study Overview

To understand the costs faced by community e-schools to serve students, the study undertook four
elements: (1) a literature review, (2) a survey of e-schools, (3) focus groups, and (4) professional
judgment panels.

To understand Ohio’s approach to funding community e-schools the study team sought to examine
where there are cost differences and differences in state funding approaches between online schools
and traditional brick-and-mortar schools by examining available research and completing a 50-state
policy review. This work built on the 2019 Ohio Department of Education Study of Internet- or
Computer-Based Community School Funding Models report but expanded on that report’s by
highlighting funding models used in a set of comparison states with a particular focus on examining
competency- and completion-based online school funding models.
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As part of this study, an online survey was administered to community e-school leaders in charge of
operations and/or who have knowledge of program budgets and spending from June 8% to August 22",
2022. The survey was intended to allow the study team to better understand program operations,
current resource use, and challenges faced by e-schools. Thirteen of the 15 community e-schools
participated in the survey, including five GenEd e-schools and eight DOPR e-schools. The number of
students enrolled in the e-schools that participated in the survey account for over 99 percent of total
student enroliment in Ohio e-schools.

The study team convened focus groups to to gain a better understanding of issues raised in the survey,
provide stakeholders an opportunity to highlight any other topics they felt important to understand for
the study, and to set the final professional judgment panel representative school sizes. Three focus
groups were held, one each for GenEd community e-schools, DOPR community e-schools, and
community e-school sponsors. There were eight participants in the GenEd focus group representing six
schools, seven participants from seven DOPR e-schools, and three sponsor participants representing
eight sponsored e-schools.

The study team hosted three professional judgment panels in late September through early October
2022 to identify the resources (personnel and non-personnel) needed to successfully serve community
e-school students in Ohio. One panel focused on the resource needs for GenEd community e-schools,
another focused on the resource needs for dropout prevention and recovery community e-schools, and
the final review panel reviewed the work of the previous panels and discussed other policy implications
for funding of e-schools. A total of 22 panelists, from 13 of the state’s 15 community e-schools,
participated in the professional judgment panels. Panelists included community e-school teachers,
counselors, principals, academic directors, special education directors, treasurers, and school
administrators/directors. Once resources were identified by panels, the study team used that
information to create per student cost estimates to successfully serve students in e-school settings.

Key Findings and Recommendations

Findings: Current funding levels are similar to the funding amounts identified for base level resource
needs for GenEd and DOPR community e-school students. The professional judgment panel base cost
figures for 2,600 and 9,750 student schools were $7,142 and $7,042 respectively. These figures are
slightly lower than the FY22 base cost figure of $7,352.

The study did not build a DOPR e-school with only base cost resources and then separately consider the
resources needed for at-risk students; instead, a representative e-school was created where nearly all
students are considered at-risk of academic failure, as is the reality for DOPR e-schools. This means
resources associated with additional instructional and support needs for at-risk students are included in
the identified per pupil cost figures. The study team examined the information from the panels and the
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current DPIA funding to estimate what portion of the DOPR’s overall costs might represent a base figure.
Looking at the GenEd panels, when 50 percent of the 2,600-student e-school were assumed to be at-risk
students, it resulted in a cost increase of around $700 per pupil. Taking a linear analysis, this would
mean an additional $1,400 at 100 percent concentration. Reducing the DOPR 2,600 per pupil figure by
the 100 percent concentration ($1,400) would leave a base figure of $7,141, nearly identical to the
GenEd figure at this size. Similarly, the current DPIA formula would provide about $1,400 at the 85
percent economically disadvantaged concentration. This analysis appears to show base costs similar to
Ohio’s current base funding for schools in FY22 of $7,352.

Recommendation: Community e-school base cost estimates using the professional judgment approach
are very similar to the base cost of $7,352 in FY22 and should be funded utilizing a similar methodology
to sites receiving this base amount. However, it should be noted that this figure would be sufficient only
if the additional recommendations are addressed below.

Findings: E-schools face significant challenges due to the differential approach to both counting student
participation and maintaining a student in attendance. Focus group members and professional judgment
panelists repeatedly identified student count as one of the greatest challenges to providing the
resources needed for students. They highlighted that per pupil costs from this study will only be valid if
provided for the students served by the community e-schools and not the current count of students
funded.

National research mentions the additional time on task and engagement efforts needed for many online
students. Students often come to online settings after having difficulty in traditional schools. The
students attending these schools often have a higher risk of attendance issues already and e-schools
require a significant amount of staffing to monitor and engage students to ensure their participation.
Further, the count process requires resources to ensure community e-schools can get as many students
counted for funding as possible.

The community e-schools understand the history behind and reasoning for the differential count for the
schools. Still the count leads to schools serving more students, sometimes far more students, than they
were funded for in a year. Comparing FY22 headcount data to enrollment data for funding, e-schools
ranged from being funded for just 21 percent of headcount up to 110 percent. The majority of e-schools
were funded below head count with the average e-school receiving 85 percent of their headcount. This
differential has impacts on staffing ratios across positions, salary levels, and the academic and support
opportunities that schools can provide students. Additional staff are also needed to track the data
needed for the student count, resources not likely needed in traditional community schools or for online
schools in traditional districts.

Recommendation: With the large variation in headcount versus funded enroliment the study team
would recommend a workgroup be created to identify approaches to student count that allow for
recognition of the efforts community e-schools must make to enroll, provide orientation to, and work to
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continue to engage students in the education process, while balancing the concerns about ensuring
funding only for students engaged in the education process.

Findings: Both GenEd and DOPR community e-schools provide services for at-risk and English learner
students. At-risk students make up a large share of many of the GenEd e-schools and DOPR e-schools.
Funding report data from May of 2022 shows e-schools ranged from 26 to 70 percent of at-risk students.
The survey discussed that the lack of funding for these students was a barrier to providing the
instructional and student supports needed for student academic success. These resources include
adequate instructional staff, counselors, social workers, and attendance staff. Focus groups also
highlighted the lack of funding for these students as a misalignment with the needs of most community
e-school settings. They also highlighted that e-schools housed in traditional districts receive additional
funding for these students.

As discussed above in the base funding recommendation, the professional judgment results showed that
both the GenEd and DOPR community e-schools need additional resources to serve their at-risk
students. The funding needed to provide the staffing recommended by panelists is similar to the current
DPIA funding levels.

Focus group members and professional judgment panelists also discussed the need to provide service to
English learners when they enroll in the school. Though not a high percentage of students, the resources
needed to adequately serve the students can be high.

Recommendation: Community e-schools should receive DPIA and EL funding to be consistent with how
other settings in the state, including e-schools in traditional districts, are funded. This funding will allow
districts to more successfully serve their student populations.

Finding: Thought there are only 15 community e-schools, they vary greatly in size ranging from less than
100 students to over 16,000 students, with two-thirds of sites under 1,000 students. The professional
judgment results indicate that the smallest settings face higher costs to serve students. Using the 2,600-
student district as the baseline figure in both GenEd and DOPR community e-schools shows that in the
small settings, 650 and 700 students respectively, costs were 17 percent or 15 percent higher. The 200
student DOPR setting had 26 percent higher costs.

Recommendation: The state could consider providing a size adjustment for smaller, independent
community e-school settings. It is important that such an adjustment does not provide a perverse
incentive for new or current community e-schools to simply create a number of smaller sites to increase
funding, so provisions should be made to consider which sites would be eligible for this type of funding.
This could include not providing size adjustment funding for sites that utilize a common management
organization or are closely aligned with a school district.
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Introduction/Background

Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA), in partnership with WestEd, was awarded a contract by the
Ohio Department of Education (ODE) to study the resources needed for Ohio community e-schools to
provide a quality education. The work builds on Ohio’s Fair School Funding Plan that was passed into law
in 2021 for implementation in fiscal years 2022 and 2023. This study is intended to examine the costs
associated with successfully serving community e-school students, both in general education (GenEd)
and dropout prevention and recovery (DOPR) e-school settings.

Community E-School Landscape

In Ohio, public charter schools are referred to as community schools, with community e-schools being a
subset of these schools operated entirely online. Two types of community e-schools exist in Ohio: those
that serve a general student population and those that are focused on dropout prevention and recovery
(DOPR). There are currently fifteen community e-schools in the state. These community e-schools are
distinct from online schools run by districts (referred to by the state as “School District Online Learning

[” I” interchangeably, referring only

Schools”). For this report, we use “community e-school” and “e-schoo

to these specific 15 community e-schools, and not district-run online schools.

The 15 e-schools serve student populations from around 100 students to well over 15,000 students.
Some community e-schools serve students statewide, while others serve students from a specific
geographic area. GenEd e-schools tend to serve students from kindergarten through twelfth grade,
while DOPR e-schools often focus on high school students. Though all the e-schools are “online” schools,
many have sites where students are served in person, providing a blended learning approach, and all the
e-schools must undertake large scale student testing each spring.

Legal requirements for community e-schools. Ohio law requires that when a student enrolls in an Ohio
community e-school, they:

e Are provided instruction by a licensed Ohio teacher,
e Receive a computer, and
e Receive online access to the school.

Each student is assigned a teacher of record, and each teacher of record must have primary
responsibility for no more than 125 students. Just as brick-and-mortar community schools in Ohio are
overseen by their specific community school sponsors, community e-schools’ sponsors provide oversight
of the schools, ensuring the e-school is compliant with the state’s Standards for K-12 Online Learning.
Sponsors have a contract with the Ohio Department of Education and are regularly evaluated on their
performance as sponsors.

Funding for community e-schools. While e-schools are a type of community school in Ohio, they are
treated differently than site-based (brick-and-mortar) community schools for funding purposes. Brick-
and-mortar community schools are funded based on an annualized full time equivalency using student
enrollment, community e-schools are funded based on an annualized full time equivalency using student
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enrollment and student participation in online and offline learning opportunities. Students in e-schools
must be removed from the school’s enroliment if they have 72 hours of consecutive unexcused
absences.

Community e-schools are eligible for the base state formula amount, plus a small facilities allowance. E-
schools are eligible for career-technical education funding and special education funding but are not
eligible for additional funding brick-and-mortar community schools receive for certain student
populations, including economically disadvantaged students, and English learners?.

Recent legal changes. While not the specific focus of this study, it is important to highlight recent
changes to Ohio law? that allow district-run, online schools. These “School District Online Learning
Schools” are distinct from remote learning plans that were allowed during the pandemic, as district-
sponsored online learning schools in Ohio are intended to be permanent schools in which students can
enroll. Further, these district online programs and schools are separate from community e-schools. They
are authorized by the Superintendent of Public Instruction, are funded based documented learning like
community e-schools but receive all state categorical funding that traditional students receive.

Study Overview
To understand the costs faced by community e-schools to serve students, the study undertook four
elements:

1. Aliterature review,

2. Asurvey of e-schools,

3. Focus groups, and

4. Professional judgment panels.

The literature review focused on differences in funding between e-schools and traditional schools across
the country. Survey participants were asked to identify current resource usage and barriers faced in
successfully serving students. The focus groups dug deeper into the results of the survey with a focus on
barriers to successfully serving students and helped the study team identify the appropriate
representative schools to use in the professional judgment work. Professional judgment panelists
identified the resources needed to successfully serve community e-school students in both GenEd and
DOPR e-schools and at different size settings.

The remainder of this report first walks through the implementation of each of the study’s four
elements, discussing the process and findings in each. It then provides a set of recommendations for
how to improve the provision of funding for community e-school students in Ohio.

1 Ohio Revised Code 3314.08, 3317.022, and 3317.026
2 Ohio Revised Code 3302.42, https://codes.ohio.gov/ohio-revised-code/section-3302.42; Ohio Revised Code 3301.079,
https://codes.ohio.gov/ohio-revised-code/section-3301.079
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Literature and Policy Review

Overview

To understand Ohio’s approach to funding community e-schools the study team sought to examine
where there are cost differences and differences in state funding approaches between online schools
and traditional brick-and-mortar schools. This work built on the 2019 Ohio Department of Education
Study of Internet- or Computer-Based Community School Funding Models report but expanded on that
report’s by highlighting funding models used in a set of comparison states with a particular focus on
examining competency- and completion-based online school funding models.

To examine the cost differences, the study team first conducted a literature review and found that
limited research exists on the costs to provide online schools and on the topic of providing additional
funding to online schools based on specific student or school characteristics, as many traditional school
funding formulas do. The limited research conducted to date has shown the overall costs of online
schools to be lower than traditional brick-and-mortar schools.

The study team next conducted a review of state policies to understand differences in funding practices
that currently exist in states across the country. The study team found that many states fund online
schools in the same or nearly the same manner as traditional schools. However, that examination also
led the study team to recognize that in addition to each state’s unique funding system, the way states
authorize online schools can have an impact on such schools receiving a different level of state funding
than traditional schools. As such, the policy review was organized around the varying methods of
authorizing online schools, and the corresponding variety of funding methods within each authorization
method.

Literature Review of the Costs Associated with Online Schools

The study team conducted a literature review to examine the existing body of knowledge about the
typical costs associated with online schools and the types of demographic factors that might result in
increased costs for online schools. While student enrollment in online schools has grown in recent years
(a recent report estimates in 2019-20, 477 full-time online schools enrolled 332,379 students in the
U.S.3), there is still a limited body of research on the costs associated with online schools.

The U.S. Department of Education’s What Works Clearinghouse (WW(C) lists a total of nine studies it
reviewed under the broad topic of “distance learning,” two of which did not meet WWC standards.
None of the remaining seven studies directly address full time online learning, rather most studies focus
on evaluating specific online interventions or other supplemental online education programs. However,
a body of evidence exists around school funding generally and factors that may result in cost differences
to serve students with varying characteristics that could inform the funding of Online schools.

3 Molnar, A. (Ed.), Miron, G., Barbour, M.K., Huerta, L., Shafer, S.R., Rice, J.K.,

Glover, A., Browning, N., Hagle, S., & Boninger, F. (2021). Virtual schools in the U.S. 2021. Boulder,
CO: National Education Policy Center. Retrieved 3/21/22 from http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/
virtual-schools-annual-2021
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Little research exists examining the costs of full-time online learning compared to costs of traditional
brick-and-mortar schools. The policy review, described later in this report, shows that states fund online
schools in different ways — from full state formula funding to funding equivalent to charter schools
(whether or not that amount varies from the full state formula amount) to a separate funding allocation
specific to full-time online schools.

The 2021 National Education Policy Center (NEPC) publication Virtual Schools Annual Report 20214
noted “no state has implemented a comprehensive formula that ties funding allocation directly to
virtual schools’ actual costs and operating expenditures.” NEPC has issued this report annually since
2013, which looks broadly at online schooling in the U.S., including enroliment patterns, reviews of the
literature regarding online schools, and recent state legislation on the subject. The 2021 report confirms
that limited studies have examined the difference in costs between online schools and traditional brick-
and-mortar schools, but that those studies have generally found actual costs of online schools are less
than traditional schools.

An adequacy cost study conducted in 2015° for iNACOL utilized the professional judgment approach to
identify the resources needed for online schools to ensure all students met standards. Researchers then
created a cost model to compare those identified online school resources with those previously
identified for traditional schools in two states through a similar professional judgment process. This
process did not evaluate actual costs of existing online schools and traditional schools, rather it
identified the resources needed to ensure all students in both settings met state standards and
performance expectations.

To provide effective online instruction, panelists sought to increase the engagement of students in
online schools, so they built a model that closely mirrored traditional schools in terms of class size ratios
to allow for synchronous, real-time instruction (in this case, the model assumed classes of 25 students
allowing elementary teachers to provide synchronous, real-time instruction and secondary teachers to
provide a high level of student contact and differentiated instruction by limiting their total caseload to
125 students across five classes) and other support personnel such as counselors and social workers.
Structuring online schools in this manner resulted in similar costs for online and traditional schools — the
differences in costs were mainly attributable to decreased facilities and maintenance and operations
costs for online schools.

The professional judgment process identified both a “base” funding amount that would apply to all
online students and additional resources needed to serve at-risk, English Learner, and gifted students, as
well as students with disabilities. The study found that the base cost of full-time online schools
(resourced to ensure all students meet state standards) ranged from 93 percent to 98 percent of the
traditional school cost. With this adequate base amount in place, the study noted the “surprising”
finding that online schools may require fewer resources to serve those additional student populations

4 Molnar, A. (Ed.), et al. 2021.
5 Patrick, S., Myers, J., Silverstein, J., Brown, A., Watson, J., Performance-based Funding & Online Learning: Maximizing
Resources for Student Success, International Association for K-12 Online Learning, 2015.
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than traditional school settings, assuming the full level of base resources are available. For example, the
additional cost to serve at-risk students was around half the level seen in traditional costing out studies.
The weight for students with disabilities (at 0.73) was also lower than traditional costing out studies, but
that may have been related to the fact that the highest need special education students were being
served by entities other than the online school.

The 2012 meta-analysis Understanding the Implications of Online Learning for Educational Productivity®
noted that “underserved, at-risk students and students with special needs deserve special attention.
There is emerging evidence that prevalent online learning models do not meet the needs of all
students.” Potential barriers to success identified for these students in online schooling included access
to technology, independent learning skills and the need for adult support to engage in online learning.

An earlier report on the costs of online learning was published in 2011 by the Thomas B. Fordham
Institute. Creating Sound Policy for Digital Literacy: The Costs of Online Learning estimated average cost
ranges for online schools compared to brick-and-mortar schools. The report noted the limited data
available on both costs and student outcomes. However, it found a cost range for online schools to be
approximately half to three-quarters the national average cost of brick-and-mortar schools. It identified
five primary cost driver categories in its online school funding model and estimated the variation of each
between its online school model and the traditional model:

e Labor (teachers and administrators),
e Content Acquisition,

e Technology and Infrastructure,

e School Operations, and

e Student Support.

In the school finance field, a generally accepted belief is that school funding systems should, to the
extent possible, provide a predictable level of funding to allow districts and schools the ability to plan in
advance how resources will be deployed. A 2016 study’ examined this notion of funding stability for
online charter schools, looking at four mechanisms of state funding for online charter schools and the
funding certainty those schools experience as result. The study did not explore or identify best practices
of the four funding approaches (funding based on: 1. student count; 2. average daily membership or
average daily attendance; 3. low-stakes completion-based funding; or 4. high-stakes completion-based
funding), rather it focused on the funding certainty online schools experience under each type of
funding approach. It found those systems based on a student count (single count or double count)
system and those based on average daily membership or average daily attendance provide the most
funding certainty for online charter schools, while those with low-stakes and high-stakes completion-
based funding provide the least funding certainty, as funding is tied to student results.

6 U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Technology, Understanding the Implications of Online Learning for
Educational Productivity, Washington, D.C., 2012 (p35).

7 Miller, L., Just, M., & Cho, J. (2016). Low-stakes completion-based funding: What can we learn from the school that invented it?
Lexington, KY: University of Kentucky Center for Innovation in Education.
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Dropout prevention and credit recovery courses are tailored to students already struggling to meet
expectations and who are not on track to graduate on time. A descriptive study of Montana Digital
Academy’s (MTDA) 2013-14 online credit recovery course enrollment and passing rates by REL
Northwest® showed an overall passing rate of 57 percent of student enrollments in online credit
recovery courses. MTDA is the statewide supplemental program provider for online credit recovery
courses; it is not a full-time online school. The study found that passing rates were lower for students
taking one online credit recovery course per semester (60 percent ultimately failed or dropped the
course) than for those taking multiple courses per semester (68 passing for those enrolled in two
courses, 82 percent for those in three, and 85 percent for those in four). While a descriptive study
cannot establish causation, the study did note recent changes to the program limited which students
were eligible to take multiple courses simultaneously and required districts to provide students enrolled
in multiple courses with “sufficient time and support to complete the courses.”

While not specific to the online environment, the WWC’s 2017 practice guide Preventing Dropout in
Secondary Schools®, provides four evidence-based recommendations to support educators and
administrators in serving students at risk of dropping out. Three of the four recommendations were
based on moderate or strong evidence:

e Provide intensive, individualized support to students who have fallen off track and face
significant challenges to success.

e Engage students by offering curricula and programs that connect schoolwork with college and
career success and that improve students’ capacity to manage challenges in and out of school.

e For schools with many at-risk students, create small, personalized communities to facilitate
monitoring and support.

Again, the research base specific to serving students with disabilities in online schools is limited.
However, the provisions of the federal special education law (IDEA) apply to all public education
settings, whether in person or online. As such, ensuring appropriate support for students with
disabilities is a factor that should be considered.

The 2015 report Equity Matters: Digital & Online Learning for Students with Disabilities® identified five
“critical domains” in online learning for students with disabilities:

e Appropriateness of Learning Environment,
e |dentification of Learners with Disabilities,

8 Stevens, D., & Frazelle, S. (2016). Online credit recovery: Enrollment and passing patterns in Montana Digital Academy courses
(REL 2016—139). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education
Evaluation and Regional Assistance, Regional Educational Laboratory Northwest. Retrieved from http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs.
9 Institute for Education Sciences, Preventing Dropout in Secondary Schools, Practice Guide Summary 2017.
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Docs/practiceguide/wwc_dp_summary_101717.pdf

10 Basham, J.D., Stahl, S., Ortiz, K., Rice, M.F., & Smith, S. (2015). Equity Matters: Digital & Online Learning for Students with
Disabilities. Lawrence, KS: Center on Online Learning and Students with Disabilities.
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e Provision of Disability Support Services,
e Accessibility Issues, and
e Parental Involvement.

The study does not examine the costs associated with the implementation of these critical domains for
students with disabilities in online schools, rather it focuses on procedural and policy questions to
consider for each domain. It can be inferred that implementation of these five domains would likely
have cost considerations in practice for both state education agencies (state guidance on and
documentation of the IEP process for online environments, for example) and online learning providers,
even though costs were not specifically identified.

Policy Review: State Governance Systems for Online Schools

Ohio’s approach to community e-school governance and funding was described in the introduction. This
section of the policy review examines other state government approaches. Since each state’s funding
mechanism for online schools is closely tied to its governance and authorization structure for online
schools, the study team organized this state policy review around the governance structures and
examined the impact on funding for online schools. The study team focused on state funding
approaches to provide full-time online schooling for students, as this allows a more relevant policy
comparison for Ohio’s e-school funding. As a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, many states have
approved temporary full-time online options through local school districts that would not traditionally
be authorized — the study team did not include these types of pandemic-related, and likely temporary,
online options in its review. Likewise, private online schools operate in many states, where families pay
tuition to the schools, the study team also excluded those from our review.

Through its review of e-school governance structures in the state, the study team identified four primary
e-school governance structures:

e State-run, statewide online schools

e Fully online schools or programs offered by existing school districts

e Online schools authorized through the state charter school authorization process
e Other approaches to online schools

Within each governance approach, the study team has distinguished states that differentiate funding for
online schools, and those that provide the same funding as other traditional brick-and-mortar schools or
charter schools authorized through the same process. Some states allow authorization of full-time
online schools through multiple types of governance structures, similar to Ohio.

The following table summarizes the study team’s classification of publicly funded online school
approaches. The study team acknowledges the nuances related to categorizing states in any policy
review and has done its best to consistently categorize approaches but recognizes others might make
different choices or distinctions when classifying the approaches.
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Table 1.1: Summary of Approaches to Authorizing and Funding Online Schools

Yes No
State-run, statewide online 24 states
schools and programs AL AR, CO, FL, GA, HI, ID, IL, IA, MA,

MS, MR, MT, NH, NM, NC, ND, OR,
SC, TX, UT, VA, WV, WI

Online district schools or 7 states 15 states

programs AZ, FL, IN, KS, RI, SD, TX AK, AL, CA, CO, ID, MI, NV, OH, SD,
TN, VT, VA, WV, WY

Online charter schools 8 states 13 states

AZ, CA, FL, GA, IN, OH, MN, NH AL, AR, CO, ID, LA, MI, NV, NM, OK,
OR, PA, UT, WI
Other approaches 2 states 2 states
CO, WA MI, OK

Note, seven states (Connecticut, Delaware, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, New Jersey and New York) do
not currently have any publicly funded online schools or have policies that prohibit online schools.

Ohio’s 2019 report on e-schools includes a look at statewide, state-run online schools. The study team
reviewed these types of programs and found that, in general, state-run online schools provide
supplemental online courses that can be accessed by students across the state, so the schools are not
diploma-granting institutions. Of the states with statewide online schools, Florida’s program is the only
one that allows students to enroll full-time.

How funded: In some cases, these offerings are completely state-funded, typically outside of the state
school finance system through a legislative appropriation, in other cases they offer courses based on a
fee for service, paid by districts, schools, or home school families.

The following brief summaries highlight the varying types of state-run, statewide online schools across
the country.

e Arkansas — The state school, Virtual Arkansas'?, provides supplemental virtual coursework to
students enrolled in local school districts, or to home school and private school students who
enroll in these courses through the local district. The state charges a base district membership
fee and a per-student, per half unit fee. Course formats include teacher-led, flex paced, and
content-only courses. Course offerings include credit recovery and Advanced Placement.

o Florida — The Florida Virtual School (FVS) provides both supplemental and full-time enrollment
options. FVS is funded through full time equivalent (FTE) fractional funding®?, which is course-

1 https://www.virtualarkansas.org/
12 https://www.fldoe.org/core/fileparse.php/5606/urlt/Virtual-Sept.pdfNew
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based and performance-based funding. Students must successfully complete their courses for
schools to receive the full funding amount.

Hawaii — The Hawaii Department of Education operates the Hawaii Virtual Learning Network
Hawaii Online Courses (HVLN HOC) 3. This program of supplemental courses is available to all
public school students, including charter school students, where students can take up to two
online courses in additional to their regular classes. For courses offered during the regular
school year, enrollment is done through the student’s school and there is no charge for courses.
Courses offered during the summer are typically fee-based, and parents must register their
children directly.

North Carolina — The North Carolina Virtual Public School (NCVPS) was established through
legislation in 20054, The school charges districts per class and the amount charged is
determined by a statistical formula which is finalized each June.® Classes include summer, single
semester, or year-long courses.

North Dakota — North Dakota provides supplementary course offerings to students, including to
students out of state, through the state-sanctioned North Dakota Center for Distance
Education®® (NDCDE). Pricing is based on the type and length of a course. Districts retain full
state funding for students enrolled in NDCDE courses but pay NDCDE per course taken.

Some states allow traditional school districts to operate fully online options. The study team

differentiated from the remote learning opportunities created during the pandemic and these longer-

term policies. This option was in place prior to the pandemic when more remote learning was offered

during school closures.

How Funded: Many of the states that allow traditional districts to operate full-time, online programing

do not have different funding or student count policies in place for these students, while a few do fund

differentially from traditional district funding. As noted previously, Ohio allows school districts to create

online schools and funding does differ for district-run online schools than for Ohio community e-schools.

Examples of district-operated fully online programs that provide the same funding as to other students

in the district include:

Alabama — All school districts in Alabama are required to provide virtual learning options for
high school students, as a result of a 2015 state law'>. While many districts utilize the statewide
ACCESS supplemental virtual learning program to comply with this requirement, several districts
have created their own online schools or contracted with private providers to manage their
virtual offering. Districts operating full time virtual learning receive the same per pupil state
funding as traditional students.

13 https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/TeachingAndLearning/Educationlnnovation/VirtualLearningNetwork/Pages/home.aspx
14 https://www.ncleg.gov/EnactedLegislation/SessionLaws/HTML/2011-2012/SL2011-145.html

15 https://ncvps.org/funding-formula-and-financial-information/

16 https://www.cde.nd.gov/information/policies-resources
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e Tennessee — Tennessee has 28 multi-district fully online schools and a significant number of
district programs. Online schools are funded in the same manner as traditional public schools
per specific state legislation. State funding allocations for the basic education program (BEP) are
district-based and not based on individual schools. School districts can use BEP funds from both
state and local sources to implement and operate their online schools?®.

However, in other states there are different funding parameters for how to fund online schools. For
example:

o Texas — Much of the state-level online learning activity in Texas is handled through the Texas
Virtual School Network’ (TXVSN), which is administered by the Texas Education Agency. While
TXVSN does provide supplemental courses, it also includes the full-time TXVSN Online Schools
(OLS) program for grades 3—12. The TXVSN OLS includes seven multi-district fully online schools.
Grades 3-8 students enrolled in full-time TXVSN online schools generate state FSP funding
based on successful program completion. Successful completion is defined as completion of the
TXVSN education program and demonstrated academic proficiency with passing grades
sufficient for promotion to the next grade level. If a student successfully completes their grade-
level instructional program, the school receives full funding; if the student does not, the school
receives no funding.

Many states authorize online schools through their charter process, similar to Ohio’s community school
authorization process. States take varying approaches even within that charter authorization process.
Some states treat online charter schools the same as brick-and-mortar charters in terms of the
authorization process and charter funding mechanisms. Other states, like Ohio, differentiate between
online and in-person charter schools, with a different authorization process, a different online charter
school funding approach, or both.

How funded: The study team found when online schools are authorized through a state’s charter school
process, in many states online charters are funded the same as brick-and mortar charters. However, in
some states, online charters are funded differently than brick-and-mortar charters. It is important to
note that authorizers of online charter schools can vary, and this variation can have impacts not just on
how a school is funded, but on who provides funding for the school. For example, in most states, if a
school is authorized by the state, then funding for those schools comes directly from the state, often
outside the school funding formula.

Examples of states that do not distinguish between virtual charters and brick-and-mortar charters:

o Oklahoma - All of the state’s online charter schools are authorized through its Virtual Charter
School Board?’. Funding does rely on the state’s charter school funding approach, though ADM
counts are more closely scrutinized and prior year counts are not used if they have fallen too
drastically.

17 https://svcsb.ok.gov/
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e Oregon — Oregon’s virtual charter schools® can be authorized by either the state or a school
district. Oregon’s charter school funding is utilized with the virtual charters receiving the
average funding per weighted ADM as the authorizing district. This means that virtual charters
receive some funding for targeted populations but not for their specific demographics, they are
assumed to have the same demographics as the district for funding purposes.

e Pennsylvania — Pennsylvania also has a number of online charter schools, called cyber charters,
throughout the state. The charters are authorized by local districts and the charter funding
program is used to fund cyber charters. Each charter receives the same average per pupil
funding amount as the sponsoring district, with some additional revenues available for special
education students.

Other states take a more similar approach to Ohio, where online schools are authorized through the
state’s charter school process but are funded at a different level than in-person charter schools.
Examples include:

e Arizona — Online education can be provided through district or virtual charters. The State Board
of Education approves district Arizona Online Instructional (AOIl) programs, while the State
Board for Charter Schools approves charter AOI programs. Funding for virtual instruction is
provided through the AOI formula®®. AOI funding is based on the student's actual instructional
time. Full time virtual students are funded at 95% of base support, while part time students at
85% of base state support.

o New Hampshire — Online education in New Hampshire is provided through the only state-
approved virtual charter school, the Virtual Learning Academy Charter School?® (VLCAS). It offers
both supplemental and full-time enrollment and is a diploma granting institution. Through a
memorandum of understanding with the state, VLCAS is funded based on student completion of
coursework (per every half credit course completed).

e (California — In California, online charters are authorized as any other charter (by a school
district, county office of education, or the State Board of Education). However, online charters
are considered "non-classroom based" and receive different funding than traditional schools.
NCBs receive 85% of the state’s Local Control Funding Formula?!, based on attendance. The
charter or state Department of Education can request a higher or lower funding figure from the
State Board of Education, based on school-specific factors.

In some states, online schools are addressed outside of the traditional or charter school processes. A
number of states allow multiple authorizers of online schools, including district, private providers,
regional education service providers and/or state entities. Another state treats online schools as
alternative learning environments.

18 https://www.oregon.gov/ode/learning-options/schooltypes/charter/Pages/default.aspx
19 https://azsbe.az.gov/resources/arizona-online-instruction

20 https://vlacs.org/

21 https://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/ch/fs.asp

11


https://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/ch/fs.asp
https://vlacs.org
https://azsbe.az.gov/resources/arizona-online-instruction
https://www.oregon.gov/ode/learning-options/schooltypes/charter/Pages/default.aspx

Ohio Community E-Schools Cost Study

How funded: Since online schools in these circumstances are addressed outside of the traditional or
charter school processes, the funding for online schools may also be distinct from traditional or charter
schools, such as funding online schools at a lower per pupil amount than other schools in the state.
Examples Include:

o Colorado — Colorado’s online schools can be authorized by a school district, a group of two or
more school districts, the state Charter School Institute, or a Board of Cooperative Educational
Services (BOCES), and provide full-time online programs, not supplemental coursework. They
might also be charter schools, but many online schools in Colorado are not charter schools.
Colorado makes a distinction between multi-district and single district online schools?2. For a
single district school, the student must live in that district to enroll in the school, while multi-
district online schools can serve students outside their geographic boundary. While both types
are funded based on enrollment, single district online schools are funded at the district’s per
pupil rate in the traditional school funding formula, while multi district online schools are
funded at the online funding rate established in state law, for the 2021-22 school year funding
was $8,712. In most cases, the district’s per pupil rate for a single district online school is greater
than the online funding rate for multi-district online schools.

e Oklahoma — As noted earlier, online charter schools in Oklahoma are funded in much the same
manner as the state’s brick-and-mortar charter schools. However, Oklahoma’s approach to
authorization is also unique in that online charter schools are authorized by the Statewide
Virtual Charter School Board?® (SVCB). The SVCB was created through state law and is the only
entity permitted to authorize online charter schools in the state.

e Washington — Online programs are operated by a mix of districts, private providers, and
consortia, some of which offer both part- and full-time online options. Online programs are
considered alternative learning environments (ALE)?*, and ALE is funded based on the Running

Start (RS) nonvocational rate. The RS nonvocational rate is the statewide average rate for

students in grades 9-12. This funding rate is the same regardless of the ALE course type. Student

enrollment can be claimed up to 1.0 FTE, which equates to 27 hours and 45

minutes (27.75 hours) or 1,665 minutes per week. The RS nonvocational rate may be more (or

less) than the district’s prototypical funding for their non-ALE enrollment. ALE courses are not

eligible for enhanced CTE funds.

Funding for Additional Student Populations

The study team investigated whether online schools are eligible for additional targeted funding that is
often provided through state funding formulas based on student characteristics, such as special
education, English Learners, and students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch.

First, whether an online school receives targeted funding for student or school needs is dependent on
whether their state provides funding for certain student populations or school circumstances in any

22 https://www.cde.state.co.us/onlinelearning/schools
23 https://svcsb.ok.gov/
24 https://www.k12.wa.us/student-success/learning-alternatives/alternative-learning-experience
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school setting. The following table summarizes general state approaches to funding student and district
needs.

Table 1.2: Summary of Student and School District Adjustments

Special Education 50 States

At-Risk 47 States, excluding AK, DE, and SD
English Learners 48 States, excluding MS and MT
Gifted 35 States

AK, AR, AZ, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, HI, IA, ID, IN, KY, LA, ME, MN, MS, MT, NC, ND,
NE, NM, NV, OH, OK, OR, PA, SC, TN, TX, UT, VA, WA, WI, WY
School Adjustments

Small Size 11 States

AK, CO, KA, LA, MO, NE, NM, NC, SD, VT, WY
Remote/Isolation 10 States

AR, CA, FL, GA, MA, MN, MT, OR, UT, WI
Funding for Both Isolated & 8 States
Small AZ, ID, MI, NY, OK, TX, WA, WV

Second, whether a state provides these additional targeted funds to online schools is also related to the
governance structure of online schools, as was the case with base funding. Statewide programs that
focus on providing supplemental online courses do not tend to have any additional funding associated
with targeted student populations. In states that have fully online schools operating within existing
school districts, students in those settings generally receive both the same base funding, and any
additional funding or adjustments for student needs or school/district characteristics, as any other
student in that district would.

Within the 21 states that authorize online schools through the charter school process, 13 states treat
online charter schools the same as brick-and-mortar charter schools and provide adjustments for
student need. Often however, those schools do not receive any adjustments for school characteristics,
so as not to incentivize creating a small online school in an isolated setting, or within a district that
typically receives additional funding for being small or remote.

Of the states that treat online schools separately, authorized either through the charter school process
or a separate process, some states also choose to provide additional funding for student need, such as in
the examples below.

e Arizona — Arizona’s online schools can be authorized as charter schools. Its state law? requires
that "charter additional assistance and district additional assistance shall be calculated in the
same manner they would be calculated if the student were enrolled in a district or charter
school that does not participate in Arizona online instruction.”

25 https://education.alaska.gov/alaskan_schools/corres/pdf/Regulations.pdf
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e Minnesota — Funding **for students enrolled in full-time online school is based on enrollment,
with part-time online students funded based on course completion. Full-time online students
also generate additional state support for economically disadvantaged students and students
with disabilities (part time online students do not generate these additional funds).

e Nevada — The state funds virtual students and schools the same as traditional schools?’. Both
virtual charter schools and virtual students in traditional districts exist in Nevada. Funding is run
through the state’s current funding system, regardless of setting, so virtual students and schools
would receive the same funding as students with similar needs.

e New Mexico — In New Mexico, online schools are authorized as charter schools?®, and are
generally funded through the traditional state funding formula. The state’s funding formula
includes allocations for special education, at-risk and English Learner students.

Conclusion

The literature review revealed that limited studies have been conducted on the costs of online schools
compared to traditional brick-and-mortar schools. Studies in recent years that have estimated costs or
evaluated actual costs have found that online schools cost less to operate than brick-and-mortar
schools, to varying degrees. While there is a body of evidence within the general school finance research
on the additional resources needed to serve students in traditional settings based on specific student or
school characteristics (such as economically disadvantaged students, special education students, or
English learners), the research focused on online school costs does not generally address what level of
adjustment is appropriate in a full-time online setting.

The policy review found that a majority of states have some form of full-time online school option for
students, and that the different governance and authorization structures in each state can influence
how online schools are funded. Most often, full-time online schools are authorized in one of three ways:
state-run, statewide online schools, online schools run by traditional school districts, and through the
state’s charter school process. A few states have distinct approaches to online schools from their
traditional district or charter process. Ohio has authorized community e-schools (online charter schools)
and allows district-run online schools. Most states leverage their existing K-12 funding system as the
basis of funding for online schools, but some states provide a lower level of funding for authorized
online schools than their brick-and-mortar counterparts. Generally, if an online school is within an
existing school district or is treated the same as a brick-and-mortar charter, then it receives the same
adjustments for student need.

The information from the literature and policy reviews was used as part of the study team’s focus group
and professional panel discussions and to inform the study’s final recommendations.

26 Minnesota Statutes 124D.095, https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/2015/cite/124D.095

27 Nevada Department of Education, Understanding the Pupil Centered Funding Plan. 2021
https://doe.nv.gov/uploadedFiles/ndedoenvgov/content/Boards_Commissions_Councils/Commission_on_School_Funding/Fina
IPupil-CenteredFundingPlanSummaryDocument2021.pdf

28 https://webnew.ped.state.nm.us/bureaus/public-education-commission/policies-and-processes/
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Survey

Overview

As part of this study, an online survey was administered to community e-school leaders in charge of
operations and/or who have knowledge of program budgets and spending from June 8 to August 22",
2022. The survey was intended to allow the study team to better understand program operations,
current resource use, and challenges faced by e-schools.

Thirteen of the 15 community e-schools participated in the survey, including five GenEd e-schools and
eight DOPR e-schools. The number of students enrolled in the e-schools that participated in the survey
account for over 99 percent of total student enrollment in Ohio e-schools. Table 2.1 presents the
demographic information for the participating e-schools compared to the total e-school populations.

Table 2.1 E-School Demographic Summary

Total Enrollment (unit: students) 30,085 29,953 4,045 3,924
Migrant Students (unit: percent) 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04
Students identified for Special Education 14.85 14.88 20.08 20.04
Services (unit: percent)

Economically disadvantaged Students (unit: 53.77 53.73 57.76 57.65
percent)

Gifted Students (unit: percent) 4.84 4.86 0.28 0.26
Homeless Students (unit: percent) 0.57 0.57 191 191
American Indian or Alaskan Native Students 0.36 0.35 0.00 0.00
(unit: percent)

Asian Students (unit: percent) 1.04 1.03 0.00 0.00
Black, Non-Hispanic Students (unit: percent) 15.64 15.69 7.93 8.17
Hispanic Students (unit: percent) 7.31 7.33 5.46 5.63
Multiracial Students (unit: percent) 7.85 7.87 5.88 5.75
White, Non-Hispanic Students (unit: percent) 67.94 67.83 78.14 78.21

The table above shows demographic comparison between GenEd e-schools and DOPR e-schools
including comparing the averages across all e-schools to the averages within the survey sample. Across
all measures the analysis sample is very similar to the overall averages.

When comparing the two types of community e-schools the table shows that there are higher
concentrations of historically underserved students in DOPR. Specifically, we see DOPR e-schools have
higher numbers of students who identify as Migrants, Special Education, economically disadvantaged,
and homeless. The differences in the student population of GenEd and DOPR e-schools likely impacts
how each e-school designs their program offerings and manage their cost structures. Given this context,
findings for the survey will be separately presented for the two types of community e-schools.
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Findings

E-School Programs and Operation

The survey asked respondents a series of questions to understand program operations in GenEd and
DOPR e-schools, including understanding student participation, how programming is offered
(synchronous or asynchronous), class sizes and caseloads, and student services provided. Survey
responses indicated there were specific programmatic differences between GenEd and DOPR e-schools.

First, survey participants were asked about the percentage of students that were full-time vs. part-time
(Figure 2.1), as well as the percentage of students that opt out after a required orientation (Figure 2.2).

Figure 2.1 Student enrollment in E-Schools Full-time versus Part-time basis (Unit: Percent)

General Education Dropout Prevention and Recovery

® O

® Full-time enrollment B Part-time enrollment

DOPR e-schools reported a notably higher percentage of part-time students than GenEd e-schools, with
nearly all students in GenEd e-schools being full-time.

Figure 2.2 Students Opting Out after Initial Orientation (Unit: Percent)
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All community e-schools reported around one-sixth of students dropping out after initial orientation.
This can have a particular impact on costs for e-schools as the allocation of resources and staffing in the
beginning of year for conducting orientation activities for students opting out can be considered to
some extent sunk costs. DOPR e-schools reported a slightly higher percentage of students opting out
after initial orientation relative to GenEd e-schools, especially in a pandemic year.

Respondents were then asked about class sizes and caseloads, or how many students are assigned to a
teacher of record, to understand how this varied by grade bands, and by type of community e-school. As
has been noted, in e-schools, students are assigned a teacher of record, and each teacher of record
must have primary responsibility for no more than 125 students.

Table 2.2 Typical Class Size and Caseload in E-Schools (Unit: Number of students)

Kindergarten 35.2 18.3 39.4 18.3
Elementary (Grade 1-5) 35.4 25.7 65.0 27.3
Middle (Grade 6-8) 39.6 45.0 131.6 57.2
High School (Grade 9-12) 68.0 78.4 145.6 61.8

As displayed in Table 2.2, the average class size in e-schools reported by survey respondents is highest in
high schools. Specifically, on average, there are 68 students in a class in GenEd e-schools and 78.38
students in DOPR e-schools. For elementary grades, GenEd e-schools have bigger class sizes than DOPR
e-schools, whereas DOPR e-schools has a higher average class size in middle school grades than GenEd
e-schools. Notably, there were also significantly lower average caseloads in DOPR e-schools than GenEd
e-schools. As with class size, caseloads vary based on grade levels served.

Survey participants were also asked about the support services they provide to students. All GenEd and
DOPR e-schools reported they offer:

. Academic tutoring

. Administrative support

o Advisement/mentoring/progress check ins

. Attendance monitoring/student engagement

. IT help desk support

o Mental health support

. Onboarding orientation

o Tailored supports and services for special education and English Learners

Additionally, all DOPR and 83 percent of GenEd e-schools said they offered: (1) career
orientation/vocational support, and (2) family engagement support. All GenEd e-schools and nearly all
DOPR e-schools (89 percent) said they provided varied electives. The largest difference was related to
offering synchronous instruction.
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Synchronous instruction refers to when students engaged with a teacher in real time (i.e., some e-
schools offer bell schedules like in-person school), whereas asynchronous learning refers to students
who move along at a self-guided pace by being assigned content and having flexibility to schedule times
for check-in or work with teachers. One hundred percent of GenEd e-schools said they offer
synchronous instruction, while 67 percent of DOPR e-schools said the same. One DOPR e-school
indicated that they do not offer synchronous instruction currently but would like to, mentioned that lack
of funding, staff’s expertise, scheduling challenges and parent’s refusal were their reasons for not being
able to offer this service.

Figures 2.3 and 2.4 go into greater detail on the topic of synchronous or asynchronous instruction,
displaying information on how much synchronous real-time instruction/activities are offered by grade
level in each type of e-school first in core instruction classes and then in elective courses.

Figure 2.3 Synchronous Real-Time Instruction/Activities Offered for Core Subjects (Unit: Percent)
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On average, GenEd e-schools reported offering a higher percentage of real time, synchronous
instruction/activities than DOPR e-schools for all grade levels and subjects, with the most significant
differences in core subjects.

Figure 2.4 Synchronous real-time instruction/activities offered for elective subjects (Unit: Percent)
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Generally, the percentage of synchronous instruction offered for elective subjects was lower in both
settings than in core subjects, though the percentage offering synchronous instruction in elective
subjects was higher in high school grades compared to earlier grades.

Survey respondents were asked specifically about personnel resources, including staff time, students per
FTE by position category, and how staff used their time, and non-personnel resources, like technology
and facilities.

Table 2.3 first presents current staffing in each position category as reported in the survey, including the
number of e-schools that reported having staff in that category (n), then the average number of
students per FTE (avg.) and the range of students per FTE in that category (range) for all e-schools that
reported having staff in that position.

Table 2.3 Current Staffing in Each Position Category, Number of Students per FTE

General Education Dropout Prevention and Recovery

n Avg. Range n Avg. Range
20-38 7 47 18-160
66-146 7 58 27-98
258-394 7 64 33-111
109-359 7 110 64-253
131- 805 6 236 25-489
66-4,730 7 117 49-197
NA 7 245 136-442
NA 3 542 100-885
526-5,391 5 624 85-1,700

Other Positions (Written in by survey respondent)

2 307 293-320
1 160 NA
1 293 NA

Generally, DOPR e-schools have on average lower numbers of students per staff FTE than GenEd, except
for teachers and instructional aides. For these positions, DOPR e-schools have nearly doubled the
number of students per teacher relative to GenEd e-schools.
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Two tables in Appendix A provide additional detail on how staff time is used. Staff time allocation in
both e-school types span across different responsibilities beyond their main scope of work. In particular,
assessment is a work component that consumes time from many staff positions.

Technology

As noted earlier, Ohio law requires that when a student enrolls in an Ohio community e-school, in
addition to receiving instruction from a licensed Ohio teacher, they must: (1) receive a computer, and (2)
receive online access to the school.

Table 2.4 looks at the technology equipment that community e-schools provide to their students,
including what they currently provide and what they feel is needed but not currently provided.

Table 2.4 Technology Equipment for Students (Unit: Number of Schools Reporting)

Laptop computer 5 (all) . 8 (all)

Desktop computer 1 2 1
Tablet 1 1 1
Video Recording 3 2 1 1
System

Microphone/ Headset 5 7

Table 2.4 shows that all responding community e-schools provide laptop computers to students,
fulfilling their requirement by law. Additionally, microphones and headsets are also provided to nearly
all students, and video recording systems are also commonly provided in GenEd community e-schools.
Most community e-schools did not report any other technology as needed but not provided.

Further, all community e-schools offer internet support to their students. However, only around 58
percent of students/families in General Schools and 73 percent of students/ families in DOPR e-schools
receive those supports, either due to challenges related to access, such as being in an area without
reliable internet, or already having household internet access.

Survey respondents were also asked about the technology equipment (Table 2.5) and internet support
they provide for staff.
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Table 2.5 Technology Equipment for Staff Unit: Number of Schools Reporting)

Desktop computer 6 1
Laptop 5 (all) 8 (all)

Tablet computer 2 1
Digital Projector 1 3 1
Smart Board 1 3 1 3
Video Recording System 4 3 4
Microphone/ Headset 5 (all) 8 (all)

As shown in Table 2.5, 100 in all community e-schools, staff are provided with laptops and
microphones/headsets. A majority of DOPR e-schools also provide desktops and a majority of GenEd e-
schools also provide video recording systems. Fewer DOPR e-schools reported providing video recording
systems, but a larger number also said that equipment was needed, but not currently provided.

When asked about internet access, only two of GenEd e-schools and four DOPR e-schools offer internet
support/connectivity stipends to staff.

Facilities
The use of facilities by e-schools was explored in the survey both for general operations, and for
assessment purposes.

Table 2.6 Facilities (Unit: Number of Schools Reporting)

Administrative/Staff Office 5 (all) 8 (all)
Classroom 1 3
Auditorium 1
 Other Facilities (Manually Entered by Respondent)

Testing Center 2 3
Tutoring Lab 2
Enrollment Center 1
Event Center 1

Orientation Center 1
Outdoor Space for Sports and Activities 1
Parent Meeting Room 1
Professional Development Location 1

Student Center 1

All e-schools reported that they had administrative or staff office space, and several DOPR and GenEd e-
schools said they had a testing center. Additionally, three DOPR e-schools had classroom space and two
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of the DOPR e-schools also said they had a tutoring lab. Use of other facility spaces was mixed and
limited to individual sites.

Table 2.7 Assessment Facilities

Renting facilities 5 (all) 7
E-school owned facilities 4 2

Additionally, most e-schools — all GenEd e-schools and seven out of eight DOPR e-schools — report
they rent facilities for assessment activities. Also, while most GenEd e-schools report using owned
facilities for this purpose, only two DOPR e-schools report using owned facilities. The use of rental
facilities has cost implications due to not only the actual rent and logistics costs, but likely also staff’s
travel costs and time to and from rented assessment sites.

Challenges Encountered by Community E-Schools

There are several challenges e-schools reported encountering in providing quality online education,
which may have implications on the equity of education provided to e-school students. A summary of
survey responses regarding challenges is displayed in Figure 2.5.

Figure 2.5 Top Challenges Reported by E-Schools (Unit: Number of Schools)
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Three top challenges mentioned in both types of e-school settings are funding, high mobility students,
and family engagement and resources. Another top challenge mentioned among DOPR e-schools was
providing social, emotional, and behavioral health support. Other challenges noted by individual schools
included: (1) addressing students who are 1 or more grade levels behind and have other challenges; (2)
digital access, such as access to digital resources, technology, and the internet, (3) keeping students
engaged in earning the 920 hours per year, (4) legislation directed at e-schools such as HB409/410, (5)
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state testing/ Increasing cost of testing students face to face, (6) students withdrawn due to truancy (HB
410) not picked up by their home district, and (7) support systems for high risk drop-out students and
students with disabilities.

Funding is the top concern reported among surveyed e-schools indicating that there are not enough
funds available to equitably service students and their varying needs. The most common issue noted by
respondents reporting this challenge is the adjustment of funding resulting from student mobility and
participation, reducing funding if students do not attend full time. Specifically, for a student enrolled in
e-schools to gain full funding, they must complete 920 hours of schooling. ?° Because of attendance
issues as well as students’ varying expectations, schools often do not receive full funding for all students,
especially DOPR e-schools due to the type of students they serve. About half of this group noted this
particular challenge.

Also commonly noted as a challenge is the overall fact that e-schools are not funded at the same level as
traditional school districts. In addition to the impact of attendance issues on funding, a few respondents
also noted that they are not eligible for some additional funding brick-and mortar community schools
receive for certain student populations, including additional funding for economically disadvantaged
students, and English learners.

When schools do not receive full funding for students, respondents noted that cutbacks are made, and
services are not as comprehensive as they could be. The competing demands of students ultimately
impact their school attendance and success as well as the funding of quality services granted to the
school. Most respondents reporting this challenge expressed a general need for a consistent source of
funds to sustain and maintain high quality services.

The second most common challenge identified by respondents relates to serving high-mobility students
E-School students are faced with challenges in and out of school. As reflected in Figure 3, students may
opt-out after the initial orientation or withdraw from school throughout the school year due to a variety
of reasons. This creates inconsistency for both students and educators and was noted by nearly all e-
schools reporting this challenge.

Four of the eight e-schools reporting this challenge, the majority being Dropout Prevention and
Recovery, explicitly noted that student mobility challenges are a result of outside of school issues such
as access to basic needs (i.e., food, clothing), inconsistent living situations, or a lack of safety or security
in their family residence. These schools mentioned, for example, the need for significant resources to
help families overcome these challenges, and thus improve attendance, such as home visits,
transportation support to access basic needs, coordination with a counselor or social worker, among
others. In short, for e-schools to ensure their students facing the greatest challenges are in regular

29 Ohio Department of Education. (2019). Study of Internet- or Computer-Based Community School Funding Models. See more
at: https://education.ohio.gov/getattachment/Topics/Finance-and-Funding/School-Payment-Reports/State-Funding-For-

Schools/Community-School-Funding/Community-School-Funding-Information/Study-of-Internet-or-Computer-Based-

Community-School-Funding-Models-1-1.pdf.aspx?lang=en-US
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attendance varied and significant investments are needed. The third most common challenge reported
is family engagement. The five schools reporting this challenge noted that limited parental involvement
or support for students hampers the school engagement efforts. For example, while there are resources
available to families, they are not always using or taking advantage of them. One school noted that adult
figures in their students’ homes change often contributing to engagement challenges. Another school
noted the extreme lack of basic resources facing families as a critical need, and one the school struggles
to address through their engagement activities and other support.

Finally, providing student support was commonly identified as an equity challenge by DOPR e-schools,
identified by four respondents within this school type. Specifically, two of these schools commented
that students enrolled in these schools have a history of being unsuccessful in a traditional academic
setting, largely due to behavioral issues. As result, these schools note the significant resources required
to connect with these students and address the underlying issues such as mental health support, access
to school social workers, staff time to foster meaningful, and supportive relationships. Also of note are
the outside of school student circumstances contributing to the need for student support including as
noted by one school, responsibilities such as working full time, parenthood, and attending to personal
mental health struggles.
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Focus Groups

Focus groups were held to allow the study team to gain a better understanding of issues raised in the
survey, provide stakeholders an opportunity to highlight any other topics they felt important to
understand for the study, and to set the final professional judgment (PJ) panel representative school
sizes. Three focus groups were held, one each for GenEd community e-schools, DOPR community e-
schools, and community e-school sponsors. There were eight participants in the GenEd focus group
representing six schools, seven participants from seven DOPR e-schools, and three sponsor participants
representing eight sponsored e-schools. The rest of this section identifies common areas of discussion
during all three focus groups.

Student Count

Though not as explicitly detailed in the survey responses, participants from each of the focus groups
highlighted that the current student count process for community e-schools impacts numerous aspects
of operations and opportunities for students. Participants were cognizant of the reasons and history
related to the funding approach but felt the current approach had a number of unintended
consequences. The most direct was that community e-schools serve more students, sometimes far more
students, than they were funded for in a year. This has impacts on staffing ratios across positions, salary
levels, and the academic and support opportunities that schools can provide students. These impacts
are described in more detail in the sections below.

A direct impact of the count process for community e-schools includes the need for additional staff to
track the data needed for the student count, resources not likely needed in traditional community
schools. The students attending these schools often have a higher risk of attendance issues already and
the count process requires resources to ensure community e-schools can get as many students counted
for funding as possible. These are resources on top of the student support resources utilized by the
schools to make sure students mental health and instructional needs are met.

Staffing

The participants first reviewed the results of the survey related to staffing in the schools. Generally,
participants thought the results were indicative of what was happening at the e-schools but felt that
context was important in reviewing the information. With community e-schools generally serving far
more students than they are funded for, participants indicated that class sizes and caseloads have to be
higher than might be ideal to make the financials of each school work. Panelists wanted to make sure
that ratios discussed during the professional judgment process were based on actual students served
and not just on funded counts. They felt that examining the cost per student served was a better metric
than the cost per student funded.

Another concern from the panelists was the ability to pay a competitive salary. Many participants
reported being able to attract less experienced staff but not being able to retain staff due to a lack of
competitive pay. The community e-schools often lacked traditional step and lane compensation systems
that could compete with local districts. They reported acting as feeder schools for local districts, with
staff hired away after a few years of training and teaching experience. Once again, the disconnect
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between funded students and number of students served was highlighted as one reason the schools
struggled with competitive compensation.

The fluid nature of online students caused other staffing challenges for community e-schools. Unlike
traditional sites where a building’s capacity might limit growth, e-schools can see large increases in
student enrollment year-to-year or even within a single year. This means that predicting enroliment is
difficult and can cause staffing shortages when an influx of students arrives. This becomes compounded
by the fact that nearly 20 percent of students that go through orientation do not continue long-term
with the schools. Knowing that the school will not be funded for all of the students also means that
decisions must be made on when and who to hire that might not align with actual student counts.

The community e-schools reported having significant struggles finding people to fill certain positions,
this was especially true for special education staff. Community e-school leaders recognized that staffing
for special education was problematic across the state but felt that the lack of competitive
compensation and the remote nature of the work made it particularly difficult for the schools to attract
this staff. Schools reported going through multiple staff people for the same position within a school
year or not having the position filled at all.

Special Student Populations

Panelists indicated that historically, students coming to online learning settings often have struggled
with traditional school settings. The population utilizing online settings has changed some coming out of
the pandemic, with families finding online a good fit, but there continues to be a high rate of students
who traditionally have struggled in school, this is especially true in the dropout prevention and recovery
e-schools. The schools also report very high rates of special education students, some topping a quarter
of the enrolled students. Additionally, e-schools report high numbers of students with 504 plans — many
are students with medical conditions — whose needs make the online setting the most conducive
learning environment for them.

As mentioned above, finding staff to serve special education students to serve students in person is an
acute problem for community e-schools. Beyond compensation, the schools, especially statewide
schools that operate across a large geographic footprint, must find staff to serve special education
students that require in person services throughout a wide area, and then also must find space to serve
the students. An additional challenge mentioned by e-school leaders was getting student records as they
enroll in the school. It was reported that often community e-schools will not even know a student has an
individual education plan (IEP) until records come for a student, which can be well after enroliment.
Participants thought better systems could be developed for the timely delivery of student records
statewide.

Both traditional and DOPR e-schools reported serving high numbers of at-risk students due to the nature
of online learning. These students need additional supports both instructionally and non-instructionally.
All of the community e-school leaders mentioned that the schools were providing these additional
supports and recognized how important they were for the overall success of students and families. They
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struggled to reconcile serving the needs of their student population with the lack of Disadvantaged Pupil
Impact Aid funding for e-schools.

DOPR leaders indicated that they tended to be working with the hardest students to serve. These
students face numerous barriers to success and the schools need to provide robust support services to
ensure student success. This was seen in the student support staffing ratios from the survey. Many of
the students, in addition to being academically at risk of not completing school, come from high
poverty/low stability situations which can lead to additional service needs. School staff is heavily
engaged with each student to help meet their instructional and non-instructional needs including family
needs. The schools are designed to serve these students, but service models are personnel intensive.

Professional Judgment Representative Schools

The last task for the panels was to review current community e-school sizes and help the study team
identify the representative school sizes to use with PJ panelists. Representative schools allow the study
team to use a number of school sizes to build the resources for community e-schools across the state
when working with the PJ panelists. The goal is to identify school sizes that would allow panelists to
identify the resources needed for students in schools that are familiar to panelists without having to
build every school size iteration in the state. Table 3.1 shows the grade spans and 2021 headcounts
figures for GenEd e-schools and DOPR e-schools.

Table 3.1 Community E-Schools, Grade Span and 2021 Headcount

Quaker Preparatory Academy K-8 156
Buckeye On-Line School for Success K-12, PS 595
Great River Connections Academy K-12 1,582
Ohio Connections Academy, Inc K-12 5,494
Alternative Education Academy K-12 5,781
Ohio Virtual Academy K-12 16,557
Dropoutpreventionand Recovery
Mahoning Unlimited Classroom 4-12 91
Auglaize County Educational Academy K-12 95
Findlay Digital Academy 9-12 144
Fairborn Digital Academy 9-12 174
Greater Ohio Virtual School 7-12 516
Quaker Digital Academy K-12 630
GOAL Digital Academy K-12 657
Ohio Digital Learning School K-12 677
TRECA Digital Academy K-12 1,900
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The study team felt that with such a small number of sites, it was important to pick representative
schools that did not too closely resemble current sites. Based on its experience leading PJ panels, the
study team finds this approach ensures that no person on the panel would have a school so familiar that
they might default to simply replicating the resources currently in place. Panelists across the focus
groups agreed five representative schools were identified. Three school sizes were chosen for GenEd e-
schools due to the very large differences in community e-school sizes, at 650, 2,600 and 9,750 students.
Two schools were identified for DOPR, including 200, 700 and 2,600 students. More information on how
these school sizes were implemented is available below in the PJ section of the report.

The information gained from the focus groups was utilized by study team members during the
facilitation of the panels. This included facilitators listening for areas of concern described by the focus
groups and exploring the resources necessary to meet the needs for e-schools. It also included
facilitators prompting PJ panelists to discuss issues mentioned by the focus groups if they did not come
up organically in the conversations.
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Professional Judgment Panels

This chapter presents the results of the professional judgment (PJ) approach. The PJ approach utilizes
educator experience and expertise to specify the resources representative schools and school districts
need to meet state standards and requirements. The PJ approach provides explicit cost information
about not only how much should be spent, but also how it should be spent. These resources can then be
“costed out” by applying salary and benefit information and the prices of other resources (such as for
technology) to determine the level of funding needed at a per-student level.

Moreover, the approach selected by the Cupp-Patterson Workgroup to develop the Fair School
Spending Plan was a variation on the professional judgment panel approach (Fleeter, 2019) so its use to
identify the resources that should be in place to serve community e-school students consistent with how
the new funding formula was set in Ohio.

PJ Panel Design

To identify PJ panelists, the study team sought nominations from all community e-schools by direct
request of e-school directors via email, as well as from ODE and the Ohio Association of School Business
Officials. A total of 22 panelists, from 13 of the state’s 15 community e-schools, participated in the
professional judgment panels. Panelists included community e-school teachers, counselors, principals,
academic directors, special education directors, treasurers, and school administrators/directors. A list of
panel participants is in Appendix B.

The study team hosted three professional judgment (PJ) panels in late September through early October
2022 to identify the resources needed to successfully serve community e-school students in Ohio. One
panel focused on the resource needs for GenEd community e-schools, another focused on the resource
needs for dropout prevention and recovery community e-schools, and the final review panel reviewed
the work of the previous panels and discussed other policy implications for funding of e-schools. In each
panel, panelists discussed the resources needed for students in representative settings of different sizes.
As was discussed during the focus groups, these enrollment sizes were higher than the average funded
counts in these e-schools and was instead intended to represent the number of students an e-school
served at a time.

In each panel, participants were provided with instructions to guide the professional judgment group
process, along with a summary of relevant Ohio state laws, rules, and ODE guidance governing
community e-schools. The state policy summary and PJ panel instructions can be found in Appendices C
and D, respectively. Panelists were tasked to identify the resources needed to successfully serve
community e-schools in representative school settings, while allocating resources as efficiently as
possible without sacrificing quality. Panelists identified the personnel and non-personnel resources
needed to serve e-school students.

The GenEd Community E-Schools Panel began by identifying the school-level personnel needed to
support a GenEd e-school of 2,600 students. This representative school setting assumed 1,200
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elementary (K-5) students and 1,400 secondary (grades 6-12) students. Panelists determined that on
average, about half of GenEd e-school students would qualify as at-risk. Panelists identified base
resources for the school, then identified the additional resources that would be needed to serve the at-
risk student population above that base amount.

It is important to note that community e-schools do not currently qualify for the Disadvantaged Pupil
Impact Aid (DPIA) state funding, so while the study team reports the base and additional costs for at-risk
separately, the total combined base cost and additional resources for at-risk students represents the cost
of e-schools.

The DOPR Panel began by identifying the school-level personnel needed to support an average size
DOPR e-school of 700 students. This representative school setting assumed 175 elementary (K-5)
students and 525 secondary (grades 6-12) students. Elementary students attend DOPR e-schools largely
because their older siblings attend the school. Panelists note that DOPR elementary students come from
the same home situations as their siblings that may result in them being considered at-risk as well. By
virtue of attending a DOPR e-school, 100% of students are considered to be at-risk, so in this model
there is no base level with add-ons for the at-risk population. Again, community e-schools do not
currently quality for the DPIA state funding, while the costs identified here are for serving a 100% at risk
student population.

During the community e-schools review panel, panelists reviewed the resources identified by the GenEd
and DOPR panels. The panel sought to understand differences in the panel’s approaches, such as the
GenEd panel’s staffing model utilizing teachers teaching five of seven classes, while students take all
seven class periods, while the DOPR panel assumed students — on average — were each taking five
courses to get the credit they needed to graduate.

One of the review panel’s goals was to identify the areas where it made sense for there to be different
resource levels for GenEd and DOPR e-schools, and to identify areas where a difference in approach
resulted in different resource levels that should really be more similar across the settings.

Resources Identified by Professional Judgment Panels

Panelists first identified the resources needed for elementary grades (K-5) in a representative GenEd and
DOPR e-school, with 1,200 elementary students and 175 elementary students respectively. As noted
previously, the GenEd panel identified base resources, as well as the additional resources needed to
serve at-risk students, assuming 50% of students were at-risk. The third column under GenEd shows the
base and at-risk resources combined. For DOPR settings, all students were assumed to be at-risk by
definition, so resources were not disaggregated between base and at-risk resources.
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Instructional Staff

Table 4.1 below presents all elementary instructional personnel identified by the panelists, both shown

as FTE and as ratios to allow for comparison between the two different size programs.

Table 4.1. Elementary (K-5) Instructional Personnel in Average Settings, by FTE and Ratio

Instructional Staff

Teachers 35.2 6.1 413 6.0
Additional Teachers 6.0 6.0 1.0
Instructional Coaches 2.8 1.0 3.2 0.5
Interventionists 6.0 6.0 0.9

Instructional Staff
Teachers 34 (30:1in K, 98 (to reduce to 25 (incl. the 25 (incl. the
35:1in grades 1- 25:1in K, 30:1 additional additional
5) in grades 1-5) teachers) teachers)
Additional Teachers 200
Instructional Coaches 436 1477 380 375
Interventionists 200 200 200

Teachers. For the GenEd e-school, panelists identified 35.2 teachers at the base level, based on class size
ratios of 30:1 in kindergarten and 35:1 in grades 1-5. Once at-risk students were considered, the
panelists reduced the class size ratios to 25:1 in kindergarten and 30:1 in grades 1-5, which would add
6.1 teachers, for a total of 41.3 teachers. In addition to the classroom teachers identified above, the
panel identified the need for one additional teacher per grade level to allow for specials classes, a total
of 6.0 teachers. The panel did not allocate any additional teachers beyond the 6.0 to serve at-risk
students. Adding the regular teachers (both base and at-risk) and the additional teachers, produced an
average ratio of 25:1 for GenEd.

For the DOPR setting, panelists recommended seven teachers to serve the 175 students, including one
teacher per grade and one additional teacher to ensure elementary students had access to specials. This
resulted in an average ratio of 25:1, consistent with the GenEd setting.

Instructional Coaches. Panelists felt instructional coaches were important to provide instructional
support and coaching to teachers, helping analyze data and providing mentoring for new teaching staff.
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These coaches are non-administrative positions — they do teacher observations for the purpose of
improving instruction but do not perform teacher evaluations. The review panelists recommended a
consistent staffing ratio in both settings, recommending instructional coaches be staffed at a ratio of 15
teachers to 1 coach, resulting in 3.2 instructional coaches in the combined base and at-risk column for
GenEd, and 0.5 instructional coaches for the 7.0 teachers in the DOPR setting.

Interventionists. Interventionists primarily work with small groups of students, providing additional
specific support to struggling students, and may do some co-teaching with the classroom teacher.
Review panelists believed interventionist ratios should be consistent across settings and believed a
200:1 ratio was appropriate. In terms of FTE, this resulted in 6.0 interventionists for GenEd (all assigned
to the base) and about a 0.9 FTE for the DOPR e-school.

Student Support Staff

Table 4.2 next presents all elementary student support personnel identified by the panelists, both
shown as FTE and as ratios to allow for comparison between the two different size programs. Overall,
the recommended student support staffing was more intensive in DOPR settings, as seem in the lower
staff-to-student ratios for each position.

Table 4.2 Elementary (K-5) Student Support Staff Personnel in Average Settings, by FTE and Ratio

Student Support Staff

Social Worker 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.9
Counselor 4.8 4.8 0.9
Other Support Professional 0.4

Student Support Staff

Social Worker 2400 1200 1200 200
Counselor 250 250 200
Other Support Professional 400

Social Workers. Panelists believe the social worker role is especially important in the e-school setting,
helping connect families to services. For example, low-income families who would otherwise qualify for
free or reduced-price lunch, do not have access to that resource in an e-school setting so social workers
play a greater role in helping connect them to community nutrition services. Further, regardless of
income level, many families experience crisis, so some level of social work is needed regardless of the
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number of at-risk students. As a result, panelists allocated 0.5 FTE for all students in the GenEd setting,
and an additional 0.5 for the 600 at-risk students, for a total 1.0 social worker in the GenEd e-school. In
the DOPR settings, panelists allocated 0.5 FTE social worker for the elementary grades (at a ratio of
200:1) recognizing that families with elementary students in a DOPR e-school may need more social
work support and assistance being connected with community resources.

Counselors. For the GenEd setting, panelists believe that counselors should be staffed in alignment with
the national association recommendations for school counselors, at 250:1, which would result in 4.8
counselors. The panel did not identify a need for additional counseling support with a higher at-risk
population. DOPR panelists recommended a similar staffing ratio for counselors as social workers
(200:1), or about a 0.9 counselor at the elementary grades, recognizing that there is less scheduling to
do at elementary, and this position is serving in a counseling role for students.

Other Support Professional. DOPR panelists recommended an additional 0.4 FTE for another support
professional, which could be used to provide additional behavioral and mental health support to
students (at a ratio of 400:1).

Resources in Smaller and Larger Settings

After identifying the instructional and student support staff FTE and ratios in average size GenEd and
DOPR settings, the panelists discussed how these resources would scale if the programs were larger or
smaller. For GenEd e-schools, this was scaling the program of 1,200 elementary school students down to
300 students and up to 1,200 students. For DOPR e-schools, this was scaling the program of 175
elementary school students down to 50 students, and up to 650 students. Overall, the panelists felt that
the staff ratios identified for instructional and student support staff were the same regardless of
representative program size.

Using the same staffing ratios as in average size settings, Table 4.3 shares the different FTE that would
be generated in the different size settings for GenEd e-schools and DOPR e-schools.

For simplicity’s sake, instead of reporting the recommendations for GenEd schools separately for base,
at-risk and combined resources (as the resource information was disaggregated in the prior tables), the
combined figures assuming 50 percent of students are at-risk are shown.
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Table 4.3 Elementary (K-5) Instructional and Student Support Staff Personnel FTE, by Size of Program

Instructional Staff
Teachers 10.3 413 155.0
Additional Teachers 2.0 6.0 22.5
Instructional Coaches 0.8 3.2 11.8
Interventionists 1.5 6.0 22.5
Student Support Staff
Social Worker 0.3 1.0 3.8
Counselor 1.5 4.8 18.0

Other Support Professional

Instructional Staff
Teachers 1.7 6.0 223
Additional Teachers 0.3 1.0 3.7
Instructional Coaches 0.1 0.5 1.7
Interventionists 0.3 0.9 3.3
Student Support Staff
Social Worker 0.3 0.9 33
Counselor 0.1 0.9 33
Other Support Professional 0.1 0.4 1.6

Secondary Personnel

Panelists then identified the resources needed for secondary grades (6-12) in a representative GenEd e-
school with 1,400 secondary students and DOPR e-school with 525 secondary students. As was the case
in the elementary school, the GenEd panel identified base resources, as well as the additional resources
needed to serve at-risk students, assuming 50% of students were at-risk. The third column under GenEd
shows the base and at-risk resources combined. For DOPR settings, all students were assumed to be at-
risk by definition, so resources were not disaggregated between base and at-risk resources.

Instructional Staff

Table 4.4 that follows presents all secondary instructional personnel identified by the panelists, both

shown as FTE and as ratios to allow for comparison between the two different size programs.
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Table 4.4 Secondary (6-12) Instructional Personnel in Average Size Settings, by FTE and Ratio

Instructional Staff

Teachers 56.0 9.3 65.3 21.0
Instructional Coaches 3.7 0.6 4.4 1.4
Interventionists 5.0 2.0 7.0 2.6

Instructional Staff
Teachers 25 (35:1 class size; 75 (to reduce to 30:1 21 25
teachers teaching 5 class size; teachers
out of 7 classes a teaching 5 out of 7
day) classes a day)
Instructional Coaches 375 1125 321 375
Interventionists 280 350 200 200

Teachers. In the GenEd setting, the base level the panel identified 56.0 teachers, based on an average
class size of 35:1, recognizing that some electives courses at the secondary level might have higher class
sizes, allowing for some smaller class sizes in core or specialized courses. Further, students were
assumed to be taking seven courses a day with teachers teaching five courses a day, a model very similar
to the approach in a traditional brick-and-mortar setting. To serve the assumed 700 at-risk students,
panelists reduced the class size ratios to 30:1, which added 9.33 teachers, for a total of 65.33 teachers.
This teacher figure is inclusive of all content and elective teachers. Once combined, the 65.3 teachers
resulted in an average student-teacher ratio of 21:1. The DOR panel identified 21.0 teachers, based on a
student-teacher ratio of 25:1. While this staffing ratios differed between the GenEd and DOPR, the
review panelists felt that this difference made sense as GenEd e-schools has a more similar schedule
structure as brick-and-mortar settings, and staffing that followed suit, whereas the DOPR model was
more based on a student caseload model.

Instructional Coaches. Review panelists believed the instructional coach ratios built into the elementary
level would remain the same at the secondary level, at a 15:1 teacher to coach ratio. In the GenEd
setting, this generated 3.7 at the base level, with an additional 0.6 once there were at-risk students and
additional teachers, bringing the school total to 4.4 instructional coaches. For the DOPR e-school, this
resulted in 1.4 instructional coaches to serve their 21 secondary teachers.
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Interventionists. Review panelists kept the same 200:1 student-interventionist ratio recommended for
elementary grades, in both the GenEd and DOPR setting.

Student Support Staff

Table 4.5 next presents all secondary student support personnel identified by the panelists, both shown

as FTE and as ratios to allow for comparison between the two different size programs. Overall, the
recommended student support staffing was more intensive in DOPR settings, as seem in the lower staff-
to-student ratios for each position.

Table 4.5 Secondary (6-12) Student Support Staff Personnel in Average Size Settings, by FTE and Ratio

Student Support Staff

Social Worker 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.6
Counselor 5.6 5.6 2.6
Other Support Professional 1.3

Student Support Staff

Social Worker 1400 700 700 200
Counselor 250 250 200
Other Support Professional 400

Social Workers. GenEd panelists recommended social workers at the secondary level to support
students and families and connect them to community resources as needed, with a 1.0 social worker
allocated at the base level and additional 1.0 social worker for at-risk students, for a combined total of
2.0 social workers at a ratio of 700:1 in this at-risk population and recommended 1.5 social workers to
support students and families and connect them to community resources as needed. Social workers
were recommended at a much lower student-social worker ratio (200:1) for a total of 2.6 social workers
in the representative DOPR e-school, which review panelists felt was consistent with the greater need of
students in these settings.

Counselors. GenEd panelists believed that counselors should be staffed in alighment with the national
recommendations for school counselors, at 250:1, which would result in 5.6 counselors, without a need
for additional counseling for the at-risk population. The panel noted that this ratio is only sufficient if
additional student support staff, such as social workers and attendance staff, is in place, so counselors
are truly fulfilling the secondary counseling role. DOPR panelists acknowledged the national
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recommendations for counselor staffing, but as DOPR e-schools serve an entirely at-risk student
population, many of whom have not been successful in traditional school settings, the panelists
recommended a lower counselor ratio of 200:1 to be able to serve the needs of DOPR secondary
students. The panel recommended 2.6 counselors who would do the scheduling, review previous school
records, help coordinate with CTE and College Credit Plus opportunities, and help students plan for
graduation and opportunities beyond graduation. The review panelists felt this richer staffing model
made sense in DOPR e-schools.

Other Support Professional. The DOPR panel recommended 1.0 other student support staff, which
would provide additional behavioral and mental health support to students. Combined with the other
student support staff positions above, this amounts to approximately a 100:1 student to support staff
ratio across the three student support staff position categories, which panelists believed is needed to
appropriately support students in a DOPR setting.

Resources in Smaller and Larger Settings

As was the case for elementary grades, after identifying the instructional and student support staff FTE
and ratios in average size GeEd and DOPR settings, the panelists discussed how these resources would
scale if the programs were larger or smaller. For GenEd e-schools, the average size program of 1,400
secondary school students was scaled down to 350 students and up to 5,250 students. For DOPR e-
schools, the program of 525 secondary school students was scaled down to 150 students, and up to
1,950 students. Consistent with the panelists’ decision for elementary grades, the panelists felt that the
staff ratios identified for instructional and student support staff were the same regardless of
representative program size.

Using the same staffing ratios as in average size settings, Table 4.6 presents the different FTE that would
be generated in the different size settings for GenEd e-schools and DOPR e-schools.

For GenEd e-schools, the combined figures assuming 50 percent of students are at-risk are shown.
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Table 4.6 Secondary (6-12) Instructional and Student Support Staff Personnel FTE, by Size of Program

Instructional Staff
Teachers 15.9 65.3 78.0
Instructional Coaches 1.1 4.4 5.2
Interventionists 4.0 7.0 7.4
Student Support Staff
Social Worker 0.2 2.0 7.5
Counselor 1.8 5.6 21.0
Other Support Professional

Instructional Staff
Teachers 6.0 21.0 78.0
Instructional Coaches 0.4 1.4 5.2
Interventionists 0.8 2.6 9.8
Student Support Staff
Social Worker 0.8 2.6 9.8
Counselor 0.8 2.6 9.8
Other Support Professional 0.4 1.3 4.9

System Personnel

In addition to the elementary and secondary resources just described, panelists also identified system
level resources including personnel for school administration, system administration, technology
management, and other student/family support.

Table 4.7 presents the system personnel recommended for the GenEd e-school, assuming three
different system sizes: 650 students, 2,600 students, and 9,750 students (the combined total of the
number of elementary and secondary students in the preceding section at the three size points).
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Table 4.7 General Education System Personnel FTE by System Size

School Administration
Principal/ Director 1.0 2.0 7.5
Assistant Principal/ Assistant Director 4.0 15.0
Coordinator/ Supervisor 1.0 1.0 3.8
EMIS Coordinator 1.0 1.0 3.8
Clerical Staff 1.5 4.0 15.0
System Administration
Superintendent 1.0 1.0 1.0
Director 1.0 1.0 2.0
Treasurer 0.5 1.0 1.0
Director of Student Support 1.0 3.8
Operations Director 0.5 1.0 3.8
Federal Programs Director 1.0 1.0
HR 0.5 1.0 3.8
Payroll/AP clerk 1.0 1.0 3.8
Technology Management
IT Director 1.0 1.0 1.0
Software Development 1.0 1.0 2.0
Cyber Security/Network 1.0 1.0 2.0
IT Support 2.0 7.0 30.0
Other Student/Family Support
Attendance 2.0 4.0 15.0
Data/Tracking 1.0 1.5 5.6
Admissions/Orientation/Family Liaison 2.0 3.0 11.3
Clerical/Data Entry 1.5 3.0 11.3

Looking at the resources first for the average size GenEd e-school of 2,600 students (presented in the

middle column) panelists recommended:

School Administration. Panelists recommended two principals, one elementary and one secondary, and
four assistant principals. Panelists also recommended 2.0 coordinators, one for EMIS and one that

could be utilized to accommodate coordination required for career and technical education programs,
as an additional assistant principal, dean or attendance tracking administrator or the like, as well as 4.0
clerical staff positions.
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System Administration. Panelists recommended: (1) a 1.0 superintendent to oversee the school, (2) 4.0
directors in charge of academics, student support, operations, and federal programs, (3) a 1.0 treasurer
to oversee the financial reporting needs of the school, (4) a 1.0 HR professional to oversee the system’s
human resource matters and (5) a 1.0 payroll/accounts payable clerk.

Technology Management. Online schools rely on technology and must be staffed appropriately. This
includes preparing devices for student and staff use, distributing technology to students and staff,
ensuring school systems are functioning, and providing tech support and troubleshooting as needed.
Panelists included the following technology staff: (1) a 1.0 technology manager oversees all student,
staff and system technology hardware, software and networking needs, (2) 1.0 software development
professional, 1.0 cyber security/network professional, and (3) 7.0 IT support staff personnel provide
assistance to students and families with technology.

Other Student/Family Support. Panelists included 4.0 attendance staff, given the unique requirements
of e-schools to track student attendance and participation. This staffing level includes the resources
required to host meetings, work with advocates, complete court paperwork and proceedings, etc.
Panelists also recommended 1.5 FTE to handle data and tracking, as well as 3.0 FTE to address
admissions, provide orientation, and serve as a liaison for families. These positions are intended to assist
with enrollment, making sure students and families can access the school, and provides a general point
of contact for families. E-schools have relatively high turnover of families, so the school could be losing
and filling up to 25% of their enrollment each year. 3.0 clerical positions were also recommended.

Panelists also considered the resources needed for a smaller (750 students) and larger (9,750 students)

GenEd community e-school. To do so, panelists began by looking at the resources they built for the

average size program detailed above. Then they explored using scaling; down these results to a smaller
size school and scaling up to the larger size school, using the established staffing and other ratios-
Panelists then reviewed each resource to see where adjustments should be made, based on economies
of scale, or to establish minimum or maximum resource levels in a given setting. Table 4.7 above
presented the different FTE recommendations for the smaller and larger settings.

Table 4.8 next presents the system personnel recommended for the DOPR e-school, assuming three
different system sizes 200 students, 700 students, and 2,600 students.
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Table 4.8 DOPR System Personnel FTE by System Size

School Administration
Principal/ Director 1.00 1.00 2.00
Assistant Principal/ Assistant Director
Coordinator/ Supervisor 1.00 5.00
EMIS Coordinator 1.00 1.00 1.00
Clerical Staff 1.00 1.50 4.00
System Administration
Superintendent 1.0 1.0 1.0
Director 1.0 1.0
Treasurer 0.3 0.5 1.0
Director of Student Support 1.0
Operations Director 0.5 1.0
Federal Programs Director 1.0
HR 0.5 1.0
Payroll/AP clerk contracted 1.0 1.0
Technology Management
IT Director 1.0 1.0 1.0
Software Development contracted 1.0 1.0
Cyber Security/Network contracted 1.0 1.0
IT Support 1.0 2.0 7.0
Other Student/Family Support
Attendance 2.0 3.0 7.4
Data/Tracking 2.0 3.0 3.0
Admissions/Orientation/Family Liaison 1.0 2.0 6.0
Clerical/Data Entry 1.5 1.5 2.0

First considering the system resources for the average size DOPR e-school of 700 students (presented in

the middle column) panelists recommended:

School Administration. Panelists included 1.0 principal, who would oversee both the elementary and
secondary programs within the school, and 2.0 coordinators/supervisors, including a work-based
learning coordinator and EMIS coordinator. 1.5 clerical staff positions were also recommended.

System Administration. Panelists included a 1.0 superintendent to oversee the K-12 school and a 1.0
director level position. Additionally, a 0.5 FTE each was recommended for the categories of operations,
HR and finance (treasurer). Panelists also included 1.0 payroll and accounts payable clerk.
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Technology Management. As previously stated, e-schools has a heavy reliance on technology and must
be staffed appropriately. Panelists recommended a 1.0 IT director and 2.0 software development and
cyber security/network manager positions to oversee all student, staff and system technology hardware,
software and networking needs. 2.0 IT support personnel were also recommended to maintain the
system’s technology services and provide support to staff and students.

Other Student/Family Support. 3.0 positions were recommended to handle student attendance, and
another 3.0 positions to handle data/tracking, separate from the EMIS position included previously.
These positions handle the FTE tracking, coursework tracking, student enrollment tracking, etc. Panelists
indicated that the state has expectations for the level of staffing performing tracking that schools
struggle to meet currently. Panelists also indicated a school this size would need 2.0 admissions/
orientation staff, who organize and implement orientations to new students/families throughout the
year, handle enrollment processes, and are available to prospective and current families throughout the
school year. Finally, 1.5 clerical staff were recommended to provide support in this area, including
handling student records.

Panelists considered the resources needed for a-smaller (200 students) and larger (2,600 student) DOPR

community e-schools. To do so, panelists scaled the resources they built for the average size program

detailed above, down to the smaller size school and up to the larger size school, using the established
ratios. Panelists then reviewed each resource to see where adjustments should be made, based on
economies of scale, or to establish minimum or maximum resource levels in a given setting. In the
smallest setting, some of the positions would not be hired in house, but instead would be contracted
out. In the larger setting, some additional position categories, like federal programs and director of
student services, had recommended staffing that was not present in the average size school. Table 4.8
on the proceeding page identifies these staffing differences by size.

Comparison between system staffing for GenEd and DOPR settings. Differences in how the GenEd
panelists and the DOPR panelists staffed the system level were apparent and reviewed by the review
panel, who addressed some inconsistences were appropriate.

Overall, looking at average size settings (2,600 students for GenEd and 700students for DOPR) system-
level personnel came to 95:1 in the GenEd model, while the DOPR model’s system-level personnel was a
75:1 ratio, due in part to the differences in size as well as the greater needs identified for other student
support, particularly for attendance, in DOPR settings. Panelists felt that DOPR e-schools often have to
provide-significant support to re-engage students who miss class time and to keep at-risk students
engaged and on track, so that the higher level of support in the DOPR setting made sense.

Technology is at the heart of online programs, so the panelists were asked to identify the technology
hardware that would be provided to staff and students in both GenEd and DOPR settings.
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For every staff member, panelists recommended:
e Desktop/Laptop
e Tablet
e Peripheral (often external monitor)
e Cellphone/desktop phone
e Internet access
e Printer
e Headphones/microphones

For every student:
e laptop (plus 20% more additional devices to account for churn)
e Tablet
e Hotspot/internet access
e Headphones/microphones

Other Non-Personnel Resources

Panelists identified other cost areas needed to run the community e-schools, and then the study team
surveyed e-school treasures to gather cost estimates in these areas. Identified non-personnel cost areas

and average per student amounts are shown in Table 4.9.

Table 4.9 Average Non-Personnel Costs in General Education and DOPR settings

Professional Development $1000/teacher $10/student
Supplies, Materials & Equipment $160/student $135/student
Software/Licensing $300/student $200/student
Curriculum $50/student

Assessment S7/student

Marketing $15/student $17/student
Facilities & Utilities $300/student $400/student
Insurance $130/student $29/student
Legal $10/student $21/student
Student Activities S5/student $100/student
Student Data System (Tracking) $30/student
Postage/mailing $20/student $20/student
Enrollment database $14/student S4/student
Seal/credential S4/student S4/student
Audit $50/student $16/student
Computers/facilities for testing $10/student $200/student
ITC fee $20/student $50/student
ESC fee $26/student
Sponsorship Fee 3% 3%

Key cost areas included professional development, software and licensing (5200-300 per student),
facilities and utilities ($300-400 per student), and sponsorship fees (3 percent). State testing-related
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transportation and technology costs (up to $200 per student) was also a significant cost area. Panelists
identified other costs associated with testing, including renting facilities, setting up computers and
networks required to test, providing travel reimbursement to teachers administering the exams,
providing bus passes or gas gift cards to families to get students to the testing site.

Panelists identified other non-personnel cost areas including (but not limited to) supplies, materials &
equipment; curriculum; assessment; human resources; finance; IT; marketing; insurance; student data
systems; legal; and student activities.

Cost Estimates

Once the panels completed their work, the study team undertook the process of costing-out the
resources identified above, which primarily involved determining salaries associated with the identified
FTE positions. Salaries were derived from 2018 -2021 of personnel information provided by ODE. The
study team looked at each position for each year and removed any personnel that received a salary that
was 2.5 standard deviations above or below the mean. Once outliers were removed, the study team
took the average salary across all years to determine the average salary for each position. Additionally,
the study team used a benefit rate of 16% plus $14,265.53 to cover insurance to calculate total salaries
and benefits for each position.

Table 4.10 presents the elementary and secondary costs for GenEd and DOPR settings. Since the
instructional and student support staff same ratios were used in all size settings, the per student cost is
the same within each type of e-school and grade span.

Table 4.10 Elementary and Secondary Personnel Costs by Personnel Categories

Instruction $3,573 $3,999 $4,049 $4,725 $4,101 $4,101
Student Support $395 $422 $432 $485 S1,214 $1,035
Total $3,968 $4,421 $4,481 $5,210 $5,315 $5,136

Total costs varied from $3,968 to $5,315 per student. Costs estimates were highest in DOPR settings,
primarily due to the high costs associated with intensive student support in these settings.

Table 4.11 (personnel) and 4.12 (non-personnel) present the system costs that are in addition to these
elementary and secondary costs.
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Table 4.11 System Personnel Costs by Personnel Categories

School Admin $610 $ 425 $ 425 $ 1,006 $ 566 $ 393
System Admin $776 $302 $226 $ 854 $721 $393
Technology $ 667 $318 $ 287 $493 $ 744 $167
Other Student/ $550 $243 $243 $ 821 $ 619 $200
Family Support

Total $2,603 $1,288 $1,181 $3,174 $2,650 $1,493

The system level costs ranged from $1,181 to $2,603 for GenEd e-schools while DOPR e-schools ranged
from $1,493 to $3,174. There are some economies of scale issues occurring in the smaller settings due
to the panels deciding there was a minimum resource level that each system must have.

Table 4.12 System Non-Personnel Costs by Area

Other Costs $1,139 $1,139 $1,139 $1,747 $1,285 $1,212
Staff Tech $19 $9 $9 $42 $20 $12
Student Tech $314 $297 $297 $379 $378 $378
Total $1,472 $ 1,445 $ 1,445 $ 2,167 $1,683 $1,601

The system level other costs range from $1,445 to $1,472 in GenEd systems and $1,601 to $2,167 in
DOPR system. The other costs in the GenEd systems are very similar by size. There is more variation in
the DOPR system due to higher resource levels needed at the 200-tudent level to cover fixed costs such
as facilities and utilities, insurance, and credentials.

Table 4.13 below adds total school level costs and system level costs to create total cost estimates for
each setting and size configuration.
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Table 4.13 Total Professional Judgment Cost Estimates

School $4,212 $4,212 $4,212 $4,874 $4,874 $4,874 $5,218 $5,218 $5,218

System S 4,075 $2,733 $2,626 S 4,075 $2,733 $2,626 $5,321 $4,333 $3,095
Total $ 8,535 $7,153 $7,042 $9,217  $7,835 $7,724  $10,854 $9,837 $8,561

The final professional judgment panel cost estimates range from $7,724 to $9,217 in the GenEd settings
and from $8,561 to $10,854 in the DOPR settings. The DOPR system is higher because all students in the
school are at-risk and have additional resource needs.
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Recommendations

This section examines key findings and the study team’s recommendations related to those findings.
Each finding and recommendation is linked to information from the report and are typically based on
numerous pieces of evidence from the study.

Base Funding

Finding: Current funding levels are similar to the funding amounts identified for base level resource
needs for GenEd and DOPR community e-school students. The professional judgment panel base cost
figures for 2,600 and 9,750 student schools were $7,142 and $7,042 respectively. These figures are
slightly lower than the FY22 base cost figure of $7,352.

The study did not build a DOPR e-school with only base cost resources and then separately consider the
resources needed for at-risk students; instead, a representative e-school was created where nearly all
students are considered at-risk of academic failure, as is the reality for DOPR e-schools. This means
resources associated with additional instructional and support needs for at-risk students are included in
the identified per pupil cost figures. The study team examined the information from the panels and the
current DPIA funding to estimate what portion of the DOPR’s overall costs might represent a base figure.
Looking at the GenEd panels, when 50 percent of the 2,600-student e-school were assumed to be at-risk
students, it resulted in a cost increase of around $700 per pupil. Taking a linear analysis, this would
mean an additional $1,400 at 100 percent concentration. Reducing the DOPR 2,600 per pupil figure by
the 100 percent concentration ($1,400) would leave a base figure of $7,141, nearly identical to the
GenEd figure at this size. Similarly, the current DPIA formula would provide about $1,400 at the 85
percent economically disadvantaged concentration. This analysis appears to show base costs similar to
Ohio’s current base funding for schools in FY22 of $7,352.

Recommendation: Community e-school base cost estimates using the professional judgment approach
are very similar to the base cost of $7,352 in FY22 and should be funded utilizing a similar methodology
to sites receiving this base amount. However, it should be noted that this figure would be sufficient only
if the additional recommendations are addressed below.

Student Count

Findings: E-schools face significant challenges due to the differential approach to both counting student
participation and maintaining a student in attendance. Focus group members and professional judgment
panelists repeatedly identified student count as one of the greatest challenges to providing the
resources needed for students. They highlighted that per pupil costs from this study will only be valid if
provided for the students served by the community e-schools and not the current count of students
funded.

National research mentions the additional time on task and engagement efforts needed for many online
students. Students often come to online settings after having difficulty in traditional schools. The
students attending these schools often have a higher risk of attendance issues already and e-schools
require a significant amount of staffing to monitor and engage students to ensure their participation.
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Further, the count process requires resources to ensure community e-schools can get as many students
counted for funding as possible.

The community e-schools understand the history behind and reasoning for the differential count for the
schools. Still the count leads to schools serving more students, sometimes far more students, than they
were funded for in a year. Comparing FY22 headcount data to enrollment data for funding, e-schools
ranged from being funded for just 21 percent of headcount up to 110 percent. The majority of e-schools
were funded below head count with the average e-school receiving 85 percent of their headcount. This
differential has impacts on staffing ratios across positions, salary levels, and the academic and support
opportunities that schools can provide students. Additional staff are also needed to track the data
needed for the student count, resources not likely needed in traditional community schools or for online
schools in traditional districts.

Recommendation: With the large variation in headcount versus funded enroliment the study team
would recommend a workgroup be created to identify approaches to student count that allow for
recognition of the efforts community e-schools must make to enroll, provide orientation to, and work to
continue to engage students in the education process, while balancing the concerns about ensuring
funding only for students engaged in the education process.

DPIA and EL Funding

Findings: Both GenEd and DOPR community e-schools provide services for at-risk and English learner
students. At-risk students make up a large share of many of the GenEd e-schools and DOPR e-schools.
Funding report data from May of 2022, shows e-schools ranged from 26 to 70 percent of at-risk
students. The survey discussed that the lack of funding for these students was a barrier to providing the
instructional and student supports needed for student academic success. These resources include
adequate instructional staff, counselors, social workers, and attendance staff. Focus groups also
highlighted the lack of funding for these students as a misalignment with the needs of most community
e-school settings. They also highlighted that e-schools housed in traditional districts receive the
additional funding for these students.

As discussed above in the base funding recommendation, the professional judgment results showed that
both the GenEd and DOPR community e-schools need additional resources to serve their at-risk
students. The funding needed to provide the staffing recommended by panelists is similar to the current
DPIA funding levels.

Focus group members and professional judgment panelists also discussed the need to provide service to
English learners when they enroll in the school. Though not a high percentage of students, the resources
needed to adequately serve the students can be high.

Recommendation: Community e-schools should receive DPIA and EL funding to be consistent with how
other settings in the state, including e-schools in traditional districts, are funded. This funding will allow
districts to more successfully serve their student populations.
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Size Adjustment

Finding: Thought there are only 15 community e-schools, they vary greatly in size ranging from less than
100 students to over 16,000 students, with two-thirds of sites under 1,000 students. The professional
judgment results indicate that the smallest settings face higher costs to serve students. Using the 2,600-
student district as the baseline figure in both GenEd and DOPR community e-schools shows that in the
small settings, 650 and 700 students respectively, costs were 17 percent or 15 percent higher. The 200
student DOPR setting had 26 percent higher costs.

Recommendation: The state could consider providing a size adjustment for smaller, independent
community e-school settings. It is important that such an adjustment does not provide a perverse
incentive for new or current community e-schools to simply create a number of smaller sites to increase
funding, so provisions should be made to consider which sites would be eligible for this type of funding.
This could include not providing size adjustment funding for sites that utilize a common management
organization or are closely aligned with a school district.
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Appendix A, Additional Survey Data

The following tables provide additional information from the e-schools survey on staffing. Both tables provide information from the same survey
guestions; the first table shows responses from GenEd community e-schools, while the second table provides responses from dropout

prevention and recovery e-schools.

Table A-1. Time allocation for operational components by position categories (General Education)

Operation components Teachers

Assessment 13.00
Content planning 12.00
Social emotional learning support 8.80
Professional development learning 7.40
Family engagement 7.20
Others 6.00

Other academic support (non-
instructional) (i.e. tutoring..)

Pre-enrollment orientation

Intervention
Specialists

10.00
11.00
6.80
7.40
7.20
9.00

6.40

Instructional
paraprofessional

Curriculum

4.75

specialists/
Instructional
coaches

21.25
13.75
11.25

Student

professionals

15.00
10.00
6.67

14.67

7.00

support service Administrators

14.00
11.00
10.00
9.80

13.40
16.20
10.00

9.40

6.20

Family
engagement

Clerical

support staff
staff i

19.00 8.20

Source: Question 20 in the E-School Survey (Please share how each specific position, on average, divides up their time across the different operational components in terms of

an approximate percent.).
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Table A-2. Time allocation for operational components by position categories (Dropout Prevention and Recovery)

Curriculum :
' " = Student Family )
: Intervention Instructional specialists/ Technology X e Clerical
Operation components Teachers o 3 ) s support service Administrators  engagement
Specialists paraprofessional Instructional specialists : support staff
professionals staff
coaches

Assessment 15.57 15.00 [EEE 13.57 7.50 6.43
Professional development learning 729 8.29 7.29 15.00 517 5.86
Social emotional learning support 6.14 6.43 11.43 17.33 10.71
Other academic support (non- Sl
instructional) (i.e. tutoring...) 223 I e =457 i
Family engagement 4@7' . 667 6.67 7.43 1357 [ 1214

others —T T T T

Source: Question 20 in the E-School Survey (Please share how each specific position, on average, divides up their time across the different operational components in terms of
an approximate percent.)
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Appendix B, Participants in Focus Groups and Professional

Judgment Panels

Focus Group Participants

Kurt Aey

ESC of Lake Erie West

Adam Clark

TRECA Digital Academy

JoAnna DeMotte

Auglaize County Educational Academy

Andrea Dobbins

Charter School Specialists

Marie Hanna

Ohio Connections Academy

Kate Harkless

Ohio Digital Learning School

Tish Jenkins

GOAL Digital Academy

Debra Kennedy

Quaker Preparatory Academy

Shawn Lenney

Greater Ohio Virtual School

Frank Mader

Buckeye Online School for Success

Shannon McElwain

Alternative Education Academy

Rosemary Rooker

Findlay Digital Academy

Lenny Schafer

Ohio Council of Community Schools

Kristin Stewart

Ohio Virtual Academy

Jason Swinehart

Great River Connections Academy

Donald Thompson

Buckeye Online School for Success

Erik Tritsch

Fairborn Digital Academy

Kyle Wilkinson

Ohio Virtual Academy

Professional Judgment Panel Participants

Jessica Biggers

Fairborn Digital Academy

Courtney Patrick

Fairborn Digital Academy

Rosemary Rooker

Findlay Digital Academy

Shawn Lenney

Greater Ohio Virtual School

Angie Martin

TRECA Digital

Adam Clark

TRECA Digital

Steve Earnest

GOAL Digital Academy & Findlay Digital Academy

Laura Barber-Purvis

Great River Connections Academy

Donald Thompson

Buckeye Online

Frank Mader Buckeye Online
Brandy Cox OHDELA
Raymond Lambert OHDELA

Stephanie Nickles

Ohio Connections Academy
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Kyle Wilkinson

Ohio Virtual Academy

Kristin Stewart

Ohio Virtual Academy

Katie Brechiesen

Ohio Connections Academy

Rekha Korinko

Ohio Connections Academy

Kate Harkless

Ohio Digital Learning School

Erik Tritsch Fairborn Digital Academy
Tish Jenkins GOAL Digital Academy
Jessica Wake TRECA Digital

Tisha Rinker Ohio Connections Academy

Jason Swinehart

Great River Connections Academy
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Appendix C, Ohio Community E-Schools State Policy Summary

Summary of Ohio Policies for Community E-Schools
September 2022

Community e-schools are a specific subset of Ohio’s community schools that operate entirely online.
Two types of community e-schools exist in Ohio: those that serve a general student population and
those that are focused on dropout prevention and recovery. Some community e-schools serve students
statewide, while others serve students from a specific geographic area. There are currently fifteen
community e-schools in the state. This document provides an overview of key state policies governing
community e-schools in Ohio.

E-School Sponsorship

Just as brick-and-mortar community schools in Ohio are overseen by their specific community school
sponsors, community e-schools’ sponsors provide oversight of the schools, ensuring the e-school is
compliant with Standards for K-12 Online Learning. The Ohio Department of Education is charged with
oversight of all sponsors.

Required Services for E-School Students

Ohio law requires that when a student enrolls in an Ohio community e-school, they:

e are provided instruction by a licensed Ohio teacher,

e receive a computer,

e receive online access to the school, and

e are provided a minimum of 920 hours of learning opportunities in each school year®.
E-school%oeiStudents are assigned a teacher of record, and each teacher of record must have primary
responsibility for no more than 125 students. 3208

Provision of Location for Statewide Assessments

E-schools are required to provide a location for students to take statewide achievement and diagnostic
assessments within a 50-mile radius of their residence®:.

Teacher Qualifications

While community school teachers may hold a traditional teaching license, community schools may
employ teachers with a substitute license or long-term substitute license3*. Community school teachers
may hold a teaching license in accordance with ORC3314.03(A)(10), which includes professional licenses,

30 https://codes.ohio.gov/ohio-revised-code/section-3314.03

31 https://codes.ohio.gov/ohio-revised-code/section-3314.271

32 https://codes.ohio.gov/ohio-revised-code/section-3314.27

33 https://codes.ohio.gov/ohio-revised-code/section-3314.25

34 https://education.ohio.gov/getattachment/Topics/Community-Schools/Sections/Schools/Properly-Certified-
Teachers-Requirements-for-Community-Schools.pdf.aspx?lang=en-US
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resident educator licenses, alternative licenses, supplemental licenses, substitute licenses or long-term
substitute licenses.

Community school teachers providing services under federal Title programs, career and technical
education programs and special education must meet the same licensure standards as traditional public
schools teachers. Educational aides in all school settings need to hold an educational aide permit.

Dismissal Procedures

Every e-school's attendance policy must include a process to automatically withdraw a student from the
school if the student, “without legitimate excuse,” fails to participate in 72 consecutive hours of offered
learning opportunities®.

Recent legislation®® effective in the spring of 2021 created new requirements for general education e-
schools related to student attendance requirements. It included a definition of “instructional activities”
to be used for attendance purposes and identified criteria students must meet to be considered in
attendance (participation in 90% of the instructional activities offered or if the student is on pace for on-
time completion of enrolled courses). Further, it requires parent/guardian notification if a student has
30 or more hours of unexcused absences in a semester, and outlines the requirement for consequences,
including disenrollment from the school, if attendance expectations are not met. If students are
unenrolled from an e-school due to these requirements, the student may not re-enroll at the same e-
school for the remainder of the school year.

State Funding for Community E-Schools

While e-schools are a type of community school in Ohio, they are treated differently than site-based
(brick-and-mortar) community schools for funding purposes. While brick-and-mortar community schools
are funded based on an annualized full time equivalency using student enrollment, community e-schools
are funded based on an annualized full time equivalency using student enrollment and student
participation in online and offline learning opportunities. Community e-schools are eligible for the base
state formula amount, plus a small facilities allowance. E-schools are eligible for career and technical
education funding and special education funding but are not eligible for additional funding brick-and-
mortar community schools receive for certain student populations, including additional funding for
economically disadvantaged students and English learners®.

35 https://codes.ohio.gov/ohio-revised-code/section-3314.03

36 https://education.ohio.gov/getattachment/Topics/Community-Schools/eSchools/HB-409-Guidance-
Document.pdf.aspx?lang=en-US

37 Ohio Revised Code 3314.08, 3317.022, and 3317.026
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Appendix D, Professional Judgment Panel Instructions

INSTRUCTIONS TO OHIO GENERAL EDUCATION COMMUNITY

E-SCHOOLS PROFESSIONAL JUDGMENT PANEL MEMBERS

Augenblick, Palaich and Associates
Denver, Colorado

September 2022

The work you are doing today is part of a cost study being conducted on behalf of the
Ohio Department of Education. It relies on your professional experience to identify the
resources needed to serve Ohio’s community e-school students. Below you will find
instructions to help you in this process. It is important to remember that you are not
being tasked to build your “Dream School. Instead, you are being asked to identify the
resources needed to meet the specific standards and requirements that the state
expects students, schools, and districts to fulfill. You should allocate resources as
efficiently as possible without sacrificing quality.

1.

You are a member of a panel that is being asked to design how programs and
services will be delivered in representative school settings. These panels are
being used to identify the resources that are needed to meet the needs of
community e-school students in Ohio. We are looking to understand the
resources needed across various delivery methods that are most effective for
students in different community e-school settings.

Two school-level professional judgment panels are being convened to
understand the cost to serve Ohio’s community e-school students in: 1. General
education community e-schools and 2. Dropout prevention and recovery e-
schools. Each panel will discuss representative schools for grade configurations
of varying size. A final review panel will be held to review the work of the school
level panels, understand any differences in resource needs identified, and
discuss cross-cutting issues impacting the cost to successfully serve e-school
students.

Today, you will be serving on the general education community e-school panel to
collaboratively identify the resources needed to successfully serve Ohio’s
community e-school students in representative schools to ensure that all general
education e-school students can meet state standards and requirements.

The characteristics of each representative school(s) are identified, including: (1)

grade span; and (2) enrollment; and (3) the proportion of students with identified
additional needs.
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You will be provided a short summary of state policies for community e-schools;
it is not meant to be exhaustive of all requirements that the state requires schools
and districts to fulfill, but instead should be considered a refresher or reminder.

In designing the resources needed for community e-school students, we need
you to provide some very specific information so that we can calculate the cost of
the resources that are needed to fulfill the indicated requirements or objectives.
The fact that we need that information should not constrain you in any way in
designing the program of the representative school(s). Your job is to create a set
of programs, curriculums, or services designed to serve e-school students in
such a way that the indicated requirements/objectives can be fulfilled. Use your
experience and expertise to organize personnel, supplies and materials, and
technology in an efficient way you feel confident will produce the desired
outcomes.

For this process, the following statements are true about the representative
school(s) and the conditions in which they exist:

Teachers:  You should assume that you can attract and retain qualified
personnel and that you can employ people on a part-time basis if
needed (based on tenths of a full-time equivalent person).

Facilities: Generally, this process assumes that the representative school has
sufficient space and the technology infrastructure to meet the
requirements of the program you design. You should assume this is
true for the operations of the school, but we will discuss the costs
associated with space for student testing during the panel.

Revenues: You should not be concerned about where revenues will come from
to pay for the program you design. Do not worry about federal or
state requirements that may be associated with certain types of
funding. You should not think about whatever revenues might be
available in the school or district in which you now work or about
any of the revenue constraints that might exist on those revenues.

Programs: You may create new programs or services that do not presently
exist that you believe address the challenges that arise in serving
community e-school students. You should assume that such
programs or services are in place and that no additional time is
needed for them to produce the results you expect of them. For
example, if you create after-school programs or pre-school
programs to serve some students, you should assume that such
programs will achieve their intended results, possibly reducing the
need for other programs or services that might have otherwise
been needed.
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	Augenblick, Palaich andAssociates (APA), in partnership withWestEd,wasawarded acontractbythe Ohio Department ofEducation (ODE)to studytheresourcesneededforOhio communitye-schoolsto provideaqualityeducation. The workbuilton Ohio’s Fair SchoolFundingPlan that waspassedinto law in 2021for implementation in fiscalyears2022and2023. This studyisintendedto examinethe costs associatedwith successfully serving community e-schoolstudents,bothin general education (GenEd) anddropoutpreventionand recovery(DOPR)e-school 
	CommunityE-SchoolLandscape 
	CommunityE-SchoolLandscape 
	In Ohio, public charter schools are referredto as communityschools,withcommunity e-schools being a subsetofthese schoolsoperatedentirelyonline. Two typesofcommunity e-schoolsexistin Ohio:those that serveageneral studentpopulation (GenEd) andthosethat are focusedon dropoutprevention and recovery(DOPR).Therearecurrently15 communitye-schools in thestate,serving studentpopulations from around100 studentsto wellover15,000 students. These community e-schoolsare distinctfrom online schools run bydistricts (referre
	For this report,we use“community e-school” and “e-school” interchangeably,referring onlyto these specific15communitye-schools,and notdistrict-run online schools. 

	Funding for community e-schools. Whilee-schoolsareatypeof community schoolin Ohio, theyare treateddifferentlythansite-based(brick-and-mortar)communityschools for fundingpurposes, in a numberof ways including:(1)brick-and-mortarcommunity schoolsare fundedbased onan annualized fulltimeequivalency(FTE)using student enrollment,community e-schools are fundedbased onan annualizedFTE using student enrollment studentparticipation inonline andoffline learning opportunities, and(2)communitye-schoolsareeligible forthe
	and 


	StudyOverview 
	StudyOverview 
	To understandthecosts facedbycommunitye-schools to servestudents,thestudy undertookfour elements:(1) aliterature review, (2)asurveyofe-schools, (3)focus groups, and(4)professional judgmentpanels. 
	Literature Review 
	Literature Review 
	To understandOhio’s approachto funding community e-schools the studyteamsoughtto examine wheretherearecostdifferences anddifferences in state funding approaches between onlineschools andtraditionalbrick-and-mortarschools by examiningavailable research and completing a50-state policy review.This workbuilt onthe2019Ohio DepartmentofEducation Study ofInternet-or Computer-BasedCommunitySchoolFundingModelsreportbutexpandedonthat report’s by highlightingfunding models usedin asetofcomparison stateswith aparticula

	Survey 
	Survey 
	As partofthisstudy, anonline surveywas administeredto communitye-schoolleaders in chargeof operations and/orwho have knowledgeofprogram budgets and spendingfrom June 8to August22, 2022.The survey was intendedto allow thestudyteam to better understandprogram operations, current resource use,and challenges facedbye-schools. Thirteen ofthe15community e-schools participatedin the survey, includingfive GenEde-schools and eightDOPRe-schools. Thenumberof students enrolledinthee-schoolsthatparticipatedinthe surveya
	th 
	nd 


	Focus Groups 
	Focus Groups 
	The studyteam convenedfocus groups to to gain abetter understanding ofissues raisedinthe survey, providestakeholders anopportunityto highlight anyother topicstheyfeltimportantto understandfor the study, andto setthe finalprofessionaljudgmentpanel representative school sizes. Three focus groups were held,oneeachfor GenEd community e-schools, DOPR community e-schools, and communitye-school sponsors. Therewere eightparticipants in theGenEdfocusgroup representing six schools, seven participantsfrom sevenDOPRe-s

	ProfessionalJudgment Panels 
	ProfessionalJudgment Panels 
	The studyteam hostedthree professionaljudgmentpanels in lateSeptember through earlyOctober 2022to identifytheresources (personneland non-personnel) neededto successfully servecommunity e-school students inOhio.One panelfocusedonthe resource needs for GenEdcommunity e-schools, another focused onthe resource needs for dropoutprevention and recoverycommunitye-schools, and the final review panel reviewedtheworkofthe previous panels anddiscussed other policyimplications for funding ofe-schools. Atotalof22panelis


	KeyFindingsandRecommendations 
	KeyFindingsandRecommendations 
	Base Funding 
	Base Funding 
	Findings: Currentfundinglevelsaresimilarto thefunding amountsidentifiedforbase levelresource needs for GenEdandDOPRcommunitye-schoolstudents. The professionaljudgmentpanelbasecost figures for2,600 and9,750student schools were$7,142 and$7,042 respectively.These figures are slightlylowerthan theFY22basecostfigureof$7,352. 
	The studydid notbuild aDOPRe-schoolwithonlybase cost resources andthen separately considerthe resources neededfor at-risk students;instead, arepresentativee-schoolwascreated where nearly all students are consideredat-risk ofacademicfailure, asis the realityforDOPRe-schools.Thismeans resources associatedwithadditionalinstructional and support needs for at-riskstudents are includedin the identifiedper pupil costfigures. Thestudyteam examinedthe information from the panels andthe 
	The studydid notbuild aDOPRe-schoolwithonlybase cost resources andthen separately considerthe resources neededfor at-risk students;instead, arepresentativee-schoolwascreated where nearly all students are consideredat-risk ofacademicfailure, asis the realityforDOPRe-schools.Thismeans resources associatedwithadditionalinstructional and support needs for at-riskstudents are includedin the identifiedper pupil costfigures. Thestudyteam examinedthe information from the panels andthe 
	currentDPIAfundingto estimatewhatportionoftheDOPR’soverallcostsmightrepresentabasefigure. Looking attheGenEdpanels, when50percentofthe2,600-studente-schoolwereassumedto beat-risk students, itresultedin acostincreaseof around$700per pupil. Taking alinearanalysis, thiswould mean anadditional$1,400at100percent concentration. Reducingthe DOPR2,600per pupilfigure by the 100percent concentration ($1,400)wouldleave abase figureof$7,141, nearlyidenticalto the GenEdfigure atthis size. Similarly,thecurrentDPIAformula

	Recommendation:Community e-schoolbasecostestimates usingtheprofessionaljudgmentapproach are verysimilar to the basecostof$7,352in FY22andshouldbe funded utilizingasimilarmethodology to sites receivingthis baseamount. However, it shouldbe notedthatthis figurewouldbesufficientonly ifthe additional recommendations are addressedbelow. 

	Student Count 
	Student Count 
	Findings: E-schools face significant challenges due to the differentialapproachtoboth counting student participation andmaintaining astudentin attendance. Focus groupmembers andprofessionaljudgment panelists repeatedlyidentified studentcountasoneofthe greatest challenges to providingthe resources neededfor students. Theyhighlightedthatper pupil costs from thisstudy willonlybevalidif providedforthe students servedbythe community e-schools and notthe current countofstudents funded. 
	National researchmentions the additionaltimeontask and engagementeffortsneededformanyonline students. Studentsoften come to online settings after havingdifficultyin traditional schools. The students attendingthese schoolsoften haveahigherrisk ofattendance issues already ande-schools require asignificantamount ofstaffingto monitorand engage students to ensuretheir participation. Further, thecountprocessrequires resources to ensure community e-schools canget asmany students countedfor funding as possible. 
	The community e-schools understandthe historybehind and reasoningfor the differentialcountforthe schools. Stillthe countleads to schoolsserving morestudents, sometimes farmore students, than they werefundedforin ayear.ComparingFY22headcountdata to enrollmentdata for funding, e-schools rangedfrom beingfundedfor just21percentofheadcount upto 110percent.The majorityof e-schools werefundedbelow headcount withtheaveragee-school receiving85percentoftheir headcount.This differentialhas impactsonstaffing ratios acr
	Recommendation: Withthe largevariation in headcount versusfunded enrollmentthestudyteam would recommend aworkgroupbe createdto identifyapproachesto studentcountthat allowfor recognitionoftheeffortscommunity e-schoolsmustmake to enroll, provideorientation to, and workto 
	Recommendation: Withthe largevariation in headcount versusfunded enrollmentthestudyteam would recommend aworkgroupbe createdto identifyapproachesto studentcountthat allowfor recognitionoftheeffortscommunity e-schoolsmustmake to enroll, provideorientation to, and workto 
	continueto engage students in theeducation process,while balancingthe concerns aboutensuring funding onlyforstudentsengagedin the education process. 


	DPIA andELFunding 
	DPIA andELFunding 
	Findings: BothGenEd andDOPR communitye-schools provide services for at-risk andEnglishlearner students. At-risk studentsmake up alargeshareofmany oftheGenEde-schoolsandDOPRe-schools. Funding reportdata from Mayof2022 showse-schools rangedfrom 26to 70percentof at-riskstudents. The surveydiscussedthatthe lackoffundingfor thesestudentswas abarrierto providingthe instructionaland student supports neededfor student academicsuccess. These resources include adequate instructionalstaff, counselors,socialworkers, an
	As discussed above in the base funding recommendation, theprofessionaljudgment results showedthat boththeGenEdandDOPRcommunitye-schools needadditional resources to servetheir at-risk students. Thefunding neededto providethe staffing recommendedbypanelists is similarto thecurrent DPIAfundinglevels. 
	Focus group members andprofessionaljudgmentpanelists also discussedthe needto provide serviceto Englishlearnerswhen theyenrollin the school. Though not ahighpercentageofstudents, the resources neededto adequatelyserve thestudentscan be high. 
	Recommendation: Community e-schools should receiveDPIAandELfundingto be consistentwithhow othersettings in thestate,including e-schools in traditionaldistricts, are funded.This funding will allow districts to moresuccessfully servetheirstudentpopulations. 

	Size Adjustment 
	Size Adjustment 
	Finding: Thoughtthere areonly15communitye-schools, theyvarygreatlyinsizerangingfrom lessthan 100 students to over16,000 students, withtwo-thirdsof sites under1,000 students. The professional judgment results indicate thatthe smallest settingsface higher costs to serve students. Usingthe2,600studentdistrict asthe baseline figure in bothGenEdandDOPR communitye-schoolsshowsthatin the small settings,650 and700students respectively,costs were17percentor15percenthigher. The 200 studentDOPR settinghad26percenthigh
	-

	Recommendation: Thestate could consider providingasize adjustmentforsmaller, independent communitye-school settings. Itis importantthat suchan adjustmentdoesnotprovideaperverse incentiveforneworcurrent communitye-schools to simplycreate anumberof smallersitesto increase funding, so provisions shouldbe made to considerwhich siteswouldbe eligiblefor thistype offunding. This couldincludenotproviding size adjustmentfundingfor sites that utilize acommonmanagement organizationor are closelyaligned with aschooldis



	Introduction/Background 
	Introduction/Background 
	Augenblick, Palaich andAssociates (APA), in partnership withWestEd,wasawarded acontractbythe Ohio Department ofEducation (ODE)to studytheresourcesneededforOhio communitye-schoolsto provideaqualityeducation. The workbuilds onOhio’sFair SchoolFundingPlan that was passedinto law in 2021for implementation in fiscalyears2022and2023. This studyisintendedto examinethe costs associatedwith successfully serving community e-schoolstudents,bothin general education (GenEd) anddropoutpreventionand recovery(DOPR)e-school
	CommunityE-SchoolLandscape 
	CommunityE-SchoolLandscape 
	In Ohio, public charter schools are referredto as communityschools,withcommunity e-schools being a subsetofthese schoolsoperatedentirelyonline. Two typesofcommunity e-schoolsexistin Ohio:those that serveageneral studentpopulation andthosethatare focusedon dropoutprevention and recovery (DOPR).Therearecurrentlyfifteen community e-schools in the state.Thesecommunitye-schoolsare distinctfrom onlineschools run bydistricts (referredto bythe state as“SchoolDistrictOnline Learning Schools”). 
	For thisreport,we use“communitye-school” and “e-school” interchangeably, referring only to thesespecific15 community e-schools, and notdistrict-run onlineschools. 

	The 15e-schoolsserve studentpopulations from around100studentsto wellover15,000students. Some community e-schools serve students statewide,whileothers servestudents from aspecific geographic area. GenEde-schoolstendto servestudents from kindergartenthroughtwelfthgrade, while DOPR e-schoolsoften focuson high schoolstudents. Though allthee-schools are “online” schools, manyhavesites where students areservedin person,providing ablendedlearning approach, and allthe e-schoolsmustundertake large scalestudenttesti
	Legal requirements for community e-schools. Ohio law requiresthatwhen astudent enrollsin an Ohio communitye-school,they: 
	 
	 
	 
	Are providedinstruction byalicensedOhio teacher, 

	 
	 
	Receiveacomputer, and 

	 
	 
	Receiveonline access to the school. 


	Each studentis assignedateacherof record, and eachteacherofrecordmusthave primary responsibilityfor no morethan 125 students. Just asbrick-and-mortarcommunity schoolsin Ohio are overseen bytheir specific community schoolsponsors,communitye-schools’sponsors provideoversight oftheschools, ensuringthe e-schoolis compliantwiththe state’sStandards forK-12OnlineLearning. Sponsors haveacontract withthe Ohio DepartmentofEducationand are regularly evaluatedontheir performanceas sponsors. 
	Funding for community e-schools. Whilee-schoolsareatypeof community schoolin Ohio, theyare treateddifferentlythansite-based(brick-and-mortar)communityschools for fundingpurposes. Brick-and-mortar community schoolsarefundedbasedon an annualizedfulltimeequivalency using student enrollment,communitye-schoolsarefundedbasedon an annualizedfulltime equivalencyusing student 
	Funding for community e-schools. Whilee-schoolsareatypeof community schoolin Ohio, theyare treateddifferentlythansite-based(brick-and-mortar)communityschools for fundingpurposes. Brick-and-mortar community schoolsarefundedbasedon an annualizedfulltimeequivalency using student enrollment,communitye-schoolsarefundedbasedon an annualizedfulltime equivalencyusing student 
	enrollment andstudentparticipation inonlineand offline learning opportunities.Students ine-schools mustbe removedfrom theschool’senrollmentiftheyhave72hoursofconsecutive unexcused absences. 

	Community e-schools are eligible for the basestate formula amount, plus asmallfacilitiesallowance.Eschools areeligible forcareer-technicaleducation funding and special educationfundingbut are not eligible foradditionalfundingbrick-and-mortar community schoolsreceive for certain student populations,including economicallydisadvantagedstudents, andEnglishlearners. 
	-
	1
	1


	Recent legal changes. While notthespecificfocusofthis study, itis importantto highlight recent changes to Ohio lawthatallow district-run,online schools.These“SchoolDistrictOnline Learning Schools” are distinctfrom remotelearningplans thatwereallowedduringthepandemic,as district-sponsored onlinelearningschools in Ohio are intendedto be permanentschoolsin which studentscan enroll. Further,these district onlineprograms andschoolsareseparate from communitye-schools.They are authorizedbythe SuperintendentofPubli
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	StudyOverview 
	StudyOverview 
	To understandthecosts facedbycommunitye-schools to servestudents,thestudy undertookfour elements: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Aliterature review, 

	2. 
	2. 
	Asurveyof e-schools, 

	3. 
	3. 
	Focus groups, and 

	4. 
	4. 
	Professionaljudgmentpanels. 


	The literature reviewfocused on differences in fundingbetween e-schools andtraditional schools across the country. Surveyparticipants were askedto identify currentresourceusage andbarriers facedin successfullyserving students. The focusgroups dugdeeper into theresults ofthesurvey with afocuson barriers to successfullyserving studentsandhelpedthe studyteam identifytheappropriate representative schools to use in theprofessionaljudgmentwork.Professionaljudgmentpanelists identifiedtheresourcesneededto successfu
	The remainderofthis reportfirstwalksthroughthe implementationofeachofthe study’sfour elements,discussingtheprocess andfindings in each.Itthen provides asetof recommendationsfor howto improve theprovision offundingfor community e-school students inOhio. 
	Ohio RevisedCode 3314.08, 3317.022, and3317.026 Ohio RevisedCode 3302.42, RevisedCode 3301.079, 
	1
	2
	https://codes.ohio.gov/ohio-revised-code/section-3302.42;Ohio 
	https://codes.ohio.gov/ohio-revised-code/section-3301.079 



	Literature andPolicyReview 
	Literature andPolicyReview 
	Overview 
	Overview 
	To understandOhio’s approachto funding community e-schools the studyteamsoughtto examine wheretherearecostdifferences anddifferences in state funding approaches between onlineschools andtraditionalbrick-and-mortarschools. Thisworkbuilt onthe2019Ohio DepartmentofEducation Study ofInternet-or Computer-BasedCommunitySchoolFundingModels reportbut expandedon that report’s byhighlightingfunding models usedin aset of comparison stateswith aparticular focus on examining competency-and completion-basedonlineschoolfu
	To examinethe costdifferences, the studyteam first conducted aliterature review andfoundthat limited research existson the coststo provideonline schoolsand onthetopicofproviding additional fundingto onlineschools based onspecificstudentorschool characteristics, asmanytraditional school fundingformulas do. Thelimitedresearch conductedto date hasshown theoverall costsofonline schools to belowerthan traditionalbrick-and-mortarschools. 
	The studyteam nextconducted areviewofstate policies to understanddifferences in fundingpractices that currentlyexistin states across the country.The studyteam foundthatmanystatesfund online schools in thesameor nearlythesamemanneras traditional schools. However,that examination also ledthe studyteam to recognize thatin addition to each state’s unique funding system,thewaystates authorizeonline schools can have an impacton such schoolsreceiving adifferentlevel of state funding than traditionalschools. Assuch

	LiteratureReviewoftheCostsAssociatedwithOnlineSchools 
	LiteratureReviewoftheCostsAssociatedwithOnlineSchools 
	The studyteam conductedaliterature review to examine theexistingbodyofknowledge aboutthe typical costs associated with online schools andthetypes ofdemographic factorsthatmight resultin increased costs foronline schools.Whilestudentenrollmentinonlineschools has grownin recentyears (a recent reportestimates in 2019-20,477full-timeonline schoolsenrolled332,379 students inthe U.S.), thereis stillalimitedbodyof researchonthe costs associated with onlineschools. 
	3
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	The U.S. DepartmentofEducation’sWhatWorks Clearinghouse (WWC)lists atotal of ninestudies it reviewed underthe broadtopicof“distance learning,” two ofwhichdid notmeetWWC standards. Noneoftheremaining seven studies directly addressfulltimeonlinelearning, rathermost studies focus on evaluating specificonline interventionsorothersupplementalonlineeducation programs. However, abodyofevidenceexists around schoolfundinggenerally andfactorsthatmay resultin costdifferences to serve studentswithvarying characteristic
	Molnar, A. (Ed.), Miron, G., Barbour, M.K., Huerta, L., Shafer, S.R.,Rice, J.K., Glover, A., Browning, N., Hagle, S., &Boninger, F. (2021). Virtual schools in the U.S. 2021. Boulder, CO:NationalEducation PolicyCenter. Retrieved3/21/22from / virtual-schools-annual-2021 
	3
	http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication

	Costs Associated withOnline Schools 
	Costs Associated withOnline Schools 
	Littleresearch existsexaminingthe costsoffull-timeonline learning comparedto costsoftraditional brick-and-mortar schools.The policy review, describedlater inthis report,showsthat statesfund online schools in differentways–from full state formula fundingto funding equivalentto charterschools (whetherornotthatamount varies from the fullstateformula amount)to aseparate funding allocation specific to full-timeonlineschools. 
	The 2021NationalEducation PolicyCenter(NEPC)publication VirtualSchoolsAnnualReport2021noted“no state hasimplemented acomprehensiveformulathatties funding allocation directlyto virtual schools’ actual costsand operating expenditures.” NEPChas issuedthis report annuallysince 2013,whichlooks broadlyat onlineschoolingin the U.S., including enrollmentpatterns, reviewsofthe literatureregarding onlineschools, and recentstate legislationon thesubject.The 2021 reportconfirms thatlimited studies haveexaminedthe diffe
	4 
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	-

	An adequacy coststudyconductedin 2015for iNACOL utilizedthe professionaljudgment approachto identifythe resources neededforonlineschoolsto ensure all studentsmetstandards. Researchersthen createdacostmodelto comparethose identified online school resourceswiththose previously identifiedfortraditional schoolsin two states through asimilar professionaljudgmentprocess. This processdid notevaluateactual costsofexistingonlineschools andtraditionalschools, rather it identifiedtheresourcesneededto ensure all studen
	5
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	To provide effectiveonlineinstruction, panelistssoughtto increase the engagement ofstudents in online schools, so theybuilt amodelthatcloselymirroredtraditionalschools intermsofclasssize ratios to allowforsynchronous,real-time instruction(in thiscase,themodel assumed classesof25students allowing elementaryteachers to providesynchronous, real-time instruction andsecondaryteachersto provideahighlevelof student contactanddifferentiatedinstruction bylimitingtheir total caseloadto 125 students acrossfiveclasses)
	The professionaljudgmentprocessidentifiedboth a“base” funding amountthatwould applyto all online students and additional resources neededto serve at-risk,EnglishLearner,andgifted students, as well asstudentswithdisabilities. Thestudyfoundthatthe basecostoffull-timeonline schools (resourcedto ensure allstudentsmeet statestandards) rangedfrom 93percentto 98percentofthe traditional school cost.Withthis adequatebase amountin place,the study notedthe“surprising” findingthat online schoolsmayrequire fewer resourc
	Molnar, A. (Ed.), et al. 2021. Patrick, S., Myers, J., Silverstein, J., Brown, A.,Watson, J., Performance-basedFunding&OnlineLearning:Maximizing Resources for StudentSuccess,InternationalAssociation for K–12Online Learning, 2015. 
	4
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	than traditionalschoolsettings, assumingthe fulllevelofbase resources are available. Forexample,the additional costto serveat-risk students wasaroundhalfthe levelseen in traditional costingoutstudies. The weightfor students withdisabilities (at0.73) wasalso lower thantraditionalcostingout studies, but thatmayhavebeen relatedto the factthatthehighest needspecialeducation students were being servedbyentities otherthan theonline school. 
	The 2012meta-analysisUnderstanding the Implications ofOnline Learningfor EducationalProductivitynotedthat“underserved,at-risk students and students with special needs deserve specialattention. There isemerging evidencethatprevalentonlinelearning models do notmeetthe needsofall students.” Potentialbarriers to success identifiedfor these students inonline schoolingincluded access to technology, independentlearning skillsandthe needfor adultsupportto engage in online learning. 
	6 
	6 


	An earlier reportonthecostsof onlinelearning was publishedin 2011bythe Thomas B. Fordham Institute. CreatingSoundPolicyfor DigitalLiteracy:The CostsofOnlineLearningestimatedaverage cost ranges foronlineschoolscomparedto brick-and-mortar schools. The reportnotedthe limiteddata availableon both costsand studentoutcomes. However, itfound acost range foronline schools to be approximatelyhalfto three-quarters thenationalaverage costofbrick-and-mortar schools. Itidentified five primarycostdrivercategoriesin itson
	 
	 
	 
	Labor(teachers and administrators), 

	 
	 
	ContentAcquisition, 

	 
	 
	TechnologyandInfrastructure, 

	 
	 
	SchoolOperations,and 

	 
	 
	StudentSupport. 


	In the schoolfinance field,agenerallyacceptedbeliefis that schoolfunding systems should, to the extentpossible, provideapredictable leveloffundingto allow districts and schools the abilityto plan in advance howresourceswillbe deployed. A2016 studyexaminedthis notion offunding stabilityfor online charter schools, looking atfourmechanismsofstatefundingforonline charter schools andthe funding certaintythose schoolsexperienceas result. The studydid notexploreoridentifybestpractices ofthefourfunding approaches (
	7
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	-

	U.S. Department ofEducation, Office ofEducationalTechnology, Understanding theImplications ofOnline Learningfor EducationalProductivity,Washington, D.C., 2012(p35). Miller, L., Just, M., &Cho, J. (2016). Low-stakes completion-basedfunding:What can we learn fromthe schoolthatinventedit? Lexington, KY:University ofKentuckyCenter for Innovation in Education. 
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	7


	Dropout Prevention/Credit RecoveryOnline Courses 
	Dropout Prevention/Credit RecoveryOnline Courses 
	Dropoutprevention andcredit recovery coursesaretailoredto studentsalreadystrugglingto meet expectationsand who arenoton trackto graduateon time. Adescriptive studyofMontanaDigital Academy’s(MTDA)2013-14 onlinecreditrecovery course enrollment andpassing rates byREL Northwestshowed anoverallpassing rateof57percent ofstudentenrollments in online credit recovery courses. MTDAisthe statewide supplementalprogram provider foronline creditrecovery courses;itis not afull-timeonline school. Thestudyfoundthatpassing r
	8
	8


	While not specific to theonline environment,the WWC’s2017practice guidePreventingDropoutin SecondarySchools,provides fourevidence-based recommendations to support educators and administrators inserving students at riskofdroppingout. Threeofthe four recommendations were based onmoderateor strong evidence: 
	9 
	9 


	 
	 
	 
	Provide intensive, individualized supportto studentswho have fallenofftrack andface significant challengesto success. 

	 
	 
	Engage studentsbyoffering curricula andprogramsthat connect schoolworkwith college and careersuccess andthatimprove students’ capacityto managechallengesin andoutof school. 

	 
	 
	For schoolswithmany at-risk students, createsmall, personalizedcommunitiesto facilitate monitoring and support. 



	Online Learningfor Students withDisabilities 
	Online Learningfor Students withDisabilities 
	Again, the researchbase specific to servingstudentswithdisabilities inonline schoolsis limited. However, theprovisionsofthe federal specialeducation law(IDEA) applyto allpublic education settings,whether in personoronline. Assuch, ensuring appropriatesupportforstudents with disabilities is afactor that shouldbe considered. 
	The 2015 reportEquityMatters:Digital&OnlineLearningfor StudentswithDisabilitiesidentifiedfive “criticaldomains” inonlinelearningforstudentswithdisabilities: 
	10 
	10 


	 
	 
	 
	AppropriatenessofLearningEnvironment, 

	 
	 
	IdentificationofLearnerswithDisabilities, 


	Stevens, D., &Frazelle, S. (2016). Online credit recovery:Enrollment andpassingpatterns in Montana DigitalAcademy courses (REL2016–139).Washington, DC:U.S. Department ofEducation, Institute ofEducation Sciences, NationalCenter for Education Evaluation andRegionalAssistance, RegionalEducationalLaboratoryNorthwest. Retrievedfrom . Institute for Education Sciences, PreventingDropoutin SecondarySchools,Practice Guide Summary 2017. Basham, J.D., Stahl, S., Ortiz, K.,Rice, M.F., &Smith, S. (2015). EquityMatters:D
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	http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs
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	https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Docs/practiceguide/wwc_dp_summary_101717.pdf 
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	 
	 
	 
	Provision ofDisabilitySupportServices, 

	 
	 
	AccessibilityIssues, and 

	 
	 
	ParentalInvolvement. 


	The studydoes not examine thecosts associatedwiththe implementationofthese criticaldomains for studentswithdisabilitiesin online schools, rather itfocuseson procedural andpolicyquestions to consider foreachdomain. It can be inferredthatimplementationofthesefive domainswouldlikely have cost considerations inpracticeforbothstate education agencies(state guidance onand documentationoftheIEPprocess foronline environments, for example) andonline learningproviders, eventhough costs were not specificallyidentified


	PolicyReview:StateGovernanceSystemsforOnlineSchools 
	PolicyReview:StateGovernanceSystemsforOnlineSchools 
	Ohio’s approachto community e-schoolgovernance andfunding was describedin the introduction. This section ofthepolicy reviewexaminesother state governmentapproaches. Sinceeach state’sfunding mechanism foronline schools iscloselytiedto its governance and authorizationstructure foronline schools, the studyteam organizedthis state policy reviewaroundthe governance structures and examinedtheimpacton fundingfor onlineschools.The studyteam focusedonstate funding approachesto provide full-time onlineschooling for s
	Throughits reviewofe-schoolgovernancestructures in the state,the studyteam identifiedfour primary e-schoolgovernance structures: 
	 
	 
	 
	State-run, statewideonlineschools 

	 
	 
	Fully online schoolsor programsofferedbyexisting schooldistricts 

	 
	 
	Online schoolsauthorizedthroughthe statecharter school authorization process 

	 
	 
	Other approachesto online schools 


	Within eachgovernanceapproach, the studyteam hasdistinguished states thatdifferentiate fundingfor online schools, andthosethatprovide the samefunding as other traditionalbrick-and-mortar schoolsor charter schools authorizedthroughthesame process.Some statesallow authorizationoffull-time online schools through multiple typesofgovernance structures,similarto Ohio. 
	The followingtable summarizes thestudyteam’sclassificationofpubliclyfundedonline school approaches.The studyteam acknowledgesthe nuances relatedto categorizing states inanypolicy review andhas done its bestto consistentlycategorize approaches but recognizes othersmightmake different choices ordistinctions when classifyingtheapproaches. 
	Table 1.1: Summary of Approaches to Authorizing and Funding Online Schools 
	Table 1.1: Summary of Approaches to Authorizing and Funding Online Schools 
	Table 1.1: Summary of Approaches to Authorizing and Funding Online Schools 

	Governance Structure 
	Governance Structure 
	Differentiated Funding 

	TR
	Yes No 

	State-run, statewide online schools and programs 
	State-run, statewide online schools and programs 
	24 states AL, AR, CO, FL, GA, HI, ID, IL, IA, MA, MS, MR, MT, NH, NM, NC, ND, OR, SC, TX, UT, VA, WV, WI 

	Online district schools or programs 
	Online district schools or programs 
	7 states 15 states AZ, FL, IN, KS, RI, SD, TX AK, AL, CA, CO, ID, MI, NV, OH, SD, TN, VT, VA, WV, WY 

	Online charter schools 
	Online charter schools 
	8 states 13 states AZ, CA, FL, GA, IN, OH, MN, NH AL, AR, CO, ID, LA, MI, NV, NM, OK, OR, PA, UT, WI 

	Other approaches 
	Other approaches 
	2 states 2 states CO, WA MI, OK 


	Note,seven states (Connecticut,Delaware,Kentucky,Maine,Maryland, NewJersey andNew York)do not currentlyhaveanypubliclyfundedonline schoolsor have policiesthatprohibit onlineschools. 
	State-run, Statewide Online Schools andPrograms 
	State-run, Statewide Online Schools andPrograms 
	Ohio’s2019reporton e-schoolsincludes alook at statewide,state-runonline schools.The studyteam reviewedthesetypesofprograms andfoundthat, ingeneral, state-runonline schoolsprovide supplementalonlinecourses thatcan beaccessedbystudents acrossthestate, so theschoolsare not diploma-grantinginstitutions. Ofthestateswith statewideonline schools, Florida’s program istheonly one that allowsstudentsto enrollfull-time. 
	How funded: Insomecases, theseofferingsarecompletely state-funded, typically outside ofthe state schoolfinance system through alegislative appropriation, in other casesthey offer courses based on a fee for service, paidbydistricts, schools, or home schoolfamilies. 
	The followingbrief summaries highlightthevaryingtypes ofstate-run, statewideonline schools across the country. 
	 
	 
	 
	Arkansas –Thestate school, VirtualArka,provides supplementalvirtual courseworkto students enrolledin localschooldistricts,or to homeschool andprivate school students who enrollin thesecoursesthroughthe localdistrict. Thestatecharges abase districtmembership fee and aper-student,perhalf unitfee. Courseformats include teacher-led, flexpaced, and content-onlycourses. Course offerings includecredit recovery andAdvancedPlacement. 
	nsas
	11 


	 
	 
	Florida –The Florida VirtualSchool(FVS)provides both supplementalandfull-timeenrollment options.FVSis fundedthroughfulltimeequivalent(FTE)fractional,whichis course
	funding
	12 
	-



	/ 
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	https://www.virtualarkansas.org
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	https://www.fldoe.org/core/fileparse.php/5606/urlt/Virtual-Sept.pdfNew 
	https://www.fldoe.org/core/fileparse.php/5606/urlt/Virtual-Sept.pdfNew 


	based andperformance-basedfunding. Students mustsuccessfully completetheir courses for schools to receivethe fullfunding amount. 
	 
	 
	 
	Hawaii –The HawaiiDepartmentofEducationoperates theHawaiiVirtualLearningNetwork HawaiiOnline Courses (HVL.This program of supplementalcourses isavailable to all public schoolstudents, including charter schoolstudents, where students cantake upto two online coursesin additionalto their regular classes. For coursesofferedduringthe regular schoolyear,enrollmentisdone throughthestudent’sschool andthere isno charge forcourses. Coursesofferedduringthesummer are typicallyfee-based, andparentsmust register their ch
	NHOC)
	13 


	 
	 
	North Carolina – TheNorthCarolina VirtualPublic School(NCVPS)wasestablishedthrough The schoolcharges districtsper class andthe amount chargedis determinedbyastatisticalformulawhichisfinalized eaClassesinclude summer, single semester,or year-longcourses. 
	legislation in2005.
	14 

	chJune.
	15 


	 
	 
	North Dakota – NorthDakota provides supplementary courseofferingsto students, includingto studentsoutof state,throughthe state-sanctionedNorthDakotaCenterforDistance Ed(NDCDE).Pricingis basedon the type andlength of acourse. Districts retain full statefundingfor studentsenrolledin NDCDE coursesbutpayNDCDEper coursetaken. 
	ucation
	16 




	FullyOnline Programs or SchoolsOfferedbyExistingSchoolDistricts 
	FullyOnline Programs or SchoolsOfferedbyExistingSchoolDistricts 
	Some statesallow traditional schooldistrictsto operate fullyonlineoptions. Thestudyteam differentiatedfrom the remote learning opportunities createdduringthe pandemic andtheselongerterm policies. Thisoptionwas in place priorto thepandemicwhenmore remotelearning wasoffered during schoolclosures. 
	-

	How Funded: Many of thestatesthat allowtraditionaldistricts to operatefull-time, online programing do not have different funding or student count policiesin place for thesestudents,while afew do fund differentiallyfromtraditionaldistrictfunding. As notedpreviously,Ohio allowsschooldistricts to create online schools andfundingdoes differ for district-run online schools than for Ohiocommunity e-schools. 
	Examplesofdistrict-operatedfullyonline programsthatprovidethe samefunding as to other students in the districtinclude: 
	 Alabama –Allschooldistricts in Alabama are requiredto providevirtuallearning options for high schoolstudents,as aresultof a2015state law.Whilemanydistrictsutilizethe statewide ACCESS supplementalvirtuallearningprogram to comply withthis requirement,severaldistricts have createdtheirown online schoolsorcontractedwithprivate providers to manage their virtualoffering.Districtsoperatingfulltimevirtuallearning receive the same perpupil state funding as traditional students. 
	15 

	/ 
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	https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/TeachingAndLearning/EducationInnovation/VirtualLearningNetwork/Pages/home.aspx 
	14 
	https://www.ncleg.gov/EnactedLegislation/SessionLaws/HTML/2011-2012/SL2011-145.html 
	15 
	https://ncvps.org/funding-formula-and-financial-information
	16 
	https://www.cde.nd.gov/information/policies-resources 

	 Tennessee –Tennessee has 28multi-districtfullyonline schools andasignificantnumberof districtprograms.Online schoolsare fundedinthe samemanneras traditionalpublic schools per specificstate legislation. State funding allocationsforthe basiceducation program (BEP) are district-based and notbased on individual schools. Schooldistrictscan use BEPfunds from both stateandlocalsourcesto implementand operatetheir online schools. 
	16 

	However, inotherstates there are differentfundingparametersforhowto fundonline schools. For example: 
	 Texas – Muchofthe state-levelonlinelearning activityin Texas is handledthroughthe Texas VirtualSchoolNetwork(TXVSN), whichisadministeredbythe TexasEducationAgency. While TXVSNdoes providesupplementalcourses, it also includes the full-timeTXVSNOnline Schools (OLS)program for grades3–12.TheTXVSNOLSincludes sevenmulti-districtfullyonline schools. Grades 3–8studentsenrolledin full-time TXVSN online schoolsgenerate stateFSPfunding based on successfulprogram completion. Successful completion is definedas comple
	17 
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	Online Schools Authorized through the Charter SchoolProcess 
	Online Schools Authorized through the Charter SchoolProcess 
	Many states authorizeonline schoolsthroughtheir charter process, similar to Ohio’s community school authorizationprocess. States takevarying approacheseven withinthat charter authorizationprocess. Some statestreatonline charter schools the sameas brick-and-mortarchartersin termsofthe authorizationprocess andcharter funding mechanisms. Other states, like Ohio,differentiate between online andin-person charter schools,withadifferentauthorizationprocess,adifferentonline charter schoolfunding approach,or both. 
	How funded: The study team found when onlineschools are authorized through astate’s charter school process,in many statesonline charters are funded thesame asbrick-andmortar charters. However,in somestates, online charters arefundeddifferently than brick-and-mortar charters. It is important to note that authorizersof online charter schools can vary, and this variation can have impactsnot juston how aschoolis funded,buton who provides fundingfor theschool. For example,in moststates, if a schoolis authorizedb
	Examplesof statesthatdo notdistinguishbetween virtual charters andbrick-and-mortar charters: 
	 
	 
	 
	Oklahoma – Allofthestate’sonline charter schools are authorizedthroughits VirtualCharter Scho.Fundingdoes relyonthe state’s charterschoolfunding approach,thoughADM counts aremore closely scrutinized andprioryearcounts are not usediftheyhave fallen too drastically. 
	olBoard
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	 
	 
	Oregon –Oregon’s virtualcharter schcan be authorizedbyeitherthestateor aschool district. Oregon’scharterschoolfundingis utilized withthe virtual chartersreceiving the average fundingper weightedADM asthe authorizingdistrict.Thismeansthatvirtual charters receive somefundingfor targetedpopulationsbut notfortheir specific demographics, theyare assumedto have thesamedemographics asthe districtforfundingpurposes. 
	ools
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	 
	 
	Pennsylvania –Pennsylvania also has anumberofonline charterschools,calledcyber charters, throughoutthe state.Thecharters are authorizedbylocaldistricts andthe charter funding program is usedto fund cyber charters.Eachcharterreceivesthe same averageper pupil funding amount asthesponsoringdistrict,withsomeadditional revenuesavailable forspecial educationstudents. 


	/ 
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	https://svcsb.ok.gov

	Other statestake amoresimilar approachto Ohio,whereonline schools areauthorizedthroughthe state’scharter schoolprocess but are funded atadifferentlevelthan in-personcharter schools. Examples include: 
	 
	 
	 
	Arizona –Onlineeducationcan be providedthroughdistrictorvirtual charters.The StateBoard ofEducation approves districtArizonaOnline Instructional(AOI)programs,whilethe State Boardfor Charter Schoolsapprovescharter AOIprograms. Fundingforvirtualinstruction is providedthroughthe AOI.AOIfundingis based onthe student's actualinstructional time.Fulltimevirtual students arefunded at95%ofbase support,whileparttimestudentsat 85% ofbasestate support. 
	formula
	19 


	 
	 
	New Hampshire –Online education in New Hampshire is providedthroughtheonly stateapprovedvirtualcharter school,the VirtualLearningAcademyCharter (VLCAS). It offers both supplementalandfull-timeenrollment andisadiplomagrantinginstitution.Through a memorandum of understanding withthe state, VLCASis fundedbasedon student completion of coursework(pereveryhalfcredit coursecompleted). 
	-
	School
	20 


	 
	 
	California –In California,online chartersare authorized as anyother charter(byaschool district, county officeofeducation,orthe State BoardofEducation).However,online charters are considered"non-classroom based" and receive differentfundingthan traditional schools. NCBs receive85%ofthe state’sLocalControlFunding,based on attendance. The charteror stateDepartment ofEducation can request ahigheror lower fundingfigure from the State BoardofEducation,based onschool-specific factors. 
	Formula
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	Other Approaches to Online Schools 
	Other Approaches to Online Schools 
	In some states,online schools are addressed outsideofthe traditionalorcharterschoolprocesses. A numberof statesallowmultiple authorizersofonline schools, includingdistrict,privateproviders, regional educationserviceprovidersand/or stateentities. Another statetreatsonline schools as alternative learning environments. 
	/ 
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	https://www.oregon.gov/ode/learning-options/schooltypes/charter/Pages/default.aspx 
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	https://azsbe.az.gov/resources/arizona-online-instruction 
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	How funded: Since online schools in these circumstances areaddressed outside ofthe traditional or charter schoolprocesses, the fundingfor online schools may alsobe distinctfromtraditional or charter schools, such as funding online schools at alower perpupil amount than other schools in the state. 
	Examples Include: 
	 
	 
	 
	Colorado –Colorado’sonline schoolscan be authorizedby aschooldistrict, agroup oftwo or more schooldistricts, the state Charter SchoolInstitute, oraBoardofCooperative Educational Services (BOCES), andprovide full-timeonline programs, notsupplemental coursework. They might also becharter schools, butmanyonline schools in Colorado arenotcharter schools. Colorado makes adistinction between multi-districtand single districtonline .For a single districtschool,the student mustlive in thatdistrictto enrollinthe sch
	schools
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	 
	 
	Oklahoma –As notedearlier, onlinecharter schools in Oklahoma are fundedinmuchthesame manner asthestate’s brick-and-mortar charter schools. However, Oklahoma’sapproachto authorizationis also unique in thatonlinecharterschoolsareauthorizedbytheStatewide VirtualCharterScho(SVCB). TheSVCB was createdthrough state lawandis theonly entitypermittedto authorize onlinecharterschools inthe state. 
	olBoard
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	 
	 
	Washington –Online programs areoperatedbyamixofdistricts, privateproviders, and consortia, someofwhichoffer bothpart-andfull-time onlineoptions. Onlineprograms are consideredalternative learning andALEis fundedbasedonthe Running Start(RS)nonvocationalrate. TheRS nonvocational rate isthe statewide averagerate for students in grades9-12.This funding rate isthe sameregardlessofthe ALE course type. Student enrollmentcan beclaimedupto 1.0FTE,which equates to 27hours and45 minutes(27.75hours)or 1,665minutes per w
	environments(ALE),
	24 






	FundingforAdditionalStudentPopulations 
	FundingforAdditionalStudentPopulations 
	The studyteam investigated whetheronlineschoolsare eligible for additionaltargetedfundingthatis often providedthrough state fundingformulas basedon studentcharacteristics,such as special education,EnglishLearners, and studentseligible for freeor reduced-price lunch. 
	First, whether anonline school receives targetedfundingfor studentorschoolneeds is dependenton whethertheir state provides fundingfor certainstudentpopulationsor school circumstances in any 
	/ 
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	https://www.cde.state.co.us/onlinelearning/schools 
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	https://svcsb.ok.gov
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	https://www.k12.wa.us/student-success/learning-alternatives/alternative-learning-experience 

	school setting. Thefollowingtable summarizes generalstateapproaches to funding student anddistrict needs. 
	Table 1.2: Summary of Student and School District Adjustments 
	Table 1.2: Summary of Student and School District Adjustments 
	Table 1.2: Summary of Student and School District Adjustments 

	Student Adjustments 
	Student Adjustments 

	Special Education 
	Special Education 
	50 States 

	At-Risk 
	At-Risk 
	47 States, excluding AK, DE, and SD 

	English Learners 
	English Learners 
	48 States, excluding MS and MT 

	Gifted 
	Gifted 
	35 States AK, AR, AZ, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, HI, IA, ID, IN, KY, LA, ME, MN,MS, MT, NC, ND, NE, NM, NV, OH, OK, OR, PA,SC, TN, TX, UT, VA, WA, WI, WY 

	School Adjustments 
	School Adjustments 

	Small Size 
	Small Size 
	11 States AK, CO, KA, LA, MO, NE, NM,NC, SD, VT, WY 

	Remote/Isolation 
	Remote/Isolation 
	10 States AR, CA, FL, GA, MA, MN, MT, OR, UT, WI 

	Funding for Both Isolated & Small 
	Funding for Both Isolated & Small 
	8 States AZ, ID, MI, NY, OK, TX, WA, WV 


	Second,whetherastateprovides these additionaltargetedfunds to online schools isalso relatedto the governance structureofonline schools,as was thecase withbase funding. Statewide programsthat focuson providing supplementalonlinecourses do nottendto have any additionalfunding associated withtargeted studentpopulations. In statesthathave fullyonline schoolsoperating within existing schooldistricts, students inthose settings generally receive boththesame base funding, and any additionalfunding or adjustments fo
	Within the21statesthat authorizeonline schools throughthe charterschoolprocess,13 states treat online charter schools the sameas brick-and-mortar charter schools andprovideadjustments for student need. Oftenhowever, thoseschools do not receive anyadjustmentsforschoolcharacteristics, so asnotto incentivizecreating asmallonline schoolin an isolated setting,orwithin adistrictthat typicallyreceives additionalfundingfor being smallorremote. 
	Ofthestates thattreatonline schoolsseparately,authorized either throughthecharter schoolprocess or aseparate process,some states also chooseto provide additionalfundingforstudent need, such asin the examples below. 
	 
	 
	 
	Arizona –Arizona’sonlineschools can be authorizedas charterschools. Its staterequires that "charter additional assistance anddistrict additional assistanceshallbecalculatedin the samemanner theywouldbe calculatedifthe studentwereenrolledin adistrictor charter schoolthatdoes notparticipate in Arizonaonline instruction.” 
	law
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	 
	 
	Minnesota –Fundfor students enrolledin full-timeonline schoolis basedon enrollment, withpart-timeonlinestudents fundedbasedon course completion. Full-timeonline students also generateadditionalstate supportfor economicallydisadvantaged studentsand students withdisabilities(parttimeonline students do notgeneratethese additionalfunds). 
	ing 
	26


	 
	 
	Nevada –The statefunds virtual studentsand schoolsthe sameas traditional sch.Both virtual charter schools andvirtual students in traditionaldistrictsexistin Nevada.Fundingis run throughthestate’s currentfunding system, regardlessof setting,so virtualstudents and schools would receivethe samefunding as studentswith similar needs. 
	ools
	27 


	 
	 
	New Mexico –In NewMexico,online schools are authorized aschartersch,and are generallyfundedthroughthe traditional state fundingformula. Thestate’s fundingformula includes allocationsforspecial education, at-risk andEnglishLearnerstudents. 
	ools
	28 
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	Conclusion 
	Conclusion 
	The literature reviewrevealedthatlimited studieshave beenconducted onthecostsofonlineschools comparedto traditionalbrick-and-mortar schools. Studies in recentyearsthathaveestimated costsor evaluated actualcosts have foundthatonline schoolscostless to operate than brick-and-mortar schools, to varyingdegrees. While there isabodyof evidencewithin the generalschoolfinance research on theadditional resourcesneededto serve students in traditionalsettings basedon specific studentor school characteristics (suchas e
	The policy review foundthat amajorityofstates havesomeform offull-timeonline schooloption for students, andthatthe differentgovernance and authorization structures ineachstatecan influence howonline schools are funded. Mostoften, full-timeonline schools areauthorizedin oneofthree ways: state-run, statewideonlineschools,online schools runbytraditional schooldistricts, andthroughthe state’scharter schoolprocess. Afew states have distinct approaches to online schoolsfrom their traditionaldistrictorcharter proc
	The information from theliteratureandpolicy reviewswas used as partofthestudyteam’sfocus group andprofessionalpaneldiscussions andto inform thestudy’s final recommendations. 
	Minnesota Statutes 124D.095, Nevada Department ofEducation, Understanding thePupilCenteredFundingPlan.2021 lPupil-CenteredFundingPlanSummaryDocument2021.pdf / 
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	Survey 
	Survey 
	Overview 
	Overview 
	As partofthisstudy, anonline surveywas administeredto communitye-schoolleaders in chargeof operations and/orwho have knowledgeofprogram budgets and spendingfrom June 8to August22, 2022.The survey was intendedto allow thestudyteam to better understandprogram operations, current resource use,and challenges facedbye-schools. 
	th 
	nd 

	Thirteenofthe15community e-schools participatedin the survey, includingfiveGenEd e-schools and eightDOPRe-schools. Thenumberof students enrolledin the e-schools thatparticipatedin thesurvey accountforover99percent oftotal student enrollmentin Ohio e-schools.Table2.1presentsthe demographic information for theparticipatinge-schools comparedto the total e-schoolpopulations. 
	Table 2.1 E-School Demographic Summary 
	Table 2.1 E-School Demographic Summary 
	Table 2.1 E-School Demographic Summary 

	Demographic information 
	Demographic information 
	General Education 
	Dropout Prevention and Recovery 

	TR
	Total Surveyed Average Average (n = 6) (n = 5) 
	Total Surveyed Average Average (n = 9) (n = 8) 

	Total Enrollment (unit: students) 
	Total Enrollment (unit: students) 
	30,085 29,953 
	4,045 3,924 

	Migrant Students (unit: percent) 
	Migrant Students (unit: percent) 
	0.00 0.00 
	0.04 0.04 

	Students identified for Special Education Services (unit: percent) 
	Students identified for Special Education Services (unit: percent) 
	14.85 14.88 
	20.08 20.04 

	Economically disadvantaged Students (unit: percent) 
	Economically disadvantaged Students (unit: percent) 
	53.77 53.73 
	57.76 57.65 

	Gifted Students (unit: percent) 
	Gifted Students (unit: percent) 
	4.84 4.86 
	0.28 0.26 

	Homeless Students (unit: percent) 
	Homeless Students (unit: percent) 
	0.57 0.57 
	1.91 1.91 

	American Indian or Alaskan Native Students (unit: percent) 
	American Indian or Alaskan Native Students (unit: percent) 
	0.36 0.35 
	0.00 0.00 

	Asian Students (unit: percent) 
	Asian Students (unit: percent) 
	1.04 1.03 
	0.00 0.00 

	Black, Non-Hispanic Students (unit: percent) 
	Black, Non-Hispanic Students (unit: percent) 
	15.64 15.69 
	7.93 8.17 

	Hispanic Students (unit: percent) 
	Hispanic Students (unit: percent) 
	7.31 7.33 
	5.46 5.63 

	Multiracial Students (unit: percent) 
	Multiracial Students (unit: percent) 
	7.85 7.87 
	5.88 5.75 

	White, Non-Hispanic Students (unit: percent) 
	White, Non-Hispanic Students (unit: percent) 
	67.94 67.83 
	78.14 78.21 


	The tableaboveshows demographiccomparison betweenGenEd e-schools andDOPR e-schools including comparingthe averages acrossall e-schoolsto the averages within thesurvey sample. Across all measuresthe analysis sample isverysimilarto theoverall averages. 
	When comparingthe two typesof communitye-schools the tableshows thatthere are higher concentrations ofhistorically underserved students inDOPR. Specifically,weseeDOPR e-schools have higher numbersof students who identifyasMigrants,SpecialEducation, economicallydisadvantaged, andhomeless.The differences in the studentpopulation ofGenEdandDOPRe-schoolslikelyimpacts howeach e-schooldesignstheir program offeringsand managetheir cost structures. Given thiscontext, findings for thesurveywillbe separatelypresented

	Findings 
	Findings 
	E-SchoolPrograms andOperation 
	E-SchoolPrograms andOperation 
	The surveyasked respondents aseriesofquestionsto understandprogram operations in GenEd and DOPR e-schools, includingunderstanding studentparticipation,howprogrammingis offered (synchronousor asynchronous), class sizes and caseloads, and studentservicesprovided. Survey responses indicatedtherewerespecificprogrammatic differences between GenEd andDOPRe-schools. 
	First, surveyparticipantswere asked aboutthe percentageof students thatwerefull-timevs. part-time (Figure 2.1), aswellas thepercentageofstudentsthat optoutafter arequired orientation (Figure2.2). 
	Figure 2.1 Student enrollment in E-Schools Full-time versus Part-time basis (Unit: Percent) 
	General Education Dropout Prevention and Recovery 
	98.2 87.3 
	DOPR e-schools reported anotablyhigherpercentageofpart-time students thanGenEd e-schools,with nearly allstudents inGenEd e-schools beingfull-time. 
	Figure 2.2 Students Opting Out after Initial Orientation (Unit: Percent) 
	All communitye-schoolsreported aroundone-sixthofstudents dropping outafter initial orientation. This can have aparticular impacton costs for e-schools as theallocation ofresources and staffingin the beginning ofyear for conducting orientationactivitiesfor studentsoptingout can be consideredto someextent sunkcosts.DOPRe-schoolsreportedaslightlyhigher percentageofstudentsoptingout after initialorientation relativeto GenEde-schools, especiallyin apandemic year. 
	Respondents werethen asked about classsizes andcaseloads,orhowmanystudents areassignedto a teacherofrecord, to understandhowthisvariedbygrade bands, andbytypeofcommunity e-school. As has been noted, ine-schools, studentsare assigned ateacherofrecord, andeachteacherofrecord musthave primary responsibilityforno morethan125students. 
	Table 2.2 Typical Class Size and Caseload in E-Schools (Unit: Number of students) 
	Table 2.2 Typical Class Size and Caseload in E-Schools (Unit: Number of students) 
	Table 2.2 Typical Class Size and Caseload in E-Schools (Unit: Number of students) 

	TR
	Typical Class Size 
	Caseload 

	Grade levels 
	Grade levels 
	Dropout General Prevention and Education Recovery 
	General Education 
	Dropout Prevention and Recovery 

	Kindergarten 
	Kindergarten 
	35.2 18.3 
	39.4 
	18.3 

	Elementary (Grade 1-5) 
	Elementary (Grade 1-5) 
	35.4 25.7 
	65.0 
	27.3 

	Middle (Grade 6-8) 
	Middle (Grade 6-8) 
	39.6 45.0 
	131.6 
	57.2 

	High School (Grade 9-12) 
	High School (Grade 9-12) 
	68.0 78.4 
	145.6 
	61.8 


	As displayedinTable2.2,the average class sizein e-schoolsreportedby survey respondentsis highestin high schools.Specifically,on average, there are 68 students in aclass in GenEd e-schools students inDOPRe-schools. For elementarygrades,GenEd e-schools have biggerclass sizes thanDOPR e-schools,whereasDOPR e-schools has ahigher average classsize inmiddle schoolgradesthan GenEd e-schools. Notably,there were also significantlyloweraveragecaseloadsin DOPRe-schoolsthan GenEd e-schools. Aswithclass size, caseloadsv
	and78.38 

	Surveyparticipantswere also asked aboutthe supportservicestheyprovideto students. AllGenEd and DOPR e-schools reportedtheyoffer: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Academictutoring 

	• 
	• 
	Administrativesupport 

	• 
	• 
	Advisement/mentoring/progresscheckins 

	• 
	• 
	Attendancemonitoring/student engagement 

	• 
	• 
	IThelpdesksupport 

	• 
	• 
	Mentalhealth support 

	• 
	• 
	Onboarding orientation 

	• 
	• 
	Tailoredsupportsand services for special education andEnglishLearners 


	Additionally, allDOPRand83percentofGenEde-schoolssaidtheyoffered:(1)career orientation/vocational support, and(2)family engagementsupport. AllGenEde-schools and nearly all DOPR e-schools (89percent) saidtheyprovided variedelectives. Thelargestdifferencewas relatedto offering synchronous instruction. 
	Synchronousinstruction refers to when students engaged with ateacher in realtime(i.e., someeschoolsoffer bell scheduleslike in-person school),whereas asynchronous learningrefersto students who move along at aself-guidedpace bybeing assigned content andhavingflexibilityto schedule times for check-inor workwithteachers.One hundredpercent ofGenEde-schoolssaidtheyoffer synchronous instruction,while 67percentofDOPR e-schoolssaidthe same.OneDOPR e-school indicatedthattheydo notoffersynchronous instruction current
	-

	Figures 2.3and2.4go intogreater detailon thetopicof synchronousor asynchronous instruction, displayinginformation on howmuch synchronous real-timeinstruction/activitiesare offeredbygrade levelin eachtypeofe-schoolfirstin core instruction classes andthen in electivecourses. 
	Figure 2.3 Synchronous Real-Time Instruction/Activities Offered for Core Subjects (Unit: Percent) 
	Figure
	On average, GenEd e-schools reported offering ahigher percentageof realtime,synchronous instruction/activities thanDOPR e-schools for allgrade levels andsubjects,withthemost significant differencesin core subjects. 
	Figure 2.4 Synchronous real-time instruction/activities offered for elective subjects (Unit: Percent) 
	Generally,thepercentageof synchronous instructionofferedforelective subjects was lower in both settings thanin core subjects, thoughthe percentageoffering synchronous instruction inelective subjectswas higher in highschoolgradescomparedto earlier grades. 

	Personnel andNon-personnelResources 
	Personnel andNon-personnelResources 
	Surveyrespondentswereasked specificallyaboutpersonnel resources, includingstafftime,studentsper FTEbyposition category, andhow staff usedtheirtime, and non-personnel resources, like technology andfacilities. 
	Table 2.3firstpresents current staffingineachposition categoryas reportedin the survey, includingthe numberof e-schools that reportedhaving staffin thatcategory(n),then theaverage numberof students perFTE(avg.) andthe rangeofstudentsperFTEin thatcategory(range)forall e-schools that reportedhaving staffin thatposition. 
	Table 2.3 Current Staffing in Each Position Category, Number of Students per FTE 
	General Education 
	Dropout Prevention and Recovery 
	n 
	Avg. 
	Range 
	n 
	Avg. 
	Range 
	Teachers 
	Teachers 
	Teachers 
	4 
	29 

	Intervention specialists 
	Intervention specialists 
	4 
	94 

	Student supportservice 
	Student supportservice 

	professionals 
	professionals 
	3 
	305 

	Administrators 
	Administrators 
	4 
	230 

	Curriculum specialists/ 
	Curriculum specialists/ 

	Instructional coaches 
	Instructional coaches 
	3 
	369 

	Clerical support staff 
	Clerical support staff 
	4 
	1,410 

	Technology specialists 
	Technology specialists 
	1 
	328 

	Instructional 
	Instructional 

	paraprofessional/aides 
	paraprofessional/aides 
	1 
	328 

	Family engagement staff 
	Family engagement staff 
	4 
	1,966 


	Other Positions (Written in bysurvey respondent) 
	Testing Coordinator 
	Testing Coordinator 
	Testing Coordinator 
	0 

	Work-Based Learning 
	Work-Based Learning 
	0 

	EMIS Coordinator 
	EMIS Coordinator 
	0 


	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	20-38 66-146 
	258-394 109-359 
	131-805 66-4,730 NA 
	NA 526-5,391 
	Figure
	Figure
	7 7 
	7 7 
	6 7 7 
	3 5 
	Figure
	2 1 1 
	47 
	18-160 
	58 
	64 
	33-111 
	110 
	64-253 236 
	25-489 
	117 
	49-197 
	245 
	136-442 542 
	100-885 
	624 
	85-1,700 307 
	293-320 
	160 
	NA 
	293 
	NA 
	Generally,DOPRe-schoolshaveon averagelower numbersofstudents per staffFTEthan GenEd,except for teachersandinstructional aides. Forthese positions, DOPRe-schoolshave nearlydoubledthe numberof students perteacher relative to GenEd e-schools. 
	Two tablesin Appendix Aprovideadditionaldetailonhow stafftimeis used. Stafftime allocation in both e-schooltypesspan across differentresponsibilities beyondtheirmain scope ofwork. In particular, assessmentis awork componentthat consumestimefrommany staffpositions. 

	Technology 
	Technology 
	As noted earlier, Ohio lawrequires thatwhenastudent enrolls in an Ohio community e-school, in addition to receivinginstruction from alicensedOhio teacher,theymust:(1) receiveacomputer,and(2) receiveonline accessto the school. 
	Table 2.4looks atthetechnologyequipmentthat communitye-schools provideto their students, including whatthey currentlyprovideand whattheyfeelis neededbutnotcurrentlyprovided. 
	Table 2.4 Technology Equipment for Students (Unit: Number of Schools Reporting) 
	Table 2.4 Technology Equipment for Students (Unit: Number of Schools Reporting) 
	Table 2.4 Technology Equipment for Students (Unit: Number of Schools Reporting) 

	TR
	Provided by Schools 
	Needed but not Provided by Schools 

	Equipment Support for Students 
	Equipment Support for Students 
	Dropout General Prevention and Education Recovery 
	Dropout General Prevention and Education Recovery 

	Laptop computer 
	Laptop computer 
	5 (all) 8 (all) 

	Desktop computer 
	Desktop computer 
	1 2 
	1 

	Tablet 
	Tablet 
	1 1 
	1 

	Video Recording System 
	Video Recording System 
	3 2 
	1 1 

	Microphone/ Headset 
	Microphone/ Headset 
	5 7 


	Table 2.4 showsthat allresponding communitye-schools providelaptopcomputers to students, fulfillingtheir requirementbylaw. Additionally,microphones andheadsets are also providedto nearly all students,and video recording systems are also commonlyprovidedin GenEdcommunitye-schools. Most communitye-schoolsdid not reportanyother technology as neededbut notprovided. 
	Further, all communitye-schoolsoffer internet supportto theirstudents. However, onlyaround58 percentof students/families in GeneralSchools and73percentofstudents/families in DOPR e-schools receivethose supports, either due to challenges relatedto access,such as beingin an areawithout reliable internet,or alreadyhavinghouseholdinternetaccess. 
	Surveyrespondentswerealso asked aboutthe technologyequipment(Table2.5)andinternet support theyprovide for staff. 
	Table 2.5 Technology Equipment for Staff Unit: Number of Schools Reporting) 
	Table 2.5 Technology Equipment for Staff Unit: Number of Schools Reporting) 
	Table 2.5 Technology Equipment for Staff Unit: Number of Schools Reporting) 

	TR
	Provided by Schools 
	Needed but not Provided by Schools 

	Equipment Support for Staff 
	Equipment Support for Staff 
	Dropout General Prevention and Education Recovery 
	General Dropout Prevention Education and Recovery 

	Desktop computer 
	Desktop computer 
	6 
	1 

	Laptop 
	Laptop 
	5 (all) 8 (all) 

	Tablet computer 
	Tablet computer 
	2 
	1 

	Digital Projector 
	Digital Projector 
	1 3 
	1 

	Smart Board 
	Smart Board 
	1 3 
	1 3 

	Video Recording System 
	Video Recording System 
	4 3 
	4 

	Microphone/ Headset 
	Microphone/ Headset 
	5 (all) 8 (all) 


	As shownin Table2.5, 100in all communitye-schools,staff are providedwithlaptops and microphones/headsets. AmajorityofDOPRe-schoolsalso provide desktops andamajorityofGenEd e-schools also providevideo recording systems. FewerDOPR e-schools reportedprovidingvideo recording systems, but alarger number also saidthat equipmentwas needed, butnotcurrentlyprovided. 
	When asked aboutinternetaccess,onlytwo ofGenEde-schools andfourDOPRe-schoolsoffer internet support/connectivity stipends to staff. 

	Facilities 
	Facilities 
	The useoffacilitiesbye-schoolswasexploredinthe surveybothforgeneraloperations,andfor assessmentpurposes. 
	Table 2.6 Facilities (Unit: Number of Schools Reporting) 
	Table 2.6 Facilities (Unit: Number of Schools Reporting) 
	Table 2.6 Facilities (Unit: Number of Schools Reporting) 

	Physical Facilities 
	Physical Facilities 
	General Education 
	Dropout Prevention and Recovery 

	Facilities Specifically Asked about in Survey 
	Facilities Specifically Asked about in Survey 

	Administrative/Staff Office 
	Administrative/Staff Office 
	5 (all) 
	8 (all) 

	Classroom 
	Classroom 
	1 
	3 

	Auditorium 
	Auditorium 
	1 

	Other Facilities (Manually Entered by Respondent) 
	Other Facilities (Manually Entered by Respondent) 

	Testing Center 
	Testing Center 
	2 
	3 

	Tutoring Lab 
	Tutoring Lab 
	2 

	Enrollment Center 
	Enrollment Center 
	1 

	Event Center 
	Event Center 
	1 

	Orientation Center 
	Orientation Center 
	1 

	Outdoor Space for Sports and Activities 
	Outdoor Space for Sports and Activities 
	1 

	Parent Meeting Room 
	Parent Meeting Room 
	1 

	Professional Development Location 
	Professional Development Location 
	1 

	Student Center 
	Student Center 
	1 


	All e-schools reportedthattheyhad administrativeorstaffofficespace,and severalDOPR andGenEdeschools saidtheyhad atesting center. Additionally,threeDOPR e-schools hadclassroom spaceandtwo 
	All e-schools reportedthattheyhad administrativeorstaffofficespace,and severalDOPR andGenEdeschools saidtheyhad atesting center. Additionally,threeDOPR e-schools hadclassroom spaceandtwo 
	-

	oftheDOPR e-schools also saidtheyhad atutoringlab. Useofotherfacility spaces wasmixed and limitedto individual sites. 

	Table 2.7 Assessment Facilities 
	Assessment Facilities 
	Assessment Facilities 
	Assessment Facilities 
	General Education 
	Dropout Prevention and Recovery 

	Renting facilities 
	Renting facilities 
	5 (all) 
	7 

	E-school owned facilities 
	E-school owned facilities 
	4 
	2 


	Additionally,moste-schools —allGenEd e-schools and seven out ofeightDOPRe-schools —report they rentfacilities for assessmentactivities. Also, while mostGenEde-schoolsreport usingowned facilities forthis purpose,onlytwo DOPRe-schoolsreport usingownedfacilities.The useofrental facilities hascostimplications due to notonlythe actual rent andlogisticscosts,butlikely also staff’s travelcosts andtime to andfrom rented assessmentsites. 


	ChallengesEncounteredbyCommunityE-Schools 
	ChallengesEncounteredbyCommunityE-Schools 
	There are several challenges e-schoolsreportedencounteringin providingqualityonlineeducation, which mayhave implications on the equityof education providedto e-schoolstudents. Asummaryof survey responsesregardingchallenges isdisplayedinFigure 2.5. 
	Figure 2.5 Top Challenges Reported by E-Schools (Unit: Number of Schools) 
	Figure
	Threetopchallengesmentionedin bothtypesofe-schoolsettings arefunding, high mobility students, andfamilyengagementand resources. Anothertopchallenge mentioned amongDOPRe-schoolswas providing social,emotional, andbehavioralhealth support. Other challenges notedbyindividual schools included:(1) addressing students who are1ormoregrade levels behind andhaveotherchallenges;(2) digital access, such asaccess to digital resources,technology, andtheinternet, (3)keeping students engagedin earningthe920hours peryear, (
	Threetopchallengesmentionedin bothtypesofe-schoolsettings arefunding, high mobility students, andfamilyengagementand resources. Anothertopchallenge mentioned amongDOPRe-schoolswas providing social,emotional, andbehavioralhealth support. Other challenges notedbyindividual schools included:(1) addressing students who are1ormoregrade levels behind andhaveotherchallenges;(2) digital access, such asaccess to digital resources,technology, andtheinternet, (3)keeping students engagedin earningthe920hours peryear, (
	statetesting/Increasing cost oftesting studentsfaceto face, (6) studentswithdrawn due to truancy(HB 

	410) notpicked upbytheirhome district, and(7)support systems for high riskdrop-outstudentsand studentswithdisabilities. 
	Funding is thetop concernreported among surveyede-schools indicatingthatthere are not enough funds available to equitably service students andtheir varying needs.Themost common issuenotedby respondentsreportingthischallenge is the adjustment offunding resultingfrom studentmobility and participation,reducingfundingif students do not attendfulltime.Specifically, for astudentenrolledin e-schoolsto gain fullfunding, theymustcomplete920hoursofschooling.Because ofattendance issues aswellas students’varyingexpecta
	29 
	29 


	Also commonlynoted asachallenge is theoverallfactthat e-schools are notfunded atthe same level as traditional addition to theimpactofattendance issuesonfunding, afewrespondents also notedthattheyare not eligible for some additionalfundingbrick-and mortarcommunityschools receive for certainstudentpopulations,including additionalfundingforeconomicallydisadvantaged students, andEnglishlearners. 
	schooldistricts.In 

	When schoolsdo notreceive fullfundingforstudents, respondents notedthat cutbacks aremade, and services are not ascomprehensiveas they couldbe.The competingdemands ofstudents ultimately impacttheir school attendance and success aswell asthe funding ofquality services grantedto the school. Mostrespondents reportingthischallengeexpressed ageneral needfor aconsistent sourceof funds to sustain andmaintain highquality services. 
	The secondmostcommonchallenge identifiedby respondents relatesto servinghigh-mobility students E-Schoolstudentsarefaced with challenges in andout ofschool. AsreflectedinFigure 3, studentsmay opt-out after theinitialorientation orwithdraw fromschoolthroughoutthe schoolyear due to avariety of reasons.This creates inconsistencyfor both students and educatorsand wasnotedby nearly alleschools reportingthischallenge. 
	-

	Four oftheeight e-schoolsreportingthischallenge,the majoritybeingDropoutPrevention and Recovery,explicitly notedthat studentmobilitychallenges are aresultofoutsideof schoolissues such as access to basic needs(i.e., food, clothing), inconsistentliving situations,or alackof safetyorsecurity in their family residence. These schoolsmentioned, for example,the needfor significant resourcesto helpfamiliesovercome these challenges, andthus improve attendance,such ashomevisits, transportation supportto access basic 
	Ohio Department ofEducation. (2019). Study ofInternet-or Computer-BasedCommunitySchoolFundingModels. See more at:
	29 
	Schools/Community-School-Funding/Community-School-Funding-Information/Study-of-Internet-or-Computer-BasedCommunity-School-Funding-Models-1-1.pdf.aspx?lang=en-US 
	https://education.ohio.gov/getattachment/Topics/Finance-and-Funding/School-Payment-Reports/State-Funding-For
	-
	-


	attendancevaried and significantinvestmentsare needed. The thirdmostcommon challengereported is family engagement.Thefive schools reportingthis challenge notedthatlimitedparentalinvolvement or supportfor students hampersthe school engagement efforts. Forexample,while thereare resources availableto families, theyare notalways usingor taking advantageofthem. Oneschoolnotedthatadult figures in theirstudents’homes changeoften contributingto engagement challenges. Anotherschool notedthe extreme lack ofbasic reso
	Finally, providing studentsupport was commonlyidentified as anequitychallenge byDOPRe-schools, identifiedbyfour respondents within thisschooltype.Specifically,two oftheseschoolscommented that students enrolledinthese schools have ahistoryofbeing unsuccessfulin atraditional academic setting, largelydueto behavioralissues. Asresult,these schoolsnote the significant resourcesrequired to connect withthese students and addresstheunderlyingissues suchasmentalhealth support,access to school socialworkers,stafftime


	Focus Groups 
	Focus Groups 
	Focus groups were heldtoallowthe studyteam to gain abetter understandingofissues raisedin the survey, providestakeholders an opportunityto highlight anyothertopics theyfeltimportantto understandforthe study, andto setthe finalprofessionaljudgment(PJ)panel representativeschool sizes. Three focus groups were held,oneeachforGenEd communitye-schools, DOPRcommunityeschools, and communitye-school sponsors.Therewere eightparticipants intheGenEdfocus group representing six schools, seven participants from seven DOP
	-

	StudentCount 
	StudentCount 
	Though notasexplicitlydetailedin thesurvey responses, participants from eachofthefocus groups highlightedthatthecurrent studentcountprocess forcommunitye-schoolsimpacts numerousaspects ofoperations andopportunities for students. Participants were cognizantofthereasonsandhistory relatedto the funding approachbutfeltthe current approachhad anumberof unintended consequences. Themostdirectwas that communitye-schools servemore students, sometimesfarmore students, thanthey were fundedfor in ayear.This has impacts
	Adirectimpactofthecountprocess forcommunitye-schools includesthe needfor additional staffto trackthe dataneededforthe studentcount,resources notlikely neededin traditional community schools. Thestudentsattendingthese schoolsoften have ahigher riskofattendance issues already and the countprocessrequiresresources to ensurecommunity e-schools can get asmanystudentscounted for funding as possible. These areresourcesontopofthe studentsupport resources utilizedbythe schools to make surestudents mentalhealth andin

	Staffing 
	Staffing 
	The participantsfirst reviewedtheresults ofthesurvey relatedto staffingintheschools. Generally, participants thoughttheresults were indicativeofwhat washappening atthe e-schools butfeltthat contextwas importantin reviewingtheinformation.With community e-schoolsgenerally servingfar more students thanthey are fundedfor, participantsindicatedthatclasssizes and caseloads have to be higher than mightbe idealto make the financialsofeach schoolwork. Panelistswantedto make sure that ratios discussedduringthe profes
	Anotherconcern from thepanelists was theabilityto pay acompetitivesalary.Manyparticipants reportedbeing ableto attractless experienced staffbut notbeing able to retainstaffdue to alackof competitivepay.The communitye-schoolsoften lackedtraditional step andlane compensation systems that could competewithlocaldistricts.They reportedacting as feederschools forlocaldistricts,with staffhired awayafterafewyearsoftraining andteaching experience. Once again, the disconnect 
	Anotherconcern from thepanelists was theabilityto pay acompetitivesalary.Manyparticipants reportedbeing ableto attractless experienced staffbut notbeing able to retainstaffdue to alackof competitivepay.The communitye-schoolsoften lackedtraditional step andlane compensation systems that could competewithlocaldistricts.They reportedacting as feederschools forlocaldistricts,with staffhired awayafterafewyearsoftraining andteaching experience. Once again, the disconnect 
	between funded studentsand numberof students servedwas highlighted asone reason the schools struggled withcompetitivecompensation. 

	The fluid natureofonline students caused other staffing challenges for community e-schools. Unlike traditional siteswhere abuilding’s capacitymightlimitgrowth, e-schools canseelarge increases in student enrollmentyear-to-yearoreven within asingle year. Thismeans thatpredicting enrollmentis difficult and can cause staffing shortageswhenan influx ofstudents arrives. Thisbecomescompounded bythe factthat nearly20percentofstudentsthatgo through orientationdo notcontinue long-term withtheschools.Knowingthatthesch
	The community e-schools reportedhaving significantstruggles findingpeopleto fill certain positions, this wasespeciallytrue forspecial education staff. Communitye-schoolleaders recognizedthat staffing for special educationwas problematicacross the statebutfeltthatthe lackof competitive compensation andthe remotenatureoftheworkmade itparticularlydifficultfor the schools to attract this staff. Schools reportedgoingthroughmultiple staffpeopleforthesame position within aschool yearor nothavingtheposition filleda

	SpecialStudentPopulations 
	SpecialStudentPopulations 
	Panelistsindicatedthathistorically, students comingto online learning settingsoften have struggled withtraditional school settings. The population utilizing online settings haschanged somecomingoutof the pandemic,withfamilies finding online agoodfit,buttherecontinues to beahigh rateof students who traditionallyhave struggledin school, thisis especiallytrue in thedropoutprevention and recovery e-schools. The schools also reportveryhigh ratesof special education students,some topping aquarter oftheenrolled st
	As mentioned above,finding staffto serve special education studentsto serve students in person isan acute problem for community e-schools. Beyond compensation,the schools,especiallystatewide schools thatoperateacrossalarge geographic footprint, mustfind staffto servespecial education students that requirein person services throughoutawide area, andthenalso mustfind spaceto serve the students. An additionalchallengementionedby e-schoolleaders was gettingstudent recordsas they enrollin the school. Itwasreport
	BothtraditionalandDOPRe-schools reported servinghigh numbersof at-risk students due to the nature ofonline learning. These students need additional supports bothinstructionally and non-instructionally. All ofthe community e-schoolleadersmentionedthatthe schools wereprovidingtheseadditional supports and recognizedhow importanttheywere for theoverall successofstudents andfamilies.They 
	struggledto reconcileservingthe needsoftheirstudentpopulation withthe lackofDisadvantagedPupil Impact Aid fundingfor e-schools. 
	DOPRleaders indicatedthattheytendedto beworking withthehardeststudents to serve.These students face numerous barriers to successandthe schoolsneedto provide robust supportservices to ensure student success. This wasseen inthe student support staffing ratiosfrom the survey.Manyof the students, in addition to being academically atriskof not completing school, come from high poverty/low stabilitysituations whichcan leadto additional service needs. School staffis heavily engaged witheach studentto helpmeettheir

	ProfessionalJudgmentRepresentativeSchools 
	ProfessionalJudgmentRepresentativeSchools 
	The lasttaskforthe panelswas to reviewcurrent communitye-schoolsizes andhelpthe studyteam identifythe representativeschool sizesto usewithPJpanelists. Representative schoolsallow the study team to useanumberof schoolsizes to buildthe resources for community e-schoolsacrossthe state when workingwiththe PJpanelists. Thegoalis to identify schoolsizesthatwould allowpaneliststo identifythe resources neededforstudentsin schoolsthat are familiarto panelistswithouthavingto build every schoolsize iteration in the st
	Table 3.1 Community E-Schools, Grade Span and 2021 Headcount 
	Table 3.1 Community E-Schools, Grade Span and 2021 Headcount 
	Table 3.1 Community E-Schools, Grade Span and 2021 Headcount 

	School 
	School 
	Grade span 
	2021 Headcount 

	General Education 
	General Education 

	Quaker Preparatory Academy 
	Quaker Preparatory Academy 
	K-8 
	156 

	Buckeye On-Line School for Success 
	Buckeye On-Line School for Success 
	K-12, PS 
	595 

	Great River Connections Academy 
	Great River Connections Academy 
	K-12 
	1,582 

	Ohio Connections Academy, Inc 
	Ohio Connections Academy, Inc 
	K-12 
	5,494 

	Alternative Education Academy 
	Alternative Education Academy 
	K-12 
	5,781 

	Ohio Virtual Academy 
	Ohio Virtual Academy 
	K-12 
	16,557 

	Dropout Prevention and Recovery 
	Dropout Prevention and Recovery 

	Mahoning Unlimited Classroom 
	Mahoning Unlimited Classroom 
	4-12 
	91 

	Auglaize County EducationalAcademy 
	Auglaize County EducationalAcademy 
	K-12 
	95 

	Findlay Digital Academy 
	Findlay Digital Academy 
	9-12 
	144 

	Fairborn Digital Academy 
	Fairborn Digital Academy 
	9-12 
	174 

	Greater Ohio Virtual School 
	Greater Ohio Virtual School 
	7-12 
	516 

	Quaker Digital Academy 
	Quaker Digital Academy 
	K-12 
	630 

	GOAL Digital Academy 
	GOAL Digital Academy 
	K-12 
	657 

	Ohio Digital Learning School 
	Ohio Digital Learning School 
	K-12 
	677 

	TRECA Digital Academy 
	TRECA Digital Academy 
	K-12 
	1,900 


	The studyteam feltthatwith such asmall numberof sites, itwasimportantto pick representative schools thatdid nottoo closely resemblecurrentsites.Basedon itsexperienceleadingPJpanels, the studyteam finds this approach ensuresthat no personon the panelwouldhaveaschool so familiarthat theymightdefaultto simply replicatingthe resourcescurrentlyin place.Panelistsacross thefocus groups agreedfiverepresentativeschoolswere identified. Threeschoolsizeswere chosen for GenEd e-schools dueto theverylarge differences in 
	The information gainedfrom the focus groups wasutilizedby studyteam members duringthe facilitation ofthe panels. This includedfacilitators listeningfor areasof concerndescribedbythe focus groups and exploringtheresources necessaryto meetthe needs fore-schools. Italso included facilitators promptingPJpanelists to discuss issuesmentionedbythefocusgroups iftheydid not come up organicallyinthe conversations. 


	Professional Judgment Panels 
	Professional Judgment Panels 
	This chapterpresents theresultsofthe professionaljudgment(PJ) approach. The PJ approach utilizes educatorexperienceand expertiseto specifythe resources representative schools and schooldistricts needto meet statestandards and requirements.ThePJ approachprovidesexplicit costinformation about notonly how much shouldbe spent, but also how itshouldbespent. Theseresourcescan then be “costedout” by applying salary andbenefitinformation andthe prices ofother resources(such asfor technology)to determine the levelof
	Moreover, theapproachselectedbythe Cupp-Patterson Workgroupto developthe Fair School SpendingPlan wasavariation onthe professionaljudgmentpanel approach(Fleeter,2019)so its use to identifythe resources thatshouldbe in place to servecommunitye-school students consistentwithhow the newfundingformula was setin Ohio. 
	PJPanelDesign 
	PJPanelDesign 
	To identifyPJpanelists, thestudyteam sought nominations from all communitye-schools bydirect requestofe-schooldirectors viaemail, aswellas from ODEandtheOhio Association ofSchoolBusiness Officials. Atotalof22panelists, from 13ofthestate’s15communitye-schools, participatedinthe professionaljudgmentpanels. Panelists includedcommunitye-schoolteachers,counselors, principals, academic directors, special education directors,treasurers, and schooladministrators/directors.Alistof panelparticipants isin Appendix B. 
	The studyteam hostedthree professionaljudgment(PJ)panels in late September through earlyOctober 2022to identifytheresources neededto successfullyserve community e-schoolstudents in Ohio. One panelfocused onthe resource needs for GenEdcommunity e-schools, another focused onthe resource needs for dropoutprevention and recovery community e-schools, andthe final reviewpanel reviewed the workofthe previous panels anddiscussedotherpolicyimplications for funding of e-schools. In each panel, panelists discussedthe 
	In eachpanel, participantswereprovided withinstructions to guidethe professionaljudgmentgroup process, along with asummaryofrelevantOhio statelaws, rules, andODEguidance governing communitye-schools.Thestate policy summary andPJpanelinstructionscan be foundin Appendices C andD, respectively.Panelists weretaskedto identifythe resourcesneededto successfullyserve communitye-schools in representativeschool settings, whileallocating resources as efficiently as possiblewithout sacrificingquality.Panelistsidentifi
	GeneralEducation E-Schools Panel 
	GeneralEducation E-Schools Panel 
	The GenEdCommunityE-SchoolsPanelbegan byidentifyingtheschool-levelpersonnel neededto support aGenEd e-schoolof2,600students.This representativeschoolsetting assumed1,200 
	The GenEdCommunityE-SchoolsPanelbegan byidentifyingtheschool-levelpersonnel neededto support aGenEd e-schoolof2,600students.This representativeschoolsetting assumed1,200 
	elementary(K-5)studentsand1,400secondary(grades 6-12) students. Panelistsdeterminedthaton average, abouthalfofGenEd e-schoolstudentswouldqualify as at-risk.Panelists identifiedbase resources for the school, then identifiedthe additionalresourcesthatwouldbeneededto serve the at-risk studentpopulation above thatbaseamount. 

	It is importantto note thatcommunitye-schools do not currentlyqualifyfortheDisadvantagedPupil Impact Aid(DPIA)statefunding, so whilethe study team reports thebase and additional costs for at-risk separately,thetotal combinedbase cost and additional resources for at-riskstudentsrepresentsthe cost of e-schools. 

	Dropout Prevention andRecoveryE-SchoolPanel 
	Dropout Prevention andRecoveryE-SchoolPanel 
	The DOPRPanelbegan byidentifyingtheschool-levelpersonnel neededto support anaverage size DOPR e-schoolof700 students. This representative schoolsetting assumed175 elementary(K-5) students and525 secondary(grades6-12)students.ElementarystudentsattendDOPR e-schools largely because theirolder siblingsattendthe school. Panelists note thatDOPRelementary students come from the same homesituationsas their siblingsthatmayresultin them being considered at-riskaswell. By virtueof attending aDOPRe-school,100%ofstudent

	Review Panel 
	Review Panel 
	Duringthe communitye-schoolsreviewpanel, panelists reviewedthe resources identifiedbythe GenEd andDOPRpanels.The panel soughtto understanddifferencesin thepanel’s approaches, such asthe GenEdpanel’sstaffingmodel utilizingteachers teachingfiveof seven classes,while studentstake all seven class periods,whilethe DOPRpanel assumedstudents –on average–were eachtakingfive coursesto getthecreditthey neededto graduate. 
	One ofthereviewpanel’s goalswas to identifythe areas where itmade sense forthereto be different resource levelsforGenEdandDOPR e-schools, andtoidentify areaswhereadifference in approach resultedin different resource levelsthatshould reallybe moresimilar acrossthesettings. 


	ResourcesIdentifiedbyProfessionalJudgmentPanels 
	ResourcesIdentifiedbyProfessionalJudgmentPanels 
	ElementaryPersonnel 
	ElementaryPersonnel 
	Panelistsfirstidentifiedtheresources neededforelementarygrades (K-5)in arepresentativeGenEdand DOPR e-school,with1,200elementary students and175elementary students respectively. Asnoted previously,the GenEdpanelidentifiedbaseresources,as wellas the additionalresourcesneededto serve at-risk students, assuming50%ofstudentswereat-risk.The third column under GenEd showsthe base and at-risk resourcescombined. ForDOPRsettings, all studentswere assumedto be at-riskby definition, so resourceswere notdisaggregatedbe

	InstructionalStaff 
	InstructionalStaff 
	Table 4.1belowpresents all identifiedbythepanelists, both shown as FTE and asratiosto allow forcomparison betweenthe two different size programs. 
	elementaryinstructionalpersonnel

	Table 4.1. Elementary (K-5) Instructional Personnel in Average Settings, by FTE and Ratio 
	Table 4.1. Elementary (K-5) Instructional Personnel in Average Settings, by FTE and Ratio 
	Table 4.1. Elementary (K-5) Instructional Personnel in Average Settings, by FTE and Ratio 

	TR
	General Education 
	DOPR 

	TR
	All Students 
	At-Risk 
	Combined 
	All Students 

	FTE 
	FTE 
	1,200 students 
	600 students 
	1,200 students (50% at-risk) 
	175 students 

	Instructional Staff 
	Instructional Staff 

	Teachers 
	Teachers 
	35.2 
	6.1 
	41.3 
	6.0 

	Additional Teachers 
	Additional Teachers 
	6.0 
	6.0 
	1.0 

	Instructional Coaches 
	Instructional Coaches 
	2.8 
	1.0 
	3.2 
	0.5 

	Interventionists 
	Interventionists 
	6.0 
	6.0 
	0.9 

	TR
	General Education 
	DOPR 

	TR
	All Students 
	At-Risk 
	Combined 
	All Students 

	Ratio 
	Ratio 
	1,200 students 
	600 students 
	1,200 students (50% at-risk) 
	175 students 

	Instructional Staff 
	Instructional Staff 

	Teachers 
	Teachers 
	34 (30:1 in K, 35:1 in grades 15) 
	-

	98 (to reduce to 25:1 in K, 30:1 in grades 1-5) 
	25 (incl. the additional teachers) 
	25 (incl. the additional teachers) 

	Additional Teachers 
	Additional Teachers 
	200 

	Instructional Coaches 
	Instructional Coaches 
	436 
	1477 
	380 
	375 

	Interventionists 
	Interventionists 
	200 
	200 
	200 


	Teachers. For theGenEde-school, panelists identified35.2teachersatthe baselevel,basedon class size ratiosof30:1in kindergarten and35:1in grades1-5.Once at-risk studentswereconsidered,the panelists reducedtheclasssize ratios to 25:1in kindergarten and30:1in grades 1-5, whichwould add 
	6.1teachers, for atotalof41.3teachers. In addition to theclassroom teachers identified above, the panelidentifiedthe needforone additionalteacher per grade levelto allow forspecials classes, atotal of6.0teachers. Thepaneldid not allocate anyadditionalteachers beyondthe6.0to serve at-risk students. Addingthe regular teachers (bothbase andat-risk) andthe additionalteachers,producedan averageratio of25:1for GenEd. 
	For theDOPRsetting, panelists recommended seven teachersto servethe175 students, including one teacherper gradeand oneadditionalteacherto ensure elementarystudentshadaccessto specials.This resultedin anaverage ratio of25:1,consistentwiththe GenEdsetting. 
	Instructional Coaches. Panelists feltinstructionalcoaches were importantto provide instructional support and coachingto teachers, helping analyze data andproviding mentoringfor new teaching staff. 
	Thesecoaches are non-administrativepositions–theydo teacherobservations for thepurposeof improvinginstruction butdo notperform teacherevaluations. Thereview panelists recommended a consistent staffing ratio inboth settings, recommendinginstructionalcoaches bestaffed at aratio of15 teachersto 1coach, resultingin 3.2instructionalcoaches in thecombinedbase and at-risk columnfor GenEd, and0.5instructional coaches for the7.0teachers in theDOPRsetting. 
	Interventionists. Interventionists primarilyworkwithsmallgroups of students, providing additional specific supportto struggling students, andmaydo someco-teaching withtheclassroom teacher. Review panelists believedinterventionist ratios shouldbe consistentacross settings andbelieved a 
	200:1 ratio was appropriate. In termsofFTE,this resultedin 6.0interventionistsfor GenEd(all assigned to the base) and about a0.9FTEfortheDOPRe-school. 
	StudentSupportStaff 
	Table 4.2 nextpresentsallelementary student supportpersonnelidentifiedbythe panelists,both shown asFTEand as ratiosto allowforcomparison between thetwo different size programs.Overall, the recommended studentsupport staffingwasmoreintensivein DOPR settings,as seem inthe lower staff-to-student ratiosforeachposition. 
	Table 4.2 Elementary (K-5) Student Support Staff Personnel in Average Settings, by FTE and Ratio 
	Table 4.2 Elementary (K-5) Student Support Staff Personnel in Average Settings, by FTE and Ratio 
	Table 4.2 Elementary (K-5) Student Support Staff Personnel in Average Settings, by FTE and Ratio 

	TR
	General Education 
	DOPR 

	TR
	All Students 
	At-Risk 
	Combined 
	All Students 

	FTE 
	FTE 
	1,200 students 
	600 students 
	1,200 students (50% at-risk) 
	175 students 

	Student Support Staff 
	Student Support Staff 

	Social Worker 
	Social Worker 
	0.5 
	0.5 
	1.0 
	0.9 

	Counselor 
	Counselor 
	4.8 
	4.8 
	0.9 

	Other Support Professional 
	Other Support Professional 
	0.4 

	TR
	General Education 
	DOPR 

	TR
	All Students 
	At-Risk 
	Combined 
	All Students 

	Ratio 
	Ratio 
	1,200 students 
	600 students 
	1,200 students (50% at-risk) 
	175 students 

	Student Support Staff 
	Student Support Staff 

	Social Worker 
	Social Worker 
	2400 
	1200 
	1200 
	200 

	Counselor 
	Counselor 
	250 
	250 
	200 

	Other Support Professional 
	Other Support Professional 
	400 


	Social Workers. Panelists believe thesocialworker role is especiallyimportantinthe e-school setting, helping connectfamiliesto services. Forexample, low-income familieswho would otherwisequalifyfor freeor reduced-price lunch, do nothave access to thatresource in ane-schoolsetting so socialworkers play agreater rolein helping connectthem to community nutrition services. Further, regardless of income level,manyfamilies experiencecrisis, so some levelof socialworkisneeded regardlessofthe 
	Social Workers. Panelists believe thesocialworker role is especiallyimportantinthe e-school setting, helping connectfamiliesto services. Forexample, low-income familieswho would otherwisequalifyfor freeor reduced-price lunch, do nothave access to thatresource in ane-schoolsetting so socialworkers play agreater rolein helping connectthem to community nutrition services. Further, regardless of income level,manyfamilies experiencecrisis, so some levelof socialworkisneeded regardlessofthe 
	numberof at-risk aresult, panelists allocated0.5FTEforall studentsin the GenEdsetting, and an additional0.5forthe 600at-riskstudents, foratotal1.0 socialworkerin the GenEde-school. In the DOPR settings, panelists allocated0.5FTE socialworkerfortheelementarygrades (ataratio of 
	students.As 


	200:1) recognizingthatfamilieswithelementary students in aDOPRe-schoolmayneedmoresocial worksupportand assistance being connected with community resources. 
	Counselors. FortheGenEdsetting, panelists believe that counselors shouldbe staffedin alignment with the national association recommendationsforschoolcounselors, at250:1, whichwould resultin4.8 counselors. The paneldid notidentify aneedfor additional counseling supportwith ahigher at-risk population.DOPRpanelistsrecommended asimilar staffing ratio forcounselorsas social workers (200:1),or about a0.9 counselor attheelementarygrades, recognizingthatthere is less schedulingto do atelementary,andthisposition is 
	Other Support Professional. DOPRpanelists recommended an additional0.4FTEfor anothersupport professional,which couldbe usedto provide additionalbehavioral andmentalhealth supportto students (at aratio of400:1). 

	ResourcesinSmallerandLargerSettings 
	ResourcesinSmallerandLargerSettings 
	After identifyingthe instructional and student support staffFTE and ratiosin average size GenEd and DOPR settings,the panelists discussedhowthese resources would scale ifthe programswerelargeror smaller. For GenEd e-schools, this was scalingthe program of1,200elementaryschoolstudents downto 300 students and upto 1,200 students. ForDOPRe-schools,thiswas scalingtheprogram of175 elementary schoolstudents downto 50 students, andupto 650 students.Overall, the panelists feltthat the staffratios identifiedfor inst
	Usingthe samestaffing ratios asin averagesize settings, Table4.3sharesthe differentFTEthatwould be generatedin thedifferent size settings for GenEd e-schools andDOPR e-schools. 
	For simplicity’s sake, instead of reportingthe recommendations for GenEd schools separatelyfor base, at-risk and combined resources (as theresourceinformation was disaggregatedin the priortables), the combinedfigures assuming50percentof students areat-risk are shown. 
	Table 4.3 Elementary (K-5) Instructional and Student Support Staff Personnel FTE, by Size of Program 
	Table 4.3 Elementary (K-5) Instructional and Student Support Staff Personnel FTE, by Size of Program 
	Table 4.3 Elementary (K-5) Instructional and Student Support Staff Personnel FTE, by Size of Program 

	TR
	General Education 

	TR
	Combined 
	Combined 
	Combined 

	TR
	300 students (50% at-risk) 
	1,200 students (50% at-risk) 
	4,500 students (50% at-risk) 

	Instructional Staff 
	Instructional Staff 

	Teachers 
	Teachers 
	10.3 
	41.3 
	155.0 

	Additional Teachers 
	Additional Teachers 
	2.0 
	6.0 
	22.5 

	Instructional Coaches 
	Instructional Coaches 
	0.8 
	3.2 
	11.8 

	Interventionists 
	Interventionists 
	1.5 
	6.0 
	22.5 

	Student Support Staff 
	Student Support Staff 

	Social Worker 
	Social Worker 
	0.3 
	1.0 
	3.8 

	Counselor 
	Counselor 
	1.5 
	4.8 
	18.0 

	Other Support Professional 
	Other Support Professional 

	TR
	Dropout Prevention and Recovery 

	TR
	50 students 
	175 students 
	650 students 

	Instructional Staff 
	Instructional Staff 

	Teachers 
	Teachers 
	1.7 
	6.0 
	22.3 

	Additional Teachers 
	Additional Teachers 
	0.3 
	1.0 
	3.7 

	Instructional Coaches 
	Instructional Coaches 
	0.1 
	0.5 
	1.7 

	Interventionists 
	Interventionists 
	0.3 
	0.9 
	3.3 

	Student Support Staff 
	Student Support Staff 

	Social Worker 
	Social Worker 
	0.3 
	0.9 
	3.3 

	Counselor 
	Counselor 
	0.1 
	0.9 
	3.3 

	Other Support Professional 
	Other Support Professional 
	0.1 
	0.4 
	1.6 



	SecondaryPersonnel 
	SecondaryPersonnel 
	Paneliststhen identifiedthe resources neededforsecondarygrades (6-12)in arepresentative GenEd e-school with1,400 secondary students andDOPR e-schoolwith525 secondary students. As was thecase in the elementary school,the GenEdpanelidentifiedbase resources, aswellas the additional resources neededto serve at-risk students, assuming50%ofstudents were at-risk.The third column under GenEd showsthe base and at-riskresources combined. ForDOPRsettings, all studentswereassumedto beatriskbydefinition,so resourceswere
	-


	InstructionalStaff 
	InstructionalStaff 
	Table 4.4thatfollows presents all identifiedbythepanelists,both shown asFTEand as ratiosto allowforcomparison between thetwo different size programs. 
	secondaryinstructionalpersonnel

	Table 4.4 Secondary (6-12) Instructional Personnel in Average Size Settings, by FTE and Ratio 
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	Table 4.4 Secondary (6-12) Instructional Personnel in Average Size Settings, by FTE and Ratio 

	TR
	General Education 
	DOPR 

	TR
	All Students 
	At-Risk 
	Combined 
	All Students 

	FTE Count 
	FTE Count 
	1,400 students 
	700 students 
	1,400 students (50% at-risk) 
	525 students 

	Instructional Staff 
	Instructional Staff 

	Teachers 
	Teachers 
	56.0 
	9.3 
	65.3 
	21.0 

	Instructional Coaches 
	Instructional Coaches 
	3.7 
	0.6 
	4.4 
	1.4 

	Interventionists 
	Interventionists 
	5.0 
	2.0 
	7.0 
	2.6 

	TR
	General Education 
	DOPR 

	TR
	All Students 
	At-Risk 
	Combined 
	All Students 

	Ratio 
	Ratio 
	1,400 students 
	700 students 
	1,400 students (50% at-risk) 
	525 students 

	Instructional Staff 
	Instructional Staff 

	Teachers 
	Teachers 
	25 (35:1 class size; teachers teaching 5 out of 7 classes a day) 
	75 (to reduce to 30:1 class size; teachers teaching 5 out of 7 classes a day) 
	21 
	25 

	Instructional Coaches 
	Instructional Coaches 
	375 
	1125 
	321 
	375 

	Interventionists 
	Interventionists 
	280 
	350 
	200 
	200 


	Teachers. In theGenEd setting, the base levelthe panelidentified56.0teachers,based on anaverage class sizeof35:1, recognizingthat some electivescourses atthesecondarylevelmighthave higherclass sizes, allowingfor some smaller classsizes incoreor specialized courses. Further,studentswere assumedto be taking seven courses aday withteachers teachingfive coursesaday, amodelvery similar to the approachin atraditionalbrick-and-mortar setting. To serve theassumed700 at-riskstudents, panelists reducedtheclasssize ra
	Instructional Coaches. Review panelists believedthe instructionalcoach ratios builtinto theelementary levelwould remain thesameatthe secondarylevel,at a15:1teacher to coachratio. In the GenEd setting, thisgenerated3.7atthe base level, with an additional0.6oncetherewere at-risk students and additionalteachers,bringingthe schooltotalto 4.4instructionalcoaches. For theDOPR e-school,this resultedin1.4instructionalcoaches to serve their21 secondaryteachers. 
	Interventionists. Review panelists keptthe same200:1 student-interventionist ratio recommendedfor elementarygrades,in boththe GenEd andDOPR setting. 
	StudentSupportStaff 
	Table 4.5 nextpresentsallidentifiedbythepanelists, both shown as FTE and asratiosto allow forcomparison betweenthe two different size programs. Overall, the recommendedstudent support staffing wasmoreintensive inDOPR settings,as seem in thelowerstaffto-student ratios foreachposition. 
	secondary student supportpersonnel
	-

	Table 4.5 Secondary (6-12) Student Support Staff Personnel in Average Size Settings, by FTE and Ratio 
	Table 4.5 Secondary (6-12) Student Support Staff Personnel in Average Size Settings, by FTE and Ratio 
	Table 4.5 Secondary (6-12) Student Support Staff Personnel in Average Size Settings, by FTE and Ratio 

	TR
	General Education 
	DOPR 

	TR
	All Students 
	At-Risk 
	Combined 
	All Students 

	FTE Count 
	FTE Count 
	1,400 students 
	700 students 
	1,400 students (50% at-risk) 
	525 students 

	Student Support Staff 
	Student Support Staff 

	Social Worker 
	Social Worker 
	1.0 
	1.0 
	2.0 
	2.6 

	Counselor 
	Counselor 
	5.6 
	5.6 
	2.6 

	Other Support Professional 
	Other Support Professional 
	1.3 

	TR
	General Education 
	DOPR 

	TR
	All Students 
	At-Risk 
	Combined 
	All Students 

	Ratio 
	Ratio 
	1,400 students 
	700 students 
	1,400 students (50% at-risk) 
	525 students 

	Student Support Staff 
	Student Support Staff 

	Social Worker 
	Social Worker 
	1400 
	700 
	700 
	200 

	Counselor 
	Counselor 
	250 
	250 
	200 

	Other Support Professional 
	Other Support Professional 
	400 


	Social Workers. GenEdpanelists recommendedsocialworkers atthe secondarylevelto support students andfamiliesand connectthem to communityresourcesas needed, witha1.0social worker allocated atthe base leveland additional1.0 socialworkerforat-risk students, for acombinedtotalof 
	2.0 socialworkers ataratio of700:1in this at-riskpopulation and recommended1.5 socialworkers to support students andfamilies and connectthem to community resources as needed. Socialworkers wererecommended atamuchlower student-social workerratio (200:1)for atotal of2.6social workers in the representative DOPRe-school,which review panelists felt was consistentwiththegreater need of students in thesesettings. 
	Counselors. GenEdpanelists believedthat counselorsshouldbe staffedin alignment withthe national recommendations for school counselors, at250:1, which would resultin5.6counselors,without aneed for additional counselingfor the at-riskpopulation.The panel notedthatthisratio isonlysufficientif additional studentsupportstaff, such as socialworkers and attendance staff, is inplace, so counselors are trulyfulfillingthe secondary counseling role. DOPRpanelists acknowledgedthe national 
	Counselors. GenEdpanelists believedthat counselorsshouldbe staffedin alignment withthe national recommendations for school counselors, at250:1, which would resultin5.6counselors,without aneed for additional counselingfor the at-riskpopulation.The panel notedthatthisratio isonlysufficientif additional studentsupportstaff, such as socialworkers and attendance staff, is inplace, so counselors are trulyfulfillingthe secondary counseling role. DOPRpanelists acknowledgedthe national 
	recommendations for counselorstaffing, but as DOPRe-schools serve anentirelyat-risk student population,many of whom have notbeen successfulin traditionalschool settings, the panelists recommended alowercounselor ratio of200:1to beable to servethe needsofDOPR secondary students. Thepanel recommended2.6counselorswho woulddo thescheduling,review previous school records,help coordinatewithCTE andCollege CreditPlus opportunities, andhelpstudents plan for graduation and opportunities beyondgraduation. Thereview p

	Other Support Professional. TheDOPRpanelrecommended1.0other student support staff, which wouldprovideadditionalbehavioral andmentalhealth supportto students. Combined withtheother student support staffpositions above, this amountsto approximately a100:1studentto supportstaff ratio across thethree student supportstaffposition categories,whichpanelistsbelieveis neededto appropriately supportstudents in aDOPRsetting. 
	d


	ResourcesinSmallerandLargerSettings 
	ResourcesinSmallerandLargerSettings 
	As wasthe case forelementarygrades, after identifyingthe instructional andstudent supportstaffFTE and ratios inaverage size GeEd andDOPR settings, thepanelists discussedhowthese resourceswould scale ifthe programs werelarger orsmaller. For GenEd e-schools,the average size program of1,400 secondary school studentswas scaleddown to 350 students and upto 5,250students. ForDOPReschools, the program of525 secondary schoolstudents wasscaleddownto 150students, and upto 1,950students.Consistentwiththepanelists’deci
	-

	Usingthe samestaffing ratios asin averagesize settings, Table4.6presents thedifferentFTEthatwould be generatedin thedifferent size settings for GenEd e-schools andDOPR e-schools. 
	For GenEde-schools, thecombinedfigures assuming50percentofstudentsareat-risk are shown. 
	Table 4.6 Secondary (6-12) Instructional and Student Support Staff Personnel FTE, by Size of Program 
	Table 4.6 Secondary (6-12) Instructional and Student Support Staff Personnel FTE, by Size of Program 
	Table 4.6 Secondary (6-12) Instructional and Student Support Staff Personnel FTE, by Size of Program 

	TR
	General Education 

	TR
	Combined 
	Combined 
	Combined 

	TR
	350 students (50% at-risk) 
	1,400 students (50% at-risk) 
	5,250 students (50% at-risk) 

	Instructional Staff 
	Instructional Staff 

	Teachers 
	Teachers 
	15.9 
	65.3 
	78.0 

	Instructional Coaches 
	Instructional Coaches 
	1.1 
	4.4 
	5.2 

	Interventionists 
	Interventionists 
	4.0 
	7.0 
	7.4 

	Student Support Staff 
	Student Support Staff 

	Social Worker 
	Social Worker 
	0.2 
	2.0 
	7.5 

	Counselor 
	Counselor 
	1.8 
	5.6 
	21.0 

	Other Support Professional 
	Other Support Professional 

	TR
	Dropout Prevention and Recovery 

	TR
	150 students 
	525 students 
	1,950 students 

	Instructional Staff 
	Instructional Staff 

	Teachers 
	Teachers 
	6.0 
	21.0 
	78.0 

	Instructional Coaches 
	Instructional Coaches 
	0.4 
	1.4 
	5.2 

	Interventionists 
	Interventionists 
	0.8 
	2.6 
	9.8 

	Student Support Staff 
	Student Support Staff 

	Social Worker 
	Social Worker 
	0.8 
	2.6 
	9.8 

	Counselor 
	Counselor 
	0.8 
	2.6 
	9.8 

	Other Support Professional 
	Other Support Professional 
	0.4 
	1.3 
	4.9 



	System Personnel 
	System Personnel 
	In addition to theelementary and secondary resourcesjustdescribed, panelists also identified system levelresourcesincludingpersonnelforschool administration,system administration, technology management,and other student/familysupport. 
	Table 4.7presentsthe system personnel recommendedforthe GenEd e-school,assumingthree different system sizes:650students,2,600students, and9,750students(thecombinedtotalofthe numberof elementary andsecondary students in thepreceding sectionatthe three sizepoints). 
	Table 4.7 General Education System Personnel FTE by System Size 
	Table 4.7 General Education System Personnel FTE by System Size 
	Table 4.7 General Education System Personnel FTE by System Size 

	TR
	General Education 

	FTE Count 
	FTE Count 
	650 students 
	2,600 students 
	9,750 students 

	School Administration 
	School Administration 

	Principal/ Director 
	Principal/ Director 
	1.0 
	2.0 
	7.5 

	Assistant Principal/ AssistantDirector 
	Assistant Principal/ AssistantDirector 
	4.0 
	15.0 

	Coordinator/ Supervisor 
	Coordinator/ Supervisor 
	1.0 
	1.0 
	3.8 

	EMIS Coordinator 
	EMIS Coordinator 
	1.0 
	1.0 
	3.8 

	Clerical Staff 
	Clerical Staff 
	1.5 
	4.0 
	15.0 

	System Administration 
	System Administration 

	Superintendent 
	Superintendent 
	1.0 
	1.0 
	1.0 

	Director 
	Director 
	1.0 
	1.0 
	2.0 

	Treasurer 
	Treasurer 
	0.5 
	1.0 
	1.0 

	Director of Student Support 
	Director of Student Support 
	1.0 
	3.8 

	Operations Director 
	Operations Director 
	0.5 
	1.0 
	3.8 

	Federal Programs Director 
	Federal Programs Director 
	1.0 
	1.0 

	HR 
	HR 
	0.5 
	1.0 
	3.8 

	Payroll/AP clerk 
	Payroll/AP clerk 
	1.0 
	1.0 
	3.8 

	Technology Management 
	Technology Management 

	IT Director 
	IT Director 
	1.0 
	1.0 
	1.0 

	Software Development 
	Software Development 
	1.0 
	1.0 
	2.0 

	Cyber Security/Network 
	Cyber Security/Network 
	1.0 
	1.0 
	2.0 

	IT Support 
	IT Support 
	2.0 
	7.0 
	30.0 

	Other Student/Family Support 
	Other Student/Family Support 

	Attendance 
	Attendance 
	2.0 
	4.0 
	15.0 

	Data/Tracking 
	Data/Tracking 
	1.0 
	1.5 
	5.6 

	Admissions/Orientation/Family Liaison 
	Admissions/Orientation/Family Liaison 
	2.0 
	3.0 
	11.3 

	Clerical/Data Entry 
	Clerical/Data Entry 
	1.5 
	3.0 
	11.3 


	Looking attheresourcesfirstforthe(presentedinthe middle column)panelistsrecommended: 
	average sizeGenEd e-schoolof2,600 students 

	School Administration. Panelists recommendedtwo principals, oneelementaryand one secondary, and four assistantprincipals.Panelists also recommended2.0 coordinators,one for EMIS and one that 
	couldbe utilizedto accommodatecoordination requiredforcareer andtechnical education programs, as an additionalassistantprincipal, dean orattendance tracking administratororthe like, aswell as 4.0 clerical staffpositions. 
	System Administration. Panelists recommended:(1) a1.0superintendentto oversee the school, (2)4.0 directors in chargeofacademics, student support, operations, andfederalprograms,(3)a1.0treasurer to oversee the financial reporting needs oftheschool,(4) a1.0HRprofessionalto oversee the system’s human resourcematters and(5) a1.0payroll/accounts payableclerk. 
	Technology Management. Online schoolsrelyontechnologyandmustbestaffed appropriately. This includes preparingdevicesfor student and staffuse,distributingtechnologyto students and staff, ensuring school systemsare functioning, andprovidingtech support andtroubleshooting as needed. Panelistsincludedthefollowingtechnology staff:(1) a1.0technologymanageroversees allstudent, staff and system technologyhardware, software andnetworking needs, (2)1.0 software development professional,1.0cybersecurity/networkprofessi
	Other Student/Family Support. Panelistsincluded4.0attendance staff, given theunique requirements of e-schools to trackstudent attendance andparticipation. Thisstaffinglevelincludes the resources requiredto hostmeetings,workwithadvocates,completecourtpaperworkandproceedings, etc. Panelistsalso recommended1.5FTEto handle data andtracking, aswell as3.0FTEto address admissions, provideorientation, and serve asaliaisonfor families. These positions are intendedto assist with enrollment,making sure studentsandfami
	Panelistsalso considered. To do so, panelists beganbylooking attheresourcestheybuiltforthe averagesize program detailed above. Then they explored using scalingdown these results to asmaller size school and scaling upto thelargersize school, usingthe established staffingand otherratiosPaneliststhen reviewed each resourceto seewhere adjustments shouldbemade, basedoneconomies of scale,or to establishminimum ormaximum resource levels inagiven settingTable 4.7above presentedthe differentFTE recommendationsforthe
	the resourcesneededforasmaller(750students) andlarger (9,750students) GenEd community e-school
	, 
	. 
	. 

	Table 4.8 nextpresentsthesystem personnel recommendedfortheDOPRe-school, assumingthree different system sizes200 students,700 students, and2,600students. 
	Table 4.8 DOPR System Personnel FTE by System Size 
	Table 4.8 DOPR System Personnel FTE by System Size 
	Table 4.8 DOPR System Personnel FTE by System Size 

	TR
	DOPR 

	FTE Count 
	FTE Count 
	200 students 
	700 students 
	2,600 students 

	School Administration 
	School Administration 

	Principal/ Director 
	Principal/ Director 
	1.00 
	1.00 
	2.00 

	Assistant Principal/ AssistantDirector 
	Assistant Principal/ AssistantDirector 

	Coordinator/ Supervisor 
	Coordinator/ Supervisor 
	1.00 
	5.00 

	EMIS Coordinator 
	EMIS Coordinator 
	1.00 
	1.00 
	1.00 

	Clerical Staff 
	Clerical Staff 
	1.00 
	1.50 
	4.00 

	System Administration 
	System Administration 

	Superintendent 
	Superintendent 
	1.0 
	1.0 
	1.0 

	Director 
	Director 
	1.0 
	1.0 

	Treasurer 
	Treasurer 
	0.3 
	0.5 
	1.0 

	Director of Student Support 
	Director of Student Support 
	1.0 

	Operations Director 
	Operations Director 
	0.5 
	1.0 

	Federal Programs Director 
	Federal Programs Director 
	1.0 

	HR 
	HR 
	0.5 
	1.0 

	Payroll/AP clerk 
	Payroll/AP clerk 
	contracted 
	1.0 
	1.0 

	Technology Management 
	Technology Management 

	IT Director 
	IT Director 
	1.0 
	1.0 
	1.0 

	Software Development 
	Software Development 
	contracted 
	1.0 
	1.0 

	Cyber Security/Network 
	Cyber Security/Network 
	contracted 
	1.0 
	1.0 

	IT Support 
	IT Support 
	1.0 
	2.0 
	7.0 

	Other Student/Family Support 
	Other Student/Family Support 

	Attendance 
	Attendance 
	2.0 
	3.0 
	7.4 

	Data/Tracking 
	Data/Tracking 
	2.0 
	3.0 
	3.0 

	Admissions/Orientation/Family Liaison 
	Admissions/Orientation/Family Liaison 
	1.0 
	2.0 
	6.0 

	Clerical/Data Entry 
	Clerical/Data Entry 
	1.5 
	1.5 
	2.0 


	First consideringthesystem resources for the (presentedin themiddle column)panelists recommended: 
	average sizeDOPRe-schoolof700 students 

	School Administration. Panelists included1.0principal, who would overseeboththe elementary and secondaryprogramswithinthe school, and2.0 coordinators/supervisors, including awork-based learning coordinator andEMIS coordinator.1.5clerical staffpositions werealsorecommended. 
	System Administration. Panelists included a1.0superintendentto oversee the K-12 school and a1.0 directorlevelposition. Additionally,a0.5FTE each was recommendedfor thecategoriesofoperations, HR andfinance (treasurer).Panelists also included1.0payroll and accounts payable clerk. 
	Technology Management. As previouslystated, e-schoolshas aheavy relianceon technologyand must be staffedappropriately.Panelists recommendeda1.0ITdirector and2.0 software development and cyber security/networkmanager positionsto overseeall student, staff and system technologyhardware, software and networking needs. 2.0ITsupportpersonnel were also recommendedto maintainthe system’s technology services andprovidesupportto staff and students. 
	Other Student/Family Support. 3.0positions wererecommendedto handlestudent attendance, and another3.0positionsto handle data/tracking, separate from the EMISposition includedpreviously. These positions handletheFTEtracking, courseworktracking, studentenrollmenttracking, etc.Panelists indicatedthatthe statehasexpectations for thelevelof staffingperformingtrackingthat schools struggle to meet currently.Panelistsalso indicatedaschoolthis sizewould need2.0 admissions/ orientation staff,who organize andimplement
	Panelistsconsideredthe s.To do so, panelists scaledthe resources theybuiltfortheaveragesize program detailed above, down to the smaller size schooland upto the largersize school,usingthe established ratios.Panelists then reviewed each resource to seewhere adjustmentsshouldbe made, basedon economiesof scale,orto establish minimum ormaximum resourcelevels inagiven setting. In the smallest setting, someofthe positionswould notbehiredin house,butinsteadwouldbecontracted out. In thelargersetting,some additionalp
	resourcesneededforasmaller (200 students) andlarger (2,600 student)DOPR 
	communitye-school
	communitye-school


	Comparison between system staffing for GenEd and DOPR settings.Differencesin howtheGenEd panelists andtheDOPRpanelists staffedthe system levelwere apparent and reviewedbythe review panel, who addressed some inconsistences wereappropriate. 
	Overall,looking at averagesize settings (2,600students forGenEd and700students forDOPR) systemlevelpersonnel cameto 95:1inthe GenEdmodel, while theDOPRmodel’ssystem-levelpersonnelwasa 
	-

	75:1 ratio, due in partto the differences in size aswellas thegreater needs identifiedforother student support, particularlyfor attendance, inDOPR settings.PanelistsfeltthatDOPRe-schoolsoften haveto providesignificant supportto re-engage studentswhomissclass time andto keepat-risk students engaged and ontrack,so thatthe higher levelof supportintheDOPR settingmade sense. 

	Technology 
	Technology 
	Technologyis atthe heartofonline programs,so thepanelists wereaskedto identifythetechnology hardware that wouldbe providedto staffand students in bothGenEd andDOPRsettings. 
	For every staffmember, panelists recommended: 
	 
	 
	 
	Desktop/Laptop 

	 
	 
	Tablet 

	 
	 
	Peripheral(oftenexternalmonitor) 

	 
	 
	Cellphone/desktopphone 

	 
	 
	Internet access 

	 
	 
	Printer 

	 
	 
	Headphones/microphones 


	For every student: 
	 
	 
	 
	Laptop(plus 20%moreadditionaldevices to accountfor churn) 

	 
	 
	Tablet 

	 
	 
	Hotspot/internetaccess 

	 
	 
	Headphones/microphones 



	Other Non-PersonnelResources 
	Other Non-PersonnelResources 
	Panelistsidentifiedother cost areas neededto run the community e-schools, andthen thestudyteam surveyed e-schooltreasures to gathercost estimatesin theseareas. Identified and averageper student amounts areshown in Table4.9. 
	non-personnel costareas 

	Table 4.9 Average Non-Personnel Costs in General Education and DOPR settings 
	Table 4.9 Average Non-Personnel Costs in General Education and DOPR settings 
	Table 4.9 Average Non-Personnel Costs in General Education and DOPR settings 

	TR
	General Education 
	DOPR 

	Professional Development 
	Professional Development 
	$1000/teacher 
	$10/student 

	Supplies, Materials & Equipment 
	Supplies, Materials & Equipment 
	$160/student 
	$135/student 

	Software/Licensing 
	Software/Licensing 
	$300/student 
	$200/student 

	Curriculum 
	Curriculum 
	$50/student 

	Assessment 
	Assessment 
	$7/student 

	Marketing 
	Marketing 
	$15/student 
	$17/student 

	Facilities & Utilities 
	Facilities & Utilities 
	$300/student 
	$400/student 

	Insurance 
	Insurance 
	$130/student 
	$29/student 

	Legal 
	Legal 
	$10/student 
	$21/student 

	Student Activities 
	Student Activities 
	$5/student 
	$100/student 

	Student Data System (Tracking) 
	Student Data System (Tracking) 
	$30/student 

	Postage/mailing 
	Postage/mailing 
	$20/student 
	$20/student 

	Enrollment database 
	Enrollment database 
	$14/student 
	$4/student 

	Seal/credential 
	Seal/credential 
	$4/student 
	$4/student 

	Audit 
	Audit 
	$50/student 
	$16/student 

	Computers/facilities for testing 
	Computers/facilities for testing 
	$10/student 
	$200/student 

	ITC fee 
	ITC fee 
	$20/student 
	$50/student 

	ESC fee 
	ESC fee 
	$26/student 

	Sponsorship Fee 
	Sponsorship Fee 
	3% 
	3% 


	Key costareas includedprofessionaldevelopment,softwareandlicensing($200-300perstudent), facilities and utilities($300-400per student),and sponsorshipfees (3percent). Statetesting-related 
	Key costareas includedprofessionaldevelopment,softwareandlicensing($200-300perstudent), facilities and utilities($300-400per student),and sponsorshipfees (3percent). Statetesting-related 
	transportation andtechnologycosts (upto $200perstudent) was also asignificant cost area. Panelists identified other costs associated withtesting, including rentingfacilities, settingup computersand networks requiredto test,providingtravelreimbursementto teachersadministeringtheexams, providingbus passesor gasgift cardsto families to getstudentsto thetestingsite. 

	Panelistsidentifiedother non-personnel cost areas including(but notlimitedto) supplies, materials& equipment; curriculum; assessment;human resources;finance;IT;marketing;insurance; studentdata systems;legal; and studentactivities. 


	CostEstimates 
	CostEstimates 
	Once the panelscompletedtheirwork, thestudyteam undertookthe processof costing-outthe resources identified above,whichprimarilyinvolveddetermining salariesassociated withthe identified FTEpositions. Salarieswere derivedfrom 2018 -2021ofpersonnelinformation providedbyODE.The studyteam looked ateachposition foreachyearandremoved anypersonnelthat received asalarythat was2.5 standarddeviations aboveor below themean. Onceoutlierswere removed, thestudyteam tookthe averagesalary across allyears to determinethe ave
	Table 4.10presents theelementary and secondary costs forGenEdandDOPRsettings. Since the instructionaland student support staffsame ratioswere usedin all sizesettings,the perstudentcostis the samewithin eachtypeof e-school andgradespan. 
	Table 4.10 Elementary and Secondary Personnel Costs by Personnel Categories 
	Table 4.10 Elementary and Secondary Personnel Costs by Personnel Categories 
	Table 4.10 Elementary and Secondary Personnel Costs by Personnel Categories 

	TR
	General Education 
	DOPR 

	TR
	Elementary, Base 
	Secondary, Base 
	Elementary, Combined 50% At-Risk 
	Secondary, Combined 50% At-Risk 
	Elementary 
	Secondary 

	Instruction 
	Instruction 
	$3,573 
	$3,999 
	$4,049 
	$4,725 
	$4,101 
	$4,101 

	Student Support 
	Student Support 
	$395 
	$422 
	$432 
	$485 
	$1,214 
	$1,035 

	Total 
	Total 
	$3,968 
	$4,421 
	$4,481 
	$5,210 
	$5,315 
	$5,136 


	Totalcostsvariedfrom $3,968to $5,315perstudent.Costsestimateswere highestin DOPR settings, primarilydueto the high costsassociated withintensive student supportin these settings. 
	Table 4.11(personnel) and4.12(non-personnel)presentthe system coststhat are in additionto these elementary and secondarycosts. 
	Table 4.11 System Personnel Costs by Personnel Categories 
	Table 4.11 System Personnel Costs by Personnel Categories 
	Table 4.11 System Personnel Costs by Personnel Categories 

	TR
	System Personnel 

	TR
	General Education 
	DOPR 

	TR
	650 Students 
	2,600 Students 
	9,750 Students 
	200 Students 
	700 Students 
	2,600 Students 

	School Admin 
	School Admin 
	$ 610 
	$ 425 
	$ 425 
	$ 1,006 
	$ 566 
	$ 393 

	System Admin 
	System Admin 
	$ 776 
	$ 302 
	$ 226 
	$ 854 
	$ 721 
	$ 393 

	Technology 
	Technology 
	$ 667 
	$ 318 
	$ 287 
	$ 493 
	$ 744 
	$ 167 

	Other Student/ Family Support 
	Other Student/ Family Support 
	$ 550 
	$ 243 
	$ 243 
	$ 821 
	$ 619 
	$ 200 

	Total 
	Total 
	$2,603 
	$1,288 
	$ 1,181 
	$ 3,174 
	$2,650 
	$ 1,493 


	The system level costsrangedfrom $1,181to $2,603for GenEd e-schools while DOPRe-schoolsranged from $1,493to $3,174. There aresomeeconomiesof scale issues occurringin thesmallersettings due to the panelsdecidingthere wasaminimum resourcelevelthateach system musthave. 
	Table 4.12 System Non-Personnel Costs by Area 
	Table 4.12 System Non-Personnel Costs by Area 
	Table 4.12 System Non-Personnel Costs by Area 

	TR
	Other Costs 

	TR
	General Education 
	DOPR 

	TR
	650 students 
	2,600 students 
	9,750 students 
	200 students 
	700 students 
	2,600 students 

	Other Costs 
	Other Costs 
	$ 1,139 
	$ 1,139 
	$ 1,139 
	$ 1,747 
	$ 1,285 
	$1,212 

	Staff Tech 
	Staff Tech 
	$ 19 
	$ 9 
	$ 9 
	$ 42 
	$ 20 
	$ 12 

	Student Tech 
	Student Tech 
	$ 314 
	$ 297 
	$ 297 
	$ 379 
	$ 378 
	$ 378 

	Total 
	Total 
	$ 1,472 
	$ 1,445 
	$ 1,445 
	$ 2,167 
	$ 1,683 
	$ 1,601 


	The system levelothercosts range from $1,445to $1,472in GenEd systems and$1,601to $2,167in DOPR system.Theothercosts in theGenEdsystems are verysimilarby size. There ismorevariation in the DOPR system dueto higher resource levels needed atthe200-tudentlevelto cover fixed costssuch as facilities and utilities, insurance, and credentials. 
	Table 4.13below addstotal schoollevelcosts and system level coststo createtotal cost estimatesfor each setting and sizeconfiguration. 
	Table 4.13 Total Professional Judgment Cost Estimates 
	Table
	TR
	Other Costs 

	TR
	General Education 
	DOPR 

	TR
	Base 
	Combined, 50% At-Risk 

	TR
	650 Students 
	2,600 Students 
	9,750 Students 
	650 Students 
	2,600 Students 
	9,750 Students 
	200 Students 
	700 Students 
	2,600 Students 

	School 
	School 
	$ 4,212 
	$ 4,212 
	$ 4,212 $ 4,874 $ 4,874 $ 4,874 
	$5,218 
	$5,218 
	$5,218 

	System 
	System 
	$ 4,075 
	$ 2,733 
	$ 2,626 $ 4,075 $ 2,733 $ 2,626 
	$5,321 
	$4,333 
	$3,095 

	Total 
	Total 
	$ 8,535 
	$ 7,153 
	$ 7,042 $9,217 $ 7,835 $ 7,724 
	$10,854 
	$9,837 
	$8,561 


	The finalprofessionaljudgmentpanel costestimatesrange from $7,724to $9,217in theGenEdsettings andfrom $8,561to $10,854in theDOPRsettings. TheDOPR system is higher because all students in the school areat-riskandhaveadditional resource needs. 


	Recommendations 
	Recommendations 
	This sectionexamineskeyfindings andthe studyteam’s recommendationsrelatedto those findings. Eachfinding and recommendation is linkedto information from thereport and are typicallybasedon numerous piecesof evidence from thestudy. 
	BaseFunding 
	BaseFunding 
	Finding: Currentfundinglevels are similarto the funding amounts identifiedforbase levelresource needs for GenEdandDOPRcommunitye-schoolstudents. The professionaljudgmentpanelbasecost figures for2,600 and9,750student schools were$7,142 and$7,042 respectively.These figures are slightlylowerthan theFY22basecostfigureof$7,352. 
	The studydid notbuild aDOPRe-schoolwithonlybase cost resources andthen separately considerthe resources neededfor at-risk students;instead, arepresentativee-schoolwascreated where nearly all students are consideredat-risk ofacademicfailure, asis the realityforDOPRe-schools.Thismeans resources associatedwithadditionalinstructional and support needs for at-riskstudents are includedin the identifiedper pupil costfigures. Thestudyteam examinedthe information from the panels andthe currentDPIAfundingto estimatew
	Recommendation: Community e-schoolbasecostestimates usingtheprofessionaljudgmentapproach are verysimilar to the basecostof$7,352in FY22andshouldbe funded utilizingasimilarmethodology to sites receivingthis baseamount. However, it shouldbe notedthatthis figurewouldbesufficientonly ifthe additional recommendations are addressedbelow. 

	StudentCount 
	StudentCount 
	Findings: E-schools face significant challenges due to the differentialapproachtoboth counting student participation andmaintaining astudentin attendance. Focus groupmembers andprofessionaljudgment panelists repeatedlyidentified studentcountasoneofthe greatest challenges to providingthe resources neededfor students. Theyhighlightedthatper pupil costs from thisstudy willonlybevalidif providedforthe students servedbythe community e-schools and notthe current countofstudents funded. 
	National researchmentions the additionaltimeontask and engagementeffortsneededformanyonline students. Studentsoften come to online settings after havingdifficultyin traditional schools. The students attendingthese schoolsoften haveahigherrisk ofattendance issues already ande-schools require asignificantamount ofstaffingto monitorand engage students to ensuretheir participation. 
	Further, thecountprocessrequires resources to ensure community e-schools canget asmany students countedfor funding as possible. 
	The community e-schools understandthe historybehind and reasoningfor the differentialcountforthe schools. Stillthe countleads to schoolsserving morestudents, sometimes farmore students, than they werefundedforin ayear.ComparingFY22headcountdata to enrollmentdata for funding, e-schools rangedfrom beingfundedfor just21percentofheadcount upto 110percent.The majorityof e-schools werefundedbelow headcount withtheaveragee-school receiving85percentoftheir headcount.This differentialhas impactsonstaffing ratios acr
	Recommendation: Withthe largevariation in headcount versusfunded enrollmentthestudyteam would recommend aworkgroupbe createdto identifyapproachesto studentcountthat allowfor recognitionoftheeffortscommunity e-schoolsmustmake to enroll, provideorientation to, and workto continueto engage students in theeducation process,while balancingthe concerns aboutensuring funding onlyforstudentsengagedin the education process. 

	DPIAandELFunding 
	DPIAandELFunding 
	Findings: BothGenEd andDOPR communitye-schools provide services for at-risk andEnglishlearner students. At-risk studentsmake up alargeshareofmany oftheGenEde-schoolsandDOPRe-schools. Funding reportdata from Mayof2022, showse-schools rangedfrom 26to 70percentof at-risk students. Thesurveydiscussedthatthe lackoffundingforthesestudentswasabarrier to providingthe instructionaland student supports neededfor student academicsuccess. These resources include adequate instructionalstaff, counselors,socialworkers, an
	As discussed above in the base funding recommendation, theprofessionaljudgment results showedthat boththeGenEdandDOPRcommunitye-schools needadditional resources to servetheir at-risk students. Thefunding neededto providethe staffing recommendedbypanelists is similarto thecurrent DPIAfundinglevels. 
	Focus group members andprofessionaljudgmentpanelists also discussedthe needto provide serviceto Englishlearnerswhen theyenrollin the school. Though not ahighpercentageofstudents, the resources neededto adequatelyserve thestudentscan be high. 
	Recommendation: Community e-schools should receiveDPIAandELfundingto be consistentwithhow othersettings in thestate,including e-schools in traditionaldistricts, are funded.This funding will allow districts to moresuccessfully servetheirstudentpopulations. 

	SizeAdjustment 
	SizeAdjustment 
	Finding: Thoughtthere areonly15communitye-schools, theyvarygreatlyinsizerangingfrom lessthan 100 students to over16,000 students, withtwo-thirdsof sites under1,000 students. The professional judgment results indicate thatthe smallest settingsface higher costs to serve students. Usingthe2,600studentdistrict asthe baseline figure in bothGenEdandDOPR communitye-schoolsshowsthatin the small settings,650 and700students respectively,costs were17percentor15percenthigher. The 200 studentDOPR settinghad26percenthigh
	-

	Recommendation: Thestate could consider providingasize adjustmentforsmaller, independent communitye-school settings. Itis importantthat suchan adjustmentdoesnotprovideaperverse incentiveforneworcurrent communitye-schools to simplycreate anumberof smallersitesto increase funding, so provisions shouldbe made to considerwhich siteswouldbe eligiblefor thistype offunding. This couldincludenotproviding size adjustmentfundingfor sites that utilize acommonmanagement organizationor are closelyaligned with aschooldis


	AppendixA,AdditionalSurveyData 
	AppendixA,AdditionalSurveyData 
	The followingtables provide additionalinformation fromthee-schoolssurveyonstaffing. Bothtables provide information fromthesamesurvey questions;thefirsttable showsresponses from GenEdcommunitye-schools,while thesecondtableprovides responses from dropout prevention and recoverye-schools. 
	Figure
	Table A-1. Time allocationforoperational components byposition categories (GeneralEducation) 
	Table A-1. Time allocationforoperational components byposition categories (GeneralEducation) 


	Source: Question 20 in the E-School Survey (Please share how each specific position, on average, divides up their time across the different operational components in terms of an approximate percent.). 
	Figure
	Table A-2. Time allocationforoperational components byposition categories (DropoutPreventionandRecovery) 
	Table A-2. Time allocationforoperational components byposition categories (DropoutPreventionandRecovery) 


	Source: Question 20 in the E-School Survey (Please share how each specific position, on average, divides up their time across the different operational components in terms of an approximate percent.) 

	AppendixB, Participants in FocusGroups andProfessional Judgment Panels 
	AppendixB, Participants in FocusGroups andProfessional Judgment Panels 
	Focus Group Participants 
	Participant 
	Participant 
	Participant 
	School/Organization 

	Kurt Aey 
	Kurt Aey 
	ESC of Lake Erie West 

	Adam Clark 
	Adam Clark 
	TRECA Digital Academy 

	JoAnna DeMotte 
	JoAnna DeMotte 
	Auglaize County EducationalAcademy 

	Andrea Dobbins 
	Andrea Dobbins 
	Charter School Specialists 

	Marie Hanna 
	Marie Hanna 
	Ohio Connections Academy 

	Kate Harkless 
	Kate Harkless 
	Ohio Digital Learning School 

	Tish Jenkins 
	Tish Jenkins 
	GOAL Digital Academy 

	Debra Kennedy 
	Debra Kennedy 
	Quaker Preparatory Academy 

	Shawn Lenney 
	Shawn Lenney 
	Greater Ohio Virtual School 

	Frank Mader 
	Frank Mader 
	Buckeye Online School for Success 

	Shannon McElwain 
	Shannon McElwain 
	Alternative Education Academy 

	Rosemary Rooker 
	Rosemary Rooker 
	Findlay Digital Academy 

	Lenny Schafer 
	Lenny Schafer 
	Ohio Council of Community Schools 

	Kristin Stewart 
	Kristin Stewart 
	Ohio Virtual Academy 

	Jason Swinehart 
	Jason Swinehart 
	Great River Connections Academy 

	Donald Thompson 
	Donald Thompson 
	Buckeye Online School for Success 

	Erik Tritsch 
	Erik Tritsch 
	Fairborn Digital Academy 

	Kyle Wilkinson 
	Kyle Wilkinson 
	Ohio Virtual Academy 


	Professional Judgment Panel Participants 
	Participant 
	Participant 
	Participant 
	School/Organization 

	Jessica Biggers 
	Jessica Biggers 
	Fairborn Digital Academy 

	Courtney Patrick 
	Courtney Patrick 
	Fairborn Digital Academy 

	Rosemary Rooker 
	Rosemary Rooker 
	Findlay Digital Academy 

	Shawn Lenney 
	Shawn Lenney 
	Greater Ohio Virtual School 

	Angie Martin 
	Angie Martin 
	TRECA Digital 

	Adam Clark 
	Adam Clark 
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	AppendixC, Ohio CommunityE-Schools State PolicySummary 
	Summary of Ohio Policies for Community E-Schools 
	Summary of Ohio Policies for Community E-Schools 
	September 2022 
	Community e-schools are aspecific subsetofOhio’scommunity schools thatoperate entirelyonline. Two typesof communitye-schools existinOhio:thosethat serve ageneral studentpopulation and thosethat are focusedondropoutpreventionand recovery.Somecommunitye-schools servestudents statewide,whileothers serve students from aspecificgeographic area. There arecurrentlyfifteen communitye-schools inthe state. Thisdocumentprovides anoverviewofkey state policies governing communitye-schools inOhio. 
	E-School Sponsorship 
	E-School Sponsorship 
	E-School Sponsorship 

	Just as brick-and-mortar community schools inOhio are overseen bytheir specificcommunityschool sponsors, community e-schools’ sponsorsprovideoversight ofthe schools,ensuringthe e-schoolis compliant withStandards for K-12OnlineLearning. The Ohio DepartmentofEducation ischargedwith oversightof all sponsors. 

	Required Services for E-School Students 
	Required Services for E-School Students 
	Required Services for E-School Students 

	Ohio law requiresthatwhen astudentenrollsin an Ohio community e-school, they: 
	 
	 
	 
	are providedinstructionbyalicensedOhio teacher, 

	 
	 
	receive acomputer, 

	 
	 
	receiveonline accessto the school,and 

	 
	 
	are provided aminimum of920hoursoflearningopportunitiesin eachschool. 
	year
	30 



	E-school￼Students areassigned ateacherof record,and eachteacherof recordmusthaveprimary 
	31
	31

	32
	￼

	responsibilityfor no morethan 125 students. 

	Provision of Location for Statewide Assessments 
	Provision of Location for Statewide Assessments 
	E-schools are requiredto providealocation for students to take statewide achievementanddiagnostic assessmentswithin a50-mile radius oftheirresidence. 
	33 
	33 



	Teacher Qualifications 
	Teacher Qualifications 
	Teacher Qualifications 

	While community schoolteachersmayhold atraditionalteachinglicense,community schoolsmay employteacherswith asubstitute licenseorlong-term substitutelicense.Community schoolteachers mayhold ateachinglicense in accordancewithORC3314.03(A)(10), whichincludes professionallicenses, 
	34 
	34 


	Teachers-Requirements-for-Community-Schools.pdf.aspx?lang=en-US 
	30 
	https://codes.ohio.gov/ohio-revised-code/section-3314.03 
	31 
	https://codes.ohio.gov/ohio-revised-code/section-3314.271 
	32 
	https://codes.ohio.gov/ohio-revised-code/section-3314.27 
	33 
	https://codes.ohio.gov/ohio-revised-code/section-3314.25 
	34 
	https://education.ohio.gov/getattachment/Topics/Community-Schools/Sections/Schools/Properly-Certified
	-

	residenteducator licenses,alternative licenses,supplementallicenses, substitutelicensesor long-term substitute licenses. 
	Community schoolteachers providing services underfederalTitle programs, career andtechnical education programs and special educationmustmeetthe same licensurestandards as traditionalpublic schools teachers.Educational aides in all school settings needto hold an educational aide permit. 

	Dismissal Procedures 
	Dismissal Procedures 
	Every e-school's attendance policymustincludeaprocess to automaticallywithdraw astudentfrom the schoolifthe student, “withoutlegitimateexcuse,” fails to participate in72consecutivehoursofoffered learning opportunities. 
	35 
	35 


	Recentlegislationeffectivein the springof2021created newrequirementsforgeneral educationeschools relatedto studentattendancerequirements.Itincluded adefinitionof“instructionalactivities” to beusedfor attendancepurposes andidentified criteria studentsmustmeetto beconsideredin attendance(participation in 90%oftheinstructional activitiesoffered orifthestudentis onpace forontimecompletionofenrolled courses). Further,it requires parent/guardian notification if astudenthas 30ormore hoursof unexcused absences in a
	36 
	36 

	-
	-
	arenotmet.If 
	-


	State Funding for Community E-Schools 
	State Funding for Community E-Schools 
	State Funding for Community E-Schools 

	While e-schools are atypeof community schoolin Ohio, they are treateddifferentlythansite-based (brick-and-mortar)community schools forfundingpurposes.While brick-and-mortar community schools are fundedbasedon an annualizedfulltimeequivalency using studentenrollment, communitye-schools are fundedbasedon an annualizedfulltimeequivalency using studentenrollment and student participation inonline andoffline learning opportunities. Communitye-schools are eligible forthe base stateformula amount, plusasmallfacili
	-
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	https://education.ohio.gov/getattachment/Topics/Community-Schools/eSchools/HB-409-Guidance
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	INSTRUCTIONSTOOHIOGENERAL EDUCATIONCOMMUNITY E-SCHOOLSPROFESSIONALJUDGMENT PANELMEMBERS 
	INSTRUCTIONSTOOHIOGENERAL EDUCATIONCOMMUNITY E-SCHOOLSPROFESSIONALJUDGMENT PANELMEMBERS 
	Augenblick,PalaichandAssociates Denver,Colorado 
	September2022 
	Theworkyouaredoingtodayispartofacoststudybeingconductedonbehalfofthe OhioDepartmentofEducation.Itreliesonyourprofessionalexperiencetoidentifythe resourcesneededtoserveOhio’scommunitye-schoolstudents.Belowyouwillfind instructionstohelpyouinthisprocess.Itisimportanttorememberthatyouarenot beingtaskedtobuildyour“DreamSchool.Instead,youarebeingaskedtoidentifythe resourcesneededtomeetthespecificstandardsandrequirementsthatthestate expectsstudents,schools,anddistrictstofulfill.Youshouldallocateresourcesas efficie
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Youareamemberofapanelthatisbeingaskedtodesignhowprogramsand serviceswillbedeliveredinrepresentative school settings.Thesepanelsare beingusedtoidentifytheresourcesthatareneededtomeettheneedsof communitye-schoolstudentsinOhio.Wearelookingtounderstandthe resourcesneededacrossvariousdeliverymethodsthataremosteffectivefor studentsindifferentcommunitye-schoolsettings. 

	2. 
	2. 
	Twoschool-levelprofessionaljudgmentpanelsarebeingconvenedto understandthecosttoserveOhio’scommunitye-schoolstudentsin:1.General educationcommunitye-schoolsand2.Dropoutpreventionandrecoveryeschools.Eachpanelwilldiscussrepresentativeschoolsforgradeconfigurations ofvaryingsize.Afinalreviewpanelwillbeheldtoreviewtheworkoftheschool levelpanels,understandanydifferencesinresourceneedsidentified,and discusscross-cuttingissuesimpactingthecosttosuccessfullyservee-school students. 
	-


	3. 
	3. 
	Today,youwillbeservingonthegeneral education community e-school panel to collaborativelyidentifytheresourcesneededtosuccessfullyserveOhio’s communitye-schoolstudentsinrepresentativeschoolstoensurethatallgeneral educatione-schoolstudentscanmeetstatestandardsandrequirements. 


	4. Thecharacteristicsofeachrepresentativeschool(s)areidentified,including:(1) gradespan;and(2)enrollment;and(3)theproportionofstudentswithidentified additionalneeds. 
	5. 
	5. 
	5. 
	Youwillbeprovidedashortsummaryofstatepoliciesforcommunitye-schools; itisnotmeanttobeexhaustiveofallrequirementsthatthestaterequiresschools anddistrictstofulfill,butinsteadshouldbeconsideredarefresherorreminder. 

	6. 
	6. 
	Indesigningtheresourcesneededforcommunitye-schoolstudents,weneed youtoprovidesomeveryspecificinformationsothatwecancalculatethecostof theresourcesthatareneededtofulfilltheindicatedrequirementsorobjectives. Thefactthatweneedthatinformationshouldnotconstrainyouinanywayin designingtheprogramoftherepresentativeschool(s).Yourjobistocreateaset ofprograms,curriculums,orservicesdesignedtoservee-schoolstudentsin suchawaythattheindicatedrequirements/objectivescanbefulfilled.Useyour experienceandexpertisetoorganizeper

	7. 
	7. 
	Forthisprocess,thefollowingstatementsaretrueabouttherepresentative school(s)andtheconditionsinwhichtheyexist: 


	Teachers: Youshouldassumethatyoucanattractandretainqualified personnelandthatyoucanemploypeopleonapart-timebasisif needed(basedontenthsofafull-timeequivalentperson). 
	Facilities: Generally,thisprocessassumesthattherepresentativeschoolhas sufficientspaceandthetechnologyinfrastructuretomeetthe requirementsoftheprogramyoudesign.Youshouldassumethisis truefortheoperationsoftheschool,butwewilldiscussthecosts associatedwithspaceforstudenttestingduringthepanel. 
	Revenues: Youshouldnotbeconcernedaboutwhererevenueswillcomefrom topayfortheprogramyoudesign.Donotworryaboutfederalor staterequirementsthatmaybeassociatedwithcertaintypesof funding.Youshouldnotthinkaboutwhateverrevenuesmightbe availableintheschoolordistrictinwhichyounowworkorabout anyoftherevenueconstraintsthatmightexistonthoserevenues. 
	Programs: Youmaycreatenewprogramsorservicesthatdonotpresently existthatyoubelieveaddressthechallengesthatariseinserving communitye-schoolstudents.Youshouldassumethatsuch programsorservicesareinplaceandthatnoadditionaltimeis neededforthemtoproducetheresultsyouexpectofthem.For example,ifyoucreateafter-schoolprogramsorpre-school programstoservesomestudents,youshouldassumethatsuch programswillachievetheirintendedresults,possiblyreducingthe needforotherprogramsorservicesthatmighthaveotherwise beenneeded. 







